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1. Text and background of the debate

Bhavaviveka (c. 500-570), one of the founding thinkers of the Indian Madhyamaka school,
criticizes the teachings of the rival Yogacara school in each of his works." Refuting all the major
Yogacara tenets, Bhavaviveka argues in sum that the Yogacara teachings about reality (fattvam)
and about the corresponding knowledge of reality (tattvajiana, nirvikalpajfiana) are thoroughly
mistaken. Although only Dignaga’s Alambanapariksa is mentioned by name’, Bhavaviveka’s cri-
tique actually draws upon all the major Yogacara texts. Similarly, although only ‘Asanga, Va-
subandhu and others™ are explicitly mentioned as representatives of the opponent Yogacara
school, it is clear that the ‘others’ certainly include Dignaga (c. 480-540) and perhaps also Dhar-
mapila (530-561?).*

The ‘Dharmapala-Bhavaviveka debate’, included in Dharmapala’s commentary to verse 23
of the final chapter (Chapter 16) of Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka, is one of the few surviving texts
that give us a direct account of an Indian Yogacara response to Bhavaviveka’s critique.’ The text
of the debate, about 3,5 pages long in the Taisho edition, covers almost half of Dharmapala’s en-
tire commentary to Chapter 16. It is however doubtful whether the debate actually took place as

an oral debate. Hsuan-Tsang (Z%%), a reliable source, reports indeed that Bhavaviveka went up

Bhavaviveka criticizes all the major Yogacara tenets in Chapter 5 of MHK/TJ (see Hoornaert). The main points
of MHK/TJ Chapter 5 are repeated in abridged form, with some new accents added, in his two later works [k
F%¥P5 | and Prajiiapradipa. For bibliographical references and a useful summary of Bhavaviveka’s critique of
the Yogacara in these three works, see Chr. Lindtner, “Bhavya’s Critique of Yogacara in the Madhyamakarat-
napradipa, Chapter IV,” in B. K. Matilal ed., Buddhist Logic and Epistemology, Studies of Classical India Vol.
7, D. Reidel, Dordrecht, 1986, pp. 239-244. For reasons I cannot discuss here, Madhyamakaratnapradipa and
Madhyamakarthasamgraha can not be considered authentic Bhavaviveka works, despite Lindtner’s arguments to
the contrary.

See MHK/TJ V.39 (Hoornaert, 2001, p. 178).
> See MHK/TJ V.1 (Hoornaert, 1999, p. 139).

* On the life, date and works of Dharmapala, see Tom J.E. Tillemans, Materials for the study of Aryadeva, Dhar-
mapala and Candrakirti, Volume 1, Wien 1990, pp. 8-13.

It is nearly impossible to know whether Bhavaviveka actually criticized Dharmapala in his works. The com-

mentary Dharmapala reportedly wrote to Vasubandhu’s Trimsika may have been one of the major targets of Bha-
vaviveka’s critique, but there is no way of telling since that commentary is lost. The Chen wei shi lun (B MERE
%), although attributed to ‘Dharmapala and othiers’, is essentially a compilation by Hsuan-Tsang (%%&, 600-
664) and is therefore not a reliable source of information about Dharmapala’s thought. As for Dharmapala’s
commentary on Catuhsataka, the implicit references to Prajfiapradipa (PP) in Dharmapala’s account of his de-
bate with Bhavaviveka (see notes 18 and 40 below) show that this commentary was written at a later date than
PP. PP was most probably Bhavaviveka’s last work, but even if we assume that TJ and [ KIEE B3 | were com-
posed after PP, there are no clear indications in these two works that Bhavaviveka has bothered to further reply
to the content of the debate in CSV-Dh or to Dharmapila’s teachings in general.
The only other texts I know of are a few short passages that criticize Bhavaviveka in Sthiramati’s works (see Y.
Kajiyama, “Bhavaviveka, Sthiramati and Dharmapala,” WZKSOA Band XII-XIII, 1968/69, pp. 198-199) and
Dharmapala’s commentary to CS XVI.20 (T. vol. 30, 245b20-c15; cf. Y. Kajiyama, ibid., p. 203). Indirect
sources, describing the Madhyamaka-Yogacara controversy as a conflict between Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala,
abound however in the Chinese Yogacara school, especially in the works of Hsuan-Tsang’s two main disciples
Kui-Ji (83, 632-682) and Wonch’uk ([EI#l, 613-696).
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north to Nalanda to have a debate with Dharmapala but was refused by the latter who had al-
ready retired to devote himself to meditation in Bodh Gaya.® We may therefore assume that the
debate was not carried out orally but was composed by Dharmapala himself, presumably after his
retirement to Bodh Gaya, as a reply to Bhavaviveka’s earlier critique of the Yogacara teachings.
The written debate, extant only in the Chinese translation by Hsuan-Tsang, is a difficult
piece of text. Not only is the name of Dharmapala’s opponent not mentioned even once, but the
text does not indicate who says what, or who is the proponent and who the opponent in each of
the exchanges. Bhavaviveka’s statements are often introduced by phrases such as “He says...” ({i
YERFH), “He replies..” (¥ F) or by the conditional phrase “If you say ...” (#5), but there
are also many instances where the text just continues without indicating a new objection or reply
by Dharmapala or Bhavaviveka. This makes it often difficult to exactly determine who says what.

Fortunately, a large portion of the second part of the debate has been preserved in Chos

grub’s Tibetan translation (SNSt-Tib) of The Extensive Commentary to the Samdhinirmocanasi-
tra (SNSt-Ch) by the Korean scholar-monk Wonch’uk ([El{fll, Ch. Yuan-che, 613-696)." This par-
tial account of the debate, which is missing in the extant edition of the original Chinese version,
is incorporated in the long introductory section of Wonch’uk’s Extensive Commentary.! Won-
ch’uk’s account of the debate is extremely useful for a faithful reconstruction of the second part
of the debate, because Wonch’uk tells us which statements are made by Dharmapala and which
by Bhavaviveka by adding clarifications such as “Dharmapala says ...” (slob dpon chos skyong
gis bshad pa) or “Bhavya says ...” (slob dpon bha byas bshad pa).

J. Hirabayashi and S. Iida were the first to present an English translation of parts of the
Dharmapala-Bhavaviveka debate based on the version in Wonch’uk’s Extensive Commentary.’ Al-
though the translation is not always accurate and no reference is made to the original text of the
debate in CSV-Dh, the great merit of this study is that it has drawn our attention to the impor-

tance of Wonch’uk’s Extensive Commentary for the study of the debate.

° For bibliographical references and a description of Hsuan-Tsang’s report, see M.D. Eckel, To See the Buddha,

Princeton Univ. Press, 1992, pp. 11-12.

For more information on Wonch’uk, the translator Chos-grub, the differences between SNSt-Ch and SNSt-Tib,
and further bibliographical references, see: Shoju Inaba, “On Chos-grub’s Translation of the Chieh-shen-mi-ching-
shu,” in L.S. Kawamura, K. Scott ed., Buddhist Thought and Asian Civilization. Essays in Honor of Herbert V.
Guenther on His Sixtieth Birthday, Dharma Publishing, California, 1977, pp. 105-113; John Powers, “Lost in
China, Found in Tibet: How Wonch’uk Became the Author of the Grear Chinese Commentary,” The Journal of
the International Association of Buddhist Studies, vol. 15, no. 1 (1992), pp. 95-103.

* The exact references are: SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 31b5-35al; D. Ti 28a4-31al. Note that Wonch’uk repeats some sec-
tions of this partial account of the debate at a much later point in his Commentary and that these sections are
preserved in the extant Chinese text (SNSt-Ch, vol. 34-5, 458¢c-459b; SNSt-Tib, D. Thi 194b1-196b1).

J. Hirabayashi and S. Iida, “Another Look at the Madhyamika vs. Yogacara Controversy Concerning Existence
and Non-existence,” in Lewis Lancaster ed., Prajidaparamita and Related Systems: Studies in honor of Edward
Conze, Berkeley Buddhist Studies Series 1, 1977, pp. 341-360.
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The final chapter of CSV-Dh, including the entire Dharmapala-Bhavaviveka debate, has been
translated into English by John Keenan." Although the commentarial part of Keenan’s study (pp.
1-64) offers some useful reading, his translation of this important chapter is full of flaws. A new
translation of this chapter is highly desirable. As for the translation of the debate itself, the author
apparently has not consulted Wonch’uk’s Extensive Commentary, confuses objections and replies

throughout the debate, and on top of that mistranslates many passages.
2. Structure and content of the debate

Dharmapila’s commentary to CS XVI.23 starts with an objection, introduced in the first half
of verse 23, by an opponent (presumably a non-Buddhist) who questions the value of making an
endeavor to realize the emptiness of all things. The second half of verse 23 answers this objec-
tion, saying that the realization of emptiness is of great benefit because it liberates us from the
fetters of false imaginations (abhitaparikalpa). Dharmapala then enters into a discussion with the
opponent. The discussion ends with the opponent’s objection that false imaginations cannot fetter,
and that any endeavor to seek liberation from them will consequently be meaningless, unless
false imaginations do themselves really exist (that is, are not empty of inherent existence). This

section (CSV-Dh, 246al15-b14) forms the ‘Prologue’ to the actual debate between Dharmapala

and Bhavaviveka. The problem it raises is clear: what is the ontological status of defiling states

of mind (samklesa) and of liberating or purifying states of mind (vyavadana)?

The debate itself consists of two parts. The beginning of each part is clearly indicated in the
text by the words “Some respond as follows to this objection [by the non-Buddhist opponent in
the Prologue] ...” at CSV-Dh 246b14, and “Other teachers reply as follows to the objection [by
the non-Buddhist opponent in the Prologue]” at CSV-Dh 247b15.

The first part (CSV-Dh, 246b14-247b15) opens with Bhavaviveka’s reply to the opponent’s
objection. Bhavaviveka offers a reply that is based on his theory of two truths: All things, includ-
ing false imaginétions, exist with their own inherent nature according to the conventional truth,
but they completely lack inherent existence according to the ultimate truth. This response by
Bhavaviveka is the starting point of a long exchange with Dharmapala, which is focussed on the
interpretation of the two truths. Although an exact and full picture of Dharmapala’s understand-

ing of the two truths cannot be obtained until we dispose of a reliable translation of the entire

0 J. P. Keenan, Dharmapala’s Yogacara Critique of Bhavaviveka’s Madhyamika Explanation of Emptiness. The
Tenth Chapter of Ta-ch’eng Kuang Pai-lun Shih Commenting on Aryadeva’s Catuh$ataka Chapter Sixteen, Ed-
win Mellen Press, Lewiston, 1997.
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CSV-Dh (especially of the final chapter), the exchanges on the two truths in the present debate
offer us some clues.

First, according to Dharmapdla, Bhavaviveka separates and contrasts the two truths as
‘things exist conventionally’ versus ‘things do not exist ultimately’ to the extent that conventional
realities are completely nullified into ‘nothing at all’ at the level of the highest knowledge (nirvi-
kalpajfiana), the absurd result being that the ultimate liberating knowledge will have ‘nothing’ as
its object. Bhavaviveka’s view thus clearly deviates from the Prajiiaparamita teaching: “Form is
not apart from emptiness, nor is emptiness apart from form. Form itself is emptiness. Emptiness
itself is form.” Dharmapala insists that form (conventional truth) and emptiness (ultimate truth)
are not two separate things. As the opening verse of Madhyantavibhagakarika says, false imagi-
nations (abhiitaparikalpa) and emptiness are inseparably connected because emptiness is always
an emptiness in false imaginations. Similarly, as Trim&ikd 21cd-22ab says, the fully established
nature of things is an unconditioned emptiness of or in their dependent nature (nispannas tasya
purvena sada rahitata tu ya) and is therefore neither identical with nor different from their de-
pendent nature (naiva anyo nananyah). Dharmapala’s critique of Bhavaviveka can provisionally
be summarized as follows: instead of affirming ‘riapam eva Sinyata, sanyata eva ripam’, Bha-
vaviveka onesidedly affirms only ‘ripam eva sanyata’.

