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ABSTRACT

In the history of Buddhist scholarship it has been the convention

to treat the Madhyamaka and Yogacarin strands of the Mahayana as.

separate and fundamentally opposed schools of thought. This thesis
represents an attempt to explore the relationship between the two

in some detail and comes to the conclusion that earlier assessments
are not justified by either textual evidence, or by underlying trends

in the history of the development of Buddhist thought as such.

The overall substance of the thesis is a general reappraisal of

the ontological and epistemological doctrines contained in the writings

of Nagarjuna, Asanga and Vasubandhu with particular reference to

the earliest Buddhist philosophical texﬁs available. By turning

to the texts themselves, and assigning a lesser significance to

the commentarial literature of a later period, it is possible to

show considerable overlap in all areas of doctrine, but particularly

the treatment of the levels of truth, the understanding of the enlight-

ened and the unenlightened states and their relation to an indeterminate
existence realm, the nature of that reags and finally the function

and status of language and thought.

As a result of these investigations it is possible to erect a new
theory to explain the proliferation of Indian Mahayana Buddhism
which does not operate on a schismatic basis, but rather accounts
for variéty as the consequence of individual authors addressing
new audiences, and specific contemporary problehs, from a firm and

consistent doctrinal bedrock.
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INTRODUCTION

VERITAS SEQUITUR ESSE RERUM - AQUINAS

In the first chapter the intention will be to demonstrate that
Nagarjuna accepts the distinction between the enlightened and the
unenlightened state. These states may be understood implicitly
in terms of states of mind. The former will then be represented

A~ M= . . A=
by jnana/prajna, while the latter corresponds to vijnana. The
essential difference between the two is that vijgéna is contaminated
by a variety of mental concomitants such as prapéﬁca and vikalpa;

jnana is not. Conditioned by avidya, vijnana is unable to reproduce

a true picture of things. The world appears to be constructed

of substantial entities. Jhana results in the destruction of this

erroneous world view. Through j?éna things are understood not

as independent, but as interdependent (pratityasamutpanna). However,

and this is a discussion which is examined in more detail in Chapter
5, since language is itself a form of expression entirely implicated
in the distorted world view, it follows that the truth about reality

must be inexpressible.

Chapter 2 examines the logical stance taken by Nagarjuna. This

clearly shows that he does not adhere to the prasahgaAmethod often
associated with him. His method is based on certain axioms common

to Buddhist tradition as a whole, and one would be wrong, in consequence,
in assigning him the status of seminal thinker. It is the view

of this thesis that Nagarjuna both adheres to the doctrine of the

vi



inexpressibility of truth, and maintains the existence of an onto-
logical truth realm, ie.he is not a nihilist. Truth is revealed
beyond the borders of language. In a sense then it would be correct
to say that for Nagarjuna the true nature of things lies midway
between the dichotomies of language - between existence and non-
existence. The structure of language cannot exhaust the way things
truly are. This being so one cannot deny the existence of reality
nihilistically, and in consequence, one will be forced to admit

an ontologically indeterminate realm, a realm which cannot be
determined in terms of existence or non-existence. The doctrine

of éﬁnyaté is intimately tied to this. Thevtrue nature of things

is dependently originated (pratityasamutpada). This state is

falsely cognised in the unenlightened state. Bodhi therefore rep-

resents the enlightened mind purged of avidya, etc. Bodhi then
is SUnyatad in the sense that it is empty of the defilements of
ignorance. gﬁnyaté is not an ontological state, but rather a state
of mind in which there is a true identification of cogniser and

cognised - a state incapable of articulation.

In Chapter 3 we analyse Nagarjuna's connection with early Buddhism
and find a general continuity of thought. We go on to contrast

the nirvéna/samséra dichotomy with what we have already discussed.

As a result nirvana can be clearly associated with bodhi - that
state of mind in which the dichotomies generated by prapé%ca have
been eradicated, while samsara becomes identified with the world
picture composed through the agency of vijnana. Both nirvana and
samséra then do not represent ontological states. On the contrary,

they are shown to be orientatins to one ontological,
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though unpredic-able realm, which is itself the base for the arising

of both vijhana and jhana/prajna.

With chapter 4 we turn our attention to the Yogacara. We question

the view of the older generation of scholars who wished to establish
radical differences between this school and the position of Nagarjuna.
We show that many of these attempts are based both on an interpretation
of Nagarjuna's teaching passed down through Candrakirti, and on

certain presuppositions inherited from the history of Western thought.
Candrakirti's understanding of Yogacara was that it was preliminary

to the study of Madhyamaka. We are able to show that this is simply
not so. Candrakirti misunderstands the basis of the Yogacara teachings
and attributes positions to them which they do not hold. In fact

the axioms of the Madhyamaka and Yogacara are common. The idea

of an initiatory scheme of Buddhist teaching, with the Madhyamaka
at the top is exposed as a very late development in the history

of Indian Mahayana Buddhism.

The important doctrine of the levels of truth as it crops up throughout
the history of Buddhist thought is explored in Chapters 5 and 6.

We discover a bewildering assortment of differing formulations which
can however be simplified quite consistently. Two strands can be
identified in the early material. Both are underpinned by a theory

of language, though these theories are divergent. In the first

two separate areas of discourse may be identified; implicit (nitattha)
language about things, and that which is termed explicit (neyattha).
The former is in accordance with conventional usage, while the latter

reflects the Buddhist understanding of things. The latter is therefore
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accurate and supplies a true picture of the world. This particular
teaching is the forerunner of the dharma theory of the Abhidharma
which seems to be refuted in the writings of the Mahayana. In the
Abhidharma language which takes into account the dharmic constitution
of things is said to be ultimately true (paramattha), while that

which does not is only conventionally so (sammuti).

The theory of truths which is developed in the Mahayana can also

be found in the eaﬁly tfadition. This theory is entirely consistent
with the understanding of language discussed in Chapters 1 and 2

and accepted by both the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara. According

to this particular strand of thinking, whatever is expressed is
essentially contaminated by vij%éna and its mental concomitants,

and as such constitutes a false picture of things. Ultimately truth,
and hence the teaching of the Buddha, is equated with silence.

It may not be attained through the processes of thought, but rather
through their elimination. The problem with this particular formulation
is that by accepting it one must automatically hold to the corrolary;
that everything which is expressed is false. The doctrine of three

- - - - -
natures (trisvabhava) expounded in the Prajnaparamita and by the

Yogacara is an attempt to show that the two truth doctrine should
not be taken in such a manner. There are no essential differences
between the two and three nature formulations - the latter simply
makes explicit what was implicit in the former. This takes us back
to our distinction between an ontologically indeterminate realm

and the two orientations towards it. In the Madhyamaka

it is quite clear that the ultimate (paramartha) and the conventional
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(samvrti) truths refer to the perspectives associated with jﬁéna

. M= .
and vijnana respectively. Now, it has already been noted in Chapter
3, these viewpoints only have efficacy because they relate to the

ontological realm identified with pratitysamutpada. The Madhyamaka

clearly has a hidden central term therefore. Hidden of course because
it cannot be articulated. The three nature theory consequently
supplies this seemins missing term, while at the same time recogn-
ising its essential non-predic-ability. One cannot hold that the

teachings of Madhyamaka and Yogacara are at odds on this particular

point therefore. The diagram below will show how this is so:

1 ,;ﬁPARATANTRA The Ontologically
::-- P ) Indeterminate base
«(Pratityasamutpada):

[

.

——————————— - .

PARIKALPITA PARINISPANNA

SAMVRTI< Twe QRIENTATIGNS ———>PARAMARTHA
(defilement) (purification)
\ y A, )
~ v
DIFFERENCE 10ENTITY

Chapter 7 looks at the nature of the base for the appearance of
the defiled and purified visions of things in more detail and finds
that the Buddhist tradition as a whole again supports the stance

taken by the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara. Pratityasamutpada is

the key concept in the Buddhist systems. It is identical to the
way things truly are and as such is inexpressible. It provides
the rational for the workings of the Four Noble Truths and hence
for the attainments of samsara and nirvapa. Two separate treatments

of praiityasamutp§da are actually found in Buddhist literature.
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Firstly, the fundamental doctrine itself which was discovered by,
though is seemingly independent of the Buddha, and secondly the
12-1inked formula. While the former is itself identicathLe inexplic-
ably true state of things, the 12 fold formula is a rationalisation

of the two epistemic orientations and as such helps to explain the
Four Noble Truths. The forward sequence corresponds to the first

and second truths, while the reverse is connected with the third

and fourth. These different treatments of pratityasamutpada exactly

mirror the two and three-fold truth formulations as expounded in

the previous two chapters.

The body of this thesis is an attempt to argue against the traditional,
scholarly view that the Madhyamaka and Yogacara present two radically
opposed sets of doctrines. It is demonstrated that on a number

of grounds the traditional view cannot be sustained. One further
problem remains however. A great number Qf scholars believe that
what distinguishes the Yogacara from the rest of Buddhism is its
idealistic tendencies. The final chapter represents an attempt

to test such an attitude. By examining early materials associated
with the notion of mind it is shown that, while taken out of context,
certain sections of texts may seem idealistic, this is not so when
seen against the proper background. From the earliest times Buddhism
has recognised the distinction which was treated in the first chapter;
namely the distinction between the defiled and the purified mind.
Remembering the fact that ultimate truth is inarticulable, ocne may
equate, from the conventional point of view, Bodhi with the purified

mind, and the unenlightened state with defilement. Talk of a luminous

mind (prabhasvara citta) in the Nikayas and at other places is a
' x1i



clear reference to bodhi. However at various stages in its historygue\dhfsm
has found the need to explain to its critics how karma, and general

mental continuity may be maintained, without falling into the trap

of holding a permanent, unchanging mind. This is the function of

terms like bhavanga, and in the Yogacara, alayavijnana. Both of

these concepts should not be confused with a Brahmanical absolute
such as égggg. They both perform an explanatory function while

at the same time avoiding the pit falls of absolutism, which all
Buddhists must steer clear of. This being so, the charge of idealism

does not stick. The sole difference between the Yogacara and Madhyamaka

on this point is that for the former questions of mental continuity
are crucial in an attempt to argue against'Brahmanic tendencies,
while for the latter they are not. However the Yogacara follows

the traditional line on this matter, and does not in the case of

the élayavijﬁﬁna, introduce a novel concept. Chapter 8 then provides
the final link in the thesis. There is a continuity of thought

from the early'period, through Madhyamaka to the Yogacara. In the
doctrine of élayavijﬁéna there is no deviation from tradition, and

in consequence no establishment of a novel position. In fact the
only dissimilarities between these individual elements/tradition

may be shown to be ones which are basically indicative of preoccupation

and not of essential disunity.
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Chapter One

A Preliminary Examination of Madhyamaka Ontology

In the past many assumptions have been made concerning the relation-

ships between the Madhyamaka and Vijfanavada schools of Mahayana

Buddhism which on further analysis may prove to be unfounded.

Typically the Vijfanavadin is seen as someone who wishes to

hypostatise consciousness (vijﬁéna, citta, vijﬁapti)leading

to the conclusion that consciousness is the sole reality (vijgaptimétra),

whereas on the other hand the Madhyamaka maintains a non-commital
attitude towards ontology. It is very easy, particularly given
the present nature of scholarship into the subject, to be led
into adopting such an attitude but, on further reflection one

is forced to ask a number of questions.

In the first place when we speak of the Madhyamaka school of

thought we ordinarily think, mainly because of its dominant

position in the Tibetan Buddhist tradition, of the Madhyamaka-
Prasangika school founded sometime in the 7th centur5 A.D.

by Candrakirti(j). That Candrakirti was an oppoﬁent of a particular
point of view regarding the doctrine of consciousness only
(cittamatra) and the existence of a store-consciousness Elayavijﬁéna
both of which are generally associated with the Vijnanavadins,

there can be no doubt(Z). However two questions follow from

this statement;- (a) Has Candrakirti faithfully reproduced the
doctrines of his root texts which in this case are the writings

of Nagarjuna, and (b) in his argument with the Vijnanavdda has

he adhered to his prasanga method of reasoning and therefore



not ascribed to his opponents' doctrines which they do not in

fact hold?

The second major query concerns the doctrinal position of Négérjuna
and in particular the range of Nagarjuna's authorship. It has

been paradigmatic among the older generation of scholars, when
dealing with the works of Nagarjuna to brush aside the evidence

of the Buddhist tradition and treat only those works which deal
exclusively with the doctrines of emptiness (sunyata) and the

non-existence of the self nature of dharmas (dharmanihsvabhavata)

as being exclusively authentic works of our author. T.R.V.
Murti is a good case in point. In his study of the Madhyamaka

he lists the works of Nagarjuna ascribed by the Tibetan and

Chinese tradition (3 and then abandons all but two, the Madhya-

4)

makakariki \*) and the Vigrahavyavartani (5) i1 the elucidation

of the distinctive Madhyamaka philosophy, irrespective of the

fact that many of the other texts firmly held to be works of
Nagarjuna by the Buddhist tradition express ideas which in some
respects would lead to an attenuation of the overall doctrine.
Such a state of affairs could be compared to one in which for
many years a group of researchers based all their knowledge

of Shakespeare's work, life and times solely on the sonnets

simply because as a corpus a certain underlying theme runs through
them all. As a consequence the plays being formally different

and treating disparate themes are relegated into being the works

of others, fraudently ascribed to the bard.



There seemg to be a number of objections to such judgements.

In the first place why would someone having produced a major

work of literature, and in our case elevating religious discourses,
wish to deny authorship and in so doing pass this distinction

on to someone whose output was meagre (2 works) and in any case
died possibly hundreds of years before? In the second place

the judgement of authenticity based on doctrinal accord with

an axiomatically authentic text, such as the Madhyamakakarika

is really just as unsound as judgement based on other criteria,
since we have no knowldge of Nagarjuna's intentions when he embarked
on his writing career. This situation has been noted by Buddhist
scholars of the younger generation and the tide now seems to

be turning in the field of Négarjuna studies. The recent public-
ation of a book by Chr. Lindtner (6) perhaps exemplifies more
than any others this change of thinking. Although he regards

the authenticity of the karikas as axiomatic he nevertheless
applies a number of important criteria to arrive at his list

of Nagarjuna's works. Firstly a work may have been ascribed

by a "trustworthy" witness such as Candrakir ti, Bhavaviveka,
‘gzhtarak§ita and the like. Secondly a work must have a place

in a grand scheme which Lindtner wants to propose was really

in Négérjuna’s mind. In other words a comprehensive treatment

of the doctrine and the path of the Buddhists of the Mahayana

persuasion along the lines of Asanga's Mahayanasamgraha (7,

And thirdly throughout the corpus of texts there should be a
general agreement in style, scope and doctrine. As a result

of his deliberations Lindtner passes twelve works (in addition
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to the karikas) as being authentic. These are the Sunyatasaptati,

Vigrahavyavartani, Vaidalyaprakarana, Yuktisastika, Catuhstava,

Ratnavali Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarika, Sutrasamuccaya, Bodhicitta-

vivarana, Suhrllekha and the Bodhisambhara.

With the karikas themselves the first five of the above works
are held by the Tibetan tradition to belong to the theoretical/
scholastic works of Nagarjuna otherwise known as the logical
(yukti; tib:- rigs tshogs) corpus. P. Williams (8) has subjected
Lindtner's method to scrutiny and points out various defects.
To start with the first of Lindtner's trustworthy witnesses, Bhévaviveka,
lived approximately 350 years after Nagarjuna (9), and the others
lived a considerable time after that. With regard to the consistency
in style, scope and doctrine Williams (10) points out that to be
convincing when working from Tibetan and Chinese translations from
the original Sanskrt is in itself a highly dubious enterprise.
Williams' most severe criticism is very much in conformity however
with the views expfessed by older scholars mentioned above. He
believes that if we hold the authenticity of the karikas as axiomatic
then a putative work of Nagarjuna concerning a topic not dealt
with in the karikas is difficult to ascribe since we have left
the safety of comparison and have given first priority to witnesses
etc. in our criteria of Jjudgement. Williams therefore ends up
in the position adopted by D. S. Ruegg who feels that because of
the: -

"... opacity and confusion in the records as well

as the uncertainty concerning the authoriship of

several works ascribed to Nagarjuna, it will be
convenient for the historians of the Madhyamaka to



take as his point of departure the treatise universally
considered as the MadhyamakaSastra par excellence - namely
the MMK (Mula-Madhyamakak@rikd) - together with any other
texts ascribable to the same author that are doctrinally
related, and to regard this textual corpus as a standard
of reference when describing Nagarjuna's philosophy." (11)

As 1 have demonstrated that there are no good grounds for holding
such a position it is my intention to adopt a modified version

of Lindtner's list of authentic works bearing in mind the criticisms
of Williams, who admits "... my caution is not damning. It

is simply caution". (12) As both the Tibetan and Chinese tradition
are unanimous and Lindtner's analysis confirms tradition I intend

tc work on the basis that the texts of the logical (yukti) corpus

are original works of Nagarjuna.

" Before turning therefore to an examination of the doctrines

of the Karikas, which must nevertheless still be considered

the most important of the texts from the point of view of the
development of the latter Madhyamaka tradition, let us look
briefly at the other works mentioned to find any evidence which
can confirm the often expressed opinion that the Madhyamaka

and the Vijﬁéhavada are doctrinally irreconcilable systems of

thought.

Ontological Speculation in Nagarjuna's subsidiary works

In the first place it must be quite clearly stated that nowhere
in the corpus of works which we accept are authentically those

of Nagarjuna, is there to be found an explicit condemnation



of the notion that prajﬁé represents a state of awareness in
which things are seen as they are (yathabhutam). This is a

very surprising fact given Nagarjuna's insistence that all
phenomena (dharma) are empty (égﬂlé) since they lack own-being
(svabh@va) because they occur only in mutual dependence (pratit-

yasamutpanna).

"That which has arisen depeadently on this and that, that
has not arisen substantially (svabhavatah). That which
has not arisen substantially, how can it literally (nama)
be called arisen?" (13)

The nearest we find Négérjuna coming to a specific criticism
of consciousness is his demonstration that vijﬁéna, as a member
of the group of skandhas,is dependent and hence empty which may

be found in chapter 4 of the Madhyamakakarikas. However vijnana

in this treatment is always considered as a thing dependent on
internal and external sensefields (ayatana) and can therefore
not be equated with the notion of an abiding consciousness such
as the bhavanga put forward in the Nikayas and subsequently
elaborated by the Yogacara. These particular doctrines will

be examined in detail in Chapter 8 of this thesis. However it

should be noted that Nagarjuna's understanding of vijhanaskandha

is totally in accord with that of the earliest Buddhist writings.

Of equal importance is the fact that the Vijgénavédins too adopt

such a position. For them the six evolved consciousnesses

(pravrttivijﬁéna), since they arise in dependence, must from

ultimate point of view be considered to be empty (éﬁnya). This

seems to be all that Négarjuna means when he says:-



"Consciousness (vijhana) occurs dependent upon the
internal and external sensefields (ayataha). There
consciousness is empty (Sunya), like mirages and
illusions (maricim3ydvat). Since consciousness
(vijhana) arises dependent on a discernible object
(vijfeya), the discernible does not exist (in
itself)™ (14)

Both consciousness and the external object then are dependent,

and hence devoid of ownbeing (svabhava).

It is a curious fact that the Bodhicittavivarana is the only

work attributed by tradition to Nagarjuna which features an obvious

critique of a position similar to that adopted by the Vijnanavadibs.

However this work is never mentioned by Candrakirti, the only
trustworthy witness for its authenticity being Bhavaviveka in

his Ratnapradipa (15). This does not encourage one to incorporate
the text in the Négérjuna corpus,quite apart from the fact that
the standard of argument is not what one would expect from the
Ecarya himself. Not only is the refutation sophistical it is

also contradictory. (16) Two examples of sophistry will suffice

to prove the low degree of argumentation, Firstly with reference

to the three natures, our author says:-

",. the imagined (parikalpita), the dependent (paratantra)
and the absolute (parinispanna) have only one nature of
their own : emptiness. They are the imaginations (kalpana)
of mind (citta)™ (17)

He does not attempt to follow this statement up. It is a condemn-

ation without support. Similarly we are blandly told that:-



"™ind (citta) is but a name (namamatra). It is nothing
apart from (its) name. Consciousness must be regarded as
but a name. The name has no own-being (Svabhava)". (18)

This second statement is clearly an untenable position if it

raises the objection outlined at the beginning of the Vigrahavyévartanf,

an objecti%@ we will discuss in more depth in Chapter 2. The
opponent in this text asks how it is possible for Nagarjuna to
maintain the truth if he also allows that all things are empty.

Since emptiness applies to words themselves, how can they be

used for the purpose of demonstrating such truth? Applying ourselves
to the statement that since mind (citta) is merely a name and

hence has no ownbeing, we are in fact met by incoherence. 1In

the first place the logic of the claim is confused and in the

second, even if we were to accept that names have no svabhava,

we must not make the assumption that the object denoted by the

name, ie mind (citta) is also devoid of its svabhava.

Actually reading through the Bodhicittavivarana carefully, one

is struck by many inconsistencies. The author at one point reverses
his critique of the Vijhanavada by affirming a central doctrine

of the school.

Thus: "The (Buddha's) instruction about the aggregates, elements
etc (merely) aims at dispelling the belief in a self
(atmagraha). By establishing (themselves) in consciousness
only (citta-matra) the greatly blessed (bodhisattVas) also
abandon that (instruction)". (19)

Returning to our theme let us ask ourselves a guestion. If



Nagarjuna is totally opposed to the existence of a mind, would

he not also be concerned to refute the notion of terms which rely
for their existence and efficaciousness on such a mental substratum?
T am in particular thinking of terms which are derived from the
verbal root gﬁé: We can answer this question to the contrary.
Nagarjuna uses many terms of this type that indicate the fact that
knowledge (iﬁégg) seems to exist from the ultimate point of view.

Thus we are told in the Yuktisastika- karika:-

"Just as the Buddhas have spoken of "my" and "I" for
pragmatic reasons, thus they have also spoken of the
aggregates skandha, the sense-fields (ayatana) and

the elements (dhatu) for pragmatic reasons. The great
elemggts etc. (mahabhutadi) are absorbed in consciousness
(vijnana). They are dissolved by understanding them.
Certainly they are falsely imagined (mithya vikalpitam)". (20)

Here then two separate domains of knowledge are being explicated.
The first, with referents such as the notion of "I" and mine, has
a pragmatic truth value which on a higher levelis seen as charact-
erised by false imagination. A higher form of knowledge appears
to be born when the notions of the pragmatic level are dissolved

in understanding (tajj%éne vigamam). (21) It does seem difficult

to believe how Nagarjuna would refute the notion of mind while
at the same time adhering to this distinction between forms of
knowledge. Knowledge seems to presuppose some mental apparatus

by which the former gains efficacy.

In the above quotation from the Yuktisastika-karika we have the

classical distinction between a mundane form of consciousness usually
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associated with the term vijﬂéna, and a higher level form of consc-
iousness which, as we shall see below, Nagarjuna gives the name

.\ = A= .
jnana or prajna. These two forms of consciousness reflect the

two level of truth doctrine held by all the Madnyamakas and ,as

we shall see in Chapters 5 and 6,by all the Buddhist schools, would
appear to represent the mechanisms by which the world view of an
ordinary person (prthagjana)and a saint (arya) differ. However

this point'of view is not peculiar to the Madhyamakas. The dist-

inction is made in AbhidharmakoSa: -

"En effect la connaissance spébulative (prajﬁa) par lequelle
on pénétre et comprend, a &g mBme domaine (visaya) que la
connaissance vulgaire (vijnana) . (22)

and de la Vallée Poussin goes on to say:-

"D'aprés les Vibhajyavadins, le jﬁéna est bon en s0i; le

s A= Py r} N\ LW— .
vijnana est bon quand il est associé a jnana (Kosa iv 8b,
p33 n.3): ce qui peut s'entendre que le jnana est le "savoir
supramondain", et que le vijﬁéna savoir mondain, est bon
lorsqui’il est consécutif au savoir supramondain". (23)

The precise definition of these various psychological terms, all
of which are derived from the root i&é is a matter of some debate
among scholars and will be left to a more suitable occasion for
detailed discussion, but at least one point is already clear.

This is the distinction between the mundane form of knowledge des-
ignated by the team vij%éna and the knowledge or knowledges of

a higher order termed jﬁéna or prajﬁé. It seems in fact that

prajna and jnana are more or less interchangeable terms. J. May
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tells us that:-

"oo.o il ex1ste entre c1tta et pragna la meme opposition
qu'entre v13nana et jhana, connaissance empirique discursive
et connaissance metaphy51que intuitive". (24)

In Nagarjuna's system one of the fundamental features is the
emphasis on the development of higher order forms of knowledge.

This is stated again and again. Thus:-

"When one sees that which arises conditioned by 1ngrance
(avidyapratyaya) with a correct knowledge (samyagjnana),

no origination (utpada) or destruction (nirodha) whatsoever
is perceived (upalabhyate)". (25)

When someone has developed this correct knowledge (samyagjaéna)
then reality (tattva) is seen clearly and ignorance (avidya) is
destroyed. It follows that since avidya is the first link in

the twelve fold chain of mutual dependence (dvadasangika-pratTtya-

samutpada), it is the cause of vijﬁéna (the third member in the
series) and hence when avidya is destroyed by Qﬁéﬁg then so to

is vijﬁéna. We will examine this in detail in Chapter 7. However
this is the meaning of MMK, xxvi, 11. One who has arrived at
such a realisation possesses a mind (citta) without a standpoint

(26) (27)

(sthana) , has produced an eye of knowledge (jnanacaksuh)

and in consequence the errors of defilement (kleéédoga) that torment

due to false knowledge (mithyajfana) do not arise. (28)

Now most scholars recognise that the task of Nagarjuna was partly

to bring about an integration of the thought contained in that
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corpus of literature generally called Prajnaparamiti. Murti

typifies this notion:-

“Theﬂ@ﬁghyamika philosophy is a systematisation of the
Prajnaparamita treatises". (29)

A typical text of the P.P. corpus is the Astasahas riks. In

this work the perfection (paramita) of prajna is mentioned

in a number of places as the chief of the other five perfect-
ions (gégg - cgarity, éiig_— morality, ksanti - forbearance,
dhyana - meditation and X;EXE - heroic energy) in the sense
that it is a guiding and regulating factor by which the other

five may operate effectively. To quote Murti again:-

"A mind swayed by passions and attached to the world

cannot know the truth; the distracted mind (samahita citta)

is incapable of perceiving the truth for lack of steadiness
in attention. All the other paramit3s are meant to

purify the mind and make it fit to receive the intuition

of the absolute (prajna). It is prajfaparamita again

that can complete them, make each of them a paramita ..." (30)

Given these facts we will have difficulty in disagreeing
with Lindtner's contention that in all the works of Nagarjuna
that we are considering to be authentic, the notion and explic-

ation of one single paramita (ie prajha) is central. (31)

This is because it is as the result of prajgé that a person
embarked on a spiritual path is able to transcent the common-
sense (vyavahara) world view which sees things (dharmas)

with respect to their characteristics (laksana) and own-being
(svabhava) and entersa field of cognition where ultimately

these things do not exist in the way they were formerly imputed
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/-
but rather, are empty (sunya) of such defining marks as laksana
and svabhava. If we did wish to make a clear distinction between

prajfia and jhana we could do no better than to endorse Lindtner's

view that:-

"The culmination of prajﬁé ... 1is jﬁéna, or intuitive
insight into reality (tattwva) beyond the duality of (is)
asti and (is not) nasti. This jhana is also the suspension
of avidya which, as we have seen, in the final analysis

is based on the wrong assumption of existence and non-
existence etc". (32)

In the texts we are dealing with, Nagarjuna does not define
either of these two terms but we may safely assume that while
praj%é is a continually evolving faculty dependent on the path
and involving analysis, Qﬁégé is the end result of such a

development, and in consequence, 1s entirely empty (éﬁnya)

of the miscellaneous defilements.

One of the major features shared by both the Madhyamaka and
the_Vijﬁénavédg is the notion that ignorance (avidya) has as
its root characteristic, the dichotomosing tendencies of the

common sense worldview. The Vijﬁénavédins place pride of place

on the false distinction between a subject and an object

(grahyagrahakakalpana). For Vasubandhu therefore, when the

mind is at work in an ordinary person a transformation takes
place such that the distinction between being conscious of
something (vijﬁéna) and something of which one is conscious
(vijﬁeya) arises. This dichotomy is called a representation

(vijﬁapti). Of course this does not mean that the vijﬁapti
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. . A=
is caused by vijnana. On the contrary, from the vijﬁapti proceeds

the vijﬁéna/vijﬁéya combination which itself produces the idea

of subjects and objects (grahya-grahaka). This is the sense

of the Vijaénavédin doctrine that everything is representation

only (vijﬁaptimﬁtra). This of course does not imply the idealistic

connotation that many authors have seen fit to put on it. For

Vasubandhu reality is observed by the subject/object dichotomy:-

"This transformation of vijﬁéna is a (falsely constructed)
dichotomy (of subject and object). That which is falsely
reconstructed is not real. Therefore this everthing is
nothing but representation (vijhaptimatra)" (33)

A doctrine of a quite similar style is also maintained by Nagarjuna.

/- - - -
The Sunyatasaptatikarika for instance seeks to demonstrate that

the reality of things lies between the two extremes of permanence

(438vata) and annihilation (uccheda):

"If there is being (sat) there is permanence; if there

is non-being (asat) there is necessarily annihilation ...
To experience the two as mutually excluding (parasparavip-
aryaya) is a mistake (viparyaya) ...Therefore it is not
logical that Nirvana is being and non-being". (34)

Another way these dichotomously opposed principles lead to errors
regarding the way the true state of things is presented, is

described in the Yuktisastika-karika where we are told that:-

"Those whose intelligence (buddhi) has transcended being
and non-being (astin@sti) and is unsupported have discovered
the profound and inobjective meaning of condition (pratyaya).
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Being and non-being are only one pair of opposites which are
inappropriate for use when talking of reality. The mind addicted
to discursive thought (vikalpa) automatically generates such

sets in its doomed attempt to describe reality. However:-

"When (someone) cognizes (something) as born or unborn,
present or gone, bound or liberated (then) he maintains
duality (dwwya) (and consequently) does not know the truth

(tattva)." (36)

That the Vijgénavéda prefer one pair of opposites over any other
to demonstrate that the nature of things cannot be adequately

shown by their application may be simply a matter of convenience.
Any pair woﬁld do. The point is that knowledge devoid of thought
construction (nirvikalpajaina) is knowledge devoid of dichotomies

(37)

(adVayajﬁéna). Some authors, such as Kunst, believe that

by positing such a nondual knowledge, both of the schools of

Buddhist philosophy we are examining are guilty of contradicting

the law of the excluded middle. Ruegg (38) disagrees here.

For him:-

"... to say that something is neither A nor non A (A) does
not represent an attempt on the part of the Madhyamika

to define some entity (bhava, ie a thing possessing svabhava)
that is neither A nor A (indeterminate), but rather a way

of stating the Buddhist theory of conditicnship in terms

of the Madhyamaka doctrine of emptiness of own being
(svabhavasunyata) and non-substantiality of all factors
{(dharmanairatmya) .

This means that while complementary and extreme positions based

on the dichotomizing activities of ordinary people are -xcluded
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from the Madhyamika conception of the Middle Way, Ruegg does not
feel that the law of excluded middle or non-contradiction are
being rejected since no entity is being posited. I do not accept
Ruegg's reasoning here. Through the rejection of false dichotomies
an entity or a state is being posited, though from an ontological
point of view its status must be considered indeterminate. The
Buddhist position is not fully defined by either Kunst or Ruegg.
In a way one may agree that the law of excluded middle is being
broken, but not in the Western sense since the middle term has

a quite different ontological status from the two alternatives.
The law of excluded middle is not really applicable here. Ruegg
is equally guilty of adhering to Western forms of reasoning by
maintaining that the law is being obeyed. Ruegg rejects Western

conceptions when this suits him however:

"... ultimate reality ... is the domain of what Candrakirti
te{Ts tattvalaksana proper, as accessible to the gnosis
(jhana) of the perfected saints (arya)". (39)

This seems to be an acceptance of non-logical thought. As a matter

of fact, when pressed by an opponent in his commentary on MMK XV 2

Candrakirti gives a number of metaphorical designations (upadaya

prajﬁapti) for this ontologically indeterminate reality. He calls
{40)

it the essential nature (prakrti), thusness (tathata) , synonyms

. LV, -
which are the common property of both Madhyamaka and Vijnana-vada.

This refusal to see the ultimate from any position conditioned
by dichotomous thought is taken up by virtually all Madhyamakas,

Atiéa being a representative case. Thus:-
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"... (absolute truth) cannot be the object of any kind of conceptual
thinking (kalpana) for reality (tattva) is not susceptible to various
distinctions such as marks of being, non-being, own-being, other-being,
truth, untruth, permanence, destruction, eternal, non-eternal,
pleasure, pain, pure, impure, self, non-self, empty, non-empty,

and unity, difference, origination, cessation etc., for they possess

a relative nature." (41)

Among Nagarjuna's works such statements are echoed in the Acintyastava

(42) (43)

of the Catuhstava and the mangala$loka of the MUlamddhyamakakarikas.

If we now ask ourselves the reason why reality is conceived in an
erroneous fashion by those who have not achieved arhatship, then the

answer is because of vikalpa and prapaﬁca. In the Yuktisas@iké we

are given to assume that discrimination (vikalpa) and a fickle (cala)

mind (manah) mutually condition one another. In other words incorrect
apprehension of reality is the indispensible concommitant of a part-

icular state of mind. Now the term prapaﬁca actually means something

(45)

like "expansion". The Anguttara Nikéya indicates that the fourteen

unexplicated points (avyakrtavastu) such as "Does the Tathésata exist

after death? Does he not exist after death? Does he both exist and
not exist after death? Does he neither exist nor not exist after
death? etc are imagined (prapaﬁcitam) , and the Samyutta (46) gives

as such examples of prapaﬁca such statements as: "I am, "I shall

be", "I shall not be", "I shall not be formed", "I shall be formless",
etc. Prapdﬁca then is that activity of consciousness that leads us

to the belief that we are isolated beings at large in an extended

world of plurality. At its root prapaﬁca is a dichotomizing tendency
which endlessly generates principles reliant on the relationship between

identity (ekatva) and difference (anyatva). 1In other words because

of prapgaca categories such as self, other, being, non-being Nirvna,



- 18 -

Samsara, subject, object, etc. arise. J. May says:-

"Prapagca littéralement "expansion", tib. spros pa, me parglt
designer non pas taut la fonction de pensée _discursive, correspondant,
sons divers aspects 3 vikalpa, vitarka, vicara, que l'opératlon

de cette function, et le resultat de cette opération, c'est- 3

dire le monde constitué en objects et concepts distincts".(47)

The mode by which prapaﬁca informs the world picture of the unenlight-
ened is through discursive thought (vikalpa), reasoning (vicara),

and conjecture (vitarka). Vikalpa further differentiates the basically

dichotomized world produced by prapaﬁca until definite views or dogmas
(drsti) are formed. From vikalpas concerning being (bhava) and non-

- /- /
being (abhava) the twin heresies of eternalism (saé&atadarsama) and

nihilism (ucchedadaréana) are formed and such an attitude to the world,

in turn, gives rise to suffering (duhkha).

"Profane people (prthagjana) with their positivistic attitude
(bhavatmaka) are ... deceived by their own mind (svacitta).

Those who understand see that things have ... totally arisen

as a result of ignorance (avidyahetutah) without beginning, middle
or end." (48)

It is Qﬁégg_therefore that destroys the ignorance (avidya) that arises
in connection with prapdﬁca. Prapaﬁba is seen to be lacking in any
real foundation. The activities of vikalpa which oéggfggize concepts
of being (asti) and non-being (nasti) are seen, through iﬁégg, as

inappropriate to the ultimate understanding of reality (tattva).

From the ultimate viewpoint everything has been imagined (kalpanamatra):

"Therefore you have declared that all phenomena are merely imagined.
Yes, even the imagination through which emptiness is conceived
is said to be untrue." (49)
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This sounds remarkably like a statement by Vasubaudhu or Asanga.

The idea of dependent origination (pratftyasamutpada ) {S central

to the thought of Nagarjuna. The centrality of this doctrine in the
Buddhist tradition will be discussed in Chapter 7. However, in its
general extended sense the twelve fold chain of dependent origination

- s, —- -
(dvadasangapratityasamutpada) 1s mentioned in Chapter XXVI of the

Mulamadhyamakakarikas. It may be the case that the term pratItya-

samutpada itself is a metaphorical designation for reality (tattva).

It would be difficult simply to treat pratityasamutpada in its 12-fold

form as a theory of causality or conditionally since Nagarjuna does
a thorough refutation of any possible conditions (pratyaya) in Chi
of MMK. The two verses of the maﬁgalaéloka seem to confirm this since

they speak of a pratItysamutpada taught by the Buddha which is the

equivalent of the shutting off of prapaﬁca and is in consequence without
destination, production, neither annihilated nor eternal, neither

differentiated nor undifferentiated and without coming or going:

- /=7 - - -
anirodhamanutpadamanucchedamasasvatam anekarthamananarthaman-
3gamamanirgam yah pratityasamutpadam prapancopaSamain Sivam
deSayamasa sambuddhastam vande vadatam varam

This sounds very much like the earlier discussed idea of reality (tattva)
which is realised through jﬁ%na to be free of all dichotomously
constructed distinctions. The real must be indeterminate. Hence

e -
the Sunyatasaptati:-

"Without one (eka) there are not many (aneka). Without many
one is not possible. Therefore things that rise dependently
(pratTtyasamutpanna) are indeterminable (animitta)." (50)
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Having come to a realisation of pratityasamutpada all conventional

view points (drgti) concerning the nature of things are extinguished;

ignorance (avidya) ceases and one comes to understand reality (tatt-

-“-
vajnana) :

"Those who have come to understand that dependent origination
(pratTItyasamutpada) is devoid of origination (utpada) and destruction
(vina5a) have crossed the ocean of existence consisting of dogmas
(drstibhutabhavarnava)™. (51)

When we turn to this doctrine as expounded in the MMK we shall be
in a better position to judge its exact status in Nagarjuna's system.
However from what we have seen so far we can at least maintain that

the tattva/pratTtyasamutpada group of concepts differ in many senses

from most other ideas examined by Négérjuna. They are never, like

other concepts, demonstrated to be totally devoid of own-nature

(svabhava) and hence empty (EEEXE) in the sense of non-existent.

How could they be since we are told frequently that they cannot be
apprehended in terms of existence nor non-existence? On the contrary
they have an ontological status which cannot be determined since all
determination depends on the workings of an unenlightened mind ie.

one acted upon by prapanca. Like the 20th century European existentialisks,
Nagarjuna holds that knowledge must always be conditioned by the strangle-
hold of the verb "to be" on the language we employ, and in consequence

all speculation on the nature of things must resort to essentialist

terminology. On this basis I cannot agree with Lindtner who says:-

"Tnstead of taking things in terms of asti and nasti one should
become aware that all entities are pratityasamutpanna, without,
however, committing the fallacy of conceiving pratTtyasamutpZzda
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‘as a fact and by itself." (52)

It seems that by applying non-existence to pratityasamutpada Lindtner

himself is guilty of the error of annihilationism (ucchedadaréana).

The fact is that pratityasamutpada is ontologically indeterminate.

In other words it cannot be determined with respect to exclusive

categories.

To sum up then it is clear that the term pratTtyasamutpada is being

used in two entirely distinct manners in the writings of this school

of Buddhist philosophy. The first may almost be termed an exoteric

teaching while the second will be esoteric. In the exoteric we are

dealing with the traditional twelve nidanas. Using such a heuristical

device Nagarjuna is able to show that on the conventional level the

basic teachings of the Buddha have a practical validity, and hence

the danger of the higher truth doctrine (that by intellectually realising
empliness

the truth of &Fpi 1 (éﬁnyatésatya) someone may decide that there

is no point making an effort on the spiritual path since from an ultimate

point of view there is no such thing as morality. Buddhahood Nirvana

etc.)applied independently of the iower, is defused. The exoteric

pratityasamutpada therefore is applied to demonstrate the mechanisms

of the Four Noble Truths doctrine. Whether it is entirely successful
in this will be left to a later discussion, particularly in Chapter

7 above, but we may safely say that the second and third truths are
dealt with in this teaching. Thus the Arising of Suffering

(duhkhasamudaya) is shown to be a movement towards samsara caused

by ignorance (avidya) whereas the Cessation of Suffering (duhkhanirodha)

is a movement backwards thrbugh the chain resulting in the extinction
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of ignorance (avidya) by the application of prajaé'leading to the
direct understanding of reality (tattVajfana) which is Nirvana. This

/- -
seems to be the sense of the Sunyatasaptati:-

"By understanding the truth (tattva), ignorance (avidya), which
arises from the four perverted ideas (viparyasa), does not exist.
When this is no more, the karma-formations (samskara) do not
arise. The remaining (ten members) likewise". (53)

"To imagine (klp-) that things (bhava) born by causes and conditions
(hetupratyaya) are real (samyak) is called ignorance (avidya)

by the Teacher (sastr).From that the twelve members (dvidaéariga)
arise. But when one, by seeing correctly, has understood that
things (bhava) are empty (%unya) one is not infatuated (mudha).
That is the cessation of ignorance (avidya-nirodha). Thereupon

the twelve members stop". (54)

It is interesting that this exoteric teaching is incapable of explaining
the first Origin of suffering and the final end; in other words the
first and fourth Noble Truths; When we turn to an examination of

the esoteric teaching however this problem is cleared up. We are

now dealing with a conception of pratItyasamutpada which works as

a metaphorical designation for reality uncontaminated by the working
of prapafica . Now from our previous discussion we know that conceptions
such as Origin and End are merely the result of discriminative thought
(vikalpa) working on the fundamental distinction between identity
(ekatva) and difference (anyatva) which is the feature of prapafica.
From the ultimate point of view however tattva, and therefore prat-

- 7/
Ttyasamutpada, are free from prapéﬁca (prapaﬂcopasamam) and therefore

it is inappropriate at this level to speak of the beginning or the
end of reality. This is traditional Buddhist doctrine which is ref-

lected in the unexplicated points (avyékrtavastu) such as "Is the

world eternal, not eternal, both eternal and not eternal, or neither
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eternal nor not eternal?" (55) It seems then that if we equate the
exoteric teaching with the conventional level of truth (samvrtisatya)
and the esoteric teaching with the ultimate level of truth (para-
marthasatya) the use of limiting terms such as Beginning and End are
inappropriate for both. This is rather a conundrum and one begins
to wonder whether Négérjuna's theory of the two truths can really
effectively deal with traditional Buddhist teachings since we have
already identified an area in which a fundamental set of ideas ie.

the First and Fourth Noble Truths, appear problematic.

To resolve such a problem the Madhyamaka acaryas posit the idea of

different types of disciples. On the initial stages of the path a

practioner is treated to positivistic teachings:-

"To begin with (a teacher) should say that everything exists
to his truth-seeking (pupil). Later_when he has understood the
meaning he gains isolation (viviktata) without being attached". (56)

Candrakirti distinguishes three separate types of disciple; the lower

type (hina-vineya), the middling type (madhya-vineya) and the Superior
(57)

type (utkrsta-vineya). The lower type is given positive descriptions

of reality in which terms such as self (é&ggg) apply and serve to
turn such a disciple away from unwholesome actions. The middling
type is taught in a negative manner. In this way notions such as
non-self {(anatman) free the practioner from the speculative view
that there is such a thing as a real substantial self (satkayadprsti).
The superior type of disciple is said to be able to penetrate the

very kernel of the most profound teachings and in consequence, having

attained to the stage of zealous attachment (adhimukti) with respect
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to nirvana, is taught in terms of neither ... nor type statements

eg. there is neither a self nor a non-self. In other words the Buddhist
spiritual path appears from the writings of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti

to be a graded one, the development of prajﬁé leading to the understanding

of reality (tattvajnana) being a slow process.

Before turning to an examination of these same doctrines as presented
in MMK it may be worthwile to ponder a curious fact. Most scholars
agree that the distinctive feature of the Madhyamaka teaching is the
Two levels of Truth doctrine. It is the case however that in these
subsidiary works of Nagarjuna a distinction between the conventional
(samVrti) and the ultimate (paramartha) is hardly ever explicitly
stated, though of course a generalised appeal to such notions is very
often implicit in many statements. It is interesting therefore that
in one of the few verses I have been able to identify in which the
two truths are both mentioned, ie. in the Acintyastava of the Catuhstava,
the formulation of the doctrine bears distinctly Vijnanavada-like

connotations. Thus:

"Convention (samVrti) arises from causes and conditions and is
relative (paratantra). Thus the relative has been spoken of (by
You). The ultimate meaning, however is absolute (akrtrima)". (58)

The relative (paratantra) is the middle term in the three nature
(trisvabhava) doctrine of the Vijnanavada and is very often identified

with pratTtyasamutpida. For instance the Mahayanasamgraha gives nine

essential meanings of paratantrasvabhava (the relative nature). These

are: (i) The base for the appearance of entities (sarvadharma-

pratibhasagraya)
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(ii) Dependent origination (pratityasamutpada)

(iii)  Representation only (vijhaptimatrata)

(iv) Neither different nor non-different (from the other

two svabhavas) (na bhinno napy abhinnah)

(v) Like magical illusion,etc. (mayadivat)

. o . /-
(vi) Pertaining to suffering and cleansing (samklesamgiko

- -/ Ve
vyavada n amsikas ca)
(vii)  The object apprendended by the knowledge realised in

succession (to the wisdom) 3alambanamg prs‘ghalabdhaj"ﬁ'énasya)

(viii) Nirvana without any fixed abode (apratisthitanirvana)

(ix) The Buddha's body constituting entities (dharmakaya) (59)

As a provisional measure, then, we may say that the two truths should
not be considered as ontological entities, but rather as epistemological
orientations towards some undefined being, given a number of epithets

such as pratityasamutpéda, which nevertheless cannot be said to exist

or not exist in the same way that it is possible to say cars or unicorns
exist,or not)as the case may be. We must assume therefore that both
truths can only be efficacious within some, as yet, indeterminate mental
framework, though at this stage it may be possible to suggest that

the perception of the conventional truth (samvrtisatya) is in some

sense tied up with the workings of vijﬁéna while the ultimate truth

(paramarthasatya) involves jnana.

Nagarjuna's use of the term relative (paratantra) for pratityasamutpada

naturally allows us to speculate that there may be a great deal more

connection between his 2 fold truth formulation and the three nature
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notions of the Vij%gnavidins than is generally recognised. This theme
will be picked up and developed at a later stage in our argument. (60)
However we must stay with Nagarjuna himself a little longer to establish

his position in the most prominent of his works.
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Notes
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Candrakirti's critique of VijBanavada is to be found in Ch.

6 of his Madhyamakavatara a partial translation of which was
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Madhyamakavatara par Candrakirti edited by L. de la Vallée Pou sson
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T. R. V. Murti "Central Philosophy of Buddhism" p 213
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cf Astasahasrikaprajnaparamita (Bibliotheque Indica) p 398

Nagarjuniana p 268
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J. May op.cit,p175 n 562

YS v 24-26
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kalpanamatram ity asmat sarvadharmah prakasitah
kalpan3py asatT proktd yaya SUnyam vikalpyate
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Nagarjuniana p 273
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SS v 62
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S8 v 64-5
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¥S v. 30

sarvam astiti vaktavyam adau tattvagavesinah
pascad avagatarthasya nihsangasya viviktata

Prasannapada (ed) de la Vallée Poussin 18 5-6 p 360-1

CS IIT 44
hetupratyayasambhut@ paratantra ca samyrtih
paratartra iti proktah paramdrthas tv akrtimah

Quoted p. 954
Paratantrasvabhava (I) - Diagrammatic Account by N. Aramaki
in Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies Vol XV (1967) p 955 -

941

v. this thesis Chapter 6



- 31 -

Chapter Two

Nagarjuna & Logic

It will be our purpose in the following chapter to investigate

the doctrines contained in Nagarjuna's major works. We will examine
the interpretation of some important scholars and attempt to show
their various drawbacks. This will point the way to our own position
with regard to his work, a position in which a specific solution

with respect to pratTtyasamutpada becomes the key concept in the

understanding of reality. PratTtyasamutpada will be shown to be

as positive a description of reality as is possible, given Négérjuna's,
and the general Buddhist tradition's stance on the role of language.

It will provide the rational for the appearance of the englightened
and the unenlightened states. However before this exegesis is
possible let us examine the contemporary views on those texts which
are indisputably claimed, by all, to be authentically written by

Nagarjuna himself.

It has been customary among scholars of the past to read Nagarjuna
with the aid of a commentary, usually in Sanskrt. Indeed since
the MMK itself was abstracted in the first place and in totality,

1), it is hardly

from the commentary (Prasannapada) of CandrakIrti
surprising that the views expressed in that commentary are strongly
associated with the doctrines of the MMK. We are left then with
a tradition of scholarship initiated by Stcherbatsky and in the

present day represented by Murti that attempts an exposition of

Nagarjuna's doctrines based on commentar .al literature written
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approximately four centuries after the event and one would suppose,
though here information is very sketchy, after significant developments
in the use of logic, religio-philosophical debate and general
intercourse of ideas leading to a somewhat modified world picture
and philosophical inclination. Nevertheless scholars like Murti
retain their position. They claim that the Madhyamika:-

"... uses only one weapon. By drawing out the implications

of any view he shows its self contradictory character. The

dialectig ;s a series of REDUCTIO AD ABSURDUM arguments

(prasangapadanam) . Evgry thesis is turned against itself.

