LUND STUDIES IN AFRICAN AND ASIAN RELIGIONS
VOL. 4

HINDU PHILOSOPHY
IN BUDDHIST PERSPECTIVE

The Vedantatattvaviniscaya
Chapter of Bhavya’s
Madhyamakahrdayakarika

Olle Qvarnstrom

LUND - PLUS ULTRA - 1989



ABSTRACT
Hindu Philosophy in Buddhist Perspective
The VedantatattvaviniScaya Chapter of Bhavya’s Madhyamakahrdayakarika
Olle Qvarnstréom :
Lund 1989. - 170 pp.
(Lund Studies in African and Asian Religions; Vol. 4)
ISSN 0284 - 8651 ISBN 91 86668 30 7

This thesis contains a cvitical edition, annotated English
transiation, and bistovical analysis of the VedantatattvavinisScaya
chapter of the Madhyamakahrdayakarikd (MHK) based upon a unique
Sanskrit palmleaf manuscript preserved in the China Library of
Nationalities (Zhongguno Minzu Tushuguan), Beijing, China.
MHK together with its auto-commentary, the Tarkajvala, was
composed by the Buddbist Madhyamaka philosopher Bhavya (c.
500-570 A.D.).

| ISSN 0284 - 8651
ISBN 91 86668 30 7

© 1989 Olle Qvarnstrom and Plus Ultra
All rights veserved. No part of this book may be veproduced or
transiated in any form, by print, photoprint, microfilm, microfiche
o7 any other means without written pevmission from the publisher

PRINTED IN SWEDEN BY GRAPHIC SYSTEMS AB, MALMO



page/line

7/12

9/11

17/7 (n. 15)

24/1, 3, 14 (n. 16)
27, 132/7

27, 132/11

27, 132/15

29/5
29/8
31/3
32/14

32/18

32/19

33/11

33/17

35/19

36/6

37/7

37/10

38/9, 11
38/13
38/15
41/15

45/9

47/5

47/7

47/8

49/4 (n. 4)
49/5 (n. 4)
49/6 (n. 4)
61/15

62/1 (n. 11)
63/4 (n. 13)
63/6 (n. 14)
68/18
77/1-2 (n. 56)
80/16

88/11

88/4 (n. 91)
88/11 (n. 91)
90/3 (n. 96)
90/7 (n. 97)
92/25

94/10
95/1-4

\

ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA

for

Gurhyadhipati

XV

Buddhist

ajatisamata

(No. 3246)

(No. 5255)

(No. 3855)

pasyatah /

dehadyuda yavyaye
°apeksinah
paresthatma® ex con T.
mchog tu ’dzin pa bdag
gi yul: parestatma ° Ms

characters
17b2...17b3

28a

gcod byed
exconT. yodla
plrnakas

yat piganugrahe
Syan amrtah
hemistitch

gi: gis P

S54a

68

bhumy agni®
naihsvabhavyam
yukta

°cha

8.14

No. 5255

No. 3855
(paranihpanna)
it

(sarvtraga)
Dasa®

[Various words,...
[self-originating]
(bandhyatanaya)
(gira)
mah3tmanah
bhagavany
(Fjat)

varttika
contingent
(lokabandhuna)
How is it possible...

read

Guhyadhipati

vl

Buddhists
ajatisamata

(No. 3247)

(No. 5256)

(No. 3856)

paSyatah / 19a%
dehadyudayavyaye
°apeksinah
paresthatma®, cf. 23d,
mchog na gnas pa grol

pa’i bdag: parestatma Ms, T.
mchog tu ’dzin pa bdag corroborates

Ms (para+ista+atman)
syllables
19b2...19b3

27a

gcod byed (*chetta)
delete

purmakas
yatpidanugrahe

syad amrtah
hemistich

delete

55a

68ab

bhumyagni®
naihsvabhavyam
yuktah

°eva

8.18

No. 5256

No. 3856
(aparinispanna)
mitim

(sarvatraga)

Dasa®

[Various] words, [...
self-originating
(vandhyatanaya)

(gin)

mahatmanah
bhagavan

(ajati)

varttika

not contingent
(lokabandhu)

How can such [an agent
and enjoyer] logically
lack intrinsic nature?
It is not without reason






Bhavya

(Tibetan Thanka)

| slob dpon klu sgrub zabs la legs gtugs nas |
| Tho phyogs yul du mu stegs tshar bcad dari |
| gsani bdag mnon sum Zal gzigs bya rog mtshan |

| bran ’khol slob dpon chen po legs ldan Zabs |

The great master Bhavya (central) who, having bowed down
to the feet of the master Nagarjuna (upper left),

And who, having conquered [in debate] the heretics in southemn India
(central right and central below), |

And who is endowed with an immediate perception of the Secret Master
(Gurhyadhipati, Samvara ) (upper right),

Subjugates [the protective deity] whose emblem is a crow (Bya-rog-
mtshan) (lower right).

Courtesy
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Collection J. Bacot
(M.G.) 16505



aisvaryamadamatto ’si mam avajiaya vartase /
upasthitesu bauddhesu madadhina tava sthitih //

"You are intoxicated by the pride of your lordship in that you [now]
remain treating me with disdain. [But remember that] when the Buddhists
approach to attack, your existence is in my hands." (Nyayakusumafjali)*

*Quoted from Chemparaty, G., An Indian Rational Theology.
Introduction to Udayana’s Nyayakusumafjali
(Vienna 1972), p. 28 and n. 34
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Preface

It is not an easy task even to venture to do full justice to all those individuals
who in various ways have smoothed the often toilsome path of mine during
my travels through the enigmatic, brushy and intellectually thorny land-
scape of Buddhist and Brahmanical philosophy.

My initial interest for conducting research into the field of Indian philo-
sophy grew out of my contact with the late Prof. Sven S. Hartman,
Department of the History of Religions, University of Lund, Sweden. My
studies were then to continue under the guidance of Hartman's successor,
Prof. Tord Olsson, to whom I here take the opportunity to express my
sincere gratitude for constant support and scholarly assistance. I am also
thankful to his colleagues and postgraduate students, especially Dr. Jan
Ergardt and Theol. lic. Ake Bogqvist, for their constant encouragement and
constructive criticism.

During my stay at the University of Washington, Seattle, I had the
pleasant privilege of studying with Prof. Karl H. Potter and Prof. Collette
Cox. Accordingly, I want to acknowledge here my debt to these two
American scholars.

At the close of the present study, I have benefitted from the critical
remarks provided me by the following scholars: Prof. Jan W. de Jong, the
Australian National University, Canberra, Australia; Prof. Tilmann Vetter,
Institut Kern, Indologisch Institut der Rijksuniversitiet, Leiden, the Nether-
lands; Prof. K. Kunjunni Raja, University of Madras, India. To all of them I
bow in respect. I should also record my special thanks to Prof. J. Takasaki,
University of Tokyo, who sent me, through Dr. Christian Lindtner, Tucci's
photographs of the manuscript of the Vedantatattvaviniscaya chapter of
the Madhyamakahrdayakarika discovered by Rahula Sankrtyayana and
Gokhale's copy of the decipherings of Sarikrtyayana.

However, there exists a core of Indo-Tibetan specialists without whose
expertise this thesis would not have assumed the present form and to whom I
therefore naturally want to acknowledge my very sincerest thanks. These
specialists include, first of all, Lecturer Per K. Sgrensen, University of
Copenhagen, whose proficiency and extraordinary skill in philosophical |
Tibetan helped me successfully to carry through my critical edition of the
Vedantatattvaviniscaya of the Madhyamakahrdayakarika, and with
whom I have indulged in many valuable discussions on various topics within
Buddhist philosophy. In particular, I would like to express my gratitude to
Sgrensen for providing this book with a critical edition of the Tibetan
versions of the Vedantatattvaviniscaya. They also include'\Professor
Malcolm D. Eckel, who during my stay at Harvard University sh red with



12

me his profound historical and philosophical knowledge of Madhyamaka
_——and Vedanta philosophy, as well as his novel approach in editing and
translating the delicate Sanskrit and Tibetan $3stra texts; Dr. William
Ames, formerly University of Washington, Seattle, who provided me with a
rough translation of the uttarapaksa of the eighth chapter of the
Tarkajvala; and Professor Jiang Zhongxin, Institute of South and South-
~ East Asian Studies, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Beijing, who
during his stay in Copenhagen put at my disposal an excellent photograph of
the Sanskrit manuscript of the Vedantatattvaviniscaya chapter of the
Madhyamakahrdayakarika kept in the Sanskrit manuscript collection of
the China Library of Nationalities (Zhongguo Minzu Tushuguan), Beijing,
administered by the Cultural Palace of Nationalities (Minzu Wenhua Gong),
Beijing, and who gave me an introduction into the script of the manuscript
during his stay in Copenhagen in 1987.

To Dr. David Jackson, presently at the University of Hamburg, I pay my
Tibetan phyag ’tshal for carefully proof-reading my thesis and for
numerous critical and editorial remarks.

From the very outset of this acknowledgement, I have deliberately
postponed mentioning the scholar who, through his stamina and brilliant
knowledge of Sanskrit, Tibetan and the Indian philosophical tradition is
well-nigh primus inter pares. It is therefore with the greatest pleasure that
I acknowledge my sincere gratitude and thanks to my friend and teacher Dr.
Christian Lindtner, University of Copenhagen, Denmark. His outstanding
knowledge and unflagging support have been almost the conditio sine qua
non for this doctoral thesis. Should any notable success accrue from this
work, it is solely due to my Danish colleagues.

Here I should also express my heartfelt gratitude to Lindtner's parents,
Jorgen Lindtner (Royal Commissioner for Expropriation in Denmark) and
his wife Lisa, whose generous hospitality, kindness and personal concern
will always be dearly treasured in my memory.

I also want to express my great obligation to the Swedish Institute, which
afforded me the opportunity to conduct research at the University of
Washington and Harvard University, and to Einar Hansen's Forsknings-
fond, which supported my studies at the University of Copenhagen.

Finally, I thank my beloved parents, Lars and Inga, to whom this book is
dedicated, and whose importance to me could never be conveyed by mere
verbal expression.

Lund, March 1989 Olle Qvarnstrom
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1. Introduction

Buddhist and Brahmanical philosophy underwent a significant development
in the centuries following Nagarjuna and Aryadeva.! Within the
Buddhist tradition, this advancement is indicated by the achievements
attained by the Yogacara school, and by the progress taking place in the
field of logic and epistemology, which eventually led to the establishment of
the logico-epistemologic school headed by Dignaga. Extraneous to the
Buddhist tradition, improvements and innovations were achieved by the
major schools of Brahmanical philosophy, whose basic tenets were textually
settled and then provided with commentaries.2

1

On the dates of Aryadeva (third century A.D.), see Lang 1986, pp. 7-8. The

purpose of this Introduction (I) is to add information of historical and philoso-
phical importance not specifically dealt with in parts II, III and I'V of this thesis.

As far as the outline of Bhavya's reformative work of Madhyamaka philosophy is

concerned and its historical presuppositions, I am indebted to the works of Ames

(1986, pp. 28-58); Eckel (1987, pp. 3-51; 1980, pp. 1-6); Lindtner (1984c, pp.

181-182) and Ruegg (1981a, p. 61). The reader may find it convenient to consult
AV), pp- 96-108, before reading parts II and III of this thesis.

Part IT of this thesis is a revised version of an article accepted for publication in
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid-Asiens (WZKS) XXXIII, 1989. Part IV
is a revised version of an article published in Studies in Central and East Asian
Religions, vol. I. Copenhagen 1988, pp. 3-34. In order to avoid unnecessary
repetition and to make the page and note references conform with the overall
pagination of the present work, the references, etc., given in the articles
corresponding to parts II and IV have occasionally been changed or omitted.

Nakamura's doctoral thesis, Shoki no Vedanta Tetsugaku, University of
Tokyo 1942, vols. 1-4, was published respectively in 1950, 1951, 1955 and
1956. A new edition of the first volume was presented in 1981. Some of the
sections contained in Nakamura 1950 were translated from Japanese into English
and published in various journals (see Nakamura 1983, pp. viii-xi). The entire
vol. 1 was translated into English and published in 1983. When the subject of
discussion does not require the year of the first publication of Nakamura's
article(s), I refer in this thesis to the publication of 1983.

As far as the development of Jaina philosophical writing is concerned,
Nakamura's investigations (1983, pp. 266-295) show that in the period between
Nagarjuna (2nd century A.D.) and Bhavya, the Jainas were engaged in com-
posing commentaries on their fundamental texts, as well as in writing manuals on
the Jaina doctrine. We do not, however, possess any text from this period of /
probably considerable ideological interchange between Jainism and Brahmanism
an account or criticism of a Vedanta "school". To the best of our knowledge,
Jaina philosophical writings had, therefore, not direct impact upon Bhavya's
scholarship.

On the relationship between Jaina philosophy and Vedanta, see Nakamura
1983, pp. 266-293; Bollée 1977, pp. 51, 78.
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These historical circumstances resulted in a century of great intellectual
activity and debate, which, as far as Buddhist thought is concerned, is prac-
tically unmatched. In this sixth century, Buddhist philosophy witnessed one
of its more distinguished contributions in the scholarship of Bhavya (c. 500-
570 A.D.). His innovations within Madhyamaka philosophy and his pro-
found encyclopedic knowledge formed in response to the challenges of his
time were to give him an important position in the history of Buddhist
philosophy. .

The conclusive reason for Bhavya to revise the position and methodology
of Madhyamaka philosophy first established by Nagarjuna was primarily
the immediate danger of being absorbed or overshadowed by the Yogacara
school and, secondly, the challenges which various Brahmanical systems
posed to the Madhyamaka school. In order to avert these threats and to
bring Madhyamaka philosophy into conformity with the prevalent philoso-
phical requirements of the intellectual milieu in the sixth century, Bhavya
used logical devices originally formulated by Dignaga and others.3

According to Bhavya, the refutation of a system by depicting its inherent
contradictions without stating a positive thesis of one's own was not suffi-
cient to settle a debate. This "reductio ad absurdum'" (prasarigika)
argumentation had to be supplemented by independent propositions
(svatantra), sometimes incorporated in formal syllogisms (prayoga-
vakya). By means of independent inferences (svatantranumana) and
proper syllogisms, Bhavya considered himself capable of both proving the
validity of his own propositions and of refuting any upcoming counter-
position, Buddhist or Hindu. To cope with such objections from Buddhist
and non-Buddhist schools presupposed, naturally, a thorough knowledge of
these heterodox systems. This is accomplished in the Madhyamakahrdaya-
karika (MHK) and its auto-commentary, the Tarkajvala (TJ).4 Here the
Sravakayana or Hinayana, Yogacara, VaiSesika, Samkhya, Vedanta and
Mimamsa schools, as known to him, are described in a pdrvapaksa and
then subjected to a critical examination in a collateral uttarapaksa. With
regard to the Buddhist systems criticized, Bhavya's refutation of the
Yogacara marks the definite split between the Madhyamikas and the
Yogacaras, who prior to Bhavya tried to assimilate rather than oppose the
Madhyamaka. In order to prevent such a split with respect to Buddhist
Abhidharma, etc., Bhavya elaborated in his Madhyamakaratnapradipa
and Madhyamakarthasamgraha upon the theory of two truths (satya-

dvaya) systematically established by Nagarjuna.® This epistemological

3 On Bhavya's relationship to Dignaga, see (IV), pp. 96, 99-100.

4 On the transmission of MHK/TJ and the titles Madhyamakahrdayakarika,
Tarkajvala, etc., see (II), pp. 25-26.

5 MRP and MAS are, therefore, more "synthetic" than the other earlier works of
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device of Bhavya enabled him not only to establish firmly the Madhyamaka
affinity with Buddhist tradition (Zgama), but also to arrange the Buddhist
and non-Buddhist systems into a hierarchial order representing different
levels of understanding as far as reality is concerned.®

Among Bhavya's works, the MHK/TJ is particularly important. Its early
date and ample information, not only for the pivotal doctrine but also for
the telling details of the various Buddhist and non-Buddhist systems, makes
it not only the earliest doxographical work which we possess,’ but also
one of the most valuable sources for the study of the history of Indian
philosophy.8 Of its chapters dealing with Brahmanical systems, the
Vedantatattvaviniscaya (VTV) appears to the historian of religion as
probably the most interesting. The main reason for this is that the MHK/TJ
is the first still extant text within the Buddhist tradition to describe a
Vedanta philosophical system stemming from this early period, of which
our historical knowledge is extremely scarce.? Almost all the relevant
circumstances concerning the formation and development of systematic
Vedanta philosophy from the time of the compilation of the Upanisads (c.

Bhavya (i.e. MHK, TJ, PP and KTR).
6 See (IV), pp. 100-101 and n. 27.
7 See p. 13, n. 2 and p. 16, n. 11 above; (II), p. 22, n. 7.

8 The MHK/TJ consists of the following eleven chapters according to the Sanskrit
Ms:
1. Bodhicittaparityaga (Maintenance of the bodhicitta).
2. Munivratasamasraya (Following the Muni's Vow).
3. Tattvajianaisana (Quest for Knowledge of Reality).
4. Sravakatattvaniscayavatara (Presentation of the Determination of Reality
according to the Sravaka).
5. Yogacaratattvaviniscaya (The Determination of Reality according to the
Yogacara).
. 6. Samkhyatattvavatara (Presentation of Reality according to Samkhya).
7. VaisesikatattvaviniScaya (The Determination of Reality according to
Yaisesika).
8. VedantatattvaviniScaya (The Determination of Reality according to
Vedanta).
9. Mimamsatattvanirnayavatara (Presentation of the Determination of Reality
according to the Mimamsa).
10. Sarvajiatasiddhinirdesa (Exposition of the Realization of Omniscience).
11. Stutilaksananirdesa (Exposition concerning Praise and Specific
Characteristics).
See Ruegg 1981a, pp. 62-63; Gokhale/Bahulkar 1985, p. 76. On the title of ch.
8, see (II), p. 22, n. 6.

9 The MHK/T]J is the earliest known text in the Buddhist tradition to list the terms
vedantavadin and vedantadarsana, and to describe a Vedanta philosophical
system. On the definition of vedanta and vedantavadin, see (IV), p. 101,
n. 28.
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300 A.D.) to the appearance of Sarikara in the 7th or 8th centurylO are
unknown. In effect, apart from fragmentary accounts of early Vedanta
philosophers, we only have access to some of the results of this formative
process,!l ie., the Brahmasutra, 12 the Vakyapadiya (VP) and the
Gaudapadiyakarika (GK).13

These texts are from a historical perspective the result of an assimilation
of the two main currents within Indian thought: the Brahmanical tradition
and the Buddhist tradition. As far as the Gaudapadiyakarika is concerned,
the Buddhist influence is of Mahayana origin. From studies conducted by

Bhattacharya, it is clear that the GK is greatly indebted to Madhyamaka-

10
11

12

13

On the dates of Sarnkara, see Vetter 1979, pp. 11-12.

References to early Vedanta philosophers and fragmentary accounts of their doc-
trines are primarily found in the works of Sankara, Bhaskara, Ramanuja,
Yamunacarya, Sure$vara and Anandagiri. From studies conducted by
Bhattacharya (1943, pp. ciii-cxiii); Hiriyanna (1924a, b, 1928); Ingalls (1952, pp.
9-11, 1954, pp. 291-294); Kane (1930); Sastri (1924); Nakamura (1983, pp.
369-390), and others, it is not possible to evaluate the impact which these
philosophers and their thought may have had on early systematic Vedanta philo-
sophy expounded in BS, VP and GK. We do know, however, that they
wrote commentaries on for example the Upanisads and BS. The majority of these
pre-Sarikara Vedanta philosophers appear, therefore, not as authors of indepen-
dent systems but as interpreters of the Upanisads.

From Nakamura's investigations (1983, pp. 129-182, 266-295), we may
conclude that neither the scriptures of early Buddhism or the Madhyamaka and
Yogacara texts, nor the writings of Jaina philosophers, contain any accounts of
Vedanta systematical philosophy prior to the compilation of Bhavya's MHK/TJ.

Accounts of Vedanta philosophy are incidentally also found in Bhavya's
Prajiapradipa and *Karatalaratna.

The Brahmasitra differs from VP and GK in that it is more of a systematic com-
mentary of the Upanisads than an independent philosophical treatise.

On the dates of BS, VP and GK, see (IV), p. 109, n. 63.

Bhattacharya (1943, p. lvii) concludes that the books (prakarana) of GK are
four independent treatises put together in one volume. GK does not, therefore,
represent a unitary text. Vetter (1978, pp. 97-104) agrees with Bhattacharya that
the four prakaranas of GK were not originally intended as one unit. They are,
however, connected to each other in that they reflect a development of the author
of GK, known from the post-Sarikara advaita tradition as Gaudapada (p. 96).
The books of GK were, according to Vetter, composed in the reverse order to that
in which the text has been transmitted (p. 108). On the title of this text (Gauda-
padiyakarika, Gaudapadakarika, Agamasastra and Manduakyakarika), see
Vetter ibid., p. 112; Bhattacharya ibid., pp. Ixi-Ixiii.

In the Paramarthasara (PaS) of AdiSesa and the Yogavasistha (YV), there
are many resemblances to GK (see Bhattacharya 1943, pp. 1xxx-1xxxi, n. 15,
Ixxxvi-lxxxviii). These texts, however, are most likely post-Sarikara Vedanta
texts. On PaS, see (IV), p. 109, n. 63; on YV, see Glasenapp 1951, pp. 432-438.
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Yogacara philosophy.l4 With respect to the Brahmasutra and the
Vakyapadiya, the present stage of research does not allow for any definite
conclusions as to the scope and details of their indebtedness to Mahayana
philosophy. Nevertheless, some traces of such an influence can be estab-
lished. Of these two texts, BS is the most problematic. The elliptical style of
the sitra genre requires in most cases a commentary, and since the first
available commentary on BS is that of Sankara,l5 we have by then not only
departed from BS in time, but also as to its original intention. What we can
establish, however, is that the structure of some of the argumentation found
in BS resembles the prasariga of the Madhyamaka school. It is therefore
most likely that BS was influenced by Madhyamaka philosophy in this
respect.1® As far as the Mahayana influence on the Vakyapadiya is con-
cemed, Nakamura's investigations show that the Madhyamaka-Yogacara
influence on VP is not restricted only to terminology and formal structure,
but penetrates to the very core of its doctrinal content. 17

The indebtedness of BS, VP and GK to Mahayana phllosophy was prob-
ably not limited only to logic and epistemology. Even in an ontological
sense the Madhyamaka/Yogacara influence may be discernable. Despite the
doctrinal differences between BS, VP and GK, all postulate in one way or
another the relative or illusory nature of the phenomenal world. The funda-
mental reason for such an ontological reflection is, however, completely
different in Mahayana and in Vedanta. Whereas the former postulates the
illusory nature of the phenomenal world on the basis of its dependent
origination, the latter tradition takes such a stand on the basis of the
assumption that the world is produced by a single, all-pervading and self-

14 See Bhattacharya 1943. GK quotes either fully, or partially or substantially, from
Nagarjuna's Milamadhyamakakarika, Aryadeva's CatuhsSataka, Asariga's or
Maitreyanatha's Mahayanasatralarikara (see Bhattacharya ibid. 1xxvi-1xxix)
and from several other works.