Second, according to Dharmapala, the object of the highest knowledge is not the complete
absence of an inherent nature in conventional realities, but is rather their truly unconditioned na-
ture which consists in the absence of their imagined nature only. The ultimate nature of things is
neither sat (JE4) unlike their dependent nature, nor asar (JE4E) unlike their imagined nature,
but is an unconditioned reality beyond and yet within each individual thing, and always ‘there’ as
the real object of the highest liberating knowledge.

The second part of the debate (CSV-Dh, 247b15-249b13) opens with Dharmapala’s reply to
the earlier objection by the opponent in the Prologue. Dharmapala’s reply is based on the Yoga-
cara theory of the three natures. The subsequent debate with Bhavaviveka accordingly centers
around this theory, in particular the ultimate existence of the dependent nature of things, the in-
terpretation (nitartha or neyartha?) of some Mahayana sutras that apparently negate the existence
of dependent natures, the status of ‘prsthalabdhajfidna’, and the ‘mind-only’ tenet. Most of these
themes are familiar from Bhavaviveka’s critique of the Yogacara. Further study of CSV-Dh as a
whole is needed before we can attempt a comprehensive discussion of Dharmapala’s stand on
each of these issues.

Dharmapala concludes the debate with an Epilogue in which he briefly explains the essence

of the two truths and summons the students of the True Dharma to abandon all disputes'by for-
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saking attachment to the extreme views of existence and nonexistence.

3. Translation of the Dharmapala-Bhavaviveka debate

[Notes: (1) In the translation below, I have changed or omitted some of the indirect phrasings in
the original text (“He says ...”, “He replies...”) in order to present the text as a live face-to-face

debate. (2) Some of the Sanskrit restorations in the translation are conjectural.]
[PROLOGUE: Objection by a non-Buddhist and Dharmapala’s reply] (T. vol. 30, 246al15-b14)

[Objection:] If all things are entirely empty of inherent existence (414, svabhava), what spe-
cial benefit is gained from realizing (3§ %.) that emptiness?
[Dharmapala:] To introduce this objection, [Aryadeva] states the following verse:
If things are empty of inherent existence, what benefit is gained from seeing that empti-
ness?'' (CSV-Dh VIIL 23ab = CS XVI. 23ab)
Commentary [by Dharmapala]: [According to the opponent] not the slightest benefit can be
gained from realizing the absence of a self (FZ%) in the [mental and physical] conditioned fac-
tors ({7, samskara) that are void of a self (¥, armavirahita, atmavigata). The same ap-
plies to all things (F&7%). If [all things] are empty of inherent existence, what benefit can be
gained from realizing that emptiness? If no benefit is gained from it, what purpose is there in
making an effort to cultivate the numerous preparatory practices (4T, prayoga) that lead to the
realization of emptiness?'” (246a20) ‘
To answer this objection, [Aryadeva] states the following verse:

The realization of emptiness [is of great benefit because it] sets us free from the bondage

"' The Tibetan version of the verse-text of Camuhsataka XVI.23 differs considerably from the Chinese version of

verse 23 in CS and in Dharmapala’s CSV. The former reads as follows: “gal te rang bzhin gyis dngos yod//
stong mthong yon tan ci zhig yod// rtog pas mthong ba ‘ching ba ste// de ni ‘di ru dgag par byall” (D. No.
3846, Tsha 18b3-4). The Tibetan version introduces the opponent’s view that ‘things have inherent existence’ as
a hypothetical thesis entailing the undesirable consequence that the seeing of emptiness will then be valueless.
The second half of the Tibetan version says that people’s perception of things (mthong ba) is ‘fettered’ by mis-
taken thoughts (the view that things do have inherent existence), adding that those fetters are destroyed ‘here’
(that is, in Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka). Candrakirti’s commentary to CS follows this Tibetan version (D. No. 3865,
Ya 237a7 ff.). Both versions must have been based on different Sanskrit manuscripts. In any case, the Chinese
version of verse 23 in CS/CSV-Dh is clearer and perhaps more reliable than the Tibetan version of the same
verse of CS.

This objection is most probably made by a non-Buddhist who understands the Buddhist notion of ‘emptiness’
as meaning ‘absolutely nothing’ and questions the meaningfulness of making an effort to realize ‘nothing’. I as-
sume the objector to be the same as the one who earlier in Chapter 16 has already objected as follows: “If the
true nature of things is just nothing, what joy could there be in cultivating the knowledge [of that nothing]?”
(CSV-Dh, commentary to CS XVI.20, T. vol. 30, 245b20).

S
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of false imaginations (JE& 45, abhitaparikalpa)®. (CSV-Dh VIII. 23cd = CS XVI. 23

cd)
Commentary [by Dharmapala]: Although all things and all the [mental and physical] condi-
tioned factors are empty [of inherent existence} and void of a self (Z54EFk, &ﬁnydndtma), deluded
people (B3, balaprthagjana) mistakenly imagine and cling to identities and differences (—
£), and so forth. By force of these false imaginations (abhiitaparikalpavasena), they nurture the
propensities (FEIE, anusaya) for greed (&, lobha) and other defilements, and depending on
the conditions they give rise to all kinds of good and bad actions (£33, kuSalakusalakarman) .
As a result, they sink in the ocean of triple existence (=%, tribhava), where they continue to
transmigrate and are tormented by the three forms of suffering (=) , and from where they are

unable to escape by themselves. But if they apply themselves to the [path of] preparation

(prayoga), they will come to realize the absence of self and the emptiness [in all things]. They

will gradually eliminate their false imaginations and will certainly attain full enlightenment (=
EiR, sambodhi ) as well as the inexhaustible qualities of self-accomplishment (E#, svartha)
and of realizing the welfare of others (Fifs, pardrtha). (246a28)

[Question:] What is the nature (%) of these false imaginations?

[Dharmapala:] All the minds and mental factors that exist in the triple world.

[Objection:] But aren’t these also empty of inherent existence, just like the material forms (f&,
ripa), and so forth, to which deluded people are attached? How then can they produce the suf-
ferings that torment living beings? If they are empty [of inherent existence] but can nevertheless
produce suffering, then material forms and so forth should also have that capacity. Why do you
say that only false imaginations [produce suffering]? (246b3)

[Dharmapala:] Although material forms, minds, and all other things are empty [of inherent exis-
tence], [people] inevitably rely on false imagination when they conceive things as [inherently] ex-
istent or nonexistent. Depending on [the presence or absence of] this [false imagination], people
produce states of defilement or purification (Mg g 1, samkle[vavyavaddna). As a result, the de-

filement and purification of sentient beings are not the same. That is why we say that only false

13

As explained below (246a29), abhiitaparikalpa refers to ‘all the minds and mental factors of the triple world’.
All of these are ‘impure’ (sasrava), because they are affected by the grasping of nonexistent (abhiira) things, in
particular the grasping of ‘I’ and ‘mine’. ‘False imaginations’ include not only thé mistaken conceptions or judg-
ments whereby people identify and differentiate, or unify and separate things, thus imagining inherent existence
where there is none (samdropa) or negating existence where there is genuine existence (apavada). ‘False imagi-
nations’ also include the misperceptions by the five sense consciousnesses that are accustomed to perceiving
things as if they had a self-identity, different from the self-identities of other things, or—in the perspective of
‘mind-only’ —  that are accustomed to perceiving images of nonexistent external objects. To include both the
meanings ‘misconception’ and ‘misperception’, 1 have translated abhitaparikalpa as ‘false imagination(s)’
throughout the text. Note that the debate makes no mention of the Yogacara theory of eight types of conscious-
ness. On abhitaparikalpa, see also Hoornaert, 1999, p. 151 note 3.
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imaginations [produce suffering]. (246b6)

[Objection:] It would be as you say, if things really existed. But if things do not really exist,

how can [people] mistakenly conceive them as [inherently] existent, nonexistent, and so forth, so
that the states of defilement and‘puriﬁcation [of sentient beings] are accordingly not the same?
(246b7)

[Dharmapala:] It is similar to dreams and the like. Although [real] material forms and so forth
are not present [in dreams], various images [of material forms] nevertheless appear [in the mind]
and are distinctly perceived (4-HH). (246b8)

[Objection:] That example does not apply. In mental states such as dreams and the like, dual
consciousness (%35!, vikalpa) exists and is therefore really active and not nonexistent. This dual
consciousness acts as the support of the appearance of mental images of external objects (3%f%)
and thus gives rise to defiled and pure [states of mind]. That is perfectly possible. But if every-
thing is empty [of inherent existence], then dual consciousness does not really exist. What then
could produce these different mental activities? It has never been observed that something unreal
(#5%) has the capacity [to act]. If something unreal has the capacity [to act], then the horns of
a rabbit or the hairs of a turtle should all have the capacity to act. And if sentient beings get de-
filed or purified although the defilements or the roots of virtue (48, kusalamiila) do not exist,
then those who have already eliminated all the defilements should still be transmigrating in sam-
sara and those who have not yet planted the roots of virtue should already have attained the eter-

nal bliss {of nirvana]. (246b14)
[PART 1: BHAVAVIVEKA’S REPLY and DHARMAPALA’S REJOINDERS] (246b14-247b15)

Some (—%H, eke) [= Bhavaviveka] respond to this objection as follows.

[Bhavaviveka:] That fault does not occur, because [in our view] conventional realities are not
nonexistent (- IF ).

[Dharmapala:] Let me ask you: Are conventional realities then not truths (H-FIEFFEHR) 2°

[Bhavaviveka:] No, [they are truths]. According to the conventional means of knowledge (#:f&

14

Depending on the context, I translate #:45 (samvri) and WARFH (samvrtisatya) as ‘conventional realities’ (all
the things that are accepted as real by people in general) or as ‘common opinion, conventional thought, conven-
tional truth(s)’ (the consensus that determines what is real or unreal for people in general). In the present con-
text, the translation ‘conventional realities’ is preferable to ‘common opinion’, although both meanings are al-
ways possible in Bhavaviveka’s system of two truths.

As Chr. Lindtner has pointed out, Sa‘mtaraksita quotes this objection and attributes it to Dharmapala: “slob dpon
chos skyong gis ci ste kun rdzob ces bya ba ‘di ci zhig yin/ mi bden pa’i rnam grangs yin nam zhes bya ba la
sogs pa smras pa” (Satyadvayavibhangapaijika, P. No. 5283, Vol. 100, Sa 27b3-4). See Chr. Lindtner, “Atisa’s
Introduction to the Two Truths, and Its Sources,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 9 (1981), p. 199, note 7.
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&) they really exist (B7) and are therefore said to be truths."