The Madhyamika is a prasangika or vaitandika, a dialectician

or free-lance debater. The Madhyamika DISPROVES the opponent's
thesis, and does not prove any thesis of his own." (2)

In fact, as we shall see in due course, not even CandrakIrti himself
can realistically claim to simply turn an opponent's thesis upon
itself and therefore reduce it to absurd conclusions without either
introducing positions that the opponent does not hold himself,
or more importantly disprove the opponent's thesis without proving
any thesis of his own. When we turn to the case of Nagarjuna
we shall see that such a description of his method is impossible

(3)

to uphold. In the first place Robinson has attempted to demonstrate

that in some instances Nagarjuna seems to be explicitly using
at least two of the three traditional Western "Laws of Thought"
as axiomatic to his system, though there is little evidence that
this position is agreed upon by his opponent. Thus we have a
number of explicit statements of the principle of contradiction

in the karikas:-
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"In truth, the cessation of a real existing entity is not
possible. For indeed, it is not possible to have the nature
of both existence and non-existence at the same time." (4)

or "A completed-incompleted doer cannot create a completed-
incompleted deed. For how could the mutually conflicting
completed and incompleted states co-exist as one?" (5)

These statements would seem to mirror the purport of the third
position of the catuskoti or tetralemma employed by the Buddhists,
that a thing cannot be both existent and non-existent, and in

this general sense the third koti appears to conform to the principle
of contradiction. Now, although the law of identity is nowhere

found in any of the works we have ascribed to Nagarjuna, Robinson
certainly believes that the law of the excluded middle is held.

In support of his contention he cites:-

"Indeed, a passing entity does not come to pass, and neither
does a non-passing entity. Apart from these, how could there
be a third (type of) entity coming to pass?" (6)

and "One who admits existence will necessarily perceive permanence
and destruction. For, it necessarily flows that such an existence
must either be permanent or impermanent." (7)

We may simply comment at this stage that such statements as the
ones above do seem to support the view that a {aw of the excluded
middle is invoked on occasions by Nagarjuna. Robinsaon's conclusions,
with regard to iNagarjuna's putative adherence to such laws,are

suitably vague. This is obviously advisable, particularly since

at no point in his writings does Nacarjuna exac-tly state the
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laws of thought as such. It has been suggested more than once that
Indian thought forms need not precisely mirror those adopted in

the west; such a contention being tantamount to cultural imperial-

ism. Robinson seems to be bearing this in mind as he does
not appear to press Nagarjuna's adherence to the laws very far,

contending in his summing up merely that:-

"Since Nagarjuna's argumentation relies on numerous dichotomies,
the principle of contradiction is necessary to most of his
inferences." (8)

In another article Robinson (9) has again questioned how far the
contention that Nagarjuna adopted the prasanga method with his
opponents can be upheld. He concludes that in fact it is possible

to tease out a number of positions that are Nigérjuna's alone and

do not belong to any identifiable opponent. Using such a method
Robinson is able to show that six positive positions are axiomatically
held solely by Nagarjuna in his MMK. These are as follows. (10)
(i) Whatever has extension 1s divisible, hence is composite and

is therefore neither permanent nor real. In consequence an indivisible,

infinitesimal thing cannot possess extension. Now all the schools

of Buddhism together with the Mah5y5naéﬁtras do in fact expound

a category of non-composite, non-conditioned things.(asamskrtadharmas).

Space (akada) is a dharma of this category which is considered
to have infinite extension, while at the same time being incapable
of division. The Acintyastava of the Catuhstava agrees with such

a definition since we are told:
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"That which arises not, disappears not, is not to be annihilated
agd_%s not permanent, that is (tattva) which is like space
(akasa) ignd) not within the range of words (or) knowledge
(aksarajnanal". (11)

It seems strange then that in MMK ch. 5. Nagarjuna should concentrate
his attack on the notion of space (ékééa) by picking the relation
between akada and its characteristics (laksanas) as a weak link,

when 1t 1s clear that his opponents by regarding ékéga as asamskrta

are saying that it is in fact devoid of attributes or characteristics
(laksana). If Négérjuna accepts his opponents’position space would
be "not within the range of words or knowledge (aksarajﬁéna)",

and consequently would not be a legitimate target for his argument.

(ii) To exist means to be arisen and consequently existence is
synonymous with manifestation and there can be no unmanifested
existence. This axiom seems to contradict the doctrines of other
Buddhists who hold that the real is that which has never arisen,
has no beginning and no end and is permanent. This seems to be

the meaning of the Udana when we are told:-

"There is that sphere wherein is neither earth nor water nor
fire nor air, wherein is neither the sphere of infinite space
nor of infinite consciousness, nor of nothingness, nor of
either ideation nor non-ideation; where there is neither this
world nor a world beyond nor both together nor moon and sun;
this I say is free from coming and going, from duration and
decay; there is no beginning and no establishment, no result
and no cause; this indeed is the end of suffering". (12)

In other places Nagarjuna holds to such as position, hence

"Wnere the functional rea:m of the mind ceases, the realm
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words also ceases. For indeed, the essence of existence
(dharmata) is like nirvapa, without origination and destruction." (13)

and such a view is echoed in the mangalagloka of MMK. We may therefore

conclude with Robinson that

"Nagarjuna is not alone among the thinkers of classical India
in promiscuously ahering now to one and now to another of
these (two) axioms." (14)

(iii) A real thing would have to be an utterly simple individual
which contains no diversity. If it had diversity, it would have
extension and so would not be indivisible and real. This is a

corollary of axiom (i).

(iv) The perception of arising and ceasing is illusory. Nagarjuna

makes such a point in the karikas:-

"You may think that both occurrence and dissolution can be
perceived but such a perception only comes about from a deluded

mind." (15)

Very often the perception of origination and duration are compared

with a dream, an illusion or a city of the Gandharvas

",ike an illusion, a dream or an illusory city in the sky.
In such a way has origination, duration and cessation been

described." (16)

On the basic of this axiom Robinson shows that Nagarjuna's attempt

to demonstrate all phenomena as illusory (m3y3) is not arrived
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at by a prasanga treatment of an opponent's position and neither

is it arrived at by resort to an empirical examination of perception
which shows that the senses always generate distorted information.
On the contrary all that Nagarjuna is doing here is dogmatically
asserting that perception is always distorted by false thought

constructions (vikalpa, prapafica etc.).

(v) Only transitive actions and relations are allowed. In other

words, Robinson claims that in the case of MMK .VIIJ7-8:-

"(opponents contention) As light illuminates both itself and
other entities, so does origination give rise both to itself
and others."

"(Nagarjuna's reply) There is no darkness in light or in
its abode. What then does light illumine when, indeed, it
destroys darkness?" (17)

What Nagarjuna is doing when he denies that a lamp can illuminate
itself, is merely disallowing the making of reflexive statements.

Thus in the case of the statement "Light illuminates itself" Nagarjuna
will claim incoherence even though that same statement may be
reformulated as "Light is inherently bright" which is perfectly
coherent from a commonsense point of view. It seems then that

axiom five becomes a special case of axiom three in which a real

thing is defined as being utterly simple and hence without attributes.
As we have already shown that axiom three is a corollary of axiom

one and that no one except Nagarjuna takes this axiom seriously

one is left feeling that Nagarjuna's method is on occasions specious

to say the least.
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(vi) It is claimed that the Buddhas teach:-

‘"... that the dharma is based on two truths; namely the relative
(samvrti) truth and the ultimate (paramartha) truth." (18)

However in this chapter (24) of the karikas Nagarjuna's putative
opponent is a‘Hinayénist who argues that Nagarjuna is denying the
Buddha's teaching as contained in the Tripitaka. Nagarjuna is
not therefore in a position to invoke the Buddha's teaching on

the two truths as contained in the Mahayana sutras since his antag-

onistic will not accept such texts as authority.

We are now in a position to briefly summarise Nagarjuna's method

in the karikas. As Robinson puts it:

"It consists (a) of reading into the opponent's views a few

terms which one defines for him in a contradictory way, and

(b) insisting on a small set of axioms which are at variance
with common sense and not accepted in their entirety by any

known philosophy." (19)

This is most definitely not the prasanga method as defined by Murti.
Other authors have noted the inconsistencies between the reductio
ad absurdum method extolled by Candrakirti and Nagarjuna's own
particular orientation. Lamotte is a major scholar who, in his

introduction to a translation of the VimalaKTrtinirdeéésﬁtra, is

prepared to put down a further six positions or theses which he
considers are held in a positive sense by the early Madhymaka at

least from the point of view of the conventional truth (samvrti-satya).

These are (i) A1l dharmas are without own-being (nihsvabhava),
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empty of self-being (svabhévaéﬁnya). (ii) All dharmas are non-

produced (anutpanna) and non-destroyed (aniruddha). (iii) A1l
dharmas are originally quiet (5di§§nta) and by nature in complete

nirvaga (prakrtiparinirvrta). (iv) The dharmas are without a character

(alaksana) and are consequently unutterable (anirvacaniya, anabhilapya)

and inconceivable (acintya). (v) all dharmas are equal (sama)
/- -
and non-dual (advaya). (vi) Emptiness (sunyata) is not an entity

(bhava, dharma, padartha). Although we may object teo statement

(vi), preferring to say that from the ultimate point of view éﬁnyaté
neither exists (asti) nor does not exist (g§§§£) nevertheless here
again we have a respectable authority on Mahayana Buddhism admitting
the fact that Nagarjuna, far from following the prasahga method,

is quite ready to make a number of statements which appear axiomatic

for his own system and not held by any known opponent.

The pivotal point of the whole Madhyamaka system seems to be the
term Sunyat3. Nagarjuna's statement in MMK . XXIV. 11, that a wrongly
grasped éGnyaté is like a badly siezed snake appears to imply that
an ontological existence value cannot easily be predicated of it.
That it cannot be either an existent or a non-existent seems clear
since the Madhyamika would be guilty of the charge of eternalism
(63évatavada) if he endorsed the former position, and by condoning
the second would be accused of nihilism (ucchedavada). Since all
Buddhist schools, and the Madhymaka is no exception here, stress
an avoidance of adopting any extreme position, and in consequence

tread a Middle Path (madhyama pratipad) between them, there is

/- - . . .
a difficulty in accepting the idea of sunyata which itself avoids

these two extremes. P. J. Raju (20) has a point in his assocation
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of the term_§§§¥§ with the mathematical zero of Indian scientific
thought. Zero is defined as a mathematically indeterminate number,
being neither positive nor negative. This seems a reasonable
interpretation and the only objection to Raju's position here is
that of Ruegg whose argument seems more a quibble than anything
else, since as we shall see, he is wholeheartedly opposed to any

attempt to place a value on the notion of éﬁnyaté. He says:-

"... there is no evidence in the basic texts of the Madhyamaka
school that a mathematical model (and/glace:value) had any
immediate bearing on their theory of sunyata. In the Madhyamaka
the term Sunya refers to the fact that any dharma is empty
of own being (svabhavasunya) in which notion there is no
mathematical connotation." (21)

It seems to me that Raju has not been attempting to explicate the
whole of the Madhyamaka philosophy using a mathematical model as
Ruegg seems to suggest, but is simply saying that the concept of
zero as an icgea referring to an entity or entities which cannot be
determined with regard to being or non-being, and which consequently
have a problematic ontological value, may quite feasibly have
been borrowed from mathematics.
Now MMK .xxiv.13 holds that emptiness (éﬁnzatg) may not be an
object of refutation. This stands to reason. Something may only
be refuted or affirmed if it is capable of being understood in terms
of being or non-being. éﬁglggg is clearly not capable of being

understood in such a way, which is why it is reported to be like

a snake wrongly grasped (MMK +xxive11) . One can easily fall into

the trap of assigning a definite value to it. This is what Lamotte

- - . .
is saying n his thesis (vi), ie. that slnyatd is not an entity.
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it does not follow from this that éthatE does not exist. It is
not in a null class, along with mirages, etc., as Nakamura would
have us believe (22).

Nagar juna's statement that;-—

?Whatever is in correspondence with emptiness (gﬁnyatij all
is in correspondence (ie, possible). Again whatever is not
in correspondence with emptiness ($unyata), all is not in
correspondence." (23)

shows how gﬁnzat&'is to be properly interpreted. when things are
not understood as being empty, substantiality or own-being
(svabhava) is imputed to them. N3garjuna shows in MMK.xv. that the
concept of svabhava,when associated with things, renders them
incapable of cooperating in dependent origination (EratItzasam—
utpdda). An ignorant world-view then destroys the essentially
causal characteristic of things. Emptiness (gﬁhzaté) simply
signifies the abandonment of such a world-view. One comes to

see how things actually cooperate.

Robinson confirms our supposition, while at the same time repud-

iating the position of Nakamurajs;-

"(All [sarvam] ) means all mundane and transmundane dharmas
(in MMK.XXIV.14), that is all true predicables in the Buddhist
domain of discourse. It manifestly does not mean predications
about rabbit horns and tortoise hairs ... Dependent co-arising
is emptiness and therefore it is cogent. Emptiness is by
definition 'absence of own being' (svabhava). The entire point

- of Nagarjuna's argument is that the class of entiti es that
possess own-being is null. Thus the class of empty phenomena
(pratTtya-samutpada) is the complement of the own-being or
null class ... Thus the emptiness class is not null, but is
co-extensive with the universal class." (2%)
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Things are not totally non—existenﬁé but simply falsely imputed to

have own-being (svabhava). In fact these dharmas are svabhévagﬁnya

and cannot be confused with any null class from a logical point
of view. Actually, this second,non—null or universal class has

cogency simply because it is linked to pratTtyasamutpada .

In another part of the karikas we find that:-

"ggpendgnt Origination (pratTtyasamutpada) we call emptiness
(sunyata). This is a provisional name and indeed it is the
middle path". (25)

In other words éﬁnyaté is a provisional name or metaphorical design-

ation ( upadaya praj%apti) for dependent origination (pratItya-

samutpada). It has already been noted (supra p.15f.) that the

concept of pratityasamutpada occupied an inportant place in

Nagar juna's system. Now we can see why. Pratityasamutpada and

’§Unyat§ are synonymous. whatever is in correspondence with these
is ultimately true.

Nagar juna's method then is to show that any of the alternatives
supplied by discursive thought to characterise things, may be
conventionally valid, but from the ultimate point of view do not
apply. In presenting the conventional options he clearly, as Ruegg
Suggests, uses a logical method based on Aristotelean "two-valued
logic founded on the dichaotamously structured binary nature of
ciscursive thinking in terms of alternatives.” (e )

Or agains-

"... the exclusion of the middle, as an onto-logical principle ...

is ... one of the very foundations of Madhyamaka thought.
And if the logical principle of excluded middle ... is not

acce pted in the Madhyamika's procedure based on the use of
the prasanga, this is because he considers that the subject
of such sentences is in fact null". (27)
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However, since he rejects all alternatives from the ultimate

point of view, one will be wary in applying Western logical concepts
toc interpret his system in toto. Ruegg again sums this up by

stating:-

"That the principle involved in the TERTIUM NON DATUR is indeed
fundamental in Madhyamika thought follows from the consideration
that, if a third position or value really existed, the mind
would cling to it as some kind of thing, albeit one beyond

the two values of "classical" logic. But if this were to

happen there could be no "stillness" or "tranquility" on the
level of pargmartha, ie'no absence of vikalpa and prapaﬁca.

And this would be radically opposed to Madhyamaka theory". (28)

We can give a gualified support for such a view, the gqualification
being that at the level of paramirtha, ie. that state devoid of

thought construction (nirvikalpajﬁgna), “stillness" does not

imply the caomplete obliteration of mental processses. As we have
wa “— _~ o Buddko.
seen vijnana is transformed into jnana, and the jpana ofahas an
object. This object paradoxically has no objectivity since at
such a level of spiritual attainmment objsctivity and subjectivity
have been transcended.
of importance in connection with a discussion on Nagarjuna's
method is the question of where in his writings the two-valued
logic,which he generally employs, breaks down. It seems, from what
has already been observed, that it would most probably do so when
a discussion turns away from the conventional and towards the
ultimate nature of things. Now we know that a prasangikg is
supposed to avoid the characterisation of things from the ultimate

point of view, but is this actually the case in the writings of

Nagar juna? Ruegg certainly believes that it is:-
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"... there appears to be no doubt that Nagarjuna, and his
successors in the Madhyamaka school, founded many of their
analyses of concepts and entities and their arguments based

on reasoning by undesired consequences (prasafga) on the twin
principles of non-contradiction and the excluded middle, before
going on to show that in fact none of the members of a conceptual
pair or tetralemmacan in fact apply in reality." (29)

{30) .
Staal ) disagress. In his examination of
the logical structure of the catuskoti he allows an interpretation

of the fourth kotl in which adherence to the law of the excluded

middle is rejected:-

"When the-Médhyamika philosopher negates a proposition, it
does not follow that he himself accepts the negation of that
proposition. Accordingly, there are other alternatives than
A and not-A, and the principle of the excluded middle does
not hold." (31)

The point at issue nere seems to be the aspect of Nagarjuna's
doctrine which most disturbs his opponents. we will agree with
fenner's characterisation of Nagarjuna's overall approach to the

conventional world such that:-

"The assumptions that undergird the Madhyamika analysis are

these (1) that conceptualty depends on the consistent ascription

of predicates to an entity, (2) that predicates arise in the

context of their logical opposites, which in its strong inter-
pretation, as is required by the Médhyamikasz means that the
presence of a predicate implies its absence (and vice versa).

This principle assumes a status equal to the aristotelean principles
and its significance is that analysis is effective to the extent
that this principle is structurally formative (in its strong
interpretation) for conceptuality. (3) the logical validity

and formative influence and role of the three aristotelean principles
of thought in structuring the development of conceptuality". (32)

However by totally negating the predicates which arise in the
cantext of their logical opposites, is not Nagarjuna opening
himself to the charge of nihilism by appearing to suggest that such

>

predicates in fact refer to nothing at all:
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Now all Buddhists ,including Nﬁgérjuna,are quick to

reject the charge of nihilism. In fact the VigrahavyavartanT

was written specifically with such a purpose in mind. Ruegg himself

conducts such a defense when he comments:-

n
.

-. a thing may be said, following Mahayanist theory to be

like a magical projection (maya) (not in a nihilistic sense

but in the sense that it is imagined to be otherwise than it

is in its true nature of dependent origination and emptiness)". (33)

N&gar juna must surely wish to negate the predicates without at
the same time negating the ground to which they have been incor-
rectly applied. This may be the purport of Staal's aforementioned
statement.

Let us now turn to an associated problem.

Of central importance in our study of Nagarjuna's thought
is the specific form of negation he employs. The Buddhist tradition
accepts two alternative forms of the negation and we are now in the
position to examine which of the two is most appropriaﬁe to Nagarjuna's
work, acknowledging beforehand that nowhere in those texts ascribed
to him does he explicitly make the distinction himself. The two
forms of negation of interest are the total negation (prasajya-

pratisedha)and the limited or partial negation (paryudasapratisedha).

Put briefly the prasajyapratisedha is a total negation because it

negates a thesis without at the same time affirming any contrapositive
thesis. In other words the total negation signifies the total avoidance

of any thesis formulation whatsoever. The paryudasapratisedha or

partial negation however is one in which,although an original thesis
may be refuted, nevertheless this does not imply that the contra-

positive thesis is also negated.
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from the karikas will establish what is meant. In MMK. XXV 10 we have:-

"The ?eacher (Buddha) has taught the abandonment of the concepts
of being and non-being. Therefore nirvana is properly neither
(in the realm) of existence nor non-existence". (a4)

Now if we take this statement to be a prasajya type of negation

then we are led to conclude that the twin ideas of being and non-being

totally exhaust the ontological status of the concept.which in this

case is nirvana.

In the prasajya negation of nirvana no further position can arise
once the negation is concluded which would lead to any proposition
being tendered concerning the notion of nirvana. The paryudasa

or limited negation on the other hand works in a different way.
The initial negation here does not exhaust all that may be held
concerning the concept to be negated. ‘In our example of nirvana
therefore,even though on the surface one would accept the negation
that it is neither being nor non-being)one would not, because of
such acceptance, wish to state that these two concepts exhaust the
modes in which nirvana may be said to occur. On the contrary nirvana
as we have already noted, is empty (égﬁxg) rather than totally

devoid of existence as Fenner makes clear:-

... an entity is shown to be empty rather than non-existent
through the exclusion of Ell possible predicates as being
inapplicable to an entity. The entity A is neither a P nor

a -P where P and not P exhaust the universal set of modalities.
The nihilistic conclusion for the non-existence of something
presupposes the applicability of predicates to an entity which
are in actuality absent ... If A goes uncharacterized because
all predicates are inapplicable to it, its existence or non-
existence is unascertainable as the entity itself would be

unidentifiable." (38)
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If we make A= nirvana, the total negation will indicate that p

-p completel9 exhaust all the modes in which 4 can be said to
occur. This would not however be the case for Nagar juna since we
have established the likelihood tnat in his writings he implicitly
holds the view that, while A4 "goes uncharacterised because all
predicates are inapplicabls to it", nevertheless there is some
indeterminate sense in yhich A may be said to exist. e may
suggest that a useful way of indicating such indeterminacy will

oe to say that A exists ultimately in its emptiness (gﬁnzata) mode.
This will be the equivalent of saying that it is ultimately
uncontamirated by all attempts to define it existentially. This

is what I mean when I talk about the ontologically indeterminate

existence of an entity.

Most scholars who have treated this subject are again heavily in
debt to CandrakiIrti. Because he insists on the prasajya type of

negation as the characteristic negation of the Prasangika-Madhyamika

it has been taken for granted that Nagarjuna himself, even though
he makes no specific reference to either, avoided the use of the
limited paryudasa type. There is in fact a diversity of thought
. . . (36)
amongst scholars on this particular issue. Fenner tells us
that CandrakIrti distinguishes his school from the Svatantrika school

of Bhavaviveka on the basis that while Bhavaviveka and his followers

adopt the paryudasa, the Prasangikas plump for the prasajya. However,

he fails to tell us precisely where CandrikIrti says this. Ruegg
is similarly vague and does not quote sources. Nevertheless he
opts for a different interpretation. For him both the Prasangikas

and the Svatantrikz s use only the prasajya negation. He claims that:-
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"In this form of negation (ie.prasajya) as used by the Madhyamika
denial of a position does not necessarily involve commitment

to any other position ... The Madhyamika is certainly not working
Fowards some ontological or logical third value between contrad-
ictories any more than he is seeking a dialectical synthesis.
Indeed, if there really existed such a dialectical synthesis

or third value, there would be something on which conceptual
thinking could base itself and cling, and the whole purpose

of the Madhyamaka method could then no longer be achieved." (31)

Although such a statement may be said, with some reservations, to
outline the position of an author such as CandrakIrti there does

not seem to be any good justification to extend it to include Négérjuna
and his earlier followers. Let us take as an example the eight

(negated) epithets of pratTtyasamutpada in the mahgalaéloka of MMK

. - /=2
anirodham anutpadam anucchedam asasvatam

anekartham ananartham anagamam anirgamam

Ruegg asks the question; do such epithets commit the Madhyamika

to a positive statement concerning pratItyasamutpéda equivalent

to the contra dictory of what is here negated? He answers "no".

However from what has already been said concerning the status

of pratTtyasamutpada in N3garjuna's non-[MK works, and his

general methad which only follows logical principles up to the
limit of the conventional, we must be more careful than to give
suich an ungualified "no". In fact Rueyg is being completely
consistent hers. He applies tha total (Erasajza) negation in the
manner that he expects Nagarjuna would have dons. Ultimately

of course pratltyasamutpada cannot be characterised and Ruegg is

in this sense correct to say "no'"., Howsver this is only half of
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the truth for we have alrsady seen that an entity may also exist
in its emptiness mode even though an attempt at characterisation

has failed. In other words it may exist in a state of ontological

indeterminacy. PratTtyasamutpdda is exactly the type of thing we
should expect to possess such indeterminacy. Heiny ontoloyically

indeterminate pratItyasamutp3da will survive the partial (paryudisa)

negation, and this is the point that Ruegg's "no" does not take

account of. Pratityasamutp3da is not therefore non-existent. Fram

point of view of ultimate truth (paramarthasatya) it may not

be presented as an object to consciousness. It is not the object of
. Mo -

vijnana though it may be conceived in a transcendent emptiness

mode as self and other intimately united in ]aéna.

In other words there is such a

thing as pratftya—samutpida, though it may not be characterised

in terms of the eight epithets mentioned and it is therefore ontolog-

ically indeterminate.

At another point in MMK we hesr that the Buddha may not be deter-
mined with regard to existence or non-existence after both having
attained nirvana and died. This of course corresponds with the
general unwillingness of the Buddha to ascribe an existence value
to such a state in the unanswered guestions of the Tripitaka.
N3gar juna simply expands on what the Buddha has already said:-
"That image of nirvana (in which) the Buddha either
wig" or "is not"- by him who (so imagines nirvaga) the
notion is crudely grasped. Concerning that which is

empty by its own-nature (svabhava), the thoughts do not
arise that: the Buddha "exists" or "does not exist”

after death." (3%)

He does however make it perfectly clear that the Buddha, in his

ultimate condition, does have an ontological value for:-



-Bo ..

"Those who describe the Buddha in detail, who is
unchanging and beyond all detailed description-
Those, completely defeated by description, do not
perceive the TathFgata. The self-existence of the
Tathagata is the self-existence of the world. The
Tathagata is devoid of self-existence and the world
is likewise." (39)
It would be much easier for Nagarjuna, should he have so desired,
to assert that neither the Buddha, nor the world exist, but this
he pointedly refuses to do. we must assume therefore that this
is not the position he wishes to adopt. Such a position would,

as far as our researches lead us to believe, be the consequence

of a total negation (prasajyapratisedha) of the predicates. Ths

position here taken with regard to the Buddha, since it assigns
some indeterminate ontological value to his ultimate existence,

corresponds closely with the conseguences of a partial negatign

(paryud&sapratisedha).

Now before turning to a textual analysis of MMK let us briefly look

at some of the logical aspects of the Vigrahavyavartani (VV). Our

point here will be to decide whether in this text Nagarjuna applies
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the prasanga approach prescribed by CandrakTrti. In other words,

does he once again both make propositions not held by his opponents,
and utilise a logic at odds in many places from that adopted by

the so called prasanga method. In the first place the precise nature
of his opponent in this text is an object of controversy. Bhattacharya (48)
is of the opinion that Nagarjuna's opponent is a NaiyayIka realist

and in this he has his supporters,such as Tucci.(ég) (50)

Lindtner
feels that this is incorrect. He gives five reasons to support
his contention that the opponent is actually a Buddhist Abhidharmika.
Unfortunately at the present state of Buddhist studies the problem
seems likely to be unsolved for some time, although if we do accept
the opponent of MMK to be an Abhidhdrmika and that MMK and VV comprise
a corpus with one specific end in view then one has some reason

to come down in favour of holding the opponent in VV to be from

an Abhidharmic school.

Now commenting on the function of the VV in the Madhyamaka scheme

of things Ruegg tells us that in this text

" .. a Madhyamika restricts himself to a kind of philosophical
destruction - and therapeutic dehabituation - with respect

to dichotomizing conceptuallzatlon while refraining from propounding
any propositional thesis (pratljna) of his own, but any argument
adduced to combat and refute the theory of Sunyata is devoid

of cogency, and falls into line with and reinforces the Madhyamaka
theory, since all things can be shown to be equally non-substantial." (51)

This is simply not true for Nagarjuna really never successfully answers
his opponents first objection. However even it if is admitted that
there is some substance to his replies it can hardly be held, as Ruegg

would have us believe, that he is using the prasanga method.
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Let us examine the argument in detail. The opponent has spotted a
weakness in Nagarjuna's thought since if all is empty, then on what
conceivable grounds can Nagarjuna propound in a meaningful way the

emptiness of all views. Thus the VV opens:-

"If own being (svabhava) does not exist anywhere in any existing
thing, your statement (itself) being without own being is not
capable of refuting own-being. But if that statement has (its
own) own-being, then your initial proposition is refuted. There
is a (logical) inconsistency here and you should explain the
grounds of the difference." (52)

To what seems a justifiable complaint, Nagarjuna replies that either
his opponent accepts that negation must always have something real
as its negandum in which case he must accept emptiness (éﬁnyaté),

or else he must give up his thesis. This is confusing but, as far
as Nﬁgérjuna's position is concerned there is no negating anything,
otherwise he would‘be forced to accept the neganda. As that is the
case all he claims to be attempting to do is to suggest or indicate

(53) In his reply then,

(jﬁapayate) the absence of his own being.
Nagarjuna makes the distinction between indicating an absence of his
own being and negating the existence of own being and that these two

activities are completely different. He claims to be doing the former

and not the latter. In the accompanying auto-commentary (svopajﬁavrtti)

verse 65 is glossed.

"In the same manner, the sentence, "there is no svabhava of the
bhavas, does not make the svabhava without essence, but conveys
The absence of svabhava in the bhAvas". (54)

Mehta (55) uses an analogy to elucicate this point in his interpretation
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of the argument. He says that when one makes a statement such as
"Devadatta is not in the house", the statement itself merely informs
us of Devadatta's absence in the house and therefore does not possess
the power to bring about the existence or non-existence of Devadatta
as such. However the statement about Devadatta is really in no

way analogous to the argument in !y since, while the statement concerning
Devadatta 1s easily verifiable by sense perception and may therefore
be proved or disproved by a state or states of affairs beyond .-the
structure of the sentence, there is no way in which an opponent

can challenge Nagarjuna's contention that the statement "All things
are without own-being" simply serves to make such a fact know; without
having the further power of leaving other statements incoherent.

It seems that it is Nagarjuna who misses the point here. Since

no contemporary thinker held a view that statements themselves have
the power to bring about states of affairs, eg.emptiness (éﬁnyaté)
Nagarjuna is again abandoning any claim for him to be Prasangika.

It seems that he is putting forward this view himself. The opponent
is therefore not objecting to this particular thesis but simply

to the logical form of Nagarjuna's central theme. In other words

"If all things are empty, how can you demonstrate, given the fact
that your own words are empty, emptiness?" The logical structure

of a sentence such as "Devadatta is not in the house" is simply

an inadequate analogy to the Madhymaka contention that:

... §inyata does not have the function of making dharmas empty
since tnis is what they are; a sentence concerning %lnyat3a

therefore serves to make this fact known." (56)
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All sentences must presumably serve to make something known, otherwise
one would be left with an absurd theory of language. Here again
therefore we have evidence of Nagarjuna's technique at work. He

does not attempt to answer the objection, but rather sidesteps it,
proposes a theory that his opponent does not hold, which has the

effect of introducing confusion, and finally introduces a conclusion
which because of the foregoing argument seems acceptable when viewed

not too critically. It is no? the case that by a remorseless application

of logic based on reductio ad absurdum of the opponent's thesis

Nagarjuna achieves a crushing victory, and it is certainly not the

case, as Ruegg (57) would have us believe that the Médhzamika theory

is immune from refutation. One cannot help but agree with Streng

here when he says that Négérjuna’s work occasionally is "an analysis

which appears to be rather arid and often simply a play on words". (58)

With reference to this particular argument in VV Betty has recently

observed: -

"Tt is as if the objector had said to Nagarjuna, "You're wrong",
and Nagarjuna had answered "Of course I'm wrong, that's precisely
what makes me right". As alluring, as stunning, as Taoistically
fascinating as such an answer is, it is not really an answer;

it is not cogent in an argument where the rules of logic apply,
as they do here. Nagarjuna has evaded the issue; he has seen

the problem, but he has not treated it seriously : he has not

"accepted" it." (59)

Another apparent inconsistency arises in connection with VV.29 which

says:

"Tf T would make any proposition whatever, then by that I would
have a logical error; but =~ do not make a proposition; therefore

I am not in error." (60)
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The autocommentary goes on to say:-

"... when all entities are empty, altogether still and devoid

of a nature how could there be a proposition (presenting them
as being something or other)?" (61)

The objection must be raised, however, that here again Nagarjuna

is up to something fishy. Is it not true that the statement "...I

do not make a proposition", is not itself a proposition (pratijha),
and since it is, how is such a fact compatible with the autocommentary
in which we are told that there are no such things as propositions.
Thege obviously are. The problem from a logical point of view here

is quite analogous to our examination of statements concerning
gﬁnyaté above. However, in this case Nagarjuna does not attempt

to follow up the problems. Ruegg attempts to dispense with them

by saying

"... this interpretation assimilates two distinct uses of we
the term "proposition", and it would hold good only if pratijna
meant here any _ sentence or statement ... But thls“sentence

(ie nasti ca mama pratljna VV 29) is not a pratijna in Nagarjuna's
sense; for in his way pratljna denotes an assertion and more
specifically a thesis which seeks to establish something." (62)

So according to Ruegg the term (ie,pratijaé) may have one of two
meanings. Firstly it may mean any sentence, and secondly it means
a thesis which seeks to establish something. If we accept Ruegg's
belief (unsupported by reference to sources) that all that Nagarjuna
is saying in VV.29 is that he does not make propositions which seek
to establish something, we are still back to square one and Ruegg

¢

has done nothing to extricate himself and Nagarjuna from the problem,
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since the objection still exists, "Is not your statement, that you

do not make propositions seeking to establish theses, itself a prop-

osition?"

VV is actually full of such inconsistencies and in the light of what
we have said regarding both it and ﬂﬂg, we must be forced into a
different interpretation of these two works than that provided by
Ruegg and others. There can be little doubt that Nagarjuna does

not abide by the prasanga method in argumentation. If he was a
Prasangika we could accept that he has no thesis of his own to put
forward, but this is simply not the case. Once we are able to abandon
this false connection with»prasahga logic there is consequently no
obstacle in our way fqr accepting Nagarjuna's adherence to partial
(paryudasa) as opposed to total (prasgﬁa) negation (patisedha).

This interpretation is certainly consistent with the texts themselves.

Using these conclusions as our foundations we shall be able to promote
the thesis that the Madhyamaka is not so dissimilar to the Yogacara

as generally thought. Since we now understand that Nagarjuna, partic-
ularly in his apparent use of a three valued logic, may be implicitly
able to hold "positive" positions concerning the nature of things,

the idea that only the Yogacara adopted such.an outlook seems onesided.
More similarities between the two "schools" will how be able to be

revealed; particularly when treated against the background of the

early Buddhist tradition.

(63)



10

11

12

13

-57 -

Notes

Mﬁla.Madhyamakékarikésxie Nagarjuna acecla Prasannapada Comm-
entaire de Candrakirti par L.de 1a Vallde Poussin (1903 -
1913)

Bibliotheca Buddhica IV

Republished by Biblio Verlag, Osnabrlick (1970)

TRV MurtiThe Central Philosophy of Buddhism p 131

R. H. Robinson Some Logical Aspects of Nagarjuna's System
in Philosophy East & West Vol 6 (1957) p 291 - 308 p 295

MMK.VIT.30
sata&ca tavabhavasya nirodha nopapadyate
ekatve na hi bh3vadca nabhavadcopapadyate

MMK-VIII. 7
K3rakah sadasadbhutah sadasatkurute na tat
parasparaviruddham hi sacc@saccaikatah kutah

MMK IT 8
ganta na gacchati tavadaganta naiva gacchati
anyo ganturagantu8ca kastrtIyo hi gacchati

MMK XXI 14 ., ,
bh@vamabhyupapannasya sasvatocchedadarsanam
prasajyate sa bhavo hi nityo 'nityo .'tha v& bhavet

Robinson op.cit p 296

R. H. Robinson Did Nagarjuna really refute all philosophical
views? p 1 - 12 in; Vedanta & Buddhism; ed J. L. Mehta
Varanasi, Benares Hindu University, 1968

cf ibid p 4

CS IIT 39 yy
yan nodeti na ca vyeti nocchedi na ca Sasvatam

tad mkadapratikasam naksarajnanagocaram

U.80

Atthi bhikkhave tad ayatanam, yattha neva pathavi na apo

no tejo na vayo na 3kasanancayatanam na vinnananahcayatanam
na BkiBcanhayatanam no nevasanhanasahnayatanam n'ayam

loko na paraloka ubho candimastriya, tad aham bhikkave

n’eva agatim vadami na gatim na thitim na cutim na upapattim
appatittham appavattam andrammanam eva tam es’ evlanto
dukkhassa’'ti

MMK XVIII 7
nivrttamabhidnatavyam nivrtte cittagocare
anutpannaniruddha bl nirvanamiva dharmata




14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26
27
X3

29

- 5% _

Robinson op.cit. p 5

MMK XXI 11 ,

. . ’ .
drsyate sambhavascaiva vibhavascaive te bhavet
drsyate sambhavascaiva mohadvibhava eva ca

MMK VII 34

yatha maya yatha svapno gandharvanagaram yatha
tathotpidastathid sthanam tathd bhahga udahrtam

MMK VII 8-9 )

pradipah svaparatmanau samprakabayit3 yatha
utpadah svaparatmanavubhavutpadayettathz
pradipe nandhakdro!sti yatra casau pratisthitah
kim prakdSayati dIpah prakz$o hi tamovadhah

MMK XXIV 8
Robinson op.cit. p 8-9

P. T. Raju "The Principle of Four-Cornered Negation in
Indian Philosophy;in Review of Metaphysics 7 (1954) p 694-713

D. S. Ruegg The Four Positlons of the Catuskoti and the
Problem of the Description of Reality in Mahayana Buddhism;
in Journal of Indian Philosophy 5 (1977) 1-71 ; p 40 n 154

H. Nakamura : Buddhist Logic expounded by Means of Symbolic
Logic in Journal of Indian & Buddhist Studies Vol 7/1 (1958)
pl - 21.

First published in Japanese (1954) cg. P -IS

MMK XXIV 14 J_ _ -
sarvap ca yujyate tasya sunyata yasya quya?e
sarvam na yujyate tasya Sunyatd yasya na yujyate

Robinson Some Logical Aspects p 306

MMK XXIV 18 /o _ _
yah pratityasamutpﬁdab sunyatam tam pracaksmahe

sa prajﬁaptirupédéya pratipatsaiva madhyama

Ruegg op. cit. p.S

“ibid pP.5&
ibid p-&d
ibid p.%O



30

31

31

34

35

36

3%

48

49

50

51

-59 -

J. F. Staal. Negation and the Law of icti ;
. c . )
Thought;in o) ontradiction in Indian

Bulletin of the School of Oriental and Afri i
ri S e
vol 25 (1962) D52 -~ 71 can Studies

J. F. Staal, Exploring Mysticism Berkeley 1975

ibid P 44

P..F§nner A Study of the Belationship between Analysis
{v1cara) and Insight (prajna) based on the Madhyamakavatara;
in Journal of Indian Philosophy vol 12 (1984) pp 139-197 p 164

Ruegg op. cit. p 51

MMK XXV 10
prahfnam cabravicchasta bhavasya vibhavasya ca
tasmanna bhavo nmabhavo nirvanamiti yujyate

Fenner op.cit p 187

ibid p 188
Ruegg op. cit. p 4

MK .22.13-14

Yena graho grhitastu ghano 'stTti tath@gatah
NgstTti sa vikalpayan nirvrtasyapi kalpayet
Svabhavatasca §0nye 'smimécintd naivopapadyate
param nirodhd@dbhavati buddho na bhavatIti va

MK +22.15-16

Frapafcayanti ye buddham prapancatItamavyayam
te prapancahatah sarve na paSyanti tathagatam
Tathagato yatsvabhavastatsvabhavamidam jagat
Tath3agato nihsvabhavo nihsvabhdvamidam jagat

K. Bhattacharya : The Dialectical Method of Nagarjuna
Vigrha yyavartanT Dehli (1978) p 38 n 2

G. Tucci Pre-Dihnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese

Sources Baroda (1929) p xxvii

Lindtner Nagarjuniana p 71 n 110

Ruegg The Literature of the Madhyamaka School p 22




52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

- kb -

VvV 1-2

sarvesam bhavanam sarvatra na vidyate svabhavas cet
tvadvacanam asvabhavam na nivartayitum svabhavam alam
atha sasvabh@vam etad vdkyam purva hata pratijnate
valsamikatvam tasmin videsahetu$ ca vaktavyah

VV 61-67

sata eva pratisedho yadi éanyatvam nanu pratisiddham idam
pratisedhayate hi bhavan bhavinam nihsvabltavatvam
pratisedhayase ‘tha tvam Sdnyatvam tac ca nasti SGnyatvam
pratisedhah sata iti te nanv esa vihTyate vadah
pratisedhayami ndham kim cit pratisedhyam asti na ca kim cit
tasmat pratisedhayasTty adhilaya esa tvaya kriyate

yac caharte vacanad asatah pratisedhavacanasiddhir iti
atra jnapayate vag asad iti tan na pratinihanti
mrgatrsnadrstante yah punar uktas tvayd mah@m$ carcah
tatrapl nirnayam Srnu yathd sa drstanta upapannah

sa yadi svabhavatah sy3ad graho na syat pratitya sambhutah
yaS ca pratityabhavati graho nanu $tnyat3 saiva

yadica svabhavatah syad grahah kastam nivartayed graham
Sesesv apy esa vidhis tasmad eso ‘nupal ambhah

tadvat nasti svabhava bhavanam ety etad vacanam na
svabhavanam nihsvabhdavatvam karotl bh&vesu svabh@vasya
abhAvatvam jnapayati

M. Mehta. §Gnyat§ and Dharmata : The Madhyamika View of
Inner Reality;p 26-37 in Developments in Buddhist Thought :
Canadian Contributions to Buddhist Studies ed. R. C. Amore
(1979) Waterloo, Ontario p 30 n 18

Ruegg op. cit. p 22
ibid p 23

F. J. Streng Emptiness : A Study in Religious Meaning (1967)
Nashville p 181 - 182

L. S. Betty Nagarjuna's Masterpiece - logical, mystical,
poth or neither? - in Philosophy East and West Vol XXXIII
(1983) p. 121-138 p 128

V.29 o
Vadika cana pratijna syan me tata esa me bhaved dosah

n&stica mama pratijna tasman naivasti medosah

sarvabhavesu gﬁnyesv atyantopaSantesu prakrtiviviktesu
kutah pratijnd

Ruegg The Four Positions p 49
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Chapter Three

Nagarjuna and the Continuity of Tradition

1)

A, K. Warder has attempted to ascertain the exact nature of

the Mahayana teachings, if any contained, in MMK. His opinion,

like my own, is that the approach ke Nagarjuna's work via later
commentators such as CandrakIrti should be dealt with carefully,
since it 1s unlikely that any school of thought would stay still

for a period of 400 years or so. Turning to the text then, Warder
notes that throughout the whole of MMK there is no explicit quotation

from any known Mahayanasutra. However, and this is surprising given

the fact that Nagarjuna is generally considered to be the Mahayanist
par excellence, quotations from the Tripitaka of the early schools
are fairly frequent. Ruegg vigorously opposes Warder's thesis that
there is no good reason to refer to the author of MMK as a Mahayanist
simply because he attacks certain ideas held by contemporary

Abhidharmikas. He in fact unearths a verse of MMK which he claims

"clearly to presuppose a section of the Ratnakuta collection, the

(2)

Kéé&apaparivarta". This particular verse,

"Emptiness (4Unyata) is proclaimed by the victorious ones as
the refutation of all viewpoints; but those who hold emptiness

as a viewpoint - (the true perceivers) have called those incurable Lo

(asadhya)". (3)

however is not found intact in the Ratnakuta; the general idea is
merely developed in this text. Since one could in all probability

ascribe similarities in doctrine between other verses of MMK and
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all sorts of disparate literatures, without at the same time being
able to bring parallel texts forward as evidence, the contention

that Nagarjuna is a Mahayanist since he quotes Mahayanasitras cannot

be upheld in this case. However Ruegg is definite that:-

"... in view of his place in the history of Buddhist thought

and because of his development of the theory of non-substantiality
and_emptiness of all dharmas, it seems only natural to regard
Nagarjuna as one of the first and most important systematizers

of Mahayanist thought." (4)

Ruegg defends his position at another point by noting that while

the MMK may be problematic in its relationship to the Mahayanasutras

this is not the case with the RatnavalT which quotes at length from

a number of Mahayana sources. However as explained in detail earlier
on, since the Ratnavali does not form part of the logical (yukti)
corpus of Nagarjuna's work as acknowledged by Tibetan and Chinese
tradition, we must regard the authorship of this text as doubtful,
and have already decided not to include an analysis of its teachings

in an exposition of Nagarjuna's thought.

Other scholars have actually found parallels between MMK and Mahayana-

sUtras, most noteworthy of these being Lindtner. (5) He believes

he has found three allusions to the Lahkavatarasttra (LS) in MMK.

These are:

(i) MMK XVIIT 7 y

nivpt?gﬁ abhidhatavyam nivrttas cittagocarah
anutpannaniruddha hi nirvapam iva dharmata
LS III 9

‘astindstTty ubhavantau yavac cittasya gocarah
gocarena nirudhena Samyak cittam nirudhyate
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(ii) MMK XXI 11

dréyate sambhava$ caiva vibhava§ caiva te bhavet
drSyate sambhavaS caiva mohdd vibhava eva ca

LS X 37

sambhavam vibhavam caiva mohat paéyanti 6éli§5h
na sambhavam navibhavam prajRayuktc vipaSyati

(iii) MMK XVIT 33
kle83h karmani dehas ca kartaraé ca phal@ni ca
gandharvanagarakara maricisvapnasamnibhah
LS X 279

kTed3nh karmapathadehah kartiras ca phalam ca vai
maricisvapnasamkdsa gandharvanagaropama

While it is sufficiently clear that neither of these three pairs
constitute parallel readings Lindtner feels that not only are the
ideas presented in them identical, but the verses of MMK are themselves

references to the Lankavatarasutra. This is clearly an overstatement.

P. Williams (6) has shown that such a position cannot be upheld.
In the case of example (i), while both verses do refer to the cessation

of the wandering about of the mind (cittagocara) MMK goes on to

talk of the cessation of that which can be talked about (nivrttam

abhidhatavyam) and concludes on a positive notej in other words

that nirvana coincides with the true nature of things (dharmata) .
The LS is quite different from the verse simply saying that when
ci ttagocara is brought to an end then so too is the mind (citta).

This is certainly not implied in MMK.

Let us look at the second example. Although both verses do refer
to production and destruction as apprehended in delusion (moha),
the LS quotation contrasts such a viewpoint with that of one united

with prajna (prajfayukta), while the MMK does not. Therefore while

LS is comparing the vision of the enlightened with the unenlightened,
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MMK is more likely than not arguing with the commonly held Abkjdharmika
concepts of origination and destruction. Example (iii) shows the

most thoroughgoing overlap. However the comparison of conventional
existents such as bodies (éggég) with a city of the Gandharvas,

a mirage or a dream is a stock image from a certain phase of Buddhist
writing and in this case Nagarjuna may have been referring to any

of a large number of texts. 1In fact Lindtner believes that Nagarjuna's

use of the Gandharvanagara metaphor is itself sufficient reason

to refute Warder's claim that the author of MMK cannot be demonstrated

to be a Mahayanist by showing that the term Gandarvanagara does

not occur in the ancient agamas. (1) Now although such an argument
may be admitted it does not appear to me that the use of a newly-
coined metaphor in Nagarjuna's writing provides sufficient proof

to reject Warder's claim. Before returning to Warder though let

us merely endorse Williams' statement that although the verses quoted
may "express similar sentiments ... there is no need to assume that

the ... connection ... is a reference by Nagarjuna to LS". (8)

The texts that are definitely referred to in MMK are mainly from

the Samyuttanikaya of the early Tripitaka. The only sutra actually
(9)

named is in MMK.XV, 7. This is the Katyayanavada which shows

that the Buddha, throughout his teaching, always avoided the extremes
between being (asti) and non-being (nasti). Other sutras are however
agreed, by most scholars, to be referred to in MMK. Thus the

0)

Acelakﬁé&apa y , which incidentally follows immediately on from

the Katyayanavada in the Samyuktamkaya is referred to in MMK.XII.1.

It appears that this sutra may be the source of Nagarjuna's use
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of the catuskoti since we are told in it that suffering (duhkha)

does not come about either through self-causation (svayam krtam),
causation by anotﬁ? (parakrtam), by the two together or by neither.
In fact suffering is said to come about through dependent origination

(pratityasamutpada) which cannot itself be characterised by any

of these four positions (catuskoti).