15 Despite the efforts of Sankara to reform the Vedanta tradition from Buddhist
elements, he and his successors of the school of non-dualism (advaita) were
accused by Bhaskara, Vijiianabhiksu and others for being "crypto Buddhists" —
their teachings being actually nothing but Buddhist Vijfianavada. (See Hacker
1953, p. 201, n. 1; La Vallée Poussin 1910, pp. 131-133; Ingalls 1954, pp. 293-
294.) It was, however, not only the Vedantins who were charged with the crime
of heterodoxy; the Buddhist were also accused of this. In the Majjhima- (1.329)
and Digha Nikaya (1.213), they had to apologize for their Brahmanical
speculations as to an unmanifested consciousness (vifilanam anidassanam) (see
La Vallée Poussin 1910, p. 132 with n. 3; Madanayake 1985, pp. 21-22; (IV),
pp- 120-121, n. 132.

16 See Nakamura 1983, pp. 435-436.

17 See Nakamura 1973 and Hacker 1953 (pp. 199, 200-201). The studies of
Nakamura (1960), Iyer (1969), Aklujkar (1970) and Biardeau (1964a, b) do not
bring any substantial informations as to thc Mahayana philosophical influence on
VP.
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containing reality.

The doctrinal assimilation in Vedanta systematic philosophy therefore
did not result in the eradication of the fundamental difference between
Buddhism and Brahmanism which had existed from the time of the early
scriptures of the respective traditions and of which these traditions had been
well aware.l8 The affirmation and negation of a "Self" (4tman) or an
"intrinsic nature" (svabhava) still constituted the line of demarcation
between the two traditions. In this context, the Vedantatattvaviniscaya of
the Madhyamakahrdayakarika and Tarkajvala is interesting because it is
the first Buddhist text to distinguish Madhyamaka philosophy from purely
Vedanta notions. In VTV, Bhavya maintains that the notion of a "Self" —
or in his terminology, an "intrinsic nature" — actually was borrowed from
the Madhyamaka school. Bhavya consequently considers it his duty not only
to refute the Vedanta interpretation of this notion, but also to outline his
own view on this matter at great length. The question of "intrinsic nature"
or "Self" constitutes, therefore, the main object of the polemics between the
Vedantavadins and the Madhyamikas in VTV. Bhavya may thus be said to
have initiated on a systematical basis the main issue of the prolonged contro-
versies between Buddhist and Brahmanical philosophy which were to
continue well beyond his time.1?

The dominant trend of Vedanta research during the 19th century (and
even to some extent during the 20th century, at least among Indian
scholars), i.e. to focuse mainly on Sankara and his successors, was inter-
rupted in the early 1900s by the pioneer work of Walleser.20 This study
dealt in particular with GK, but it also drew attention to the relationship
between VTV and GK. Since the time of Walleser, scholars have become
more interested in early Vedanta philosophy, and this interest has,
accordingly, given rise to a number of studies.?l As far as the VTV is

18 See Majjhima Nikaya 22 (1:137) and Katha Upanisad 4.14 (11.4.14-15),
quoted by Glasenapp 1950, p. 1014.

19 A systematical account of these atman-controversies is presented by Claus Oetke
(1988).

20 walleser 1910.

21 To mention a few studies in Western languages: Hiriyanna 1924a, b, 1925, 1928;
Bhattacharya 1943; Nakamura 1950 (see n. 1 above); Vetter 1979; Danielson
1980; and Lindtner 1985a. For the bibliography of scholarly works on Bhavya's
authentic works, i.e. the Madhyamakahrdayakarika (MHK), the Tarkajvala
(TJ), the Prajiapradipa (PP), the *Karatalaratna (KTR), the Madhyamaka-
ratnapradipa (MRP) and the Madhyamakarthasamgraha (MAS), see (II), p.
21, n. 1, the following recent studies (chronologically ordered) in Western
languages should be added to those listed by S. Iida (1980, pp. 12-19) and D.S.
Ruegg (1981a, pp. 62-64, 66, 127-128):

M. D. Eckel 1980 (Eng. tr. of PP, chs. 18, 24, 25); Y. Ejima 1980 (Skt.-Tib.
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concerned, Nakamura was the first scholar to continue the initial
investigations conducted by Walleser.22 He was then followed by
Gokhale.23 Whereas Walleser only had access to the Tibetan translations of
VTV, Nakamura and Gokhale, in their partial studies of VTV, could benefit
from a copy of a handcopy of the Sanskrit manuscript of VI'V-MHK
discovered in 1936 by Rahula Sarikrtyayana in the Za lu monastery,
Tibet.24 Considering the condition of the textual material which they had
at their disposal, Gokhale and Nakamura's works constituted a real step
forward in early Vedanta philosophical research.

The recently established cooperation between the Department of Oriental
Philology, University of Copenhagen, and the Institute of South and South-
East Asian Studies, the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences and the
University of Beijing has, however, changed the textual situation radically.
Instead of having to rely upon such an inadequate source-material, we now
have at our disposal an excellent photograph of the original manuscript of
MHK discovered by Rahula Samkrtyayana. In this connection, the present

ed. of MHK ch.3); S. Iida 1980 (Skt.-Tib. ed. and Eng. tr. of MHK/T]J, ch. 3,
vv. 1-136); D.S. Ruegg 1981a (a brief summary of Bhavya's works); Chr.
Lindtner 1981a (p. 200, n. 14, Eng. tr. of MAS); 1982a, (pp. 172-184, on the
authenticity of MRP); 1984a (Tib. ed. of the appendix to PP ch. 25); 1984c (a
brief summary of MHK, TJ, PP, KTR and MAS, and a detailed analytical survey
of MRP); M. D. Eckel 1985 (Eng. tr. of the appendix to PP, ch. 25); V.V.
Gokhale and S.S. Bahulkar 1985 (Eng. tr. of MHK/T]J, ch. 1); W. Ames 1986
(Tib. ed. and Eng. tr. of PP, chs. 3-5, 23, 26); Chr. Lindtner 1986a (analysis and
Eng. tr. of the appendix to PP ch. 27); 1986b (Eng. tr. of MRP ch. 4); 1986¢
(Eng. tr. of Bhavya's critique of Sravakayana as found in MRP ch. 3, Tib. ed. of
Bhavya's critique of Yogacara as found in MRP, ch. 4); S. Kawasaki (Skr. and
Tib. ed. of MHK chs. 9, 10, forthcoming). A complete edition and Engl. tr. of PP
is being prepared by M. D. Eckel and W. Ames. Dr. Eckel is also preparing an
Eng. tr. of MHK ch. 3, vv. 136-360.

For a bibliography of Japanese studies on Bhavya's works, see H. Nakamura
1980, pp. 284-287.

22 Walleser 1910 (pp. 17-18) gives a German translation of MHK 8.1-3, 5, 10-13
(=8.1-3, 5, 11-14 in my tr.). Nakamura 1942/1950 (see n. 1 above) contains the
following studies: "The Vedanta philosophy known to Bhavya and Dharmapala"
(1983, pp. 182-184), "The Vedanta Chapter of Bhavya's Madhyamakahrdaya"
(1983, pp. 184-206=1975, Skt. and Tib. ed. of the uttarapaksa of VTV-MHK),
"The Vedanta as Presented by Bhavya in his Madhyamakahrdaya and
Tarkajvala" (1983, pp. 206-217=1965), and "The Vedanta Thought as Referred
to in Other Texts of Bhavya" (1983, pp. 217-219= 1972). Nakamura 1958 (Tib.
ed. of the parvapaksa of VTV-TJ ). Nakamura 1981 (see n. 1 above) contains in
addition a Japanese translation of the entire VTV of MHK/TJ.

23 Gokhale (1958) edited MHK 8.1-16 (=8.1-17 in my ed.) and presented an English
translation of MHK/TJ 8.1-16 (=8.1-17 in my tr.). Gokhale's tr. of TJ 8.1-16
was based upon Nakamura's (1958) Tib. ed.

24 See (ID), p. 23 with n. 10, 12-13.
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author was very fortunate to be the first scholar to gain access to the
Vedantatattvaviniscaya chapter of this unique manuscript now preserved
in the Sanskrit Manuscript Collection of the China Nationalities Library
(Zhongguo Minzu Tushuguan) administered by the Cultural Palace of
Nationalities (Minzu Wenhua Gong), Beijing, China. This favorable
circumstance made it possible to edit critically the entire VTV of MHK (II)
and to present an annotated translation of it (III) on a much sounder footing
than had been possible hitherto.

The relationship between VTV and GK that was established by Walleser
is, according to the present author, the only historical relationship between
VTV and the still extant texts or fragments of early systematic Vedanta
philosophy which can be settled beyond any doubt.2> Due to this fact, the
present thesis restricts its historical investigations of VTV to a study of the
"pot-space” simile (ghatakasadrstanta) (I1V), which not only ties VTV
and GK together, but also is instrumental in capturing the very core of
Madhyamaka and Vedanta philosophy as presented by Bhavya.26
References and discussions of other Buddhist and Brahmanical texts will,
however, be given throughout this work in order to describe the intellectual
circumstances in which the various tenets of Vedanta and Madhyamaka
philosophy as stated in VTV possibly first acquired their meaning, and to
assemble references as which a contemporary of Bhavya might have used to
understand the text. It is hoped that this will also make the different
propositions of VTV more accessible to the modern reader.

25 Walleser established the relationship between VITV-MHK and GK on the basis of
those verses stating the pot-space simile. See (IV), p. 109, n. 65. The present
investigation shows that in addition to this, VITV-MHK and GK are also connected
to each other in that VIV-MHK (78-84) constitutes a criticism of the ajati-
samatavada of GK. See (II), p. 24 with n. 16, pp. 43-44; (III), pp. 88-90
with n. 94, p. 89. As to the question whether Bhavya borrowed from
Gaudapada, or vice versa, it is most likely that the former is the case, even if
Bhavya himself states the opposite. There are, however, some facts which point
in favour of Bhavya's assertion. These have been discussed by Lindtner (1985a).

26 Since we are not fully aware of the sources from which Bhavya derived his know-
ledge of Vedanta philosophy, it is not possible to penetrate the VTV with the aim
of critically discerning the philosophical kernel of Vedanta philosophy presented
in VTV by removing Bhavya's interpretation of it.
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II. The Vedantatattvavini$caya Chapter of Bhavya's
Madhyamakahrdayakarika

Introduction

Among the various works! ascribed to the Madhyamika philosopher
Bhavya? (c. 500-570 A.D. 3), later classified as a svatantrika,4 the
Madhyamakahrdayakarika along with its autocommentary, the Tarka-
jvala,® provide an indispensible source of information for the study of

1

w A~ W

The following texts are considered genuine: Madhyamakahrdayakarika
(MHK), Tarkajvala (TJ), Prajiapradipa (PP), *Karatalaratna (KTR),
Madhyamakarthasamgraha (MAS) and Madhyamakaratnapradipa (MRP).
Vide Lindtner 1982a, pp. 172-182. For a brief summary of the first five texts and
a detailed study of MRP, vide Lindtner 1984c, pp. 163-184. There are, to be
sure, also two Tantric texts, ascribed to a certain Bhavyakirti, but these are
unlikely to have been written by Bhavya. Vide Ruegg 1981a, p. 106, n. 339.

The Nikayabhedavibharigavyakhyana, treated as a separate work of Bhavya
in the bsTan-'gyur, is identical with parts of TJ, ch. 4. Vide Iida 1980, pp. 13-
14; Ruegg 1981a, p. 63. The Madhyamakabhramaghata ascribed to Aryadeva
is in fact nothing but an extract from TJ. This has been pointed out by Per K.
Sgrensen. Vide Lindtner 1982a, p. 173, n. 21.

Walleser, Gokhale and Ejima call in question the genuineness of the TJ or parts
of it. The only substantial argument against it, however, is the phrase occuring at
intervals: dcarya aha, or the like, which would prove the existence of a
different author of the TJ from the one who wrote MHK, vide Walleser 1910, p.
17, n. 1; Gokhale 1985, p. 76; and Ejima as cited in Lindtner 1982a, pp. 182-184,
where Ejima also questions the MRP and MAS. Texts like the Abhidharmakosa
(AK) show, however, that it is quite acceptable and normal for an author to refer
to himself in such a way, as for example in AKbh. 1.2 where Vasubandhu calls
himself dcarya (glossed sastrakara by Yasomitra). Vide also Lindtner
1982a, p. 184.

There are various names allotted to this Zcarya, though we are most likely deal-
ing with one person only. In a paper delivered in Stockholm, Vancouver and San
Francisco in 1986, Lindtner has argued that Bhavaviveka is a spurious form of
the author's name only found in late Sanskrit Mss. of the Prasannapada. Most
probably his full name was Bhavyaviveka. Bhavin, Bhaviviveka, Bhaviveka,
Bhavya, Bhagavadviveka, etc., are all but current alternative or abbreviated
forms of his original name. For the details, vide Lindtner's paper which will be
published in a forthcoming vol. of "Indiske Studier”, Copenhagen. Cf. Ames
1986, p. 37; Gokhale 1958, pp. 165-166, n. 1; Iida 1980, pp. 5-6; La Vallée
Poussin 1933, pp. 60-61; Ruegg 1981a, p. 60, n. 183.

Kajiyama 1963, pp. 37-38, and 1968/1969, pp. 193-203.

Vide Ruegg 1980, 1981b, 1982; Mimaki 1982, pp. 27 sqq.; (IV), pp. 96-98.
Strictly speaking, the titles Madhyamakahrdaya and Tarkajvala both refer to
the verses and the prose as a whole. Gokhale followed by Ruegg holds that
chapters 1-3 originally made up an independent work which was later enlarged by
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Indian philosophical polemics in the sixth century A.D. This partially doxo-
graphical treatise comprises accounts of Buddhist and Brahmanical
scholastic systems.® The eighth chapter entitled Vedantatattvaviniscaya
(VTYV) is to our knowledge the earliest Buddhist systematical preseéntation
(parvapaksa) and criticism (uttarapaksa) of a Vedanta philosophical
system that is extant.” The following work confines itself to a critical
edition of the Sanskrit text of VT'V.

chapters 4-11. The title of this work was Tattvamrtavatara, derived from the
colophon to ch. 3 and from ref. in KTR. Vide Gokhale 1958, pp. 165-166, n. 1,
1972, pp. 41-42; Gokhale/Bahulkar 1985, p. 78.

6 Chs. 4-9 acc. to the Skt. Ms. : Sravakatattvaniscayavatara, Yogacaratattva-
viniScaya, Samkhyatattvavatara, VaiSesikatattvaviniscaya, Vedantatattva-
viniScaya, Mimamsatattvanirnayavatara (vide Gokhale/Bahulkar 1985, p. 76,
n. 1: Vedantatattvanirnayavatara which is a misreading).

On Bhavya's attitude towards the Vedantadar$ana and his various motives for
writing a doxography, vide (IV), pp. 98-104.

7 Walleser 1910, p. 15; Nakamura 1983, p. 117. In the other genuine works of
Bhavya, references to Vedanta philosophy are found in the Prajiapradipa and
the *Karatalaratna. Vide, e.g., Ames 1986, ch. 1, pt. 2, p. 27; Kajiyama 1963,
p- 58.

Texts or parts of texts belonging to the doxographical traditions of Jainism and
Buddhism prior to MHK/TJ give only brief statements or allusions to ideas which
may be classified as "Vedantic". Historical and methodological considerations
preclude, however, any attempt of settling their philosophical affiliation and
historical setting in relation to MHK/TJ at present. The still extant texts of
systematical Vedanta philosophy, exposing different traditions, are:
Brahmasutra, Vakyapadiya, Gaudapadiyakarika. On the Paramarthasara
(PaS), vide Danielson 1980, pp. 1-2; Riiping 1977, p. 2; (IV), p. 109, n. 63.
On the fragments of early Vedanta philosophy, vide e.g. Hiriyanna 1924a,
1924b, 1925, 1928; Nakamura 1983, pp. 369-390; p. 16, n. 11 above.

Bhavya's presentation and criticism of Vedanta is based upon unsystematical
and systematical Vedanta philosophical texts, e.g., the Svetasvatara Upanisad
and the Gaudapadiyakarika. Vide TJ 8.2 and MHK 8.78-84, etc. The different
arguments set forth by Bhavya in the uttarapaksa may therefore either be part of
a general Madhyamaka polemical approach, or it may reflect different Vedanta
traditions along with Bhavya's own understanding of certain Sruti and smrti
texts. Despite an apologetical interest, Bhavya seems to be a well-read historian of
philosophy who did not depend on verbally transmitted knowledge or quotations
in various "handbooks", but instead derived his knowledge directly from the
sources. Bhavya distinguishes between vedantavadin (MHK/TJ 8.1),
vedantadarsana (MHK 4.7, TJ 8.1) and vedanta (MHK 4.56, TJ 8.1). Vide
av), p. 101, n. 28.

For a discussion of the term darsana, vide Halbfass 1979, 1981.
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Source materials

For the study of MHK the fbllowing source materials are at our disposal
1-3):

1. A unique, but incomplete, Sanskrit manuscript (Ms) dating from the
eleventh century8 in the so-called proto-Bengali-cum-Maithili script of
Northern India,”? consisting of 24 palm leaves each measuring 22 1/2 x 2
inches, with 5 or 6 lines on recto (a) and verso (b).10 The c. 928 anu-
stubh verses are divided into 11 chapters of uneven length.11

The Ms was discovered in August 1936 by Rahula Sarnkrtyayana in the
collection of the Za lu monastery, Tibet. Being unable to photograph the
Ms, he made a rapid handcopy which later was passed on to Prof. V.V.
Gokhale, who transcribed it on the basis of the transcription of Sarnkrt-
yayana. On a visit to Rome, Gokhale found that G. Tucci had photographs
of the very same manuscript. These largely illegible photographs, along
with the manuscript-copy (Msc) of Gokhale, have been until recently the
only existing source material in Sanskrit.12

However, in connection with the recently inaugurated cooperation
between the departments of Indian Studies in Copenhagen and Beijing, an
excellent photograph of Ms kept in the Sanskrit Manuscript Collection of
the China Library of Nationalities, Beijing, was put at the disposal of the
present author.!13 Thanks to this fortunate circumstance, it is now possible
with the help of the existing Tibetan versions to establish a critical edition of

8 Ejima 1980, p. 263. Cf. Gokhale 1958, p. 165, n. 1 (10th century).

9 Ejima 1980, p. 263. Cf. Gokhale 1958, p. 165, n. 1 (rafijana).

10 The Ms is described in JBORS XXIII, pt. I, 1937, p. 48, and registered as: VII
Sha lu Monastery, XXXVII, 1.311: Tarkajvala (Madhyamakahrdaya), or as:
11. Tarkajvala (p. 55). See Sankrtyayana 1937.

11 Vide Gokhale/Bahulkar 1985, p. 76, n. 1.

12 There also exists an incomplete, partly burnt Ms in the Potala Library, which is
said to contain chs. 3-5. More information about this Ms is not available at
present. (Information received from Dr. Jiang Zhongxin).

Due to the courtesy of Dr. V.V. Gokhale and Prof. J. Takasaki, Univ. of
Tokyo, the Msc and Tucci's photographs of ch. 8 was sent to me through Dr.
Chr. Lindtner. Efforts to gain access to the Leningrad material (see Chatto-
padhyaya 1969, p. 131) have so far proved fruitless.

13 During May-August 1987, in Copenhagen, I had the great opportunity of reading
the eighth chapter with Associate Prof. Jiang Zhongxin, Institute of South and
South-East Asian Studies, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Beijing, who
placed at my disposal the Ms photographs kept in the Sanskrit manuscript
collection of the China Library of Nationalities (Zhongguo Minzu Tushuguan),
Beijing, administered by the Cultural Palace of Nationalities (Minzu Wenhua

Geoeng), Beijing, China.
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the Sanskrit on a much sounder basis than has been possible hitherto. The
following edition therefore presents a considerably improved text in
comparison with the Msc readings and the editions by Gokhale and
Nakamura based upon it,14 although their editorial suggestions have
occasionally proved valuable in the course of my own critical work.

The Vedantatattvaviniscaya-chapter consists of 3 palm-leaves, exten-
ding from fol. 19a1-21b1,15 6 lines on recto (a) and verso (b). Some
verses of VTV found in the Ms are not to be found in the Tibetan trans-
lations (i.e. 78-84). These verses, forming a criticism of the *ajatisamata-
vada of the Gaudapadiyakarika,1© are probably antaraslokasl?

14

15

16

17

Dr. V.V. Gokhale edited MHK 8.1-16 (=8.1-17 in my ed.) on the basis of the
Msc (vide Gokhale 1958, pp. 165-180), and Prof. H. Nakamura edited the
Tibetan translations of MHK/TJ 8.1-16 (vide Nakamura 1958, pp. 181-190). H.
Nakamura presented also a rather incomplete edition of MHK 8.17-104 (my
numbering) based upon the Msc. This was first published in the Adyar Library
Bulletin (vol. XXXIX, pp- 300-329) and then reprinted in the English tr. of his
doctoral thesis Shoki no Vedanta Tetsugaku, University of Tokyo 1942 (vide
Nakamura 1983). The entire VIV was edited in the new edition of Shoki...,
(Tokyo 1981, pp. 557-626).

The 18th folio of Ms is missing. The numbering of the folios is according to the
China Library of Nationalities (Zhongguo Minzu Tushuguan), Beijing: 17b-17a-
19a-19b-20a-20b.

The concept of Fjatisamata is not to be found prior or posterior to GK (vide GK
3.2, 38; 4.80, 93, 95, 100) in the Vedanta tradition. This strengthens our
assumption that the criticism of Fjatisamata in MHK 8.78-84 must be directed
towards GK (e.g. MHK 8.81 seems to be a critique of GK 3.2, 38).
Furthermore, since Gaudapada, according to our present knowledge, was the one
to introduce the ghatakasa simile in the Vedanta tradition (GK 3.3, 4, 5),
Bhavya's description (MHK 8.10, 11, 13) and criticism of this drstanta (MHK
8.63-67) may also prove the relationship between MHK and GK. Vide p. 20, n.
25 above; (IV), pp. 108-127. This leads us to assume that even MHK 8.78-84 are
by the same author who was criticizing GK, and that these verses have once been
a part of the original work of Bhavya. In the Buddhist tradition, the
Prasannapada ad XVIIL.9 quotes an early Mahayanasatra, the Aryasatya-
dvayavatara, also known to Bhavya, which apparently already knows this simile
as well as the concept of 3jatisamata (vide B 374.14 sqq., Vaidya 1960, p. 31,
pp. 105-106. For a translation, vide de Jong 1949, p. 31). Gaudapada's
knowledge of this sdtra cannot, however, be historically established. On the
possibility of Gaudapada borrowing from Bhavya, vide Lindtner 1985a.
Walleser (1910, p. 18), followed by Bhattacharya (1943, pp. 50-53), was the first
to establish the relationship between VIV and GK: MHK 8.10 resembled GK 3.3;
MHK 8.11, 12, GK 3.6¢cd. Walleser (ibid. p. 18) and Bhattacharya (ibid. p.
52), however, maintained incorrectly that MHK 8.13 was a verbatim quotation of
GK 3.5 (cf. PaS 36). This inaccuracy was due to the fact that these scholars did
not have direct access to the Sanskrit Ms.

On antarasloka, vide Gnoli 1960, passim; Mimaki 1980. Bhavya does not
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inserted simultaneously, or later, by Bhavya himself. A few verses found in
the Tibetan translations, but absent in the Ms (i.e vv. 8, 12cd, 23, 52cd,
53cd), are also considered genuine. ‘
Orthographical peculiarities are annotated in the apparatus criticus only
if a different grammatical structure is possible; otherwise they are tacitly
normalized. The same goes for the irregular and awkward punctuation
(single and double danda) of the Ms. No numbering of the verses is given

in the Ms.