[Dharmapala:] How can you say that one and the same thing at the same time exists [conven-
tionally] and does not exist [ultimately](—{%—FsH ) and that these contradictory facts are
both truths?”” The same applies to the arising [of things], and so forth. [If you say that] one and
the same thing at the same time arises and does not arise (anutpada), ceases to exist and does
not cease to exist (anirodha), is annihilated and is not annihilated (anuccheda), continues to exist
and does not continue to exist (asasvata), comes [into existence] and does not come [into exis-
tence] (andagama), goes [to the past] and does not go [to the past] (anirgama), and so forth,
[you] again [state] contradictions (E*ﬁfﬂi, parasparavirodha). How can you say that all these
are simultaneously true?"® (246b20)

[Bhavaviveka:] One and the same thing does not exist in the ultimate sense (#£5%AE) and at

the same time exists in the conventional sense (F F&Z{). Since there is a difference in sense

(), there is no contradiction. It is similar to virtues (¥{%, kusaladharma) such as giving
(Jfi, dana) as practiced in the world. These are said to be not good (4", akusala) because
they are intrinsically impure (#7f, sasrava), and they are also said to be good (¥, kusala)
because they are associated with the roots of virtue (GEFRAMMERL, kusalamilasamprayogena).
Both designations are true and yet there is no contradiction. (246b24)

[Dharmapala:] Your reasoning is not correct. In the case of virtues such as giving, there is no
contradiction because there is a difference of perspective (BifFF&#{, apeksabhedat?). But there
is no such difference of perspective in the case of ‘exist’ (&) and ‘not exist’ () as two truths
that simultaneously apply to one and the same thing. So, how could there be no contradiction [in
that case]? (246b25)

Let us explain why that is so. Peace of mind (ZAll) is called ‘good’ (). There are two

' Bhavaviveka accepts three conventional means of knowledge (or rather, three means of true conventional

knowledge): (1) Direct perceptions by people with unimpaired sense organs, (2) Conventional inferences (All the
inferences that are not restricted by the ‘paramarthatah’ qualification. For instance, to infer the presence of an
unseen fire from the presence of observed smoke, without thereby inquiring into the ultimate-reality status of
fire and smoke.), and (3) Scriptures of provisional meaning (neyartha). For instance, scriptures that affirm the
existence of a self. .

Quoted and attributed to Dharmapala by Santaraksita: “slob dpon chos skyong gis dngos po gcig la cig car
bden par yang ‘gyur/ mi bden par yang ‘gyur zhes ‘gal ba smras pa” (Satyadvayavibhangapa#jika, P. Sa 27b7).
See Chr. Lindtner, reference in note 15, p. 199, note 8.

As Y. Kajiyama has shown, the present paragraph and Bhavaviveka’s next two rejoinders, adducing the exam-
ples of ‘mundane virtues being both good and not good’ and ‘consciousness being both self and not self’, are di-
rectly based on a passage in Bhavaviveka’s Prajfiapradipa (PP) commentary to the opening stanza of Miila-
madhyamakakarika. In his commentary to this passage in PP, Avalokitavrata mentions that Dharmapala criticized
Bhavaviveka’s view in his commentary to CatuhSataka. We thus know for sure that Dharmapala knew PP at the
time when he wrote the present debate. For further details, see Y. Kajiyama, “Bhavaviveka, Sthiramati and Dhar-
mapala,” Beitrige zur Geistesgeschichte Indiens. Festschrift fiir E. Frauwallner, WZKSOA XII-XIII (1968/69),
pp. 200-202.
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kinds of goodness: mundane (¥, laukika) and transmundane (i1, lokottara). Transmun-

dane virtues can completely destroy all the fetters (¥, paryavasthana) of the defilements (klesa).
[As they bring about] complete peace of mind, they are said to be good in the ultimate sense (B
#3). Mundane virtues, on the other hand, are able to [destroy the fetters of the defilements]
temporarily but not definitively. As they can subdue (fK) the fetters of the defilements temporar-
ily, they are said to be good in the conventional sense (H:4#¥). But since they cannot sever
(47) the fetters of the defilements permanently, they are also said to be not good in the ultimate
sense (BFEANE). (246¢1)

‘Good’ and ‘not good’ [as attributed to mundane virtues] do not contradict each other, be-
cause the time at which [mundane virtues] have or do not have the capacity (G BEEEE) [to sever
the fetters of defilements] is different. Thus, a virtue such as giving is said to have that capacity
inasmuch as it lasts for a single instant. After that instant has passed, [giving] definitely does not
continue to exist and is said to be without that capacity. Although ‘having capacity’ and ‘not hav-
ing capacity’ exist in one and the same thing, there is no contradiction because the time [to
which both refer] is different. [You may wonder] if anybody would attribute ‘lack of capacity’ to
the second and later instants of giving, [since giving] then no longer exists and is without sub-
stance. [We answer:] Since its substance does not exist, its capacity definitely does not exist, and
since its capacity does not exist we say that it has no capacity. (246c6)

One could also say that there is no contradiction [when ‘good’ and ‘not good’ are attributed
to a mundane virtue] because, although the time at which it has and does not have capacity is
not different, the envisaged object [of its capacity and non-capacity] is different (FTEZSERIH0).
Let us explain why that is so. [Mundane virtues] are said to have capacity in as far as they can
temporarily subdue ({K) the fetters of greed (&) and of other defilements, and they are [also]
said to lack capacity because they are unable to destroy (HTi#) the seeds (&, bija) of greed
and so forth. It is similar to taking a dose of ghee fat (EA&, ghrta?) which can cure a cold but
cannot cure phlegm (JEJ&, Slesman?). Although the time at which [ghee fat] has the capacity [to
cure one disease] and does not have the capacity [to cure another disease] is identical, there is no
contradiction because the envisaged objects are different. But in the case of ‘exist’ and ‘not exist’
as two truths that simultaneously apply to one and the same thing, the object [thought to be exis-
tent and nonexistent] is not different. How then could there be no contradiction [in that case]?
(246¢12)

[Bhavaviveka:] It is just as when a single instant of consciousness is conventionally called ‘self’
(1184 FK) because it acts as the support of attachment to the self, and is also called ‘not self’ in
the ultimate sense (FHEFHMIF 2% HEFL). Although ‘self’ and ‘not-self’ are different [designations
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of the same thing], there is no contradiction. The same is true when we say that one and the
same thing at the same time exists [conventionally] and does not exist [ultimately]. Although the
object (3#) [said to be existent and nonexistent] is not different, there is no contradiction. (246¢
15)

[Dharmapala:] That is again not correct, because the meanings (&) of ‘self’ and ‘not self’ are
not contradictory. Why is that so? A single instant of mind is called ‘not self” because it is not
sovereign (NETE, asvatantra, avasin?), and it is also called ‘self’ because it acts as the support
of the attachment to the self. As the sutra says: “If consciousness were a self, it should have mas-
tery over itself and should not change. Yet, deluded people call it ‘the self’ because it is in de-
pendence [on consciousness] that they produce attachment to the self.”"” Although the meaning
‘not sovereign’ and the meaning ‘support of attachment to the self’ [are attributed to] one and the

same consciousness, these [two meanings] are not contradictory.”” But how could there be no

contradiction when you say that the mutually opposite (#HJX) [meanings] ‘exist’ and ‘not exist’,
attributed to the same thing at the same time, are both truths? You may adduce a multitude of
everyday examples (HfZ %) and use all kinds of expedients (7f#, upaya) in order to prove
that there is no contradiction in saying that ‘exist’ and ‘not exist’ are two truths about one and
the same thing, in the end you will never be able to prove it. (246¢22)

[Bhavaviveka:] One and the same color blue exists with reference to itself (% B #UF , svadhikrtya
sar?), and does not exist when seen from the viewpoint of other [colors] (LA ). The same
applies to all things. The inherent nature (4, svabhava) of each thing exists with reference to the
conventional [truth] and does not exist from the viewpoint of the ultimate [truth] (EEM, tamva-
tah) *' (246c24)

[Dharmapala:] That is again not correct. Since blue and yellow have different natures (HE5%),
it can be said that each is an existence when seen in itself, and is a nonexistence when seen from
the viewpoint of the other.” The nature of conventional realities is however not different from the

ultimate reality (f&8 2 BEHEEAF). Accordingly, when seen in itself that nature no doubt ex-

" Source not identified.

If ‘self” and ‘not self’, respectively meaning ‘sovereign’ and ‘not sovereign’, or respectively meaning ‘support
of attachment to the self” and ‘not support of attachment to the self’, were attributed to the same consciousness,
there would be contradiction. That, however, is not the case. But you attribute the contradictory meanings ‘exist’
and ‘not exist’ to the same thing!

In his commentary to Milamadhyamakakarika XV.2ab, Bhavaviveka argues that, conventionally speaking, each
thing has a nature of its own (svabhava) because it has a nature that does not exist in other things (gzhan la
med pa). For instance, heat is the own-nature of fire because it does not exist in other things, such as water, etc.
(PP, D. Tsha 158a6-7).

Blue things have the nature ‘blue’ and yellow things have the nature ‘yellow’. Blue things do not have the na-
ture ‘yellow’, and vice versa. Dharmapala’s reasoning is based on the ‘anyonyabhava’ type of negation, one of
the four negations distinguished by the Nyﬁya—Vai'segika (see eg. VaiSesikasitras, sutra 75).
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ists, but with respect to which [other] could it be nonexistent (%224 4) 2 When one closely ex-
amines (52%2) the real nature (B) of conventional realities, [one finds that] it is none other than
the ultimate reality itself (&, raftvam). But an examination of the real nature of blue does not
lead to the conclusion that it is yellow! Therefore, your example does not agree with what you
intend to prove (BT ¥, sadhyadharma). (246¢27)

Moreover, the nature of conventional realities and the nature of the ultimate reality are not
[two] separate [natures] ({& ELE#5 4/~ 4H#E). How then could the nature of conventional realities
(f8#8) be nonexistent when seen from the viewpoint of the ultimate reality (2 )? It is as the
Buddha says to Subhuti in the sutra: “Conventional realities and the ultimate reality (para-
martha) do not each have a separate nature (#£45#8). The true nature (B4, rathata) of con-
ventional realities is itself the ultimate reality (J#%). There is no emptiness apart from material
forms. The same applies to the other [aggregates] up to consciousness and its emptiness.”” (247a
2)

How can two contradictory meanings [‘exist’ and ‘not exist’], attributed to one and the same
thing without there being any difference as to object and time (B 5%KF), both be called truths?
This is [also] the reason why the ancient teachers (dcaryah) have established two truths in view
of the difference between the [deluded] common opinion and real things ([§ZAN]). > The con-
ventional truth consists of [all the] conventional opinions that are expressed by words (MR FHFE
VESEAR1E). The ultimate truth stands for the real things that are far removed from words (%%
#HSEEEH). Although conventional things (HFF&7E) reflect (¥, jAapaka?) the common
opinion (f#1%) [about what is real], they are false (ZZLE, abhira, mrsa?) and are therefore
not truths (FEFHE). ” (247a5)

Furthermore, material forms and minds (f&.(») that arise from conditions (#%#2) and are

2 Cf. Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra, T. No. 223, vol. 8, 378c10-13. E. Conze, The Large Sutra On Perfect Wisdom,
Motilal Banarsidass, Dethi, 1979, p. 529.

[ | translates either vastu or dravya. I translate [1% | and [f#1%] (literally ‘conventional mind’) as ‘com-
mon opinion’, although these terms may also refer to the things that are taken for real by common minds. L. de
la Vallée Poussin gives ruci as the Sanskrit equivalent of [1%] and translates [{%7 | as ‘existent pour 1’ opinion’
as opposed to ‘n’existent pas en raison’ (BEfE) (see Siddhi, p. 523; translation of BLMERERR, T. vol. 31, 46al7).

Dharmapila seems to be saying that the ‘ancient teachers’ did not make the mistake of attributing existence
and nonexistence to one and the same thing, but made a distinction between ‘false’ identities that are imputed
through language and the real nature of things that is beyond words. If this interpretation is correct, ‘ancient
teachers’” most probably refers to the authors of the Yogdcarabhimi, in particular to the authors of Bodhisattva-
bhami (distinction between vastumatra and prajfiaptivadasvabhava).

According to what I gather from the debate, Dharmapala accepts two inseparable realities (conventional reali-
ties and ultimate reality) or two inseparable natures (paratantra and parinispanna) but only one true nature. In
other words, all real things have two inherent natures, but one of them (paratantra) is false (similar to maya),
while the other one (parinispanna, tathat@, Siinyara) is their only true nature. Unlike Bhavaviveka, Dharmapala
does not say that conventional realities ultimately lack an inherent nature. On the contrary, he seems to be say-
ing that things ultimately have two inherent natures, a false one and a real one.