According to Warder other references to early texts are found in

MMK.XIII.1 where the Dhituvibhangasﬁtra () is invoked. The rejection

of extreme opinions (drsti) such as whether things (dharmas) are

eternal or non-eternal contained in MMK.XXVII. also seems to follow

(12)

some version of the Brahmajélasﬁtra. He concludes therefore

that in MMK:

"There are no terms peculiar to the Mahayana. .There is no
evidence that Nagarjuna had ever seen any Prajnaparamita text ...
for him the most important canonical text is the Nidana Samyukta". (13)

It appears that Nagarjuna, if we accept Warder's thesis, does not
stand outside the early Buddhist tradition in crder to set up an
entirely independent school of thought but rather, he represents
one strand of thought within the tradition itself, which maybe at
odds with what he considers to be a deviant branch. In the last

chapter we met with the idea that the purpose of the Vigrahavyévartani

was not to counter the arguments of all-comers, but rather to check

the excesses of a certain group of Abhidharmikas, and again this

may well be the case with MMK. Rather than establishing a new teaching
therefore, Nagarjuna may be seen as someone engaged in the defense

of orthodoxy.
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That a so-called proto-Madhyamaka strand of thought is to be found
in the Tripitakathere can be no doubt. If we look at some of the

earliest Buddhist writings ie.the Atthakavagga and the Parayanavagga

of the Suttanipata we are immediately reminded of Nagarjuna's assertion
that all views (dpsti), because they are generated by the dichotomising
tendencies of the mind (prapahca), which give rise to thought
construction (vikalpa), are to be rejected. Although, as we shall

see, Nagarjuna does not reject reality as such, nevertheless all
theories associated with pinning it down because they are generated

by prapa%ca etc. must be rejected. This is also the position of

the Suttanipata when it says:

"Giving up assumption, unattached, he builds no reliance on
knowledge itself ... he does not rely on any view whatsoever ...
he who has no leanings here to either of the two extremes;
being or non-being, here or beyond, he has no moorings what-
soever, no clutching while distinguishing among dharmas. He
has not formed even the last apperception in what is here seen,
heard or thought". (14)

15)

In Gomez's ( study of this early material the origin of false
views bears remarkable similarity to the a€tiology suggested by

the writers of the Madhyamaka. Gomez states:

n .. what is the cause of our preferences and attachments?

The misdirected mind, specifically the wrongly applied faculty
of apperception (safna). Apperception leads to dualities,
graspings, conflicts and sorrow because of its two primary
functions: its power to conceptualise and define (samkha) and
its tendency toward division and multiplicity (papahca). The
capacity of these faculties to generate friction and frustration
is reinforced by the root apperception of """ and "mine". (16)

However, and here again the equivalence with Nagarjuna is clear,
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the author of the Suttanipata is not enunciating a position of nihilism
in the sense that with the rejection of all views based on the dichotomy
of being and non-being, everything comes to an end. He is simply
saying that in such a state an enlightened person has transcended

the erroneous impulse to construct theories about the nature of
reality through having brought thought construction etc. to a halt.

The appropriate response for a mind which has moved into nirvéna
therefore is to remain at peace and not to be disturbed by the desire
to talk since, as language itself is infected at its root by false
dichotomies based on notions such as being and non-being, even an
enlightened person cannot use language successfully to give an accurate
picture of reality. At best language must remain a heuristic device
used for the purpose of hinting at things which cannot in fact be

successfully articulated. As the Suttanipata puts it:

"Of him who has gone to cessation there is no measure, there
is nothing in terms of which one could speak of him. When
all dharmas have been uprooted, all the ways of speech have
also been uprooted." (17)

"The silent one (muni) does not speak of "equal', "low" or
"high", serene, having left all attachment to self behind,
he does not grasp at anything nor does he reject anything". (18)

Nagarjuna adopts such a position.

"The bringing to rest of all apprehending is the bringing to
an end of the dichotomizing tendencies of the mind and this
is peace. No dharma anywhere has been taught by the Buddha

of anything". (19)

For him a recourse to speech and language inevitably leads to error,
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and by such a recourse one can never know the true nature of things,

for the true nature of things (tattva, dharmata) is only to be

apprehended in nirvana. Language leads away from nirvana.

"Those who describe the Buddha in detail, who is unchanging

and hence beyond description, are defeated by such description
and do not see the Tathagata". (20)

Only when mental discrimination is brought to an end is nirvana

achieved and at such a point language grinds to a halt.

"When the wandering of the mind (cittagocara) is brought to

a halt, the realm of words also ceases. This indeed is nirvana
which is neither originated nor destroyed, the true nature

of things (dharmata). (21)

Reality as such is not contaminated or implicated with dichotomous
thought (prapafca), thought construction (vikalpa) and is non-
differentiated (ananartham). (22) Commenting on MMK ch.XVIII
Candrakirti shows that for him the world of suffering is brought

about by erroneous views concerning tattva. He in fact presents

his own truncated form of the classical 12-linked pratit-yasamutpada

to account for the unenlightened state. In this formula the first

link in the chain is appropriation (upalambha) which gives rise

to the other members which in turn are dichotomising thought (prapdﬁca),
thought construction (vikalpa), erroneous attachment to "I" and

/ .
"mine" (ahammameti-abhiniveéa), defilement (klesa), actions (karma),

23)

and old-age and death (jaramarana) . The generation of such
a causal series is destroyed when the appropriation (upalambha)

which causes it is destroyed. When this activity (which is equivalent
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to ignorance (avidyé) in the classical formula) is brought to rest

the factors leading to old-age and death do not arise and there

is nirvana. Since reality (tattva) is from this point of view always
beyond the reach of knowledge and speech,this, according to Candrakirti,
is the meaning of Négérjuna’s statement that the Buddha has never

taught anything.

Considering the above close similarity between the early Suttanipata
and later Madhyamaka doctrine with regard to speech and silence
there appears to be a case for establishing some sort of influence
of the former on the latter, or at the very least for proposing

a tendency with regard to this particular doctrine common to both

periods of Buddhist thought.

The question we must now ask is what happens to the mind once Qragéﬁca
etc. have been brought to cessation? Are we correct in assuming

that this will result in a state totally devoid of any mental activity,
a state of total unconsciousness, or will the mind continue to operate
but in an entirely different manner from its unenlightened mode?

In other words is there mind or some state of mind in nirvapa?

Let us look at the early Buddhist tradition first. Now the Suttanipata
itself refers to people having attained nirvana. Their minds (cittani)
are said to be free from the obsessions. (24) In other texts it

is clear that the mind still functions for it is said to be "well
composed and free"(25), "and of such a nature that it will not

26 .
return to the world of sense desire" (26) after have attained

enlightenment.
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Such a state of mind is consequently of a different order from

that characterised by the turmoil created by prapaﬁca, vikalpa

etc. It may be that these two states are referred to respectively

by citta and vijﬁéna, where citta is somehow at the deeper level

and therefore unconditioned by activities at the interface between
mind and matter. Vij?éna on the other hand is conditioned, dependent
on prapaﬁca, constantly changing and hence differentiated, only

being brought to a halt in nirvana. Since vijlana is one of the

terms of the classical pratityasamutpada series and hence arises

dependent on ignorance (avidya) it stands to reason that when avidya
is uprooted vij%éna will come to an end. However, and this is

a very important point, it should not be assumed that such an event
signals the total extinction of mental processes since before

. A= . . L A= . : .
vijnana arose citta existed and when vijnana ceases citta is still

there. Johansson confirms such as supposition. He notes that

in nirvana:

"... although vinnana is "stopped", still an act of differentiated
understanding can take place, so the "stopped" vififlana refers

to a different layer of consciousness than the momentary surface
processes ... There are simply, according to the early Buddhist
analysis, two layers of consciousness; what we call the momentary
surface processes and the background consciousness". (27)

The background state is often spoken of in terms of being "an immovable,
unfluctuating mind" (28), and as being "deep, immeasurable and
unfathomable as the great ocean". (29) We will come to see, in

an examination of a nexus of doctrines connected with this mental

background state,which we must put off until the final chapter

of this thesis, that such conceptions clearly anticipate some of



the so called developments in the psychological system outlined

in the works of Vasubandhu and Asanga.

One important aspect of citta when in the state of nirvana, partic-
ularly relevant to our discussion of the overlap between early

Buddhism and Nagarjuna is that, in the Majjhimanikaya, it is said

to be associated with emptiness. In a state which clearly refers

to the attainment of nirvana, the mind (citta) is said to be free

from the obsessions of sensuality (kama), becoming (bhava) and

ignorance (avijja), and the monk comes to understand that such
{30)

a conscious state represents an emptiness of the obsessions

(asava). This emptiness (sufnata) is therefore associated with

a permanent state of mind (citta), equivalent to nirvana which
derives from the cessation of vihnapa. (31) Nirvana is also associated
with emptiness in the TherIgath3. (32) These references to emptiness

in the early Buddhist canon do seem to emphasise the fact that

emptiness is a state in which subjectivity and objectivity break
down. when those processes habitually met with in the unsnlight-

ened mind (ie. @sravas, prapé%Ca, vikalpa) are eradicated the dist-

inction common to that state between self and other can no longer
be established. There is an intimate union between the knower and
the known. Although one may talk provisionally of the knowledge of
a Buddha it must always be porn in mind that such knowledge itself

transcends any distinction between epistemology and ontology.

Crucial in the eradication of all the factors that contribute to
w - . UA -~ . .
the unenlightened state is prajna (Pali-panna). It is responsible

for bringing to an end the obsessions (@sravas).

AU - . - -
" having seen by means of panna, the obsessions {asava)

are completely destroyed." (33)
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It is therefore ultimately responsible for bringing ignorance (avidya)

to an end, and consequent on this the entire pratItyasamutpada

series.

"If pafna is developed, what result will it lead to? All
ignorance is abandoned". (34)

In other words when prajaé is generated vijﬁéna and all the other
twelve links are stopped, there is no suffering, and a person enters
nirvana. Now Dignaga, admittedly a later author, holds prajna to
have the same efficacy in the Mahayana as it seems to have in the

early texts. He says:

"Prajnaparamita is non-dual knowledge (advayajfana), and that
is the Tathagata. The treatise and the spiritual discipline,
as leading to this end, receive the same application". (35)

In fact as we have already mentioned in Chapter One, many scholars

do hold the major function of the Prajfaparimita corpus to be to expound

and help generate prajﬁé’which is felt to be the chief of the perfections
(paramitas). Many scholars, not least Murti, have held that the

Prajna-paramita is the major literary influence on Nagarjuna. However

since there is no direct reference to prajﬁé in the ﬂﬂg one must agree
with Warder that such a thesis has not been proved. What evidence

do we possess to suggest that a notion of praj%é, even though not
explicitly expressed, is important for an understanding of MMK? Let
us follow up Dignaga's hint that prajha is s synonym for non-dual

knowledge (advayajnana). In the first place Candrakirti (and here
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we are bearing in mind the fact that as a commentator 400 years removed
from Nagérjuna we should not place too much trust in his interpretations)
at the very beginning of his Prasannapadé, comments on the centrality

of non-dual knowledge (advayajnana) in the Madhyamaka system. (36)

Murti of course takes his interpretation of the Madhyamaka system from

CandrakIrti. For him

"Non-dual knowledge (jaénam advayam) 1s the abolition of all
particular viewpoints which restrict and distort reality". (37)

"The sole concern of the Madhymika advayavada is the purification
of the faculty of knowing. The primor-dal error consists in

the intellect being infected by the inveterate tendency to view
Reality as identity or difference, permanent or momentary, one

or many etc. ... With the purification of the intellect, intuition
(prajna) emerges; the Real is known as it is, as Tathata or
bhutakoti”. (38)

Now one problem with Murti's approach, even though when we have
examined the doctrines of MMK on this point and found them to generally
support his view, is that his interpretations are based too heavily

on the Prajhaparamita texts. In other words although we may find

support for the PP notion that the non-appropriation of all things

- ) , . .- (39)
(yo'nupalambhah sarvadharmanam) is the gﬁﬁfectlon of prajna ,

there is no evidence to suggest the fact that Nagarjuna held "non-dual
knowledge (prajna) is contentless intuition". (40 Nagarjuna's
psychological position in connection with such questions as whether
prajﬂé, or for that matter any form of consciousness, has content

or is contentless, is not sufficiently well developed and one cannot

fall either on one side or on the other in this matter. The issue

remains undeveloped until a much later date in the history of Juddhist
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thought when it became the subject of a heated debate; the Sakaravadin s
. = L=
like Jfgnasrimitra and RatnakTrti holding there to be a content

to consciousness while the Nirakaravadils such as Ratnakarasanti

(41)

holding consciousness to be void of an object. Murti is therefore
jumping to conclusions which cannot be justified. What then can

we know concerning the existence or non-existence of consciousness

in the enlightened state?

In the first place nowhere in the MMK does Nagarjuna reject the
existence of consciousness as such. In fact his position appears
to be very much the same as that presented in the Suttanipata.

How is this so? Well, to start with, Nagarjuna seems to attach

a greater degree of conditionality to vijﬁéna than to any other
mental state. This is not surprising since in the early tradition

vij%éna is seen to be conditioned by the pratTtyasamutpada process

and can therefore be brought to a halt. In his critique of the five

faculties (caksuradindriya) Nagarjuna brings his thesis to light:-

"As a son is said to have come about _through the mother-father
relationship, so therefore does v13nana come about through the
relationship between the eye and material form". (42)

. - [
and similarly in the analysis of the twelve links (dvadasanga) of

pratTtyasamutpada Nagarjuna holds that vijnana is conditioned by

mental predispositions (samskéra) while at the same time being itself

- - 43 . .
the cause of name and form (namarupa). (43) This is entirely consonant
Wwith the classical formulation of the twelve links which is found

. - (44) AR=
in the Tripitaka Now we have already seen how vinnana is
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said to be stopped once nirvana is reached, in the early literature.

Nagarjuna holds exactly the same position since for him:-

"By the cessation of every (link of pratTtyasamutp3da) none
function. Thus that single mass of suffering is completely
destroyed". (45)

In other words, once the momentum of the chain of becoming is

broken, none of its individual links can be maintained and they
consequently cease to function. This is the suppression of suffering
(duhkha) and is equivalent to nirvapa. Since vijﬁﬁna is one of

the links concerned we must assume that for Nagarjuna nirvana

may be characterised as among other things,the cessation of vijﬁéna.

/
Are we to assume by this that nirvana must be a state devoid of
consciousness? Nagarjuna is in fact quick to point out that this
is not the case. He makes a distinction between the enlightened
and the unenlightened person. The distinction between the two

is that while the latter, under the influence of ignorance (avidya)
creates mental predispositions (samskéra)etc., the former has

cut ignorance at its root through the application of Qaégg. When
Qﬁégg is operative ignorance does not arise and all the factors

conditioned by ignorance have no efficacy. The enlightened one

therefore, through the agency of jgana sees reality (tattva) as it is.

"Thus the ignorant create the mental predispositions which

are the root of samsara. One who creates (such predispositions)
is ignorant. The wise person is not (one who creates) because
he sees reality (tattva). When ignorance ceases mental pre-
dispositions do not come into existence. The cessatlon of
ignorance comes about through the cultivation of Jnana" (46)
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Now we have already noted that the term prajﬁé is not used on any
occasion in MMK. This must not in itself be conclusive evidence
that Nagarjuna does not entertain the notion of such a faculty.

As we have already noted the terms prajﬁé and jﬁéna form a nexus

in which it is very difficult to distinguish the precise significance
of each term. The most we have been able to suggest is that Qﬁéﬂg
may designate the end process in the development of prajﬁé. Be

that as it may, it is clear that there is a well defined distinction
between the mental state or states designated by vijﬁéna and that
designated by praj“é/jﬁéna. We have already also seen that in the
earliest strata of Buddhist literature while vijgéna refers to a
conditioned surface state of consciousness only available to the
unenlightened, pcajﬁé/jﬁéna refers to the unconditioned vision of
reality. If such is the case, let us not be overinfluenced by subtle
semantic points but rather cast our attention to the structure of
MMK to ascertain whether Nagarjuna admits the possibility of prajha,

though under another name.

Now we have seen that the characteristic of the unenlightened mind
is its habitual tendency to distort reality. This is brought about

by a number of factors including prapaﬁca and vikalpa which in turn

are conditioned by ignorance (avidya). Nirvapa then is the cessation

of these factors. As Nagarjuna has it:-

"On account Eefthe destruction of karmic defilements (karmakleéﬁ)
there is liberation (moksa). The karmic defilements are mentally
constructed (vikalpatah). They arise because of dichotomous

" thought (prapanca)./ Dichotomous thought is brought to cessation

through emptiness (Sunyata)". (47)
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Emptiness (gﬁnzatg) then is a state of consciousness in which
dichotomous thought (Eragéaca) no longer holds sway. It is a state
of mind dehabituated from its ignorant tendency to distort. As such
the attainment of emptiness (Eanzafal must, by definition, be in-
communicable and unknowable since it is the transcendsence of all
dichotomies, including subjectivity and objectivity. The attain-
ment of emptiness may be understood as the dawning of gnosis,
remembering our previously stated view that all such talk must
remain provisional. Ultimatsely there can be no differentiation
between knower and known in such an elevated state and the distinc-

tion between epistemology and ontology collapses.

Now we have noted that in the Majjhima Nikaya emptiness represents

that state of mind which is free from the defilements of the obsessions
(asrava). We are consequently in a better position to interpret

the curious MMK.XVIIL 7.

nlvrttamabhldhatavyam nivrtte cittagocare
anutpannanlruddha hi nirvanamiva dharmata

in which nirvana is equated with the cessation of cittagocara.
Now cittagocara has variously been translated as the realm of thought,
the domain of thought, the mind's functional realm etc., but it

is clear that these are unsatisfactory renderings sin.e they imply
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that the mind is brought to a halt in nirvana. Although the term
gocara does imply the range of something, such a meaning is secondary
since in many cases it implies ranging in the sense of wandering
about. In such circumstances the term cittagocara would be better
translated as the wandering about of the mind. As the cow (go,

EEEE) is an undisciplined animal wandering wherever its fancy takes
it, so also is the mind of an unenlightened being. Nirvana therefore
is the supression of an unruly mind, made to wander here and there

by the action of prapaﬁca etc. This interpretation of nirvapa is
quite congruent with our understanding derived from early Buddhist
literature, in many senses rescues Négérjuna from one aspect of

the charge of nihilism (since if nirvapna was total unconsciousness
why should anyone be motivated to strive for it, or rather could

it not be attained through suicide?), and fits in well with the
general tenor of the text of MMK. Nowhere are we told that nirvana
is in fact a non-conscious state. Rather it is always defined as

a state free from those mental factors which are associated with

A
vijnana. Hence:

"Not related to anything in a conditional way, at peace, not
elaborated by dichotomous thought, free of thought construction,
undifferentiated. Such are the characteristics of reality
(tattva)". (48)

In the last verse of this chapter Nagarjuna goes on to say, quite

explicitly, that enlightenment is a state of mind.

"Tf fully accomplished Buddhas do not arise, and the é?avakas
disappear, then independently the Jnana of the Pratyekabuddhas

is produced". (49)




_"]9 -

We are now in a good position to tie together most of the central
concepts of Nagarjuna's system and subject them to our own inter-
pretationf In the first place éinyaté is not a metaphysical ontological
concept. Nagarjuna is therefore not an absolutist. Stcherbatsky (51)
is quite wrong to find in the term éﬁnyaté a concept similar to

the Absolute Idea of Hegel. There is no evidence in the MMK that
Linyata has an ontological dimension, that it develops in a dialectical
process, or that it may be rendered in English as "relativity".

In fact Sunyatd is something quite the opposite of a thing; it

is a state in which the imputation of "thingness" (svabhava) is

no longer operative. All of this is quite clearly borne out by

the important Chapter XXIV of MMK (Kryasatya pariksa). By contrasting

the conventional (samwti) with the ultimate (paramartha) truths,
Nagarjuna here distinguishes between worldly understanding and

the understanding of the wise. He goes on to demonstrate that

while the latter has its‘basis in the former, nevertheless the
ultimate vision of things is free from the substantializing tendency
of the conventional. Since this substantializing tendency is
intimately connected with the imputation of self nature, the ultimate
(paramértha) must be in a condition empty of such self natures. The
ultimate then is;emptiness (4Unyata). We may be tempted to infer
that this state is equivalent to lﬁéﬂi' When the mind is empty

of the defilements which lead to a distorted picture of reality
(tattva) ie.the defilements leading to the imposition of concepts
such as being and non—béing, the mind is no longer held in the
turmoil of ignorance (avidyé) and consequently becomes enlightened.

gﬁnyati therefore describes the state of :nlightenment or nirvana.



Nirvana seems to correspond to the mind empty of the defilements.
In Samsara, on the other hand, 2 general condition of mind operates
in which factors, determined by ignorance (avidya), predominate.
This being so a distorted vision of reality, dependent on the ind-

ividual's personal desires and cravings is established.

"The status of the birth-death cycle is due to grasping (uﬁ%ayé)

* . . . N
and dependence {pratiya). That which is neither grasping nor
dependent 1s taught to be nirvana". (52)

Nirvana is therefore an exalted state of mind, and the achievement
of accomplishing such a state, empty of the defilements, will not
entail a fundamental change in the structure of reality. It is
rather a radically different way of looking at reality. This is
why Nagarjuna says that nirvana can be neither described in terms
of existence nor non-existence. (53) It is essanti} to bear in mind
the previously stated view that nirvana transcends any distinction
of subjectivity or objectivity (54) and in this sensefit would be
wrong to assign any ultimate epistemological or ontological value
to it. Nirvana signifies that.state in which there is an intimate
union of seer and seen. It is a state in which those thought con-
structive processes which generate dichotomies of all kinds are no
longer operative. |

Samsara may more readily be understood as an epistemic state in

which prapéﬁba operates. Nagarjuna's statement that:-

WThere is no difference petween samsara and nirvana;
There is no difference between nirvapa and samgara." (55)

correctly interpreted,is truse therefore in the provisional sense

as

that, sinceLsaméEra and nirvana seem to be orientations towards one
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ontological category which Nagarjuna calls reality (tattva), there
can be no essential difference between them. They are both states
of mind. They do not both refer to radically different reality
structures. Reality (tattva) therefore is the ontological base

for the appearance of both the enlightened and the unenlightened
world views. The difference between them is purely conventional
since while the samsaric epistemological orientation generates an
imaginary world picture complete with internal contradications which
lead to suffering, the nirvanic orientation, a state of mind character-
ised by emptiness from the defilements, views things as they are
(yathabhUtam) involves no contradictions and is at peace (ééggg).

This reveals the true nature of things (dharmata).
If we look at MMK.XXIV.14 again (cf this thesis, Chapter 2 n 25)

/- - .
sarvam ca yujyate tasya Sunyata yasya yujyate
sarvam na yujyate tasya §Unyam yasya na yujyate

it is clear what is meant. When it is said that whatever is in
correspondence with emptiness (gﬁnyaté) is in correspondence, we

may interpret that Nagarjuna is conveying the notion that when the
mind is empty of defilement everything is seen correctly. Conversely

when the mind is not empty things are not seen correctly.

Having ascertained that in speaking of nirvana or Samsara Nagarjuna

is dealing with epistemological orientations towards reality (tattva)
we may now decide the exact status of tattva in Nagarjuna's system.

Actually there has been a great deal of scholarly debate as to the



correct interpretation of MMK XXIV 18.

yah pratTtyasamutpadah Sunyatam tam pracaksmahe
sa prajhaptirupadaya pratipatsaiva madhyami

It is clear however that in the overall context of its appearance

in a chapter devoted to examining the doctrine of the four noble
truths,which in the process counters an opponent's claim that
fUnyatavada leads to an abandoning of those truths and hence to

a position in which morality appears absurd, Nagarjuna is,in this
verse,trying to give his own version of the Middle Way (madhyama
pratipad) which avoids the extremes of nihilism or eternalism.

We have already discussed at some length the fact that these extremes
depend on notions of existence and non-existence which in their

turn are the result of the actions of prapdﬁca, vikalpa etc. on

the unenlightened mind. This is why it is said that nirvapa cannot

be characterised in terms of either of these concepts. It is concept-
free. Emptiness (éﬁnyaté) represents the sense of emptiness of

such concepts in the enlightened mind, and as such is the equivalent

of nirvana. In the light of this how will we interpret MMK.XXIV.187

The first hemistitch reads "We declare that dependent origination
is emptiness (éanyatg)," On the relationship between pratItya- -

/-
samutpada and sunxatE’Stcharbatsky states that:-

"In Mahayana it (ie.pratTtyasamutpada) 1s synonymous with
the central conception of the Midhyamikas and means thgir _
idea of Relativity or Negativity (madhyama pratipad = Sunyata =
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pratityasamutpada). cp. XXVV 18." (58)

We may wish to disagree with Stcherbatsky's translation of technical

terms, but will accept that emptiness and dependsnt origination are

ultimately synonymous.

Now from a provisional point of visw emptiness refers to that state
of mind devoid of defilement and hence appsars to be used epistemic-

ally in MMK. Again dependent origination (pratityasamutp@da), part=—

icularly as treated in the mamgalaéiaka, is provisionally the
ontologically indetsrminate existence realm; indeterminats in that
it cannot be spoken of in terms of mutually exclusive categorises

such as existent and non—-existent, It is free from dichotomous

thought and at peacs. The synonymous nature of gﬁhyatg and pratItya-

samutpdda will however be revealed from the ultimate point of view

since while conventionally they refer respectively to mental and
extra~mental entities or processes, ultimately there is union
between the two. The knowledge of the Buddha transcends the dist-

inction between self and other.

/- -
Turning to the second hemistitch we notice first of all that sunyata
of the first hemistitch is now termed a metaphorical designation

(prajfiaptir upadaya). The meaning of this should be quite clear.

éanyaté should not be hypostatized, as StcherbatskyWwants.

Also it is a metaphorical desig: ation not meant to convey the fact
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that pratItyasamutpada is essentially empty, in the sense of non-

existent, but rather that in reality pratityasamutpada may not

be characterised in terms of dichotomously opposed concepts. This
therefore is the true meaning of the Middle Way. Put simply MMK
XXIV 18 conveys the fact that Nagarjuna adheres to the Middle Way
laid down by the Buddha and expounded by the early traditions.

Although reality (tattva = pratTtyasamutpada) is essentially incapable

of description in terms of existence or non existence (it is ontol-
ogically indeterminate -~ the true sense of the Middle Way which
avoids the two extremes), the unenlightened mind confers such
definitions upon it. Only when the mind is emptied of the defile-
ments which lead to such superimpositions will it appreciate tattva
as it is. while gﬁnzati’may provisionally be taken as the nirvanic
state of mind, ultimately it refers to a condition which transcends
epistemology and ontology. The final verse of Nagarjuna's analysis of

the four noble truths puts his entire system into perspective.

"He who perceives pratTtyasamutpada also sees suffering,
the arising of suffering, its destruction and the path." (57)

In fact then, praﬁftyasamutpgda is the base not only for the arising

of duhikha but also for its extinction. Through ignorance (avidya)
the other eleven factors arise which contribute to the distorted
vision of the basis, while through knowledge which has been purged
of those same factors the basis is seen as it is. It is clear
then that in the final analysis Nagarjuna does hold to a concept
of prajna even though it is not specifically referred to in MMK.

Implicit in his system is a-concept of mind purged from all the
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factors which lead it to a distorted vision of reality and this
purified mind is structurally related to the idea of prajha found

in both the early Buddhist writings and the Prajgibéramité literature.

Finally to follow up one loose strand we may further add that there
is justification in saying that for Nagarjuna this state of mind
may be referred to as non-dual knowledge (advayajgéna) since we
have already seen that this state transcends those in which things

are described in dichotomously related terms.

Returning to Warders initial thesis, it does appear that much that
has been said above tends to confirm his position. With the possible
exception of a couple of novel terms such as the reference to the

city of the Gandharvas (gandharvanagara) it has been shown that

the central core of MMK does expound a doctrine which differs very
little from that contained in much of the early Buddhist writings.
That Nagarjuna does have an opponent to which™s arguments are
addressed is however certain. It seems an overestimation to say
that his target is Early Buddhism in general for two good reasons.
Firstly, he does seem to quote some early texts with approval,

but secondly and perhaps more importantly because there is a strong
congruence between his position and the position of early texts.
The idea that Nagarjuna has somehow abandoned the whole of the
early teaching and set up a new school called the Mahayana must

therefore be seen as an inadequate understanding of his role in

the history of Buddhist thought.

It is far more likely that Jagarjuna stands in the position of
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someone who 1is attempting the defence of orthodoxy against new

and possibly heretical teachings. The heterodox teachings which

are most likely to have been his target will be those which concentrated
strongly on the dharma theory of existence. Such schools, such

as the Sarvastivada, held that only dharmas are ultimately real
(paramartha) while other things which were believed to be built

out of combinations of these primary building blocks, in other

words the things of the everyday world, were merely conceptual.

As Warder (58) has pointed out one of Nagarjuna's principle targets

in MMK is the idea of the existence of dharmas. The heart of this

critique is that the existence of dharmas is incompatible with

the concept of dependent originality (pratityasamutpada). Both

the Abhidharmikas and Nagarjuna accept pratTtyasamutpada, but he

shows that the assumption that dharmas exist implies "exist always"
which is the extreme position of eternalism. He goes on to prove
that a process of dependent origination is made absurd if one holds
that dharmas always exist, or in other words have an immutable
nature ; an own-nature (svabhava). This being the case, and given

the fact that pratTtyasamutpada is the central teaching of the

Buddha, and hence inviolate, if such things as dharmas are operative

in pratTtyasamutpada they cannot be immutable and must therefore

be devoid of own-nature (nihsvabhava).

The own-nature (svabhava) doctrine was probably formulated in the
- (59) . .
Sthaviravada commentaries before 100AD 9 and 1s not explicitly

mentioned in the tradition of the Sarvastivada. However given

the time Néggrjuna was probably writing and particularly some of



of the contents of MMK (cf.Ch XV - Examination of svabhava it seems
highly feasible that MMK serves a two fold purpose. Firstly as
a polemic against the increasing widespread influence of the

Abhidharmika dharma theory and its latter developments including

the theory of own-nature (svabhéva), and secondly as an attempt
to reinforce and give a new but essentially unchanged treatment
of the central doctrines of liberation according to the early teaching.

As Warder puts it:-

"From all this it seems clear that Nagarjuna accepts the
Tripitaka, in an ancient form recognised probably by all schools
of Buddhists as the teaching of the Buddha, but attacks what

he sees as misinterpretations of it by the scholastic traditions
of the schools. He professes to be simply restoring the original
meaning of the old sutras, showing that the innovations of

the schools lead to contradictions and in particular conflict
with what he takes to be the essential teaching, namely conditioed
origination. This is hardly going over to the new Mahayana
movement ... " (60)

We conclude this chapter with many more questions left to answer,
but have at least laid to rest the myth that Nagarjuna overthrew
the whole of the Buddhist tradition to establish a new school.

We can.-now see him not as an innovator, but rather as an expositor
following in a long tradition. Our next task is to establish the
correct position of the Vijnanavadin authors Asanga and Vasubandhu
in the Buddhist tradition and once this is done to compare what
they have to say, particularly concerning the nature of reality

and the enlightened and unenlightened mind, with Nagarjuna's own
statements. It is only through such a process that one can attempt

a reliable comparison between the so-called Yogacara and Madhyamaka

schools of Buc thism.
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A. K. Warder : Is Nagarjuna a Mahaymist?. in The Problem of
TwoBTruths in Buddhism and Vedanta ed. M. Sprung (1973) Dordrecht
p 78-88

D. S. Ruegg Lit.of Madhyamaka p 6

MMK XIIT 8
§hnyata sarvadrstinam prokta nihsaranam jinaih
yesdm tu Sunyatddrstistanasadhyan babh3gire

D. S. Ruegg op.cit p 7

Chr. Lindtner Nagarjuniana p 122 n 149

P. Williams : Review Article of Chr. Lindtner "Nagarjuniana"
in Journal of Indian Philosophy vol 12 (1984) p 73-104 p 90ff

Lindtner op.cit. p 21 n 67
P. Williams op.cit. p 91-92

Pali S ii 17
Sanskrit : Tripathi 167ff
Chinese : Taisho 99 Section 12 No 19

Pali : 8 ii 19ff
Sanskrit : Tripathi 172ff
Chinese : Taisho 99 Section 12, No 20

Pall M iii 245ff
Chinese : Taisho 26 No 162

Pali D 1 _
Chinese : Taisho 1, No 21

A. K. Warder op.cit. p 80-81

Sn 800-802 o
Attam pahaya anupadiyano nane pi so nissayam nokaroti

sa ve viyattesu na vaggasart ditthim pi so na pacceti kinci
yassubhayante panidhiidha n’atthi bhava bhavaya idha v& huram va
nivesana tassa na santi keci tassTdha ditthe va sute mute va
pakappita n’atthi ant pi sannia tam brahmanam ditthim

anadiyanam kenTdha lokasmin vikappayeya

L. O. Gomez : Proto-Madhyamika in the Pali Canon, in Philosophy
East and West Vol XXVI (1976) p 137-165

Ibid p 142

Sn 1076 : Atthan gatassa na pymanam atthi uspasiya ti
Bhagava : yena nam vajju tam tassa n'atthi sabbesu dhammesu

Samuhatesu samuhati vadapatha pi sabbe ti

]
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Sn 954

na samesu na omesu na ussesu vadate muni

santo so vitamaccharo nadeti na nirassati : ti Bhagava ti

MMK XXV 24
sarvopa]ambhopasamah prapancopa§amah 31vah

nakva citkasya citkaSciddharmo buddhena de51tah

MMK XXII 15
prapancayantl ye buddham prapancatltamavyajaﬂ

te prapaficahat@h sarve na padyanti tathagatam

MMK XVIIT 7

nivrttamabhidhatavyam nivrtte cittagocara

anutpannanirudha hi nirvanamiva dharmat3d

MMK XVIII 9
‘aparapratyayam s3antam prapaficairaprapaficitam

nirvikolpamanangrthametattattvasya laksanam

Prasannapada ed.de la Vallée Poussin p 350-1

For an investigation into the classical form of this formula
v-this thesis Chapter 7 ; particularly n. 13

Sn 149;- asavehi cittani vimuccimsu

Theragatha v 1 :- cittam me susamahitam vimuttam

A.iv 402:- anavattidhammam me cittam kamabhavayati

R. E. A. Johnson The Psychology of Nirvana London (1969) p109

Theragatha v 649 :- asamhiram asankuppam cittam

M 1 487 :- gambhiro appameyo duppariyogaho seyyatha pi mahasamuddo

M iii 106-108
Tassa evail janato evan passato kamasava pli cittam vimuccati

bhavasava pi cittam vimuccati avijjasava pil 61ttam ¥imuccati

so sunfam idam sannagatam kamdsavenatl pajanati sunfham idam

SaPBAgatam bhavdsavenatli pajanati sunham idam sunnagatang

avijjEsavenati pajanati

Sn.734 vinnanassa nirodho

Therigatha 46 The arahant Uttam3 says she is the winner of

of emptiness and the signless (sunnatassanimittassa 13bhinT)

on attaining nibbana

M i 477 :- pannaya c'assa disva Asava parikkhina honti

A i 61 Panna bhavita kam attham anubhoti? Ya avijja sa pahiyati
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Quoted in Abhisamayalamkaraloka of Haribhadra. Gaedwak
Oriental Series, Baroda (19) p 28 & 153

The quotatlon is from Dignaga's PraJnaparamlta Pindartha NirdeSa
pragnaparamlta Jnanam advayam sa tathigatah : sadhya

tadarthayogena tacchabdyam granthamiargayoh

Prasannapada .de la Valléé Poussin ed p 26

Murti Central Philosophy p. 214

Ibid.p 217

Astasahasrikaprajnaparamitasutra.Bibliotheca Indica p 177:-

Skandha dhatvayatanam eva hi SubhlGte SUnyam

viviktam S3ntam iti hi prajndpAramitd ca skandadhatvayatanam

cadvayam etad advaidhTkaram Sunyatvad viviktatvad evanm

Santatvan nopalabhyate yo'nupalambhah sarvadharmanam

sa prajhaparamitetyucyate

Murti op.cit. p 219

In connection with this debate cf. Y. Kajiyama:Controversy between
the sakara and nirakara-vadibs of the Yogacara school - some
materials;in Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies Vol 14

(1965) p26-37

MMK III 7

pratTtya matapitarau yathoktah putrasambhavah

caksurupe pratItyaivamukto vijhanasambhavah

MMK XXVI 2

7’

vijnanam samnivisate samskérapratyayam gatau

samniviste’tha vijnane namarlpam nisicyate

eg M III 63-64.cf.supra Chapter 6 n,13 & 14

MMK XXVI 12

tasya tasya nirodhena tattannabhipravartate

duhkaskandhah kevalo'yamevam samy agnirudhyate

MMK XXVI 10-11
samsaramulan samskaranav1dvan samskarotyatah

avidvan karakastasmanna v1dvamstattvadarsanat

avidyayam niruddhayam samskaranamsambhavah

avidyay3 nirodhastu jnanenasyaiva bhavanat

MMK XVIII 5
karmaklesaksayanmoksa karmak]esa vikalpatah

te prapancatprapancastu Sunyatayam nirudhyate

MMK XVIITI 9
aparapratyayam santam prapancalraprapanCIEam
nlrv1kalpamananarthamatattattvasya laksanam
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MMK XVIIE 12 y
sambuddhanam anutpade Sravakanam punah ksaye
jh3nam pratyekabuddha@namasamsargatpravartate

Th Stcherbatsky - Madhyéntavibhahga:Discourse on Discrimination
between Middle and Extremes.Calcutta (1971) p 3 (reprint
of Bibliotheca Buddhica XXX)

MMK XXV 9
ya a3avam3av1bhava upadaya pratTtya va
so'pratityanupddaya nirvanamupadidyate

MMK XXV 10 :.. nabhavo nabhavo nirvanamiti yujyate
SupT 05 . XIS K F)

MMK XXV _19

na samsarasya nlrvanatklm cidasti v1sesanam

na nirvanasya samsaratkim cidasti viSesanam

Th. Stcherbatsky : The Conception of Buddhist Nirvana,Leningrad
(1927) p 81

MMK XXIV 40
yah pratltyasamutpadam pasyatldam sa pasyatl

duhkham samudayam caiva nirodham margameva ca

A. K. Warder op.cit. p 82-3

cf. Adikaram : Early History of Buddhism in Ceylon Migoda (1946)

A. K. Warder oip.cit. p 84
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Chapter four

The Problem of Mahdayana "Schools"

The second great moment in the history of NahExEna Buddhism is

generally considered to coincide with the establishment of the

Yogacara/Vi jnanavada school of Maitreya, Asanga and Vasubandhu.

The dating of this entire period of Indian history is beset with

a multitude of problems connected with both the paucity of sources
and the ambiguous identifications of authors and writings prevail-
ing at this time.

Nagar juna himself is paradigmatic. uardar(1) asserts the existence
of more than one author of this name, but since his Nagar juna I

is attributed with all the works that concern us, this theory

naed not detain us unduely. Accepting Bu-ston's statement that
Nagar juna is a pupil of Rahulabhadra (c.120 AD), Warder assigns

(2)

and in

(5)

the former to the second century of the Christian era

(3) (4)

Winternitz » and Murti
4

(6)

this he is supported by Lamotte
going for

(7) .

in

Either side of this date we find Shackleton Bailsy
the end of the first century, and walleser placing Nagar juna

the third. Ruegg (8) is altogether more cautious, being content to

say that:=-

"Nggérjuna is generally belisved to have been born

and to have worked in South-Central India (South Kosala
or Vidarbha?) early in the first millenium p.C."

Opinions on the date and identities of the authors of the YoQEdEra
are squally distributed. Those accepting the historicity of
(9)

Maitreya tend to place him at the turn of the Fourth century AD ,

with Asanga, on whom the latter's dates are computated, generally
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coming out as being active sometime within the mid-

(10)

fourth century.

11
Both Warder y and Yamada (1) agres here though the actual

dates do not correspond exactly.
Vasubandhu complicates matters yet again. In an influential article
frauwallner has argued, on the basis of discrepancies in the trad-.

itional accounts (particularly in Param3rtha's Life of Vasubandbhu S12)),

for the existence of two authors with the name Vasubandhu. However
again this need not worry us over much since the writer of the

MahE!Enist texts which are of interest to us is claimed by frau-

(

13
wallner ) to be the younger brother, and therefore contemporary,

of Asanga. Jaini nicely sums up the research on this qgquestion of
dating:-

"Takakusu favoured A.N. 1100 and propossed A.D. 420-500 as
the period of vasubandhu. In 1911 P.N.Psri, after a
thorough investigation of all available materials on the
sub ject, proposed A.D. 350. Over a period several scholars,
notably Professor Kimura, G.0Ono, U.woghihara, H.Ui, and
many others, contributed their views on this topic, which
were summed up in 1929 by J.Takakusu, who again tried to
establish his previously proposed date of the fifth cen~
tury A.D." (14)

(15)

Clearly Takakusu's date is too late to allow us to maintain a

close relationship between him and Asanga and we will therefore be
better off sticking to the date Frauwallner gives to Vasubandhu I, in

which he agrees with Ui (16) and others, of sometime in the fourth

century.

We have, or will have cause to refer to a number of other important

writers in this thesis. Regarding later Yogacarins the consensus
(17)

puts Vasubandhu's commentator gthiramati in the mid sixth century

- . 18) . :
making him a contemporary of Bhavaviveka (18) We tend to find

Nagar juna's important, though late, commentator Candrakirti unanim-

(18)
ously agreed to have lived in the mid-seventh century , though

. e
c) la Vallbe Poussin puts him a little earlier, "vers la fin du VI
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ou le commencement du VIIe siacle." (19).

Taking intoc account the details of the foregoing discussion we may

be reticent to ascribe exact dates to any of the authors mentionsd.

ye may howeverbe fairly confident in putting forward a general chron-

ological schema which will allow us the luxury of determining who

precedes who, and so on., The chart below will be appropriate:-
NAGARJUNA 1st-2nd century AD

(MAITREYA ?), VASUBANDHU and ASANGA 4th century AD

STHIRAMATI 6th century aD
BHAVAVIVEKA 6th century AD
CANDRAKIRTI 7th century AD

Now the Madhyamaka
has received a great deal of attention from Western scholars and
consequently possess a burgeoning secondary literature, the Yogacara/
VijBanavadi has been relatively neglected. This neglect has contributed
to a long standing misunderstanding of the principle doctrines expounded
by the authors of this "so-called" school. A number of influential
writers therefore have attempted to put forward the idea that the

establishment of the Yogacara/Vijhanavada heralded an entirely new

epoch in the development of Buddhist thought; this epoch being charact-
erised by an abandoning of the principal positions of the old Buddhist
tradition and the erection of a new intellectual edifice which has

as its fundamental feature an interpretation of Buddhist doctrine

from an idealistic point of view.

This mistaken approach to the subject has a number of sources. We
have already discussed in connection with the interpretation of the
Madhyamaka how the use of commentarial texts, particularly writte:

some time after the root text itself, can give rise to misleading



results. Now one of the earliest studies on the subject is a work

s . o) . wn _
by S. Levi who attempted an outline of the Vijnaptimatra system

as contained in Vasubandnu's Vimfatika and Trimbiki. To do this

he relied entirely on Chinese and Japanese sources. Now since

the Chinese mind was already strongly influenced by Mencian idealism
before the arrival of Buddhism in that country, it is hardly surprising
that Chinese translations of Sanskrt texts which deal predominantly
with psychology, epistemology and ontology would convey a strongly
idealistic flavour. It is consequently not surprising that Lévi

should reach the conclusion that Vasubandhu, having criticised

the realistic systems of both Buddhists and non-Buddhists, would

set about the task of erecting a system, based upon an idealistic

Absolute. Thus, talking about the Vimdatika L&vi says:-

"Vasubagghu, avant d'exposer en détail sa propre doctrine

de 1'idéalisme absolu s'attache a refuter les objections de
principe qu'on pent lui opposer a 1'intérieur de l'éélise
bouddhique elle—meme; puis il s'attaque 3 la théorie atomique

des Vaiéésikas, 1'interpr§tation physique de l'univers la

plus puissante que le génie hindou ait €laborée, et qui s'€tait
insinu€e dans le bouddhisme, jusque chez les Vaibhasikas du
Cachemire que Vasubandhu avait longtemps suivis avec sympathie". (&)

Lévi gives the impression that this work represents a radical dis-
junction from what has gone before, both among Buddhists and their
opponents. A fellow countryman, J. May, substantially repeats

LEvi's position, though in an attenuatted form, that we are confronted
with a new school of Buddhist thought, propounding a new philoscphical

idealism.

"Du IITe au VIIe sidcle de notrg’ére, selon la chronologie

la plus souvent admise, %a pensé€e bouddhique en Igde a t?ouve
une expression particulierement brillante dans 1l'école dite
du Vijﬁénavéda ... Les catégories qui gouvernent/}g pensee
philosophique en Occident s'appliquent mal, en géneral, a

la pensée indienne. Pourtantﬁgn peut admettrg,/gags trop
forcer les choses, que le Vijnanavada est un idealisme". (22)
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The other major source of misleading interpretation is Stcherbatsky
who has also influenced a generation of scholars. Stcherbatsky did
not depend on Chinese sources, for the most part concentrating his
efforts on Sanskrtoriginals'and Tibetan translations when necessary.
Although the general problem of translation still arises when Tibetan
materials are used we are nevertheless in a slightly simpler situation,
since while the Chinese had already a long history of philosophical
speculation and literature which was bound to influence the reception
of Buddhist ideas, the positionn in Tibet was different. While

it would be over simplistic to claim that the Tibetan mind was a
tabula rasa before the arrival of Buddhism, nevertheless in comparison
to China the level of philosophical speculation would be expected

to be relatively low and in consequence the influence of earlier
traditions probably had a low impact on the reception of Buddhist
philosophical ideas. Of course this would not necessarily have

been the case with regard to things like ritual, cosmology, demonology
etc. Although Stcherbatsky did not have the problems to deal with
which beset the predominantly French Sinologists, his handicap was
just as serious; a great desire to demonstrate the fact that Buddhist
thought, in its many aspects, mirrored the central position of the
German idealist philosophies. He was particularly keen to show

the correspondence between Mahayana Buddhism and Hegel or Kant,
although on many occasions other luminaries of the Western philosophical
firmament are invoked to demonstrate the essential similarity between
Eastern and Western philosophical speculation. Therefore, while
Stcherbatsky's overall work has been immensely influential in the

growth of Buddhist studies, it would be true to refer o him as

one of the first Buddhist apologists in the West. His conclusions
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on the Yogacara reflect this stance. For him authors, like Vabubandhu

are expounding a species of Absolute Monism. YoghcAra philosophy

is:-

"... the denial of Pluralism and the vindication of Monism,

with the implication that this Monism has a superstructure

of phencmenal Relativity or that the phenomenal Relativity

has a subjacent foundation of Absolute, non-relative Reality ...
This Absolute represents the unique substance of the Universe
(ekamdravyam). There is no other substance. It embraces

the totality of everything relatively real, but is itself

the non-relative Absolute". (3)

This attitude has spilt over into more recent work in much the
same way as Lévi's has. Thus Murti, who seems to follow the line
taken by Stcherbatsky, who is in fact heavily influenced by him,

takes the position that:-

"The Idealism of the Yogacara (Vijnanavada) school has to
be understood as a significant modification of the Madhyamika
Sunyata on a constructive basis". aq)

It does appear that Indian authors who have taken a particular
interest in the Yogacara have, without exception, been under the
influence of the two prevailing tendencies. For them the Yogécéra
is both idealistic and absolute monism. A. K. Chatterjee is a
good example of this synthetic approach. Concluding his book "The

Yogacara Idealism" he says:-

"Tdealism is one of the greatest philosophies of the world,

and the Yogacara system, it has been the contention of this
essay, represents idealism in its pure epistemo]og}cal form.

It cannot be stigmatised as merely subjectivism, since absol-
utism is its inevitable logical goal. In spite of being
absolutism however it does not give up its idealistic bias". (2s)



Finally a recently published book on the work of Vasubandhu reiterates
all that has been said before. For K. N. Chatterjee e Yogacara
school set itself the task of avoiding the nihilistic tendencies

of the Madhyamaka by proposing the idea that everything that exists

is mind-only (cittamatra). @V

In the last few pages I have attempted an outline of what has come

to be the established orthodoxy among Buddhist scholars in relation

to the position of Yogacara school both historically and philosoph-
ically. However there have been a number of people who have disagreed
with this point of view. For them the small discrepancies between
Nagarjuna and the Yogacara authors are far outweighted by the over-
whelming concord of their writings. According to these authors
neither Nagarjuna nor Asanga nor Vasubandhu are system-builders

in the generally accepted sense of the term. Rather they have,

in common, the task of rendering traditional Buddhist doctrine in

such a way that it can be used to tackle particular problems. Therefore
it is pointless categorising them as nihilists or idealists or
anything else. Rather they should be seen as expositors, adapting
traditional doctrine to meet the needs of particular tasks while

at the same time leaving the body of that doctrine fundamentally

unchanged and unguestioned.

