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Abstract: Madhyamaka philosophy is considered the philosophy of the middle
way (madhyama pratipad). Madhyamaka philosophers acknowledge that the
middle way is free from the two extremes of existence and nonexistence. How-
ever, when analyzing the way they understand the middle way, we encounter
differing interpretations. In his Miilamadhyamakakarika 24.18, Nagarjuna says
“precisely this [voidness] is the middle way (pratipad ... madhyama)” (18d). Ac-
cording to Avalokitavrata, Bhaviveka interprets the term pratipad madhyama in
stanza 18d as referring to two types of middle way, i.e., a conventional type and an
ultimate one, while Candrakirti comments on stanza 18d that voidness is the
middle way. When in his Madhyamakalamkaraparjika Kamalasila comments on
verse 18, he seems to interpret that term neither as voidness or the two types of
middle way. His interpretation of the term seems to be different from Nagarjuna’s
and his commentators’. In this article, in order to clarify his interpretation and
philosophy of the middle way, we first analyze Kamalasila’s comments on verse
18. Next is an examination of whether he accepts the conventional type of middle
way and the ultimate type, that is, voidness (= ultimate reality) free from the two
extremes, and a clarification of his central idea of the middle way and his sys-
tematization of the different types of middle way. After an analysis of his idea of
the practice for eliminating the two extremes, we will lastly examine his
philosophy of the middle way. These analyses will allow us to say that by means of
his central idea of the middle way, Kamalasila systematized his Madhyamaka
philosophy as the path (marga) for fully achieving the understanding of the
middle way.
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1 Introduction

Madhyamaka philosophy is considered the philosophy of the middle way
(madhyama pratipad), and how it is defined depends on the interpretation of the
middle way. In Indian Mahayana Buddhism, Madhyamaka philosophers acknowl-
edge that the middle way is free from the two extremes of existence and nonexis-
tence. However, when analyzing the way they understand it, we encounter differing
interpretations.

It is well known that in verse 18 of chapter 24 of his Malamadhyamakakarika
(MMK), Nagarjuna uses the term “middle way” (pratipat ... madhyama); he only uses
it once in the MMK. The exact quote is,

We declare dependent origination (pratityasamutpada) to be voidness (stinyata). It is dependent
designation (prajfiaptir upadaya); precisely this is the middle way." (MMK 24.18)

An analysis of Nagarjuna’s ideas and of his commentators’ interpretations reveals
differences and historical developments in the interpretation of the term pratipat
madhyama.

Nagarjuna characterizes the dependent origination taught by the Buddha as
voidness and then says in stanzas 18cd: “It is dependent designation; precisely this is
the middle way.” According to Candrakirti’s Prasannapada (PsP), a commentary on
the MMK, voidness is dependent designation; precisely this [voidness] is the middle
way. That is, the voidness of intrinsic nature (svabhavasinyatd) is dependent
designation; dependent designation does not arise by intrinsic nature (sva-
bhavenanutpatti), and nonarising by intrinsic nature means voidness. Therefore,
precisely this voidness characterized as nonarising by intrinsic nature (sva-
bhavenanutpattilaksana stnyata) is the middle way.? Nagarjuna’s commentators
such as Ch’ing-mu (7% H Pingala?) interpret this middle way as being free from the
two extremes of existence and nonexistence, and this interpretation seems to be

1 MMKy, 24.18: yah pratityasamutpadah sunyatam tam pracaksmahe / sa prajiiaptir upadaya pra-
tipat saiva madhyama //. For an interpretation of MMK 24.18, especially stanza 18c sa prajfiaptir
upadaya, see Oetke 2007: 6 and 11-12. Oetke offers an interpretation that siinyata and upadaya
prajiiapti (dependent designation) amount to the same. As we will see immediately below, Candra-
kirti explains in his Prasannapada (PsP) that stinyata is upadaya prajiiapti, and upadaya prajfiapti is
stnyata. See PsP: 504, 8-11 and fn. 2. Therefore, it seems possible to say that $tinyata is equated with or
equivalent to upadaya prajfiapti.