2%
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known by direct perception (3 E7F¥), cannot be expressed by words and are therefore not con-
ventional truths. As the sutra says: “Whatever is designated (FT&%) by the names and phrases (%
1], namapada) that are used in the world, is called the ‘conventional truth’ (&% ). ”* The mean-
ing of this sutra (sitrabhipraya) is as follows. All the meanings of things ({%%§, dharmartha) that
are based on the [arbitrary] connection between words and things (REZ2FTE2AHMAE) and are com-
monly known in the world (#-3LPT40), and all the sutras (#83) written for the sake of mak-

ing known (§2£3) the meanings of things that are not commonly known, are called ‘conventional

truth’. Now, material forms and minds, arising from conditions and known by direct perception,

(247a10)

[Bhavaviveka:] These material forms and minds are also included in the conventional truth, be-
cause they are designated (FfTi&) by conventional language (R34S, prajhaptivyavahara?).”
[Dharmapala:] If so, the ultimate reality (FEFF5FE) too will not be ultimately real (JEE), for
it also is designated by conventional language. And if the ultimate reality does not exist, then
material forms and minds will have no reality at all (EHEHFEE). *® Real things () do however
exist.” Hence, if real things are not included in the two truths, they will not exist and that will
contradict what people know by direct perception. If you say that they exist but are not included
in the two truths, you will have to posit a third [truth] which is neither the ultimate truth nor the
conventional truth. (247al5)

[Bhavaviveka:] Although the material forms and minds that arise from conditions are perceived
(Fif%) by direct perception in the world, still they are not included in the ultimate truth. [Since]
names are conventionally applied to them, they are included in the conventional truth (fR&{4 %
HEATRRHE). © (247a17)

[Dharmapala:] If [you mean that] conventionally established names are arbitrarily (FEE., yathes-
_tam?) superimposed on things, but that material forms and minds really exist, then we have no

quarrels.” Defilement and purification will then indeed be established because these [real material

*  Source not identified. From the Aksayamatinirdesasiitra?

See MHK/TJ V. 86: things that arise from conditions (jata) necessarily become objects of speech and are there-
fore not ultimately real (Hoornaert, 2003, p. 155).

For Dharmapala, the fully established nature (parinispanna) and the dependent nature (paratantra) of things
are ontologically interconnected. If one of both does not exist, then neither does the other exist. See note 25
above.

» [HAEH] . Dinterpret [ A #: ] not in the sense of dharmin, but in the sense of sar. Since real things do exist,
they should exist either conventionally, or ultimately, or in both ways.

Bhavaviveka replies that he does not contradict perception and that there is no need for a third truth. All the
objects of perception are included in the conventional truth because all of them are designated by names.

‘Arbitrarily’ means ‘not according to what things really are’, ‘not according to their own nature’, ‘according to
people’s imagination’.
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forms and minds] will act as their support. But if you say that material forms and minds exist
conventionally (H#44#) but do not exist and do not arise ultimately (FHE§FEH), what does a
statement like that exactly mean? (247a20)

[Bhavaviveka:] Just as the object (BT1T3%5%, gocaravisaya) of the [highest] nondual knowledge
(453358 nirvikalpajfiana) is an absolute absence (32322, atyantabhava?), just so [mate-
rial forms and minds] do not exist [as objects of the highest nondual knowledge]. We therefore
say that they do not exist (JE#F) [in that sense].” (247a21)

[Dharmapala:] If so, the [highest] nondual knowledge will never arise, because its object will
not exist at all. Even if it did arise [without having any real object], it would not be the knowl-
edge of reality as it is (FEE%Y), because it would then have nonexistence as its object, just like
any knowledge of other nonexistent things [such as the perception of flowers in the sky, cannot
be the knowledge of reality as it is]. And if that knowledge is false (FEE), then its object will
also be false (f&).* (247a23)

Thus, although you say that material forms and minds do not exist just like that [object of
the ultimate nondual knowledge], [your argument] shows all the more clearly (5H) that material
forms and minds really exist (EA& ). Since you argue that the [ultimate] nonexistence (GEA) [of
material forms and minds] is an absolute nonexistence (ZE% %), there is no difference in char-
acter (HEEAH) [between the nonexistence of material forms and minds and the absolute absence
which is the object of the highest nondual knowledge according to you]. Hence, these [material
forms and minds] definitely ought to exist [just as the object of the highest nondual knowledge
ought to be something real]. And if material forms and minds do exist, you will also have to ad-
mit that material forms and minds really arise, and so forth.* (247a26)

[Bhavaviveka:] What we mean is that material forms and minds do exist and do arise, but not in
the ultimate sense (FEMEZE).

[Dharmapala:] You should first give an accurate definition of what ultimate reality (paramartha)
is, and after that you can say that these [material forms and minds] are not ultimately real. (247a
28)

[Bhavaviveka:] The ultimate reality is an absolute absence (FE3E7%4E) which is the object (BT
1T, gocara) of the [highest] nondual knowledge.

[Dharmapala:] We have just refuted that when saying that, if its object is an absolute nonexis-

*  Bhavaviveka intends to say that material forms and minds do not exist ultimately (paramadrthatah) because

they are not ‘parama-artha’. That is to say, they are not objects (artha) of the highest knowledge (parama-
JRana). i

To be compared with Bhavaviveka’s arguments against the Yogacara understanding of nirvikalpajiigna in Chap-
ter 5 of MHK/TJ (see Hoornaert, passim).

This paragraph has a complicated syntax. I am not not sure I have rendered its meaning correctly.
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tence, then the nondual knowledge will not arise, and so forth. Moreover, that object (gocara)
[of nondual knowledge] will not be the true ultimate reality (E#F€), because it will be a non-
entity (#, abhava) just like the horns of a rabbit, or because it will not exist (JE#, asar) just
like flowers in the sky.” (247b3)

[Bhavaviveka:] The ultimate reality is that which should be thoroughly investigated (FI#ff 85, vi-
caraniyam ?)

[Dharmapala:] That is again not correct, because the [ultimate reality as an] object [of investiga-
tion] is not different [from conventional realities (samvrti)]. As a matter of fact, the thorough in-
vestigation of that [ultimate reality] is not a rejection of conventional realities (7NE1HH{8). More-
over, if conventional realities (i:{#7%) were not [the object] that needs to be thoroughly investi-
gated, then [the ultimate reality as] that which needs to be thoroughly investigated will exist

apart from conventional realities. But the ultimate reality does not exist apart from conventional

realities. Hence, you should not say that the ultimate reality is the thing that needs to be thor-
oughly investigated. Accordingly, your definition of the ultimate reality is not correct. (247b7)
[Bhavaviveka:] Our definition of the ultimate reality is correct, because the ultimate realities to
which the other schools (5%) adhere do not exist at all.

[Dharmapala:] That is again not correct. The other schools say that the ultimate reality is the
nature [of things] which consists in their arising from conditions, their continued existence for
some time, and so forth (#FA4=E{E55%). If you argue that [that nature] does not exist, you will
contradict your own doctrine (:EHZ, svabhyupetavirodha, svapaksavirodha ? ), direct percep-
tion, and so forth.” (247b9) -

[Bhavaviveka:] The defining characteristic (laksana) of the ultimate reality is [simply] ‘the truth’
(FHE, satyam).

[Dharmapala:] If so, conventional realities will not be truths. Why then did you say before that
conventional realities are truths? But let us admit that [you did not say that and] all you said was
that ‘does not exist, does not arise’ is the truth, whereas ‘this exists, this arises’ is merely conven-
tional speech (MEMRS L, prajiaptivyavaharamatra) and, as a product of false imagination (%
5HISL), is not a truth (FEFHE). In that case, how could things that are merely conventional
designations and products of false imagination engender the activities (fEF) of defilement and

purification? Therefore, your response to the objection [of the opponent] is not to the point (¥

*  Dharmapdla mentions these two examples to illustrate his earlier point that in Bhavaviveka’s thought there is

no difference (ZEE#H) between ‘not exist (ultimately)’ (JE%&) and ‘not exist at all’ (),

‘Other schools’ probably refers to the Vaibhasikas and other Abhidharma schools. Bhavaviveka will contradict
his own doctrine, because the Madhyamaka accepts that things arise, endure, change and cease to exist accord-
ing to the conventional truth.

36
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ABE, ayukta). [We Mahayana Buddhists] do not teach that the hairs of a turtle are real and have

the power to fetter the world!

[PART 2: DHARMAPALA’S REPLY and BHAVAVIVEKA’S REJOINDERS] (247b15-249b13)

Other teachers [= the Yogacaras, in particular Dharmapala himself] reply as follows to the objec-
tion [of the non-Buddhist in the Prologue].”

[Dharmapala:] The imagined (5"BIFT#L, parikalpita) nature of things (¥£#8) does not exist,
but their nature that arises from causes and conditions (R#&FT4E, hetupratyayotpanna) does ex-
ist. Based on this [dependent nature], there is generation of the propensities (anusaya) for the de-
filements, fettering of the world, and transmigration in the triple world. It is also [based on this
dependent nature] that there is practice of the preparatory path (prayoga), realization of the non-
existence of the self and of the emptiness [of all things] (322, anatmasinyata), attainment of
full enlightenment (sambodhi), and release from the sufferings of samsara. (247b18)

Although the things that arise from causes and conditions comprise both material forms and
minds, the mind (:(», cittam) is the source [of everything]. We therefore say ({RaK, bra) that
[only] false imaginations (abhiitaparikalpa) fetter the world. By turning away from (BX, nirvid)
these [false imaginations], one can cultivate the preparatory practices (prayoga) that lead to the
realization of emptiness. If only the external world existed and the mind did not exist, false
imaginations could not fetter [the world] and one could accordingly not turn away from them,
cultivate [the insight into] the nonexistence of the self and the emptiness [of all things], attain
full enlightenment, and be released from samsara.” To demonstrate this, we quote these words
from the sutra: “Imagined (parikalpita) [things] do not exist, but the nature that arises in depend-
ence on others ({KA#EYE, paratantrasvabhava) does exist. Those who deny the existence of
false imaginations (abhitaparikalpa), fall into the two extremes of affirming too much (34, sama-

ropa) and negating too much (&, apavada)’™ (247b24)

* Wonch’uk’s account of the debate starts here.

Dharmapila adduces here one of the basic Yogacara arguments for the real existence of the dependent nature of
things. If the dependent nature of the mind does not exist, defilement (samklesa) will not exist and the purifica-
tion (vyavadana) of the mind by following the Buddhist path will be meaningless. Bhavaviveka introduces this
Yogacara tenet in MHK/TJ V.6 (Hoornaert, 1999, pp. 154-156).

Quotation of LAS I1.191 (X.305): ndsti vai kalpito bhavah paratantrasca vidyate! samdaropapavadam hi vikal-
panto vinasyati. (For the identification of the LAS-verses quoted in CSV-Dh and for the variants of this verse in
the Sanskrit text and the Tibetan and Chinese translations of LAS, see C. Kubota, “Rydgakyd eyd no saisho no
ronjitachi,” Bunka 52 (1989), pp. 147-178; pp. 151-152, and note 20 p. 173.)

This verse is also adduced as a scriptural proof for the ultimate existence of paratantrasvabhdva by Bha-
vaviveka’s Yogacara opponent in the TJ-introduction to MHK V.69-71 (only first half of the verse quoted; cf.
Hoornaert, 2002, p. 122) and in PP (P. Tsha, 305b2; D. Tsha 243b4-5; Lindtner, p. 83; Eckel, p. 56).