D. T. Suzuki seems to have been the first person to take up this

matter and argue for a de-emphasis between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara

"Most Buddhist scholars are often too ready > make a sharp
distinction between the M3dhyamika and the togacara school,



t§5ing Ehe one as exclusively advocating the theory of emptiness
(sunyata) while the other is bent single-mindedly on an idezlistic
interpretation of the universe. They thus furtier assume that

the idea of emptiness is not at all traceable in the Yogacara

and that idealism is absent in the Madhyamika". (2

What Suzuki appears to be getting at here is that one should be
cautious of 1dentifying a Buddhist school merely on the basis of
its treatment of a single issus. In some senses it is z misnomer

/_ - =
to refer to the Madhyamaka as Sunyatavada because this indicates

that the doctrine of éﬂnyati is the central doctrine of such a school.
As we have already seen this would be a3 simplistic interpretation.
Similarly the use of the termﬁﬁjﬁ%mﬁﬁa 3s descriptive of the writings
of Asanga and Vasubandhu tends to overemphasise the position played

. A= . .
by vijnana in their works.

L. de la Valléé Poussin is an exception amongs scholars working
in French. He is less inclined to mzke a hard and fast distinction

between Mahayanists. It seems that in his statement:

"Peyt-on douter qu'il y ait Madhyamikas et Madhyamikas,Yogacaras
et Yogacaras?"

he is suggesting that while some authors have associated themselves
as adherents of one school or the other, there are other Mahayana
authors who have not done so. It appears to me that the idea of
belonging to a school of thought was a fairly late development

in the nistory of Buddhism in Tndia and in all probacility nszither
NZgirjuna, nor Asanga, nor Vasubandhu considered themselves in

such a manner.
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In more recent times W. Rahula has outlined in more detail the
above position. To him the idea that the authors of the early
Mahayana were involved in the expounding systems of philosophy

in contradiction with each other is clearly absurd. On the contrary:-

"Their contribution to Buddhism lay not in giving it a new
philosophy, but providing, in fascinatingly different ways,
brilliant new interpretations of the old philosophy. But
they all solidly based themselves on the ancient Canonical
texts and their commentarial traditions". (29)

Rahula believes that in many senses the work of writers like Nagarjuna
and Vasubandhu may be seen as analogous to the Pali commentarial
literature sometimes ascribed, though he believes incorrectly,

to Buddhaghosa. Nagarjuna therefore, while he places emphasis

on the doctrine of éﬁnyati, is not introducing anything new into
Buddhist thought, since as we have already seen the concept of
emptiness is found in a number of places in the Tripitaka. Similarly

- = . . . M= . .
the Yogacara concern with consciousness (vijnana, citta) is not

in the slightest bit innovative. The interaction between the external
world and the mental processes and the consequent world views generated
is a constant theme at all periods in the history of Buddhist thought.
Rahula however very firmly points out the error in interpretations

that attempt to show that the Yogacara teaching of vijRaptimatrata

is one which introduces a notion of Absolute Reality composed of
mind into Buddhist doctrine. This appears to me to be exactly
the tone of Stcherbatsky, and his followers', interpretations.
Rahula feels that such a position would be totally opposed to

the fundamental axioms of Buddhist thought aid hence gquite unacceptable.
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In conclusion he says:-

e - ) g -
"The Sunyata philosophy elaborated by Nagarjuna and the cittamatra

philosophy developed by Asanga and Vasubandhu are not contrad-
ictory, but complementary to each other. These two systems
known as Madhyamika and Yogacara or Vijnanavada, explain and
expound, in different ways with different arguments, the very
same doctrines of nairatmya, $unyata, tathata, pratityasamutpada,
but are not a philosophy of their own which can properly be
called Nagarjuna's or Asanga's or Vasubandhu's explanations,
arguments and theories, postulated to prove and establish

the Canonical teaching of Sunyata, cittamatra or nairatmya.

If any differences of opinion exist between them, these are
only with regard to their own arguments and theories, advanced
to establish the old fundamental Canonical teaching, but not
with regard to the teaching itself." (3e)

Actually it is clear that the controversy we have been looking
at is nothing new. Many early Buddhist commentators have left
a similarly confusing message. It seems to me that the root of

the problem may be traced to a passage in the Sandhinirmocanasutra

which mentions the threefold turning of the wheel of Dharma

(dharmacakrapravartana). Unfortunately the Sanskrt text is not

extant but ﬁ. Lamotte translates the passage that concerns us,

from Tibetan, thus:-

"At first in the deer park in Varanasi, the Lord set the wheel
of Dharma in motion for adherents of the Disciples' Vehicle
(§r§vakay§ha) in the form of teaching about the four Noble
Truths .. However this setting in motion was surpasseg, gave
rise to criticism, contained an implicit meaning (neyartha)

and became the subject of controversy .. As a result the Lord
set about teaching that all phenomena are without gssential
nature, not produced, not destroyed, originally quiescent

and by nature in a state of Nirvana. This second ghee} of
dharma he set in motion for adherents of the Mahayana in the
form of teachings about emptiness ... Finally the Lord.taugbt
that all phenomena are without essential nature ... ?hls thlrd
wheel of Dharma which is perfectly expounded he sethln @otlon
for adherents of all vehicles. This setting in mot}on is
unsurpassed, does not give rise to criticism{ contains an )
explicit meaning (nitartha) and is not a subject of controversy".

(31)
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Now although it seems fairly clear what the first turning of the
wheel of dharma refers to, since it appears to be the Buddha's

first sermon after gaining enlightenment in which he laid down

the Four Noble Truths, it is less obvious precisely what the second
and third turnings might be. In fact the subject is a controversial
one, but nevertheless I have been unable to find any Indian Buddhist
author who specifically associates individual Mahayana schools

with particular groups of Mahayana canonical literature. There

is no harmony of opinion here however. According to Tibetan sources (52

Bhavaviveka held the second turning to reflect the teaching of

the Sandhinirmocanasutra and the third was in conformity with.

the Prajfaparamitd corpus. On the other hand Dharmapala inverted

the sequence identifying the Prajﬁipéramitésﬁtras with the second

and the Sandhinirmocanasutra with the third turning. The author

of this source, Wonchuk, gives us his opinion on the subject.

He feels that the second turning was initiated by Nagarjuna's

authorship of several {astras including MMK and the third by the
compositiog of %astras by Maitreya, Asanga and Vasubandhu. This
is substantially the same position as that held by Tsoh-kha-pa. (33) i
It seems likely therefore that the ascription of different turnings
of the wheel of dharma to different "schools" of the Mahayana was

a fairly late development in Buddhist history. It is interesting
to note at this point that Wonch'uk states that even at the time

of Dharmapala (since Prabhamitra was Dharmapala's disciple), there

was thought to be no fundamental conflict between the work of

Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu. Thus:-
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"AL that time (ie.the time of Vasubandhu) there was no controversy
over sunyata and bhava (existence). This is the reason why
Bandiuprabha or Prabhamitra said, "A thousand years ago, the

taste of the Buddha s teaching was one. Thereafter, the smrti
(dran pa) and prajna have gradually deteriorated, whlch caused

the rise of controversy over existence and non- ex1stence" (3%)

Another piece of evidence to suggest that the notion of Mahayana
schools was a fairly late development, possibly contemporanecus
with the transmission of Buddhism to Tibet,is provided by AtTSa

(c.980-1056AD). In his Bodhimargadipapafnjika, the autocommentary

on his famous Bodhipathapradipa, we are given the distinct impression

that the matter of "schools" and their relative merits have still
not finally settled, since he speaks of his own gurus as if they
had not really plumped for one side or the other in the dispute.

He says:-

"In India learned men have claimed that Arya -Asanga advocated

a modification of the Teaching ( deéanaparyaya) for he took

the meaning of prajfaparamita to be representation-only

(vijnaptimatra) and at present this is also the opinion of my

guru Suvarnadvipa and guru Santipa. Acarya-Nagarjuna however

preached the essence of the Teaching (deSanasdra) for he under- ;
stood the meaning of praJnaparamlta in the deep sense of the :
Middle Way (mahamadhya-makirtha) transcending being and non-being

and this was also advocated in the tradition of other learned

men. At present this is also the opinion of my guru Bodhibhadra

and bhattaraka Kusulupa." (3S)

From what we can gather from this quotation Atiéé acknowledges
his debt to a number of gurus, some of whom accept Asanga to be

the source of a correct tradition for the interpretation of the

- - -t
Dharma, others accepting Nagarjuna. In a later verse AtT52 comes

down on the side of the latter, but it seems to me that since he

regards all of his teachers with respect, and claims Asanga and
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Nagarjuna to be EEXET and Acarya respectively we are not at this
point in Buddhist history looking at someone who for sectarian

reasons considers one teaching to be inferior to the other.

Sectarian rivalry certainly seems to be even less evident several
hundred years before Atféé. Krya Vimuktisena probably lived about

a hundred years before Candrakirti, which means, according to

Ruegg (35), around the first half of the sixth century. Vimuktisena

is considered by the Tibetan pseudo-historians to be the founder

of the "so called" Yogacara-Madhyamaka synthesis. It is thought

that such a synthesis came about partially through Vimuktisena's
studies in the school of Dignaga and partially through his studies

of the Prajnaparamita literature. Now we know that the Buddhist

traditions hold Nagarjuna's main scriptural influence to have been

the Prajnaparamita corpus, and Dignaga on the other hand to have

been a member of a lineage of exegesis which stems from Asanga

and Vasubandhu. It seems strange that someone could bring together
two radically opposed systems of thought and end up with a workable
system, as Vimuktisena is alleged to have done, and therefore we
must conclude that, here again, we have someone who to all intents
and purposes seems quite happy to study in two separate traditions
of exegesis. Such a conclusion must strengthen the case that these

two traditions were not hostile to one another.

An interesting point in connection with Arya-Vimuktisena concerns
his commentarial works, and in particular his commentary, on Maitreya's
1

Abhisamayalamkara. Now the Abhisamayalamkara is itself a s'mmary

.A” . —
and commentary on all the important doctrines of the Prajnzparamita
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corpus and was written according to Bu-ston (37 from the point

of view of the Yogacara-Madhyamika-Svatantrika (Rnal-byor-spyod-

pa'i—dbu—ma~raﬁ—rgyud—pa), which is curious since Maitreya is

generally considered to be the mythical instructor of Asanga, and
therefore for those who see Mahayana Buddhism in terms of schools,

to be the founder of the Yogacara-Vijfanavada. One wonders why

someone seeking to establish a rival school to Nagarjuna should

wish to write a treatise on the Prajfaparamita if, as many authors

believe, it is ammenable only to an interpretation from the standpoint

of the Prasanhgika-Madhyamaka. Now according to Obermiller (3%)

the Tibetan tradition assigns all the great authorities on the

Prajfaparamita in the Madhyamaka to the branch which we have

referred to as the Yogacara-Madhyamaka-Svatantrika. He goes on

to say, on the basis of Tibetan tradition again,that the great
exponents of this commentarial work include Arya-Vimuktisena, Bhadanta-
Vimuktisena and Haribhadra, and that Tibetan writers of Tsoh—kha—pd%
school also follow the same method of interpretation. This again

is a strange fact since Tson-kha-pa considers himself to be a

Prasangika-Madhyamaka following the line laid down by Candrakirti

in his Prasannapada and Madhyamakilaﬁkﬁba. Taking all this into

account it does look very much as though we are receiving confirmation
for our view that the development of Indian Mahayana Buddhism should
not be seen as a series of diverging schools. Rather fundamental
doctrines are illuminated in different ways by different seminal

writers for purposes entirely unconnected with the establishment

of novel interpretations. Actually each of these important authors

seems to be applying an exposition of the doctrine to the solving
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of particular problems, such as attacks by opponents, protection

from heresy and cultivation of spiritual discipline. It is not
surprising that, if this were the case, the works and ideas of

these people should converge in the writings of those later system-
atisers such as Kfya—Vimuktisena or Tsoh-kha-pa where such convergence

would naturally be seen to illuminate fundamental knowledge.

In fact Ruegg, who is generally resistant to such an interpretation,
preferring his own ideas which involve the evolution of schools,
acknowledges my own position, although quite possibly unconsciously.

He mentions the fact that "several Yogacarin/Vijhanavadin masters

(39)

wrote commentaries on works by Néggrjuna and Aryadeva". This

(40)

. 7
is borne out by the fact that Atisa mentions one of the eight

standard commentaries on MMK used in his day to be that written

by Acarya-Sthiramati, who, as we shall see, is mainly relevant

in modern Buddhist studies as a major commentator on Vasubandhu
and, therefore to most scholars, a Yogacarin, Ruegg goes on to
suggest that the authors that followed Nagarjuna and Aryadeva paid

particular attention to those details of the Buddhist tradition

which are given scant attention in the writings of the Yogacara.
- .
In his discussion of the work of Santaraksita Ruegg says:

"... the Yogacara-Madhyamaka synthesised the pure M?dhyamaka-
which it regarded as perfectly valid and adeguate with ?espect
to the paramartha - with a foxg of_phi]osophlca] apa]y51s
derived from the Yogacara/Vijhanavada, a school which by the
eighth century had attained a high degree of development and
whose achievements could not, it was evidently thought, be

ignored by the Madhyamaka". (&4V)
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This statement gives the impression that the fusion of the two
"schools" was made for negative reasons, since it was perceived

by the Madhyamaka that it would be better to have the Yogacara

as an ally than as an enemy. It seems much more likely that the
synthesis has no origin in a particular point of time, but rather

that the two ways of treating fundamental doctrines ran parallel

to one another, and at the same time mutually conditioned one

another for some considerable time before the advent of the Yogacara-
Madhyamaka'which anyway seems to be an invention of the Tibetan

pseudo-historians.

There is a section in Santaraksita's Madhyamakalamkara in which,

according to Ruegg, he compares the Vij%%nav§da'with the Madhyamaka.
This section is supposed to demonstrate the fact that the outlook
of the former may be considered to be a philosophical propaedentic
which ultimately leads to the outlook of the latter., However if

one examines the text such a statement cannot be upheld. It says:-

"On the basis of cittamatra one is to know the non-existence
of external thingS and on the basis of this system one is
to know complete non-substantiality, riding the chariot of
the two systems and holding the reins of reasoning (yukti),
(the philosopher) therefore attains the sense as it is, the

Mahayanist one itself." (42)

Ruegg interprets this to mean that the cittamatra viewpoint, once
it is won, is itself superceded by the system that establishes

— = - -
complete non-substantiality (nihsvabhavata or sunyata). However

this is an over simplistic rendition. In the first place we have

already suggested in our treatment of Nagarjuna's work, particularly
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in Chapter 3 above, that while he holds to a doctrine of nonsubstant-
iality or emptiness, this is in a very specific sense. For Nagarjuna
unenlightened cognition infected with thought constructive tendencies

. W .
(vika lpa, prapanca etc.) distorts reality leading to the imputation

that entities (dharmas) possess substance or own-being (svabhava).
However in reality the existence of such entities cannot be estab-
lished since they exist only due to the distortion caused by ignorance
(avidya). In other words mentally constructed phenomena overlay

true reality (tattva) and prevent its gnosis by the unenlightened.
These mentally constructed phenomena do not therefore exist in
reality. In a sense then it is clear that, even in the works of
Nagarjuna, we have two stages in the development of the enlightened
mind outlined. In the first there is the realisation that all

things perceived by the ignorant are actually the construction

of an unenlightened mind, and in the second such mental contents

are realised to be devoid of substantiality. This being so, Nagarjuna
himself can be said to progressively combine the doctrine of cittamatra
with that of complete non-substantiality. As we shall see in the
following chapter, exactly the same can be maintained by a careful
analysis of the work of Asanga and Vasubandhu. For them the realis-
ation that the unenlightened world view is characterised by the

. - LA , -
fact that it is mentally constructed (cittamatra; vijnaptimatra)

leads to a rejection of the basis for such a view, and a subsequent
transformation to a state of gnosis (Qﬁéﬂi) in which things are
understood without the thought constructive tendencies of the

This results in knowledge devoid

unenlightened state intervening.

. A=
of thought construction (nirvikalpajnana).
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Returning to the quotation from Santaraksita's Madhyamakal amk3ra

then, it does seem that Ruegg's interpretation is inadequate.

-
Nowhere does Santaraksita refer to the terms Madhyamaka or Vijgéhavéda.

On the contrary he simply refers to the Mahayanist as someone who
has moved from a realisation of cittamatra to the realisation of
complete non-substantiality, and as we have said such a position
could be sald to be held by both Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu. It
seems clear that in this case there is no evidence to suggest that

A= . - = - -
Santaraksita holds the Yogacara/Vijﬁanavada to be a preparatory

stage in the path to the Madhyamaka outlook. It would be nearer
the spirit of the quotation to say that he held both outlooks to
be the core of the Mahayana, although it may be said that in some

senses they complement one another.

It must be noted that at the present stage of historical scholarship
into the development of the Mahayana it is impossible to say exactly
when the differentiation into schools of thought actually happened
but from what we have noted above, a reasonable assumption may be
that it took place sometime during the transmission of the tradition
fo Tibet. If one imagines what may have happened at the time such

a hypothesis makes a lot of sense. It is exceedingly probable that
the nature of the transmission was such that Buddhism was introduced
by Indian teachers brought up in particular lineages. This was
certainly the case with égntaraksita, Atifa etc. Each lineage could
be expected to have its own peculiar method of interpretation and
therefore in the early days those unfamiliar with the tradition

as such could easily confuse methods of interpretation, based on

the emphasis of one or two doctrines over the others, with sectarian
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differences. Such an attitude would naturally be passed on and
finally formalised by the systematizers and pseudo-historians such

as Bu-ston. Their work, which has been utilised by students of

Indian Buddhism, has consequently coloured attitudes with the result
that nowadays most authors accept the proposition that Indian Mahayana
Buddhism comprised a number of exclusive and doctrinally incompatible
schools of thought, even though there is no evidence from primary

sources to support such a conclusion.

Now the traditional Buddhist view about the path to Buddhahood is
that it is gradual and progressive. It was such a view that defeated

the Chan-1like notion of sudden enlightenment put forward by the

Chinese protagonist Hoshang at the Council of Samye sometime in

the 8th century; a view which can be traced back to the Tripitaka:-

"Just as the great ocean dibs gradually, ebbs gradually, slopes
gradually and not suddenly like a precipice, so in my doctrine
and my discipline, the access to perfect knowledge (aﬁﬁipativedha)
is achieved by gradual practice (anupubbasikkha), a gradual
action (anupubbakiriyé), a gradual way (anupubbapatipada) and

not directly (na ayatakena)}". (43)

Such a view is observed by many Mahayanist authors who developed

a teaching which emphasised this sense of gradual progress. The

form which such a teaching takes is very often one in which a particular
stage in the path is linked with the realisation of a particular
attainment or the realisation characteristic of a certain stage

of mental development. The stages (Egggi) in the progress of the

Bodhisattva is one example in point,but one more relevant to our

present discussion is to be found in b¢ 5h the writings of the early



Yogacara and of Candrakirti. In these writings we find the progress
of someone seeking Buddhahood described in four stages characterised

by progressively higher comprehension of reality. The Yogécérabhﬁmi

which was probably written by Asanga gives the following stages:-

(i) The stage of reality established by the world (loka-prasiddha-

tattvartha)

(ii) The stage of reality established by reasoning (yukti-prasiddha-

tattvartha)

(iii) The stage of reality in which the mind is purified of the

obstacles of the defilements (kl&savarana-visuddhi-jnana-gocara-
tattvartha)
(iv) The stage of reality in which the mind is purified of the obstacles

)(44)

of the knowable (jReyavarana-visuddhi-jnana-gocara-tattvartha

The first two stages refer respectively to common sense, and the
workd-view formulated through philosophical thought. Stage three
is supposed to come about upon the realisation of non-existence

of self (pudgala-nairatmya) while stage four follows from the realis-

ation of the non-substantiality of things (dharma-nairatmya). Stage

four is in fact the equivalent of the purest knowledge of ultimate

reality (yathabhita, tathata  dharmata, %unyata), according to

the text. In other words it is nirvapa.

A very similar doctrine is presented in Candrakirti's EEEEEEEEEEQE-

Commenting on MMK.XVII.8,which mentions the graded teaching of the

Buddhas (buddhanu$asanam) he also reveals that there are four levels
!

of understanding corresponding to that of an ordinary person, that
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of someone who has not eradicated the obstacles (avarana), that of
someone who has partially eradicated the obstacles, and finally that
of an Arya. («S) This corresponds very well with the previous schema
outlined by Asanga. Interestingly enough it also ties in with the
account of the three turnings of the wheel of dharma (dharmacakra-

pravartana) given in the Sandhinirmocanasutra. There we are told

of three teachings; the first being introductory, the second and

third being implicit, and explicit (and hence unsurpassed) respectively.

It appears that the first level of understanding given by Asanga
and CandrakiIrti refers to a non-Buddhist understanding and is therefore

not mentioned in the Sandhinirmocanasutra. However once someone

enters the path they enter the second stage or the first turning

of the wheel of dharma. Consequently the second turning corresponds
to the third stage and so on. By indicating such a correspondence
it is clear that what has been thought to be a reference to schools

and their respective merits in the Sandhinirmocanasutra, may in fact

be reference to distinct levels of attainment in spiritual practice.
Neither Asahga nor CandrakTIrti do in fact associate these levels

of attainment with any particular school of thought and we must conclude
that here again we have found no evidence to support the assertion

that Indian Mahayana acaryas thought the Madhyamaka was more advanced

a path than the Yogacara or vice versa.

One point does however need to be cleared up before we turn to an
examination of the thought of Asanga and Vasubandhu as such. There

- - (4 L
is in Candrakirti's Madhyamakavata'a a celebrated critique of

the Vijhanavada. There have been a number of articles (@ in recent
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years which have used this critique to point out the radical differ-

ences between the Pﬁésahgika-Madhyamaka and the Vij%Enavéda but

P. G. Fenner makes clear:-

There is some qgntoversy among contemporary scholars as to
whether the Vijnanavada is a genuine idealism. Independent

of the outcome of that controversy it is clear that Candrakirti
interprets the Vljnanavada as "idealism". (44%)

It is certainly true that during the course of his critique Candrakirti
does use the term Vijhanavadin, although it must be said that it

only crops up in the autocommentary. The problem is that the doctrines
ascribed to the Vijhanavada do not correspond with those expounded

by Vasubandhu or Asanga. It will be shown in the next chapter that
neither author puts forward an idealistic interpretation of reality.
However it is clear that Candrakirti directs his criticism at notions
adopted by the Yogacara such as the store-house consciousness
(Elayavijﬁéna) and the doctrines of the three natures (trisvabhava),
but again these are represented in a way not intended by the latter.
Let us take the notion offered by Candrakirti that for the Vijﬁénavéda

reality may be said, from the ultimate point of view (paramarthasatya)

to be nothing other than mind (cittamatra), bearing in mind that
a further treatment of this subject will be undertaken in the next

chapter.

Now many canonical texts state that mental processes have a profound

effect on the way reality is understood and one of the most influential

7 - . - .
sources in this connection is the Dadabhimikasutra which states

that:-
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"This trlde world is nothing but mind (cittamatra); the twelve
members of existence (bhavanga), which EEVE_BEEE_dlstlngu1shed
and proclaimed by the Tathzgata, they all depend on mind." (43)

Now since this is a canonical source CandrakIrti cannot reject it,

so he attempts to interpret it in a novel way. (5a)

For him the
§§E£§_has a provisional meaning in the sense that it is made from
the point of view of the conventional truth (samvrtisatya). It
therefore has been spoken by the Buddha to destroy the adherence,

among the ignorant, to the notion of a permanent and personal agent

(kartr) which results in the ideaof actions (karman). In other

words, it is mind alone (cittamatra) which is the cause of the erroneous
conceptions although from the ultimate point of view such conceptions

do not exist. Therefore the doctrine of mind-only (cittamatra)

is true only from the conventional point of view. For CandrakIrti

the mistake made by the Vij%énavédins is that they hold this doctrine

to be true from the ultimate point of view. Such a position leads
to a rejection of the Buddhist teaching and the establishment of

. LA =
full-blown idealism; the absolute existence of mind. The Vijnanavadins

have therefore misinterpreted the Dafabhumikasitra. Candrakirti

re-emphasises his argument by quoting from the Lahkavatarasutra: -

"The person, continuity, aggregates, causal conditions, atoms.
primal matter, Isvara a maker - I say they are all mind only". (s))

By making this quotation Candrakirti proves that he has scriptural

ok

authority for stating that all categories put forward as synonymous

fog ultimate principles have no validity from the ultimate point

of view; they are all mentall constructed. It would therefore
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be just as much of a mistake to say that from the ultimate point
of view there is nothing but mind. It is interesting in this connection
to note that there is also a text ascribed to Nagarjuna by Atida

in his Bodhimérgadibapagjiké which performs exactly the same inter-

. Z -
pretation on the Dasabhumika quotation as CandrakIrti is doing above.

This text is the Mah3yanavim$ika (52) which is generally not included

in the list of authentic Nagarjuna works since it deals with topics
usually of more interest to the Yogacara. However since it follows
the line adopted by Candrakirti its authorship by Nagarjuna may

be worth reconsidering.

Having noted Candrakirti's interpretation of mind-only (cittamatra)

and his subsequent condemnation of the Vijaénavéda doctrine on this
matter let us now examine the works of a representative of this
viewpoint in order to assess Candrakirti's contention. In fact
nothing that he says would be contradicted by Vasubandhu, for instance.
He opens his autocommentary on the Twenty Stanzas (Viméatika) with

the assertion that:-

"... in the Mahayana it has been established that those belonging
to the three worlds are only representatlons of consciousness
(vijRaptimatram)". (53)

This is a clear reference to the Daéébhﬁmika with the exception

that the term mind-only (cittamatra) in the former bhas been replaced

by representation-only (vijﬁaptimétra) in the latter. However as

T. Kochumuttam (54) has pointed out the term traidhatukan in the

above quotation has the adJectlval meaning "belonging to the three

worlds". As a matter of fact this is the case for the Dasabhumlka
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excerpt also. He argues that the term traidhatuka, being adjectival,
should qualify a noun and, from an examination of Vasubandhu's

other works, comes to the conclusion that the noun or rather nouns,

in question are the mind and mental states (cittacaitta). Kochumuttam's
strongest piece of evidence comes from the Trimgiké of Vasubandhu.

In this text we are told that all that is considered as representation

R .= . .
only (vijnaptimatra) is confined to consciousness and its evolutes

A= .=
(vijnanaparinama) .

"This (threefold) transformation of consciousness is (just)

the distinction (between subject and object). What is thus
distinguished, does not exist as (subject and object). Therefore
all this is representation-only (vijhaptimatra)." (56)

In other words due to the transformations of consciousness, in three
stages according to Vasubandhu, distinctions of thought constructions
(vikalpa) arise which take a dichotomous form, usually treated in
these texts as the division into a false subject/object paring.

These vikalpas and their concomitants are what is referred to as
representations (vijﬁapti), since the word vijﬁépti is a causative
form of vijﬁéna and therefore means "caused by consciousness".

Vikalpas are therefore brought about by vijnana.

If we look at the term vijaénaparinéma more closely we find that

vijhana has three modes, the most fundamental (out of which the

- L A=
other two develop) is the storehouse consciousness (alaya-vijnana).

Of the alayavijnana we are told that:-

M. .. it is like a to rent of water which ceases with the attainment
of arhatship". (Se)
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In other words the basis of vijhanaparinima (ie.alayavijnana) comes

to an end somewhere towards the end of the Buddhist path. Now if
the Yogacara was idealistic it would want to hold that even at the
attainment of Buddhahood, an enlightened being would maintain that
nothing existed apart from mental phenomena. However it is clear
from a reading of Vasubandhu that this is not the position that

he holds. For him the unenlightened mind is one in which represent-
ations (vijgapti) are delusively held to be real, while on the other
hand once the mind has freed itself from this state of ignorance,

it realises the mistakes of its previous state, attains the condition

of gnosis devoid of thought construction (nirvikalpajaéna), and

sees things as they are (yathabhutam); this is Sthiramati's inter-

pretation of the penultimate stanza of the Trimgiké:—

"That indeed is the supramundane knowledge, no-mind (acitta),
without a support. It is the revolution at the basis (3Sraya

paravrtti) through the removal of the two-fold wickedness." (57)

Vijaéna is brought to a halt by a revolution at the basis (Eé;aya)
which results in the removal of the two wickednesses which are the
obstacles of the defilements (klegévarana) and the obstacles of

the knowable (jﬁeyévarana). The basis is the store-house consciousness
(élayavijaéna). When this is brought to an end supramundane knowledge

(lokottarajfana) dawns.

If we now go back to our original point which was, "how does

?"  we are in a better

Vasubandhu interpret the Dadabhumika passage?",

position to answer. The statement that the triple world is mind-only
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(cittamatra) simply means that for the unenlightened person what
he or she takes to be reality is in fact nothing but mind and its
concomitants (citta caitta). The enlightened being on the other
hand sees things as they are (yathabhatam). Sthiramati takes this

line of reasoning:-

"The above mentioned threefold transformation of consciousness
is just thought construction (vikalpa). This is nothing but
the citta and caittas belonging to the triple world which have
for their object mentally constructed forms. Hence it is said;
the citta and caitta of the triple world are a non-existent
imagination". (5@)

Kochumuttam is therefore vindicated in his assertion that the nouns
qualified by "belonging to the three worlds (traidhatukam)" are

citta and citta.

We actually have a situation in which Vasubandhu and CandrakIrti
are in agreement over the interpretation of the Dasabhumika passage.
For the latter it has a provisional meaning in the sense that while
it may be correct to say that for an unenlightened being the world
is purely mental, nevertheless, upon the attainment of Buddhahood
this could not be said to be so. The mind of the Buddha has been
transformed in the sense that it is no longer contaminated by the

vikalpas, prapaﬁcas etc., which are caused by ignorance. CandrakIrti

does not go on to say that such an enlightened mind is conscious

of nothing, or he would be open to the charge of nihilism; he rather,
and this is entirely consistent with his overall stance, refused

to speculate on the nature of reality. Vasubandhu is quite similar

here. He al ;o distinguishes between an unenlightened state in which
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it may be Jjustified in saying that mind only or representation-only
operates, and an enlightened state which is equivalent to a radical
transformation of the mind which has now been freed to see reality

as it is. There is no hint of idealism here. For Vasubandhu enlight-
enment is the realisation that in the unenlightened state one has

peen deluded into taking the representations of consciousness to

be real. This 1is the true interpretation of the term Vijaaptiﬁatraté.

Both authors therefore give an entirely consistent treatment of the
notion of mind only (cittamdtra) which is outlined in the Dadabhimi-
kasﬁtra,and we must conclude from this that when Candrakirti refers
to the Vijnanavada he is either misinterpreting what the Yogacarins
have said, or what is more likely given what we have said about the
early mutual development of the Mahayana, is taking issue with a
point of view which was never held by exponents of classical inter-
pretation and therefore represents a definite deviation from Buddhist
principles. While many authors have chosen to interpret Candrakirti
as being radically opposed to the vijnanavada, using our method of

exegesis it seems, on the contrary, that both were in close harmony.
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Chapter Five

The Conception of Truth in the Hinayana

Much of the commonly held presuppositions concerning the distinction

between Madhyamaka and Yogacara revolve around their conceptions

of truth. 1In order to determine the veracity of such presuppositions
we must now turn our attention to the earliest Buddhist notions
of truth (sacca; satya), before tackling the central issue in the

next chapter.

On the surface this is an enormously complex subject since many
apparently conflicting formulations are found throughout the development
of Buddhist thought. In the earliest strata of the tradition we

meet with the notion that truth is unitary.

"There is one truth without a second. People, being confused
on this point, claim there to be many truths". (1)

Now, are we to assume that in this reference the concept of truth
(satya) being one should be understood in the sense given it by

- Y .
a system such as the Advaita Vedanta of Sankara? Is this satya

an ontologically unitary absolute of the monistic variety? It

seems unlikely. Jayatilleke has an alternative theory. He argues (2)
that’in the context of the discussion taking place in the §BEEE
Nipata it is more likely that when the Buddha talks about truth
being unitary he in fact means that statements should not contradict

one another In other words, if someone makes a series of statements

on a particular matter it is important that they should all point
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in the same general direction, or rather that they should cohere.
Someone whose statements do not meet this condition may be dismissed
as someone who is not expounding a unitary truth, therefore. There
is nothing uncommon in this procedure in the history of Buddhist
thought. It is one of the primary methods employed by Nagarjuna

in his attempt in MMK to discredit potential opponents and is the
basis of the prasahga method of reasoning extolled by Candrakirti.
If an opponent's position can be shown to be internally inconsistent
the force can rapidly be taken out of his attack. This does not
mean however that the Prasangika challenger is forced to accept

the fact of a unitary (in the sense of absolute) truth. Rather

he merely insists that any series of statements must conform to

a coherence theory of truth in order to be taken seriously. This
particular aspect of the Buddhist truth formulation is therefore
entirely independent of any ontological speculation since it rests

solely on the non-contradictoryness of statements.

Other concepts of truth however are also met within the early literature.
We are told that it is possible to entertain both true and false
notions with regard to facts and that such notions may be proved

or disproved by recourse to pseudo-empirical methods. Thus:-

"When in fact there is a next world, the belief occurs to
me that there is no next world, that would be a false belief ...
When in fact there is a next world, the belief occurs to
me that there is a next world, that would be a true belief." (3)

It is clear that what we have here is a primitive correspondence

theory of truth since statements which do not accord with the way
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things really are must be false while statements which are true
conform to the facts. This is in the sense of the Sanskrit term
yathabhutam - as it is. If something is said to be yathabhutam

it must be true since it corresponds with reality (bhuta). Again
there is no question that simply because something is true by this
criterion we must conclude that reality is some sort of unitary
absolute. Furthermore there is no particular conflict between this
correspondence theory and the statement already quoted from the

Sutta Nipata, since the former may still be seen to yield a unitary
truth in the sense that all true statements may now be said to cohere

with the true state of things.

Another important distinction which is made in the Pali canon, which
we shall soon see has a direct bearing on the conception of truth
in later Buddhism, is that between two different types of Suttas,
those with a direct meaning (nitattha) and those with an indirect

meaning (neyyattha). Thus:-

"There are these two who misrepresent the Tathagata. Which
two? He who represents a sutta of indirect meaning as a
sutta of direct meaning and he who represents a sutta of
direct meaning as a sutta of indirect meaning". (4)

Now the Pali canon itself gives no information on how to identify
a passage of either direct or indirect intention, and further there
exists no positive evidence which would lead to the placing of

one sutta in a more ‘exalted position than the other. It seems

that the nitattha/neyyattha distinction is basically one with a

pedagogical purpose; the one kind of sutta being suitable for a
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person of a particular disposition, or at a certain stage in the
path, the other for someone else. The strictures contained in

the above quotation would therefore be aimed merely against mixing
up teaching materials and support the use of appropriate teachings

for the appropriate kind of disciple.

It is actually the Pali commentarial literature which seems to

make the distinction between nitattha and neyyatha suttas one of

degree. Since these commentaries were written some time after

the rise of the Mahayana one may suspect a certain amount of cross-
fertilization. Be that as it may, it appears that in these writings
the suttas of indirect meaning (neyyattha) are placed in a subordinate
position to those of direct meaning (nTtattha). This is because

while the later are deemed to be true from the ultimate point of

view (paramattha) the former are only conventionally so (sammuti).

Now the Pali canon itself contains no passage in which statements

of ultimate and conventional meaning are contrasted and we may
therefore suspect that this distinction is a commentarial development.
However there is no doubt that such an idea exists implicitly in

the Abhidharma literature, even though there may be no explicit
formulation. The Abhidharma recognises the fact that while convent-
ionally language about persons (puggala) etc. may be understood

and acted upon by the ordinary person, the ps¢ipo—physical continuum
is in reality nothing but a mirage caused by the constant interplay

of countless impermanent}insubstantialland unsatisfactory elements
(dharma). It is clear that sometimes the Pali commentarial literature
draws on the Abhidharmika tradition in its attempt to make the

distinction between sayings of indirect meaning and those of direct
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meaning , for we are told:-

"A sutta of the form "there is one individual, O monks",

etc., 1s a sutta of indirect meaning... Here although the
perfectly Enlightened One speaks of "there is one person,

O monks", etc., its sense has to be inferred since there

is no individual from the ultimate point of view ... One
should speak of a sutta of direct meaning (as of the form),
"this is impermanent, unsatisfactory and devoid of a soul". (5)

There does seem to be a case to be made for the assertion that

the concept of two levels of Buddhist truth is therefore a fairly
late development in the evolution of doctrine. As we have already
said, the early texts tend to speak of only one truth, or rather
one interconnected series of statements which together may be taken
as expounding the truth. This interlocking formulation results

in a coherent vision of reality as such and corresponds to the
Buddha's teaching (dharma). While it could be maintained, that

on the basis of this statement it may be possible to hold to a
two-level truth doctrine in the sense that everything conforming
to dharma must be true while everything contrary to it must be
false, this is not what is generally meant by two levels of truth
in the Pali commentarial work and in the writings of the Mahayana.
Rather both of the two truths are held under certain circumstances

to possess veracity, though it is clear that the parameters which

limit one do not necessarily apply to the other.

If we return to the nTtattha/neyyattha distinction of the early

literature we notice again that no explicit value judgement has

been placed on the two forms of teaching. The distinction merely
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refers to the appropriateness of their use in the pedagogical process.
How then did the position arise in which the Pali commentators
felt the need to introduce a novel formulation in which for the
first time the teaching of direct meaning becomes linked with ultimacy,
while the indirect teaching is relegated to a position of inferiority?
It is more than probable that in the period marked by the rise

of the Mahayana and the development of the schools of the AbhidhErmikas

a need was recognised to systematise, to a degree that had not

been done before, some of the many seemingly conflicting references
to truth in an already burgeoning ocean of doctrine. This would
probably have been due to the fact that a coherent dharma needed

to be presented to conform with both the influential Sutta Nipata
statement that "truth is one without a second",and to protect
Buddhist doctrine from the criticism of opponents. As we have

already noted the Abhidharmikas had promoted the idea that while

persons, trees,etc.ycould be held to possess a conventional reality,
only the dharmas underlying these objects could be said to be true
from the absolute point of view. It was more or less inevitable
therefore that a systematizer would come along and graft this idea

on to the nitattha/neyyatha concept and arrive at a synthesis not

unlike that presented by the commentator on the Ahguttara Nikaya.

It is impossible to say exactly who was responsible for this new
departure but from approximately the fifth century AD onwards it
becomes an important doctrinal element. CandrakIrti gives

a reference to a canonical work of unknown date, the 1rjék$ayamati—

sutra,in which sutras of indirect meaning (ney@rtha) are said to

deal with conventional ideas such as living things (jiva), souls
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(purusa) and persons (pudgala) while sutras of direct meaning (nitartha)
concern doctrines such as selflessness (anatman). Authors before
CandrakIrti however were well aware of the awkwardness of some of

these attempts at synthesis. Asanga, for instance, in his Bodhisatt-
vabhumi classifies truth (satya) in ten ways. At the top of the

list he says that "truth is one in the sense of being non—contradictory"(Y),
while seemingly contradicting such an assertion immediately afterwards
by saying that "truth is two-fold as conventional truth and ultimate
truth" (8). While noting the point that Asanga must surely have
realized the variance between these two statements, we will wait

until a more appropriate stage in our argument to see how he resolved
such obvious difficulties. The conflict between a one truth doctrine
and a two truth formulation was not the only stumbling block. The
Buddha had insisted from the very beginning of his teaching that

the dharma consisted of Four Noble Truths. How could this be consistent

with the ideas expressed in the Sutta Nipata? The Vibhasa asks

the same question,

"If there are four truths, why did the Bhagavat say that there
is only one truth?" (9)

It goes on to answer that there is no inconsistency. The way that
this is done supports the idea that the concept of a unique truth
should not be taken in any absolute sense, and should on the contrary
merely refer to coherence within a matrix of doctrinal formulations.
The Vibhasa goes on further to seek support from Par§va's contention

that the one-truth concept is the only correct interpretation of

the four-noble truths. It seems that many heterodox teachers had
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taken each of the noble truths to refer to a number of different
attainments. To take an example, according to the Vibhasa (10)
many heretical teachers confused the truth of cessation (nirodhasatya)

with the four formless attainments (arupyasamapatti)

ie (1) The stage of infinite space (Ekagghantjéyatana)
(ii) The stage of infinite consciousness (vij%énénantyéyatana)
(iii)  The stage of nothingness (akimcanyayatana)
(iv) The stage of neither consciousness nor non-consciousness

. A~ A=
(naivasamjnanasamjnayatana).

However none of these attainments actually represent deliverance
(vimukti); they are rather forms of existence in the non-material
sphere (arupyabhava). This being the case,when the Buddha taught

the truth of cessation (nirodhasatya) he was referring only to the
one true deliverance (vimukti); in other words nirvana. The same
technique is used by the Vibhésé to demonstrate that the other three
noble truths can be correctly interpreted in one, unique and coherent

manner and consequently any attempt to segment any of them 1s heretical.

Samghabhadra puts the whole problem of the one and the four into

. / .
perspective. In his commentary on the Abhidharmakosa, the Abhi-

dharmanyéyénuséra§;stra, written from a Vaibhasika standpoint, and

making particular reference to the one-truth doctrine of SN884,

he maintains:-

"The expression 'one-truth' indicates a genera} mgnnzr 99_ .
proclaiming the truths in the holy teachings (aryadeSanasasana)". (17)
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What he means here is that there is no real dispute over the question
of the four and the one since the expression "one-truth" merely

refers to the correct and consistent interpretation of the four

noble truths and all other Buddhist doctrines for that matter.

It is, as he says, a general manner of understanding which is available
only to those far-advanced on the Buddhist path, and which stands

in conformity with the true intentions of the Buddha when he formulated

his doctrine.

Following on from this particular problem, Sam ghabhadra also tries
to reconcile the doctrine of the unity of truth with that of the
two truth concept. For him the correctinterpretation of the noble

truths (aryasatya) corresponds with ultimate truth (paramarthasatya).

In other words Samghabhadra implicitly links the "one-truth" of

SN884 with paramarthasatya. With regard to conventional truth

(samvrtisatya) we are told that since it is connected with the manner

of worldly speaking (lokajanapadanirukti), and that such discourse

is itself based on false and vulgar designations, it is not the
concern of the enlightened/since they no longer have recourse to

such conventions. They have no dispute with conventional truth
however since the method of discourse implicated in such truth formul-
ations prevents the possibility of pointing out ultimate truth.

Put more simply Sam ghabhadra seems to be saying that samvrtisatya

is an inherently unsatisfactory, but nevertheless the best possible,

means of articulating paramarthasatya. For this reason samvrtisatya

is entirely dependent on paramarthasatya. The duality of this truth

formulation is entirely apparent and the two-truth doctrine becomes
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quite compatible with SN884, or as our text says:-

"As the conventional truth (samvrtisatya) comprises the ultimate
(paramartha) there is no contradiction with the unity of truth
taught by the great sage (mahamuni)." (12)

The Vibhasa follows a slightly different tack by trying to find

agreement between the two-truth and four-truth formulations, but

in the end comes to the same conclusions as Sam ghabhadra. It mentions (13)
four separate theories concerning the connection between these various

doctrines. The first connects the first two noble truths (duhkhasatya

and samudayasatya) with the conventional truth (samvrtisatya) since

these two deal with mundane concepts, while the third and fourth

of the noble truths (nirodhasatya and margasatya) connect with a

supramundane reality (lokottaratattva) and are therefore ultimately

true (paramarthasatya). The second opinion places the first three

noble truths within the samvrtisatya leaving only the margasatya

as ultimately true, since according to this theory only the fourth
truth is uncontaminated by mundane designations. The third opinion
makes all the noble truths merely of conventional application, while
the fourth, said to be associated with P'ing-kia, allows the noble

truths to be both samvrti and paramértha depending on one's point
(14)

of view. L. de la Vallée Poussin has pointed out that other
theories were also current which differed from the four enumerated
in the Vibhasa. What is clear through all of these attempts at

synthesis however is a deep seated desire by many Buddhist authors

to reconcile the apparently contradictory statements of the Buddha

concerning the nature of truth.
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The Vibhasa presents these various attempts in a light which shows
that they are not entirely satisfactory solutions to the problem.

They may, in a sense, be considered as cul-de-sacs in the development
of a comprehensive solution to this knotty problem. The Vibhasa

does however present its own solution, which we have already noted
corresponds quite clearly with that of Samghabhadra. Responding

to the objection that, "If there is only one truth, why then establish
two truths?", the author firstly equates the one truth with paramirth—
asatya. The author goes on to elaborate a kind of correspondence
theory. Reality itself is uninfluenced by the construction of truth
formulations. It 1s however the basis of two different points of
view. The first point of view is not entirely accurate since,while

it takes reality as its starting point,it is affected by many subsidiary
factors which are built into worldly conventions. It accordingly
departs from the true state of affairs but nevertheless is recognised
as truth in conventional discourse. This is conventional truth
(samvrtisatya). The second point of view is uncontaminated by worldly

convention and therefore conforms with reality as it truly is

(yathabhGtam). This is the ultimate truth (paramarthasatya). Now
since these two judgements both have their roots in a world independent
of the processes of thought the Vibﬁééé reasons, quite justifiably,
that in a sense it is entirely consistent to maintain one onto-logical
truth: it is this world independent of thought which itself gives

rise to the two trﬁth formulations; one of which is in total corresp-

ondence (ie paramarthasatya), the other which is less so (ie samvrtisatya).

Paramarthasatya then is completely identical with reality (tattva);

the samvrtisatya, while taking reality as its basis and therefore
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being dependent on paramérthasatya, deviates somewhat.

If we may now summarise a little, it becomes clear that while many
Buddhist authors became confused in their treatment of the miscellaneous
truth doctrines of the Buddha, there is a perfectly satisfactory
way of explaining their overall coherence. In the first place all
the evidence points to the Buddha's identification as a realist.
There is a real world external to and independent of the processes
of mundane thought. This reality is the ontological basis upon
which two epistemic orientations have their foundation. The first
epistemic orientation is dependent not only on its prime datum {(ie.
reality) but is also influenced by thought constructions which lead
to a distorted picture of things. The second is a complete identif-
ication and accurate reflection of reality and is available only

to those who, having progressed sufficiently along the Buddhist
path, have eradicated the influence of convention. In other words,
one ontological truth (ie.reality {tattva) ) is responsible for

two epistemic truths; the conventional (samvrti) and the ultimate
(paramartha). The Buddhist teaching (dharma) is itself a body of
disparate doctrines such as the four noble truths, the theory of
dharmas, the three marks of existence,etc. which cohere into an
overall picture with the explicit intention of providing an antidote
to the conventional way of seeing things, and eventually leads to
the realisation of ultimate truth. The Dharma then, while it may
appear contradictory to a superficial examination, has in fact a

coherent unity since it points towards the true nature of reality.

This leads us back to the nTtattha/neyyattha distinction. There
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is no doubt that, if what we have said above is correct, these two
categories of discourse cannot ultimately be at variance with one
another. If this were so we could not talk of the Buddhist doctrine
as being internally coherent. It is clear therefore that the Pali
commentators are adopting a peculiar tactic when they ally nTtattha

with sammuti and neyyattha with paramattha, particularly since there

is no basis for such a development in the Canon itself. Further
analysis of these commentarial writings does in fact reveal that

in the hands of the authors the terms sammuti and paramattha are

being used in a sense which differs somewhat from that used by the
Mahayanaand the Abhidharma. In the Pali commentarial treatment
of the two kinds of truth there is no implication that one is actually

superior to the other:-

"The Perfectly Enlightened One, the best of teachers, spoke
two truths; the conventional and the absolute - one does
not come across a third; a conventional statement is true
because of convention and an absolute statement is true as
(disclosing) the true characteristics of things". (15)

More importantly both "truths" are equally efficient in bringing

the auditor to an understanding of the true state of affairs since
they differ not so much in degree, but rather in the way that two
foreign languages differ. They both express the same meaning though

in ways designed to suit different individuals.

"Just as if there were a teacher, who explains the meaning
of the Three Vedas and is versed in the regional languages;
to those who would understand the meaning if he spoke in
the Tamil language, he explains it in the Tamil language
and to another who would understand (if he spoke in) the

A rmhra language, he speaks in that language." (16)
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and "But whether they use conventional speech or absolute speech,
they speak what is true, what is factual and not false." (17)

It seems that, according to this view, either form of teaching

is capable of leading a person to the realisation of the nature

of things and we must therefore conclude that this particular usage
of the terms conventional (sammuti) and ultimate (paramattha) is

quite different from that adopted by the rest of the Buddhist tradition
In this case they are merely used as synonyms for the two forms

of teaching recorded in the discourses of the Buddha. One could
almost say that in this usage the only difference Qetween the two

is that sayings of direct meaning (nitattha) are absolute (paramattha)
since they employ Buddhist technical jargon, while those of indirect

meaning (neyyattha) are conventional (sammuti) because they employ

customary language.