2. A Tibetan translation of TJ incorporating MHK (3) entitled: dBu ma’i
sAin po’i ’grel pa rtog ge ’bar ba (Madhyamakahrdayavrtti Tarka-
jvala). The original copy of this translation, the joint work of Atisa
(981/982-1054 A.D) and Lotsawa Jayasila (Tshul khrims rgyal ba) is only
indirectly available in later editions printed in Narthang (N), Peking (P),
Derge (D) and Cone (C). Gokhale has pointed out that a previous Tibetan
translation of MHK and TJ existed in the early 9th century.l8 Lindtner
provided new evidence for the existence of fragments of a "para-canonical"
version of the verses as well as the prose. This may, according to Lindtner,
be assumed to be identical to the "pre-canonical" version referred to by

Gokhale.19

3. A Tibetan translation of MHK entitled: dBu ma’i sfiinn po’i tshig le’ur
byas pa (Madhyamakahrdayakarika). Translators and available editions
are the same as for the above.

Transmission of the text

Ms is a copy of an unknown number of antecedent exemplars with an
uncertain relationship to the author's original manuscript, the original
being no longer extant (or, at least, not known to us). On the whole, Ms is a
very accurate piece of work. Lindtner has attempted to reconstruct the line
of transmission and has come to the following result:20 At some point in
the line of transmission, the verses were extracted from a prose-verse unit
and subsequently entitled Madhyamakahrdayakarika or Tarkajvalasitra,
being the sdtra upon which the prose-commentary entitled Tarkajvala
then (i.e. after the verses had been extracted) was based. The original work
was written in a mixed style of verse and prose, misrakavyakhyana, to use
the Sanskrit term.2! Bhavya himself uses no less than four different titles

use this device elsewhere. Dignaga, by contrast, does.
18 Vide Gokhale/Bahulkar 1985, pp. 76-77, esp. p. 77, n. 3; Ruegg 1981a, p. 111.
19 Vide p. 21, n. 2 above (Lindtner, forthcoming).
20 Vide p. 21, n. 2 above (Lindtner, forthcoming).
21 As was the case with many other Buddhist philosophical works in those days,
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to refer to his own work as a whole: Madhyamakahrdaya, Tarkajvala,
Tattvamrtavatara and Madhyamakahrdayatattvavatara. He does not
refer to verse and prose under separate titles as if they were independent
works. For purely practical purposes, however, I will refer to the verses as
MHK, the prose as TJ.

e.g., Abhidharmakosa, Pramanasamuccaya, Pramanavarttika, Pramana-
viniscaya, etc.



NK

PK

DK

CK

ex con T.
illeg.
omit.
Gok.
Nak.
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Sigla
The photocopies of VTV preserved in the Sanskrit Manuscript
Collection of the China Library of Nationalities (Zhongguo
Minzu Tushuguan), Beijing, China.

The Tibetan version of MHK in the sNNar-thari bsTan-gyur
(No. 3246) (fol. : Dza 27b5-31a4)

The Tibetan version of TJ in the sNar-than bsTan-gyur
(No. 3246) (fol. : Dza 270b4-293a3)

The Tibetan version of MHK in the Peking bsTan-gyur
[Vol. 96]. (No. 5255) (fol. : Dza 30b7-34a8)

The Tibetan version of TJ in the Peking bsTan-gyur
[Vol. 96]. (No. 5255) (fol. : Dza 282b6-306a2)

The Tibetan version of MHK in the sDe-dge bsTan-gyur
(No. 3855) (fol. : Dza 27b5-31a7)

The Tibetan version of TJ in the sDe-dge bsTan-gyur
(No. 3855) (fol. : Dza 251al1-271a2)

The Tibetan version of MHK in the Co-ne bsTan-gyur
(fol. : Dza 27b5-31a7)

The Tibetan version of TJ in the Co-ne bsTan-gyur
(fol. : Dza 251al-271a2)

my conjecture based upon NK, N, PK, P, DK, D, CK, C

illegible

omitted
Gokhale's Msc edition of the parvapaksa
Nakamura's Msc edition of the uttarapaksa
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vedantavadinah prahur atmavid durlabho bahih / 19al

kuta atmadvisam moksah $Gnyasamskaravadinam //

tamahparastat purusam mahantam sGryavarcasam /

mrtyum atyeti matiman matvatmanam mahesvaram //

rukmavarnam yada pasyan pasyet kartaram i$varam /

vihaya papam punyam ca param samyam tadapnuyat //

bhatam bhavad bhavisyac ca sarvam purusa isyate /

so ’'ntar bahi$ ca dure ca so ’'ntike sa ca karmakrt //

vi$ve bhavas tato jata Grnanabhad ivamsavah /

tasmin pralina vidvamso napnuvanti punarbhavam //

amrtatvam na martyasya vahneh $aityam ivesyate /

tasmad amrtatayuktaprabodhat puruse 'mrte //

Ic
2a
2c
3d
6a
6d

 kuta: kutah Ms

‘parastat ex con T. las gzan: ‘purastat Ms

mrtyum atyeti ex con T. 'chi med 'gyur: mrtyubhyeti Ms
samyam ex con T. zi ba: satmyam Ms

na martyasya ex con T. ’chi bcas ... med: tamabhyasya Ms

'mrte ex con T. bdud rtsi: mrte Ms

19a2

19a3
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yatah param param nasti yato jyayan na vidyate /

arjiyan vapi tenedam vi$vam ekena samtatam //

| | de ni phra dan rags dan ldan | | yan ldan gtso bo dban sgyur ba |

| rab phye ’dod pa’i mthar thug gan | | rnal ’byor ji ltar ’dod par ’gro | |

tasmin sarvani bhitani bhavanty atmaiva pasyatah /

balapanditacandalavipradinam ca tulyata //

ghatotpattau vinase va nakasasya tadatmata /

tadatmatatmano ’pista na dehadyuda yavyaye //

ghatakasavad ekasya nanatvam ced abhedatah /

ghatabhedena caikatvam samyam sarvasya yan matam //

caikatvam ex con T. gcig iid du: caikasya Ms

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

8 omit. Ms

8b. sgyur: bsgyur DK, CK

9b bhavanty: bhavaty Ms

10d  ‘ye ex con T. ltar: 'yam Ms
llb ced ex con T. ze na: deh’ Ms
llc

11d

samyam ex con T. miiam par: samye Ms; yan: jan Ms
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12. vyatha ghatadibhede ’pi mrdbhedo nasti kas$ cana /
———————————————— //
| de bzin lus ni tha dad kyan || bdag la tha dad ’ga’ yan med | |
13. ghatakase yathaikasmin rajodhimadibhir vrte / 19ad
tadvatta na hi sarvesam sukhader na tathatmanah //
14. aprabodhad anatmajiiah svapne bhogabhimanavat /
cinoti karma bhurnkte ca tatphalam yac chubhasubham //
15. dehasamstho ’py asarigatvad bhuiijano nopalipyate /
rajavat kamacari ca papenanaparadhy asau //
16. ekam sarvagatam nityam param brahmacyutam padam /
yogi yufijan yada vetti na tadaiti punarbhavam // 19a6
12cd omit. Ms
*tathaiva dehabhede pi natmabhedo ’sti ka$ cana //
(Gokhale 1958, p. 17)
*tatha dehesu bhinnesu na kascid bheda atmani //
(Bhattacharya 1943, p. 53)
13d  sukhader: sukhadair Ms
16b  brahmacyutam: brahmacchutam (?) Ms
16c  yuiijan yada vetti cum Gokhale: yuiijanal Itti Ms



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

nityam tad avikalpam ca yatra vacam agocarah /

giras tatra prayujyante bhedapahrtabuddhibhih //

atrapidam pariksante paksapatanapeksinah

/

paksaragavrtamatih satyam yathapi neksate //

nisiddham atmano ’stitvam jagatkaranata tatha /

atas taddar$anan muktir abhataiva prakalpita //

satkayadrstih sahaja pasinam apy asantaye /

sarvasamklesamulatvat saiva tvaya vivardhita //

satkayadrstyavistanam mamahamkarakarinam /

yato bhavitah samsaro muktir apy udita tatah //

taddrstau ced bhavec chantir madad iva madatyaye /

ajirnat samnipannasya bhojanat svasthata bhavet //

18¢c
184
20d
21b
2lc

21d

‘vrta” ex con T. bsgribs pa: "vikala” Ms

satyam yathapi ex con T. ji ltar bden pa’an: satyl
tvaya ex con T. khyod kyis: bhiya Ms

‘karinam: ‘karinal | Ms

yato bhavitah ex con T. gan las ... ’byun bar ’gyur:
[ Iha (hlI?) 1Ms

muktir: muktid Ms

Ipi Ms

31

19b!

19b2
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23. || rig byed smra bas bdag de ni | | rnam pa gfiis su ’dod byed de |
| lus Zes bya ba bciris bdag dan | | mchog na gnas pa grol pa’i bdag |

24. na paresthatmavisaya yatharthatmeti dhir mata /

atmany evam paramar$ad dehadav atmadHhir yatha //

25. parikalpitasattvo ’pi kim atma kurute tava / —

rapasabdadivisayam buddhim cet tan na yujyate //

26. dhiyo rapadivisaya jayante natmakartrkah / 19b3

pratyayayattajanmatvat saryakantad ivanalah //

27. dhvanir varnatmako yas$ ca so ’pisto natmakartrkah /

Sravanatvad dhvanitvad va tadyatha pratiSabdakah //

23 omit. Ms

23c  zes: ze PK

23d na:ni CK

24a  paresthatma’ ex con T. mchog tu ’dzin pa bdag gi yul:
parestatma’ Ms; ‘visaya ex con T. yul: visayad Ms

24c ‘ad ex con T. phyir: ‘paramars$a Ms

24d  cet tan: cetan Ms

25 Between vv. 25 and 26, 12 characters are deleted:
(17b2)rapadivisl 1 (17b3) cetannayujya Ms

26c “janmatvat ex con T. skye yin phyir: ‘janmatva Ms



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

etena $esah pratyukta gamanagamanadikah /

hastapadadivispandalaksana dehajah kriyah //

vyavacchedena samjfidya samjfianam smaranam smrteh /

prajiianam ca prakarena prajiiato vedanam vidah //

na canyad atmanah karyam svabhavo navadharyate /
khapuspavad atas tasya na sattapy avadharyate //
jianadeh karanokte$ cet karanatvam prasadhyate /

tadanyakartrkatvam va datrvat tan na yuktimat //

kartari pratyayotpatter naisam karanata yatah /

ato ’siddharthata hetor anekantikatapi va //

%Ra

28b
28d
29b
30a
3la
31ld
32c

32d

dhvanir: dhvani Ms

gamanagamanadikah: gamanagamanadikah Ms

dehajah: dehaja Ms; kriyah: kriya Ms

samjfianam ex con T. kun $es: [ Jjflanam Ms

atmanah: atmana Ms

karanokte$: karanoktas Ms

datrvat ex con T. gcod byed bzin: dativat Ms
'siddharthata ex con T. ma grub pa [fiid] : siddharthata Ms

va: va Ms

33

19b4
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

jianadinam hi kartrtvam kartr$abdabhidhanatah /

devadatta$ chinattiti yatha drstatra kartrta //

nirtha eva samskararasau syat kartrvacyata /

karanatvad yatha dipe dipo dyotayatiti te //

na mukhyas tattvatah karta naiko hi ghatakrd yatah /

naupacarikakartrtvam dipader isyate tatah //

cittam ragadivasagam saktam rapadigocare /

pratibaddham nirmokse ca baddham samsaracarake //

panyadisamudayo ’yam sacittah sattvasamjfiakah /

tyagadicetanotpatter datetyadi nigadyate //

35d
36a
36¢

36d

dipa’ ex con T. mar me: dvipa” Ms
‘vasagam: ‘vasaga Ms
pratibaddham: pratibaddhah Ms; nirmokse ex con T. thar pa:

[ Imokse Ms; ca: omit. Ms

baddham: baddhah Ms

19b9

19b6



38.

39.

40.

4].

42.

35

vidyotpattav avidyadisamyojananivrttitah /

ragadibandhanan mukto mukta ity abhidhiyate //

atmani vyomakalpe tu sarvam etat sudurvacah /

khapuspam astu vapy atma yady atmativa vallabhah //

svabhavato hi yady atma3a jiianabhava itisyate / 20al

na tarhy asyaikata yukta karanadivyapeksanat //

sati vatmadike jfieye jfianam tan na nivartate /

krtarthasyapi dipasya drstam janma svakaranat //

sato jiianodayo yavat tavad bijam praciyate /

aravaprabhavo yavat tavat pratiravo yatha //

39c
39d

40b

40c
40d
41b

42a

vapy atma ex con T. vapy omit. T. bdag la: varyate Ms
yady atmativa ex con T. gal te bdag la lhag chags na:
yadyativa Ms

atma jfianabhava ex con T. bdag ni ... (40a) $es pa’i no bor:
atmal Ibhava Ms

asyaikata: asyekata Ms

karanadi ex con T. byed pa la sogs: karanadi Ms

tan na ex con T. tan omit. T. mi: tadva Ms

sato ex con T. yod la: ato Ms



36

samsara$ ca katham jflasya jiianam ca karanam vina /

sarvada vavisistatvad bandhamoksau kutah katham //

na duhkhenapi nirmokso mokse 'py ekatmavadinah /

atmanas tadananyatvad yathosnena vibhavasoh //

linanutpannabuddhi$ ca katham jiiah karanam vina /

yatha hi parnakas$ chetta na yuktah parasum vina //

agnina dahatity ukte dahaty agnir na radhakah /

tadvad vetti dhiyety ukte jfianam vetti na vah puman //

‘aviSistatvad ex con T. kun tu khyad med yin pa’i phyir:

bandhamoksau ex con T. bcinis dan grol: moksau Ms

purnaka$ chetta ex con T. gan pos gcod par byed pa:

43.
44,
45.
46.
43a  jilasya: jilasya Ms
43c
‘avisista Ms
43d
44c ‘"ananyatvad: "atanyatvad Ms
44d  vibhavasoh: vibhavayoh Ms
45c
purvakas cittan Ms
46b

dahaty ex con T. bsregs: na dahaty Ms

20a2



47.

48.

49.

50.

S51.

37

kulalavan na tatsiddhis tatsvabhavo yato na sah / 20a3

nesta dahanavat siddhih dahyabhave ’gnyasambhavat //

na cajiio jiah katham karta bhokta ca sa bhavet tava /

vyomakalpo ’vikalpa$ ca kim kalpyah kevalagamat //

na cajfiajiiah svabhavo va nihsvabhavo bhaved asau /

nihsvabhavas ca natma syad vandhyatanayavat sa ca //

yat pidanugrahe yasya na duhkhanugrahodbhavah /

na tasyatma hy asau yukto yathakham devasarmanah // 20a4

dhyanajfianadi ced istamn muktaye ‘rthantaratmanah /

anatmarthah prayatnah syan ‘martyah syan amrtah katham //

47a
47c

47d

48a
48c
48d
S50a
S50b
50d

na tatsiddhis ex con T. de mi ’grub: na t[ lddhis Ms
dahanavat siddhih ex con T. sreg byed bzin du’an ’grub:
dahanavad asmin Ms

dahyabhave ex con T. bsreg bya med pas: bahyabhave Ms;
‘'gnyasambhavat ex con T. me med phyir: agnisambhavat Ms
cajfio jilah ex con T. mi $es...dan...Ses (48b): cajiajiiah Ms
'vikalpa$ ex con T. rtog pa med pa: vikalpas Ms

kalpyah ex con T. brtags...bya: kupta Ms

pidanugrahe: pitanugrahe Ms »

na duhkha’ ex con T. gnod..mi: tad duhkha” Ms

amrtah ex con T. mi ’chir: na mrtah Ms
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52.

53.

54.

55.

antaratmatmano 'nya$ cet pratijiia te ca hiyate /

yadi siksmo mahan nayam mahams cen nasya suksmata /

na caiko radpidharmas ca katham atmany artpini //

na yukta hastidrstantad ekasyanekarapata / 20ad

karah kari yato nestah karadinam na caikata //

52
52b
53
53b
93¢
S54a

54a

one hemistitch (cd or ab) is lacking in Ms
hiyate ex con T. flams pa: diyate Ms

one hemistitch (cd or ab) is lacking in Ms
hiyate ex con T. fiams pa: diyate Ms

gi: gis P

yadi ex con T. gal te: ati Ms

‘hasti ex con T. glan po: "hl Isti Ms



56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

suryadivarno yady atma syad avarnah katham ca sah /

nesta palasadrstantad atmano 'nekarapata //

yatah palaso naiko ’sti sarvada vikrtatmakah /

maualadayo yato naike pratyayai$ capi bhedinah //

jyayasta ca paratvam ca tadanyapeksam isyate /

sambhavo ‘musya ca vidher ekatve katham isyate //

dravyam yadi bhaved atma dravyatvat sarvago na sah /

ghatavan napi nityah syat tena parnam kuto jagat //

dravyasyadharata yukta dravyam catma na yujyate /

khapuspavad ajatatvan nadharatvam yatas tatah //

kasmim sarvani bhatani bhavanty atmaiva pasyatah /

atmatanatmano nesta yathabhavasya bhavata //

56d
S7c
58¢c
6la
6lc

'neka’ ex con T. du ma: neka’ Ms

naike: naikai Ms

sambhavo 'musya ex con T. ’di fiid yod par: [ Imbhavo musya Ms
kasmim: kesmim Ms

atmatanatmano ex con T. bdag med bdag tu:

atmatadyatmano Ms

39

20ab
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

na baladyaviseso ’to niradharo ’nidarsanah /

ekatve natmano naikadosopaplavasambhavah //

maitratma caitrakaranai$ caitratmavad apiksatam /

caitrad abhinnamuartitvad de$abhedad athapi va //

sukhaduhkhopabhokta ca tanmuktau capi mucyatam /

tadbandhe capi bandho ’sya tadduhkhe vastu duhkhitah //

na ghatakasadrstantat sarvesam tadasambhavah /

akasasya yato ’siddham ekatvam bhavatapi ca //

mukto dravyasya yo bhavas tad akasam hi samvrtam /

gatir gatimatam tatra so ’vakaso ’vakasinam //

62a

62b

63a
64b
64d
65a
65¢
66a
66d

na baladyaviseso ’to ex con T. byis sogs khyad par med

ma yin...phyir: n[ lviSesa to Ms

niradharo ex con T. rten med pa: nidhadharo Ms;

‘nidar$anah ex con T. dpe med: nidarSanah Ms

caitra’ ex con T. tsai tra’i: caikatra Ms

‘muktau: ‘mukto Ms

tadduhkhe: taduhkhe Ms

‘drstantat: drstanta Ms

akasasya: akasal ] Ms ’siddham ex con T. ma grub: siddham Ms
mukto: mukta Ms

’vakasinam: vakasitam Ms

20bl

20b2



67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72

nato 'navrtir akasam navakasasya datr ca /

taddhetiktau tadastitve hetos tu syad asiddhata //

napi hetvanupadanad akasam bhava isyate /

vandhyatanayavan napi tad ekam ata eva hi //

anya canya ca kundadav ato naikatvam atmanah //

jilatve saty aviparyasan nesta jiiasyabhimanita /

ajiiatve caviparyasan nesta ’jiiasyabhimanita //

vyomavac cavikaritvad asarigatvad athapi va /

natmanah kartrta yukta yukta napi ca bhoktrta //

karta cel lipyate natma kartur istam phalam katham /

na yukto rajadrstantah papabhag nrpatir yatah //

67a
67b
68

69d
70d
72c

‘navrtir ex con T. sgrib med: navrl Ir Ms
navakasa” ex con T. skabs..ma yin: tavakasa” Ms
‘upadanad akasam: "‘upadannakasam Ms

atmanah ex con T. bdag ni: anatah Ms

‘iifa” ex con T. mi $es: jiila” Ms

‘drstantah: ‘drstanta Ms

3
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20b3

20b4
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73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

na caikatadvitiyasya yukta bahyanapeksanat /

ekatvayogad ekas ced yogas tasyaiva netarah //

anekam kalpayitva ced ekata tadapohatah /

ekatvam tattvato na syat kalpana samvrti yatah //

nityaikatvadirapena tattvata$ cet sa vidyate /

ekadisabdadhivrttir arthe sati niratyaya //

ekatvadivikalpac ca katham asyavikalpata / ~ 20b0

vikalpavisaye carthe vacam vrttir avarita //

dhiyam avisayo hy evam katham vagocaro giram /

avacyo nirvikalpo ’pi vitathah parvanitivat //

73b
73d
74b
76b

T7a

bahyanapeksanat ex con T. phyi rol la ni ma bltos par:
pohyanapeksanah Ms

netarah ex con T. de..ma yin: tenannah Ms

ced: caid Ms

asyavikalpata ex con T. 'di ni..mi rtog fiid:

as[ lvikalpata Ms

avisayo (cavisayo, vavisayo?) ex con T. yul min:

ca visayo Ms



buddhya ced darsanan muktis tadbhedat katham ekata /

nanatvadhivat sa ca syad vitatha parvavad grahat //

ajatisamatam yate jiiane ’bhedat kva dar$anam /

adar$anad vimuktih syan muktir va nasti kasyacit //

bodhe sati tadutpadad ajatisamata kutah /

satyabhavad anutpade tadvikalpasamo ’pi sah //

ajatir jativad dharmas tadabhave ca sa sati /

naivatmasamata tasya yukta napi na tatsthata //

ajasya ko na bhedo ’sti mato yena samarthanam /

na jatajatayor istam ajatvam tattvato yatah //

vv. 78-84 of Ms omit. in NK, N, PK, P, DK, D, CK, C

ajasya cum Nakamura: aja$ ca Ms; bhedo ’sti cum Nakamura:

78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
78
78a  buddhya: budhya Ms
79a  ajatisamatam cum Lindtner 1985a
79b  ’bhedat: bhedat Ms
79¢  vimuktih: vimukti Ms
79d  nasti: nal li Ms
80a bodhe: bodhye Ms
80d ‘“samo: ‘ksayo (?) Ms
82a

ced asti Ms
82b  mato: mata Ms

43

20b6
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khapuspat tadabhedas ced asatpaksaparigrahah /
parinispatte bheda$ ced advaitam na prasidhyati // 21al

nato bhavo na cabhavo na prthag naprthak puman /

na nityo napy anitya$ ca na buddhidhvanigocarah //

jiieyasya sarvathasiddher nyayyo buddher agocarah /

dhigocaranivrttau ca syad giram apy agocarah //

tathagafim avitatham matva nditim imam Subham /

tasmaj jatasprhais tirthyaih krtam tatra mamapi tat //

kah sraddhasyati tam tatra parvaparavirodhinim / 21a2

atyantatulyajatiyam maniratnam ivayasah //.

nivrttau ex con T. las log pas na: ‘nirvrttau Ms

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

83b  parigrahah: parigrahal 1 Ms
83c  parinispatte: [ Ispatta Ms
84d ca na: cato Ms