LAS I1.191cd, as quoted here by Dharmapala, differs considerably from the versions referred to above and
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Some [= Bhavaviveka] interpret the meaning [of this verse] as follows.

[Bhavaviveka:] Names are imagined [things]. The objects(%, artha) [to which names refer] are

[real] natures that arise in dependence on others. Names are nonexistent, because they do not ex-
ist in the objects [to which they refer]. The objects [they refer to] do however exist, because ac-
cording to people in the world (FH1t:[) they are not nonexistent (JE#E). Therefore, you can-
not quote this [verse] as a [scriptural] proof for the [ultimate] existence of the dependent [nature
of things].* (247b27)
[Dharmapala:] Your interpretation is not correct, because it is contradictory. If names do not ex-
ist because they do not exist in the objects [to which they refer], then given the fact that objects
equally do not exist in the names [that designate them], how could objects exist? Or again, the
names that are used to designate objects should [also] exist, because they arise from causes and
conditions, just like the objects [they refer to]. If the nature of falsely imagined designations (B
%, abhidhana=naman) does not exist, how could the nature of falsely imagined objects (FTzZ,
abhidheya) exist? According to the common opinion (Ff:4) , names have the capacity to des-
ignate [things] (323K AE), but you do not accept that they have a nature that depends on others.
According to the [same] common opinion, objects equally have the capacity [to act] (A EE). Why
then don’t you say that [objects too] are imagined things [just like names]? [In short], if the des-
ignating [names] and designated [objects] (BEREFTEE) that are conventionally established by peo-
ple in the world (H:ABFME37) do not exist, then both should not exist; and if they do exist, then
both should exist. How could the [Lankavatara]sutra be saying that one [of both] exists and the
other does not exist? Your interpretation does therefore not agree with the true meaning of the
sutra. Thus, you ought to admit [with us] that the imagined nature [of things] does not exist be-
cause it is established by the deluded minds of people in the world (F&H:HZIEZHL). The de-
pendent nature, however, arises from causes and conditions and is not a fabrication_ of deluded
minds. Hence, you should admit that it exists. (247c7)

In order to prove that his own interpretation [of Lankavatarasitra 11.191] is right, he [=
Bhavaviveka] quotes the following words from [another] sutra:
[Bhavaviveka]: “By establishing such and such a name, [people in the world] designate such and

such a thing. But the nature of all these [names] does not exist [in the things they designate].

may well have been adapted to the context (insisting on the real existence of ‘false imaginations’). Chos grub
faithfully follows the Chinese text and translates as follows: “yang dag ma yin kun rtog stong ‘jig na// sgro
‘dogs skur ‘debs mtha’ gnyis lhung bar ‘gyur!/” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 31b6; D. Ti 28a6).

Bhavaviveka’s interpretation of LAS II. 191 in this paragraph, and the references to Bhavasamkrantisiitra verse
2 and LAS III.14 in his next two rejoinders, mirror exactly the order of discussion with the Yogacara in PP (see
Lindtner, pp. 83-84; Eckel, pp. 56-57). Bhavaviveka’s interpretation of LAS II.191 in the present debate also
agrees with the TJ-commentary to MHK V.75 (quotation of Bhavasamkrantisiitra verse 2); see Hoornaert, 2002,
pp- 125-126.
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Such is the true nature ((E1%, dharmata) of all things.™

[Dharmapala:] This verse does not corroborate your interpretation [of the above sutra]. The
[Aryabhavasar_nkrinti]sutra does not intend to say that names do not exist in the objects [to
which they refer]. All it says is that things do not have the identities that are expressed [by the
names that designate them] (FTE2EMIER ). [This verse] thus makes it clear that the [true] nature
of things cannot be expressed by words (/NF]72). Words designate only common characteristics
(3£4H, samanyalaksana), but the individual characteristics (H 1, svalaksana) of things are be-
yond the scope of words. Individual characteristics are not nonexistent (JE#E) , and common char-
acteristics are not existent (JE7). In short, [this verse] says that the identities that are expressed
[by words] do not exist, but it does not say that the nature of designating [names does not exist].
[As a matter of fact] that nature really exists (EA). That ié why the verse just says “[all] these
[designated identities] do not exist (¥3EH&).” If it were otherwise, the verse should have said
“the nature of those [designating names] does not exist (MIEIER).” (247c16)

In order to prove that dependent natures do not exist [ultimately], he [Bhavaviveka] again
quotes a verse from the sutra:
[Bhavaviveka:] “Not a single thing arises and not a single thing is annihilated. When one views
all things with a pure vision (%), [one sees that all things] are neither existent nor nonexist-
ent.”*
[Dharmapala:] This verse also does not prove that the dependent nature [of things] does not ex-
ist. Why? The purport of this verse is to make it clear that, as far as their imagined natures and
attributes GEEIFTE B 1475, parikalpitasvabhavavisesa) are concerned, designating words and
designated objects (FEZEFi72) are all empty of inherent existence (F#8E%%) and neither arise
nor get annihilated. When one views the world with a pure vision that is free of grasping, [one

sees that] things that arise from causes and conditions are neither nonexistent nor existent (JE#

“ Quotation of Bhavasamkrantisiitra verse 2: “yena yena hi namnd vai yo yo dharmo ‘bhilapyate/ na sa sam-

vidyate tatra dharmanam sa hi dharmatall” (For references, see note 40 above). Note that this paragraph and
Dharmapala’s reply in the next paragraph are omitted in SNSt-Tib.

As Dharmapala’s reply in the next paragraph shows, ‘na sa samvidyate tatra’ is interpreted differently by
Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala. For Bhavaviveka, ‘sa’ refers to ‘names’ which, simply because they are made up
of syllables, do not exist in the things they refer to (see MHK/TJ V.75). For Dharmapala, ‘sa’ refers to the
imaginary identities (samanyalaksana = parikalpitasvabhava) that are designated by names. Common people,
accustomed to and deceived by the hypostatizing (identifying/differentiating) power of language, mistake these
nominal identities for the real nature of things, thus failing to understand that the true nature (dharmata) of
things (dharma = svalaksana = paratantrasvabhava) cannot be designated by words.

Quotation of LAS II1.14 (X.196): “yasya notpadyate kimcin na ca kimcin nirudhyate/ tasyasti nasti nopaiti
viviktam pasyato jagat/[”. For the variants of this verse, see C. Kubota, reference in note 39, pp. 152-154. Note
that the quotation of LAS III.14 in PP (Lindtner, p. 84; Eckel, p. 57) agrees with the above Sanskrit version.
The verse quoted here in CSV-Dh again deviates. Chos grub translates the Chinese as follows: “cung zad skye
ba’i chos ni gang yang med// cung zad ‘gag(s) par ‘gyur ba’i chos kyang med// rnam dag lta bas chos rnams
rab brtags na// yod pa ‘ang ma yin med pa ‘ang ma yin no//” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 32a7-8; D. Ti 28b5).
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JEAH). Therefore, this verse does not prove that the dependent nature [of things] does not exist.
(247¢c23)

[Bhavaviveka:] If the dependent [nature] really exists, why then does the sutra say: “There exists
not a single thing that is not empty.”*? Again, the sutra says: “The Buddha addressed Subhuti
and said: ‘An inherent nature of material forms and of all other things does not exist.””* Yet an-
other sutra says: “The Buddha addressed Mahamati and said: ‘The inherent nature of all things
does not arise at all, because it cannot arise either as existent before [its arising] or as nonexistent
before [its arising].””* (247¢27)

[Dharmapala:] These [sutras] have a hidden meaning (%E, abhipraya).

[(Bhavaviveka:] What hidden meaning?

[Dharmapala:] All these sutras negate only the imagined nature [of things]. They do not say that
everything does not exist (JE—HJ%). If [the meaning were that] things do not exist at all, that
would be a pernicious view (JBR, mithyadrsti ).

[Bhavaviveka:] How do you know that [these sutras] have that kind of hidden meaning? (247c
29)

[Dharmapala:] Because it is clearly stated in other sutras. Bhagavat has indeed declared as fol-
lows: “It is only with respect to the inherent natures [conceived on the basis] of the connection
[of words with things] (FHHE B 14, samyogikasvabhava?) that I have taught that the inherent na-
ture of all things does not exist. If people cling to the literal meaning (415, yatharuta) [of my
words] and proclaim that the inherent nature of defiling and purifying dharmas does not exist at

all, then that misunderstanding of emptiness (FZE{ZE) is what I call a pernicious view (Jf5.).”*

*  From the Prajfiaparamitasiitras (passim, exact source not identified). SNSt-Tib: “chos thams cad mi stong pa

gang yang med doll”.

From the Prajfiaparamitasiitras (passim, exact source not identified). SNSt-Tib: “gzugs la sogs pa’i chos rnams
ni rang bzhin gyis med doll”.

From the Lankavatarasitra? Note that Chos grub’s translation deviates from the Chinese text: “chos thams cad
kyi ngo bo nyid skye ba gang yang med pas/ sngon yod pa dang/ sngon med pa zhes bya ba’i ming yang mi
dmigs pa’i phyir rol/” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 32b4-5; D. Ti 29a2). The version that agrees with the Chinese text is
quoted in the second account of the debate (see note 8): “chos thams cad kyi dngos po ni skye ba med de/ sngar
yod pa ‘am sngar med pa yang skye bar mi rung ba’i phyir ro/l” (SNSt-Tib, D. Thi 196a5).

Chos grub’s translation of the next sentence is more explicit than the Chinese and informs us about the exact
meaning of ‘connection’ (samyoga?) in this context: “de la mtshungs par Idan pa’i rang bzhin (=#F0/EEH %)
zhes bya ba ni ‘jig rten pa rnams kyi(s) kun tu brtags pa rjod par byed pa dang/ brjod par bya ba’i mtshungs
par ldan pa’i rang bzhin no//” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 33a1-2; D. Ti 29a5-6). Common people mistakenly believe that
the identities designated by words really inhere in the things to which words are applied (cf. Mahayanasitra-
lamkara XI1. 77: yathanamarthabhinivesa), and vice versa, that words accurately mirror the real identities of
things (yatharthanamabhinivesa).