What therefore is more commonly held, principally in the Abhidharma,

to be the distinction between paramartha and samvrtisatya? First

there is no doubt that the explicit distinction is entirely absent
from the Theravada tradition. This does not mean however that
there is no trace of such a doctrine in the HInayana as a whole.
We are told in the Milindapaﬂha that the person Négasena is merely
a name and consequently only conventionally true (sammuti), for
from the ultimate (paramattha) point of view, again with reference
to Nagasena, there is no person to be got hold of. (18) Light on
such a theory can be shed by reference to Sa mghabhadra and his

attempt to expound the doctrines of the YEEEEEEE&EE' His idea is

that existence may be subsumed under two headings; substantial existence
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(dravyasat) and designated being (praj%aptisat). The former may

be considered as a primary form of existence, the latter consequently
being secondary. Saqlghabhadra gives a number of examples of what

it means toconstitute each of these classes of entity. Primary
existents therefore are considered to be sense-data such as form

and sensation, while an object like a chair would of necessity be

a secondary existent since it depends for its being on primary exis-

tents (dravyasat). As Williams says:-

"Secondary existence is the sort of existence pertaining to
entities which can be further analysed and which are therefore
conglomerates composed out of primary existents." (19)

Returning to the Milindapéﬁha reference then, it becomes clear that
”Négasena" must be regarded as merely a secondary existent (prajaaptisat)
since it is said to be conventionally true {samvrti). This does

not mean however that it is devoid of an underlying substantial
existence (dravyasat), a primary nature, that may exist from the

ultimate point of view (paramartha), since as Williams again notes:-

"A secondary existent is an existent solely because it is

an intentional and primarily linguistic referent. But primary
existents too are linguistic referents for the Sarvastivada,
the point of difference being that the secondary existent

is dependent and therefore has no self-essence, in its own
right it is nothing, that is, it lacks a uniquely individuating
description". (20)

It seems that for the Vaibhasikas the real distinction between a
dravyasat entity and a prajﬁaptisat entity is that the ontological
status of the former is more certain than that of the latter. One

could say that a prajﬁaptisat entity such as a "person" refers to
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something with reality merely in the conventional sense; it is
empirically real, while on the other hand since it can be analysed
into more fundamental existents which themselves cannot be broken
down any further, it may not be said to be ultimately real. What
the Vaibh§$ikas seem to be getting at is the notion that when an
external object is presented to consciousness the primary cognitive
content is rapidly turned into a linguistic form for the purpose

of conventional discourse. The mental activity which causes such

a transformation is identified by another Sarvéstivédin, Subhagupta

(21)
in his Bahyarthasiddhikarika as a thought constructive consciousness

[7, Q.

(vikalpajnana) which superimposes unity, and hence a convenient
linguistic label, upon a series of separate primary elements. For
this school of Buddhists it seems clear that the distinction between

prajﬂaptisat and dravyasat entities is parallel to that of conventional

truth (samvrtisatya) and ultimate truth (paramarthasatya).

What is not clear in this theory however, is whether or not dravyasat
entities can be articulated linguistically, or in other words whether
it is possible to speak of ultimate truth. In another article William

tells us:

"There is nothing for the Sarvastivada which has no name, although
there may be situations such as samadhi which are of a nature

that precludes utterance. The inability to name does not render
something ineffable, and this incoherence of ineffability is

found not only in the Sarvastivada texts but also in those

of the Theravada and seems to be a notable feature of Abhidharma
Buddhism. Followers of the older schools seem to have been

united in holding that all existents can be named. Buddhaghosa
observed that there is nothing which escapes being named, for

if we say that a thing is ineffable then that thing is thereby

named as 'ineffable' ". (22)
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This quotation supports Williams' earlier scheme (23)’ ang simply

stated conveys the idea that experience, even from the ultimate
point of view, can be successfully articulated. The basic idea
seems to be that someone far advanced on the path has awarenass

of the contents of the world independant of thought. He "sees" the
underlying substantial entities (dravyasat), or prime existents. He
views the dharmas. As such his language will refer to the dravyasat
level. He will therefore be able to successfully articulate his
gxpgriences, though one may suppose that such language, conforming
to the specifications of the Abhidharmic system, will bg necessar—
ily technical. In other words he is likaely to list the prime con-
stituents ofa chair rather that report that "It is a chair".

The corollary to this 1is that the ignorant person, not trained in
"seeing'" dharmas,will indulge in illegitimate thought construction
with primary existents as its basis, and use conventional discourse
to describe the secondary (253153231393) entities which he inevit-

ably experiencses.

The Sarvasti-vadin position comes down to the following:- all known

entities whether primary or secondary can be referred to linguistically.

Such referriqswill be of a more or less technical nature, and will
reveal, particularly to an adept in "bringing gharmas into view",

the level of insight of the speaker. The use of conventional

discourse may reveal a speaker as egxperiencing a secondary level of

reality, while he who>uses abhidharmic jargon will have penstrated

tc the primary.

This schema clearly coheres with the nitartha/neyartha distinction

already discussed in which talk of dharmic constituents of reality

constitutes an unambiguous message from the Buddha, while conven~
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tional discourse is held as merely implicit and hence requiring
further orthodox interpretation in order to reach full intelligib-
ility. This doctrine will be quite interchangeable with the Sarva-
stivadin notions. Language of substantial entities (dravyasat) is
therefore synaonymous with talk of an explicit or direct intention
(nTtartha), while language of .designated entities (Eraiﬁégzisat)

will only have an indirect (neyartha) sense.

The section of the Nilindapaﬁha, previously guoted, clearly
relegates discourse on "Nagasena" to what is conventionally true
and we have already stated that this should not lead us to the con-
clusion that "Nagasena" is totally non-existent; ie. that/no
substantial existent or existents underlie the name. It is not
clear however in this text whether there is a possibility of
referring t6 such dravyasat entities that possibly comprise
Nagassena, by name.

The Mahayana, on the whole, would be clearer on this point. In the
authors of the MahEzéha‘ralevant to this thesis there is a con-
sensus that tha sphere of discourse doss not touch the true nature
of things. Candrakirti will be a case in point. For him names
(abhidhana) and Brajﬁagtisat entities are one and the same thing;

@)

they are ultimately non-existent. This seems a development distinct from

that of the nit3rtha/neyartha distinction. Words no longer sometimes

refer to a true state of affairs and sometimes refer to a distorted
reality. In this view words themselves, irrespective of the precise
ontological status of the thing to which they refer, must all be
taken on the same level. A word denoting a dharmic consistuent has
no greater truth value than the word "Nagasena". The net of language
has become a meta-system thrown over the world, but standing apart
from it. This net is inherently unsatisfactory in explicating it.

One may say that language becomes a metaphor for reality.
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Such a doctrine seems to be quite at odds with the Egajﬁéptisat/dravyasat

distinction of the Sarvastivada. It is howsver at the root

of Nagarjuna's contention that the Buddha never uttered a word.

"All mental perceptions (upalambha) are (basically) quiescent,
free from dichotomisation (prapafica) and at peace. No dharma
has anywhere been taught by the Buddha of anything." (26)

CandrakTrti's idea that nirvana cannot be commented on by the sainks
(éﬁgg) follows on from this. However the notion that reality cannot
be properly articulateddhﬁsnctbaqninvention of the Madhyamaka.

In the unanswered or inexpressible (avyakata) questions of the Pali

(27)

Cula Malunkyasutta we meet with the Buddha's refusal to answer

on the grounds that any answer to fourteen philosophical questions:-

(i) is the world eternal, or not, or both or neither?

(ii) is the world finite, or infinite, or both or neither?

(iii) Does the Tathagata exist after death, or not, or both, or
neither?

(iv) is the soul identical to the body or not?

would result in misleading consequences. The Abhidharmika interpret-

ation of the Buddha's refusal to answer would seem to be that by

accepting the premises of these questions the Buddha would be giving

credence to a view that concepts such as "world", "Tathégata", "soul"

etc. exist in reality rather than being, as the Abhidharma suggests,

composite entities made up of more fundamental constituents. Another

interpretation however is possible. We have already noted that Nagarjuna

make: implicit reference to the Brahmajalasutta in MMK chapter XXVII.
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Now this sutta makes the fundamental point that in all cases the Buddha
wishes to avoid dogmatic speculation (ditthi-vada) since such activity
inevitably leads to the participants being caught up in the "net"

of Brahma (Brahmajala). It seems therefore that the Buddha not only
explicitly refused to answer the fourteen avyakata questions, but

also implicitly refuses to answer any questions of the type "Is it

true that ...?", since if he were to give a yes or no answer he would
be guilty of the crime of dogmatism (ditthivada) which he repudiates

in others. The Buddha therefore treads a middle path (madhyama pratipad)

when it comes to speculation of a metaphysical nature. He avoids

the extremes of eternalism (éaévatavada) and nihilism (ucchedavada).

This does not of course imply that the Buddha taught a sort of Golden

Mean with respect to truth. As Jayatilleke comments:-

"Logically there is no reason why truth should lie in the middle
rather than in one of the two extremes ... The problem, however,
is whether it was dogmatically assumed that the truth must lie
in the middle or on the other hand whether it was considered
that the truth in the above instances happened to lie between
two extremes. The second appears to be the more plausible
alternative in the light of the facts." (28)

There is much to commend what Jayatilleke is saying but one must also
bear in mind the fact that while such a truth does occupy the mid
ground between the two extremes, it is also entirely dissimilar to

them since it is inarticulable. The two extremes are dogmatic theories

the Buddhist "truth" is not.

"The Tathagata, O Vaccha, is free from all theories ... Therefore
the Tathagata has attained deliverance and is free from attachment,

inasmuch as all imaginings, or agitations, or false notions

concerning a self, or anything pertaining to a self,
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have perished, have faded away, have ceased, have been given
up or relinquished." (29)

While it cannot be denied that the Buddha did speak a great deal
about all manner of things, the importance of the "silence of the
Buddha" doctrine is to put a certain provisional significance to

such statements. The Buddha's teaching is merely a raft which should
be abandoned once the stream has been crossed and is therefore not
intended to have any ultimate value. As we are told in the

Kaccayanavada, (30) 41e only sutta of the Tripitaka to be explicitly

mentioned by Nagarjuna, it is impossible to formulate statements
without appeal to the "it is" (atthitam) and "it is not" (natthitam)
duality. Therefore reliance on language inevitably involves these
two extremes. As the Buddha's teaching is said,in this sutta,to

be the middle position between the two it may be possible to infer
that in this particular strata of the canon the notion is proposed
that the Dharma is ultimately inexpressible. This position corres-
ponds well with the linguistic theories previously assigned to
N3gar juna and CandrakIrti.

The Hindydna tradition then leaves us with a certain tension with
regard to its notion of the meaningful bounds of language. On one
side we recognise that two levels of discourse are held to be poss-
ible; a lower, worldly usage and a highef, accessible to those who
"sae" the world of ultimate dharmic realities. On the other therse
appears to be tacit approval of the fact that when it comes to matters

of ultimate importance, language, by its very nature, leads the seeker
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for truth away from his goal. whilse recognising the pragmatic value
of language this second viewpoint suggests that languagse itself is

infected with dichotomies which always implicate it in a constructed

world picture.

In the light of such a tension it is hardly surprising that the idea
of a reality entire{bfras from the dichotomies inherent in language
would eventually arise in Buddhist thought. It is similarly un-

‘surprising that an author like N&garjuna, who repudiates the doctrine

of dharmasvabhava, and therefore would have no need for a level of

discourse which articulates dharmic realities, would adopt a position
vis a vis language,which he does. 8lthaugh the praciss historical
route by which the tension was overcome is not so far established,
and one would thersfore be foolish to be too specific, there are
important indicatians that a provisional solution was being

considered by two Buddhist groups— the Prajﬁaptiﬁﬁdins and the fol-

lowers of Harivarman.
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We do 1n fact possess an important indication that such a doctrine

may bhave played a major role in the teachings of the Mahasanghikas.

It has already been noted that designation (prajﬁapti) was considered

to be a feature of conventional truth (samvrtisatya) in the Milindapafha.

In his Samayabhedoparacanacakra, Vasumitra (31) maintains that the

Mahasépghika school very quickly split into nine sub-schools, one
of which is called the Prajﬁapﬁvéda. In the subsequent discussion
of the doctrines of thesesub-sects Vasumitra goes on to say that

for the Prajaaptivédins all conditioned things (ie.secondary existents

[prajfaptisat]) are unsatisfactory (duhkha) since they are merely

designations (prajﬁapti).

"Les compositions (samskara), qui sont des assemblages (samagri)
evoluant en interdépendance, sont nommees douleur par simple

/. . A N ] '
désignation (prajnapti). Il n'ya pas d'homme agent (purusa
kartr)." (32) ‘

Paramartha (557-569 AD), the Chinese translator and commentator,
tells us that the main point of controversy which led to the split

between the Mahasanghikas and the Sthaviras was over the status

of the Buddha's teaching. For the former the use of various doctrines
is merely a heuristic device, while for the latter doctrinal concepts

such as nirvana etc. are denotative.

nrécole Mahésénghika soutenait qua la transmigration (§§g§é£§)
et le Nirvana sont tous deux les dénominations fictives (prajhapti

1'école Sthaviriya soutenait qu'ils sont tous deux reels (dravya)." (33)

’ . . . -
Paramartha goes on to say that the sub-sect Bahusrutika-Vibhajyavada

(Praj¥aptivada) derives its authority from the teachings of Maha-

)3
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Katyayana. This is interesting since it is precisely the Kaccayanasutta

of the Tripitaka that NagaT juna quotes with approval. We have

seen that thia sutta may be interpreted as promoting the view that

the Buddha's teaching is essentially incommunicable owing to the

fact that statements about reality inevitably rely on the false

dichotomy of "it is" (atthitam) and "it is not" (n@tthitam).Since Kaccayana,

A o - = .
the Prajnaptivadips, and Nagarjuna, do have important doctrinal

features in common one cannot help speculating whether or not there
was a direct line of transmission from one to another. Be that

as it may, Paramartha holds that for the Praj%aptivéda the Buddha's

teaching is of provisional importance since it has to rely on prajﬁapti:

"... Ceci a ét€ &noncé par le Buddha entant que denomination
fictive (prajﬁapti), ceci est l'enseignement réel du Buddhaj;
ceci est vEritZ absolue (paramarthasatya), ceci est vérité
contingente (samvrtisatya)." (34)

We seem to be moving towards the fully developed position of the
Mahayana concerning the doctrine of two truths. However before we

do so, let us briefly examine one further lead.

Demiéville tells us that the schismatic processes which led to the

establishment of the various schools associated with the Mahasangnikas

- - - = (35)
resulted in what he calls "un syncretisme de Hinayana et de Mahayana." 5

What is particularly of note is the fact that one of the texts to

= .
come out of this tradition is the Satyasiddhisastra of Harivarman.

This is an abhidharmic document, the only surviving version being

- (36) . -
Kumarajiva's Chinese translation of 412AD. According to Paramartha,

ruti jnaptivada?) and
Harivarman was a follower of the Bahusrutikas {Prajnaptivada?) an

consequently must have accepted some disctinction between the two
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truths. Now the Satyasiddhi occupies an interesting position in

the history of Buddhist philosophy, belonging to a time of Hinayana/
Mahayana synthesis and therefore containing many ideas which are

found in elaborated form in the writings of either the Madhyamaka

or the Yogacara. (37) For instance it makes great use of the emptiness

/- -
(sunyata) concept and goes on to create a teaching based on three

truths.

However what is important to us at the moment is Harivarman's doctrine
of three kinds of awareness:

(i) Awareness of concepts (prajhapti)

(ii) Awareness of phenomena (dharma)

(iii) Awareness of emptiness (gﬁnyaté). (38)

The examination of these three groups comprises Harivarman's chapter
on emptiness. The first awareness, ie, that of prajﬁapti, however

is of most interest for us, since here we are told that:-

", .. concepts are names conventionally attached to associations
of phenomena (dharmas); the concept of a wagon is thus dependent
on the association of wheels, axles and so forth, and the concept
of a man is dependent on the association of the Five Groups
(skandhas). These concepts are unreal, for there are no entities
to which they correspond; but they are useful to us in the
ordinary course of living." (39)

Harivarman goes on to use the terms conventional (samvrti) and ultimate
(paramartha) truth and maintains that, while the former is a truth

in terms of concepts (prajﬁapti), the latter corresponds to reality

(40)

AL .
as such. He also assets that prajnaptis are devoid of

own-characteristics (svalaksapa) and can therefore not be the source



- 149 -

of true knowledge. We are left to infer that true knowledge can

only come through paramérthasatya_ The Satyasiddhi contains a long

discussion on the possible relations bstween concepts and real
phenomena. Using the example of a pot Harivarman argues that it
would be incorrect that there is a total non-existence of such an
object. If this were the case , the same may be applied to guilt,
merit, bondage, release, etc. In other words a nihilistic attitude
would easily spill over into the moral field and render Buddhist
soteriology meaningless. Such an arguement is analogous to that
employed by N&garjuna in MMK «15« The imaginary opponents of Hari-
varman and NZgar juna both take the view that the consequence of
maintaining the emptiness of concept (Erajﬁégti), or in Nagarjuna's
case own-being (svabhava), renders that which is denoted non-
existent. Both 3uddhist authors vigourously reject such a conclu-
sion. For them the correct understanding of the relationship betwsen
concepts and real phenomena is the key to the Buddhist path., Both
reject nihilism. In the case of Harivarman the rejection of the

ultimate value of concepts does not negate the underlying reality.

Pots, and so forth, do
exist from the conventional (samvrti) point of view, and the Buddha
chooses to use convention as a vehicle to lead the ignorant towards
awakening, even though ultimately (paramartha) language makes no
true contact with reality.

Harivarman seems to take the classical abhidharmic theory that
conventional things are in reality associations of primary existents
and added ths implicit notion that concepts only apply to the former

conventional comstructs. In the final analysis these constructs are
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devoid of reality. Although Harivarman's position is not as explicit
as that found in the Mah@dyana, there are some grounds for suggesting

that his theory, along with that of the Prajnaptivida, represents

a halfway house between the truth formulations of the HInazSna

proper and the Mahayana.

In conclusion let us survey the doctrines relevant to truth in the
texts of the HInayana. In the earliest phase of the canon we have
found the idea that tha Buddha's teaching comprises a coherent whole
and in that sense truth may pe claimed to be one. Although it is
impossible at this stage to pinpoint a chronology in the develop-
ment of early Buddhist thought we may note, again at this period,

the existence of an idea concerning two levels of discourse; implicit
(neyartha) and explicit (nItartha). The first reflects worldly usage
while the second is technical and indicates the users’Buddhist insight
and particularly his knowledge of dharmas. Some texts, notably the
Nilindagdﬁha, come tantalisingly close to the Mahayana positicon and
may be interpreted as promoting the view that everything which can

be articulated is only conventionally true. From lack of evidence

we should not push this too far, but may note that both the EEEJﬁéEEi:
v3dins and Harivarman seem to be moving towards a resolution of

their respective truth and linguistic doctrines in a Mahayd@na-like
direction. [N their case we have more reason to put forward as a
possibilty the idea that they hold that what can be articulated is

ultimately non-axistent, while that which is ultimately the case

must be inexpressible.

This is the general position we have arrived at through the examination

of Hinayanist sources. In the next chapler we must examine what



- 151 -

the authors of Mahayanist works have to say on the subject. We
shall then be in the position to judge whether or not there was
a continuity of thought on this particular point, shared by all

Buddhists irrespective of the so-called school they belonged to.




10

11

12

13

14

- 152 -

Notes

Sutta Nipata 884

ekam hi saccam na dutiyam atthi
yasmin paja no vivade pajBnam
n3na te saccani sayam thunanti

K. N. Jayatilleke Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge London
(1963} p 353

M i 402-3

Santam yeva kho pana param lokam; natthi paro loko
ti'ssa ditthi hoti, sd'ssa hoti michhaditthi
Santam yeva kho pana param lokam : atthi paro loko
ti'ssa ditthi hoti, s&@'ssa hoti sammi ditthi

A 160

Dve'me Tathagatam abbhacikkhanti Katame dve? Yo ca
neyyattham suttantam nTtattho suttanto ti dipeti; yo ca
nitattham suttantam neyyattho suttanto ti dipeti

Ap 11 118

EEapuggala bhikkhave...ti evarupo suttanto ney yattho
nama ...Ettha hi kinc@pi sammasambuddhena ekapuggalo
bhikkhave ti Adi vuttam, paramatthato pana puggalo
nama natthi ti evam assa attho netabbo va hoti...
NIitatthanti aniccam dukkham anattad ti evam kathitattham

Milamadhyamakak3rikds de Nagarjuna avec la Prasannapada de
Candrakirti ed L de la Vallé& Poussin
p 43.4 and n 2-3

Asanga Bodhisattvabhumi ed.U Wogihara Tokyo (1930-6) p 292
avitathdrthena tivad ekam eva satyam na dvitTIyam

ibid. _
dvividham satyam samvrtisatyam paramarthasatyaﬁ ca

cf Documents D'Abhidharma. Les Qeux, les quatre, les trois
vérités. Extraits de la Vibhasa et du Koba de Sam ghabhadra
in Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques Vol 5 (1937) p 161

ibid p 162
ibid p 181
ibid p 183

ibid p 163f

ibid p 165
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AA 1 95

Duve saccani akkhasi Sambuddho vadatam varo
sammutim paramatthanl ca tatiyam n'upalabbhati
sanketavacanam saccam lokasammutik&ranam
paramatthavacanam saccam dhamm@nam bhitalakkhanam

AA 1 94-95

Tatrayam upama : yatha hi desabhasakusalo tinnam vedanam
atthasamvannako Acariyo ye damilabh@sdya vutte attham janati
tesam damilabh3s3aya dcikkhati ye andhabhasadisu annataraya
tesam taya bhasiya

Kathavatthuppakaranatthakatha JPTS 1889 p 34

Te sammutikatham kathenta pi saccam eva sabhavam eva amusa'va
kathenti. Paramatthakatham kathenta pi saccam eva sabhavam eva
amus3va kathenti

Milindapanha trans I. B. Horner p 37 (cf p 225)

sadhu kho tvam maharidja ratham janasi, evam eva

kho maharaja mayham pi kese ca paticca lome ca paticca pe
matthalungan ca paticca rUpan ca paticca vedanan ca paticca
sankhare ca paticca vinnanah ca paticca Nagaseno ti

sankh®@ samaffa pafnatti vohAro namamattam

pavattati, paramattho pan'ektha puggalo'nupalabbhati

P. Williams "On the Abhidharma Ontology" p 247 in Journal of
Indian Philosophy vol 9 (1981) p 227-257

ibid p 249

Subhagupta, "Bahy@rtha Siddhi Karika" edited by N. A. Shatri
Bulletin of Tibetology vol 4 pt 2 (1967) p 1-96 verse 36
blos yis rtag tu rgyun chags dang

rigs mthun pa la 'dzin mod kyi

rnam par rtog pa'l shes pa yis

de gcig nyid du nges pa byed

Paul M. Williams: Some Aspects of Language and Construction in
the Madhyamaka,p in Journal of Indian Philoscphy vol 8 (1980)

p 1-45

supra n,kZ21

Madhyamakavatarabhasya 6:47 . ‘ ’
mngon par brjod pa ni btags pa'i rnam par 'dzin pa'i phyir te

“F de 1a VallZe Poussin Madhyamakavatara in Le Museon New Series

vol xi (1910) p 328

MMK XXV 24 s " y ,
sarvopalambhopasamah prapancopasamab 51va3 Litan
ha kva citkasya citka5ciddharmo buddhena desital
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M i 426-432
Jayatilleke (1963) p 360

M 1 486

Ditthigatan-ti kho Vaccha apanTtam-etam Tath3gatassa
Dittham h' etam Vaccha Tath3gatena: iti ruUpam, iti ru-
passa samudayo, iti rupassa atthagamo; iti vedana, iti ve-
dandya samudayo, iti vedan3@ya atthagamo; iti safina, iti
sahfiaya samudayo, iti samnaya atthagamo; iti sankhard, iti
sahkharanain samudayo, iti sankharanam atthagamo; iti
vinnanam, iti viffapnassa samudayo, iti vinnanassa atthagamo
ti. Tasma TathZgato sabbamannitanam sabbamathitanam
sabba-ahimkara-mamimkdra-mananusayanam khaya viraga ni-
rodhd cigd patinissagga anupadd vimubtto ti vadamiti.

S ii 17
‘dvayanissito khvayam, kaccayana, loko yebhuyyena atthitaf
ceva natthitafica ... sabbam atthTItikho, kacc@yana, ayam eko

anto; sabbam natthiti ayam dutiIyo arto; Ete te, kaccayana,
ubhe ante anupagamma majjhena tathagato dhammam deseti.

cf André Bareau: Trois Traités sur les Sectes Bouddhiques
Attribués a Vasumitra, Bhavya et VinTtadeva. Part 1.p.237 in
Journal Asiatique (1954) pt 2 p229-266

ibid p 247

A -
Paul Demiéville : L'origine des sectes bouddhiques d'apres Paramartha.
p 33 in Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques Vol 1 (1931-2) p 15-64

ibid p 50
ibid p 22

Harivarman, Ch'eng Shih Lun (Satyasiddhi) tr. KumarajIva,Taisho T. 1646

cf C. D. C. Priestley : Emptiness in the Satyasiddhi, in Journal
of Indian Philosophy vol 1 (1970) p 30-39

T.1646 p 327a 1.8
Priestley op cit p 31
T.1646 p 327a 1.21
T.1646 p 328c 1.18

Priestley, op cit p 32
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Chapter Six

The Two Truths and the Three Natures

On the basis of the previous chapter's investigations we are now in
the position to investigate any distinctive features of the truth
formulations of the Mahayana. In the process the veracity of the

commonly held belief that Madhyamaka and Yogacara hold differing

doctrines in this respect may be tested.

The theory of two truths is found in the Prajfaparamit literature

though explicit statement of it is not common. Murti's statement

that:-

"The doctrine is already well-developed in the Astasahasrika
and other Prajhaparamita texts ..." (1)

is therefore something of an exaggeration. It seems that the terms

samvrti- and paramathasatya are not in fact contrasted in the earliest

2)

texts of this corpus. ( While we have noted in the previous chapter

that they were extensively used by some of the schools of the Hinayana )
it is to Nagarjuna that we turn for the first rigaous treatment
of this particular doctrine. However before doing so let us examine

the Prajﬁ aparamita literature a little more fully, particularly

since these texts are considered authoritative for the Madhyamaka

and the Yogacara.

A= - L= . . N
It is certainly the case that the Prajnaparamit a distinguishes between
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the understanding of the wise, and that of ordinary people:-

"Those who course in duality cannot grow, in merit. All the
foolish common people are supported (nisrita) by duality, and

their merit cannot grow. But a bodhisattva courses in non-
duality." (3)

In other words the understanding of non-enlightened persons is infected
by false dichotomies which arise from ignorance (avidya). The enlight-
ened person however has developed a non-dual form of knowledge
(advayajﬁéna) which avoids the distortions imposed on the minds of

the common folk. We have met with such a notion before.

Another important notion in the Praj%épéramité literature concerns

the relationship between words and the entities that they signify.
Now the entities in question are termed dharmas and Conze tells us

that the ontological status of dharmas in the Prajnaparamita literature

may be considered in a five fold manner. They are non-existent,

they are devoid of a mark (laksana), they are isolated (vivikta),

they have never come into existence, and finally their existence

may be understood to be purely nominal. (4) What is meant by the

last member of the list is that dharmas are merely words, being nothing
more than conventional expressions (vyavaﬁéka) for the purpose of
discourse among the unenlightened. In like manner therefore the

Buddha may be said to be "the same as speechless silence". (5) However
this does not seem to mean that the entity "the Buddha" is totally

non—existent as this would entail nihilism, but rather the word

"Buddha" itself cannot be held to be a true entity. Such an interpretation

is upheld by another gquotation:-
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" C o
«+. Words are merely artifical constructions, which do not

represent things (dharma)... (they are) adventitious designations,
which are imagined and unreal." (6)

From the fact that words are said to be adventitious (agantuka)
designations one may infer that while the relation between a word

and the thing it putatively signifies does not hold up to examination,
nevertheless one is not justified in negating the existence of the

thing denoted. If this is the case then here again the Prajnaparamita

is expressing a theory which has already been met with earlier in
our investigations concerning the proto-linguistic doctrines outlined
in the Milindapéﬁha,,&nd the more fully worked out accounts of the

BahuSrutika-Vibhajyavada (Prajﬁaptivéda)'and finally Harivarman

7 -
in the Satyasiddhisastra. As we have also seen, these doctrines

harmonise quite closely with the two-truth system of thought, so

we may be justified in saying that the Prajnaparamita literature

certainly contains implicit reference to the conventional (samvrti)

and the ultimate (paramartha) truths.

(N Ll L= L= A= = s,z =
The text of the PancavimSatisahasrikapra jnaparamita sutra (P),

which was at some stage revised according to the divisions of the

Abhisamayélaﬁkﬁfa contains a section known as "The chapter preached

at the request of Maitreya", (Byam shus-kyi le'u). It is found

in one Sanskrt and three Tibetan rencensions, all of which are in
close agreement, although it is totally missing from all the Chinese
sources. These facts combined with the apparently distinct nature
of the doctrines contained in the chapter have led some scholars

to assert that it is a later interpolation. Let us now analyse

these claims ih some detail.
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The chapter starts off by putting forward the idea that things (dharmas)

may be said to possess three aspects.

"Maitreya, that which is imagined form (parikalpitam rupam)

should be seen to be without substance (adravyam). That which

is discerned form (vikalpitam rupam) because of its substant-
iality (sadravyatam), should be viewed as substantial, although

it never exists independently (svatantra). That which is the
essential nature of form (dharmat3-rUpan) should be seen to

be neither substantial nor non- substantial, being an appearance of
ultimate reality) (paramartha prabhav1tam) "(T)

Each of these aspects is elaborated during the course of the chapter.

With regard to the first:

"Maitreya: (If O Bhagavat, all dharmas have no own belng)

how then should the Bodhisattva, who courses in Pragnaparamlta
train in all dharmas, ie from form to the Buddhadharmas? Being
asked thus, the Bhagavat replied: He should train in the fact
that all (things from form to the Buddhadharmas) are mere names
(namamatra)." (8)

This first part of the teaching seems to be a reiteration of the

designation-only (prajaaptimétra) which we have already noted plays

an important role in some schools of the Hinayana, and Tsong-kha-pa

confirms this interpretation when commenting on the above quotation,

in his Legs-bshad snying-po. (9) He understands the above to imply

that names are something adventitious (agantuka) to the entity they
are supposed, by the unenlightened, to signify. In other words,

it is not the real existence of form <EEE§) that is being negated,
but rather the existence of form (rupa) in so far as it is merely

a conventional designation (néma—samke@a—svabhé). As far as the

statement "this is form" is concerned therefore, this is nothing

but a nominal designation (namaprajfapti), but this should not lead
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us to negate the form (ripa) itself which is the basis (a&raya)

of the designation (prajﬁapti).
In its own treatment of this first aspect the sutra tells us

"From form etc. to Buddhadharmas exist by way of worldly social
agreements and conventional expression (vyavahara) but not from
the ultimate point of view (paramarthatah)®™. (10)

Translated into modern technology, what the author seems to be getting
at here is the idea that language forms a net which has been cast

about reality. This net possesses a certain coherence and is conducive
to social intercourse, but is itself a mere meta-structure which
obscures the concrete beneath it. Only reality can be salid to exist

ontologically.

Tsong-kha-pa draws parallels between the three aspect doctrine of

the Prajnaparamita and a similar notion to be found in the Sahdhinir-

mocanasutra. In this latter text the aspects are referred to as
marks or characteristics (laksana) and with regard to the first

it says that it consists in :

"Determination by means of names and conventional terms (nama
samketa-vyavasthapanam) of self nature (svabhava) and specifications
(videsa) in the sign of something conditioned (samskaranimitta)

in speaking of form (rupa) etc.

This is interesting because 2 virtually parallel passage exists

in the Maitreya chapter. In this passage the first aspect, imagined

form (parikalpita-rupa) is said to be:
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fFalse i@agination (parikalpana) with regard to the entity which
is the sign of something conditioned (samskdranimittavastu) as
having self-nature (svabhava) of form etc. based on the name

(nama), notion (samjha), designation_(prajﬁapti), conventional

term (samketa) or expression (vyavahara) ie form etc." (12)

Unscrambling this rather complex terminology it appears that both

texts accept an entity which underlies designation. This entity

or property (vastu) is the sign of something conditioned. The problem
with signifying such an entity (XEEEE) nominally is clearly stated.

By the use of language a self nature (svabhava) or substance is imputed
to that entity which it does not in fact possess. False imagination
(parikalpané) therefore, the first of the three aspects, results

in the false attribution of self nature (svabh@va) to conditioned

things.

This is made clear when we look at the second of these aspects.

This is termed discerned form (vikalpitam rupam) and the Maitreya

chapter defines it in the following way:

"Discerned form is the stable state (avasthanata) of that entity
which is the sign of something conditioned in its true nature
(dharmatd) and merely discerned (vikalpamatra). Having depended
on the discernment there is a verbal expression ... 'this is
form' ". (13)

A distinction is being made in the reference to these first two aspects

which in modern terminology we would term one between as perception

q? . . .
and 'perception. On the difference between these two Leibniz tells us:-
."‘\

"The passing state ... is nothing other than what is called
perception, which must be carefully distinguished from apper-
ception or consciousness... " (14)
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Perception 1s a momentary contact with an external object which in

the instant it takes place precisely mirrors that object on the surface
of consciousness. Apperception follows on, immediately shaping the
mirror image in such a way as to make it cohere with all past images.
In other words as soon as the mirror image is received it becomes
modified by the processes of consciousness and ceases to be a unique
individual. As Leibniz says, it becomes confused. If we apply these
ideas to an interpretation of the first two aspects then the discerned

form (vikalpita rﬁpa) may be said in some senses to conform with

the initial perceptual image. As we have seen it represents a stable
state (avasthanata) of the entity which is a sign of something conditioned

(samskara-nimittavastu), or rather it is in complete correspondence

with the true nature (dharmata) of the entity (vastu). This is why

it is said at this point to be merely discerned (vikalpamatra), since
no process has so far taken place to disturb, modify or confuse its
stability. The attempt to fit it into a coherent picture which will

be amenable to treatment by language however gives rise to the imagined

form (parikalpita rupa) or the form which has self-nature (svabhava)

attributed to it.

The Sandhinirmocanasutra gives the second aspect the title - the

dependent characteristic (paratantralaksana) since the first aspect

is dependent upon it and it acts as the support for the imagined

-7 e am
characteristic (parikalpita-laksanasraya). For this sutra the dependent

(paratantra) is the dharmic world itself, although this world is
not comprised of individual dharmas possessing self nature (svabhava)
as believed by the ignorant, but a plenum of mutually conditioned

things in a constant state of flux.




- 162 -

This second aspect then has a substantiality (sadravya) which the

first does not possess, but this substantiality is not produced from
the sum of a multiplicity of individual self-natures (svabhava).

Summing up a discussion on the first two aspects, Tsong-kha-pa says:-

"We negate the basis, which is constituted by name which is
not postulated as being by means of conventional expression.
On the other hand, we do not totally negate, in general, the

place [or property (vastu)] of the basis which is constituted
by name'", (15)

Tsong-kha~pa is clearly using the partial (paryudasa) negation which,
as we mentioned in Chapter Two, can be inferred from Nagarjuna's
method in MMK. 1In this case the name itself is totally negated

as constituting an entity, while the entity which is signified by

the name is nevertheless affirmed.

Let us move on to the third aspect mentioned in the Maitreya chapter

where it is called the true nature of form etc. (dharmata rupa).

This true nature of form is said to be equivalent to the true nature

of things (dharmanam dharmata) the dharma element (dharmadhatu),

suchness (tathata), the reality limit (bhutakoti), eternally and

constantly devoid of self-nature (nihsvabhévata) and is equivalent

to the absence of the first aspect (parikalpitarupa) from the second

(vikalparupa) . (16) The Sandhinirmocana sutra calls it the accomplished

characteristic (parinispanna-laksapa) and corroborates what has

been said. The parinispanna is simply stated to be the middle aspect
(ie.paratantra) eternally devoid of the first aspect (ie.parikalpita)

which is itself said to be devoid of self nature (nihsvabhava) and

consequently without correspondence to anything absolute (aparinispanna).
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To summarise, the three aspect doctrine seems to concern the nature

of things, and the possible understandings of those things by people

of differing degrees of spiritual development. The doctrine itself

hinges on the second aspect which is referred to variously as the

discerned form (vikalpita rupa) or the dependent characteristic

(paratantralaksana). Now, from what has been said this second is

identical with the third, once imagination has been destroyed.

imagination, as the result of ignorance (avidyd), leads to the con-
struction of an external world constituted of substantial entities.

The extifpation of this world-view destroys subjectivity and

objectivity which are functions of the imagined nature (parikalpita).

Speaking of this purified aspect of the dependent nature (paratantra)

the sGtra informs us that;-—

"Whatever is discerned form, because of its substantiality,
is viewed as substantial, although it never occurs as an indep-
endent reality (svatantravrgtah)." (18)

This means that there are real phenomena still present once ignor-
ance has Jecan uprooted and the mental concepts associated with it
have been suppressed. Howsever these phenomena can no longer be
presented as external existents. Reality is no longer seen as
independent or other to self. There is in fact total union of self
and other. This is the accomplished nature (parinisEanqa).

In a sense the vikalpitarUpa/paratantrasvabhdva may be seen as the

basis for the arising of the other two, with the important proviso
that ultimately there is no real separation between it and the

parinispannaj; there merely appears to be separation of the tuo
R e

under the conditions of ignorance. Under such conditions the imagined

: . it isolates
(parikalpita) aspect operates abstractively in the sense that it is
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specific items from the flux of existence, conjuring up discrete

existents when there are,in reality, no such things. On the other

hand the Maitreya chapter tells us that the third aspect represents

the total absence of the first. Under such a conditions things are

seen as they truly are (yathabhutam) and hence free from the
superimposition of individual self-natures (svabhava). This vision

of things is sald to be ultimate (paramartha), devoid of language

and consequently inexpressible (nirabhilapyé), the true nature of

things (dharmanamdharmata) and suchness (tathatd)

, amongst other

synonyms. As we shall see subsequently these are the usual synonyms

employed by the Mahayana when talking about ultimate truth (paramartha-

satya).

Earlier in this thesis we noted a Leibnizian parellel to the first
two aspects of this three nature theory. Such a parellel becomes
more prominent in the works of later Yogacarins, particularly in the
writings of 0ign3ga and DharmakIrti. In their attempt to work out a
thorough going theory of knowledge they hold that perception (EEEEXT
gksa) consists of one pure moment of sensation which is immediately
followsd by subsequent moments of thought activity in the minds of
the unenlightened. while the first moment is uncontaminated and

in the enlightened provides true knowledge, further moments will
distort the image in a direction determined by ths past actiaons

and predilections of the perceiver. This distorted image finally
coheres into a speculative theory of reality which because of its
mistaken premises inevitably leads to suffering when applied to

the “real" world. Such a situation is clearly described as parikalpita

svabh3va in the three-natures theory. Now for Digraga the initial

moment of perception is pure since mental contamination is not yet

at work. This will correspond to the dependent nature (paratantra).
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Since the concepts of subjectivity and objectivity have not arisen/
in this initial stage knowledge may operate in a context whers
externality is not a function. Now DignZga holds out the possibility
of all moments being like this.This will of course be equivalent to
the attainment of nirvana since all thought construction will have
stopped and things will be seen as they are (yatRabhTtam). Such
knowledge, though one must be careful to distinguish it from con-
ventional knowledge dependent on dichotomy (Eragéﬁca) and thereforse
subjectivity and objectivity, is the accomplished nature (Eﬁfiﬂiif
panna).

Using the above interpretation gives the impression that the three-

natures theory may be used to provide a soteriological scheme for

the aspiring Buddhist. Parikalpitasvabh@ava will represent the start-

ing point of the path in ignorance; paratantra represents the bedrock
of this samsaric condition but at the same time signifies those
moments of pure sensation at the base of sveryday expsrience which
may be met with more powerfully in meditation; parinispanna finally
corresponds to the end of the path in which nothing but pure sens-

atin exists and there is no knower and nothing known, ie. nirvana.

Now since the Maitreya chapter is not found in all the recensions

of the Prajgépéébité text is question, and particularly since the

doctrine of the three aspects corresponds closely to the trilaksana

teaching of the Sahdhinirmocanasutra which is understood by Buddhist

tradition to be authoritative for the Yogacaras, many scholars have
considered it to be a later interpolation in a body of text which

is at doctrinal variance with it. As Obermiller putsit:-

"As this differentiation appears to be identical with the teaching
of the three aspects of existence, as we have it in the Sandhinir-
mocana, the Yogacaras consider the Paﬁcavimgatiséhasriké to

be a.text, the main standpoint of which is quite the same as

that of the said Sutra, ie a Yogacara work". (19)

Bu-ston, in his history of Buddhism confirms such a point of view
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by maintalning that the chapter containing Maitreya's questions
was never retrieved by Nagarjuna during his visit to the realm

of the Nagas, as was all the rest of the Prajﬁépéramitg literature

The foremost modern scholar on the subject, E. Congze goes along
, !

with the consensus when he points out that:-

"a mode?n historian, on the other hand, cannot fail to note
that this fyélfreyg chapter" differs radically from the remainder
of the Prajnaparamitd in vocabulary, style and doctrinal content.“ (20)

If we disregard the testimony of Bu-ston, since the only evidence
to support his claim is mythological, both Obermiller and Conze
take their standpoint on the basis that the chapter in question
somehow differs doctrinally from the body of the text. This is

not a view however that has been universally shared by the Buddhist
tradition. Tsong-kha-pa, for instance, sees the Maitreya chapter

as quite compatible with the rest of the text. (21) Now many commentators

before Tsong-kha-pa, who wrote from a Madhyamaka point of view,

held that while the body of the sutra was written as direct meaning

(nitartha), the Maitreya chapter has only an indirect meaning (neyartha)
and consequently needs further elaboration by a qualified teacher.
Tsong-kha-pa disagrees. For him the whole of the text has a direct
meaning (nitartha). However he was still at pains to make a distinction
between the three aspect theory and the three self-nature (trisvabhava)
doctrine of the Yogécéra. As we have already seen though, he does

equate the teachings of the Maitreya chapter and the trilaksana

theory of the Sandhinirmocana sutra. He must therefore be led to

an implicit denial that the Sandhinirmocanasutra is agama for the

Yogacara, otherwise he would have to accept that the trilaksana
and trisvabhiva doctrines are the same, and if so that the Yogacara
teachings must be in accord with the three aspects of the Maitreya

chapter. He fails to do this explicitly and to a certain extent
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this puts him in an awkward position.

This is because he wants

to maintain a distinction between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara teachings

on this point. How far is he justified in making such a distinction?

Let us turn to an examination of Nagarjuna's understanding of reality

to see whether this will throw light on the distinction.

One must first of all see Nagarjuna's teaching in its correct context.
The doctrine of two truths (satyadvaya) is first brought up in Chapter
XXIV of the Karikas. They are in fact brought forward in argument
with an opponent who asserts that since Négérjuna teaches everything
to be empty (éggzg) certain consequences of a nihilistic nature
follow. These consequences include the rejection of the existence

of the Four Noble Truths, the impossibility of true knowledge (parijﬁé),
the pointlessness of developing any spiritual discipline (bhavana)

and the incoherence of the triple jewel (triratna), ie the Buddha,

the Dharma and the Sangha. Nagarjuna responds by saying that his
opponent has misunderstood his particular doctrine of emptiness
(gﬁnyaté) and therefore the charge of nihilism will not hold. What
Nagarjuna seems to mean here is that the opponent has confused empti-
ness with non-existence, and when Nagarjuna claims dharmas to be

empty (éggzg) this does not entail the fact that for him they are
devoid of existence. He merely wishes to point out that dharmas

are empty of something and this something is in fact self-nature

(svabhava) .

It is to elaborate this argument that Nagarjuna introduces the two

truths.

"The teaching of the Dharma by various Buddhas is based on -
two truths; namely the worldly conventional truth and the ultimate

truth." (22)
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and he goes on to add that the teaching of the Buddha is profound
(gambhira) precisely because it makes the distinction between two
truths. (23) This gives the impression that Nagarjuna considers

the Buddha to be the initiator of this specific doctrine, and does
not therefore claim it as his own development. This also confirms

our work in the previous chapter, in which we identified a two fold

theory of truth in the writings of the Sthaviras.

It is also clear that, for Nagarjuna, the two truths follow directly
on the establishment of the doctrine of emptiness (éﬁnyaté) since

his first comment to his critics is that:-

"_.. you do not understand the real purpose of éﬁnyaté, its
nature and meaning. Therefore there is only frustration and
hindrance (of your understanding)." (24)

As a consequence,

"If you perceive the various existences as true beings from
the standpoint of self-nature (svabhava), then you will perceive
them as non-causal conditions". (25)

. /
and since Nagarjuna, as evidenced by the mangalasloka of MMK, holds

fast to the central Buddhist doctrine of causality or dependent orig-

ination (pratityasamutpada), he claims that the opponent has not

grasped the fundamental Buddhist revelation. By taking things as
possessing self-nature (svabhava) the latter has precluded the poss-
ibility of them being causally efficient, and hence contributing

o the flux of existence. Nagarjuna's position therefore 1is that:
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fAny fac?or of existence (dharma) which does not participate
in relational origination (pratTtyasamutpanna) cannot exist.

Therefore any factor of experience not in the nature of éﬁnya_
cannot exist". (26) h

Nagarjuna has effectively turned the opponent's criticism upside

down and directed it back at him. The opponent has accused Nagarjuna

of nihilism and Nagarjuna has shown that by maintaining self-nature
(svabhava), causal efficiency in the moral order and in the dharmic
world is consequently negated. The opponent under such an attack
becomes the nihilist, while Nagarjuna in maintaining the existence

of things, though empty (éggzg) of self-nature (svabhava), can go

on, as he does, to show that his teachings are conducive to the practice

of the Buddhist path, the operation of the Four Noble Truths etc.

Nagarjuna does not feel himself to be a nihilist therefore, and would
agree with someone who maintains the existence of the world in a
general way, though not necessarily in every specific detail. There
is no particular reason therefore why he would disagree with the

realistic claim of the suttas that:

"... because of the sensitive surface of the eye as support,
and the four originating material elements as the object, tbere
arises eye consciousness. By the meeting of those three arises

contact." (27)

although he would of course object that neither eye, external object

or eye consciousness could be possessed of self-nature (svabhava)

for such a situation in his view of things would itself preclude

any contact. Since Nagarjuna does show some sympathy towards realistic

thought, though obviously his particular version of it, how then
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are the two truths to be understood?

In the first place they are not mutually exclusive since the absolute

can only be understood with the conventional as its basis.

"Without relying on everyday common practices (ie.the conventional
truth) the absolute truth cannot be expressed. Without the
absolute truth, nirvana cannot be attained." (28)

Since the two truths appear to have a certain dependence on one another
it does not seem likely that they are designed to fulful the function
performed by the two categories of a dualistic system such as Samkhya
or Cartesianism. For instance, Sémkhya deals with two mutually exclusive
realities (@rimordial matter (prakrti) and souls (purusail,not a

single reality which can be treated in a twofold manner. The two
fundamental principles of Samkhya may, one must admit, be termed

truths in the ontological sense of the word,, such as when Ehe

word truth is used as a synonym for being. Certainly the Sanskrit

term for truth (EEEXE) may have such a connotation since it contains
within itself the word for being (sat). Under these circumstances,and
since Samkhya puts forward the notion of two mutually incompatible
spheres of being,one may be justified in claiming that it teaches

two truths. Howevef,this is not the sense given by Négérjuna to

his notion of two truths (satyadvaya). He is not a dualist and does

not, as all Buddhists do not, recognise two entirely independent

ontological realities. Rather,he recognises two epistemic orientat-

ions towards one reality’which may be termed the orientation of

the ordinary person, and the orientation of the enlightened person.

This is made clear by his references to the states of samsara and
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nirvana.

"Samsara is nothing essentially different from nirvana. Nirvana
is nothing essentially different from samsara. The limits ]
of nirvana are the limits of samsara. Between the two, also,
there is not the slightest difference whatsoever." (29)

It does appear therefore that Négérjuna wishes a link between the

two truths on the one hand and samsara and nirvana on the other.

Now samsara and nirvana are said to be identical since they have

the same limit (koti), which must mean that they refer to the same
world seen in the first case under the condition of ignorance (avidya)
and in the second through wisdom (prajfia). It becomes clear therefore
that the conventional truth (samvrtisatya) must be closely connected

with samsara while the ultimate truth (paramarthasatya) must similarly

perform the same function as nirvana.