85a jiieyasya: jiieya Ms

85b nyayyo ex con T. rigs: nyayo Ms
85¢c

85d agocarah: agocara Ms

86a  avitatham: avitatha Ms

86c  ftirthyaih: tirthaih Ms

86d tat: tam Ms

87a kah ex con T. su zigl | Ms



88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

45

desanayas tu vaicitryad ihaivam syad ayam nayah /

akarsanartham ekesam Sesagrahanivrttaye //

ajatata hi bhavanam svabhavo ’krtrimatvatah /

anapayitvatas casav atmety api nigadyate //

eko ’sav ekardpatvad bhavabhede ’py abhedatah /

sarvagah sarvadharmatvan nitya$ capy avinasatah // ' 21a3

ajatatvad ajato ’vam ata evajaramarah /

acyuta$ cyutyabhavac ca prakarsatvat param matam //

na rapasabdagandhadir na bhamy agnijalanilah /

nakasasasisiryadir na manojiianalaksanah //

88b
'89b

89¢c
90c

91a
91b
92b

ivam: iva Ms

’kftrimatvatah ex con T. bcos ma med pa’i phyir:

kartrmatvatah Ms

anapayitvata$ ex con T. flams pa med pas na: anayayitvata§ Ms
sarvagah ex con T. kun khyab: sarval 1 Ms; ‘tvan ex con T.:
phyir: ‘tva Ms v

ajato 'yam ex con T. skye med fiid de fiid: ajata$ cayam Ms
‘ajaramarah ex con T. rga $i med: “jaramarah Ms

bhimy ex con T. sa: bhipy Ms; anilah: "anilah Ms
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93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

sarva$ casau svabhavatvan na sarvam cavinasatah /

tatra klesadyanutpatteh suddho ’sau $anta eva ca //

sa kalpanasamaropad vacyo ’vacyas tu tattvatah /

sarvatha capy avacyatvad ukta esa nirafijanah //

1dr$o yady abhipreta atma hi bhavatam api /

namadibahusadharmyan nirdosah sopapattikah //

nairatmyad eva bhitanam bhitya tatraiva ca sthitih /

akasad iva bhitasya kva canyatra sthitir bhavet //

svagatam kriyatam trptir natra kascin nivaryate /

buddhanam lokabandhanam tattvamrtam idam param //

93a
94a
94b

95b
96b
97b
97d

\
sarva$ casau ex con T. thams cad ’di: sarvasyasau Ms
'samaropad ex con T. sgro btags nas: 'samaropal 1 Ms
vacyo ex con T. brjod bya: [ lcyo Ms;
'vacyas ex con T. brjod bya min: vacyas Ms
bhavatam ex con T. khyod kyis: tavatam Ms
bhitya ex con T. ’jigs: drstya Ms; ca: va Ms
nivaryate ex con T. bkag pa: na varyate Ms
tattvamrtam ex con T. de fiid bdud rtsi: tal Im Ms;

param ex con T. mchog: padam Ms

21ad



api tv atmatvakartrtvabhoktrtvadir niraspadah /

samtyajyatam asadgraho bhatadrkpratibandhakah //

svabhavajatito ’jatir bhavanam tattvato mata /

svabhavato hy ajétatvﬁd‘ uktaisa nihsvabhavata //

naihsvabhavyam ca nairatmyam na tadatma virodhatah /

anatma ced bhaved atma gor abhavo ’pi gaur bhavet //

yukta svabhavabhavo ’sau katham kartrtabhoktrte /

drste vandhyasutasyeha nakasmat kartrbhoktrte //

itthambhatat katham janma pralayas tatra va katham /

na vyomakusume yukta pralayotpadakalpana //

naih: nai Ms; ‘svabhavyam: 'svabhavyam Ms

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

98b  ‘“vadir: vadi Ms

98c  ‘graho: ‘graho Ms

98d  bhuatadrk: bhitadrik Ms

99a ‘jatir ex con T. skye med: jati Ms
99d nihsvabhavata: nisvabhavata Ms
100a

10la yukta ex con T. rigs: yatah Ms
101b

kartrtabhoktrte ex con T. byed po za por:
kartr...(illeg.) [ lktrte Ms

47

21ab
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103. svabhavabhavavisaya yavad buddhih pravartate /

dhikalpanasamaropas tavad ekadika matah //

104. savikalpavikalpa ca yada buddhir nivartate / o

dhiyam avisaye tasmin prapaficopasamah $ivah // 21b!

vedantatattvavini$cayo ’stamah paricchedah //

103c dhi: dhih® Ms; 'Saméropﬁs: 'samaropa Ms

103d ekadika ex con T. gcig la sogs par: ekantika Ms;
matah: mata Ms

104a ‘vikalpa: ‘vikalpas Ms

104c dhiyam ex con T. blo ni: viyam Ms

104d ‘samah: "$amal | Ms; Sivah ex con T. zi ba fiid (*$ivata):
[ 1. (illeg.) Ms
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II1. Bhavya's Determination of Vedanta Philosophy in
Chapter VIII of the Madhyamakahrdayakarika

Introduction

The following annotated English translation of the Vedantatattvavinis-
caya (VTV) chapter of Bhavya's Madhyamakahrdayakarika (MHK),!
is based upon a critical edition of the Sanskrit text by the present author.?
For translating Sanskrit philosophical prose into English, I have adopted the
following three principles of translation outlined by Prof. Malcolm D.

Eckel.3

1) Due to the elliptical quality of Sanskrit prose, a vigorous and clear
English translation has to identify parts of the sentence which are omitted in
the Sanskrit. These parts are to be inserted in brackets. Concering specifi-
cally the present translation of VTV of MHK, it is necessary not only to
include brackets containing words or sentences carried down from a
preceding verse (as a result of the distinctive feature of Sanskrit philoso-
phical prose), but also to insert brackets comprising passages from the auto-

commentary, the Tarkajvalz.4 The reason for the latter is that the
original work of Bhavya (the Madhyamakahrdaya, also called the

1 Translations of the VITV: Gokhale 1958 (Eng. tr. of MHK/TJ 8.1-16=8.1-17 in
my tr.); Walleser 1910, pp. 17-18 (German tr. of MHK 8.1-3, 5, 10-13=8.1-3, 5,
11-14 in my tr.); and Nakamura 1981, pp. 557-626 ( Jap. tr. of the entire ch. 8 of
MHK/TJ).

2 See (D), pp. 28-48.

Eckel 1987, pp. 6-11.

The passages from TJ 8.1-17, inserted in brackets, follows Gokhale's translation

(1958) except for some deviations of which the major ones are stated in the

apparatus. Since no translation into a Western language or critical edition of TJ

8.14-108 is available, the inserted passages from the uttarapaksa of TJ are based

upon the Peking bsTan-gyur (Vol. 96, No. 5255, fol.: Dza 282b6-306a2) and

the sDe-dge bsTan-gyur (No. 3855, fol.: Dza 251al-271a2). These passages

are not to be conceived of as literal translations, even though they occasionally

closely renders the Tibetan, but instead should be viewed as paraphrases of the

doctrinal content of TJ which are crucial for understanding the verse.

As far as MHK 8.78-84 is concerned, these verses are only given in the
Sanskrit Ms. of VIV-MHK, not in PK, P, DK, D, CK, C, NK, or N.
Consequently, we do not possess a commentary on these verses which criticize the
ajatisamatavada of the Gaudapadiyakarika. See (II), p. 20, n. 25.

As an attempt to show the narrative structure of the text, subheadings are
inserted in brackets. It should be noted, however, that some of the verses occuring
under a specific subheading occasionally depart doctrinally from the overall topic
indicated by the subheading.

w



Tarkajvala, Tattvamrtavatara or Madhyamakahrdayatattva vatara)
contains both the verses (later in the transmission entitled Madhyamaka-
hrdayakarika or Tarkajvalasdtra) and the prose commentary (later in
the transmission entitled Tarkajvala).” The verses cannot and should
not, therefore, be understood without the commentary, and vice versa.

2) Unless the context requires a more literal rendering of the Sanskrit,
constructions with an abstract suffix are best rendered in English without
treating the abstract noun as a property of another noun. For example MHK
8.11: /.../ ekasya nanatvam /.../ "Of the one [Self there is] manifoldness"
or "Of the one [Self there is] the property [or nature of] ‘many" is therefore
best translated: "The one [Self] is many".

3) In order to give a clear and concise translation of Sanskrit verses with
passive constructions, one may sometimes change the passive into active and
thereby identify the subject of the sentence.

Finally, in the course of preparing the apparatus to the translation of
VTV, I have attached importance to what Dr. Eckel regards as the main
purpose of the notes to his translation of Jiianagarbha's Satyadvaya-
vibhariga (‘vibhdga)®: "The notes to the translation are meant to give a
detailed view of the relationship between Jiianagarbha and his intellectual
background, and to assemble a cross section of the references, allusions,
arguments, and terms that a contemporary of Jiianagarbha would have
used to understand the meaning of the text".”

W

See (II), pp. 25-26.

On vibhaga/vibhariga, see Lindtner's forthcoming review of Eckel's book
(1987) in the Journal of Indian Philosophy:
7 Eckel 1987, p. 6.
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Analytical Survey 8

[The Position of the Proponent (purvapaksa): Vedanta
Philosophy (vedantadarsana) According to Bhavya]

[Introduction]

Liberation (moksa) arises out of the knowledge of the Self (atman) or the
"Person" (purusa). The Buddhists, who deny the notion of a "Self" and
maintain that all entities (samskara) are empty (sunya), without an
"intrinsic nature" (svabhava) or a "Self", therefore cannot obtain libera-
tion (1).

[The Characteristics of the Self]

The liberating knowledge results from the perception of the Self (atman),
the "Person" (purusa) or the great Lord (mmahesvara), located beyond the
three-realm universe (traidhatuka), which results from cause and effect
(2). When one perceives the "Person" and is consequently in union (samya)
with Him, one realizes that He is the agent (kartr) and the Lord (i$vara) of
the three-realm universe (3). This three-realm universe is completely
pervaded by this "Person" in time and in space (4). The "Person" remains
unchanged and unspent while creating the three-realm universe, just like a
spider (grpanabha), which remains unchanged and unspent while produc-
ing threads (amsu). The one who, through the practice of meditation
(dhyana), perceives the "Person" and therefore is dissolved (pralina) into
Him, is not reborn into another existence (punarbhava) (5). The one who
does not perceive the immortal "Person" and accordingly is not awakened
(aprabodha) to become absorbed into Him, does not attain immortality
(amrtatva), since the entire world (sarvaloka) — of which he is a part —
is mortal (martya) by nature (6). There does not exist anything superior
(param), more excellent (jyayas) or subtler (aniyas) than this "Person"
who is the upholder of the entire empirical reality (7). The one who
perceives the "Person” is endowed with perfections or super-natural powers
(siddhi). Since the "Person" has the nature of epitomizing all the aggre-
8

The purpose of the following analytical survey is to render clearly the fundamental
arguments stated in the VTV of MHK/TJ. In order to accomplish such an analysis
and rephrasing of the text in the order it unfolds itself, it has occasionally proved
indispensable to incorporate arguments from a different verse and/or commentary
into the analysis and paraphrase of a specific verse and its commentary.
Concerning the fundamental principles of Bhavya's philosophy, and their philo-
sophical presuppositions, these are outlined in an excellent article by Malcolm D.

Eckel (1985, pp. 29-44).
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gates of the three-realm universe (8), the experiencer of Him realizes that
all entities as well as the very "Self" of the three-realm universe are com-
prehended within that "Person". All beings, such as the ignorant (bzla) and
the learned (pandita), the outcast (candala) and the brahmin (vipra), are
therefore intrinsically identical from the perspective of the experiencer of
the Self or the "Person" (9). The Self does not have the same nature as
bodies, etc., just as space (akasa) does not have the same nature as pots
(ghata), etc. (10). The Self is one (eka) and not many (nanatva),
although it exists in different embodied beings, just as space is one and not
differentiated, though occupying different pots (11). The Self is one, even
though bodies created out of that Self are different, just as clay (mrd) is
one, even though pots, etc., created out of that clay are different (12). Just
as when dust, smoke, etc. (rajodhimadi) cover the space in a single pot, all
other pots are not similarly covered, so when one person is happy or
suffers, all other persons are not similarly happy or suffering (13).
Happiness and suffering arise only within the person who does not know the
Self (anatmajiah) and who is not awakened to become absorbed into the
Self. Happiness (sukha) and suffering (duhkha) therefore do not belong to
the Self, just as dust, smoke, etc., do not belong to space. That person who is
ignorant of the Self and not awakened to become absorbed into it, thinks of
his experiences as real, just as the person who dreams imagines himself to
have real experiences. In effect, impressions are accumulated from activity,
and depending on their good (Subha) and bad (asubha) results (phala),
happiness or suffering is experienced (14). The very Self however is not
defiled as the agent (kartr) and the enjoyer (bhoktr) of the three-realm
universe, since it is non-attached (15). The Self (brahman) is one, due to
its supremacy over the whole body; all-pervasive (sarvatraga), due to the
fact that it pervades the whole world; eternal (nitya), due to its indestruct-
ability; and it is the immortal state (acyutam padam), due to the fact that it
is without beginning or end. When through meditation (dhyana) one
knows the Self, one is free from rebirth (16). The Self is also eternal,
because it is capable of being objectified by the Yogin at all times. It is non-
conceptual (avikalpa), because it is different from the senses and con-
sciousness, and it is beyond the realm of speech (vacam agocara), because
it is not within the reach of the mind. Words like atman, purusa, isvara,
sarvatraga, nitya, etc. are, however, applied to it by those whose minds
are led astray by difference because they have not experienced the Self (17).
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[The Position of the Respondent (uttarapaksa):
Bhavya's Refutation of Vedanta Philosophy]

[Introduction]

The critical examination (pariksa) of Vedanta philosophy is to be conduc-
ted by a non-dogmatic person (paksapatanapeksin) who is not attached to
any position (paksa) including his own (18).

[Refutation of Liberation (moksa) as a Result of
the Perception of the Self]

Since the existence (astitva) of the Self already has been negated
(nisiddha), the Self cannot be the cause of the world (jagatkaranata).
Accordingly, a liberation which consists in the perception of the Self is false
(abhita), since it is mentally constructed (prakalpita) (19). The Self is
like the five aggregates of grasping (upadanaskandha), and the view of a
Self is like the attachment (abhinivesa) to the five aggregates of grasping
(upadanaskandha) or the belief in a "personal identity" (satkayadrsti).
This belief, holding that the five aggregates of grasping are the Self
(atman) and what belongs to the Self (atmiiya), is greatly increased by you.
And since such a belief in an "I" (aham) and a "mine" (mama) is the root
of all defilements (klesa), it actually increases samsdara instead of
liberating oneself from it. Liberation is therefore to be obtained through the
destruction, not through the cultivation, of the belief in a "personal identity"
or the attachment to the five aggregates of grasping (20-22). Even though
you maintain that the Self appears in two forms: the Self which is bound to
the so-called body, and the Self which rests in the supreme (paresthatman)
(23), that cognition which has as its object or "content" (visaya) the Self
which rests in the supreme is not true, because this would imply attachment
(sariga) and movement (pracara) in relation to its object. Liberation is
therefore not obtained through the cognition of the supreme Self.
Objection: The supreme Self is imagined (parikalpita) to be a "Self" by the
power of residues (vasana) of attachment (abhinivesa) to the Self.
Answer: Nothing at all is established by imagination (24).

[Refutation of the Self as the Agent (kartr)]

The supreme Self could be neither an agent (kartr) which makes a cogni-
tion that has form (ripa), speech (sabda) (25-26), sound (dhvani) (27)
as object, nor an agent of physical (dehaja) (28) or mental activities, such
as discernment (samjia), recollection (smarana), insight (prajiiaz) and
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feeling (vedana), because origination (janmatva) depends on causal con-
ditions (pratyaya) (29). Objection: The Self does indeed see, hear, smell,
taste, think, remember, etc., because it is the agent, and the eye, etc., are its
instruments (karana) (30). Answer: To assert the Self as the agent and the
eye, etc., as its instruments is not logical: Sense-organs, etc., cannot have
instrumental status (karanatva) since the agent presupposes the arising of
causal conditions (31-32). Agent-status (kartrtva) is therefore only
possible to conceive of on the basis of a verbal expression like "Devadatta
cuts". Objection: Devadatta does not cut, but the sword does. Answer: This
is not correct, because the action will here be accomplished by means of the
assemblage of the agent and the object of action. Regarding this, one some-
times emphasizes the agent as the chief thing, for example when saying:
"Devadatta cuts". Sometimes one emphasizes the instrument as the chief
thing, for example when saying: "The sword cuts". The act of cutting
depends on both. The instrument does not act without an agent, and the
agent too cannot act without an instrument. Without both of these, it is not
possible to conceive of an agent and an instrument acting independently of
each other. Things are brought about due to the assembled causal condi-
tions, not due to a principal (pradhana) condition. Otherwise it is just a
metaphor (upacara) (33). One may assume an agent, but only on the basis
of a heap (rasi) of completely motionless conditioned entities (samskara),
which then is designated "agent". Objection: The Self is supreme, because
all actions proceed through dependance on that chief agent (34). Answer:
Conventionally the eye, etc. may be said to be not just metaphorical agents,
but chief agents, because it is not possible to establish an agent different
from the eye, etc. In reality (tattvatah), however, there does not exist a
fundamental agent of all actions because they are dependent on many
collected causes (35).

[Refutation of the Self as Bound and Liberated]

Objection: Since Reality (tattva) is under consideration, by the power of
past acts the stream of momentary dharmas cannot be bound and liberated
since what ceases at each instant is without activity. Therefore, one should
understand that only the Self is the basis of bondage, liberation and
continuance. Answer: Even though the mind (citta) is a stream (samtana)
of momentary dharmas and therefore without intrinsic nature (nih-
svabhava), it is still conventionally said to be "bound" when it is under the
power of defilements such as desire (raga) and attachment, a "sentient
being" (sattva) when it possesses a body (deha), and a "giver" (datr)
when the volition of giving things arises within it. When this "sentient
being" consisting of the five aggregates of grasping is free from defilements
such as desire, etc., it is said to be "liberated" (mukta) (35-38). It is,
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however, incorrect to maintain that the Self, which always remains the same
whether defilements arise or are pacified, is bound or liberated (39).

[Refutation of Cognition (jiana) as the Intrinsic Nature
(svabhava) of the Self]

If the Self has cognition (jigna) as its intrinsic nature (svabhava), it could
not be one (eka) since cognition is dependent on an intermediary instru-
ment of knowledge (40). To cognize the Self is to view the Self as an object
of knowledge (jiieya). Liberation will therefore not be produced since the
cognition of an object implies activity (pravrtti). And as long as cognition
arises in the mind, so long will impressions (bija) be accumulated too. (41-
42). Moreover, if the Self has the intrinsic nature of cognition which does
not depend on an intermediary instrument of knowledge, samsara could
not exist for the knower of the Self. Such a non-distinguished (avisistatva)
Self cannot be said to be bound or liberated (43). And since only the Self
exists according to you, it could not be without suffering, even in the state of
liberation (44). A cognition which is by nature latent (lina) and un-
originated cannot produce knowledge without an intermediary instrument
of knowledge. Objection: Even when fire burns, it is indicated that the
person burns by means of fire, likewise even when cognition knows, it is
said that the person knows, but not the cognition (45). Answer: When it is
said: "He burns by means of fire", it is the fire that burns, not the one who
achieves it, just as when it is said: "One knows by means of the mind", it is
the cognition that knows, not that Self of yours (46). The Self consequently
could not have cognition as its intrinsic nature, since cognition is dependent
on an intermediary instrument of knowledge. Otherwise cognition as the
intrinsic nature of the Self will just be a designation in relation to non-
cognition and therefore, not established (47). A non-knowing Self could,
however, not be an agent (kartr) and an enjoyer (bhoktr) — one should
not just accept a notion on the basis of scriptural tradition (Zgama), which
is not a means of valid cognition (pramana). Objection: Even though the
Self has the intrinsic nature of non-cognition, it has the intrinsic nature of
cognition when the instrument is present. Answer: This is not correct, since
prior to the first existence of cognition the Self had the intrinsic nature of
non-cognition because the instrument had not arisen. For something to be
intrinsic, it cannot deviate from a certain nature. The Self accordingly must
be intrinsically non-knowing and therefore, not an agent or enjoyer (48). If
you alternatively say that the Self has the intrinsic nature of neither
cognition nor non-cognition, it would be non-existent without intrinsic
nature (nihsvabhava) or "Self" (49).
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[Refutation of an Individual (Mortal) Self (antaratman) and an
(Immortal) Self which Rests in the Supreme (paramesthatman)]

The supreme Self cannot be the "Self" of a single person, since it is not
affected by suffering or pleasure (50). And because there is no deviation or
change from a certain intrinsic nature, meditative cognition (dhyanajfiana)
does not result in the individual mortal (martya) Self becoming immortal
(amrta) (51). If you say that the mortal and immortal Self are different
from each other, then the assertion of yours that "All is the Person' is
rendered invalid (52), and if you alternatively say that the mortal and im-
mortal Self are identical, then your assertion is also rendered invalid
because the immortal Self does not experience pleasure and pain (53). It is
not possible for a singular Self to have a manifold nature since then mental
constructions (vikalpa) would occur in regard to the Self, which further-
more would be without an intrinsic nature — nothing could exist in or by
itself together with its different parts (54-56). An unchanging and non-
differentiating Self cannot have a manifold nature, since everything is al-
ways subjected to change as a result of causal conditions (pratyaya) (57).
Designations like "most excellent” and "most supreme", etc., (7) are only
accepted in relation to something other than that which is said to be so. But
since only the Self exists, there does not exist anything in relation to which
the Self could be said to be "more excellent”, etc. (58).