The use of [FHEEE ] as a synonym of ‘parikalpitasvabhava’ probably derives from the following passage
in the Samdhinirmocanasitra: [ ¥ ZFHMELL &4FiC. BEETEAETMT THL (T. vol. 16, 693b21-22). Following
this sutra, the Yogacarabhiamisastra (Viniscayasamgrahani to the Bodhisattvabhiimi) says that the imagined na-
ture of things should be known from the mutual connection between phenomena (nimitta) and names (FH&4H
&, reyu mtshan dang ming ‘brel pa; T. No. 1579, vol. 30, 703b5-7; D. Zi 18b4-5). Wonch’uk elsewhere refers
to this text when explaining that the imagined nature is known from {41/ (SNSt-Chin, 377a). The Sanskrit
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(248a3)

‘The inherent natures [conceived on the basis] of the connection [of words with things]’ are
the things that are imagined [as real] by people in the world. As a result of the internal transfor-
mations of the mind (:\L#%#, cirtaparinama), [images of] quasi-external things appear [in the
mind] (‘M%E%@). Based upon these [images of] things, all kinds of mistaken attachments (f
#H) arise. Based upon these mistaken attachments, people end up imagining that the self and oth-
ers, and the inherent natures [conceived on the basis] of the connection [of words with things],
really exist. ‘Defiling and purifying dharmas’ are [real things that are] dependent on others (K
fii1). We thus know that such is the hidden meaning of the sutras [you have cited above]. (248a7)

Furthermore, in the PrajAaparamitasitra the Buddha himself has clearly explained the
meaning of ‘exist’ and ‘not exist’ (5 #F%, yod pa dang med pa’i don). All the things that are
imagined GEETHTHA, parikalpita), constructed (FT4E, samvardhita?), imputed (FT¥4, adhyaro-
pita) and grasped (FTHY, gfhz'ta) as permanent and unchangeable are said to be nonexistent,
while all the things that arise from causes and conditions are said to exist.” Yet another sutra
teaches that imagined natures do not arise, while all the things that are included in the dependent
nature do arise from causes and conditions.” The Prajiiaparamitasiitra further says: “Those who
practice the perfect virtue of wisdom (2, prajaaparamita) know well the [imagined] nature
of form (f87%) , know well the arising of form (f54) , and know well the true nature of form
(a3, rapatathata), and so forth.* (248a13)

Moreover, although many sutras teach that all things lack inherent existence (nihsvabhava),
do not arise (anutpanna), are not annihilated (aniruddha), and so forth, all of these [statements]
should be properly analyzed (£/#&43-5]) and one should not cling to the literal meaning (ms)
as being the definitive meaning (T %, nitartha). One must not say that all things do not exist
as conventional truths also. That would be a misunderstanding of emptiness and would constitute
a greatly pernicious view!” (248al5)

[Bhavaviveka:] What you say is not correct. Why? Because there is a different explanation as to

restoration samyogikasvabhava is conjectural, but the term is used in Arya Vimuktisena’s Abhisamayalam-
_karavrtti (C. Pensa ed., p. 122 line 12). De la Vallée Poussin suggests abhidheyabhidhanasambandha, referring
to LAS p. 131, stanza 193: “nimittanamasambandhdj jayate parikalpitam” (see Siddhi, p. 539).
“ Included in Wonch’uk’s second version of the debate (see note 8). Wonch’uk adds that this scripture is quoted
by Asvabhava in his commentary to Mahayanasamgraha and in the Mahdprajiaparamitopadesa (REEW, T
No. 1509): “gzhan yang slob dpon ngo bo nyid med kyis theg pa chen po bsdus pa’i ‘grel pa dang/ ‘phags pa
shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i ‘grel pa’i nang nas/ ‘phags pa shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i mdo khungs
su bstan pa las kyang kun du brtags pas bsags pa dang/ bskyed pa dang/ blangs pa dang/ rtag par rgyun du
rnam par ‘gyur ba med pa’o snyam pa’i chos gang yin pa de dag thams cad ni med pa zhes bya’o// rgyu dang
rkyen gyis bskyed pa gang yin pa de dag ni yod pa zhes bshad do//” (SNSt-Tib, D. Thi 195b2-3; SNSt-Ch, vol.
34.5, 459a).
Source not identified.
“ Cf. E. Conze, The Large Sutra On Perfect Wisdom, p. 594.
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[what] the sutras of definitive meaning [are] (J* T ZE#E5E 3 5#). ™ The Blessed One himself
has indeed declared as follows: “The sutras in which ‘empty’ (2%, Sinya), ‘without perceivable
marks’ (ZE4H, animitta), ‘non-desirable’ (5, aprapihita), ‘without activity’ (1T, anabhisam-
skara), ‘without arising’ (fEA:= anutpdda), ‘without annihilation’ (#j&, anirodha), ‘without in-
herent existence’ (&4 EH 4, nihsvabhava), the nonexistence of sentient beings (H1E, satva),
living beings (#53%, jiva), sovereign souls (F 5, svamin) and individual persons (pudgala),
the [three] gates to liberation (¥, vimoksamukha), and so forth, are taught, are called sutras
of definitive meaning.”' (248a19)

[Dharmapala:] My interpretation is correct, because in other sutras the Buddha himself has
stated it clearly (#¥]) as follows: “It is with reference to the imagined nature [of things] that I
teach in other sutras that all things lack inherent existence, do not arise, do not cease, are origi-

nally appeased (adisanta) and have nirvana as their nature (prakrtiparinirvrta). With reference to
the dependent nature [of things], I teach that the minds of sentient beings do arise, do cease, do
transmigrate, and so forth.”” (248a22)

Again, in another sutra the Buddha addresses the Venerable Sariputra as follows: “Material
forms (f&) are empty of inherent existence. Because they are empty of inherent existence, they
neither arise nor cease to exist. Because they neither arise nor cease, they do not change. The
same is true of [the other aggregates] feelings (5¢) , conceptualizations (&) , volitions (1T) and
consciousnesses (7#). "> Here [the Buddha] has the imagined nature in mind when he says that
[the aggregates] lack inherent existence, do not arise, do not cease, and so forth. Deluded people
indeed make completely false judgments (J&&E=E, pariklp) about material forms and all the
other things that are [merely] developments of their own minds ( /(-8 svacittapari(zdma) and
they cling to the idea that [all things] have real inherent natures and real inherent properties (&
EEBMER, bhitasvabhavavisesa?). It is with reference to these [imagined natures] that the
Blessed One teaches that material forms and all other things lack inherent existence, do not arise,

do not cease, and so forth. He also teaches that the dependent nature [of things] is empty in the

sense that the imagined nature does not exist in it, but not in the sense that [the dependent na-

*  The obvious translation of this phrase would be: “Because it is explained in a different way in the sutras of de-

finitive meaning.” Chos grub also has understood it that way: “nges pa’i don gyi mdo las gzhan dang gzhan du
rnam par ‘byed pa’i phyir ro//” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 33a8; D. Ti 29b3). I do think, however, that my rendering is
compatible with the syntax of the Chinese and is preferable in view of the issue at stake here: Which sutras have
a provisional meaning (neyartha) and which have a definitive meaning (nitartha)?

From the Aksayamatinirdesasitra, quoted in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada (L. de la Vallée Poussin ed., 43.5-7;
cf. J.P. Keenan, reference in note 10, p. 110, note 70).

Source not identified.

Source not identified.
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ture] itself lacks inherent existence, does not arise, does not cease, and so forth.™ (248a29)

The Tathdgata has taught the three natures in various places, always saying that the ima-

gined nature [of things] does not exist whereas the other two natures—the dependent and the
fully established —do exist. We therefore know that the teachings about emptiness have a special
intended meaning (3% E##, sabhipraya). One should not interpret them literally in the totally
negative sense that all things do not exist. To understand their meaning according to the letter is
to slander the Great Vehicle! That is why the sutra says: “If a bodhisattva understands [the Ma-
hayana scriptures] according to the letter and does not seek after the real intent (abhipraya) of
the Tathdgata’s teachings, then that is called a mistaken reflection (JEEEEE, ayonisomanasi-
kara) about the Dharma and a misguided adherence (GEJR1Ef#, asthanadhimukti?) to the Great
Vehicle. But if a bodhisattva does not understand [kthe Mahayana scriptures] according to the let-
ter and seeks after the real intent of the Tathagata’s teachings, then that is called the correct re-
flection about the Dharma and the proper adherence to the Great Vehicle.”™ (248b7)
[Bhavaviveka:] If that is true, then how do you interpret the following words from the sutra:
“The Buddha addressed the gods (KF, devaputra) and said: ‘You should know that when the
Buddha attained enlightenment, not anything at all was attained (#F#EF77%). Not a single thing
can be produced or annihilated (FJ4ET[{&). Why? Because all things neither arise nor cease to
exist. That is why the Tathagata appears in the world.” (248b10)
[Dharmapala:] Some interpret this as follows. When the Buddhas attain full enlightenment,
[their mind] is entirely free from objectifying and differentiating thoughts (43-B#k5%, vikalpapra-
parica) . Thus, although they appear in the world, one cannot say that they realize or attain [any-
thing]. (248b12)

Others interpret this as follows. Because enlightenment is the [original] nature of the Bud-
dha, nothing [new] is attained [when a Buddha attains enlightenment]. As the sutra says: “En-
lightenment is the Buddha. The Buddha is enlightenment.”” Accordingly, nothing is attained
[when a Buddha attains enlightenment]. Because awakening (5.%1) thus accords with the origi-

nal nature of things ({%14)*, [awakening] does not produce anything that was not yet there nor

54

Chos grub’s translation of the last two lines of this paragraph is clearer than the Chinese text (CSV-Dh, 248a
28-29): “gzhan gyi dbang gi ngo bo nyid la kun brtags kyi ngo bo nyid med pa’i phyir stong pa nyid gsungs te
[P: kyis)/ rang bzhin gyis stong pa dang skye ba dang/ gag pa med pa la sogs pa ni ma yin no//” (SNSt-Tib, P.
Ti 33b8-34al; D. Ti 30a2-3).
% Source not identified. The portion starting with this quotation (CSV-Dh, 248b3) up to 248b17 is omitted in
Chos grub’s translation.

Source not identified (Astasahasrika?).
" From the Astada$asahasrika (cf. E. Conze, Selected Sayings from the Perfection of Wisdom, pp. 115-116).
®  The construction [ 41 ... Ti] in the phrase [MNFEMEMEAI#L| (CSV-Dh, 248b14-15) translates the Sanskrit
“vatha ... tatha” (see A. Hirakawa, Index to the AbhidharmakoSabhasya, Part Two Chinese-Sanskrit, Daizo
Shuppan, Tokyo 1977, p. 370).
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does it annihilate anything that was already there (7NAEJGHEARSEH). Because the true nature
of all things is beyond differentiations (praparica) [such as ‘exist’, ‘not exist’, etc.], [things] nei-
ther arise nor cease to exist. Because supreme enlightenment (anuttarabodhi) is actually present
(BRFERIHL), it is said that the Tathagata appears in the world. (248b17)

Furthermore, the sutra says: “Subhuti, you should know that ‘material form’ (rigpam) desig-
nates the inherent nature of material forms which is an absence of inherent nature (F&{0 M2
). The same is true of [the other aggregates] feelings, conceptualizations, volitions, and so
forth.”” Now, the meaning of this sutra is as follows. The inherent nature (H%) of the depend-
ent nature [of material forms] is its true nature (3EME) which is beyond the scope of words and
consists in (FTE8, prabhavita) its lacking the nature (ZVE) of imagined material forms.” If [the
meaning of the sutra were that] all things do not exist at all, why would the sutra talk about ‘an
absence of inherent nature that is [itself] an inherent nature’? (248b21)

[Bhavaviveka:] [The sutra intends to say that] the absence of an inherent nature in conventional
realities such as material forms and so forth, is the ultimate true nature of material forms and so
forth.”

[Dharmapila:] That is not correct. Why? Because the ultimate reality (B3%) cannot be objecti-
fied and differentiated [from other things].” How then could it have nothing (#) as its nature (H
4)? If its nature consists in ‘nothingness’ (#&{4), it should not be called ‘ultimate reality’, just
as other kinds of nothingness (BEAHERIEA % 53E) [such as the horns of a rabbit, are not called
‘ultimate reality’]. Moreover, the attainment of supreme awakening will then be impossible and
you will commit the serious error of contradicting your own [Mahayana] religion (:EH5%)! (248
b25)

[Bhavaviveka:] If the dependent nature really exists (74 ), the teachings of the sutras will be
contradicted. The sutra indeed says: “Things arise from conditions, but both conditions and
things do not exist. Those who understand this correctly, are said to have understood the depend-
ent arising of things (##2, pratityasamutpada). Things that arise from conditions have no inher-

ent nature at all (#F#EE). Things that have no inherent nature at all do not arise from condi-

*  Source not identified.

Chos grub apparently has not very well understood the original Chinese of this sentence (CSV-Dh, 248b18-20).
He translates as follows: “mdo sde’i dgongs pa ni gzhan gyi dbang gi ngo bo nyid ni kun tu brtags pa’i gzugs
la sogs pa’i ngo bo nyid med pas rab tu phye ba tshig dang bral ba’i chos kyi ngo bo nyid kyis ngo bo nyid
med pa’i phyir/ ngo bo nyid med pa’i ngo bo nyid ces bya ba gsungs so/” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 34a4-5; D. Ti 30a
6). The underlined phrase should be corrected into “ngo bo nyid yod pa’i phyir”.

o [ESiipEr, RGBS BEZM] (CSV-Dh, 248b21-22). This rejoinder and the following reply by Dhar-
mapala are omitted in Chos grub’s translation.