Samvrtils defined in CandrakKIrti's commentary on MMK in three senses.
It is said to be (a) the obscuration of the true nature of things
through ignorance, (b) reciprocal dependence and finally (c) social
convention involving the world of ordinary language and translation. (30)
Samvrti also, according to Sprung (31), involves the belief in a
person, ie.conceptions such as "I" and "mine" and existence understood
in terms of the defilements (kleSas). We may add to this by also
noting that samvrti is particularly associated with defilement (Elgéi)
by the imputation of self-nature (svabhava) to dharmas through the
co-operation of language. In consequence information obtained through

verbal transaction, though having a pragmatic value is, from the

ultimate point of view, untrue.
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"The Blessed One has said that elements with delusive nature

are untrue. All mental conformations (samskara) are delusive in
nature. Therefore, they are untrue". (32)

When Nagarjuna talks about elements with a delusive nature, what

he means are things to which self-nature is attributed. He is not
therefore totally denying the existence of things in the above statement.
We have already seen how the Buddhists ;§;§£é a pragmatic truth

value to attemps to articulate ultimate reality. The Parable of

the Raft in M.i173 shows this clearly, in that the Buddhist teaching

is promulgated so that it may be used as a vehicle to help on the

path, though from the ultimate point of view it is without meaning

and in the end must consequently be abandoned. The articulation

of Dharma then pertains to the path and this is why Nagarjuna says

that the conventional truth (samvrtisatya) is the basis (5€raya)

of the ultimate truth (paramarthasatya) in MMK.XXIV 10. The artic-

ulated Dharma may be said to contain within itself the seed of its
own transcendence since it hints at the ultimate reality of things

which is inexpressible.

w_ .
None of this is particularly novel. As Nanananda comments, in the

context of the Pali canon,

"However the Buddha, for this part, was content to treat all
of them {ie.teachings) as sammuti (=samvrti). For him, they
were merely worldly conventions in common use, which he made
use of without clinging to them". (Di.202). (33)

Nagarjuna would interpret such a statement as indicating the fact

that the Buddha, while he recognised the substantialising tendency
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connected with language resulting in the attribution of self-natures

(svabhava), was forced to use such language for the purpose of leading

the unenlightened towards enlightenment. In fact when one comes

to understand that these putative self-natures implicated in the
realm of discourse are empty (éggzg), then all views concerning

the nature of things are uprooted for good. The notion of emptiness
(éﬁnyaté) then merely indicates the non-existence of self-natures

and should not be taken as yet another view concerning the status

of the world etc. This is what Nagarjuna means when he says:-

"Emptiness (éﬁnyaté) is proclaimed by the victorious ones as
a refutation of all view points. It is said (therefore) that

those who hold emptiness as a view point are incurable (asadhya)".

The second or ultimate truth (paramarthasatya) is not a view point

since it is not arrived at through the artifices of language.

(35)

Sprung considers it to be synonymous with many of the terms
which are normally employed by the Mahayana in referring to reality

) /- -
as it really is. The terms in question include Sunyata, tattva,

dharmata, nirvapna. A number of things may be said to give an under-

standing of paramartha, though it must be borne in mind that for

the Madhyamakas it is fundamentally inaccessible through language.

Of course we should remember that this notion is not peculiar to
ye

the Madhyamakas but as we have noted more than once, is found in

(34)

the earliest strata of Buddhist thought. Acknowledging these strictures,

and therefore using worldly convention, we may intimate, and no

more, the structure of the ultimate truth. However, as with the

treatment of nirvana, the language we must use 1s predominantly

apophatic.



- 174 -

Paramartha may be said to involve the cessation of concepts such

as "I" and "mine'":-

"If the individual self (atman) does not exist, how then will
there be something which is "my own"? There is lack of poss-

essiveness and no ego (ahamkara) on account of the cessation
of self and that which is "my own". (36)

Since samvrti is tied up with and conditioned by the workings of the

unenlightened mind and motivated by ignorance (avidya), paramartha

must be a state in which dichotomies (prapafica) and thought constructions

(vikalpa) has come to rest. The wandering of the mind (cittagocara)

(37)- Gne . understands the true nature

(38)

ceases and one achieves nirvana
of things (dharmata). This is really so (tathyam), a state of

peace (43nta).

"Not conditionally related to anything else, peaceful, not elab-
orated by dichotomous thought, without thought construction,
undifferentiated: such are the (true) characteristics of reality." (39)

It is liberation from the tyranny of the conventional (samvrti).

Paramarthasatya is incapable of being taught or proved, though it

may be hinted at through the spoken word. We meet with statements
such as these time and time again in the Mahayana sutras. For example

the Pitaputrasamagamasutra tells us:-

"This much should be understood, the conventional_ and the absolute...
Among these (two) convention was seen by the Tathagata as worldly
usage, while the absolute 1is inexpresible3 unknowable, non-exper-
iential, imperceptible, unrevealed, unmanifest ... ngt deed,

not doer... not gain, not loss, not pleasure, not pain, not fame,

not infamy, not form, not without form." (40)
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The ultimate truth is free from the duality associated with the
conventional and as such is not dual {advaya). It is therefore

devoid of prapaﬁca.

Now, as we have already said, the ultimate is dependent on the conv-
entional for its expression, even though in the apophatic sense
the objection can be raised as to whether there is any real way
in which two truths can be said to "exist". Lindtner has found

the seed of such an objection in the Mahavibhasa.

"A very early piece of evidence to this effect has found its
way into the Mahavibh3sa where objections were raised whether
the relative (samvrti) exists in a relative sense (samvrtitah),
or in the absolute sense (paramarthatah). Whatever the answer,
only the absolute (paramartha) exists, and thus the theory

of two truths is absurd." (41)

Kumarila was the most prominent non-Buddhist to criticise the two

truth doctrine of Nagarjuna, actually quoting MMK.XXIV.8 in his

(42)

Z - .
Slokavarttika. He maintained that it was totally nonsensical

to have two separate truths. If paramartha is ultimately true then
for him, it follows that samvrti is not a truth at all, but would

be better described as untruth (mithya). Kumarila makes the point
that the Madhyamaka claim to teach two truths is actually misleading,
because, what they in fact put forward is one truth (ie paramértha)

together with one falsehood (ie.samvrti).

Amongst the Madhyamikas, it is Bhavaviveka who first takes up the

challenge of these criticisms. Bhavaviveka probably lived c500-570

(43) in the

AD , and consequently occupies an intermediate positio
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history of Madhyamaka thought between Nagarjuna himself and Candrakirti,
Now Bhavaviveka has been unfairly treated by many scholars of the
Madhyamaka who have based their understanding of Nagarjuna's seminal
works on the commentaries of CandrakTIrti. The main thrust of their
argument is directed at Bhavaviveka's attempt to answer the objections
of Kumarila and others of the same ilk. Bhavaviveka tries to show

how Nagarjuna's statement in MMK XXIV 8 that the ultimate truth

has the conventional truth as its basis (éé}aya) is true. Nonsense
would be made of the Buddhist Dharma should no connection be possible,
as the opponents claim. Now we have already noted that Nagarjuna

answers exactly the same criticism in his VigrahavyavartanT when

he replies to an opponent's objection that if everything is empty
then surely his (ie.Nagarjuna's) words are empty and hence his teaching

meaningless, by maintaining that:-

"... if there is the self existence of good dharmas, while not
being related to something else, there would be no state of

a spiritual way of life. There would be neither vice nor virtue,
and worldly practical activities would not be possible". (44)

In other words it is precisely because all dharmas, and particularly
the concepts of Buddhist Dharma, are empty of own-being that they

are efficient, and since they are efficient they have the capacity

to lead towards liberation. This is in total conformity with MMK,
XXIV.8, so it does appear that Bhavaviveka's attempt at exegesis

has a basis in the writings of his master. It is surprising therefore
that Bhavaviveka's contemporary, the Prasangika Buddhapalita, and

his later follower Candrakirti, should both choose to disregard the

objections of Kumarila et,al.dismissing:-
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"such controversies as symptomatic of obsession (graha) and
themselves retain a non-committed attitude" (45)

towards ontology and epistemology. On such evidence it is not surprising
therefore to hear E. Conze say of the school of Bhavaviveka, the

Madhyamaka-Svatantrika, that they:-

"... have upheld the well-nigh incredible thesis that in
Madhyamaka logic valid positive statements can be made." (46)

Again Murti tells us that the Svatantrikas are:

"... against the correct standpoint of the Madhyamaka". (47)

Now the second objection here is quite clearly incorrect as we have

seen by reference to Nagarjuna's own works. Cmze's statement is

more complex, since it is coloured by an implicit assumption that

the interpretation of the Prasangika ,and particularly Candrakikti,

is the correct understanding of Nagarjuna's position. Now the Prasangikas
make a distinct and radical separation between the two truths.

In their writings they emphasise the fundamental contradiction between

the absolute and human understanding and consequently stress the

notion, found in Nagarjuna that paramartha completely transcends

thought and 1angﬁage. Bhavaviveka does not disagree here but since

in this form the doctrine is open to the previously mentioned criticism

of Kumarila, he modifies it somewhat.

The most sympathetic work of exegesis on Bhavav: veka has been carried

out relatively recently and mostly by Japanese scholars. One of




1
-
==
[#3]
I

their number, Kajiyama observes:-

"4l though yearning for the absolute truth is naturally accompanied
by negaticn of the relative and conditioned knowledge ...

a guestion should in this context be reflected upon: that is,
whether the system of the relative knowledge can be, so far

as The phenomenal worldis concerned, recognized as valid or

not, though it is always delusive from the absolute point of

view. This very problem seems to have been a fork which divided ...
the Madhyamaka itself into the Prasangika and the Svatantrika". (48)

Bhavaviveka takes the view that relative knowledge does have value
and is efficient with respect to the Buddhist path. To avoid the
radical disjunction between the two truths characteristic of the
Prasangilkas he makes a distinction between two forms of the convent-
ional {samvrti); the real {tathya) and the erroneous {mithya). In

- { ‘ . .
the Prajﬁappadipa 491 he tells us that while water may be said to

be real {(tathya) from the conventional point of view, the water in

a mirage is not so and is in fact false (mithya) from the same point
of view. He bases such an opinion on Nagarjuna's statement that
"everything is so, or not SO"KS@». By making this point Bhavaviveka
succeeds to a certain extent in deflecting the criticism of Kumarila -
the Buddhists do accept a conception of falsehood, but in a more
particular sense than that used by their opponents. Something is

false (mithya) if it does not exist from the conventional (samvrti)

sense; such as water in a mirage,or the horns of a hare.

Bhavaviveka does not stop here - he also allows that ultimate truth

{parsmartha) may be similarly divided into an ultimate truth which

may be inferred {paryayaparamartha) and one which is beyond inference

{aparyayaparamartha) .




- 179 -

Tida says:-

"Bhavaviveka grades ultimate reality into two kinds, ie supra-
mundane ultimate reality and mundane ultimate reality. The
former has no attributes (nirlaksana) and is inexpressible.
However the words and deeds of the §§z§ who has some experience
of paramartha differ from those of worldlings ... In other
words, the words and deeds of the arya based on ultimate reality
saguld be pure and true knowledge of the world (tathya-samvrti-
jpana)." (51)

This does not imply that for Bhavaviveka the expression of truth

by an arya is the highest of truths since he still admits the inexpress-

ible paramartha of the Prdsangikas. In his Madhyamakarthasamgraha (52)

he in fact states that the truth formulations of the Hinayana and

the herectical systems both belong to the paryayaparamartha which

gives the impression that he considers all spoken truth to be of

a provisional nature.

The most important aspect of his system however is his linking of

tathyasamvrti with paryayaparamartha. The following chart shows

clearly what Bhavaviveka intends.

(i) Aparyayaparamartha

(ii) Paryayaparamartha ———— Paramartha
{iii) Tathyasamvrti

(iv) Mithyasamvrti ~ Samgvrti

The tathyasamvrti provides the connecting link between the two truths.

This is the connecting link which the Prasangikas do not possess;

which leaves them open to the criticisms of the likes of Kumarila.
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To fully appreciate this particular point though we must look at

something Bhavaviveka says in his Madhyamakahrdayakirika. In this

text the real,conventional knowledge, or true knowledge of the world

L A= . .
(tathyasamvrtijnana) is said to "correspond to the direction of

the real object (bhitarthapravivekanugunyata), MHK.III-Tc-d." (93

This strongly indicates the fact that,for Bhavaviveka,a real world
does exist which provides the basis for both enlightened and unenlight-
ened points of views; a positiongwhich we have already found in the

Maitreya chapter of the Paﬁcaviméatikaéﬁhasriképrajﬁéparémitﬁsﬁtra,

and implicitly in Négérjuna. It is Candrakirti and the other Pr"a'sahgikas>
then,who somehow seem out of skep with mainstream Mahayana thought.
Because they maintain a strict adherence to an inexpressible absolute
(par‘amﬁr*tha)i while at the same time rejecting the conventional (samvrti)
absolutely, it seems as though the mid-term which links the two together
is absent from their system/exposing them to criticism. This is the
result of remorselessly pushing the logico-linguistic transcendality

of paramartha over samvrti to its limitgand leads to a seeming rejection
of the Buddhist notion of reality (tattval} which is the basis of the

two points of view. If we cast our minds back to our prior discussion

of logic in Chapter Two this again is the reason why the Prasangikas

are forced into total negation (prasajyapratisedha) while Bhavaviveka's

negations take the partial form (paryudasapratisedha).

If we now turn back to Conze's astonishment that Bhavaviveka was able

to make positive statements we can see more clearly his partisan view.

Since he follows Candrakirti in his interpretation of the M§QEX§@§53

he will not accept the paryayaparamartha of Bhavaviveka even though
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Bhavaviveka admits that this is only a provisional stage on the way

to aparyayaparamartha. This attitude incidentally is also at the

root of Conze's contention that the Maitreya chapter of the Prajha-

paramita is a later interpolation - he follows the interpretations

of a 7th century AD writer!

Tsong-kha-pa on the other hand was a Svétantrika-Madhyamaka and bases

his interpretation of the Maitreya chapter on the work of Bhavaviveka.

This chapter, together with the rest of the Prajhaparamita literature,

therefore, has a direct meaning (nTItartha). At last we are able to

fully assess the content of the nTtartha/neyartha distinction and

clearly relate it to the two truth doctrine, since Bhavaviveka provides
the key to do so. It is not quite the case, as some scholars have
insisted and as we have already noted in the previous chapter, that

nitdrtha and neyartha are respectively synonymous with paramartha

and samvrtisatyas. The point that Bhavaviveka makes is that it is

the ultimate truth which can be inferred (paryayaparamértha) which

must equate with statements of direct meaning (nTtartha) while the
truth which is in conformity with real conventional knowledge

(tathyasamvrti) is of an indirect meaning. Such a distinction allows

for falsehood or totally untrue statements in the shape of the false

conventional knowledge (mithyasamvrti), while still allowing that

at the highest level (aparyayaparamartha) the true nature of things

is inexpressible (anabhilapya). The relationship between the EEEEEEEE/

neyartha formulation and the two truth doctrine is therefore more

complex than some scholars have pelieved and this error on their part

has led, in some cases, to a presentaition of Mahayana Buddhist doctrine
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which is open to the objections of people taking the stance similar

to that of Kumarila.

Conze and Tida actually record a conversation with a Tibetan lama,
Dezhung Rinpoche, who repeats Bhavaviveka's interpretation. (54)
Briefly, he equates the understanding of ordinary people (prthagjana)
with conventional truth (samvrti) and that of the éﬁiﬁi with the
ultimate truth (paramartha). However for the arya full understanding
or paramartha only comes with Buddhahood. An éﬁlﬁ between the first

stage (bhumi) of a Bodhisattva and Buddhahood itself has recourse

to a subisidary level of paramartha (rnam-grans-pa'i don-dam bden pa

ie.paryéyaparamértha). Dezhung Rinpoche goes on to say that the

scriptures therefore must be understood by people of differing levels
of attainment in three separate ways:-
(i} By hearing about them (é?utamayi) one grasps their general
sense
(ii) By thinking about them (cintamayi) one comes to a greater under-
standing of their significance
(iii) By meditating on them (bhavanamayi) one has direct experience

face to face (mhon-sum-gyi-rtogs-par 'gyur).

This all fits quite clearly with Nagarjuna's teaching of MMK, XXIV.
10 where paramartha is said to have its basis in samvpti. Though
an enlightened person knows that the summum bonum of the Buddhist
path lies beyond conceptual thought and is "silent", to lead others
to enlightenment he promulgates a teaching (neyartha) which when

inspected deeply (rTt3rtha)leads to its own abandonment. This is

the ultimate paradox of the Buddhist Dharma.
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While the neyartha/rItartha distinction therefore refers to differing

levels of attainment with respect to the promulgation (Dharma},
the two truth dis tinction refers to differing levels of understanding

of reality (tattva). Samvrti and paramartha both have efficiency

through their reference to an ontological basis,ie.&m&txkx- Now,

we have seen that Tsong-kha-pa accepts the Maitreya chapter as the

closest approximation to ultimate truth (paryayaparamartha = niTtartha)

possible through language. He therefore endorses the three aspect
doctrine as the correct interpretation of the two truth notion of
Nagarjuna. We have shown indepéﬁently that this is so. T song-kha-pa
is unhappy however to identify this doctrine with the three nature
(trisvabhava) teaching of the Yogacara even though for them, as for

Tsong-kha-pa, the Sandhinirmocanasutra is agama and seems to deal

with just such a doctrine. Funnily enough Conze is less dogmatic
on this point, allowing that there may be a close correlation between

the three aspects of the Maitreya chapter and the trisvabhava of

the Yogacara since the chapter in guestion concerns:

"... a doctrine of the three svabridvas which may or may not,
be identical with the Yogacarin division into parikalpita,
paratantra and parinispanna”. {(55)

Now is the time to examine the doctrine of three natures and to determine
whether Tsong-kha-pa is right in maintaining a distinction between

the Madhyamzka and the Yogacara on this matter. As we have already
noted, the notion of three natures (trisvabhava) finds scriptural

authority in the Sandhinirmocapasitra and plays a major role in the

Lahkavatarashtra. It is howeve - in the writings of Vasubandhu and

Asanga that we find it treated in a systematic manner.
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Before examining the writings of these authors however, it will be
worthwhile to pause to consider the origin of the Yogacara. The
tradition retold by the Tibetan doxographer Bu-ston is that Asanga,
while residing in the Tusita heaven, had five treatises revealed

to him by the Bodhisattva Maitreya, which he promptly wrote down

on his return to earth. According to this account Maitreya is the
mythological founder of the Yogacara though to Asariga must go the
credit for composing the seminal texts. Recently however certain
authors, and particularly H. Hi(56) and G. Tucci (57) have suggested
that rather than being a mythological character, Maitreya was in
fact an historical personage and the true founder of the school.
Since they bring no true historical evidence to bear in their discussions,
reaching conclusions on the basis that since the writings generally
ascribed to Asanga are heterogeneous and consequently it would be
convenient to posit another’author besides Asanga, the theory of

the historicity of Maitreya is not proven. Obermiller (58) on the
other hand is of the opinion that Asanga is the author of the works
ascribed to him, the differences in doctrine presented representing
his need to treat different topics for different classes of readership.
We have already seen that the same is true of Nagarjuna. It is
therefore much more likely that the real reason for associating

these particular works with the name of Maitreya is the heavenly

sanction they would receive from such a connection.

More importantly for us is another connectin. We have seen that

Ao - -
the Maitreya chapter of the Prajnaparamita contains one of the earliest

explicit formulations of the three aspect doctrine. Now one of

the fundamental characteristics of the Yogacara is its own exposition
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of exactly such a doctrine. Would it not therefore be quite feasible

to suggest, assuming this section to be earlier than the Yogacara,
that the connection with Maitreya in the case of some of Asanga's
works is not with any heavenly Bodhisattva but rather with the character

. W= - s .
in the Prajnaparamita? Is it not possible that the development

of such a doctrine by the Buddha, based on Maitreya's promptings,
strongly linked Maitreya's name with the trisvabhava teaching in
the sense that Buddhist tradition considers him the originator of

its exposition?

The three nature (trisvabhava) doctrine of the Yogacara concerns

the imagined nature (parikalpitasvabhéva)’the dependent nature

(paratantrasvabhéva)’and the accomplished nature (parinispannasvabhava)

a doctrine which, for Asanga (59), derives 1its scriptural authority

through the Vaipulyasutra, the Abhidharmasutra and the Ghanavyuha.

It receives more thorough treatment however in the Bodhisattvabhumi,

the Mahayanasamgraha, and the Madhyantavibhanga of Asanga, and the

Trisvabhévanirdeéa and the Triméiké both ascribed to Vasubandhu.

With regard to these natures then Asanga gilves some Synonymns.

"The imagined, the dependent and the accomplished are taught
respectively to be objects (artha), the imagination of the unreal
(abhUtaparikalpa) and the non-existence of duality (dvayabhava). "{60)

Sthiramati, commenting on this stanza, goes on to say that the imagined

(parikalpita) nature represents objects (artha) in so far as they

are constructed through the processes of thought, appearing as self

existent entities (svabhEVa). Once such a process has been accomplished
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a subject/object dichotomy (grahya-grahaka) is set up which leads
to the belief in self and objects as independent existents. It should
be noted at this point that such a position does not in itself entail
Sthiramati and, hence by implication, Asanga is putting forward an
idealistic posture since this would assume that they wish to go further
and state that external objects are caused by subjective thought processes.
This is not so. All they are saying is that the self and objects
as imagined (parikalpita) are in fact devoid of any self existence
or own being. The third nature, the accomplished (parinispanna)
therefore is the total non-existence of those factors which lead to
the false view of things entailed by the first. Parinispanna must
in consequence be an absence of parikalpita, and since the latter
establishes the subject/object dichotomy, parinispanna is said to

be devoid of this duality (dvayabhava).

All this is quite consistent with doctrines we have already noted
in connectioﬁ with the works of Nagarjuna and earlier writers. For
him the unenlightened mind,through thought construction (vikalpa),
creates false dichotomies (prapa%ca) leading to the belief in a world
Pradesiny -
constructed of building blocks (dharma) eentaining own-being (svabhava)
The enlightened mind however is empty (éggzg) of such concepts and
the task of someone on the Buddhist path is an attempt to accomplish
the enlightened state. The conclusion of the path therefore coincides
with the awakening of gnosis (prajaé) which is a non-dual knowledge
(advayaj%éna) We have noted that all previous writers have acknowledged)
albeit implicitly, a reality (tattva) which gives efficaciousness

to these two forms of knowledge. We may now correlate what we have

so far discussed before going to to look at the second or dependent




nature (paratantrasvabhava) of the Yogacara.

For Nagarjuna the unenlight-

ened world view coincides with the conventicnal truth {samvrtisatya)

which he equates with samsara. This is quite clearly the first or

imagined nature (parikalpita} of the Yogicara. Similarly for Nagarjuna

the enlightened world view is the ultimate tfruth {paramartha), a

non-dual gnosis which equates perfectly with the third or accomplished

nature (parinispannasvabhava)of the Yogacara. This is nirvana.

Now, again consistent with Nagarjuna's position, nirvana and samsara
are not two separate ontological realms of existence. He says there
is no difference between the two, and we have suggested the reason
for this is that they both represent epistemic orientations towards

one reality {tattval.

In the above quoted stanza of Asanga it seems the same position
is being adopted. For him the second nature (paratantra) is also

called the imagination of the unreal (abhutapari-kalpal. To understand

this notion we must quote Asanga again.

"The imagination of the unreal (abhutaparikalpa) exists. _There
is no duality (dvayam) in it. There is emptiness (Sunyata)
and even in this there is that."™ (61)

Now, commenting on this curious stanza, Kochumuttam asserts that

there are four clear statements contained in it.

"(i) an assertion of the imagination of the unreal [athutapari-
kalpo'sti) ) u

{ii) & negation of duality (dvayam tatra na VLanB?y ”

{iv} an assertion of the co-existence of the ?maglnat%@n @f
the unreal (abhutaparikalpal znd the emptiness {sunyatal
{(tasyam api sa vidyate). 2"

¥ (i) an assetbien z{ ew\?tlf\i’-55 (.5“":34& v.d‘:}utc {‘_\Lab—a)
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This is a clear indication that for Asanga the dependent nature

(EEEEEEEEEE) does exist (EEE;) though it is clear that its existence

precludes an implication of duality (dvayam). Tt is in fact empty

/- .
(5unya) of such a dichotomy. This is the true sense of emptiness

(4Tnyata) in the Yogicara system.

Here abhutaparikalpa (=paratantra) is pivotal. It is an uncontamin-
ated vision of things and as such is identical to the accomplished
nature (parinispanna). In such a condition all forms of dualistic
thought are uprooted and one sees things as they are (yatHabhtitam).
when thought construction appears there is the imagined nature
(parikalpita). This interprets reality as external to self and

composed of substantial entitiss (dharmasvabh3@va). In reality things

7
are ampty (sunya) of any imputed own-being (svabh3va).

All of this is quite consistent with our inter-

pretation of Nagarjuna.

This doctrine is reiterated in the works of Vasubandhu. In the

N - . /
Trisvabhavanirdesa we are told:

"That which is known as the dependent (paratantra) depends on
causal conditions. The form in which it appears is the imagined
(kalpitab) for it is merely an imagination. The perpetual absence
of the form in which it (ie.paratantra) appears is to be understood
as the accomplished nature (parinispanna) for it is never other-

wise". (63)

Similarly in the Trim$ika Vasubandhu says:

) is the latter's (ie.paratantra)

"The accomplished (parinispanna
' (ie.parikalpita)™. (64)

perpetual devoidness of the former
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In an interesting article on the Paratantrasvabhava, (65)

N. Aramaki

has found a number of meanings of this concept as presented by Asanga

in his Mahayanasamgraha. Among such meanings the most important from

our point of view is that it is (i) the base for the appearance of

. = =7
all entities (sarvadharmapratibhasasraya), (ii) dependent origination

(pratTtyasamutpada) and (iii) pertaining to suffering and pertaining

{66)

. /- /. - -/ /
to cleansing (samklesamsiko vyavadanamsikas ca).

At the moment we will postpone an examination of position (ii),

ie. the identity of pratTtyasamutp3dda and paratantra, until the next

chapter which deal with the former concept in some detail. Let us
now clarify positions (i) and (iii). We note that paratantra is
referred to as both a base (Egraxa) for the appearance of things,
and that state which gives coherence to the twin notions of bondage
and release. In fact positions (i) and (iii) are mutually intep-

connected and may be explained with reference to what has already

been said about the three-natures

paratantra may, in a sense, be considered under two aspects. In its
first it is contaminated by imagination with the result that a world
of appearance (Eratibhésa) is constructed. Appearances are imputed
to possess own-being or substantiality when from the ultimate point
of view they do not exist. ue have seen that appsarances cannot come
into baib without some indeterminate form of existence at their

in its imagined aspect is called the

basis. This is why paratantra

base (&éraya) for the appearance of all entities. Since one is
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trapped by imagination into a false view of things leading to

suffering paratantra may also be said to pertain to suffering.

Locked at in its secand aspect, in which it is uncontaminated by

the above processes, paratantra is identical to the accomplished nature

(Eérinispannasvabﬁﬁva). This may then be referred to as the aspect

pertaining to cleansing.

Asanga puts these notions in the following manner;-

"The dependent (paratantra) is on occasion the dependent, on

occasion the same is the imagined; and on occasion the same
as the accomplished”. (69)

and "Samsara is referred to the dependent nature in its aspect of
defilement. Nlrvana referred to the same in its aspect of
purity". (70)

Expanding, paratantra may in a sense be held as the basis for the
arising of all the pairs of concepts which define the distinction
between enlightenment and unenlightemment, be they nirvapa/

samsara, purity/defilement, paramartha/samvrti, bliss/suffering,

(71)

self/non-self etc. As Sthiramati has pointed out,»it is impossible

to accept something as relative or absolute without recourse to an
underlying substance. (72) The only stipulation we need to make is

that this basis (Eéraxa) must not be assumed to have equality of

relaticnship with both elements of the pair. Taking nirvaga/sapsara

as an example it is clear that EEEEEEE represents a falling away

: it i irvana on the
from the basis; a failure to understand it as it is. Nirvana

. ; i jectivit
other hand is complets identification with the basis since obje y

. : i ect then
and subjectivity do not exist at this point. The first asp

not.
reflects disunity in a way that the second does
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we may conclude this chapter by noting a surprising similarity of

outlook shared by the Yogacadra and Madhyamaka. 1t has been ganerally

concluded that the two systems are not in harmony, particularly over
their respective three-nature and two-truth formulations. It is hoped
that the above examination has demonstrated that this is nat the
case., In Nagarjuna's system we have shown that the two truths
implicitly suggest the existence of an ontologically indeterminate
axistence realm. In consequence Nagarjuna is saved from a charge of
ninilism.

The mechanics of the Yoggdﬁra three-nature doctrine precisely mirrors
this, the anly differsnce being that the mid-term {if we may refer

to it so) is explicitly included. This makes no difference on close
examination,though it has the tendency to open the Yogacara to the

unjustiflable charge of holding to a positive depiction of reality.




I

- 192 -

Notes

TRV Murti - The Central Philosophy of Buddhism p 244

cf entries :- Sapvrtisatya and Paramarthasatya in. E.. Con2E
)

. e - Y —
Mahe.,\\s{::qulctlonary of Prajnaparamita . ToRwe (131?)

Pahcavimdatisahasrika fol 486

ed N. Dutt Calcutta Oriental Series, No 28.London (1934)
(quoted in E. Conze : The Ontology of Prajaépéramitéi p 126
in Philosophy East & West Vol III p 117-129)

E. Conze 1bid p 122-4

/ —
J. Masuda , ed. Saptasatika, Journal of the Taisho University
1930, Vols 6-7, part 2, p221

/ - -
Satasahasrika pp 118-119 quoted by Conze. op.cit. p 122

Maitreya Chapter IV 43-45,(MC)
19 E. Conze & S. Iida::Maitrgya's Questions in the Prajﬁapéramité.
Melanges D'Indianisme a la Mémoire de Louis Renouw p 229-242

yan Maitreya parikalpitam rﬁpam idam adravyam
drastavyam. Yad vikalpitam ripam idam vikalpitam rupam
sadravyatam upiddaya sadravyam drastavyam na tu
svatantra-vrttitah. Yad dharmata rUpan tan naivadravyam
na sadravyam paramartha prabhavitam drastavyam

ibid I.1- II.6

atha khalu Maitreya bodhisattvo mahasattvo Bhagavantam etad
avocat : yadi Bhagavann abhavosvabhavah sarvadharmas tada
Bhagavan prajnaparamitayam caratd bodhisattvena mahasattvena
bodhisattva §iksayam $iksitu Kamena yavad rupe tavad
Buddhadharmesu katham 5iksitavyam?

evam ukte Bhagavan... evam aha ... namamatrakam

ropam iti Siksitavyam ... namami3tram yavad buddhadharma

iti Siksitavyam

cf S. Iida : Reason & Emptiness Tokyo (1980) p 259-269

MC III 26 _ _ .
loko samketa vyavaharato Maitreya rupam asti, na tu

paramarthato

Sandhinirmocanasutra vii 25-27
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MC,IV.39

...ya Maifreya tasmin samskaranimitte vastuni rupamiti
namasamjna samketa prajhaptivyavah@ran nidritya rUpa
svabh@avataya parikalpand idam parikalpitam rGpam

MC.IV-40

ya punas tasya samskaranimittasya vastuno vikalpamatra
dharmatayam avasthanatd vikalpa pratitya abhilapanata
tatra idam nEhasamjﬁééamketaprajﬁaptivyaVéharo rupamiti

Monadology 14

quoted in Leibniz Philosophical Writings ed G.H.R. Parkinson
London 1973 p-180

Quoted in S. Iida op cit p 267

MC.IV, 41

Va utpadad va tathagatanam anutpadad va sthitaiveyam
dharmanam dharmat& dharmasthitita dharmadh@tur yat Eena
parikalpitarupena tasya vikalpita rOpasya nityam nityakalam
dhruvan dhruvak@lam nihsvabh3avata dharma nairatmyan

tathat@ bhutakotir idam dharmata ripam

Sandhinirmocana . vi.6

MC.IV. 44 _ _
yad vikalpitam rupam idam vikalpitam rupitam sadravyam
Upadaya sadravyam drastavyam na tu svatantra vrttah

E. Obermiller. The Doctrine of Prajhaparamita p 97-98
in E. Conze & S 1ida op cit p 233

Tsong-kha-pa: Legs-bshad snying-po
Tokyo reprint 150, 203, 4ff

MMK XXIV 8 _ o ; _
dve satye samupasritya buddhanam dharmadesaa

lokasamvrtisatyam ca satyam ca paramarthatah

MMK XXIV 9

MMK XXIV 7 _ ‘ ’
atra brumah sunyatayam na tvam vet31'pray)JaQ§Q
Zunyatam sunyatartham ca tata evam vihanyase

MMK XXIV 16 o _ L
svabhavadyadi bhavanam sadbhavamangpasya51.
ahetupratyayan bhavamstvamevam satl paSyasi
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MMK XXIV 19 p
aprg?ityasamutpanno dharmah kascinna vidyate
yasmattasmadaStnyo hi dharmah kadcinna vidyate

M II 75

Avuso nissayabhavena cakkhuppasadafica arammanabhavena
catusamutthanikarlipe ca paticca cakkhuvinhanam nama uppajjati
Tinnam sangatl phasso ti tesam tinnam sangatiy3 phasso nama
uppajjati

MMK XXIV 10
vyavaharamanasritya paramartho na degyate
paramarthamanagamya nirvanam nadhigamyate

MMK XXV_19-20 _ ,

na samsarasya nirvanatkim cidasti visesanam
na nirvanasya samsaratkim cidasti videsanam
nirvanasya ca ya kotih sams3rasya ca —
na tayorantaram kim citsuslksmamapi vidyate

Prasannapada p 492 1.10-12
Commenting on MMK . XXIV 8

M. Sprung: The Midhyamika Doctrine of Two Realities as Metaphysic.
in M. Sprung (ed): The Problem of Two Truths
in Buddhism & Vedanta. Dordrecht (1973) p 41

MMK XIIT 1 _ _
tanmprsa mosadharma yadbhagavanityabhasata _
sarve ca mosadharmanah samsk3rastena te mrsa

Bhikkhu Nanananda : Concept and Reality in Early Buddhist Thought
Kandy (1971) p 40

MMK XIII 8 _ _ o
SUnyata sarvadrsfTnam prokta nihsaranam qlnalb
yesam tu sunyatadrstistanasadhyan babliasire

M. Sprung op cit p 43

MMK XVIII 2 _ _ ' )
Ftmanyasati catmiyam kuta eva bhaYi§yat1
nirmamo nirahamkarah Zamadatmatmariinayoh

MMK XVIII 7
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39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52
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MMK XVIII 8

MMK XVIIT 9
aparapratyayam santam prapéﬁcairaprapdﬁcitam
nirvikalpamananarthametattattvasya laksanam

Pitaputrasamagamasutra Peking Tibetan Tripitaka Vol 23
p215-2 quoted by A. Wayman: Contributions to the Madhyamika
School of Buddhism,in Journal of the American Oriental Society
Vol 89 (1969) p 149
etavac caiva jﬁéyam yad uta samvrtih paramé%thaé Ca ...
tatra samvrtir lokapracaratas tath3gatena drsta yah
punah paramarthah so!nabhildpyah anajheya aparijneyah,,.
yavan na labho naldbho na sukham na duhkham na yaso
naya50 na rupam narUpam ityadi

Chr Lindtner : AtTga's Introductionto the Two Truths.in
Journal of Indian Philosophy (1981) Vol 9 p 162

- / - - -
Kumarila : Slokavarttika; Niralambanavada Section v 6-10.cf,

Kumarila : MImamsa-slekavarttika Rama Shastri Tailanga Manavalli

(ed) Benares (1898)

cf Y. Kajiyama : Bhavaviveka, Sthiramati and Dharmapala,p 200
in Beitrige zur Geistesgeschichte Indiers : Festschrift fur
E. Frauwallner Wein (1968) p 193-203

VV.54-55 ,
atha na pratitya kim cit svabhava utpadyate sa kusalanam
dharn@anam evam syad vaso na brahmacaryasya

nadharmo dharmo va samvyavaharad calaukikd@ na syuh

Lindtner op cit p 163

E. Conze : Buddhist Thought in India.Ann Arbor (1967) p 239

T.R.V. Murti: A Survey of Buddhism.Bangalore (1966) p 346

Y. Kajiyama : Bhavaviveka and the Prasangika School. p 297
in Nava-Nalanda Mahavihara Research Publication Vol 1 (no date)

(A= -
Dbu ma' i rtsa ba'i'’grel pa shes rab sgron ma (Prajnapradipa-

mOlamadhyamaka vrtti) Tohoku 3853 o
Tib, ed.M. Walleser : Prajhapradfpa {incomplete) Bibliotheca

Indica, New Series, 1396, Calcutta (1914)

MMK XVIII 8a -
sarvam tathyam na va tathyam

S. Tida: An Introduction to Svétantrika-Médhyamaka.PhD Thesis.
University of Wisconsin (1968) p 244 no 16

cf N. Katz : An Appraisal of the Svatantrika-Prasangika Debates.
p 257 in Philosophy East & West Vol 26 (1976) p 253-267
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55
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57

58

59

60

61

62
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quoted in S. Tida : The Nature of Samvrti and the Relationship
of Paramartha to it in Svatantrika-Madhyamaka .
in M. Sprung (ed) Two Truths ... op.cit.

cf E. Conze & S. Iida op cit p 231
ibid p 233
H. Ui: Maitreya as an Historical Personage; in Indian Studies

in Honour of Charles Rockwell Lanman (various authors)
Cambridge, Mass (1929)

G. Tucci : On Some Aspects of the Doctrines of Maitreya(natha)
and Asanga Calcutta (1930)

E. Obermiller : The Sublime Science of the Great Vehicle to
Salvation, in Acta Orientalia Vol IX (1933) p 81-306

Asanga: Mahayanasamgraha Ch II v 26ff cf E. Lamotte: La
Somme du Grand Véhicule 2 vols Louvain (1938) p 120ff

Madhyantavibhahga 1.6 (MV)

kalpitah paratantraéba parinispanna eva ca

arthad abhUtakalpdcca dvayaabhavacca kathyate

cf Madhyantavibhagasutrabhdasyatika of Sthiramati

Part 1 ed V. Bhattacharya & G. Tucci London (1932) p 19

MV.1.2

'KBhﬁtaparikalpo 'sti dvayam tatra na vidyate
slnyatd vidyate tu atra tasyam api sa vidyate
ibid p 9

T. Kochumuttam : Vasubandhu the Yogacarin.PhD Thesis (University
of Lancaster) 1978 p 37

Trisvabhavanirddsa (TSN) v 2-3

yat khyati paratantro'sah yatha khyati sa kalpitah
pratyaya adhina vrttitvat kalpana matra bhavatah

tasya khyatur yatha akhy@nam ya sadd avidyamanatd

jieyah sa parinispanna svabh@vo 'nanyathatvatah

cf TrisvabhéVaniEdesa of Vasubandhu ed by S. Mukhopadhyaya

Calcutta (1939) p 1

/
Trims.21g‘ _ ‘ _
nispannas tasya purvena sada rahitata tu ya . ‘
cf Vijhaptimatratasiddni: trad. L. de la Vallee Poussin.Paris

(1928) p 527

N. Aramaki : Paratantrasvabhiava (I), a Diagrammatic Account.
in Journal of Indian & Buddhist Studies vol XV (1967) p 955-41
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69

70

71
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ibld p 954

Mahayanasamgraha (MS) II.17

gZan gyl bdan gi no bo nid ni rnam grans kyis na gién
gyidbah no / rnam grahs kyis na de nid kun brtags paho/
rnams grahs Kyis na de hid yons su grub paho/

Mahayanasamgraha (MS) IX i

de 1a hkhor ba ni gZzan gyi dban gi fio bo %iid de kun nas
hon mons pahi char gtogs paho / mya nan las hdas pa ni de
fid ram par byah bahi char gtogs paho / gnas nide nid
gni gahi char gtogs pa ste/ gZzan gyi dbah gi fho bo

Rid do/

MS II 30

Trimé.bhESya (ed Lévi) p 16 ,

atad cayam upagamo na yuktiksamo vijﬁgnam api

vijfeyavat samvrtita eva, na paramarthatz iti, samvrtito'py
abWavaprasangan na hi sapvrtir nirupadana yujyate

cf,S. L&vi : Vijhaptimatratasiddhi: deux traités de Vasubandhu,

Vimatikad et Tripdika Paris (1925)
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Chapter Seven

The Nature of Reality

We have reiterated many times the fact that Buddhism ‘steers a middle
course between the extremes of nihilism (ucchedavada) and eternalisﬁ
(ééé@atavéda), since an adoption of either of these two positions
inevitably leads to the rejection of the efficaciousness of the
Buddhist path (Qézgg). Since the Buddhists consistently maintain
such objections it is hardly surprising that,with regard to causation,
a similar rejection of the extreme positions of Indeterminism

(yadrcchavada) and Strict Determinism (niyativada) should be upheld.

In the Nikayas these doctrines are associated with Makkhali Gosala
and Purana Kassapa respectively, the former maintaining that neither
the unenlightened nor the enlightened state has any cause (EEEE)’
while the latter holds to the belief that the "... past, present

and future is unalterable and fixed". (1) Since both of these
contemporaries of the Buddha deny a positive basis on which a person
can exert themselves to gain enlightenment, both of their teachings
are called "teachings without a basis" (ahetuvada) in the Nikayas.

This is because,while the Indeterminists hold that things may arise

without cause or reason (adhiccasamupanna) or in other words are

entirely random, the Strict Determinists felt that all the factors

in the causal process where completely determined since the beginning
of time. Both doctrines consequently make nonsense of both the
desire to obtain enlightenment through gradual stages, and the claim

of the Buddha to have accomplished such a stat- in such a manner.
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Since the Buddhist must hold a doctrine of causality which allows
for the fact of enlightened and unenlightened states he must be

more flexible than his two opponents' positions allow.

The Buddhist doctrine of arising in dependence or dependent origination

(paticcasamuppada; Sanskrit = pratTtyasamutpada) possesses the above

mentioned adaptability since as we shall see it provides both a
picture of the world based on causally conditioned entities and
allows for the successful operation of the Buddhist path. The first
point which we must make clear however is the status of dependent
origination. Since it does, as we have already noticed, help to
explain the understanding of the deluded and the wise, is it purely
subjective? Jayatilleke (2) certainly does not think that this

is s0, holding that Buddhist scripture itself assigns an objective

status to causality. The sutra itself says:-

"Causation (paticcasamuppado) is said [to have the character-
istics of] objectivity (tathata), necessity, invariability
and conditionality." (3}

It is interesting to note in passing that Jayatilleke gives "objectivity"
as his translation for the term tathata, a term to which we will

refer again in due course. Wé shall be in a better positicon to

judge whether or not this is a justifiable translation shortly,

but at least it is clear from this scriptural excerpt that, even

in the Nikayas, tathata is given as a synonym for causation or,

as we shall normally translate the term, "dependent origination"

(p aticcasamuppada) .
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Other sections of the Nikayas clearly confirm the fact that dependent
origination is not an entirely subjective phenomenon, since it is

said to exist independently of its cognition.

"What is dependent origination? On account of birth arises
decay and death. Whether Tathagatas arise or not, this element
(dhatu) exists as the fixed nature of things tdhammatthltata)
the normal order of things (dhammaniyamata) or conditionality
(idappaccayata}. This the Tathagata discovers and comprehends
and having comprehended and discovered it, he points it out,

teaches it, lays it down, establishes, reveals, analyses,
clarifies it and says "look!"™ " [4)

Even if Buddhas do not exist and dependent origination is not discovered,
this process remains the key principle which keeps the world in

being. This certainly does noft indicate a subjectively idealistic

world picture since the process appears to remain in force whether

it is cognised or not. We may note in passing again, that dependent
origination seems to be being considered as synonymous with the

element {dhatu) about which we shall say more later.

What we can say at this point in our examination of the concept

paticcasamuppada in the Nikayas is, firstly that there is no evidence

to suggest that the causal process referred to is subjective - this

supports Jayatilleke; rather it seems far more likely that the concept

ke

of paticcasamuppada is conjoined an ontologically existing sphere.

Secondly the central Buddhist notions of tathata and dhatu are

intimately connected with it. With regard to the second point,
it does seem likely that, through association, the concept of dependent

origination must itself be a central Buddhist doctrine.
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Such an idea is confirmed by the evidence. One of the most famous
stanzas of the Nikéyas equates the central content of the Buddhist
teaching (dharma) with the realisation of the fact of dependent

origination:

"He who sees dependent origination sees the Buddhist teaching.
He who sees the Buddhist teaching sees [the nature of] dependent
origination." (5)

The nature of existence, as understoocd from the point of view of

dependent origination (paticcasamuppada), is therefore the discovery -

of the Buddha which, with the Four Noble Truths, marks him out as
an enlightened being. The explication of this discovery provides
the substance of the Buddhist teaching. Jayatilleke confirms this
impression through his assertion that some of the earliest parts

of the Buddhist canon stress the centrality of the causal process,
and that these particular sections remain remarkably unchanged when

6)

translated into the Mahayana context. For instance an early

verse of the Vinaya which tells us that:-

"The great recluse (mahasamano) says that the Tathagata has
spoken of the cause of things, which arise from causes and
also of their cessation". (7)

is found in virtually identical form in both the Lankavatarasutra

8)

and the'ﬁryagélistambasﬁtra.

While there is little doubt that the concept of papiccasamuppada

may be regarded as central to the Buddha's teaching, it may also
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be safely said that the doctrine was developed in the course of
time. In the earliest strata of the literature the concept is already
prominent. The Sutta Nipata for instance praises "the one who sees

. = (9) X .
paticcasamuppa &", but in this particular text no mention is

found of the paticcasamuppada formula which contains 12 members

(dvédagéﬁga) that is so familiar in later writings. Even in a text
as early as the Sutta Nipata however an incipient form of this 12
membered doctrine can be discerned. Nakamura seems to be the scholar
who has done the most to highlight this particular problem within

the Suttanipéta. As he points out:

"There [ie.the Atthakavagga of the Suttanipata] the theory

is not set forth in a systematized way, each link (or item)

in the same pattern, as in the case of the Twelve Link Dependent
Origination, but rather in a crude, disorderly form which betrays
its primitive character". (10)

What is of particular interest to us is the way this incipient formula
begins. Before the various linkages are enumerated, the first of
the classical linkages, ignorance (avijja), is announced in the

following way.

"The world (loka) is shrouded by ignorance (avijja). Op account
of avarice (veviccha) and sloth (pamada) it does not shine". (11)

Reading the metaphor, what seems to be the point here is that the

incipient pabiccasamuppéda formula has as its terminus ad gquem

the world (loka). Once ignorance (ggiiié), the terminus a guo,

is aroused the other links follow on inexorably, producing a vision

of things which is not entir:ly in accord with how they really are.
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The implication is that when ignorance is eradicated the world will

appear in its pristine glory; it will "shine". Again we cannot

get away from the fact that once again adoctrinal formulation containing

reference to paticcasamuppada strongly indicates the existence

of a world (loka). In one way we must disagree with Nakamura's
interpretation of this verse however. He holds that, "the term

world (loka) means "human beings" collectively", (12) This seems
unlikely, for such an interpretation of the verse would ultimately

lead to the charge of subjective idealism against its author. The recsen Gér
this is because,1f the term world {loka) refers solely to a subjectively
human world view, then,even should such a world be capable of being
cleansed of ignorance (avijja) and its concomitants, the result

would still be entirely subjective. As we have already noted,

the dependent origination doctrine may not readily be interpreted
subjectively since it exists whether 1t is discovered by a Tathagata

or not. Given this, it would seem that in the present context,

the term world (lggg) is not tied to a purely human realm, but

rather refers to an objectively real existence realm, though it

must be remembered that since it will be impossible to determine

it as X or not -X, it is not objective in the conventional sense.
Againgthis interpretation would appear more feasible in the light

of the fact that the term crops up in a context in which subtle
doctrinal points are unlikely to be dominant since the §EEEE_232§E§

is one of the most ancient Buddhist texts. In view of thig)Nakamura's

translation of loka appears unduly technical.

In an atempt to more clearly understand the Buddhist theory of

causality, let us now turn to an examination of the fully developed
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12 link version found in the Nikayas, bearing in mind that while
this represents the classical form of the doctrine, there are other
formulae, buried in intermediate strata of the canon, in which

the total of links do not add up to twelve. The twelve links or
factors are laid down in the following section of the Majjhima

Nikaya:-

"When this is that is; through the arising of this that arises,
namely [1-2] Conditioned by ignorance (avidya) are karmic
formations (samskara); [3] conditioned by karmic formations

is consciousness (vijfiana); [4] conditioned by consciousness
is name and form (na@martpa); [5] conditioned by name and form
are the six [internal] bases of consciousness (sadayatana),

the [five physical organs and the mental organ]; [6] conditioned
by the six bases is contact (sparéa); [7] conditioned by contact
is feeling (vedand); (8] conditioned by feeling is thirst (trsna)
or desire; [G] conditioned by thirst is grasping (upadana),
[10] conditioned by grasping is existence (bhava); [11] conditioned

by existence is birth (jati); [12] conditioned by birth is
old-age and death (jaramarana) and also sorrow, lamentation,
pain, grief and despair. Such is the origin (samudaya) of
the whole mass of suffering (duhkhaskandha)™. (13)

The whole process therefore, from ignorance through to old-age and
death is, according to this version, an explanation of the second

of the four Noble Truths, since all twelve links are said to bring

about the origin or arising (samudaya) of suffering (duhkha). However

as an immediate correlate to this formulation the Buddha goes on
to enumerate the twelve links in a reverse order, the meaning of
which is obviously equivalent to the third of the Noble Truths;

the truth of the cessation of suffering (duhkhanirodha).