[Refutation of the Self as a Substance (dravya) and
a Support (adharata)]

If the Self were a substance (dravya), it could not be all-pervasive and
eternal, because of its substantiality (dravyatva), as in the example of a pot.
Consequently, the world cannot be filled with the Self. As to the statement
of yours that all that has arisen, is arising and will arise is the "Person" (4),
we reply (59): The Self is not the support of the three-realm universe, since
the status of being a support (adharata) is only valid in relation to a
substance. But since the Self is unoriginated, it is not a substance, and
therefore, neither existent nor the support of the three-realm universe (60).
Due to this, all entities are not identical to the Self, and therefore the identity

between the ignorant and the learned, etc., (9) is not established either (61-
62). '

[Refutation of the Oneness and Existence_ of
Space (akasa) and the Self]

If the Self alone exists, then the Self of one person may be perceived
through the sense-organs of another person, and vice versa. And if the Self
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of one person is liberated or bound, the Self of all other persons must also
be liberated or bound. Since this is not the case, the Self is not one (63-64).
Objection: Although I have determined the support of the elements, etc.,
and the oneness without distinction of fools, etc., my position is not dis-
proved because I use as an example the "pot-space” simile (ghatakasa-
drstanta) (10-11, 13) which is accepted by both sides (64). Answer: The
oneness (ekatva) and existence of the Self are not established on the basis of
the "pot-space"” simile, since the oneness and existence of space are not
established (65). Space is, conventionally, merely the absence of a resistant
substance (sapratighadravyabhavamatra) (66), and therefore it is blocked
(avrta), not an active provider (datr) of room (avakasa), and not a
substance possessing existence (dravyasat) (67). The Self, likened to space,
is therefore not an existing, all-pervasive, singular and permanent (nitya)
entity which is the support of the three-realm universe, since it does not
stand in relation to a cause (68). The oneness of the Self can furthermore
not be established on the basis of the example of clay (12), since even though
clay is one by virtue of the character of clay (mrjjatiya), it is differentiated
in that there always is a different and new clay in each pot (69). As to your
statement that because of not being awakened to becoming absorbed into the
Self and because of not knowing the Self, one's experience of reality is like
the conceit of enjoyment in a dream (14): Will one be conceited because one
knows or because one does not know? (69). When one knows, as in the case
of someone who gets his knowledge of reality through his visual organ, and
when one does not know, as in the case of someone who from birth is
suffering from blindness, in both cases there is no error. Therefore the
knower as well as the non-knower could not be said to be in a state of
imagination. As to your statement that although the "Person" exists in the
body, He is not attached, and though He enjoys objects, He is not stained by
them (15), we answer (70):

[Refutation of the Self as the Agent (kartr) and
the Enjoyer (bhoktr)]

Something which is non-attached and non-changing cannot be an agent and
enjoyer, because an agent and an enjoyer is stained by the results of action;
otherwise it could not produce the results wished for. As to the statement of

yours that the Self is one, all-pervasive and eternal (16), we answer (71-
72):
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[Refutation of a Singular (eka), All-pervasive (sarvatraga),
Eternal (nitya), Inexpressible (avacya) and
Inconceivable (nirvikalpa) Self]

Concepts like "one", etc., cannot be attributed to the Self, since if everything
external and internal were the Self, then there would be nothing in relation
to which it could be said to be "one", etc. Such a Self, which is "without a
second" (advitiya) and independent of something external, could also not
be said to be "one" out of connection to itself, since what is then related to
what? An independent or unrelated Self cannot know itself, just as a finger
cannot possibly know or touch its own tip (73). If the oneness of the Self is
established as a result of excluding the conceptualization of it being many,
that oneness could not exist in reality, since even the conception of oneness
is relative (samvrti) (74). Moreover, if the Self exists in reality with the
intrinsic nature of oneness, etc., then words (Sabda) and cognitions (dh7)
would be infallible (75). This is not correct, however, because if only the
Self existed, the referent (artha), which is the object of conceptual con-
struction and the basis upon which words function, would not exist. Because
one conceptualizes the Self to be "one", the Self cannot be without concep-
tual construction, since there does not exist any difference between the Self
and the cognition of the Self according to you (76). Furthermore, because
one assumes the existence of a Self, and the Self and the cognition of the Self
are not different, it is not correct to say that the Self is neither an object of
cognition or speech, nor expressible, nor conceivable through conceptual
construction (77).

[Refutation of Liberation (mukti) or Enlightenment (bodhi) as
a State of Self-identity of Non-origination (ajatisamata)
Resulting from the Cognition of the Self]

If liberation comes from seeing the Self by virtue of cognition, the oneness
of the Self cannot exist, because cognition and liberation are different.
Liberation which results from the cognition of the Self is therefore false,
because the Self will be grasped as an object, like the cognition of multi-
plicity (nanatvadhi) (78). If there exists a cognition which knows the self-
identity of non-origination, there cannot be seeing, since there does not exist
any difference between the cognition of that self-identity of non-origination
and the state of self-identity of non-origination itself. Liberation would then
result from non-seeing (79). If enlightenment (bodhi) results from the
arising of seeing, then liberation or enlightenment could not be self-
identical. If seeing does not arise because it does not possess existence, it is
just a conceptual construction of that self-identity of non-origination and
therefore not identical to itself (80). Non-origination (ajati) exists only as
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the absence of origination (jati). Therefore, for this phenomena (dharma)
of non-origination, it is not logical to be identical to the Self or abiding in it
(81). Status of being unoriginated is in reality neither accepted to the born
nor to the unborn (82). If the Self is non-differentiated, it would not be
different from a skyflower, which is contrary to your own position, and if
there is difference in the absolute, then non-duality (advaita) could not be
established by you (83).

[Conclusion]

Neither existence nor non-existence and neither difference nor non-
difference are applicable to the Self, which is neither eternal nor non-
eternal, and neither an object of speech nor an object of cognition (84).
Even if you maintain that our systems are similar since we also maintain that
that which is beyond speech and cognition is the ultimate reality, our
systems are dissimilar, because the conclusive reason for us to take such a
stand is not based upon the notion of an existing Self, but instead is based
upon the notion that all entities are empty of "Self" or intrinsic nature.
Consequently, since one cannot establish an object of knowledge, the
operative domain of cognition and speech do not exist either (85).

[Vedanta — A Contradictory and Completely Heterogeneous
(atyantatulyajatiya) System (siddhanta)]

Being very interested in our infallible system, you have actually taken it and
made it your own. Your teaching is therefore a mixture of doctrinal
systems, and as such, it is contradictory and to be classified as a conceptual
construction (86) — no one will have faith in such a contradictory and
completely mixed system as yours. If you say that our system is also of a
contradictory nature because sometimes we teach that there is something
which possesses a Self (satmata), etc. and sometimes we do not (87), this
does not reflect a contradiction (virodha) on the part of our system since
these statements of ours are pedagogical devices in accordance with relative
(samvrti) and absolute (paramartha) truth (satya). In order to turn away
the grasping of non-existence by nihilists, the existence of a Self is taught,
and in order to stop the grasping of a Self by the adherents of a Self (atma-
vadin), the non-existence of a Self is taught. In ultimate reality, however, it
is taught that neither the Self nor the non-Self exist (88).
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[Unoriginatedness (ajatatva) and Absence of Intrinsic Nature
(nihsvabhavata) as the "Self" (atman) or "Intrinsic
Nature" (svabhava) of all Entities (bhava)]

The intrinsic nature of entities is to be unoriginated (ajgtitva), since
existent and non-existent entities have not originated from themselves
(svatah), from another (paratah), from both (dvabhyam), or from no
cause (ahetutah). That intrinsic nature is also said to be the "Self" (atman)
of all entities because it is contingent (akrtrimatva) and because it does not
disappear (anapayitva) (89). That intrinsic nature or Self is one (eka) by
virtue of its single nature (ekarapatva) and because it is undifferentiated
(abheda) even when there is differentiation of entities. It is allpervasive
(sarvatraga) because it possesses the property of grasping the own-
characteristics of no-characteristic (alaksanasvalaksana) of all dharmas,
and eternal (nitya) because it does not disappear (avinasa) (90). It is
unoriginated (ajata) and not subjected to old age and death (ajaramara),
since it is not originated. It is imperishable (acyuta) because it is free from
extinction, and supreme (para) because of excellence (prakarsa) with
regard to its nature (91). It is neither a sense object such as form (ripa),
sound ($abda), smell (gandha), etc., nor an external element or object
such as earth (bhumi), fire (agni), water (jala), air (anila), space
(gkasa), the moon ($asi), the sun (surya), etc. It possesses neither the
characteristic (laksana) of mind (manas), which is to cogitate, nor that of
cognition (jfigna), which is to know entities (92). It is everything because it
is the intrinsic nature of all entities, but it is not every particular entity,
since it is without destruction (avinasa). It is pure (Suddha) because
defilements (klesa) do not arise in it, and completely equanimate ($anta)
because it has completely transcended all actions (kriya) (93). It is expres-
sible by virtue of the imposition of conceptual construction (kalpana-
samaropa), but inexpressible (avacya) in reality (tattvatah). It is
unmanifest (nirafijana) because it is in every respect inexpressible (94). If
you accept such an "intrinsic nature" or "Self" which is the general charac-
teristic of non-origination, then your notion of a supreme Self and ours of
non-origination are identical (95) — even if you are afraid of the absence
of a "Self" (anatman), you will remain exactly there in that very absence
anyway (96). Therefore, feel welcome to quench your thirst for truth by
drinking this supreme nectar of reality offered by the friends of the world,
the Buddhas (97). But remember to abandon the notion of the Self as the
agent and the enjoyer, etc.; it is baseless, non-true and obstructive (prati-
bandhaka) to the one who seeks reality (98). Objection: If our Self and
your non-Self are similar, then our systems are equal. Answer: In reality
entities are unoriginated not because they ultimately have the Self as their
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nature, but because they are empty of a "Self", since they do not arise in
their own right or by virtue of their own nature (99). Our systems are thus
dissimilar, since lack of intrinsic nature and lack of Self is not the same as a
Self. That would be a contradiction (100). A really existing agent and
enjoyer cannot be without intrinsic nature, and consequently the Self has the
same unreal agent and enjoyer status as the son of a barren woman (101).
There cannot be origination from or dissolution into a Self of such a nature,
which is unreal like a skyflower (102). That cognition which has as its
object the absence of intrinsic nature thinks of it as having the intrinsic
nature of "one", etc., by the imposition of conceptual construction of the
mind. In reality, however, the intrinsic nature of oneness, etc., does not
exist (103). When the conceptual cognition and the non-conceptual cogni-
tion, which does not conceive of the object as having or not having an
intrinsic nature, cease, then the peaceful cessation of diversity occurs. That
nature in which all entities are completely non-established (paranihpanna)
and which is beyond speech and cognition — that is Reality. However, the
view of a Self conceptually constructed by you is not Reality (104).
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Translation

[The Determination of Reality According to Yedanta
(vedantatattvaviniscaya)]®

[The Position of the Proponent (purvapaksa): Vedanta
Philosophy (vedantadarsana) According to Bhavya]

[Introduction]

1. The adherents of VedantalO state (prahur)!l: Outside [our own
school] it is extremely difficult (durlabha) to find one who [really]
knows the Self (atman). How could those who dismiss [the notion of] a
Self, maintaining that all conditioned entities (samskara) are empty
($unya), [bereft of intrinsic nature (svabhavarahita) and momentary
(ksanavinasta) possibly obtain] liberation (moksa)?12

[The Characteristics of the Self]

2. An intelligent man (matimat) conquers death (mrtyu) when he
[through his divine eye (divyacaksus)] perceives the transcendent
"Person" (purusa)l3 which is on the other side of darkness (tamah-

9 Cf. the Gaudapadiyakarika (GK) 2.12: /.../vedantaniScayah
An early Jaina scripture, the Bhagavati Satra (18, 6, 631, quoted by Iida
1980, p. 244), distinguishes between vyavahara-naya and niScaya-naya,
which seems to correspond to the Madhyamaka notion of a relative (samvrti’)
and an absolute truth (paramarthasatya). See also Lindtner 1982b, p. 279.
10 On Bhavya's definition of Vedanta and Vedantavadin, see (IV), p. 101, n.
28.

Cf. MHK ch. 4 (Sravakatattvaniscayavatara), v. 1: durvigaham imam niti
boddhum durbalasaktayah / asthanatrasasamrabdhah prahur hinadhi-
muktayah // "Those attached to the lesser [vehicle], weak in ability to
understand this [Madhyamaka] system [presented in the Tattvajianaisana
chapter of MHK/TJ] which is difficult to fathom, speak out in agitation for fear of
losing their foothold."

12 Cf. the discussion on nirvana in Bhavya's Prajiapradipa (PP) 25.1-21. Here a
statement with a similar impact to that of TJ 8.1 is set forth by an opponent: "For
those who hold the doctrine of no intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavavadin), the
nirvana of something with no intrinsic nature cannot be attained, because
[something with no intrinsic nature] is neither produced nor destroyed, like the son
of a barren woman." (See Eckel 1980, p. 302.)

13 In the parvapaksa (1-17), the Self is variously termed purusa, atman, isvara,
mahesvara, brahman, etc. Since the Self is the all-pervading nature of the
three-realm universe (traidhatuka), it is, e.g., in TJ 8.3 viewed as a "Person”

11
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parastat), radiant like the sun (sdryavarcasa),!4 [and which is]
the Self (atman) [and] the great Lord (mahesvara).13

When he perceives the gold-coloured one (rukmavarna) [through the

eye of meditation (dhyanacaksus)], he will see that the Lord (i$vara)
is the agent (kartr). Then, having abandoned demerit (papa) and

merit (punya), he will attain the [non-active, non-conceptual (nir-
vikalpa)] supreme unity (samya) [with that gold-coloured "Person"

(purusa). Question: If He is beyond the three realms of the universe

(traidhatuka), how could He be the agent (kartr)? And if He is so

distant, whose Lord is He? Answer: In spite of his distant abode, He is
all-pervading:]

Whatever is past (bhuta), present (bhavat) and future

(bhavisyat) is all regarded as the "Person" (purusa). He is within
(antar) and without (bahis), distant (dura) and nearby (antika),
and He is the agent (karmakrt).16 [Question: If the "Person" is one

(purusa) comprising both the three-realm universe and the Self. This notion is in
TJ 8.1 said to be derived from the Vedas, i.e. probably from the Purusa-Sukta
of the Rgveda (10.90), see n. 16 below. In the pidrvapaksa, the notion of a
"Person" is therefore integrated with the notion of an all-pervading (sarvtraga),
eternal (nitya) and singular (eka) Self. The uttarapaksa (18-104) consistently
uses the concept of purusa as identical to that of a Self (atman).

TJ 8.2 (and TJ 8.17) contains the following quotation from the Svet3svatara
Upanisad (S.Up) 3.8: "I have known that great Seer, radiant like the sun and
living beyond darkness. Having known Him, one surpasses death. There is no
other way leading to the place of non-birth" (quoted from Gokhale 1958, p. 168
with n. 9 and pp. 177-78). Cf. TJ 3. 288ab.

In the Dasabhumikavibhasa (vol. 16, Taisho vol. 26, p. 74b), we find a
passage with a similar doctrinal content: "Before the creation of the world, there
was nothing but darkness. In the beginning the Great Man came into existence,
like the sun. Those who saw him were saved from death, etc." (Quoted from
Nakamura 1981, p., n. 8. Eng. tr. by Cuong Nguyen.)

On early Buddhist refutations of 1$vara, see Chemparathy 1968/1969. See also
the *Dvadasadvaraka (ch. 10, tr. by Hsueh-1i Chen 1982, pp- 93-100),
incorrectly ascribed to Nagarjuna (see Lindtner 1982b, p. 11 with n. 13, pp. 11-
12), and the *Skhalitapramathanayuktihetusiddhi of Aryadeva (see Clark/
Jamspal 1979, pp. 33-34).

Cf. PP ch. 1: "Die Weltseele ist dies alles, was da war und was sein wird, usw.
Ferner: Sie regt sich und regt sich nicht; sie ist fern und sie ist nah. Sie ist
innerhalb, sie ist beides und sie ist-auBerhalb aller Dinge, usw." (quoted from
Kajiyama 1963, p. 58). PP states furthermore: "Again, those who regard Purusa
as the cause of origination say, 'Because all beings have Purusa as their cause.'



(ekatva), why is He able to undertake a variety of activities and
yet remain unimpaired? This is shown by the following example:]

All entities (bhava) are born [out of the "Person"], like threads
(amsu) coming out of a spider (drnanabha )_17 [which at the same
time remains unimpaired]. Wise men (vidvams), absorbed (pra-
fina)!® in Him [through the practice of meditation (dhyana),
perceiving Him with the eye of intelligence (prajianetra)], do not
come to [be reborn into] another existence (punarbhava). [Why does
the Yoginl9 not attain immortality (amrtatva) if he has not
perceived the "Person"?]

[The whole world (sarvaloka) which is] mortal (martya) [by nature]
cannot be immortal (amrtatva), just as fire (vahni) [cannot] be cold
(Saitya). Therefore it is inconsistent that immortality [could be
obtained] if one has not awakened [to become absorbed] into the

What does it mean? Just as threads are woven into a net, just as water comes out
of a moon-stone and just as trees sprout their branches and leaves, so do all beings
have Him as their cause. What are called past and future, movable and immovable,
far and near, inside and outside, are all caused by Purusa." (Quoted from
Nakamura 1983, p. 218.) Cf. also the Isa Upanisad 1.5 (quoted by Kajiyama
ibid.): tad ejati tan naijati tad dare tad v antike / tad antar asya sarvasya
tad u sarvasyasya bahyatah //; the Rgveda X. 90.2 (Purusasukta = S.Up.,
3.15): purusa evedam sarvam yad bhutam yac ca bhavyam. (See n. 13
above.)

In verse 59 of the Anattalakkhanasutta of the Samyutta Nikaya (SN XXII)
a similar phrasing as that of MHK 8.4 is used in order to deny the notion of a Self
related to the five skandhas: "Therefore, whatever form [feeling, perception,
impulse and consciousness] there is — past, future or present, inner or outer,
gross or subtle, low or exalted, near or far away — all that form [etc.] should be
seen by right wisdom as it really is, i.e. 'all this form [etc.] is not mine, I am not
this, this is not my self’." (Quoted from Conze 1987, p. 37.)
Cf. the Tattvasamgrahapanjika: drnanabha ivamsunam candrakanta
ivambhasam / prarohanam iva plaksah sa hetuh sarvajanminam // (quoted
from Kajiyama ibid.).
Cf. GK 3.4 (see n. 28 below); TJ 3. 288ab.
rnal ’byor pa (yogin) in TJ 8.5 (cf. MHK 3.28) seems synonymous with
vidvan (MHK 8.5) and matimat in MHK 8.2 (cf. MHK 3.2). The latter term is
not found in the Vedic Upanisads or in the Bhagavadgita (Bh.G). First in the
late Yogasikha Upanisad 4, we find matimant. It may therefore be a specific
Buddhist term (cf. Lalitavistara 299.7) used by Bhavya in VIV and by
Nagarjuna, etc. Cf. Lindtner 1985b, p. 121, n. 3.
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immortal "Person" (purusa). [The following serves the purpose of
eulogising His great prowess (tmahanubhava):]

Since nothing more excellent (jyayas) exists than [Him] or superior
(param) [to Him] or even subtler (aniyas) than [Him], [He] alone
upholds20 this entire [empirical reality.2! The character of the one
who is in union with Him is:]

He is endowed with the power to attenuate himself (apiman), the
power to extend himself (mahiman), the power to levitate himself
(laghiman), supremacy (i$it3) [over the elements, etc.], the power to
control (vasita), the power to reach (prapti), the irresistability of
will (prakamya) and the power to proceed at will (yatra-
kamavasayita).?2 [Although He is one (ekatva), He has the
nature (gtmata) which epitomizes the manifoldness of the three-
realm universe.23 Therefore:]

For the one who experiences [the "Person" (purusa)], all elements [of
the three-realm universe, as well as] the very Self (atman), exist in
that [purusal,?4 and [besides, one who experiences the Self realizes
that] there is equality (tulyatd) between the ignorant (bala) and the
learned (pandita), the outcast (candala) and the brahmin (vipra),
etc.25 [If someone were to raise the question: Regarding this

20
21
22

23

24

25

On the Self as a support (adhara), see MHK 8.60 (p. 83 below).

Cf. S.Up 3.9.

Tr. by Gokhale 1958, pp. 172-173. On siddhis, see Lindquist 1935; Tuxen
1982, pp. 183-195.

I'have here deviated from Gokhale's translation (1958, p. 173): "Hence, although
he is alone, he is the Soul of the diverse aggregate of the three spheres of
existence".

MHK 8.9ab: tasmin sarvani bhatani bhavanty atmaiva pasyatah /

Cf. Bh.G 6.29: sarvabhiitastham atmanam sarvabhidtani catmani/

Tksate yogayuktatma sarvatra samadarsanah // "He whose Self is established
in union sees the Self abiding in all beings and all beings [abiding] in the Self.
Everywhere he sees the same."

Cf. the Astavakragita 6.4ab: aham va sarvabhudtesu sarvabhatany atho
mayi / ""Wabhrlich, ich bin in allen Geschépfen, und alle Geschopfen sind in
mir' (ed. and tr. by Hauschild 1967, pp. 60, 79).

Cf. Bh.G 5.18: vidyavinayasampanne brahmane gavi hastini / Suni caiva
Svapake ca panditah samadarsinah // "The learned ones see the same in a
brahmin endowed with knowledge and humility, in a cow, in an elephant and in a
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10.

11.

"Person" (purusa) who is said to be omnipresent (sarvavyapin) and
from whom, although He is alone, the bodies of all kinds of living
beings (gati) such as gods and men are said to be born, how is it that
He does not become a nature which is non-eternal (anitya) and non-
all-pervasive (asarvatraga), like all bodied beings? The following is
said as a rejoinder:]26

When a pot (ghata) is produced or destroyed, the space (akasa) [in
it] does not have the same nature [of being produced or destroyed].
When bodies, etc. (dehadi), are born or die, they cannot be con-
sidered [to have the same nature] as the Self.27

If [the objection is raised that] the one (eka) [Self (atman)] is many
(nanatva), like space in pots (ghatakasa), [we reply that space]
is one (ekatva), because it is not differentiated through the breaking
of pots [and] because it is considered the same (samya) for all [pots.
The Self therefore does not exist separately in all embodied beings. In
spite of the multiplicity of bodies, the Self is the same in all of
them].28 [Now to prove the oneness of the Self by a different
approach (naya):]

26

27

28

dog, and even in an outcaste."

I have here deviated from Gokhale's translation (1958, p. 173): "/.../— how is it
that he, like any (other) bodied being, is neither evanescent (anitya), nor non-
pervasive (asarvatraga)?". .
Cf. GK 3.3: atma hy 3kasavaj jivair ghatakasair ivoditah /
ghatadivac ca sarighatair jatav etan nidarsanam // "The Self, which can be
compared to space, has arisen in the form of individual selves, which can be
compared to the space in pots, and in the form of conglomerations, which can be
compared to pots, etc." Cf. also Adisesa's Paramarthasara (PaS) 51.

On the historical background of this passage, see Vetter 1978, pp. 117f.

The Vedantavadin's reply takes the form of an actual syllogism (prayogavakya);
see MHK 8.68 (p. 85 below) and MHK/TJ 8.68, (IV), p. 123.

Cf. GK 3.6¢cd, and GK 3.4: ghatadisu pralinesu ghatakasadayo yatha /
akase sampraliyante tadvaj jiva ihatmani // "Just as space in pots, etc., are
merged into Space, when pots, etc. [are broken], so are the individual selves
completely merged into the Self [when the conglomerations are broken]."”

PP states: "There is the following opinion: What is to be asserted by me is only
this one atman, which is comparable to space. Discrimination into pots and the
like is all provisional [not really true]. Since they are provisional, the atman
cannot be measured. Therefore the 3tman cannot be compared. It is impossible to
refute it by any evidence, for the theory is without defect." (Quoted from
Nakamura 1983, p. 218.)



12.

13.

14.

67

Though the clay (mrd) is the same, the pots, etc. (ghatadi) may be
different. In the same way there is difference between bodies, [but] the
Self is not differentiated.29

[Objection: Since your Self is omnipresent, if one person is happy,
everybody else should also be happy. Answer:] Just as when space in a
pot, which is one, becomes covered by such [things] as dust and smoke
(rajodhumadi), it is certainly not the case (na hi) [that this takes
place] likewise for all [pots], so [when] the Self [of a person, being one],
possesses pleasure, etc. (sukhadi), it is not the case [that the Self of
all other persons also comes to possess pleasure, etc.].30 [Question:
How does happiness and suffering arise at all in each of these individual
continua (samtana)? The answer is:]

It is because one is unawakened (aprabodha) [to absorption into
the immortal purusa] that one who does not know the Self
collects karma and experiences its result which is good or bad
(Subhasubha ), just as one who dreams imagines himself to have [real]
experiences.31 [Since the "Person" (purusa) is the agent (kartr) and
the enjoyer (bhoktr), it may be objected that, inasmuch as He
accumulates and enjoys evil deeds as well as merits, He is himself an .
evil-doer, etc.,32 but we say:]

29
30

31

32

Cf. GK 3.6, 13.
MHK 8.13: ghatakase yathaikasmin rajodhdmadibhir vrte / tadvatt3d na hi
sarvesam sukhader na tathatmanah //

Cf. GK 3.5: yathaikasmin ghatakase rajodhamadibhir yute / na sarve
samprayujyante tadvaj jivah sukhadibhih //

Walleser and Bhattacharya maintained, therefore, incorrectly that MHK 8.13
was a verbatim quotation of GK 3.5. See (IV), p. 109, n. 65. On the "pot-
space" simile (ghatakasadrstanta) in VTV, see (IV), pp. 108-127.