Literally: “(Because) the ultimate reality is beyond all objectifying and differentiating thought (vikalpapra-
parica). How could it then have ‘nothing’ as its identity (and thus be objectifiable and differentiable from other
things that have ‘existence’ as their identity)?” (CSV-Dh, 248b22-23)
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tions.”® (248c2)

(Dharmapala:] These two sutras indeed say that things that arise from conditions have no inher-
ent nature. Yet, they do not contradict [our position]. As a matter of fact, things that arise from
conditions are of two kinds: imagined (parikalpita) [things], and [real] natures that arise in de-
pendence on others (paratantrasvabhava).* Now, these [two sutras] intend to say that the imag-
ined natures [of things] do not exist. They do not say anything about the [real] dependent [nature §
of things]. If these sutras taught that the dependent [nature] has no inherent existence at all, they

would be saying that both defiling and purifying dharmas do not exist at all. And that would be a
misunderstanding of emptiness, which is harmful to both oneself and others! (248c6)

[Bhavaviveka:] Who will [ever] be able to eliminate false imagination (abhitaparikalpa) [if its

dependent nature really exists]?

[Dharmapala:] When one attains the correct view (IER, samyagd_r_s;i), it will automatically

cease to exist (EEHEE, rang nyid kyis bsal bar ‘gyur) .”

[Bhavaviveka:] Allow me to ask you a few questions. By which knowledge is the dependent na-
ture [of things] known?®

[Dharmapala:] By the pure mundane knowledge (#:[&¥%, suddhalaukikajfigna) which arises
from and after (F7514) the [highest] nonconceptual knowledge (#£453BI%, nirvikalpajiana).
[Bhavaviveka:] If [that knowledge] is already nonconceptual, why do you call it ‘mundane’
(laukika)?

[Dharmapala:] Who says that this [pure mundane] knowledge is nonconceptual?

[Bhavaviveka:] Well, if it is a conceptual knowledge (%35!, savikalpa), then it cannot know

(BEASHEAT) the real character of things (FEVEE#H). It should then have only their imagined

| [characteristics] as object. If you say that, although it is conceptual, it nevertheless knows the real

character of things, then false imaginations (abhiitaparikalpa) also should be able to know the

real character of things. (248c12) j

% Source not identified. Quoted in Wonch’uk’s second version of the debate (see note 8): “chos rnams rkyen las

gang skyes pa// rkyen dang chos ni gnyi ga med// de ltar yang dag gang skyes [corr. into ‘shes’] pa// rkyen ni
i rtogs pa zhes bya'o// chos ni rkyen las gang skyes pa// chos de dngos po ci yang med// chos dngos med pa
! gang yin pa// chos de rkyen las skyes ma yin//” (SNSt-Tib, D. Thi 194b5-6; SNSt-Ch, vol. 34.5, 458d)

‘ Source not identified (Yogdacarabhiimi?). The meaning must be that imagined things (parikalpita) arise from
conditions in the sense that they are products of false imagination (parikalpa).

This is the only instance in the debate where Chos grub (or Wonch’uk?) misallocates an objection and a reply.
Instead of attributing this rejoinder to Dharmapala, he includes it in the previous objection by Bhavaviveka, i
which makes no sense. His translation: “slob dpon bha byas yang smras pa/ yang dag pa ma yin pa’i rtog pa
‘di su zhig bzlog par nus te/ yang dag pa’i lta ba thob par gyur pa’i tshe rang nyid kyis bsal bar ‘gyur ro zhe’o
// slob dpon chos skyong gis bshad pa/ ..”” (SNSt-Tib, P. Ti 34b4-5; D. Ti 30b4-5). ;

The discussion that follows deals with the important question as to what kind of knowledge knows the exis-
tence of the dependent nature. The entire passage (CSV-Dh, 248¢7-249a5) is omitted in SNSt-Tib.
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Moreover, since [you Dharmapala] have at present not yet attained the knowledge of the real
character of things, which [in your opinion] follows upon [the attainment of] the [highest] non-
conceptual [knowledge], how can you with certainty know that the dependent [nature of things]
exists? If, [as you admit], the dependent [nature of things] does not exist the way it is actually
perceived (Z13R ) and [if it thus] acts as the support of attachment to something different [than
what it actually is] f#i#(FT4K) , how can you with certainty say that this [dependent] nature really
exists (EH)?7 (248c14)

[Furthermore, your claim that] only the pure mundane knowledge, arising after the [highest]
nondual knowledge, knows the dependent [nature of things as it is] contradicts with the treatise
(F@, sastra) [of your own school]! That treatise indeed says: “[Question:] Which knowledge has
the imagined nature [of things] as its object (FT1T, gocara)? The knowledge of ordinary people
(JL#, balajfiana) or the knowledge of the spiritually superiors (Z2%, dryajﬁana)? [Answer:]
The imagined nature [of things] is not the object of either, because it has no [real apprehendable]
characteristics (#4H#, nirlaksanar?). [Question:] Which knowledge has the dependent nature
[of things] as its object? [Answer:] It is the object of both [ordinary and superior knowledges],
but it is not the object of the [purely] transmundane knowledge of the superiors
(lokottararyajiiana-agocara).’® (248c18)

Furthermore, [the same treatise] says: “[Question:] How many of the five categories of real
things (ﬂ%, paricavastini ) are objects of knowledge (ﬁﬁHXL, grdhya) and how many are sub-
jects of knowledge (FEHX, grahaka)? [Answer:] Three [namely, names, phenomena (nimitta) and
the true nature of things (fathata)] are [only] objects of knowledge. [The remaining two], [mun-
dane] dual knowledge (%33, vikalpa) and correct knowledge (1E%, samyagjiidna), are both

2969

objects and subjects of knowledge.”” Names, phenomena and [mundane] dual knowledge are ob-
jects of [mundane] dual knowledge. There are two kinds of correct knowledge. The first [is trans-
mundane and] has the true nature of things (fathata) as its object. The second arises from and af-
ter that [transmundane knowledge] and is [therefore] not attained (45-44%) [prior to transmun-

dane knowledge].” Phenomena, and so forth, are dependent natures. Therefore, your treatise says:

¥ Parallel passage in MHK/TJ V.77-78. See Hoornaert (2002), pp. 127-128.

®  Quotation from Yogdcarabhiimisastra, Viniscayasamgrahani (to Bodhisattvabhami), T. vol. 30, 705a23-26; D.
Sems Tsam 9, Zi 23a6-7.

The Yogdacarabhiimi teaches that the dependent nature of things is the object of two knowledges: ordinary
mundane knowledge and the correct knowledge (samyagjfiGna) that arises from and after (prsthalabdha) the
purely transmundane knowledge (= nirvikalpajfiana) and is characterized as ‘both mundane and transmundane’
(laukikalokottara) (see T. vol. 30, 696al1-13).

®  Quotation from Yogacarabhiimisastra, T. vol. 30, 700c27-28; D. Zi 13a5-6.

* Based on Yogdcarabhamisastra, T. vol. 30, 696a6-9 and 696a15-17. The text (696al15-17) explains that
tatprsthalabdhalaukikalokottarasamyagjiiana (696al12-13) is transmundane (lokottara) because it is never at-
tained (R & 7%, ma ‘ongs pa) unless the transmundane knowledge has been attained for the first time. The term
F 15 occurs also at 701al0 where the Tibetan translates it as ma ‘dris pa (never ‘accustomed to’ by mundane
minds).
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“Imagined natures are not included in any of the five categories. Dependent natures are included
in four categories.”” (248¢23)

If [as your treatise says] the dependent [nature] is thus the object of mundane knowledge
and you still say that it is not empty (FEZ) [of inherent existence ultimately], you make us burst
into laughter! As we have repeatedly argued before, the true character of things (F&EE#H) is not
the object of mundane minds and knowledges. Therefore, you should not teach that the depend-
ent [nature] really exists. (248c25)

[Dharmapala:] When the treatise says that the dependent [nature] is also the object of the
knowledge of ordinary people (JL%') , it says so with reference to the self-awareness ( H 7532,
svasamvedand) [accompanying every knowledge]. [Our position] does therefore not contradict
[the treatise]. At the very moment when dependent natures, that is to say, minds and mental fac-
tors, arise from their conditions, then there is self-awareness of the reality (&) of the various im-
ages of things (EE, artha), such as phenomena, names, and so forth, that develop from and ap-
pear in [the mind].” Selfconceited [people] (3% 1%, abhimanika), however, say that they per-
ceive [real] external objects. In that way, external objects are purely imagined things (parikal-
pita). Lacking real substance and real characteristics (##84H), they are not an objective condi-
tion (FT#%#%, alambanapratyaya) [of any knowledge]. They are therefore not objects (F74T4%)
of either superior or ordinary knowledge (B2 FL%). (249al)

Ho ) only

All impure (%, sasrava) minds and mental factors directly experience (R
the [images of the] objects that appear to themselves ( E FT3iE ). They cannot directly experience
the content of other minds as it actually is (REEANEFEEX(\BE). The mental states («(>in) that
accompany a pure mundane knowledge (SEJFH%Y, anasravalaukikajfiana), however, experience
[the content of] both their own and others’ [minds], because their nature is free from stains (H
PhBEYed%). Thus, when we say that the dependent [nature] is known by pure [mundane] knowl-
edge, we do not contradict the principles stated in the treatise. (249a4)

Your statement that [our view] makes you burst into laughter reveals your own stupidity, but
it does not show that our view conflicts with reason. If the mind and the mental factors that arise
from conditions were entirely void of an inherent nature, just like imagined [things], how then
could they —being similar to flowers in the sky —fetter sentient beings of the triple world and

make them revolve in the cycle of birth and death? Therefore, the dependent [nature of minds

and mental factors] really exists (GEERRE). (249a7)

"' Based on Yogacarabhimisastra, T. vol. 30, 704c23-25; D. Zi 22b1-2.

n [ LS EEHES] (248c27-28). Complicated syntax. How to construe[ B Jin this sentence? Other
possible translation: “ ... then the mind is really aware of itself as developing images (%#l) of things, such as
phenomena, names, and so forth.”
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And that, without any doubt, is what the author of this treatise [= Aryadeva] intends to say.
If it were not so, why would he say [in verse 23] that ‘the realization of emptiness sets us free
from the bondage of false imaginations’? Has anybody ever seen hairs of a turtle making [mis-
taken] judgments and fettering [the minds of people] (EEETEERE)? And who has ever seen horns

of a rabbit realizing [the truth] and eliminating [all obstructions] (FEZ5 BEFR) ? Thus, it should be
understood that the mind and the mental factors do exist, while all the things that are grasped as
existing outside the mind do not exist.” (249a10)

[Bhavaviveka:] How do you know with certainty that all things are only [representations in the]
mind (MER, vijaptimatra)?

[Dharmapala:] The sutras teach it in many places. So, what doubt could there be about that? For
instance, a sutra says: “The Buddha addressed Subhuti and said: ‘There exists not any real thing
(), even of the size of the tip of a hair, that can act as the support [of one’s actions]. When
deluded people (balaprthagjana) engage in all kinds of [good and bad] actions, only mistaken
views (ERffl, viparydsa) act as the support of [their actions]’””™ ‘Mistaken views’ are ‘false
imaginations’ (abhiitaparikalpa), and ‘false imaginations’ are the minds and mental factors [that
exist in the triple world].

Another sutra says: “Not any inherent nature of things (dharmasvabhava) can be found.