"[11/12] Being born, ceasing, becoming old and dying cease ...
[1/2] Being ignorant ceasing, karmic formations cease. When
this is not, that is not; This ceasing that ceases ... From
the ceasing of ignc -ance, karmic formations cease [1/2] ...
from the ceasing o being born, old age and death cease [11/12]
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and sorrow, lamentation, pain, grief and despair do not arise ...
Such is the ceasing of this whole mass of suffering". (14)

It does appear therefore that this twelve linked dependent origination

- [= - -
formula (dvadaSangikapratItyasamutpada) has two sequences. The

first moves off from ignorance (avidya) which conditions the next
member, and so on resulting in old-age and death (jaramarana).

In such a way the origin of the world of suffering is explained.

This is compatible with the second Noble Truth. The reversal sequence,
however, shows the means by which suffering can be eradicated.

By the cessation of ignorance (avidya) the other eleven factors

are incapable of arising. This is basically compatible with the

third of the Noble Truths. In fact there are sections of the Nikayas
in which the Buddha states that the doctrines of suffering (duhkha)

and its cessation (nirodha) are the heart of the teaching.

"Formerly, and now also, bhikkhus, it is just suffering and
the cessation of suffering that I proclaim". (15)

This seems to be reiterated in the Buddha's instructions to Udéyin
in which there is an implicit linkage between the two sequences

of the pratftyasamutpada formula (ie. forward and reverse),and the

Buddhist Dharma.

"Wherefore, Udayin, let be ‘the past, let be the future. I
will teach you Dharma. When this is, that is; this arising,
that arises. When this is not, that is not; this ceasing,
that ceases." (16)

Now on the connection between the Four Noble Truths and Dependent
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Origination, Lamotte has written an illuminating article. ()
He notes the connection between the forward and reversal sequence

of pratTtyasamutpada with the second and third truths respectively.

On the four truths he comments:-

"... in dealing with the four Eryasatyas, the Arguttara (I.
pp 176-177) reproduces, for the first and fourth, the wording
of the Sermon of Varanasi, but defines the second by stating
the Pratityasamutpada in direct order, and the third by the
PratTtyasamutpada in inverse order. Under such conditions,
it is difficult to see how one could acquire knowledge of the
four Noble Truths without discovering through so doing the
law of Conditioned Co-production and vice-versa." (18)

From the fact that the texts make a strong connection between the

doctrines of the Four Noble Truths and PratTtyasamutpada it is clear

that the discovery of both is the sine qua non of an enlightened
being. The Mahavastu (19) confirms this when it identifies supreme
and perfect enlightenment with knowledge of the Four Noble Truths,
the complete destruction of the impurities (asrava), the PratItyasam-
utpada in direct and reverse order, and the fourfold dharmoddana

(ie. impermanence, suffering, non-self, peace).

Now it may be noted that the two sequences of praﬁTtyasamutpéda

do not come into the range of the first and fourth Noble Truths
and it may be objected thefefore that the two doctrines are not
fully compatible. If we look at these particular truths however
we shall see that there is no real problem. With regard to the
former it is clear that it is a bland assertion of a fact, ie.that
everything is conditioned by suffering. The first truth therefore

does not have the force of an explanatory statement It is in fact
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the second truth which explains the origin of the first. Thus while
the first and second members of the Four Noble Truth formulation

are traditionally held to be separate, it is clear that the first
without the second has little meaning from a soteriological point

~ of view. The second illuminates thé first and in a logical sense
they collapse into one another. . Similarly the relationship between
the third and fourth Noble Truths may be simplified. Since.the

third, in its connection with the reversed pratTtyasamutpada formula,

explains the mechanics by which cessation (nirodha) comés about,
the fourth truth may be seen as an elaboration of this fact with
partieular reference to the field»of sotericlogy, for practicing
the path (Eéféi) is equivalent to the gradual bringing about of
an end to ignorance (avidya) and its concomitants. In a sense therefore
one may be justified in regarding the Buddha's earlier quoted statement,
that he proclaimed simply suffering and its cessation (20), as a

reference to two processes,ie.the arising of ignorance and its cessation.

In other words the doctrine of pratItyasamutpada is quite compatible

with the Four Noble Truth doctrine and these two must hereafter
be considered as interchangeable formulations representing the central

Buddhist understanding of things.

Now each of the twelve links in the classical pratItyasamutpéda

formula are said to be:

"impermanent (@nicca), conditioned (safkhata), that which has
arisen dependently (paticcasamupanna), that which has the nature
of withering away (khayadhamma), that which has the nature

of passing away (vayadhamma), that which has the nature of
fading away (viragadhamma) and that which has the nature of
coming to cease (nirodhadhamma)". (21) :
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The individual links therefore must not be considered as eternal &
ultimate existents, but rather as factors which arise through the

principle of dependency (idappaccayata); the principle by which

all the factors are related. Since the links are impermanent (anicca)

they are consequently suffering (dukkha) and not self (anatta) for:

"That which is impermanent is suffering (dukkha). That which
is suffering is not self (anatta) and that which is not-self
is not mine (na mama)... In this way one should see this as
it really is (yath@bhutam) with right comprehension". (22)

Now the Abhidharmikas further sub-divided the causal process outlined

by the 12 linked pratTtyasamutpada in such a way that the whole

of reality may be understood as the interplay between 75 or so factors
of existence (dharma), or fundamental building blocks. In consequence
dependently originated things, cognized through the eyes of ignorance
(avidya), must for the Abhidharma, be considered as unreal. Such
false understanding, identified with the forward sequence of pratit-
yasamutpada and hence the Second Noble Truth inevitably leads to
suffering (duhkha) and its associated conditions of old age and

death (jaramarana). However, through the abolition of this diseased
vision of things the understanding dawns that dependently originated
things are not ultimately real since they are in fact constructed

from the true building blocks of reality; ie.the 75 (or so) dharmas.

For the Abhidharma therefore the reversal sequence of pratityasamutpada

brings about the realization that the world of dependently originated
things (ie.people, houses etc.) is unreal since the true state of
affairs is reflected by the causal interplay of the dharmas. When

the Abhidnarmika sees things as they ar< (yathabhutam) he penetrates
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their conventional forms and understands their ultimate dharmic

reality.

This is not necessarily how the teachings of the Nikayas should
be interpreted however. This is because as a conseqguence of his

theory the Abhidharmika must accept his ultimately real dharmas

as being devoid of suffering (sukha), permanent (nitya) and possessing
self (atman). To use Mahayanist language, the Abhidharmist is comm-
itted to the position that the dharmas possess substantiality or
own-being (svabhava). Such a position was definitely not held in

the early period of Buddhist thought where all things (dhamma) are

(23) It seems

conclusively held to be devoid of self (anatta).
likely therefore that when the Buddha talks about seeing things
as they really are (yathabhutam), he is not referring to the dharma

theory of the Abhidharma.

It is clear from the texts that a person is only capable of seeing
things as they are (yathabhutam) when in a state of mind inaccessible
to the ordinary person. In other words, seeing things as they are
(yathabhutam) is not synonymous with ordinary sense perception.

It is a different form of consciousness. Now we are told that:

"It is the true nature of things (dhammata) that a person in
the state of (meditative) concentration knows and sees what
really is (yathabhutam)." (24)

Jayatilleke interprets the above to mean that seeing things as they
are (yathabhOtam) is an entirely natural, and therefore not a

supernatural occurrence. (25) He is therefore saying that the term
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dhammata simply means "it is natural that ...". This may be true

in many instances of the appearance of the word "dhammata", and

in fact Rahula (26) has demonstrated this to be so. However it

is difficult to believe that in this particular instance the Buddha
is saying that it is natural for people to be in meditative states
which lead to seeing things as they are (yathabhutam), when this

is self-evidently not the case. The overwhelming majority of people
do not see things as they are, according to Buddhism. What is more
likely therefore, in this passage, is that seeing things as they

are (yathabhutam) is equivalent to seeing the true nature of things
(dhammata). This interpretation has the benefit of avoiding Jayatilleke's

ingenuous rendering, but also corresponds more with further canonical

references to the connection between yathabhutam and dhammata.

Following on from our previous quotation the Anguttara Nikaya holds

that one who sees things as they are (yatha bhutam) experiences

the knowledge and insight of emancipation (vimutti—aénadassana). (27)

8)

This particular attainment is often synonymous with paaﬁa.
One is led to make the conclusion from this, that what is "seen"
in pahna must be the true nature of things (dhammata). For the

Abhidharmikas dharmata would comprise the dharmic constituents of

reality, so that seeing things as they are (yathabhutam) would
indicate that the person capable of engaging Bgﬁﬁé has penetrated
through the outward form into the essential dharmic structure of
the object. However it is unclear that yathabhutam means such a
thing in the Suttas. What is more likely is that the vision of
dharmata is a vision of reality in which ignorance (avidya) has
been uprooted, so that things are 10 longer obscured, but revealed

in their true state, ie,as they a.e (yathébhﬁtam). Such an understanding
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is certainly contained in metaphorical form in the Nikayas. The

statement

"... just as if a man possessed of sight were to observe the
reflection of his face in a basin of water disturbed, shaken,
tossed about by wind and full of ripples, but fail to know
and see (his face)as it really is (yathabhutam)." (29)

gives the impression of a distinction between a distorted and undist-
orted vision of the face, leading us to infer that seeing things

as they are (yathabhutam) means seeing things unencumbered by any
defect. Now while the Abhidharmic world view obviously coincides
with this notion to a certain extent, there is no evidence in the
Nikayas that a view of things devoid of distortion implies the
knowledge of the dharmic constitution of reality. Rather the sense
being conveyed is one in which a form of the correspondence theory

of truth holds good. However this is a correspondence theory with

a difference, the difference being that knowledge only corresponds
with the external object once a process of meditative training

has been undergone. Before such training the external object will

be distorted through ignorance and its concomitants. Keith recognises

this when he says that:

"The Buddha, like the sage of the Upanisad, sees things as
they truly are(yathabhutam) by a mystic potency, which 1is
quite other than reasoning of the discursive type." (30)

We have already noted that:

" .. mental concentration is the cause of knowing and seeing
things as they are". (31)



- 212 -

and that such knowledge is sometimes referred to as paﬁﬁa (prajﬁa).

We may conclude this argument by asserting therefore that Eéﬁﬁé
reveals things as they are (yathabhutam) and that this knowledge
is knowledge of the true nature of things (dharmata). Since such
knowledge is totally unobstructed by ignorance (avidya), and its

concomitants, it is ultimately true:

"Knowing things as they are, wherever they are, is the highest
knowledge." (32)

It comes about through the application of a form of practice which
leads to the destruction of the forward sequence of the pratitya-
samutpada. Taking up Keith's notion of a "mystic potency" however,
one must not assume that such a vision corresponds to the Upanisadic
realisation of the absolute primacy of the monistic Brahman. For
the Buddhist prajﬁa reveals a real world independent of thought
construction (vikalpa), and false dichotomy (prapaﬁba), both of
which are engendered by ignorance (avidya). Since ignorance has
been eradicated the knowledge of things as they are (yathabhutam)

indicates:

"... what exists as "existing" and what does not exist as
"not existing"." (33)

In other words the reversal sequence of pratityasamutpada through

the destruction of ignorance, destroys the misconception of reality
but does not negate reality itself, neither does it replace reality

with an ontological absolute :uch as Brahman.
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The canon recognised three forms of praj35(34); that arising from
the teaching (érutamayi), that based on reflection (cintémayi) and
that born from meditation (bhavanamayi) though only the last of
the three brings about a total and complete freedom from samsara.
Commenting on that prajﬁé which arises through meditative activity,

which he calls wisdom devoid of impediment (prajna anasrava), Yafomitra

maintains that in such a state the object is perceived directly

(pratyaksarthatvat), excluding any inductive knowledge (énuménikajgﬁha). It

is non-subjective (édhimoksikanEna),has an object which is real

(35)

(bhitarthatvat) and is consequently pure (viduddha).

One must conclude, from all that has been said, that an objective
world, sometimes referred to as the true nature of things (dharmata)
or its synonym dharmadhatu, is revealed to the knowledge of one

who has completed the Buddhist path, which consists in engaging

the reversal sequence of pratityasamutpada.

A hint that the true nature of things relates to a world independent
of thought, is contained in the Buddha's condemnation of the idealistic

viewpoint of Sati Bhikkhu,who contends that:

"Tn so far as I understand tgﬁ Dharma taught by the Buddha,
it is this consciousness (vinnana) itself that runs on fares
on, not another". (36)

Now since Dharma is itself a synonym for pratityasamutpada, as we

have already noted, it seems equally true that the latter should
not be understood as the punning on of vijgéna ie.in a subjective

light. It seems that Jayatilleke (37) was correct to assign an



- 214 -

objective existence to pratityasamutpéda. In its forward sequence

it is the cause of a distorted vision of the world equivalent to
that of an unenlightened being, while in its reversal sequence it
reveals the true nature of things (dharmata) consistent with the
vision of an enlightened being. This true nature of things is

sometimes referred to as element (dhatu) or suchness (tathata).

Let us now turn to the Mahayana understanding of pratityasamutpada

to determine how’or if, it differs from what has already been.stated.
In the case of Nagarjuna there is much to recommend the view that

pratityasamutpada is for him central. He opens MMK by stating:-

"I bow down to the Buddha, the best of teachers, who taught

the dependent origination, free from dichotomous thought and
auspicious (sivam), being without destruction or production,
neither created nor eternal, neither differentiated nor undiff-
erentiated and without coming or going." (38)

Expanding this key statement one may say that Nagarjuna accepts
the teaching we have already discussed in which the central event
in the career of the Buddha was the discovery of dependent origin-

ation (pratityasamutpada). Nagarjuna elaborates the doctrine by

stating that pratityasamutpada should not be understood in a dogmatic

sense since this method relies on the construction of false dichotomies.
Implicit in such a position is the idea that one must maintain a

middle course in order to come to a true understanding of pratitya—
samutpada. This idea is made explicit in the course of MMK so that

at one point the Buddhist path is actually connected to pratityasamut-

pada in the sense that c rrect understanding of this concept is
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the goal:

"Dependent origination we call emptiness. This is a meta-
phorical designation and is, indeed, the middle path". (39)

any attempt to put into words such a realisation being nothing but

metaphorical designation (prajhaptirupadaya).

When it comes to a precise understanding of pratityasamutpada it

is clear that Nagarjuna rejects the doctrine of the Sarvastivadin

Abhidharma. We have noted that the latter depends upon the presuppos-
ition that each factor of existence possesses substantiality or
own-being (svabhava). The problem with such a view is that the

causal process implied in the pratityasamutpada doctrine runs into

difficulties. If things are totally self-existent, how can they
be causally related to anything else? This central paradox of the

Abhidharmika system therefore is at the crux of Nagarjuna's argument

as presented in MMK, an argument which rejects the innovations of

the Abhidérmikas while at the same time preserving the doctrines

on pratityasamutpada which we have already isolated from the Nikayas.

Thus Nagarjuna tells his opponent, who one assumes must be putting

forward to Abhidharmic position,

"At nowhere and at no time can entities ever exist by origin-
ating out of themselves, from others, from both, or from a
lack of causes ... In relational conditions the self-nature

of entities cannot exist.™ (40)

Since one must accept dependent origination, and hence causality,

[this being axiomatic to the whole Buddhist system],the idea of
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self-existent entities (dharmasvabhava) must be rejected. Entities

must consequently be empty (§§Q¥§) of self nature (svabhava). The
opponent seizing on his opportunity contends that if Négérjuna denies
the self existence of entities, then he must accordingly accept

the non-existence of the Four Noble Truths. In other words Nagarjuna
appears as a nihilist. This is an unreasonable charge. In the

first place denying the own-being of something by claiming that

thing to be empty (égﬂlé) of own-being does not necessarily imply
that it is non-existent. The state of being devoid of own-being

(nihsvabhavata) is not a synonym for non-existence Nagarjuna responds

to his opponent by stating that it is he who does not understand

the true significance of emptiness (fUnyata). Nagarjuna maintains

that:

"Any factor of existence which does not participate in relational
origination cannot exist. Therefore, any factor of experience
not in the nature of Sunya cannot exist". (41)

In fact only the realisation of the emptiness of self existence of
entities (dharmas) really allows the positing of dependent origination
at all, since the system of the Abhid%rmikas)by adherence to own-being

(svabhéva))makes nonsense of the Four Noble Truths.

"If everying were of the nature of non-gﬁnya, then there would

be neither production nor destruction ... Where could suffering
in the nature of non-relational origination arise? ... The
extinction of suffering in terms of self-nature does not happen ...
If the way to enlightenment possesses self-nature, then its
practice will not be possible." (42)

The acceptance of such a doctrine precludes the notion of Buddhahood
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"According to your assertion, anyone who is not a Buddha in
virtue of self-existence cannot hope to attain enlightenment
even by serious endeavour or by the path of the Bodhisattva". (43)

. . . .k .
By implication the Abhidarmika falls into the same camp as those
teachers such as Makkhali Gosala and Purana Kassapa whose teachings
are without a basis (ahetuvada). Further, by asserting own-being

(svabhava), the Abhidharmikas negate the possibility of a graduated

path to enlightenment and preclude the notion of causality as such,

since,

"From the standpoint of self-existence, the world will be removed
from the various conditions and it will be non-originative,
non-destructive and immovable". ({44)

At the end of the chapter dealing with the Four Noble Truths in MMK,
Nagarjuna affirms the central idea we have already discussed with

reference to the Nikayas, ie.that the pratTtyasamutpada formula is

interchangeable with the Four Noble Truths. Nagarjuna accepts the
centrality of these two doctrines and goes on to add that without

an understanding of pratTtyasamutpada the 4 Truths will remain a

mystery:

"One who rightly discerns dependent origination will, indeed,
rightly discern suffering, its origination, its extinction,
and the path to enlightenment." (45)

The implication in all of this must be that whether one understands
reality to be comprised of entities such as people, mountains, housesetc.

(ie. the commonsense view), or of more fundamental building blocks
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such as the dharmic constituents of reality (the position of the

LA . . .
Abhidarmikas), one is still attached to an essentialist view of

things. These views both rely on the idea of self existent entities
possessing own-being (svabhava) which Nagarjuna has shown to be erroneous
since it does not conform with the central discovery of the Buddha -

that things are mutually dependent. This being so the world view

of a person holding such a conception is deluded. Only understanding

reality in terms of pratTItyasamutpada working on the basis of entities

(dharma) devoid of own being (nihsvabhavata) leads,through eradication

of ignorance (avidya).to the seeing of things as they are (yathabhUtam)

)

In MMK, the twelve fold formula of pratityasamutpada is dealt with

in the traditional manner, first in the forward sequence and then
in the reverse. Once again the forward sequence, beginning with

ignorance, is understood to lead to samsaric states of existence.

"Those who are deluded by ignorance create their own threefold
mental conformations in order to cause rebirth and by their
deeds go through the various forms of life (gati)." (46)

the threefold conformations {tridhasamskarah) being of body, speech

and mind. The process initiated by ignorance (avidya) leads inexorably
on to old-age, death etc.,as we have seen it do in the formulae of

the Nikayas. Nagarjuna adds:

"Consequently, the ignorant creates the mental conformations
(samskarah) which form the basis of samsaric life. Thus the
ignérant is the doer while the wise, seeing the true state of
things (tattva), does not create." (47)
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The initiation of the reversal sequence of pratityasamutpada is

a necessary preliminary for someone to enter the state of the wise.
Through this process one understands the true state of things (tattva).

The uprooting of the links in pratityasamutpada, a gradual process

brought about through the cultivation of the Buddhist path, leads

to the extinction of the states of existence characterised by suffering.

"when ignorance ceases mental conformations (samskarah) do

not come into being. The uprooting of ignorance is dependent

on the knowledge (jhana) of practicing (bhavana) [the Buddhist
path]l. By the cessation of every [link of pratTtyasamutpadal
none functions. Thus this single mass of suffering is completely
extinguished." (48)

From what we have said, with regard to Nagarjuna's understanding

of pratityasamutpada, it seems clear that he follows very closely

B the exegesis found in the Nikayas. Both sources regard the doctrine
as central to the Buddhist experience and both regard it as essential
to the understanding of the enlightened and the unenlightened state.

If one could isolate any innovation in the doctrinal development

of the former it would merely be in his implied negative criticisms

of the Abhidharmikas and his consequent introduction of the notion

of emptiness. While both the Nikayas and Nagarjuna recognise the
unenlightened state as being characterised by ignorance (avidya),
dichotomous thought (prapafca), thought construction (vikalpa) etc.)
Nagarjuna adds the proviso that the enlightened state may not be
understood by the Abhidharmic fallacy since all things must, once
ignorance has been uprooted, be devoid of)or empty of (éggig)’all
conceptions, including the notion of own-being (svabhava). Only

then will the true objective state of things (tattva= dharmatd =
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tatha t8 be seen as they are (yathabhutam). For Nagarjuna then,

this is the meaning of emptiness (SUnyatd), which, we have noted

(49)

already, he uses as a synonym for pratityasamutpada. As Yamada

says:

"Emptiness (éﬁnyata), then, is not another entity or absolute
on which dharmas are based or from which phenomenal existences
originate, but it is a ... principle of how the most concrete
things exist in the matrix of factors of existence, which

are related interdependently and which are present at the
eternal now and boundaryless here." (50)

When one turns to the doctrine of dependent origination (pratitya-
samutpada) in the writings of the Yogacara, one is immediately
conscious of the desire amongst modern scholars to maintain a radical
distinction between the understanding of this concept by Asanga

and Vasubandhu,and that of the Madhyamaka. Stcherbatsky, for instance,

maintains that Asanga's Madhyantavibhahga was written to indicate

the middle course between the extremes of the Madhyamaka and the

Sarvastivada. However Stcherbatsky has no textual basis on which

to form such an opinion. Sthiramati, commenting on the text reveals

that the two extremes being avoided by Asanga are firstly the blanket

- - . = 1
denial of everything (sarvapavadapratisedhartham) (51) and secondly

the belief that form (rupa) etc. is substantial (dravyata) and

hence existing independently of the mind and its concomitants

(52)

(cittacaittah). The first extreme is clearly the extreme

of nihilism (ucchedavada), which we have already shown is itself
avoided by the Madhyamaka, so Stcherbatsky is quite incorrect in
asserting that Asanga's doctrine is at odds with the Madhyamaka

on this point. There is more reason for maintaining that the second
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position is one held by the Sarvastivada, but it seems far more

likely that when Sthiramati points out that Asanga's doctrine avoids
extremes he is merely indicating that, along with all other mainstream
Buddhist authors, he steers a middle course between the nihilism

and eternalism of the non-Buddhist systems. There is no evidence

that it is in Asanga's mind to condemn the doctrines of other Buddhists.

Asanga's position on pratityasamutpada is actually tied up with g

concept we have already dealt with. This is the imagination of

the unreal (abhutaparikalpa). This term steers clear of the two

extremes since it is said to exist, though it 1s free of duality. (53)

In other words, the concept of abhutaparikalpa is not nihilistic,

since it is an existent, yet at the same time it is non-eternal

because it is devoid of the subject/object (grahyagrahaka) dichotomy

which gives rise to the notion of eternal, substantial entities
containing own-being (svabhava). It is devoid, therefore, of the

imagined nature (parikalpita svabhava). At another place abhuta
(54)

parikalpa is given as a synonym for paratantra svabhava - the

dependent nature; the second of the three natures expounded by the

Yogacara.

We have already dealt with the three natures in the previous chapter.

We found that paratantra has a pivotal role in the thseory. It can
be externalised through imaginative activity as the imagined nature

(parikalpitasvabhava), or in its pristine condition it is necessarily

uncontaminatad; this circumstance being referrsed to as the accom-—

plished nature (parinispannasvabhava). The accomplished of course

represents a lavel of knowledge in which independent existence of
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self and other are precluded and there is perfect union of nouer
and known, epistemolagy and ontology. In this state things are saen

as they ara (yathdbhUtam). This is conveyed by the Trimgikéz—

"The accomplished nature is the latter's (ie.the dependent
nature's) perpetual devoidness of the former (ie.the imagined
nature)." (55)

Reality (tattva) may of course be incorrectly cognized
through the eyes of ignorance, or, conversely, purged of ignorance
so that it is seen as it is (yathabhutam). One would expect the
latter manner of '"seeing" to be described by words such as tathata,

dharmata, Sunyatd etc. if what we have already noted with regard

to the pratityasamutpada doctrine has also been taken up by the Yogacara.

This is in fact so. Let us concentrate our attention on one text:

the Madhyantavibhahga. This text has an unusual version of the 12

limbed formula. Asanga maintains that:

"This world (jagat) is defiled by (i) being concealed, (ii)
being raised, (iii) being led, (iv) being seized, (v) being
completed, (vi) being trebly determined, (vii) enjoying, (viii)
being attracted, (ix) being bound, (x) being orientated and

(xi - xii) being subjected to suffering." (56)

and Vasubandhu, in his commenﬁary (bhasya) on these two verses, gives
the traditional 12 members of the formula as alternatives to the
ones/above making it perfectly clear what Asanga is talking about.
This discussion takes place in the context of the dependent nature

(paratantra = abhUtaparikalpa) when contaminated by the imagined
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nature (parikalpita). Under such circumstances:

"The imagination of the unreal (abhutaparikalpa) is citta as
well as caittas belonging to all the three worlds." (57)

since the imagination of the unreal (abhutaparikalpa), like the

dependent nature (paratantra) is the basis for the arising of igngrance,

as has already been remarked in the prewious chapter. This

quotation is in fact highly reminiscent of a section of the

8)

DafabhUmikasTtra (5 which is considered canonical by both the

Madhyamaka and Yogacara. That the triple world is synonymous with

an unenlightened world view contaminated by the implication of own-
being (svabhava) to entities which is itself conditioned by ignorance

(avidya) is brought out by Sthiramati's commentary on this verse.

"Citta and caittas operate with reference to the own-nature
and qualities of the things which though unreal are imagined." (59)

in fact exactly the same sentiments are expressed in the apening
stanza of Vasubandhu's Vimsatikd. Let us now ascertain what relation-
ship, if any, the thres—nature doctrine has with the concept of
dependent origination. As we have already noted, particularly with

/
reference ot the mangalasloka of MMK, dependent origination defines

the ontological condition of things prior to thought. This state of
things is soc whether a Buddha exists or not. Using Whiteheadian
terminology we may be tempted to suggest that for the Buddhist
reality is a process.

ge know that another way in which pratTtyasamutpada is prse nted in

the literature is as a forward and reverse seguence, respectively

defining the processes of bondage and release. s are now in the
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position to reconcile what appears, on the surface, to be two

irreconcilable notions. PratTtyasamutp3da, in the first sense of

ontological process, is objectified as a mass of discete, substantial
entities. This movement away from initial integrity is put in train
by ignorance (avidyd) and leads to suffering (duhkha). This is the
forward sequence of the formula. However through taking the approp-
riate measures (ie. following the Buddhist path) an individual may
destroy his ignorance and restore the original integrity. This
involves initiating the reversal seguence and leads to nirvana. In
this state no differentiation exists and consequently nirvana is

not to be assumed to be a form of knowledge in which external reality
is presented to tne senses, for in this state epistemology and

ontoloyy have been transcended.

"From the non-perception of the duality [of subject/
object] there arises the perception of the dharmadhatu.
From the perception of the dharmadhatu there arises

the perception of unlimitedness". (60)

and this is unsurpassed enlightenment. Here Vasubandhu identifies

the perception of the dharmadhatu with the purging of imagination
from reality. The imagined nature corresponds to the forward sequence

of pratItyasamutpada. The extirpation of imagination returns ths

dependent (paratantra) to its pristine condition as the accomplished

(parinispanna), for the accomplished is nothing more than tha dep-

endent in its non-contaminated formj; completely devoid of all

dichotomies. The accomplished nature then represents the dawning
of prajgé which Vasubandhu terms supramundane knowledge (lokottara-
Qﬁéﬁg) since it transcends the world view presented by the imagined
nature. Having disrupted the false dichotomies on which such a

world view is based this supramundane knowledge)or state of realis-

ation’is
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... the pure element (anasravadhatu), incomprehensible, auspicious
anq uncbaggeable, being delightful it is the emancipated body
(vimuktikaya) which is also called the dharma of the great sage." (61)

The accomplished nature (parinigpannasvabhava) of the Yogacara is

therefore a concept quite interchangeable with the completion of

the reversal sequence of pratityasamutpéda, both representing identical

forms of spiritual attainment. The reversal sequence likewise merely
restores the integfity of the initial, indeterminate and undiff-
erentiated condition of things. All the synonyms that we are accustomed
to associate with this state, from our earlier researches, are found
with reference to the accomplished nature. Vasubandhu for instance
says thatisince it is totally devoid of any false dichotomies it

/

reveals: -

"The ultimate state of things (dharmanam paramartha) and this
is also (called) suchness (tathat@a)". (62)

At this stage one realises that up to now one has taken products

of discursive thought to be real (vijxéptimétraté), attains an

understanding of things devoid of thought construction (nirvikalpaj?éna)
(63)

- - /
and sees things as they are (yathabhutadarsana).

We noted in the last chapter that Asahga held pratityasamutpada and

paratantra to be synonymous. It is now clear why this is so. They
both operate in a way that makes sense of the worldly discrimination
between the ignorant and the enlightened state. lgnorance is a
separation from them; enlightenment is the re-establishment of unity.
“he explanation of these two states is undertaken with seither

aratityasamutpada or paratantra at the basis in all the Buddhist

writings we have examined, be they the Nikayas, N&gar juna, Asanga

or Vasubandhu.
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All our authors therefore recognise the centrality of pratityasamutpada/

paratantra that unpredicable state of things which provides the ratignals

for the arising of bondage/release, svabhévaté/gﬁnyaté, samsara/

nirvana, defilement/purification, samvrti/paramartha, duhkha/sukha,

parikalpita/parignispanna, etc. The first half of each set rep-

resents an epistemic falling away and consequent objectificatian

of the real state of things, while the second, as the uprooting

of the first, reveals things in their ultimate state where the dis—
tinction betwseen epistemology and ontology no longer holds.

Because of the inherent contra-dictions of language the state referred to by the

second part of the pair 1is inexpressible (anabhilapya) and can never
be known in the way things of the world are known, since true under-
standing transcends the subject/object dichotomy. Since it is empty

(éﬁnya) of all predicates one can only speak metaphorically about it;

"Suchness, the extreme limit of existence, the uncaused, absolute-
ness, the dharmadhatu; these are summarily the synonyms of
emptiness™. (64)

or use the apophatic terminology characteristic of negative mysticism.

It is clear that the doctrine of pratityasamutpada provides the

key to the understanding of the two fold truth, the three nature

teachings, and their eventual harmonisation. Pratityasamutpada

is reality as such, unpredictable in terms of existence or non-existence.
This is confirmed by the Buddha's statement that it exists independently

S . / .
of the rising of a Buddha, by Nagarjuna's mangalasloka of MMK which

merely reiterates the previous statement, and by the Yogacara doctrine

of the dependent nature (paratantra). In its defiled state this
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base proliferates in 12 stages, according to the twelve fold pratIt-
yasamutpada formula, through the agency of ignorance. This gives
rise to samsara, the imputation of own-being (svabhava) to entities

the conventional truth (samvrtisatya),or the imagined nature (parikalpita))

1
since all are synonymous. However when the 12 stages are reversed,
ignorance is uprooted. Hence nirvana, the ultimate truth (paramartha-
satya) and the accomplished nature (parinispanna) are achieved.

Here again these are all synonymous. Having achieved such a state

/-
one understands things as they are, devoid and therefore empty (sunya)

of the previously imputed own-being (svabh@va). They are then seen

as mutually dependent (pratityasamutpada).

When all is said and done the understanding of the distinction between

sapsara and nirvana etc. can only come about as the result of following

the Buddhist path and not through philosophical discourse. As Nagarjuna

has it:

"All perceptions as well as false dichotomies are [essentially]
of the nature of cessation and quiescence. No dharma whatsoever

of any kind was ever taught by the Buddha." (65)

For the snlightened reality itself is not an object of knowledge
for such knowledge would presuppose articulation. The gnosis of the

the Buddha has no object. The Buddha is ultimately silent.
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Jayatilleke : Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge p 143 The
story of teachings of Plrana Kassa pa are to be found in D.1.53
while that of Makkhali Gosala crops up at M. ii.408.

ibid p 447

Sii26
tathata avitathata ananfathata idappaccayata ayam vuccati...
paticcasamuppado

Sii2s

Katamo ca paticcasamuppado. Jatipaccaya... jaramaranam;
uppadd va tath@gata@nam anuppada va tathagatinam

thitd va s3 dhatu dhammatthitatd dhammaniyZmata
idappaccayat@. Tam tath@gato abhisambujjhati abhisameti
abhisambujjhitva abhisametvd ac ikkhati deseti pahRapeti
patthapeti vivarati vibhajati uttanIkaroti passathd |

ti caha

Mi191
yo paticcasamuppadam passati so dhammam passati, yo
dharmmam passati so paticcasamuppadam passati

op cit p 454

Vin 1,41 _
ye dhamma hetuppabhava tesam hetum Tathagato
aha, tesah ca yo nirodho evamvadl Mahdsamano

Lankavatarasutra Ed. Nanjio p 444
Kryag€alistambasutra, gd.Sastri p 26

ye dharma hetuprabhava hetum tesam Tathagato! vadat
tesan ca yo nirodha evamvadl MahaSramanah

SN 1033

H. Nakamura : The Theory of Dependent Origination in its Incipient
Stage. p 167 .in Buddhist Studies in Honour of Walpola Rahula
London (1980) p 165-172

SN1048

Samkhaya lokasmim parovarani Punpaké ti Bhagava
yass' injitam n'atthi kuhinci loke

santo vidhtumo anigho nir&so

at@ri so jatijaran ti brumi ti

op cit p 165

M.i.261ff (Ma hatanhasankhayasutta No 38)

Tmasmim sati idam hoti; Imass'uppada idam uppajjati
avijja paccay® sankharad ... jati paccayd jaramaranam

sokoparidevadukkhadomanass'updyasa sambhavanti .

evam etassa Kevalassa dukkha kkhandhassa samudayo hoti
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ibid (cont) _ _
jati nirodha jaramarana nirodho ... avijja nirodha sankhara

nirodho ... Imasmim asati idam na hoti; Imassa nirodh3 idam
nirujjhati...
avijja nirodha sankhara nirodho ... jati nirodha

Jjara@maranam sokaparidevadukkhadomanass' upayasa
nirujjhanti ... evam etassa kevalassa dukkha kkhandhassa
nirodho hoti

Mi 140
pubbe caham bhikkhave etarahi ca dukkhan c'eva
panndpemi dukkhassa ca nirodham

M ii 32

‘Epi c'Udayi, titthatu pubbanto, titthatu aparanto, dhammam
te dess@mi; imasmimsati idam hoti; imass 'uppada

idam uppajjati; imasmim asati idam na hoti; imassa

nirodha idam nirujjhatiti

E. Lamotte; Conditioned Co-production and Supreme Enlightenment.
in Buddhist Studies in Honour of Walpola Rahula op. cit. p 118-132

ibid p 119
Mahavastu ii 285
cf note 15

S ii 26

katame ca bhikkhave paticcasamuppanna dhamma jaramaranam
bhikkhave aniccam sankhatam paticcasamuppannam khaya dhammam
vayadhammam virigadhammam nirodhadhamma jati bhikkhave
anicca..,

S iii 22 _

Yad aniccam tamdukkham, yam dukkhamtad anatta, yad
anattd@ tam n'etap mama n'eso 'ham asmi na m'eso atta ti
evam etam yathabhUtam sammappannaya datthabbam

Dhammapada v 279
sabbe dhamm3a anatta
cf A i 286

A v 3
Dhammat® es3 ... yam samahito yathabhUtam janati passati

Jayatilleke op cit p420-21

W. Rahula : Wrong Notions of Dhammata (Dharmata), p 181-191
in Buddhist Studies in Honour of I. B. Horner ed L. Cousins
et al.Dordrecht (1974)

A .v.3 op cit
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Jayatilleke op cit p 421

S v 123

Seyyatha pi... udapatto vaterito calito bhanto umijato

tattha cakkhumd@ puriso sakam mukhanimittam paccavekkha-

mano yathabhutam na jZneyya na passeyya

A. B. Keith; Buddhist Philosophy in India and Ceylon.Oxford
(1923) p 90

S ii 30
yathabhutananadassanassa upanisa samadhi

A v 37
‘etad anuttariyam.. nananam yadidam tattha tattha
yathabhutanapam

A v 36
santam va atthi ti nassatl asantam va natthi

ti nassati

D iii 219 & Vibhanga 324-325

Kosavyakhya pp 580-581

cf U Wogihara: Sphutartha Abhldarmakosavyakhya
2 vols Tckyo {(1971) P
This ref: quoted from E. Lamotte op cit p 127

M i 256
tatha’ham bhagavata dhammam desitam aJanaml yatha

tad ev'idam vinnhanam sandhavati samsarati anannan 'ti

supra note 3

MMK 1

—_— - =/
anirodhamanutpadamanucchedamasasvatam

anekarthamananiarthamanagamamnanirgamam

yah pratTtyasamutpddam pr apahcopaSamam Sivam

deSayamisa sambuddhastam vande vadatam varam

MMK XXTIV 18

yah pratityasamutpadah gﬁnyatém tam pracaksmahe

sa prajfaptirupddiya pratipatsaiva madhyama

MMK I.V.1 & 3z
na svato napi parato na dvabhyam napyahetutab

utpanna jatu vidyante bhd@vah kvacana ke cama ...

na hi svabhavo bhavandm pratyayadisu vidyate

MME XXIV 19
apratltyanmufpanno dharmal deflnna vidyate
yasmattasmadasinyo hi dharmahkascinna vidyate
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MMK XXIV 20a, 21a, 23a, 24a

yadyaSunyamidap sarvamudayo nasti na vyayah
apratTtyasamutpannam kuto duhkham bhavisyati
na nirodhah svabhavena sato duhkhasya vidyate
svabhavye sati margasya bhavand nopapadyate

MMK XXIV 32 _
yascabuddhah svabhavena sa bodhaya ghatannapi
na bodhisattvacaryayam bodhim te'dhigamisyati

MMK XXIV 38 _
ajatamaniruddham ca kutastham ca bhavisyati
vicitrabhiravasthabhih svabhd@ve rahitam jagat

MMK XXIV 40 _ , ,
yah pratityasamutpadam pasyatidam sa pasyati
duhkham samudayam caiva nirodham margameva ca

MMK XXVI 1 o
punarbhavaya samskaranavidyanivrtastridha
abhisamskurute yamstairgatim gacchati karmabhih

MMK XXVI 10 o )
samsaramulan samskaranavidvan samskartoyatah
avidvan karakastasmanna vidvamstattva dar3anat

MMK XXVI 11-12

‘avidyayam niruddhayam samskaranamasambhavah
avidydayd nirodhastu jRhanenasyaiva bHavanat
tasya tasya nirodhena tattannabhipravartate
duhkhaskandhah kevalo'yamevam samyaghirudhyate

cf MMK XXIV 18 cf. Supra note 39.

I. Yamada: Premises and Implications of Interdependence,p 277
in Buddhist Studies in Honour of Walpola Rahula op.cit.p 267-293

Sthiramati: MadhyantavibhagasUtrabhasyatika.ed.V. Bhattacharya

& G.Tucci (1932) London p 9.20

ibid p 10.9-10

- - / - . -
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Chapter Eight

The Problem of Idealism

There are many sections of the Pali Tripitaka, which on casual scrutiny,

leave the impression that an idealistic line is being put forward.
The opening stanza of the Dhammapada, for instance, asserts that

things (dharmas) are dependent on mind (manas); this mind being primary

while dharmas are secondary. (1)Similarly, at another point we hear

that:-
"By mind (citta) the world is controlled, by mind it is eman-
cipated. By this one element, of the mind alone, are all things
secured." (2)

or again:-

"0 Bhikkhu, the world is led by mind (citta), by mind is it
drawn along. When mind has arisen it (ie.the world) goes under
its sway." (3)

There is a strong flavour here of a doctrine which we find much repeated
in the Mahayana, finding its classic formulation in the Da$abhlimik-
asutra, to the effect that:-

"This triple world is nothing but mind (cittamatram)". (4)

Now we have just stated that the evidence of such gquotations is not
sufficient to make the charge of idealism stick and it will be our

present task to examine this problem in a little more detail.
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The opening stanza of the Dhammapada continues by claiming mind (citta)

to be the base for defilement and purification(S), a doctrine which

is supported by reference to other sections of the Tripitaka. Thus

"By the defilement of the mind (citta) are beings defiled; by
the purification of the mind (citta) are beings purified." (6)

We understand from this therefore, that the mind (citta/manas/vijggha -

(7

since according to the Buddha all terms are synonymous ))

itself, is capable of understanding things from the defiled or the
purified point of view depending on its own condition. This is
entirely in conformity with the understanding we arrived at in the
last chapter during our consideration of the general features of

the pratTtyasamutpada formula in both the Hinayana and the Mahayana.

Things (dharma) themselves are not totally constructed by mind, but
rather the mind has a structure which permits two basic epistemological
orientations towards an external reality. As we have reiterated

many times already, when the mind operates under the condition of
ignorance (avidya), then the world picture becomes distorted as the
result of a complex of karmic causes - this is the aspect of defilement;
however when ignhorance has been eradicated the mind operates in its
wisdom (prajﬁé) mode, where transformations of one kind or another

cease to come into being and things appear as they are (yathébhﬁtam).

What becomes apparent is that Buddhism, since it accepts the possibility
of a revolution in the way we actually see the world, may not be
easily defined in terms abstracted from Western philosophical jargon.

This is because Western systems both secular and religious generally
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fail to accept the notion of the perfectibility of man to the extent
employed in the East. Buddhism, in consequence, may only be sc
defiled when small portions of it are examined in vacuo. In a partial
sense we may decide that the Buddhist understanding of the workings

of the unenlightened mind approximates to certain sense~datum theories
of contemporary philosophy, while again we may feel that the treatment
of the enlightened state is conducive to a more realistic interpret-
ation. However the overall package presented by Buddhist thought

as a whole has a structure quite different to that of mainstream
Western thought. We will be wiser therefore to treat this pattern

of thought in a different manner.

For the Buddhist, external reality exists, but not in a way which
can be usefully articulated from the soteriological point of view.
The mind similarly exists, though the precise nature of its form

of existence is likewise problematic. The mind does seem to possess
a variable structure. We may imagine it as a mirror which, under
certain conditions [ie.those conducive to wisdom (praj%é)], produces
an accurate image of externality. However should conditions become
inappropriate, the structure of the mirror loses its immaculacy,
becoming dislocated and distorted, consequently producing images
much the same as those generated by the crazy mirrors popular in
fairgrounds today. Extending our metaphor a little more, we may

add that the clear, uncontaminated mirror would be responsible for

a pure reflection while the distorted mirror would appear intimately
connected with defilement, ie,a distorted reflection, along the

lines already noted in our Buddhist context.

The early Buddhists themselves employ just such a system of metaphors
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to account for the enlightened and unenlightened states. In the

Nikéyas we may note as an important seminal statement the fact that:-

"This mind, O monks, is luminous though contaminated by advent-
itious defilements; that mind, O monks, is luminous since it
is cleansed of adventious defilements". (8)

The notion of a naturally luminous mind is a metaphor quite analogous
to the clear mirror we constructed above and was in fact an image

used not only by the Sthaviras but also the Mahasamghika, Andhaka
(9)

and Vibhajyavada. A very similar idea, found in the Chinese

Kgamas, also has its root in the Pali Tripitaka.

"Beings are defiled by the impurities of the mind and purified
by the cleansing of the mind". (10)

The cleansed mind of this verse is undoubtedly the same as the luminous

mind (prabh@svara citta) of the previous extract and it is interesting

in this connection to note that Monier-Williams, in his Sanskrit-English
dictionary, gives "enlightened" as one of the meanings of prabhasvara.
It seems reasonable to assume then that the term‘"luminous" is a
metaphor for enlightened when in connection with the notion of mind,

and there is therefore no good reason to hold the prabhasvara citta

to be some sort of monistic absolute with a strongly idealistic

VPR
flavour, such as Sankara's Brahman. This would be totally unexpected
anyway considering the traditional opposition of Buddhism to the

Upanisadic systems.

Another synonym for the enlightened mind, very often associated
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with prabhasvara citta is the innate mind (citta prakrti). Takasaki

holds that such a concept was rejected by the Sarvéstivéda)but was

nevertheless accepted by many schools including the Theravada,

(11)

Vaibhasika, VatsIputriya and the MaHasamghika. The Astasahasrika

Prajnaparamita actually equates the two in the statement that "the

(12)

innate nature of mind is luminous" , and doctrines describing

the mind (citta) in this manner are found throughout the history

of the Mahayana, as well as in the earliest texts.

N~ _ -
Other longer recensions of the Prajnaparamita extrapolated from

the luminous mind (prabhasvara citta) concept to the notion that

the mind is devoid of the contamination of the defilements in its

enlightened state.

"Sariputra said, "What is it that the luminous mind consists

of?" Subhuti replied, "The luminosity of the mind O Sariputra

is such that it is neither associated with passion nor non-
associated with it. It is neither associated with hate, delusion,
the irruptions, the obstructions, the residues, the hindrances
and the false views nor non-associated with them." ({13)

It is interesting to note here that we have a neither ... nor
relationship between the luminous mind and the various contamimants

and May makes the pertinent comment:-

"De telles formules contradictoires apparaissent frequéﬁment
dans les Prajnaparamlta et dans les ouvrages Madhyamika", elles
s'y référent toujours au rapport sui generis qui existe entre

la verite emplrlque et la verlte absolue. Dans le cas partic-
ulier, la pensée (citta) peut- -Stre associée, en veérité relative,
avec les passions qui, rappelons-le, sont adventices (3gantuka) ,
c'est- a—dlre existent exclusivement sur le plan du relatif.

Mais, en verlte absolue, l'autonomie de la pensee, sa llmpldlte,
sa luminosité sont parfaites. On retrogyera dans le VlJnanavada
ce double point de vue, applique au vijndna". (14)
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May indicates the connection between this particular line of thought
and the two truth doctrine of the Madhyamaka. There is also an
implicitly continuous development to be drawn out here. From May's
statements one may trace a coherent line of thought leading from

the Nikayas, through Prajnaparamita and Madhyamaka which reaches

its conclusion in the Yogacara/Vijhanavada. This is of course the

line of development we have argued for throughout this thesis.
While Nagarjuna does not himself make the connection between the
conventional truth (samvrti) and the mind contaminated by adventitious

defilements (égantukakleéé), it is abundantly clear, particularly

with reference to what has been said in Chapter Six above, that
the conventional is the mentally constructed. This seems to be

the gist of the Prajgépéramité texts, in particular the later ones

when samvrtiis mentioned, and is certainly the sense of the Yogacara

notion of the imagined nature (parikalpitasvabhéva). In its uncontam-

inated, innately luminous, condition the mind reveals things as

- - WwWe -—
they are (yathabhutam) which the Prajnaparamita & Madhyamaka term

the ultimate point of view (paramartha), and the Yogacara (and

incidentally the Maitreya chapter of the Prajnaparamita) calls

the accomplished nature (parini$pannasvabh5va). Since we have

noted that, in their representative works, the authors of these
"schools" acknowledge an intermediate ontological term which gives

efficacibusness to the two states of mind, we must conclude that

the doctrine of luminous mind (prabhasvaracitta) does the same.
In other words, while it may be understood that the innate character
of the mind is such that it gives an accurate picture of the world,

this does not preclude the ubiquitous possibility that such a state

of the mind may be adversely conditioned such that the picture
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accessible becomes far from accurate.

In another Mahayana text, the Samadhirajasutra, the concept of

the luminous mind is linked to the inverse pratityasamutpada formula

such that the luminosity of mind only appears once the conceptions
(samj%é) which give rise to name and form (nama-rupa) etc. have
been suppressed. (15) This clearly supports our viewpoint and,
with what has already been said so far, conclusively demonstrates
the fact that the luminous mind is not a monistic absolute besides
which all other existents have a dream-like status. It is rather
an epistemic condition of mind, in which the processes associated
with the unenlightened state have ceased. This being so it is
sometimes referred to as no-mind. Quite apart from textual evidence
the doctrine cannot be in any way indicative of monism or idealism
on grounds purely connected with internal consistency. If one
accepts, and this appears to be axiomatic in Buddhism, that the
vast majority of sentient beings, since they are bound to the cycle
of birth and death (samsara) and subsequently labour under the
conditions of ignorance (avidya), are unenlightened while at the
same time holding out the possibility of enlightenment, one is
consequently forced to hold that there must be two possible states
of mind; one veridical, the other not so. Now we noted in the
previous chapter that Buddhism rejects those teachings without

a basis (ahetuvada), such as the AjIvaka doctrines, which suggest
that things came about independently of causes. Since the luminous

mind (prabhasvara citta), though possibly innate, is still never-

theless only fully operative in a small minority of sentient beings

(ie.the enlightened), it cannot be a state of mind shared by all,
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for the corrolary of this would be that all beings are enlightened,
which we have already admitted is axiomatically not so. The ignorant
being moves to a state of wisdom (prajha) by means of a gradual
process, this being the Buddhist path, and not through no cause

at all. This being so the luminous mind, since it is not fully
shared by all in its fully operative sense, cannot be an all encomp-
assing psychic entity like Jung's collective unconscious, but must
refer to the condition of an individual's mind at a certain stage

of spiritual development.