On abhimana, cf. MHK 5.1: anye pracaksate dhirah svanitav abhimaninah /

The Alokamala 184-185 states: svapnanivartitinam tu karmanam kim
Subhasubham / na prabuddhah phalam bhurikte svapna evakhilo narah //
prabodhe ’'sad iti jiianat svapne vrtter asat phalam / tenaivasty udite jiane
sarvasyante vrtha phalam // "How can any of the actions performed in a dream
[really] have a good or bad [result]? When he wakes up nobody enjoys the fruit
[experienced] only in dream. When one is awake and understands that it is unreal
the fruit due to activity in a dream [proves to be] unreal. Therefore, the fruit of
every [action] is false once understanding has finally arisen." (Ed. and tr. by
Lindtner 1985b, pp. 182-183.) This means that Mahayana is quite close to
Vedanta on this point.

See MHK/TJ 8.72.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

Although He resides in the body, He is not defiled when He enjoys
[objects], since He is not attached; just like a king (rgja) who behaves
according to his pleasure (ka@ma), that [purusa] remains innocent of

 evil deeds. [Thus, to follow up the above line of argument:]

When a Yogi due to union (yoga) [by means of meditation (dhyana-
yogena)] understands that [the supreme Self or Brahman] is one

(eka) [due to its supremacy over the whole body], all-pervasive

(sarvagata) [since it pervades the entire world], etermal (nitya)

[since it is indestructable], and the immortal state (acyutam padam)

[since it is without beginning or end and a place of resort], then [he is]

not [born into] another existence. [The characteristic of that Self,

which is removed from all enjoyment of wholesome and unwholesome
actions, is extolled in the following:]

That [Self] is eternal [because it is capable of being objectified by the
Yogin at all times]. It is non-conceptual (avikalpa) [because it is
something different from senses and consciousness], and it is beyond
the realm of speech (vdcam agocara) [because it is not within the
reach of the mind]. [Various words, like brahman, atman, purusa,
isvara, sarvatraga, nitya, etc.] are, [however], applied to it by those
whose minds (buddhi) are led astray by difference (bheda). [The
meaning of other such terms is to be understood just like the meaning
of the term Self (atman).]33

[The Position of the Respondent (uttarapaksa): Bhavya's
Critical Examination (pariksa) of Yedanta Philosophy]

[Introduction]

As far as this [teaching in the pdrvapaksa and the meaning which has
been stated previously in the work (prakarana)] is concerned, it is to
be critically investigated by persons who do not take up a dogmatic
position (paksa) [and who are free from attachment (anurdga) and
anger (krodha). Because] a [person whose] mind is concealed by
attachment to a position (paksaragavrtamati)34 does not even
understand the truth.33

33

34

I do not see how Gokhale (1958, p. 177, 1. 32) arrives at the translation:
"according to the context". I have, therefore, deviated from his translation and
rendered ji ltar bdag gi don with "just like the meaning of [the term] Self".

Le. he is "biased". Cf. MHK 3.23: paksapatasamtaptah.
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[Refutation of Liberation (moksa) as a Result of the
Perception of the Self (atman)]

The existence (astitva) of the Self has [already] been refuted [by me in
the Tattvajianaisana, the Samkhyatattvavatara and the Vaise-
sikatattvaviniscaya chapters of MHK/TJT]36 and so has (tatha) its
status as cause of the world (jagatkaranata). Therefore, liberation
(mukti) that results from seeing (darsana) that [Self] is entirely false
(abhutaiva), [since it is only] mentally fabricated (prakalpita).
[There is also the following great fault in the view of a purusa:]

The innate (sahaja)37 belief in a personal identity (satkaya-
drsti),38 [i.e. the attachment (abhinivesa) to a personal identity
(satkaya), which is to hold that the five aggregates of grasping
(upadanaskandha) are the Self (atman) and what belongs to the Self
(8tmiya )1,39 leads to non-tranquility (asanti) even [for the minds] of

35

36
37

38

39

Cf. Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka (CS) 8.10, 12.1. See (IV), p. 102, n. 33.
According to Bhavya, not only humans are obstructed from true comprehension

of reality due to attachment, but also gods are! TJ 4. 68 states: "/.../ Brahma,

however, who is addicted to the view of his own superiority (paramarsadrsti),

thinks: 'I am the one who creates the living beings (jagatr)'. And so he himself

does not understand the truth /.../." (quoted from Lindtner 1988, p. 436).

TJ 8.18.

The Abhidharmakosa (AK) V.41 refers to the following Sautrantika position:
"La satkayadrsti naturelle (sahaja), qui se trouve chez les bétes sauvages et chez
les oiseaux, est non-défine. La satkayadrsti méditée (vikalpita) est mauvaise."

On the concept of sahaja in Indian Buddhist tantric literature, see Kvarne 1975.
Satkayadrsti is in TJ 8.19 translated with ’jig tshogs la Ita ba "belief in a
destruction body" Cf. the following Sautrantika position, referred to by
Vasubhandu in the Abhidharmakosabhasya (AK.bh) 5.7: "Croire au moi et au
mien (Ftmatmiyagraha), c'est la satkayadrsti; sat, parce que périssant; kaya,
parce que accumulation multiplicité. Satkdya, c'est-a-dire les cinq upadana
skandhas." (See AK IV. 15-17 with n. 2, 3.) On satkaya(drsti), see
also AK II. 251, 259; IV. 41, 193; V.9, 15-17; VIIL. 70; V. 21, 39-42, 72; and
IX. 264. For further references, see May 1959, p. 213, n. 720.

In the Pali canon, references to sakkayaditthi are found in for instance the

Majjhima Nikaya (MN) 1.300 (=II1.17= Dhammasamgani 1003); SN III.16
sqq. See also Gethin's article from 1986 (pp. 44-46), which deals with the
concepts of att3, anatta and sakkayaditthi.
SN III.159 (=MN, 1. 299) states: "I will teach you, bhikkus, sakkaya (the
existing body), its arising, its ceasing, and the way leading to its ceasing. And
what, bhikkus, is sakkaya? The five upadanakkhandas should be said."
(Quoted from Gethin 1986, p. 41.)

The Prajiapradipa XVIIL.1.2 states: "/.../ As the Lord said, 'A monk or
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21.

animals (pasu).#0 [Therefore, this is not the right way to liberation],
since it is the root of all afflictions (samklesa), [like pride in a Self
(atmamana), delusion regarding a Self (atmamoha), belief in a Self
(&@tmadrsti), love of a Self (@tmasneha), etc.]. This [belief in a
personal identity is in even greater degree] promoted by you [in the
Vedantadaréana. ] '

For those people who cherish a belief in "I" and "mine" (rmamaham-
kara), full of belief in a personal identity as they are, liberation also
arises out of that from which samsara arises4l [i.e. from the

belief in a personal identity, etc. The Omniscient One has said that
having destroyed the twenty high mountain peaks of satkayadrsti,

such as thinking that form (rdpa) is the Self (atman), there is form in
the Self, the Self possesses form, the Self is inside form, etc.,42 one
will see Reality (zattva). But you say that the very thing which

increases samsara 1s the cause of liberation, but this is like someone
who tries to put out fire by heaping fuel on it. Objection: That which is
not the cause of peace can, however, become the cause of peace by
some method (upaya), just as one who is intoxicated becomes free
from intoxication due to more liquor. For one who does not know the
right method, if he relies on the view of a Self, defilements (sam-
klesa) will arise. But for the Yogin meditating on that very same

view of a Self, defilements will be pacified. Answer:]

40
41

42

brahman who correctly sees the Self, also correctly sees the aggregates of
attachment (upadanaskandha)" (tr. by Eckel 1980, p. 192). On
upadanaskandhas, see also Skilling 1980.

Regarding the impossibility of the Self to be either identical with, or different
from, the skandhas, see Nagarjuna's Mulamadhyamakakarika (MMK)
XVIII.1 and Buddhapalita's Mialamadhyamakavrtti XVIII.1.

Cf. TJ 3. 297-300.

NK, N, PK, P, DC, D, CK, C translate Skt. uditd in MHK 8.21d with yin
par smrals] i.e. as a slightly incorrect perfect passive participle of Skt. Vvad. TJ
8.24, together with the parallelism in MHK 8.21cd between bhavitah and udit3,
corroborate our construe Skt. ud + Vi of the perfect passive participle
udita (*byuri bar gyur).

In TJ 8.21 Bhavya elaborates upon the various forms of satkgyadrsti with
regard to the 5 skandhas: (1-5) form (rapa), feeling (vedana), discernment
(samjiia), disposition (samskara) and consciousness (vijiiana) are the Self
(atman), (6-10) there is form, feeling, etc. in the Self, (11-15) the Self possesses
form, feeling, etc., (16-20) the Self is inside form, feeling, etc. On the twenty
"peaks" (koti) of the mountain of satkayadrsti, see Yasomitra's Sputartha-
vyakhya: vimsatikotika hi satkayadrstih pathyate rdpam atmeti samanu-
pasyati rdpavantam atmanam atmiyam rdpam riape atmeti evam yavad
vijiianam vaktavyam. See also Lamotte 1949-1980, p. 37.
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If liberation ($anti) could exist on the basis of seeing that [Self], then
someone suffering from indigestion (ajirna) would recover by eating,
just as a person recovering from intoxication (madatyaya)43

through [more intoxicating] liquor.

The adherents of Vedanta (vedantavadin) postulate that this Self
appears in two forms: the Self which is bound up with the so-called
body and the liberated (mukta) Self which rests in the supreme
(paramesthatman).

(p)44 The cognition (dh71) that has as its object (visaya) the Self
which rests in the supreme (parestha tman)?> is not considered true
(yathartha), (h) because in this way there is attachment (paramarsa )
to the Self [as an object, and therefore movement (pracara) in
relation to that Self will occur], (d) like the idea of the Self [occuring]
in regard to the body, etc.4® [Objection: This supreme Self is

43

44

45

46

On mada (intoxication), see Jolly 1977, p. 146; Yogasataka, v. 48; Siddha-
sara ch. 22.

p: pratijia (thesis); h: hetu (reason); d: drstanta (example). Bhavya's usage of
syllogisms shows, inter alia, his dependence on Dignaga. For ref., see (I), p.
14, n. 3.

Bhavya seems to have coined (metri causa?) the term paresthatman (mchog na
gnas pa grol pa’i bdag, P. fol. Dza: 289a4-289a5; D. fol. Dza: 256bl), which
is short for paramesthatman found in, e.g., the Upanisads.

TJ 8.24 states: "Why is the idea that the [individual mortal] Self has as its object
the supreme Self not correct? Because movement (rgyu ba/pracara) in relation
to that occurs, as in saying, the Self is like this. Like what? Like the idea of the
Self occuring in regard to the body and sense-organs and objects. The idea of the
body and the objects is correct in conventional reality, because it is apprehended
by perception (pratyaksa), but the idea of resting in the supreme is not correct
conventionally, because it is not apprehended."

MHK 3.11 refers to a prajiia which has a movement which is non-moving
(/.../apracarapracara/.../). Cf. TY 1.2: /.../apracarayogena pracdragocara-
tvat /../ (see Gokhale 1985, p. 83 with n. 14, p. 84), and the Aksaya-
matinirdesasdtra : /.../paramarthasatyam katamat ? yatra jianasyapy
apracarah kah punar vado ’ksaranam/.../ (quoted from Lindtner
1986a, p. 80, n. 30). The latter passage is alluded to in Candrakirti's
Prasannapada (La Vallée Poussin ed., p. 374.1): paramarthasatyam katamat?
yatra jianasyapy apracarah "What is ultimate truth? That toward which even
cognition does not move." In TJ 3. 284, Bhavya states: "If we thought he [i.e.
Buddha, defined as a single moment's cognition of the sameness of all dharmas
(TJ 3.273)] had intrinsic nature, he could be grasped like things that are active /.../
But something that is empty of intrinsic nature has no action". "/.../ Since no
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25.

26.

27.

28.

imagined (parikalpita) to be a "Self" by the power of the residues
(vasana) of attachment (abhinivesa) to the Self. Answer: Nothing at
all is established by imagination (parikalpa):]

[Refutation of the Self as the Agent (kartr)]

Even if the Self is by nature imagined (parikalpitasattva), what does
it make in your [opinion]? If [you say that it makes] a cognition
(buddhi) that has form (rupa), speech (sabda), etc. as its object,
that is not logical. [I prove this as follows:]

(p) Cognitions (dhi), which have form, etc., as an object, do not arise
having the Self as agent (kartr), (h) because [their] origination
(janmatva) is dependent on conditions (pratyaya), [such as the group
of sense-object (jieya), sense-organ (dsraya), consciousness
(vijiiana) and attention (manasikara)], (d) just as fire (anala)
[depends] on a magnifying glass (sdryakanta). [So if one performs
such actions as seeing and hearing, what is the use of imagining a Self
which is different from the object, sense-organ and cognition
(vijfiana). Moreover:]

(p) Nor can sound (dhvani), which has the nature of syllables
(varna), be regarded as having the Self as agent, (h) because it is
something which is heard (sravanatva), or because it is a sound
(dhvani), (d) just like an echo (pratisabdaka).

By virtue of these [arguments], the remaining physical (dehaja)
activities (kriya), such as going and coming (gamanagamanadi),
characterized by gestures (vispanda) of hands and feet, etc. (hasta-
padadi), have [implicitly] been negated (pratyukta) [as having the

dharmas are established, the moment of cognition that does not arise is called
'Buddha' (tr. by Eckel). Cf. also TJ 3.276; GK 3.34, and 4.80:

nivrttasyapravrttasya niscala hi tada sthitih / visayah sa hi buddhanam tat
samyam ajam advayam // "Der Stand [des Citta], das nun aufgehort hat
[unruhig zu sein] und sich nicht mehr [auf Ahnliches] richtet ist dann ndmlich
unbewegt. Dies ist nimlich der Bereich der Buddhas. Das ist die Gleichheit, die
nichtentstanden und ohne Zweiheit ist" (tr. by Vetter 1978, p. 100). The above
quoted passages display the "non-dynamic" character of the Absolute in
Mahayana Buddhism and in the Gaudapadiyakarika.
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Self as agent. Therefore a Self does not exist apart from the body
and sense-organs.]47

The act of discernment (samjiana) [arises] when one has understood
by discrimination (vyavaccheda) [that which originates from the
assembled causal conditions (pratyaya) of object (visaya), organ
(asraya), consciousness (vijiana) and attention (manasikara)]. The
act of recollection (smarana) [arises] due to remembrance (smrti)
[of the object experienced by the sixfold group of cognitions].48 The
act of insight (prajiana) [arises] by virtue of an insight (prajiz)4°
of a specific nature (prakara), [discriminating the individual
(sva®) and general characteristics (samanyalaksana) of dharmas].
The act of feeling (vedana) [arises out of] the experience (vid) [of
the object. Not even the slightest action of a Self is apprehended apart
from the mind (citta), which has the characteristic of cognizing the
nature of an object, and the mental factors (caitta), such as feeling
(vedana), desire (chanda), touch (sparsa), absorption (samadhi),
etc., which have the characteristic of cognizing individually the
particularities (visesa) of an object.]

One cannot precisely determine the intrinsic nature (svabhava) of the
Self as a function (karya) different from [perception, memory, in-
sight, feeling, etc.]. Its existence therefore cannot be precisely deter-
mined, [since it is without the characteristic of activity (kriya)], like a
skyflower (khapuspa). [Objection: The Self (purusa) does indeed

see, hear, smell, taste, think, remember, etc.,50 because the Self is the
agent, whereas the eye, and so forth, are its instruments. For example,

one says that the sickle cuts, although the sickle itself does not cut, but
Devadatta cuts by means of the instrument, 1.e. the sickle. Likewise one

47
48

49

50

Cf. MMK ch. 2.

According to AK.bh. 1.30-31, the vijianaskandha consists of six classes of

cognition: visual (cZksur), auditive (srotra), olfactive (ghrana), gustual

(jihva), tactile (kaya) and mental cognition (manovijiana).

In AK 1.3, I1.24, prajia is defined as "the distinguishing of dharmas"

(dharmanam pravicaya). For references to Madhyamaka definitions of prajia,

see Lindtner 1981a, p. 188, p. 205, n. 84. See also MHK/TJ 3.6, 7, 9, 10, 11 (tr.
by Iida 1980, pp. 60-67). On vedana, safifia, and pafifia in the Pali canon, see

Johansson 1979, pp. 87-91, 92-95, 197-216.

In MHK/TJ 3.95, Bhavya refutes that the existence of the Self can be established
on the basis of the notion that the Self remembers, recollects, produces know-
ledge, etc. (See Iida 1980, pp. 177-178.)
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31.

32.

33.

says that the eye, etc. see, but the eye and the other sense-organs them-
selves do not see, etc.; rather by means of that instrument the Self

sees, etc. Thus, according to this method, action is established as

follows: Because one sees by means of this, it is the eye, etc. Answer:]

If instrumental status (karanatva) is attributed [to such sense-organs
as the eye] because it is said that knowledge, etc. (jianadi),
[presupposes] an [intermediary] instrument, or [if] agent status
(kartrtva) different from that [instrumentality is attributed to the
Self], like a cutter (datr), this [assertion] is not logical:

Since these [sense-organs] do not have instrumental status
because the agent [presupposes] the arising of causal conditions, the
logical reason (hetu) therefore has an unestablished meaning
(asiddharthata) or it is inconclusive (anekantikata).>1 [The eye
sees by itself, but it is not the agent of another. Because it hears, it is the
ear; because it smells, it is the nose; because it astes, it is the tongue;
because it feels, it is touch (sparsa); because it thinks, it is the mind
(manas); because it remembers, it is memory, and so on. The eye
itself sees, but the Self does not see. Therefore:]

Knowledge, etc., as an agent, naturally presuppose a word designating
the agent, just as agent status is seen here in the expression: "Devadatta
cuts". [Objection: Devadatta does not cut, but rather, the sword cuts.

Answer: This is not correct, because the action will be accomplished
here by means of the assemblage of the agent and the object of action.

Regarding this, one sometimes emphasizes the agent as the chief thing,
for example when saying: "Devadatta cuts". Sometimes one emphasizes
the instrument as the chief thing, for example when saying: "The

sword cuts". The act of cutting depends on both. The instrument does

not act without an agent, and the agent too cannot act without an

instrument. Without both of these, it is not possible to conceive of an
agent and an instrument acting independently of each other. Things are
brought about due to the assembled conditions, not due to a principal
(pradhana) condition. If not so, it is just a metaphor (upacara).]

51

On Bhavya's usage of asiddharthata and anekantikata, see Lindtner 1986a,
p- 63.
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34. One may [assume the existence of] an agent, but it must be said [that

35.

such an agent exists] only [on the basis of] the group (rasi) of
completely motionless (niriha)>2 conditioned entities (samskara),
just as when you say: "The lamp sheds light", although the lamp (dipa)
is [only] a means [whereby you shed light, since the light is brought
about dependent on the causal conditions of oil, a wick, a vessel and
fire.53 Objection: The Self is supreme, because dependent on that
chief agent all actions proceed. But the lamp, etc., are just designations,
just as the potter himself is the agent although many conditions such as
clay, etc., are present. Answer:]

In reality (tattvatah), there is no fundamental (mukhya) agent, since
one man alone cannot make a pot [all by himself]. Therefore, it is not
accepted that a lamp, etc., [are merely regarded] as the agent in a
[transferred or] figurative sense. [The Self alone is not the cause of all
actions, because those actions are dependent on many collected causes.
The eye, etc., and the lamp, etc., are therefore chief (pradhana)
agents, not just metaphorical agents, because a chief agent ruling out
those is not established. Conventionally (samvrty3), the collection of
causal conditions (pratyaya) is shown to be the agent, but in ultimate
reality, it is not established that there is any chief agent. Objection:
Since Reality (zattva) is under consideration, by the power of past

52

53

On niriha, see Nagarjuna’s Lokatitastava 24 (Lindtner 1982b, p. 136 with n.

24, p. 137).

From a relative perspective (samvrtitah), Bhavya maintains that an "agent"

(kartr), a "giver" (datr) (MHK/TJ 8.37), and a "sentient being" (sattva)
(MHKY/TJ 8.37) only designate a collection of causal conditions (pratyaya). Cf.
AK.bh. IX. 245-246: "Les quatre derniers termes, vijiana, vedana, samjia,

cetana, sont les éléments (skandhas) immatériels (argpin); 1'zil et la couleur-
figure sont 1'élément rapa. Voila tout ce dont un parle quand on dit «<homme».

Pour exprimer diverses nuances, on se sert de divers vocables, tels que sartva,
étre, nara, homme, manuja, né de Manu, manava, jeune homme, posa, qui se
nourrit, jiva, principe vital, jantu, qui niit, pudgala, personne./.../ Bhiksus,

sachez que ce sont 1a seulement des maniéres de dire, des paroles, des expressions
conformes a 1'usage du monde."

According to the Mahavyutpatti (§ CCVIII, 4668-4683, pp. 309-310) the
following terms are used by the heterodox sectarians (tirthika) as synonyms
(paryaya) of the Self: atma, sattvah, jivah, jantuh, posah, purusah,
pudgalah, manujah, manavah, karakah, karapakah, vedakah, janakah,
pasyakah, utthapakah, and samutthapakah. See also the Satasahasrika
Prajiaparamita 472, 522 (referred to by Dayal 1932, p. 341, n. 186).

In the Samyutta Nikaya V.10, for instance, it is said that conventionally we
speak of a "being" when the skandhas are present.
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38.

acts, the stream (samtana) of momentary dharmas cannot be bound
or liberated, since what ceases at each instant is without activity.
Therefore, one should understand that only the Self is the basis of
bondage, liberation and continuance. Answer: Although the mind
ceases to exist at each individual instant and is without independent
power and intrinsic nature, it continues like the stream of a river:]

[Refutation of the Self as Bound and Liberated]

The mind (citta) which is subjected to such [things] as desire
(ragadi) [and] attached (sakta) to the sphere of form, etc.
(rupadigocara), [is therefore said to be] obstructed from liberation
and bound in the prison of samsara, [since it is without independence
and lacks the light of insight (prajiz).]>*

When this aggregate of hands and the like (panyadisamudaya) is

associated with a mind, it is designated "[sentient] being" (sattva).

Because the volition of giving, etc. (tyagadicetana) arises, it is said to
be a "giver" (datr), etc.

The bonds of ignorance (avidya) and the rest are removed the
moment knowledge (vidya) arises. [When the continuum (samtana)
of the aggregates (skandha) itself is] free from the bondage of desire,
etc.,”> [having accomplished the path of liberation by the illumination
of insight (prajiia) consisting of hearing (SrutamayT), reflecting
(cintamayT) and meditating (bhavanamayT7)], it is designated

54

55

On prajia, see n. 46 above.