Only constructions (BE1&) exist”” ‘Constructions’ refers to the minds and mental factors [of the
triple world]. Yet another sutra says that “the triple world is mind only” (= 5¢ME.(+).” There are
numerous sutras like these. It is therefore established (yukta, siddha) that all things are only [re-
presentations in] consciousness. (249a17)
[Bhavaviveka:] To cling to the idea that all things exist only as [representations in] conscious-
ness is definitely also a mistaken view (viparyasa), or not? If so, you will have to conclude that
[consciousness] does not really exist (FLEEE ), because it is the object of a mistaken view, just
as visible forms (riipa) and other [external] objects [do not exist, according to you, because they
are objects of mistaken views].

Furthermore, if external objects (3%) do not exist, how could consciousness exist? It cannot
be that one [instant of] consciousness is a composite of two [real] parts (—43& k). Otherwise,
the mind will lose its own unitary character (B —#H)!" (249a20)

[Dharmapala:] The nature of consciousness (#%#%) does not really consist of two parts, because

Wonch’uk’s account of the debate ends here.

Source not identified.

Source not identified.

From the Dasabhimikasiitra: “cittamdtram idam yad idam traidhatukam” (J. Rahder ed., p. 49, E).

Bhavaviveka refutes the Yogacara theory of “two aspects in a single consciousness” in MHK/TJ V. 20-26. See
Hoornaert (2000), pp. 103-111.
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both the subjective and objective aspects (FEFRFT#%1T4H, alambakalambyakara?) [of conscious-
ness] are [ultimately] empty [of real existence]. When teaching ‘consciousness only’, we just fol-
low the opinion of common people (H:4%) who all agree ([FFT T %l) on the existence of the
mind as a knower (B RERL).

[Bhavaviveka:] In that case, you should also teach that external objects exist (BEFRIEHE), be-
cause people in the world equally know that there exist objects outside the mind. If you maintain
that the nature of consciousness really exists, you must explain what that nature is like. But you
cannot even explain [the difference between] consciousness as a knower and the objects that are
known by consciousness (REFRFT#%, vijAianavijfieya 7)™ How then can you so decidedly say that
only consciousness exists? (249a25)

[Dharmapala:] The sutras say that only consciousness exists in order to have [people] abandon
[all attachment to and perception of] objects outside consciousness by focusing their mind upon
consciousness [alone] (Bi7#%). Once [the perception of] external objects has been abandoned, the
deluded mind (ZE») ceases to function (). When the deluded mind has ceased to function,
one realizes the middle way. That is why the sutra says:

“As long as one has not yet realized that [all perceived] objects are mind only, two mistaken per-
ceptions arise. Once one has realized that [all perceived] objects are mind only, mistaken percep-
tions do not arise anymore.””

“By knowing that all things are mind only, one abandons all [mental] images of external objects
(#4EEAH). Thus one puts to rest all mistaken perceptions and realizes true emptiness which is the
same [everywhere].”™ (249b2)

Deluded people covet (%) the taste of [external] objects. They take delight in sensual
pleasures (#k#) and cannot clear their minds of them (#E#&HE/L). Revolving in the cycle of
birth and death, they sink into the ocean of triple existence where they experience all kinds of in-
tense suffering, and are bereft of the causes of liberation. The Tathagata, full of compassion, uses
a skillful means (718, updya) and teaches that all things are only [representations in] conscious-
ness, in order to have them abandon [their attachment to] external objects. When [their attach-
ment to] external objects has been fully abandoned, their deluded consciousness (%) accord-

ingly ceases to exist. And when their deluded consciousness ceases to exist, they attain nirvana.

™  Since the Yogacaras teach that the objects of consciousness are themselves of the nature of consciousness, they
cannot even explain the difference between knower and known!
™ Quotation of LAS IIL.75: “cittadr$yaparijianad vikalpo jayate dvidha/ cittadrsyaparijiianad vikalpo na pravar-
tate/l”. For the variants, see C. Kubota, reference in note 39, pp. 154-155.
Quotation of LAS X.358: “cittamatravabodhena bahyabhava vyudasaya/ vinivritir vikalpasya pratipat saiva

madhyamall”. For the variants, see C. Kubota, reference in note 39, p. 153.

80
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Thus, the sutra says:
“Just as a skillful physician in the world uses wondrous drugs to cure all kinds of diseases, just
so the Buddhas teach ‘mind only’ for the sake of living beings.”® (249b9)

Although it has been taught that atoms are further divisible because of their spatial direc-
tions (5FT) , just like a house or a jar, we have our reservations (It#E) [about this way of rea-
soning to establish ‘mind only’].* Atoms certainly consist of many parts and are therefore nomi-
nal entities (prajfiaptisat) and not real entities (dravyasat), but it is not the case that they do not
exist at all. Otherwise [one could also reason as follows]: “Because a single instant (ekaksana) of
the mind and of the mental factors consists of [still smaller] units of time (F¢43°), it is composed
of many parts (8735 J%), just like a year, a month, and so forth. Consequently, it also does not

exist at all.” And that would be a very grave error! (249b13)

[EPILOGUE: Dharmapala summons to abandon all disputes] (249b13-249¢14)

In matters like these (555, sadrsya), [Buddhists] adhere to different views and thus divide
(47F@, vibhaj) the sacred teaching (EF, dryabhdgd) [of the Buddha] and make it say many
different things (475 % 4"). [If we] dispute each other, each party clinging to one of the extremes
(—3%, ekanta), it will be impossible to eliminate the stains (EEJg, mala) of [pernicious] views.
Who could then be devoted to the pure essence (4§, manda, mandasara) of the Great Vehicle
that was taught by the Buddha-Bhagavats (249b16)?

People who have not yet realized the truth ({E#) and just follow their own selfish opinions
(FEC$1%), declaring themselves right and others wrong (H /2 JEf), are greatly to be feared!
Let us therefore abandon all attachment to the two extremes of nonexistence and existence (%%
A M%) and let us gain a correct understanding (#81%) of the non-dual middle way of the Great
Vehicle (KA H1IE). (249b18)

It is as the sutra says: “A Bodhisattva should know that all the [mistaken] views that are
rooted in the mistaken view about the existence of self (& 5., satkdyad_rggi) result in actions that

harm the Dharma and fetter the world. [People who] thoughtlessly [adopt] the pernicious view

that negates the existence of all things and who extol this view and spread it around, engage in

*  Quotation of LAS 11.123 (X.406): “Gture ature yadvadbhisagdravyam prayacchati/ buddha hi tadvatsattvanam
cittamatram vadanti/l”. For the variants, see C. Kubota, reference in note 34, pp. 155-156. Also quoted by Can-
drakirti in his Madhyamakavatara (L. de La Vallée Poussin ed., p. 196.8-11; see C. Kubota, p. 156).

Dharmapala refers to Aryadeva’s discussion of atoms in Chapters 9 and 13 of Catuhsataka (see Tom J. F. Tille-
mans, Materials for the study of Aryadeva, Dharmapdla and Candrakirti, Wien 1990, pp. 135-141, esp. p. 139).
Since the context here is ‘mind-only’, he must also have in mind the negation of the existence of atoms in Va-
subandhu’s Vimsatika or Dignaga’s Alambanapariksa.

82
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actions that harm the Dharma. For endless ages they will be reborn again and again in the unfor-
tunate destinies of hell where they will experience immense sufferings. If, due to the small
amount of good they may have done in the past, they happen to be reborn as a human being,
they will experience all kinds of misery, such as being stupid, blind or deaf. People will find it
unpleasant to look at their ugly and filthy bodies and no one will be pleased to listen to their
vulgar, clumsy speech. Or, if they have planted superior roots of virtue in the past, they may re-
ceive the excellent reward of rebirth as a human being. Even then, due to their past actions of
slandering the Dharma, they onesidedly cling to the Tathagata’s teachings about emptiness as the
negation of [inherent] characteristics (B§7#H, lakgar_zanixdha?) while entirely ignoring his dis-
courses (1£F9, dharmaparydya) that reveal the real (‘) [character of things]. In that way, they
lead people into mistaking what is not my teaching (3B, adharma) for my teaching, what is
my teaching for what is not my teaching, what is not the meaning [of my teaching] (FF5&,
anartha) for its true meaning, and what is its true meaning for what is not its meaning. Harming
themselves, they also harm others and are deeply to be pitied!”® (249b28)

Indeed, all the teachings of the Buddha are extremely profound. Among them, the discourse
about the two truths is the most difficult to understand. But let us take our courage in both hands
(EJB) and, basing ourselves on the scriptures of explicit meaning (nitarthasitra), let us briefly
explain [the two truths] and [thus] put an end to all disputations. (249c1)

The conventional truth (/&%) comprises all the mundane and supramundane (- 1 i )
things that arise from conditions, such as material forms, minds, and so forth. As directly experi-
enced (BiZE) , these [things] are apart from words (B&i) , but they can be expressed by words
in an indirect way (B#, paramparyena 7). Immediate experience comes first and only after that
does speech arise. These conventional realities do exist and do arise. Yet, although (f&4) they
are real (FTBL, siddha), they are similar to things that are fabricated by magical tricks (%)%,
mdydkfta). [On the other hand], although they arise from false imagination (vikalpa), like things
that appear in a dream, they do have perceivable characteristics (B#, sanimitta) and can be ex-
pressed by words and are [therefore] called conventional truths. (249¢4)

The ultimate truth (B§3%#) is known by superior knowledge (EEFTHI, aryajiieya?). Inac-
cessible to differentiating consciousness and words (3% S, vikalpavyavahara, vikalpa-
abhilapa?), it is to be realized by each for himself (B NFTiE, pratyatmavedya) without relying
on others (ANHft#%, aparapratyaya). Because it has no perceivable marks (##H, animitta)

¥ As J.P. Keenan notes (reference in note 10, p. 122), there are resemblances between this text and some pas-
sages in the ‘nihsvabhava’ chapter of Samdhinirmocanasitra (esp. T. vol. 16, 695¢12-696a26). Still, the present
text is not a quotation from that sutra.
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and suspends all speech (#5), it is called the ultimate truth.* (249¢6)

The above is a brief exposition of the [Buddha’s] discourse on the two truths. For students
of the True Dharma (1F.#, saddharma) [this discourse] is not an object of disputes. Based on the
former conventional [truth], states of defilement and purification do arise. Based on the latter ulti-
mate [truth), there is attainment of nirvana (F{/&). That is why the sages have taught that there
are three kinds of objects of the mind (‘[ cittavisgya): (1) objects that are expressed by words
and have perceivable marks (A SHHH), (2) objects that are not expressed by words but have
perceivable marks (EE 7/ 4H), and (3) objects that are not expressed by words and have no per-
ceivable marks (ES#£4H). The first are objects [of a mind] that knows how to use language ¥
%) and has the [accumulated, karmic] propensities (4 [/BHR) for language. The second are ob-
jects [of a mind] that has the propensities for language but does not [yet] know how to use lan-

guage. The third are objects [of a mind] in which both the propensities and the actual use of lan-

guage are forever absent. The first two have conventional realities (samvrii) as their object, while
the third has ultimate reality (paramartha) as its object. Moreover, once the propensities for lan-
guage have forever disappeared [from the mind], then the subsequently attained mind (ZFT{%

L, pr§ghalabdhacitta) [simultaneously] knows the two truths.” (249c14)

* Compare with the definition of ‘tattvam’ in Milamadhyamakakarika 18.9.

¥ This passage about the three kinds of objects of the mind is actually a quotation from the Yogacarabhiamisastra
(T. vol. 30, 700c29-701a7; D. Zi 13a6-13b2). Although the text that follows after the present paragraph (249c14-
20) can also be included in the Epilogue, I prefer to treat it as the introduction to CS XVI. 24,
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