It may be argued that the contaminations of its luminosity, since
they are adventitious (agantuka), are never essentially part of

the mind and in consequence its innate nature is never really
defiled. Such a position would undoubtedly be adopted by some
Vedantist schools but this idea sits poorly on the Buddhist tradition.
Firstly, preserving the innate nature of mind deemphasises the
disjunction between the enlightened and unenlightened state which

as we have noted is axiomatic, and secondly, although it seems
possible on the surface to construct a number of idealist positions,
both monistic and pluralistic, from such a doctrine one is still

left with the problem of the defilements. Since they come from
without they may not be mental phenomena and one is left wondering
what status they have. By accepting both an external reality,

and individual minds capable of two fundamental epistemic orient-
ations to that reality, some of the problems we have encountered
disappear, since adventitious defilement may then be resolved to

be the result of a mind, in its delusory mode, making initial contact

with external reality. Of course this begs the question of how
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the delusory process started in the first place, but this and questions
of a similar order, are never seriously entertained by the Buddhist
tradition. The story of Malunkyaputta's questions and the Buddha's
refusal to answer proves this point. Rather than speculating on
questions concerning origins the Buddha relates a story of a man

who, rather than accepting treatment for his ills, prefers to ask

questions and consequently dies.

Before turning to the cémplex problem of whether in the Yogécéra

the doctrine of mind gives rise to idealism, let us deal with one
further doctrine of early Buddhism which has sometimes provoked

such a charge. This is the teaching concerning the "limb of existence"
(bhavanga). Now this term only occurs in one section of the Pali

canon (1) where it is said to precede reflection (avajjana) in

the process of perception, but it is nevertheless extremely wide-

“
spread in post-canonical writings, particularly the Milindapanha,

Visuddhimagga and the Abhidhamma commentaries. However,the main

purpose of the doctrine is to demonstrate that there is a continuous
mental stream persisting throughout an individual's life processes
which can be used to explain memory, the survival of a being throughout
numerous lives, and the karmic consequences of past actions.

A doctrine which only accepts the momentary sequence of self-contained
fuﬂnts of consciousness is of course unable to do this adequately.

The recognition of the need for such a concept can be found in
canonical references to the stream of consciousness (viggénasota),

which seems to perform the same function as bhavanga does in the

later literature.
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. M=
"... he understands a man's stream of consciousness (vinnanasota)

as uninterrupted at both ends and supported both in this world
and in the other world". (17)

It is the viﬁﬂénasota,then,which allows the progress from one existence
into another while still retaining an idea of continuity, and this
concept seems, in the early literature, to provide the psychological

counterpart to the stream of existence (bhavasota), a notion which

"give(s) expression to the Buddhist philosophical concept
of flux, of life considered as a flowing stream, never the
same for any two consecutive moments (Sil5 & Siv. 128)". (18)

However, there is little evidence in the early material that the
authors had given much thought to the implications of their theories
of mind. For instance, we find little speculation concerning the
problems raised by the condition of mind of a person in deep sleep
or deep meditation, and its subsequent coherence with the standard
theory of viﬁﬁénasota. In other words, if the mind is a sequence

of thought points, never the same for any two consecutive moments,
how does it become re-established once the flow is interrupted by

deep sleep,etc?

Such speculation was common among the Brahmanic thinkers who held

that the state of deep, dreamless, sleep (suSuptavastha) coincided

Qith the primordial state of things (prégavasthé); the corrolary

being that a state such as deep sleep, since it corresponds with

truth, is ultimately real.
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v"when a man sleeps he becomes united with that which is, Somya;
he has gone into his own self." (19)

One cannot help but speculate, although there is little hard evidence
to support such a view, that the Buddhist notion of bhavanga represents
an attempt to explain deep psychological processes in response to
Brahmanic argumentation, without at the same time falling into the
absolute monist position of the Upanisadic sages. The latter would
have been quite out of the guestion as the Buddhists would have

been

"... anxious to avoid making of bhavanga an unrelated, anoetic
consciousness. To regard mind as the source of consciousness
would be alien to the spirit of early Buddhism. Mind was always
a conditional relationship. There could be no such thing as
unconditioned mind... Consciousness always involves reference

to an object". (20)

Tt is in the Milindapanha (¢100AD) that the problem seems first

to have been tackled. Replying to the King's inquiries about the
psychology of dreams and sleep, Négasena states that, for a man

entered into a state of deep sleep, his thought (citta) has gone

into bhavéhga.-(21) Now it should be noted that)in this example,

the term bhavanga is only used with referenceto the problem of dreams

and deep sleep and it would be unjustified in this instance to extend

its use to questions concerning the carrying of karmic effects throughout
long periods of time or the continuity of consciousness in the cycles

of samsara. Bearing this in mind, one may spot an important difference

between the theory of bhavanga and Upanisadic notions. For the

Brahmanic tradition a person in deep sleep is united with the true

nature (svarpa) of Brahma n which is pure being (sat). (22)  However
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in the present theory when the mind (citta) has gone to bhavanga
in the condition of deep sleep, such a state is merely a limb or
aspect (anga) of the universal flux of becoming (bhava). As

‘Sarathchandra points out:-

"The word [ie bhavanga] had ... the necessary dynamic import
to distinguish it from the ideas of soul in the Upanisads
and other systems of Indian thought". (23)

ABhaVEﬁga therefore avoids reference to any soul-theory through its

close association with the dynamic theory of causation (pratityasamut-

Bégg) characteristic of Buddhism, while at the same time providing

the possibility of understanding the continuity of consciousness

and its concommitants. It does in fact seem probable that the elabor-
ation of a comprehensive theory of mind along these lines was precipit-

ated by arguments with rival schools, since:-

"For the Buddha the matter was of no consequence. He was only
intent upon showing that empirical consciousness was evil and
could be stopped and that intuitional consciousness [ie prajﬁé]
could be cultivated. He was not concerned with the problems

of survival, and as far as it mattered to him, deep sleep

might have been a mere physical state. But it was not possible
for his adherents to maintain silence in the face of persistent
questioning, particularly when all other systems were developing
an elaborate metaphysic of their own." (24)

Now it would be a great mistake to take bhavanga to be equivalent
to a permanent subconscious state as understood by contemporary
Western psychological theory. In the Abhidharmic texts, in'which
the term appears frequently, it 1s quite clear that bhavﬁﬁga is

cut off when ratiocination takes place. Bhavanga merely represents
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in a passive condition, free from any thought processes (vIthimutta).

the mind becomes active bhavariga becomes cut off (bhavangupaccheda)

and a new state known as the process of cognition (vIithicitta) takes

over.

Bhavanga therefore is not a condition of mind underlying

the cognitive processes, and therefore once cognitive processes

begin, bhavanga ceases, only to return when cognition has ceased.

Here

varacitta) and innate mind (cittaprakrti)

we have a connection with the concepts of luminous mind (prabhas-

, since when in a state
(25)

of bhavanga or vithimutti the Kathavatthu holds that the mind

is in its natural condition (pakaticitta), while the commentaries

identify it as shining (pabbassara) and natural (pakati).

(26) Tt

appears that bhavanga represents a pure, uncontaminated phase of

mental activity to be distinguished from those periods in which

cogni

tion is actively taking place, which for the un-enlightened

person by definition involves ignorance (avidya) and consequently

produces karma. Abhidharmic treatises confirm this. We find that

they

hold the consciousness of a new-born child to be of the essential

nature of bhavanga which flows undisturbed after birth until it

is di
by pe

same

srupted by the first burst of conscious thought precipitated
rception. From them on all conscious activities follow the

pattern. Thus according to the Abhidhammatthasangaha:-

"When a visible object enters the focus of vision, at the first
moment of its existence, it would have no effect on the percipient(1).
Next there is a vibration of the stream of bhavanga (bhavangacalana)
for two moments, and a consequent interruption of the flow

(2,3). There is no bhavanga any more, and instead there begins

a conscious process, the first step of which is the moment

of adverting (avajjana 4). In the subsequent moment&wgpere

follow in succession the visual impression {cakkhuvinnana,
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5), recipient consciousness (sampatticchana, 6), investigating
consciousness (santTIrana 7), determining consciousness (vott-
habbana, 8), seven moments of full perception (javana, 15),

and finally two moments of retention or registering consciousness
(tadarammapa, 17). This completes the seventeen moments and
after that bhavanga begins to flow again until it is interrupted
by a stimulus". (27)

Now the exact period of time, supposed by the Abhidharmikas to be

17 thought‘moments taken for this process to be completed,is of

no particular importance to our present enquiry. However, the basic
structure of this schema is, since it confirms our previous work.
Bhavanga is disturbed by an external stimuli which ultimately leads
to a period of full perception (javana). Now javana is held to

have the property of volition {cetanz); in other words it gives

rise to future karmas. In fact the relevant texts break down the
seven javana moments into three groups depending on their power

to generate future karmas. The first moment of the seven is said

to be weakest since it lacks any sustaining force and the karmic
effect of this must necessarily operate in the present life only.
The last moment is second weakest, its karmic effect only having

the power to extend to the immediately subsequent life. The effects
of the five remaining moments however are strong and held to operate
at any time in the life continuum up until the final passing away

(parinirvana).

What is of interest in this doctrine from our point of view is the
basic structure given to cognition. The flow of bhavanga is interrupted,
initiating a process which leads progressively to karma generating

perception (javana), after which the stream of crnsciousness lapses
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back into bhavanga. This description must refer to the process
undergone by a mind conditioned by ignorance (avidy3d), since for

an enlightened being the twelve factors of pratityasamutpada have

been uprooted and future karmas are not produced. One must assume,
therefore,that for an enlightened being who sees things as they

are , javana is either inoperative , or that it operates but without
leaving any dispositions which lead to future action. Deciding

this question is complex and leads us back to the essential difference
between the Buddhist and Upanisadic concepts of mind.

S. Z. Aung (28) makes the comment that some authorities on the Adhidharma
are of the opinion that javana never obtains in the dream process.

(29)

Sarathchandra points out that dreaming is "regarded as a cognitive
process with the exception that it occurs through the door of the

mind" (manodvara) rather than as in the previous example in which

it takes place through the door of one of the five external senses
(paneadvéra), ie. the eye. Dreaming)therefore,according to Aung's
authorities,would not be karma generating since javana does not

obtain,even though a thought object is held to have been presented

?
to consciousness through the door of mind (manodvira). In such
a theory dreaming must approximate to the state of understanding

available to an enlightened being, since both seem capable of cognitions,

though neither generates karmas as a consequence. The Abhidhdrmika

(30)

traditiea of §fi Lanka does not agree with this. In its view,
the obtaining of javana is not dependent on waking or dreaming but
rather on the intensity of the stimulus involved in initiating a

process of cognition. In other words karma may obtain whether someone

is awake or asleep.
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The overall impression of bhavanga related doctrines is that they
represent an attempt to address some of the objections raised by
Upanisadic theories of mind without generating identical theories
under a different guise. Unfortunately accepting the challenge

of the soul theory of the Brahmanas while at the same time proposing
a personal continuity represented by bhavanga, leads anyone who
pursues that path of argumentation, three-quarters of the way towards
the Upanisadic position. The only way to camouflage the close
proximity of the two is for the Buddhist to propound a concept which
remains deliberately difficult to pin down, and this seems to be

what happened. Bhavanga was postulated to explain psychic continuity
during deep sleep and subsequently the carrying on of karmic factors,

yet it is said to be cut off (bhavahgupaccheda) during cognition;

so how can it represent a "life continuum"? It corresponds to the

function of the Upanisadic soul (atman) in that it is undisturbed

in deep,dreamless sleep but differs since it ceases to exist when
cognition arises. Under most conditions, when bhavanga is cut off
by a stimulus which leads to cognition, processes take place which
result in the generation of future acts. However when ignorance
(avidya) is uprooted this does not appear to happen, yet someone

having reached such a state is said to see things as they are

(yathabhutam), implying that there is cognition, though it is non-karma
generating. In the state of undisturbed bhavanga the mind is said
to be innate (prakrti) and shining (prabhasvara) yet this may be

- / . . .
blemished by adventitious defilements (agantukaklesa). By its imprecise-

ness bhaﬁéhga clearly has become a device to protect Buddhist notions
of moral and psychic continuity, while at the same time rejecting

the soul theory of the Upanisads,
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It seems clear that some idea of mental continuity probably pre-dates
the rise of the Mahayana. What then does Nagarjuna have to say on

the subject? There is actually little positive evidence for Nagarjuna's
adherence to a doctrine of psychic continuity in his writings, but

there again, there is no evidence to suggest the opposite. We have

noted that time and again he supports traditional postures

and there is no reason to think that he does otherwise in this case.
Certainly,it was common for schools of the proto-Mahayana to develop
notions which served the same purpose in their system that bhavanga

does in the systems we have already mentioned. The Mahasamghikas ,

for exampleyheld to the idea of a root consciousness (mulavijnana)
visualised as the support (égfaya) of the visual consciousness

. uv\— . .
(caksurvijnana) and other sense consciousnesses in much the same

way as the root of the tree provides support for its leaves, branches

(31)

. . .
etc. Along similar lines the Mahlsasakas distinguished between
three different groups of skandhas. The first were held to be
instantaneous (ksanaskandha), the second to endure throughout a

lifetime (ekajanmavadhiskandha), while the final group were supposed

to endure until the end of samsara (samsarakotinisthaskandha) ie.

until pari-nirvana is achieved. In his Karmasiddhiprakarana, Vasubandhu

notes these doctrines and holds these particular conceptions to
fulfill the same function as the idea of bhavanga (which he attributes

to the Témrapargiyas). Ultimately they are synonymous with his

. - . =
concept of a store-house conscliousness (alayavijnana).

~ - - - A - .= . A=
"Dans les sutras du Tamraparniyanikaya, ce Vijnana (ie.alayavijnana)
est nommé’bhavﬁhgavijﬁﬁna; dans les slitras du Mahasamghikanikaya,
malavijﬁana; les Mani%asakas le nomment samsaranisthaskandha.(32)
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Commenting on these various attempts to introduce continuity into

psychic processes over extremely long periods of time Conze holds:-

"All these theoretical assumptions are attempts to combine

the doctrine of "not-self" with the almost instinctive belief
in a "self", empirical or true. The climax of this combination
of the uncombinable is reached in such conceptual monstrosities
as the "store-consciousness" (alayavijnana) of Asanga and

a minority of Yogacarins, which performs all the functions

of a "self" in a theory which almost vociferously proclaims

the non-existence of such a "self". The "store-consciousness"
is a fine example of "running with the hare and hunting with
the hounds". (33)

Conze's judgement that the doctrine of alayavijnana is a conceptual
monstrosity clearly derives from his Prasangika leanings and a
strong opposition to Brahmanism in any shape or form. However
are his opinions borne out by textual evidence? As we have already
said Nagarjuna's known writings contain no treatment of conceptions
such as bhavanga, while his only possible criticism of the Yogacara
notion of Alayavijnana is to be found in the almost certainly

4)

incorrectly attributed Bodhicittavivarana (3 which contains

a seering wholesale indictment of Yogacara doctrines as such.

This seems particularly strange considering the fact that there

is no evidence to support the use of the term Yogacara as a denot-
ation for a school of thought at the time of Nagarjuna. Candrakirti,
writing at least 400 years after Nagarjuna,does certainly quibble
with the Yogacara, His opposition is based on the fact
that,from an ultimate point of view,there is no Buddhist teaching

at all.

"What hearing and what teaching (can there be) of the syllable-
less Dharma 2 Nevertheless the syllableless (anaksara) is
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heard and taught by means of superimposition (samaropa)." (35)

From his point of view the ultimate doctrine cannot be articulated,
although at the conventional level (samvrti) articulation can convey
pragmatic truths. In other words all articulated truth must by
definition be conventional. He claims that the Yogacara disregard
such a convention by holding their doctrines to be true from the
ultimate point of view. By doing so, they are led astray. In fact
throughout his critique of the Yogacara he never disagrees with
their doctrine from the point of view of conventional truth

(samvrtisatya), he does not hold it to be iacecrec€ cr %&kse (&nthgfﬁ,
bul robher shows Lk o be o predisional Pagi&key\
on the road to no position. As Olsen says:-

", .. it might be said that for Prasangika Madhyamika all terms
of justifiable provisional meaning, whether alaya or cittamatra,
or tathagatagarbha, can be defended as pragmatically useful
conventional truth, but the terms of final, explicit meaning
are always negational : emptiness, non-origination ... No
positive statement whatsoever can have final meaning." (36)

The criticism would be all very well if the Yogacara of Vasubandhu/
Asanga held the views attributed to it by Candrakirti, but this

is just not so. They do in fact agree with him that all dogmas

must be, by definition, non-ultimate. They hold that the alayavijnana
itself be overthrown on the path to nirvana and the idea that the

doctrine of Vijhaptimatra or cittamatra implies the ultimate and

sole existence of mind as Candrakirti, and many modern scholars
along with him suggest, is laughable, as will be demonstrated by

investigating the relevant materials.
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For Vasubandhu the Elayavijaéha performs a similar function to that
of bhavanga in other schools. It explains the continuity of thought
after deep sleep and demonstrates how the mind can maintain its

functioning after the attainment of cessation (nirodhasamapatti).

In fact in his Karmasiddhiprakarana he uses the fact of nirodhasamapatti

as his prime proof for the existence of the store-consciousness

(3layavijtana). For him this samapatti is a state with mind (sacittaka)

as against the position of the Vaibhasikas who hold it to be non-

mental ( @acittaka) - the complete annihilation of mind and mental
activity. To account for the rising of the mind after such an experience
the Vaibhasikas maintain that the power of the thought moment prior

to nirodhasamapatti is sufficient to explain the continuation of

thought once this state has ceased. Vasubandhu objects to such
a contention. He holds that the samapatti is a state which is
acittaka in the sense that the six categories of consciousness

(sadvij%éhakéya) do not proceed, but is sacittaka in the sense that

- A
an underlying consciousness, the maturing consciousness (vipakavijnana),

does continue to operate. (37 This maturing consciousness (vipakavinana)

is a synonym for the 3layavijnana and this quite clearly performs

the task that bhavanga accomplishes in other systems.

Rahula has conclusively demonstrated that the idea of an alayavijnana

8)

is not itself a novel idea for the Yogacara. The term alaya

is found many times in the Tripitaka of the Theravadins. Asanga
s -

himself maintains that the idea is known in the Sravakayana, which

is his general term for the HInayéna, and he refers to a passage

- . . (39) :
from the Ekottaragama to back this point up. ? Lamotte nas been

able to find the parallel passage in the Pali.
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"Mankind are fond of the alaya 0 bhikkhus, like the alaya,
rejoice in the alaya, with the Tath3gata they pay honour to

the Dhamma, they listen and pay an attentive ear to perfect
knowledge." (40)

Actually the term alaya crops up a number of times in the P3li canon

and the commentaries explain it to mean "attachment to the five
(471)

sense-pleasures". The alaya then is craved after by mankind
and involves implication in the world of sense enjoyment. Consequently

it has no ultimacy. 1In fact the expression "uprooting of the alaya"

(alayasamugghata) is employed in the Pali as a synonym for Nirvana :42)

while in another place Nirvana is said to be "without alaya" (anélaya)(43)

Elgzg_is destroyed on the path to nirvana according to these early
teachings. Since it does not survive the process of enlightenment
it cannot be said in the ultimate sense to be truly existent. We
have seen that bhavanga is a concept of the same order. It provides
a continuous background on which to explain "personal" identity
throughout existences, though since its operation is associated

with the generation of karma one must assume that in the enlightened

state it either ceases to function, or its mode of functioning is

dramatically altered.

In his analysis of vijﬁénaskandha Asanga makes the following observ-

ation:

"What is the aggregate of consciousness (vijﬁénaskandha)?

It is mind (citta), mental organ (manas) and also consciousness
(vijnana). And there what is mind (citta)? It is the
alayav1jﬁana containing all seeds (sarvabTjaka) impregnated_
with the perfumings (vasanaparibhavita) of the skandhas, dhatus
and ayatanas... What is the mental organ (manas)? It is the
object of alayav13nana, always having the nature of self notion
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(manyanatmaka) associated with the four defilements, viz.,

the false idea of self (atmadrsti), self-love (atmasneha),

the concept of "I am" (asmimZna) and ignorance (avidy#)...

What is consciousness (vijnana)? It consists of the six groups

of consciousness ($aQVin§nakéya), viz.visual consciousness
(caksurvijfiana), auditory (Srota) - olfactory (ghrana) - gustatory
(3jinva) - tactile (kaya) and mental consciousness (manovijnana)."(44)

Vasubandhu offers an identical scheme though he has it that manas,
etc. are all evolved from consciousness by a process known as the

wo - .
transformation of consciousness (vijnanaparinama). This transformation

(parinama) or maturation (vipaka) also takes place in three stages,
- Wo
the first being the alayavijnana which is said to contain all the

seeds of defilement (sarvabijaka).

"It (ie.alayavijhana) exists as a flow, (ever changing) like
a torrent. Its cessation occurs in attaining arhat-ship". (45)

This seems much the same as the Hinayana notion of bhavanga. The

- n— . . c s
alayavijnana is a repository of karmic seeds due to reach fruition

before parinirvéna. It therefore provides the necessary psychic
continuity without at the same time assuming the proportions of

the Brahmanic selfyit ceases to function at the attainment of arhatship.
The statement that it flows onwards like a torrent links us firmly

into the traditional understanding of mind as in a state of cont-

inuous flux. Commenting on the idea of evolution (parinama), Sthiramati

maintains:

"Transformation means change (anyatharva). At the very moment
at which the moment of cause comes to an end, the effect, different
from the moment of cause, comes into being. This is transformation."(46)
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Sthiramati is simply reiterating the classic notion of the mind
in a condition of ignorance (avidya). It is conditioned by the
cause-effect relationship implicit in the forward sequence of the

pratityasamutpada formula.

Going on to the second and third transformations, Vasubandhu repeats
what Asanga has already said. He does,however, add that the mind
organ (manas), the second transformation, is entirely absent in

nirodhasamapatti and for an adept on the supra-mundane path

(47)

(lokottaramarga), while with regard to the six groups of conscious-

ness which comprise the third transformation, the mind consciocusness

L A= . . . . . R
(manovijnana) is continually in operation apart from certain exceptions:

"The five vijnanas rise in the root vijfana (mulavijhana =

- AN . n r}
alayavijnana) in accordance with the circumstantial cause
(pratyaya), either together or alone; just like waves in the
water. At all times there is the rise of migd consciousness
with the exception of unconsciousness (asamjnika), the two
kinds of attainment (ie asamj%isamapatti & nirodhasamapatti))
unconscious sleep and faint". (48)

While this may certainly held for the Trimgiki many scholars have
felt less convinced of the position of its companion work, the
Vimééti%g. In his dicussion of this text Dasgupta, for instance
claims it to teach that:~
",...all appsarances are but transformations of the prin-
ciple of consciousness by its inherent movement and none
of our cognitions are produced by any external objects
which to us seem to be existing outside of us and gener-

ating our ideas." (49)

Similarly, and more recently, May claims:—
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"La Vip$atik3d est une sorte d'introduction au systems,
plutot critique que constructlve...AVant d'exposer en
detdil sa propre doctrlne de 1'idéalisme absolu,
ltauteur s'attache a réfuter les objections..." (50)
The latter author maintains that Vasubandhu is constructing a system
of absolute idealism, thereby repudiating the possibility of the
existence of things independent of consciousness, while the former,
though less explicit on this point, gives implicit affirmation to
such an interpretation throughuot the rest of his essay.
More convincingly, in view of our own interpretation, Kaochumuttam
has argued that while Vim$atika contains:=
"A strong polemic against belief in objects (artha), it
is very easily mistaken for a polemic against belief in
things as such," (51)
Kochumuttam goes on to suggest that the correct way to understand
Vasubandhu's epistemological position in this text is as a trans-—

(52)

formational theory of knowledge . What he seems to mean hsere is
that Vasubandhu holds knowledge to be, in some sense, a transform-
ation of independently existing realities. In such a way Vasubandhu

avoids the unwelcome consequences of subjective idealism and the

realistic theories of the Vaiégsikas and Kashmira-Vaibhasikas, both

of whom he argues against in the VipSatika .

one of the principal problems for the realist is making sense of
dreams, illusions and hallucinations. Vasubandhu accepts that such
experiences can be fully coherent, being determined both as regards
wspace and time. Such coherence he explains to be the result of the
maturation of impressions (vdsana) in consciousness itself, 1t does
not therefare require appeal to extra-mental entities to explain
extra~sensory experiences. The overall message of the early part

of the VimSatik3 then is that the correspondence theory of know=—

ledge will not hold in these special circumstances. It follows that:-
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"Experience does not guarantee one-to-one correspandence
betwesn concepts and extra-mental objects... Experisnce
starts not with extra-mental objects, but with conscicus—
ness, which alone can supply the forms of subjectivity
and objectivity which are necessary presuppositions of
any experience in the state of sams3ra."(53)

The most important section of the Vimé%tikg'deals with a doctrine
common to all our authors, be they Nagarjuna or Asanga. This is the
notion of the non-substantiality of persons and things (pudgala-

dharmanairatmya). Vasubandhu tells us that when the Buddha spoke

about the 12 bases of cognition (3yatana), six of which are supp-

osed by the Abhidharmikas to be external (b%hzﬁyatana), the Enlight-

ened One spoke with a hidden meaning;-

"Conforming to the creatures to be converted the World—
honoured One with secret intention said there are bases
of cognition, visual etc., just as (there are) beings
of apparitional birth." (54)

in other words, the naively realistic belief that there are sense
organs and corresponding objscts is not true from the ultimate
point of view. The purpose of the Buddha's secret intention is
further expanded:-

"By reason of this teaching one enters into the non-sub-
stantiality of person; again by this teaching one enters
into the non-substantiality of things with regard to
their imagined nature." (55)

Expanding on this in his autocommentary (vrtti) vasubandhu intro-
duces the important distinction between the imagined (Earikalgita)

and the ineffable (anabhildpya) natures of things:-

"The theory of the non-substantiality of dharmas does

not mean that dharmas are non-existent in all respects,
but only in their imagined nature. The ignorant imagine
the dharmas to bs of:the nature of subjectivity and
objectivity,stc. Those dharmas are non-substantial with
reference to that imagined nature and not with reference
to their ineffable nature which alone is the object of
the knowledge of the Buddhas...Thus through the theory

of representation-only (yijhaptimatra) the non-sub-
stantiality of dharmas is taught, not the denial of their

existence." (56)

‘ . A
His critique of the atomic theory of the VaiSesikas and the
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notion of aggregates peculiar to the Kashmira-Vaibh3sika school of

Buddhism in stanzas 11-15 of Viméétiki indicates Vasubandhus vieuw
that all speculative theories, such as the above, are generated by
the imaginative tendencies of the mind and do not therefore corr—
espond with reality. It is worth noting here that this is precisely
the same asssssment of speculative thought as is found in Nagar juna's

condemnation of the own—being of dharmas (dharmasvabhBva) in MMK

Ch.15.

The sense of Vimsatik3i 16:-
"perception (can occur without extra-mental objects) just
as it happens in adream, etc. At the time that perception
occurs the corresponding object is not found. How can
one then speak of its perception.”" (57),

is simply, as Kochumuttam concludes:-

"...the object arrived at in perception is never the thing-
in-itself, but only the image constructed by the mind." (58)

In the»light of the foregoing, and since Vasubandhu has affirmed

éhé existenéé of the inef%abie nature of dharmas which is the object
of the knowledge of Buddhas alone, we can with some dégree of cer-
tainty claim that our interpretive scheme of two epistemological
orientations to an indeterminate ontological existence realm fits
this text. It is clear then that the imagined natures (parikalpita

atmana) and the ineffable natures (anabhilapya atmand) correspond

to the parikalpita and parinigpanna svabhavas of the trisvabhava

theory of the Yogacara, bearing in mind our often repeated proviso

that parinispanna is the complete identification with the ontolog-

ical existence realm (=Earatantra) when the latter is free from the

the contamination of the imagined (Earikalgita). It is interesting
(59)

to note here that Kochumuttal sees such a doctrine as here presented

in VimSatika as a seminal influence on the fully developed theories
S ———————

of the pramana of Dignaga and Dharmakirti. This school holds that
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the moment of perception (pratyaksa) is essentially pure and devoid
of imagination (kalpanapodha). It is consequently incommunicable. On
the other hand such a situation is not able to stop at this point
for the unenlightened. A process follows initial perception leading
to distortion by the action of a multitude of thought constructions
(vika;ga). We have noted previously that Lisebnitz makes exactly the
same distinction (68). In the context of our overall thesis Vasuban-
dhu's distintionbetween two states of knowledge is entirely approp-
riate and we can therefore agree with Kochumuttam's suggestion that
the epistemology of Uiméétik? constitutes a transformation theory
of knowledge. for the unenlightened transformation results in a
world view with a status approximate to a dream. A Buddha on the
other hand is awake and sses things as they are (yathabhutam):-
"..othe apparent object is a representation. It is from
this that memory arises. Before we have awakened we can-
not know that what is seen in the dream does not exist."(61)

Since the awakened state is a possibility, and the object of cog-

nition in this state (if one can speak of cognition in its normal

sense in such an elevated condition) is the ineffable nature of
dharmas we suggest here that the vimdatika here gives tacit support
to an indeterminate ontological existence realm as the source of

both the enlightened and unenlightened state.
in the final stanzas of the text Vasubandhu explains the mechanics

of operation of ignorance while at the same time demonstating
conclusively that he is not a solipsist. It is clear then that in

v.18 there is an explicit statemaent that a plurality of individual,

though mutually conditioning, streams of consciousness do exist
and that this situation is itself responsible for the ignorant

world picture of the unenlightened:—
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"The reprasentations of consciousness ars detsrmined by
mutual influence of one(individual) on another..." (62)

which the autocommentary (vptti) glosses;—

"...because a distinct representation in one stream of
consciousness occasions the arising of a distinct repres—
entation in another stream of consciousness, sach becomas
determined, but not by external objects." (63)

This strikes a surprisingly modern tone in the writings of such an

ancient writer, though Vasubandhu quickly reverts to a more magical

view of things by suggesting in the next few stanzas, again to
justify the existence of a plurality of individual streams of
consciousness, that a magician may have the ability to cause another
being to have a particular dream through thr power of the former's

thoughts (64).

Vasubandhu concludes his Vimfatikz in a sober manner, noting that:-
"This treatise on the mere repressntation of consciousness
has been composed by me according to my ability; It is not
possible howsver to discuss this (theory) in all its aspects.
It is known only to the Enlightened One." (65)

He seems therefore to accept the constraints put on him by the re-

course to language, and if the text appsars as possessing an

excessively idealistic flavour.this seems to be principally because

he has allowed himsself to expand provisional talk more fully than a

strict prasangika would permit.

There is no question here of a doctrine suggesting the sole existence
of mind (cittamatra), as is so often attributed to the Yogacara.
Vasubandhu has not left the mainstream of Buddhist thought to suggest
that perception arises through no cause, or even that the causes

for the arising of perception can be contained entirely within the
mental sphere. This is not subjective idealism. Vasubandhu clearly
points out that the sense consciousnesss,er evolved consciousnesses

(pravpttivijﬁéna) only arise in accordance with a cause (pratyaya).

The cause is objective, as it has already been shown to be throughout

the history of the development of Buddhist doctrine. In fact this
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theory of the threefold evolution of consciousness bears a striking
resemblance to the theory of cognition discussed in connection with
bhavanga. We saw in the latter theory that an external stimulus
caused a perturbation in the flow of bhavanga giving rise to a series
of changes which led to both perception (with concomitant distortion)

and its consequence: the generation of karma. The karma generated

by such a process "abides" in bhavanga as the cause of future actions
up until the time of parinirvana at which time bhavanga seems to
cease. Exactly the same sequence is maintained in the Yogécéra

system. An external stimulus provokes the evolution of élayavij%éna,

the resulting process "perfuming" (vasana) this root consciousness

(ﬁﬁla-vijﬁéna) in such a way that it acts as a store of all the

seeds (sarvabija) of previous actions until arhatship is attained,

at which point the alaya itself comes to an end.

That this must be so is backed up by Asanga quoting with approval
an excerpt from the Samyuktésama to the effect that the five skandhas

(66) This corresponds with the

are devoid of self (anatma), etc.
usual statement that the skandhas, and in this case we are dealing

particularly with vijﬁénaskandha, are marked by suffering (duhkha),

impermanence (anitya))and and non-self (anatma). Now since he
clearly shows the alayavijfana to be but one, even though the most

fundamental, evolute of the vijﬂénaskamdha, we must assume that

for Asanga the alaya itself is conditioned by these three marks
of existence. Alayavijnana then is just the Yogacara term for
the stream of consciousness (viﬁﬁéqasota) we have already encountered

in the early literature. It progresses like a stream, never the

same from moment to moment, in a constant state of flux conditioned
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by ignorance until its momentum is impeded by the effort to destroy

that ignorance but putting the pratityasamutpada into its reversal

sequence through the application of the Buddhist path. This leads

to a revolution at the basis (aSrayaparavrtti), ie, a revolution

in the alaya.

Until this point has been reached cognition is still contaminated
with the adventious defilements and one does not realise the true

meaning of representation only (vijaaptimétra). Only the achievement

of vijnaptimatrata is true enlightenment and in such a state one

finally understands that all previous understanding was subjective

(cittamatra, vijhaptimatra) since it was based on thought construction

(vikalpa), dichotomous thought (prapahca) etc. generated by a mind
conditioned by ignorance after contact with external realities.
In such a condition thought constructions were taken to be real,
and things were not seen as they are (yathabhutam). Enlightenment
consists in the destruction of this subjective world view which
results in the three domains of existence (tridhatu). All the
original authorities we have examined, be they Hinayanist, Nagarjuna,
Vasubandhu or Asanga hold to such a position. Enlightenment then
is the destruction of the diseased mind in its manifold forms but
at the same time may not be understood as total non-existence.
Vasubandhu sums up such a realisation in his treatment of vijgépti—
matrata:

"This is no-mind{acitta) and no-perceiving, and this is wisdom

(jhina) beyond this world. This is the revolution at the

basis (Eérayaparévrttg) at which the two fold wickedness [the
defilements of emotic 1 and intellect= klesavarana and jneyavaranal
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are removed. This is the realm of no out-flow (anasrava).

It is inconceivable, virtuous and unchangeable. This is bliss,
the body of emancipation. It is said to be the dharma (body)
of the great sage." (61)

This is clearly nirvana. Vasubandhu actually agrees with Candrakirti
that in the last analysis it is inconceivable (acintya), and in
consequence inarticulable. It is the total suppression of the

working of the vijﬁénaskandha since it is no-mind(acitta), but

at the sametime Vasubandhu avoids the implication that it is non-
existence, since he holds such a state to represent wisdom (j%aha).
As the result of the destruction of the avaranas no further defile-

ments are produced. For Yamada:

"Here the vijgéna turns into supra-mundane j%éna, transcendental
wisdom in the higher level of the religious realm. In the
jﬁéna there is no more conceptualisation regarding Self and
Elements." (&8)

There is nothing here that Nagarjuna could have any objection to

on our interpretation)and I believe we have clearly shown that
whatever differences there may have been between the early period

of Buddhist thought and that reflected by Nagarjuna and the brothers

Vasubandhu and Asahga, it is one of stress and not of essential

discord.

~4 i
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Notes

v
Dhammapada ed. Ven. Dhammarama in Bulletin de 1'Ecole frangaise

d'Extréme-Orient Vol LI (1963) p 239

manopubbangama dhamm3 manosettha manomaya
manasa ce padutthena bhasati vi karoti va
tato nam dukkham anveti cakkham va vahato padam

S 1 39
cittena nlyatl loko, cittena parikissati

cittassa ekadhammassa sabbeva vasam anvaguti

A ii 177
‘cittena kho bhikkhu lok¢ nlyatl, cittena parikassati

attassa uppannassa vasam Gacchatl

DaSabhlimika, ed. J. Rahder Louvain (1926) p 49E

cittamatram idam traidhatukam

Supra n.1

S iii 151
cittasar‘ilesa bhikkhave satta samkilissanti

cittavodana sattz@ visujjhanti

S i1 95
yam ca kho etam bhikkhave vuccati cittam iti pi mano iti

pi vinnanam iti pi ...

A 110
pabhassaram idam bhikkhave cittam tan ca kho

agantukehi upakkilitthanti pabhassaram idam bhikkhave

cittam tan ca agantukehi upakkilesehi vippamuttan ti

A. Bareau : Les sectes bouddhiques du Petit Vé%icule.Saigon
(1955) pb67-68, 147, 175, 194

Samyukta Nikaya (PTS: S iii 151)

cittasamkledat sattvah samkllsyante, cittavyavadanad

vi8uddhyante ug, bufdx nls.

J. Takasaki: A Study of the Ratnagotravibhaga.Rome (1966)

p 34 n. 57

Astas3hasrika Prajnaparamita: ed. Vaidya Darbhanga (1960)

p 3.18 _ _
prakrti$ cittasya prabhasvara

Péﬁcaviméétiséhasriké Prajnaparamita: ed. N. Dutt. London (1934)

p. 121. 14 122.3 _
prakrtls cittasy i prabhasvara. Sarlputra aha: ka punar

Fyusman Subhfte ittasya prabhasvarata? Subhutiraha

yad dyusman scirdtra cittam na ragagena samyuktam
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na visamyuktam nadvesena ...na mohena... na
paryuttiinaih...n3varanaih...nanudyaih...na

samyojanaih... na drstikrtaih samyuktam na visamyuktam
iyam S3riputra cittasya prabhasvarata

J. May: La Philosophie Bouddhique Idééliste,p 2735 in
Asiatische Studien Vol XXV (1971) p 265-323

Samadhirajasutra in ed. N. Dutt; Gilgit Manuscripts Srinagar,
Calcutta 1941-1954 (in 3 vols)

Vol II 2, p300.9-10 . - _

yasya co mprdukil samjna namarupasmi vartate

agrdhram namaripasmi cittam bhoti prabhidsvaram

Abhidharmmapitaka; Patthanapakarana PTS Vol II, p.34,159,160 & 169

D iii 105 an o

purisassa ca vinnanasotam pajanati ubhayato
abbocchinnam idhaloke patitthitdafl ca paraloke
patitthitall ca

Encyclopedia of Buddhism.ed.G. P. Malasekera; Ceylon, Government

Press, 1961-65
Vol III Fasicle I p,17 "Bhavanga"

Chandogya Upanisad VI.8.1 _ _
yatraitat purusah svapiti nama sata Somya tada
sampanno bhavati; svam apito bhavati

Encyclopedia of Buddhism op cit p.19

MilindapaBha p.299 (PTS) .
middhasamarulhassa maharaja cittam bhavangagatam hoti

cf. Brahmasutra II 1.9

E. R. de8, Sarathchandra: Bhavahga and the Buddhist Psychology
of Perception,p.96-97 in University of Ceylon Review Vol 1
(1943) p.94-102

Encyclopedia of Buddhism op cit p.18-19

KWu p 615
AA i 60; DhsA 140; KvuA 193

From Abhidhammatthasangaha Ch IV.which summarises the stages:-
ettavatd cuddasavithicittuppado dvebhavangacalanani
pubbeva atitakam ekacittakkhanam iti katva sattarasa
cittakkhanani paripurenti

Quoted in Sarathchandra op cit p 99

S. Z. Aung: €ompendium of Philosophy PTS p 47
19
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Sarathcandra op.cit. p 101
ibid p 101-2

For 1nformatlon on these analogies of bhavanga cf. L. de 1la
Vallée Poussin : Vljnaptlmatrata51ddh1 Paris (1928) p 178ff

Karmasiddhiprakarana ed.Takakusu, xxxi, p 785 col 1 quoted
in L. de la Vallée Poussin ibid.p 178 n 2

E. Conze Buddhist Through in India London (1962) p133-4

cf Chr. Lindtner : Nagarjuniana p 193ff

Madhyamakavatara p 178 “

yi ge med pahi chos la ni /nan pa gap dan ston pa gan /
hgyur ba med la sgro btags pa /hon kyan nan Zin ston pa yin/
cf L. de la Vallée Poussin ed p 265

R. F. Olsen : CandrakIrti's critique of Vijﬁénavéda.p‘410 in
Philosophy East and West Vol 24 (1974) p 405-411

On this problem cka. Hakamaya : Nirodhasamapatti- its Historical
Meaning in the Vijnaptimatrata System.
in Journal of Indian & Buddhist Studies Vol 23 (1975) p33-43

W. Rahula :'Klayavijﬁéna.in Middle Way Vol XXXIX (1964) p 55-57

Mahayanasamgraha [Lamotte trans] p 26

A ii 131

Alayarama bhikkhave paja alayarata alayasammudita, sa
tathagatena aralaye dhamme desiyam3ne sussUyati sotam
odahati annacitam upatthapeti

MA i1 174 A _ _
alayaramati satta pancasu kamagunesu alayanti

A ii 34
madanimmadano pipasavinayo alayasamugghato vattupacchedo
tanhakkhayo virago nirodho nibbanam

S.iv.372
yo tassayeva tanhaya asesaviraganirodho
patinissaggo mutti analayo

Abhidharmasamuccaya ed. Pradhan.Visva-Bharati (1950) p11-12
The sAme definition is more briefly stated in Mahéyéna—
sutralamkara P 174 (xix 76):
cittam alayav1jnanam, manas tadalambanam atmadrstyadi
sampraynktam, vijnananam sad vijnanakayah
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Trimg 4d-5a
tac ca vartate srotasaughavat
tasya vyavrttir arhatve

Trimérbhésya 16. 1-2

ko’yam parinamo nama anyathatvam karana ksana
nirodha samakalah Karana ksanavilaksanah
kKaryasyatmalabhah parinfmah

Trims$ 7b-d
..arhato na tat na nirodhasamapattau marge
lokottare na ca

Trins 15 & 16 .

pan candm mula vijnane yatha pratyayam udbhavah
vijhananam saha na va tarangan@m yathid jale
manovijiana sambhutih sarvadasamjhikad rte
samapattidvayan middhd@m murcchanad apy acittakat

S.B8.0asgupta: philosophical Essays. Calcutta (1941) p.198

J.May: La Philosophie Bouddhique Idéaliste. p.296-297

T.A.Kochumuttam: Vasubandhu the Yogacarin. p.25-26

ibid p.202
ibid p. 209
viné. 8

RUpadi ayatanam astitvam tad vineya janam prati
Abhipraya vaSad uktam upap3duka sattvavat

ving. 10 ) _
Tatha pudgala nairatmya praveso hi anyatha punah
Dedana dharma nairatmya prave$ah kalpita atmana

vims.vrtti 10

Na khalu sarvathd dharmo nasti iti evam dharma nairatmya
praveSo bhavati. Api tu'kalpita atmana"(Vims.10). Yo balair
dharmanam svabhivo grahya grahakadih parikalpitas tena
kalpitena Ftmana tesam nairatmyam na tu Lu_anabhil3pyena atmana
yo buddhanam visaya iti. Evam v1Jnapt1matrasya api vijRapti
antara parikalpitena atmana nairatmya pravesat VLJnaptlmatra
vyavasthapanaya sarva dharmanam nawratmya pravesobhavati

na tu tad astitva apavadat.

Vlms.16
Pratyaksa buddhih svapnadau yatha sa ca yadd tadd
Na so'rtho drsyate tasya pratyaksatvam katham matam
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op.cit.225

ibid

supra Ch.6, n.14
ving.17

Uktam yatha tadabhasa vijaéptih smaranam tatah
svpne drgvisayabhavam naprabuddho'vagacchati

Vims.18

"4
Anyonya adhipatitvena vijnapti niyamo mithah

Uimé.vgtti.18

. 7 .
Yifs.19 and vrtti
Vims .22

. V4 —
Vijnaptimatrata siddnih svasakti sadrsi maya
Krta iyam sarvatha sa tu na cintya buddha gocarah

Abhidharmasamuccaya op cit p 15
This quotation may be traced to Siii. 142
. mayupama ca vfﬁﬁamam...

Trims 29 & 30

acitto’nupalambho’sau j%énam lokottaram ca tat
asrayasya paravrttir dvidha daustulya hanitah
sa eva anasravo dh3tur acintyah kufalo dhruvah
sukho vimuktikayo isau dharma akhyo ‘yam mahamuneh

I. Yamada : Vijﬁaptiﬂétraté of Vasubandhu.p 171

in Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society (1977) p 158-176
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CONCLUSION

It is now possible to construct a model (represented diagramatically
in the attached fold-out diagram) to explain the interconnections,
and hence the essentially identical structure, of the Madhyamaka
and Yogacara understanding of the enlightened and unenlightened

states and their consequent relationship with reality.

There is an ontological existence realm which can not however be
predicated. Any attempt to do so is doomed to failure since such
an attempt is ultimately associated with a dichotomised world view
based on abstractive tendencies of a mind infected by ignorance.
Since language itself is so infected it will be impossible to state
the precise status of reality. Such a definition is itself dependent
on basic dichotomies such as existent or non-existent. This being
so we are forced, bearing in mind what has been said, to refer to
that state of affairs uncontaminated by the processes of thought

as an Ontologically Indeterminate Realm. What is clear is that
this is not to be understood in a monistic sense. The opposition
%’Buddhism in general to the Brahmanical systems precludes this.
All the Buddhist authors we have studied acknowledge this realm

to be dependently originated (pratityasumutpada) in the sense that

it is not composed of separate entities but rather exists as a filux
of mutually conditioned processes. It may be understood as truth
(satya) since it is the ground of being (sat), and is often referred
to as thatness (tattva). In the Madhyamaka it is not referred to

by name, for obvious reasons connected with the Madhyamaka theory
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of language, but this does not mean that its presence may not be
inferred in the writings of Nagarjuna, etc. In fact without such

an existence realm at the basis of Nagarjuna's system, these teachings
lose their coherence. The Yogacara is less reticent at providing

a name, but again clearly recognises the provisional nature of such
denotation. In line with earlier Buddhist tradition reality is
characterised in its aspect of dependence and hence, in the Yogacara,

it is termed the dependent (paratantra).

Now this central,ontologically indeterminate existence realm may

be understood as the base (ééraya) for the arising of the purified

and the defiled vision of the world. These visions are quite clearly‘kéa
enlightened (bodhi) and ignorant (avidya) respectively. The latter

is intimately conditioned by thought construction (vikalpa) and
dichotomous mental tendencies (prapaﬁca), which themselves mutually

condition the language process (némarﬁpa/prajﬁapti). As a result

the mind of an unenlightened being (vijﬁéma) misinterprets reality

as a conglomeration of entities (dharma) each capable of independent
existence (svabhava). In such a situation the mind continually
constructs a picture of reality from which there is no escape (samsara), .
which is inherently unsatisfactory (duhkha) and leads to suffering.

Such a situation is elucidated in the forward sequence of the 12-linked

pratityasamutpada formula, and is termed conventional truth (sampvrti-

satya) by the Madhyamaka, and the imagined nature (parikalpitasvabhava)

amongst the Yogacarins.

n the other hand all the systems we have examined hold out the

possibility of emancipation from this vicious circle through the
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destruction of ignorance. By putting into practice the Buddhist
path (mérga),and in consequence refraining from philosophising,
unenlightened consciousness (vijﬁéna) may be extirpated, and gnosis

A= M =
{Jnana/prajna) encouraged to flower. Such a transformation, since

it is intimately connected with the destruction of the factors associated
with ignorance and its concomitants, is adequately represented by

the reverse pratityasamutpada formula. When this process 1is successfully

completed one enters nirvana and sees things as they are (yathabhutam).

Thought construction no longer operates (nirvikalpaj%éna) and one

comes to know the true nature of things (dharmata). One is at peace
(éégﬁg). Such a state is of course not knowledge in the conventional
sense since it is empty (§§QZ§) of the preconceptions, such as the
dichotomies between self and others, being and non-being, which provide
the ground for the unenlightened state. It is to be understood as

the total destruction of all the factors associated with ignorance.
Nirvana then is inaccessibléﬁthe domain of language and thought.

This is what emptiness (%Unyata) signifies. Again both the Madhyamaka

and Yogacara are agreed on this schema. For the former the enlightened

state is referred to as the ultimate truth (paramarthasatya), while

for the latter it is the accomplished nature (parinispannasvabhava) .

In the writings of both groups this condition is to be understood
as the complete identification of knower and known such that when
one talks of this as a state of mind one recognises the provisional

nature of the statement.

There can be no doubt that what has been outlined above represents

an ontological and epistemological schema shared equally by Madhyamaka

and Yogac3ra and on the basis of this general agreement one will
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be cautious when dealing with scholarly evaluations which highlight
essential discrepancies between the two. In this thesis then it

is hoped that a model involving an ontologically indeterminate existence
realm and two associated epistemological orientations has been succ-
essful in underlining the essential harmony of the thought of Nagarjuna,
Asanga and Vasubandhu, particularly when seen against the background

of earlier developments in Buddhist philosophy.
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