In the Prajiapradipa, ch. 25 ("The Investigation of Nirvana"), vv. lcd, 3,
Bhavya distinguishes between two kinds of nirvana: One with residual
aggregates (skandha), and one without residual aggregates. Nirvana is thus
considered as either the removal (prahana) of defilements (klesa) or the
cessation (nirodha) of aggregates (skandha) (see Eckel 1980, pp. 301f, 305).
Candrakirti makes a similar distinction in ch. XIX of his Prasannapada. Here
nirvana with a residual base (sopadhisesa), i.e. with residual aggregates, is
said to result from the removal (prahana) of the basic afflictions, such as
ignorance, desire, etc., and to consist of the mere aggregates (skandhamatra).
Nirvana without a residual base (nirupadhisesa) or aggregates results from the
cessation (nirodha) of the aggregates, and consists not even of the mere
aggregates. (See La Vallée Poussin's ed. of the Prasannapada, p. 519.) Bhavya
seems in MHK 8.38 to refer to the first kind of nirvana.

On skandhamatra, cf. the notion of five pure skandhas: dharmaskandhas,
lokottaraskandhas, anasravaskandhas, stated in SN,Vibhasa, AK, etc. (See
Lamotte 1980, p. 129.) :
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"liberated" (mukta). [It is therefore acceptable (yukti) to say that
liberation (moksa) is the later moment of mind which has arisen and
which is superior to the former moment of the group of mind (citza)
and mental factors (caitta) that have the property of ceasing and
arising.]>6

But since the Self is like the sky (vyoman), then all this [about the Self
being the basis of bondage and liberation]>7 is very difficult to talk
about, [since even if the sky is full of snow, hail, wind, etc., defilements
(samklesa) are not produced for the sky. Likewise, even if desire

(kama), anger (krodha) and pride (abhimana ) have arisen, there is

no change in the very Self, and therefore it cannot be said to be bound
or liberated even with great exertion]. If you still greatly cherish your
Self [due to your attachment to the Self by the power of the residues

(*vasanasamarthyat) of grasping a Self from beginningless time,

[then why not] consider the Self as a skyflower, [which also has the

same characteristic and which therefore also would be a "Self".]

[Refutation of Cognition (jiana) as the Intrinsic Nature

(svabhava) of the Self]

If one maintains that "the intrinsic nature of the Self is cognition
(jiana)", then its oneness (ekatd) is not logical, since [cognition] is
dependent on instruments (karana) [such as the eye,] etc., [and
besides, if this Self already has the nature of cognition, why does it
depend on instruments such as the eye, etc.? If you say that without the
eye and the other organs, the fact that this is a cognition is not
apprehended, then since something other than the instruments is not

56

57

Bhavya describes the state of liberation in TJ 1.3 as "a single moment of [self-
originating] knowledge (ekaksanasvayambhijiana) (see Gokhale 1985, p. 83

with n. 14). TJ 3. 268 (cf. TJ 3.273) states also: "/.../ He understands the

similarity of all dharmas in a single moment of self-generated knowledge /.../."
(tr. by Eckel).

Cf. the following passages from the Mahavastu and the Lalitavistara,
quoted by Lamotte 1980, p. 124: "Through a wisdom associated with a single
moment of thought, I acquired supreme and perfect enlightenment (ekacitta-
ksanasamayuktaya prajilaya anuttaram samyaksambodhim abhisambuddhe)
/.../." "When the Buddha had reached supreme and perfect enlightenment through
a wisdom associated with a single moment of thought (ekacittaksana-
samayuktaya prajiiaya), the three knowledges (traividyd) were acquired."

In TJ 8.1, the Vedantavadins states that the knowledge of bondage and liberation
are dependent upon the Self (see Gokhale 1958, p. 167).
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42.

43.

44.

apprehended, its oneness would be lost, which is contrary to your own
doctrine.]

Furthermore, if the Self, etc., are a really existing object of knowledge
(jiieya), [then] that cognition [of the Self] will not cease [since, even if
you say that having accomplished the object to be accomplished, cogni-
tion does not act on the object, as in the case with a lamp which, having
illuminated its object, does not act on that object. We answer that] it is
[nevertheless] seen that even if a lamp has accomplished its function, it
functions [anew] by virtue of its own causes (svakarana), [such as a
wick, oil, etc. Therefore the Self, like a lamp, will not, even at the time
when it has accomplished its object, be without activity (pravrtti).
Consequently, even when one has seen the Self (purusa) with the eye
of cognition, liberation will not be produced:]

As long as there arises a cognition which has a really existing [object],
so long will [a new] seed (b?ja)58 be accumulated [in the conscious-
ness], just as, as long as there arises a sound (arava), so long [will] the
echo (pratirava) [continue, but when the activity of sound ceases and
does not exist, the echo will not arise. Likewise, if the object of know-
ledge does not exist, cognition also will not arise.]

How can, on the one hand, samsara exist for one who knows [the Self,
at the same time as], on the other hand, cognition exists without an
[intermediary] instrument [of knowledge]? Since [the Self], further-
more (va@), in every respect is non-distinguished (avisistatva),
[eternal and one,] how can [one assume] bondage (bandha) and
liberation (moksa) [for the Self]?

Moreover, [the Self] cannot be free from suffering (duhkha) even in
[the state of] liberation when one maintains that there is only the Self,
because that [suffering] cannot be different from the Self, just as fire
(vibhavasu) [cannot be different] from the heat (usna) [of the fire.]

58

The term bija in MHK 8.42 seems to have a connotation identical to that of the
term vasana (residue/impression) in, e.g., TJ 8.24. It is therefore not related to
the Yogacara concept of "seeds" (bija) residing in the store-house consciousness
(alayavijiiana). The VITV-MHK does not give any information as to whether
Bhavya follows the Sautrantika theory of bija or not. On the Sautrantika theory
of bija, see Jaini 1959. Cf. May 1959, p. 273, n. 1002 (vijianabija).
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How can a latent (/ina) and an unoriginated (anutpanna) cognition

(buddhi) [produce] knowledge without an [intermediary] instrument
[of knowledge]? It would, of course, be just as inconsistent as the

woodpecker (pdrnaka) being able to peck without a beak (parasu).

[Objection: Just as even if fire burns, it is indicated that the person

burns by means of fire, likewise even when cognition knows, it is said
that the person knows but not the cognition. Answer: That is not
correct:]

When it is said: "He burns by means of fire", it is the fire that burns,
not the one who achieves it, just as when it is said: "One knows by
means of the mind", it is the cognition that knows, not [that] Self
(puman) of yours. [In the statement "fire burns" either fire itself
burns or else Devadatta does. As to that, the so-called burning exists in
fire, not in the one who makes something burn, i.e. the agent of the
burning. Likewise, when it is said that the mind here knows, the mind
itself knows, not the Self. Objection: Just as a potter is called a potter
even at the time when he is not making pots, and fire is called "burner"
(dzhaka) even at the time it is not burning wood, just so the Self too
has the nature of cognition, even though it is not related to any
instrument. ]

That [Self which, even though it does not depend on any instrument,
has the nature of cognition] could not be established in analogy with a
pot-maker (kulala), since he has not [always the function of being a
pot-maker] as his intrinsic nature (svabhava). The establishment [of
the Self] in analogy with something that burns is not acceptable [either],
since without something to be burned (ddhya), fire (agni) does not
exist. [When the Self is active or proceeds by means of instruments,
then it is correct that it has the intrinsic nature of cognition, but apart
from that, the intrinsic nature of cognition is just a designation in rela-
tion to the intrinsic nature of non-cognition (ajiana). Cognition is,

- however, not established by merely stating it in regard to non-

cognition.>9]

59

According to Bhavya, space is established on a conventional level in relation to a
substance, just as unorigination (ajati) is established in relation to origination
(jati). Cognition (jiiana) as the intrinsic nature of the Self cannot, therefore, be
ultimately established, since, like space and unorigination, it is only possible to
conceive of cognition in relation to non-cognition (ajiana). Something which is
dependent on something else for its existence cannot ultimately be self-existent or
intrinsic. On svabhava, see n. 62 below; (IV), pp. 104-108; MHK 3.29cd;
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Furthermore, you cannot in any way [maintain] that the [Self which is
by intrinsic nature] non-knowing can become a knowing agent (kartr)
and enjoyer (bhoktr). Furthermore, what is the use of imagining [the
Self] as being devoid of conceptual construction (avikalpa), like the
sky, merely on the basis of the scriptures (4gama), [which are no

means of (valid) knowledge (pramana)? Objection: Even though the

Self has the nature of non-cognition, it will have the nature of

cognition when the instruments are present. Answer: Nevertheless,

prior to the first existence of cognition, because the instruments had

not arisen, the Self had the nature of non-cognition. It could therefore
not be an agent or an experiencer.]%0

Furthermore, [if you say that the Self] does not [have] the intrinsic
nature of either cognition or non-cognition, [then] this [Self] would be
without intrinsic nature. But the Self could not be without intrinsic
nature, [since then] it would be [as non-existent] as a son of a barren
woman (bandhyatanaya). [Moreover, you have stated that because
the Self pervades all bodies, it is the single Self of all:]

[Refutation of an Individual (Mortal) Self (antaratman)
and an (Immortal) Self which Rests in the Supreme
(paramesthatman)]

[That Self of a person] which is not affected by suffering and pleasure,
when [one or another individual Self] torments or pleases it — that
cannot, as far as he is concerned (tasya), logically be his Self, in the
same way as the sky cannot belong to [an accidental person by the
name] Devasarman.

If [you] maintain that meditative cognition (dhyanajfiana), etc., lead
to liberation of the individual [mortal] Self (antaratman),®! then
[this] must [imply] an effort (prayatna) to negate the Self, [since in
reality there is no deviation from a certain intrinsic nature]: How
would the mortal (martya) [Self] become immortal (amrta) [without
being impermanent, etc.]?62

60
61
62

MMK 15.1, 2, 8; 7.30; GK 4.9, 29.
On dgama and yukti in the works of Bhavya, see Iida 1966.
On Bhavya's rare usage of the term antaratman, see (IV), p. 115, n. 97.

Cf. MMK 15.1-2, 8; the Trisaranasaptati 12-13 (see Sgrensen 1986a, pp. 21-
22, 65-66, n. 12-13); GK 3.21-22, 4.7-8, 29. For a discussion of Bhavya's



52.

53.

54.

5S.

81

[If it is said that the individual Self and the supreme Self are both diffe-
rent and non-different, this should be examined in the following way:]

If the individual [mortal] Self (antaratman) is different from the Self
[which rests in the supreme] (paramesthatman ), your assertion: "All

is the 'Person' (purusa)",63 is rendered invalid, because the indivi-
dual [mortal] Self, is different from the Self [which rests in the

supreme. And:]

If the individual [mortal] Self is non-different from the Self [which
rests in the supreme], [then] your assertation is [once again] rendered
invalid, since the [supreme] Self does not at all experience pleasure and
pain, etc. It (i.e. the mortal individual Self) could [therefore] not be

[identical with] the supreme [Self.]64
[Refutation of the One Self as having a Manifold Nature]

If it [i.e. the Self] is subtle (sizksma), this [Self] cannot [at the same

time] be large (mahat). If it is large its subtleness does not exist, and it
is not one [either]. How could the formless Self have the property of
form [without the occurence of the mental constructions (vikalpa),

"subtle" and "great", "one" and "many", etc.? Objection: Those who do
not see Reality see it in many forms: Some say that it is all-
pervasive (sarvatraga), some say that it is just the extent of the body

(deha), others again think that it just has the nature of an atom

(paramanu). Like the elephant's intrinsic nature (svabhava), it is just
one (eka), but like the major and minor limbs (ariga/ pratyariga) of

the elephant (hastin), it is also many. Answer:]

On the basis of the example of the elephant, it is not logical that one
[thing] has a manifold nature, since [the part, i.e.] the trunk (kara) is
not considered to be [the whole, i.e.] the elephant (karin). Further-
more, oneness does not [apply] to the trunk, etc. [The trunk of the
elephant is just the trunk. The foot is just the foot, and the ear is just the

63
64

notion of intrinsic nature (svabhava), see (IV), pp. 104-108.
Cf. MHK 8.4 ab.

Cf. the Brahmasutra 1.2.8 (translated with Sarikara's commentary):
sambhogapraptir iti cen na vaiSesyat "If it is said: [Because the individual Self
and the supreme Self are identical], there is arising of experience [of pleasure and
pain also for the supreme Self], it is not so because of difference [with respect to
their respective nature]."”
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56.

57.

58.

59.

ear. The elephant itself does not exist. Therefore, there is no single
nature and the trunk, etc.]®3

If the Self has the colour of the sun, etc. (sdryadivarna) [as you
r_naintain],66 how could it [also] be without colour? [Objection: Like
the palasa-tree, one thing pervades all, and as the palasa-tree exists
in its own parts, such as the root, the trunk, the branches, the twigs,
etc., that has also a manifold nature. Answer:] On the basis of the
example of the palasal-tree], a manifold nature of the Self is not [to
be] accepted:

Since a palasa[-tree] is not one [in as much as] it always changes its
nature [into the states of youth, middle-age and its end], and moreover,
since the roots, etc. (mualadi), are not one [in as much as] they are

differentiated by causal conditions (pratyaya) [such as fire, wind, an
axe, etc., [the example of the palasa-tree is not able to establish the
meaning which is the purpose of the example, i.e., a non-changing and

‘non-differentiated Self.]

[Concepts like] "most excellent" (jyayasta) and "supreme" (paratva)
are meaningful [only] in relation to [something] other than that [which
is said to be so]. How can the existence of [such] a notion be accepted
when there is oneness [between the Self and all entities?67 Further-

more, how could it be right that the Self is a substance and also all-
pervasive?]

[Refutation of the Self as a Substance (dravya) and
a Support (adharata)]

If the Self were a substance (dravya),68 it could not be all-pervasive
(sarvatraga) because of its substantiality (dravyatva), as is the case
with a pot, nor could it be eternal. How could [then] the whole world be

65

66

67
68

Le. none of the single parts are identical with the whole — neither alone nor taken
together.

See MHK 8.2 (siryavarcasa), 8.3 (rukmavarna). Cf., however, AK IX.301:
- tathagataditya.

This is a criticism of MHK 8.7.

For a discussion of "substance" (dravya) designating the ultimate reality in
Vedanta and Madhyamaka, see (IV), pp. 127-130.
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full of it? [With regard to your statement that all that has arisen, is
arising and will arise is the "Person" (purusa),®® we reply:]

To have the status of being a support (adharata) is possible [only in
relation] to a substance, but the Self does not relate to a substance.
Therefore, since [the Self] does not have the status of being a support,
because it is unoriginated, it is like a skyflower. [Furthermore, since
the Self is not established as a substance:]

How can all elements (bhiata) be exactly [the same] as the Self to the
one who experiences [the Self]?70 It is unacceptable that what is
without Self (angtman) has the status of Self, just as the [intrinsic]
nature (bhavata) of a non-entity (abhava), [such as a skyflower, is
not possible.]

Therefore, [since the supreme Self is not established], the non-
difference between the ignorant [and the learned], etc.,’1 is without
support and illustration. [From the assumption] of the oneness of the
Self, a lot of errors occur:

The Self of Maitra may be perceived by means of the sense-organs
(karana) of Caitra, just as the Self of Caitra [may be perceived by
means of the sense-organs of Maitra], because [his] nature (murtitva)
is not different from Caitra's, or because there is no difference as to
place (desa). [Such a perception does not exist. The Self of Maitra and
the Self of Caitra are, therefore, not one.]

[If they were one,] the enjoyer of happiness and suffering may then be
liberated when that [Self of another] is liberated, or alternatively, if
that [Self] is bound, that [liberated Self must also] be in bondage, or if
[one] suffers, that [liberated Self] should [also] be in suffering.”2
[Objection: Although I have determined the support of the elements,
etc., and the oneness without distinction of fools, etc., what harm is

69
70
71
72

MHK/TJ 8.4.

Cf. MHK 8.9.

MHK 8.9.

A similar objection is found in MHK/TJ 8.11.
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65.

66.

67.

done? For I show as an example the "pot-space” simile, which is
accepted by both sides.”3 Answer:]

[Refutation of the Oneness and Existence of
Space (akasa) and Self]

On the basis of the "pot-space” simile (ghatakasadrstanta),’4 [the
oneness between the ignorant and the learned, etc.,] is not possible.
That [oneness] does not exist for everyone, since the oneness
(ekatva) and existence (bhavata) of space is not established:

[In the view of the Sautrantikas, we accept on the conventional level
(samvrtya) that] that object which is empty of substance is, as is

known (hi), the relative (samvrta) space (akasa), [since it is the

mere absence of a resistant substance (sapratighadravyabhava-
matra)]. There is movement (gati) for those who move; there is

room (avakasa) for those demanding room.”> [Space exists, there-
fore, only as a designation. And since space was given as an example of
a permanent (nitya), all-pervasive (sarvatraga) and singular (eka)
Self, it is in fact dissimilar to that. Therefore, the Vedantavadins have

not established the Self.]76

Space therefore is not an unblocking (anavrti) [substance] and it is
not an [active] provider (datr) of room.”7 When this reason is given
by the opponent [and incidentally by the Vaibhasikas] regarding its

73

74
75

76

71

In TJ 8.64, the Vedantavadin maintains that the "pot-space” simile is accepted
even by the Madhyamikas. The Prasannapada ad XVIIL.9 quotes an early

Mahayanasuatra, the Aryasatyadvayavatara Satra, which, apparently, already

knows this simile. See (II), p. 24, n. 16. This is historically significant. For a
discussion of the "pot-space" simile in VTV, GK and the Paramarthasara (PaS),
see (IV), pp- 108-127.

See MHK 8.10, 11, 13.

For an edition and translation of TJ 8.66, see (IV), pp. 119-121. On "space" as
the mere absence of a substance, cf. Nagarjuna's Ratnavali 1.99ab; Aryadeva's
Sataka 9.3; Lang 1986, p. 89, n. 5.

In TJ 8.66, the Vedantavadins object to Bhavya's denial of the existence of space
by quoting an interesting sitra-passage. For an edition, translation and a

historical discussion of this passage, see (IV), pp. 119-121.

According to Bhavya, space is conventionally the absence of substance, and as
such is not unblocked. An all-pervading (i.e. an unblocked) Self could therefore
not be likened to space. Furthermore, since space is not an active provider of
room, because it is room, the Self as an agent cannot be likened to space either.
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[i.e. space's] existence, it should not be accepted as a valid reason
(hetu),’8 [since space is not an existing substance (dravyasat).]’®

[As to the statement that the Self is a permanent entity, all-pervasive,
and the support of all entities, like space:] Again, (p) space cannot be

regarded as an entity (bhava), (h) since it does not stand in relation to

a cause. (d) It is, therefore, not one [but inexisting], just as [the unreal]

son of a barren woman [is not one.]30

[Even though] clay (mrd) in the shape of pots, etc., is one [and the
same thing] since it always remains clay (mrjjatiya), in [each indivi-
dual] pot, etc., there is always a different and new [portion of clay].
Therefore the Self is not one.81 [You have said that, because one has
not awakened to absorption into the Self and has not known the Self,
one's experiences are like the enjoyments in a dream.82 In that case,

will one be conceited because one knows or because one does not
know?]

When one knows, [like one who has a visual organ through which he
gets his knowledge conforming to reality (yathartha)], one cannot
regard it as a state of imagination of the knower because there
is no error. And again, when one does not know, [like one who is blind
from birth], one cannot regard it as a state of imagination of the non-
knower because there is no error [here also.83 As to your statement

78

79
80
81
82
83

On the usage of a simile (drstanta) as a logical reason (ketu), see GK 4.20;
Nyayasutra 1.1.34-37, 5.1.11.

For an edition and translation of TJ 8.67, see (IV), p. 122.
For an edition and translation of TJ 8.68, see (IV), p. 123.
This is a criticism of MHK 8.12.

MHK 8.14.

The notion of dependent origination (pratityasamutpada), the middle way
(madhyama pratipat) or emptiness (Ssdnyata), which underlies Bhavya's

argumentation in VTV, see (IV), pp. 101-108, is here instrumental in critizising
the Vedantavadin’s claim that the non-knower of the Self is conceited. According
to Bhavya, everything is to be understood complementarily, i.e. in relation to its
opposite: Knowledge (jigna) presupposes non-knowledge (ajiiana), space

(8kasa), substance (dravya), origination (jati), non-origination (ajati), etc.,
and vice versa. Ignorance therefore cannot have a characteristic of its own
(svalaksana), since it does not exist in or by itself (nihsvabhava). Con-
sequently the ignorance of the non-knower of the Self cannot be characterized
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72.

that though the "Person" exists in the body, He is not attached, and
though He enjoys objects, He is not stained by them,34 we answer:]

[Refutation of the Self as the Agent (kartr) and
the Enjoyer (bhoktr)]

Because [the Self] does not change (avikaritva) and is not attached
(asarigatva),®> like space (vyoman), it is not logical that the Self is
the agent (kartr), and it is not logical that it is the enjoyer (bhoktr)
either. [Something which always remains the same, not engaged in its
own activity and not attached to objects, could not be an agent or an
enjoyer.]86

[The characteristic mark of an agent, when he is an agent, is that he is
stained by the results (phala) of beneficial (kusala) and non-
beneficial (akusala) actions. Therefore:] If the agent, which is the
Self, is not defiled [by the result of action (karma)], how can the agent

84
85
86

as erroneous or imaginative. Ultimately, knowledge and non-knowledge, etc., are
purely abstractions, designations (ndma) or metaphors (upacara). Bhavya
seems furthermore to maintain that one cannot be a part of the Self and yet be
ignorant of it, as the Vedantavadins maintain. If one does not know the Self, it
could not exist. Either one knows the Self, or one does not.

See also MHK 8.47 (p. 79 with n. 59, above).
MHK/TJ 8.15.
This is a criticism of MHK 8.15ab.

A fundamental (pradhana), independent agent does not exist apart from causes
and conditions, according to Bhavya. It is only if something has the property of
change that it is true to say that it is an agent (kartr) or experiencer (bhoktr). In
TJ 8.30, Bhavya refers to the science of grammar (sabdasastra), according
to which an action must have an independent agent. On svatantrah karta
(independent agent), see the Astadhyayi (1.4.54) of Panini.

In ch. 25 of Bhavya's Prajiapradipa, it is said, however, that the
nirmanakaya acts without disturbing the non-activity of the dharma- or
tathagatakaya. Bhavya's position in PP regarding agenthood seems, therefore,
to contradict that of VTV. The Mahayanottaratantra (1-2 cent.) takes a
similar stand as that of PP: mahdkarunaya krtsnam lokam alokya lokavit /
dharmakayad aviralam nirmanais citrarapibhih // (11 53) jatakany
upapattim ca tusitesu cyutim tatah / (I 54 ab) ksetresv aparisuddhesu
darsayatya bhavasthiteh // (Il 56cd) "Having surveyed the entire world with
His Great Compassion the Knower of the World (Buddha) without locomoting
from his Absolute Medium (Dharmakaya) by way of His Transformation
[Medium] (Nirmanalkayal) in protean garbs [He] displays origination in Vita
[of any individual] in impure Realms [such as our World] as long as the World is
durating.” (Sgrensen 1986b, pp. 172-173).
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[produce] the result (phala) wished for? [If there is no later enjoyment
(anubhoga) of the results, all the actions of the agent will be pointless.
Therefore, because the agent will not possess the quality of enjoying
the results, agenthood is very difficult to establish.] The example of the
king (raja) is [therefore] not logical, because the king (nrpati) is
evil.87 [As to the statement of yours that the Self is one (eka), all-
pervasive (sarvatraga) and eternal (nitya):188

[Refutation of the Self as One (eka), All-pervgsive (sarva-
traga), Permanent (nitya), Inexpressible (avacya) and
Inconceivable (nirvikalpa)]

It is not logical that [the Self, which is] without a second (advitiya), is
one, since it is independent of anything external (bghya). If it is one
from its connection to oneness, [then] the relation (yoga) is only to
itself; there is no other [relation. Since the Self exists as everything
internal and external, in relation to what will it be one? And if the Self
is said to be one by being related to number one, then how will the Self
relate to itself since there does not exist anything different from the
Self? This is impossible, just like it is impossible that a finger itself
can touch the tip of that very same finger. If you say that the Self is
imagined to have many ways of manifesting itself as subject (visayin)
and object (visaya), and that by means of excluding that manifoldness,
the Self should be said to be just one, we say:]

If, although conceptualized [to be] many, [the Self] is one due to the
exclusion (apoha) of that [manifoldness], oneness would not exist in
reality (tattvatah), since the conception (kalpana) [of oneness, etc.,]
is relative (samvrti):

If this [Self] existed in reality with the nature of permanency, oneness,
etc., [then] the function of words and cognitions of "the one", etc.
(ekadisabdadhivrtti), [would be] infallible (niratyaya), if [its] refe-
rent (artha)8® existed. [But since there is nothing but the Self, the

87

88
89

This is a criticism of MHK/TJ 8.15.

In TJ 8.72, Bhavya states furthermore that, because the king would have the
fear of falling into hell, etc., it is taught that he should perform actions in
accordance with dharma. But if he were not stained by sin, etc., this would not be
taught. v
See, e.g., MHK/TJ 8.16.

In the words of Lindtner (1982b, p. 271, n. 240): "artha (‘object' or 'meaning")
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76.

77.

Self and the cognition of which it is an object are not different. There-
fore, this method has a fault:]

Since one conceptualizes [the Self] to be one, etc., how can this Self be
devoid of conceptual construction. [This is impossible, since there does
not exist any difference between the cognition and the Self]. It is, how-
ever (ca), undeniable that words function on the basis of a referent

(artha), which is the object of conceptual construction (vikalpa-
visaya). [Where conceptual constructions apply, there speech also

applies:]

How can [you] therefore [maintain that the Self] is neither an object of
cognition (dh7) nor an object of speech (gira)? In accordance with
the previous argument (niti), it is false (vitatha) that [such a Self] is
inexpressible (avacya) [and] without conceptual construction (nir-
vikalpa).90

[Refutation of Liberation (mukti) or Enlightenment (bodhi) as

78.

a State of Self-identity of Non-origination (ajatisamata)
Resulting from the Cognition of the Self]

If liberation (mukti) comes from seeing (darsana)®! [that Self] by

90
91

reveal, as well as upalabdhi (‘exist’ and 'perceive’), satya (‘reality’ or 'truth'),

etc., the fact that Indians in a certain sense do not clearly distinguish between facts
and ideas, between ideas and words." The reason why Bhavya in MHK 8.76 does
not distinguish between the fact that the Self has a conceptual construction

(vikalpa) and that we have a vikalpa of the Self is, however, due to the fact that
he maintains that for the Vedantavadins, -there does not exist any difference

between the Self (atman) and the cognition (jiana).

MHK/T]J 8.73-77 seems to be Bhavya's critique of MHK/TJ 8.17.

As mentioned in n. 46 above, Bhavya expresses the cognition of the enlightened
in terms of a cognition which "moves without moving". In MHK 3.280ab,
Bhavya uses a similar logical device to describe the Bodhisattvas' cognition of
the Buddha: vyomavad ye mahatmanah iksante tam aniksanat / "Like space,
those who are illustrious see him without seeing” (ed. and tr. by Malcolm D.
Eckel).

Cf. MHK 5.106: sakalajieyayathatmyam akasasamacetas3 / jiianena
nirvikalpena buddhah pasyanty adarsanat// "The Buddhas see by means of
non-seeing the reality of all knowable objects with a knowledge which is without
mental construction and with a thought which is like space." The Dharmasamgiti
Sudtra states also: adarsanam bhagavany sarvadharmanam darsanam
samyagdarsanam "O Lord, not to see is to see all dharmas: this is true seeing”
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means of cognition (buddhi), how can oneness exist? [There cannot be
oneness] because they [i.e. the cognition and the Self] are different.

Furthermore, this [liberation] would also be false in analogy with the

previous [argument],”? because it [i.e. the Self] would be grasped [as

an object], like the cognition of multiplicity (nanatvadhi).93

If there is a cognition (jigna) which knows the self-identity of non-
origination (ajatisamata ),94 [then], because there is no difference

[between the cognition and the state of self-identity of non-
origination], how could seeing exist? Liberation would [then] result
from "non-seeing", otherwise there would not be liberation (mukti)

for anyone.

If enlightenment (bodhi) results from the arising of that [seeing], how
could non-origination be self-identical? If it (i.e. seeing) does not
arise because it is not an existing entity, it would be the same as a
conceptual construction of that [self-identity of non-origination.]

Non-origination (ajati) is a phenomenon (dharma) which resembles
origination (jati), but it exists [only] as the non-existence [of origina-
tion]. It is [therefore] not at all (napi na)®> logical that [this
phenomenon of non-origination] is identical with the Self or abiding in
it (tatsthata).96

92
93
94

95

(quoted from Eckel 1987, p. 115, n. 15). See also Gokhale 1963.

Expressions like "to see without seeing" or "to move without moving" I take as
metaphorical, referring to a cognition which is of a non-grasping nature. See the
interesting information on a-dassana ("'not seeing" and "not being seen"!) in A
Critical Pali Dictionary (CPD), p. 118.

See MHK 8.24.

Cf. GK 3.13, 4.91.

On ajatisamata, see GK 3.2b, 3.38d. Cf. GK 4.93d (ajam samyam), 4.95a
(aje samye), 4.100b (ajam samyam) (see Lindtner 1985a, pp. 275-276). The
Aryasatyadvayavatarasiatra quoted in the Madhyamakavrtti (La Vallée
Poussin ed., p. 374) states: paramarthatah sarvadharmanutpadasamataya
paramarthatah sarvadharmatyantajatisamataya paramarthatah samah
sarvadharmab/.../ (quoted from Bhattacharya 1943, p. 49). This passage should
have been mentioned by Lindtner 1985a. It proves, however, that Lindtner was
right in taking ajgti and samata in GK 3.38 as a compound. On anutpada-
samata, see Conze 1973, p. 32 (‘samata, 'sama, “jiana), and MMK 18.12
(sambuddhanam anutpade /.../).

The expression napi na ("not at all") is of rare occurrence.
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Difference (bheda) is not accepted to exist in that which is unborn
(aja), in which there is a potentiality (samarthana),”” since in reality
(tattvatah) unbornness (ajatva) is not accepted either for the born
(jata) or the unborn (ajata).

If [you say that] that [Self] is not differentiated (abheda), [then the Self
is not different] from a skyflower (khapuspa), which is to hold an

unreal position (asatpaksa). If [you alternately say that] there is

differentiation (bheda) in the absolute (parinispatte), [then] non-
duality (advaita)®® cannot be established.

[Conclusion]

Therefore, neither existence (bhdva) nor non-existence (abhava),99
and neither difference (prthak) nor non-difference are [applicable to]
the Self (puman),100 [which is furthermore] neither eternal (nitya)

nor non-eternal, and it is not an object of speech or cognition
(buddhidhvanigocara).

[If you say: Do not also the Buddhists maintain that which tran-
scends the sphere of speech and cognition to be ultimately real?" We

96

97

98
99
100

MHK 8.81cd (naivatmasamata tasya yukta napi na tatsthata //) seems to be

Bhavya's answer to GK 3.38cd (atmasamstham tada jilanam /.../) (see Lindtner
1985a, p. 276). Unorigination (Zjati) is then the absence of origination (jati),
just as space (3kasa) is the absence of a resistant substance (sapratigha-
dravyabhavamatra, MHK/TJ 8.66). The Self could therefore not be likened to
either ajati or akasa, which consequently do not possess intrinsic nature (sva-
bhava).

Cf. GK 4.19: asaktir aparijianam kramakopo °tha va punah / evam hi

sarvatha buddhair ajatih paridipita // "As there is absence of capability, or

complete ignorance, or, again, incompatibility of orders, the Buddhas elucidated
[the theory of] absolute non-origination (ajati)." (ed. and tr. by Bhattacharya
1940, p. 121). See also Bhattacharya ibid., pp- 121-123. Cf. also Lindtner's
(1984b, pp. 152-153, n. 9) discussion of the objection stated in Pramana-
varttika 111.4a (asaktam sarvam iti ced /.../), where, according to Lindtner,

Dharmakirti is compelled to admit that Sakti is only real from a relative

perspective (samvrtya). We are consequently here dealing with a tradition

which is far from considering the absolute as "dynamic" — it holds just the
contrary.

On advaita, see Vetter 1979, pp. 31-34.

Cf. MHK 3.287; TJ 3.111; Ratnavali 1.72.

Cf. GK 2.34; MMK X.16.



86.

87.

91

answer: That is true. Nevertheless this is the reasoning (yukei):]101

Since in every respect no object of knowledge can be established, 102
there is logically no domain of operation for cognition (buddhi).

When the realm of cognition [therefore] has ceased, the domain of

speech could not exist [either.103 Conventionally, the object of

knowledge, which is the object of the six forms of cognition (vijiana),
is imagined (parikalpita), but in reality (tattvatah) what is imagined

or conceptually constructed is completely unestablished. Therefore,

since cognition does not arise in regard to that non-existing object, that
is not an object of cognition, and because the object of cognition has

ceased, speech also does not function, since its basis does not exist.]

[The Vedantadar§ana — A Completely Heterogeneous
(atyantatulyajatiya) System (siddhanta)]

Being convinced that this infallible system of the Tathagata is a good
one (Subha), here [in the Vedanta system] the heterodox sectarians
(tirthika), being desirous (sprha) of [that doctrine], have therefore
[even] made it their own,104 [saying: "This is our system". But that is
eclecticism, endowed with the fault which consists in the contradiction
of former and latter parts, and it is therefore to be classified as a
mental construction (vikalpa).10> Therefore:]

Who would [be so stupid as to] have faith (sraddha) in this
[Vedanta system]. Here the former and latter [parts] are completely
incompatible (atyantatulyajatiya), just as [when] a jewel (maniratna)
[is not distinguished from a piece of] metal (ayas).lo‘5 [If you
Vedantavadins say that contradictions also occur for the
Madhyamikas who say that there is something which possesses a Self
(satmata) and something which does not possess a Self (anatmata),
and that there is emptiness (§dnyatd) and external emptiness (bzhya-

101
102

103

104
105
106

TJ 8.77.

MHK 3.266 (3. 266ab=8.85ab) states: jieyasya sarvathasiddher nirvikalpapi
yatra dhih / notpadyate tad atulyam tattvam tattvavido viduh // "No object
of cognition is established in any way, so reality is that of which not even a non-
conceptual cognition arises. (Translated by Malcolm D. Eckel.) See pp. 71-72, n.
46 above.

MHKY/TTJ 3.285-286 states that Reality could not be reached by logic (cf. MHK/TJ
5.104; Larikavatarasdtra 2.122) or by conceptual or non-conceptual cognition.

On Bhavya's attitude towards the Vedantadarsana, see (IV), pp. 101-104.
For an edition and translation of TJ 8.86, see (IV), pp. 102-103.
Cf. Matrceta’s Varparhavarnastotra 7.19, 20ab. See (IV), p. 103, n. 36.
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88.

89.

90.

Sanyata), origination (utpada) and non-origination (anutpada),
existence (bhava) and non-existence (abhava),l07 then we answer:]

Due to the manifoldness (vaicitrya) of the [Buddhist] teaching
(desana), let this principle (naya) [of Self and non-Self etc., which is
in accordance with relative (samvrti) and absolute truth
(paramarthasatya)] be like this here, for the sake of attracting some
and [for the sake of] turning the rest away from grasping (grzha). [In
order to divert those who grasp and advocate non-existence, and
whose minds are impaired by the view (drsti) which negates
(apavada) causality (hetuphala), the existence of the Self is taught.
And in order to stop attachment to, or grasping at a Self (3tmagraha)
by the adherents of a Self (atmavadin ), the non-existence of the Self is
taught. To those endowed with receptivity (ksanti) for the vast and
profound doctrine (dharma), it is ultimately taught that neither the
Self nor the non-Self exists. Therefore, there is no contradlctlon
(virodha). If you ask: How is that? We answer: 1108

[Unoriginatedness (ajatatva) and Lack of Intrinsic Nature
(nihsvabhavata) as the "Intrinsic Nature" _(svabhé' va) or
"Self" (atman) of All Entities (bhava)]

It is, as is known (hi),109 the intrinsic nature (svabhava) of entities

(bhava) not to be originated (ajatata), [since existent and non-
existent entities have not originated (utpanna) from themselves

(svatah), from another (paratah), from both (dvabhyam), or from
no cause (ahetutah)]. That [nature] is also said to be the "Self"

(atman) of these [entities], because it is contingent (akrtrimatva) and
because it does not disappear (anapayitva).

That [nature] is one (eka) by virtue of its single nature (ekarupatva),
[and] because it is undifferentiated (abheda) even when there is dif-
ferentiation of entities. It is all-pervasive (sarvaga), because [it
possesses the property of grasping the own-characteristic of no-
characteristic (alaksanasvalaksana)] of all dharmas(sarvadharma).
Furthermore, it is also eternal (nitya) because it does not disappear

107
108

109

For a tr. and ed. of TJ 8.87, see (IV), p. 106.

For an edition and translation of TJ 8.88, see (IV), pp. 106-107. On references
to the pedagogical attitude in various Buddhist texts, see the Prajiapradipa
18.5d, 6 (Eckel 1980, pp. 217-220); (IV), pp- 106- 108

On Skt. ki, see Lindtner 1982b, p. 26, n. 79.
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(avinasa). [That nature is also the Self, because it is unoriginated
intrinsic nature.]

That [nature] is unoriginated (ajata), since it is not originated (a jata-
tva). Precisely for that reason, it is not subject to old age and death
(ajaramara). It is imperishable (acyuta) because it is free from
extinction. It is considered supreme (para) because of excellence
(prakarsa) [with regard to its nature.]

It is not form (rupa), sound (Sabda), smell (gandha), etc. It is not

earth (bhami), fire (agni), water (jala) [or] air (anila). It is not

space (akasa), the moon ($asi), the sun (siirya), etc. It does not have
the defining characteristic (laksana) of mind (manas) [which is to

cogitate] or of cognition (jizna )10 [which is to know entities.]

That [nature] is everything, because it is the intrinsic nature [of all
entities], but it is not every particular [entity], since it is without de-
struction (avinasa). Because defilements (klesa), etc., do not arise

there [in that unoriginatedness or Self], that is pure (Suddha). It is

[also] completely equanimous (santa), [because it has completely

transcended all actions (kriya).]

It is expressible by virtue of the imposition of conceptual constructions
(kalpanasamaropa), but it is inexpressible (avdcya) in reality
(tattvatah), and furthermore because it is in every respect in-
expressible (avacyatva), it is said to be unmanifest (nirafijana).111

Obviously, if such a Self [or intrinsic nature described above] is
accepted even by you, [then] that [Self or intrinsic nature, which is the
general characteristic (samanyalaksana) of non-origination], is infal-
lible (nirdosa) and completely proper (upapattika) because of
extensive conceptual correspondences with regard to name, etc.

110

111

Cf. the characteristics of a person (skyes bu/purusa) in the Ratnavali (1.80)
and the description of nirvana given in the Suhrillekha 105.

On nirafjana, cf. MHK 3.274cd; Alokamala 53, 194 (see Lindtner 1985b, PP-
138-139, 186-187).
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(namadibahusadharmya ): [You say "supreme Self" (paramatman)
and we say "non-origination" (ajatitva). Therefore:]

Those who are afraid, due to the fear (bhita) of the absence of a Self
(nairatmya), remain exactly there [in that very absence, because there
is no support apart from that], just as one who is afraid [of space,
remains exactly there in that space], because [there is no other place
than] space. Where else could he remain?112

Welcome! Quench your thirst (trpti)!113 Here [in this preaching
(pravacana)] no one is hindered from anything. The Buddhas, the
friends of the world (Jokabandhuna),114 [offer] this very exquisite
nectar of reality (tattvamrta).

Abandon this false clinging (asadgraha) to there being a Self
(atmatva), an agent (kartrtva), an enjoyer (bhoktrtva), etc. It is
groundless (niraspada), [and] it prevents one from from seeing the
real (bhatadrk).

[Objection: If our Self (atman) and your non-Self (anatman) are
similar, then our systems (siddhanta) would be equal. Answer:] In
reality (tattvatah), one has to accept that entities are unoriginated,
because they do not arise in their own right. [When] they are said to be
without intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavata), it is because they do not
arise by virtue of [their] own nature.

Lack of intrinsic nature and lack of Self, that is not [the same as] Self,
because that would be contradictory. If lack of Self would be the same
as Self, [then] the absence of a cow (go) would be the same as [the
presence] of a cow.

112

113
114

Cf. MHK 3.278 (apratistha), 3.294; TJ 1.21 (apratisthita), TJ 1.16 (aprati-
sthitanirvana). On apratisthitanirvana, see Stcherbatsky 1978, p. 195, n. 3,
p- 215, n. 4, pp. 29-30 (Technical terms). On "fear of emptiness", see Ratnavali
ch. 1, etc.

svagatam ! kriyatam trptir ! = "Welcome!" "Cheers!"

lokabandhu, cf. MHK 3. 315.
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How is it possible that [a really existing] agent and enjoyer is without
such an intrinsic nature. It is not completely accidental that the status of
agent and enjoyer [of a Self] here is considered [on line with the status
of agent and enjoyer] of a son of a barren woman.

How can [a Self] of such a nature originate?, and how can [all the
worlds and beings] dissolve into it?115 It is impossible to imagine any
thing arising from or being dissolved into a skyflower.

As long as a cognition occurs which has as its object the absence of

intrinsic nature, so long will we think of the existence of "one", etc., by
the imposition of conceptual construction of the mind. [The intrinsic

nature of oneness, etc., does not, however, exist in reality.]ll‘5

When conceptual and [finally] non-conceptual cognitionl17 [which

apprehends non-Self (anatman) without conceiving it as either having
or not having an intrinsic nature] cease, [then] the peaceful, [com-
pletely inexpressible] cessation of diversity [occurs] in that which is not
an object of the mind.118 [That nature in which all entities are com-
pletely unestablished (aparinispanna) and which is beyond speech

and cognition is, therefore, Reality.112 The view of a Self which is

conceptually constructed by you is, however, not Reality.]

[Thus ends] the eighth chapter [of the Madhyamakahrdayakarika entitled:]
The Determination of Reality according to Vedanta (vedantatattvaviniScaya).

115

116
117

118

119

Cf. MHK/TJ 3.288; MHK/TJ 8.5; Madhyamakavrtti Prasannapada by
Candrakirti (pp. 533.9, 194.14, 195.2, La Vallée Poussin's ed.)

Cf. MHK 8.74.

Cf. MHK 3.265: nirvikalparthavisaya nirvikalpapi dhir mrsa [ anatmadi
svabhavatvat tadyatha savikalpadhih // "A cognition that has 'no concept' as
an object is false, even though it is non-conceptual, because it is [a cognition of]
no-self and so forth, like a conceptual cognition" (tr. by Malcolm D. Eckel).

Cf. MHK 3.284d: ’yam prapaficopasamah Sivah / "This is the peaceful
cessation of conceptual diversity", a clear echo of Nagarjuna’s MMK 25.24, etc.
Cf. Bhavya's description of reality (zattva) in MHK/TJ 1.1-3 (See Gokhale/
Bahulkar 1985, pp. 82-83).
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IV. Space and Substance. A Theme in Madhyamaka - Vedanta
Polemics

Bhavya as a "Svatantrika-Sautrantika-Madhyamika"

The immense importance of Bhavya's! scholarship within the history of
Mahayana Buddhist thought is indisputable. Bhavya (A.D. 500-570)2 was
successful in influencing not only his contemporaries, but also later
philosophers in the Mahayana tradition. Within the Madhyamaka tradition,
his svatantrika approach was followed and developed by such authors as
Jianagarbha, Santaraksita and Kamalasila.3 Nagarjuna and Buddha-
palita, on the other hand, used prasarigika arguments to show that the
opponent's position, with its implicit or explicit assumptions, has
consequences unacceptable to the opponent himself. This was criticized by
Bhavya, who maintained that these prasarigika arguments should be
supplemented by independent propositions (svatantra), e.g. in the form of
formal syllogisms (prayogavakya), a characteristic feature of Bhavya's
own approach. This was in order to refute potential counter-arguments by
opponents from various Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools. Bhavya's usage
of a threefold syllogism# suggests, inter alia, the influence of Dignaga
(A.D. 480-540),3 especially the latter's Pramanasamuccaya (PS), to
which Bhavya frequently alludes in his Tarkajvala (1)) and Madhyama-
karatnapradipa (MRP). Dignaga first reduced the five-fold syllogism of
the Nyayasutra to a three-fold form and then incorporated and established
the usage of syllogisms within the Buddhist tradition.6

Bhavya's influence on the Madhyamaka tradition is also shown by the
opposition which he provoked. Candrakirti's prasarigika sub-school of
Madhyamaka, which still dominates Tibetan Madhyamaka Buddhism

1 On the various names given to this acarya, see (II), p. 21, n. 2

2 See Kajiyama 1963, pp. 37-38; 1968/1969, pp. 193-203.

3 See Ruegg 1981a, pp. 67-71, 87-100.

4 Thesis (pratijia): there is fire on the mountain, reason (hetu): because of

smoke, example (drstanta): as in a kitchen. See pp. 112-113, n. 82 below, and
MHK/ TJ 8.68 (pp. 122-123 below).

See Frauwallner 1961, pp. 134-137. Cf. Hattori 1968, p. 4 with n. 21.

See Lindtner 1986a, p. 78, n. 24. The usage of a five-fold syllogism at the very
end of the Prajiapradipa (PP), ch. 27, an independent essay on logic and

pramana, probably reflects the opponent's language, since Bhavya's reasons for

not accepting the pafiicavayana-doctrine are explicitly given in PP (loc. cit.

183b4-184b1); see Lindtner 1986a, p. 81, n. 33. It may also reflect another, later
period of his scholarship in comparison to MHK/TJ. On Nagarjuna's refutation of
syllogisms, see Lindtner 1982b, p. 89.

A W
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through the dGe-lugs-pa branch of the Tibetan tradition, was actually
formed in reaction to Bhavya's works.

The classification of Bhavya as a "svatantrika" is apparently a later
sectarian formalisation made by the Tibetan tradition. It stems from the
basic distinction of the Indian Svatantrika-Madhyamikas into the sub-
schools of the mDo sde [spyod] pa’i dbu ma [ran rgyud pa] (Sautrantika-
[Svatantrika- ] Madhyamaka) and the rNal *byor spyod pa’i dbu ma [ran
rgyud pa] (Yogacara- [Svatantrika- ]| Madhyamaka). As early as the 9th
century the Tibetan scholar Ye-$es-sde, a student of Santaraksita, sets out
this preliminary classification in his famous [Ta-ba’i khyad-par, without,
however, mentioning the terms <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>