2 PsP: 504, 8-11: ya ceyam svabhavastunyata sa prajiiaptir upadaya / saiva stunyata upadaya pra-
Jfiaptir iti vyavasthapyate / cakradiny upadaya rathangani rathah prajfiapyate / tasya ya svangany
upadaya prajiiaptih sa svabhavenanutpattih ya ca svabhave[nJanutpattih sa sunyata // saiva sva-
bhavenanutpattilaksana sunyata madhyama pratipad iti vyavasthapyate /.
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proper since this can be justified by Nagarjuna’s statements in the MMK.? That is,
when intrinsic nature (svabhava) is not established, extrinsic nature (parabhava) is
also not established, since extrinsic nature is said to be the intrinsic nature of another
existent (MMK 15.3). When neither intrinsic nature nor extrinsic nature is estab-
lished, there cannot be an existent (MMK 15.4ab). When the existent is not estab-
lished, the nonexistent is also not established, since people say the nonexistent is the
alteration of the existent (MMK 15.5).* In verse 7 of the same chapter (MMK 15.7)
Nagarjuna explains that the Ilustrious One (bhagavat) denies the two extremes of
existence and nonexistence. He refers to the Katyayanavavada, which says that
without approaching the two extremes of existence and nonexistence, the Tathagata,
by means of the middle (majjha), gives his dharma, i.e., in this case, the teaching of the
twelve-membered dependent origination (dvadasangapratityasamutpada).®

According to Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, the term pratipat madhyama used in
verse 18 therefore refers to voidness (= dependent origination) in which the two
extremes are eliminated.

The Akutobhaya, a commentary on the MMK, as well as Buddhapalita’s com-
mentary on the MMK seem to have interpreted the middle way as being established
in ultimate reality (paramartha).® The following statements can be found at the end
of the Akutobhay@’s comments on chapter 15 of the MMK, which are quoted as the
concluding remarks at the end of the Buddhapalita’s comments on the same chapter:’

Thus, because the view of things as existent and nonexistent will result in many faults, to see
that things have no intrinsic nature is to see reality and is the middle way; and precisely this is
the establishment of ultimate [reality].?

In his Prajfiapradipa (PP), a commentary on the MMK, Bhaviveka does not clearly
comment upon what the term pratipat madhyama used in verse 18 (MMK 24.18) refers

3 [+h&m] T 1564, 30, 33b18: #fi A & 84 B+iE. For Nagarjuna’s idea of the middle way
explained in MMK 24.18, See Saito 2017: 269(108)-259(118). See also Oetke 2007: 3-11.

4 MMKy, 153, 154 and 15.5: kutah svabhavasyabhave parabhavo bhavisyati / svabhavah para-
bhavasya parabhavo hi kathyate // svabhavaparabhavabhyam rte bhavah kutah punah / svabhave
parabhave ca sati bhavo hi sidhyati // bhavasya ced aprasiddhir abhavo naiva sidhyati / bhavasya hy
anyathabhavam abhavam bruvate janah //. See Siderits / Katsura 2013.

5 MMKy, 15.7: Katyayandavavade castiti nastiti cobhayam / pratisiddham bhagavata bhavabhava-
vibhavina //. The Katyayanavavada corresponds in the Pali canon to the Kaccayanagotta (SN (PTS) II:
16-17).

6 See Ye 2017: 163-170.

7 Saito 1984: 206.

8 Akutobhaya D61b7 (= Buddhapalita’s commentary D226b3): de ltar gang gi phyir dngos po rnams la
yod pa nyid dang med pa nyid du lta ba skyon du mar ’gyur ba de’i phyir dngos po rnams ngo bo nyid
med pa zhes bya ba de ni de kho na mthong ba ste/ dbu ma’i lam yin la de nyid don dam pa ’grub pa yin
no//.
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to. However, according to Avalokitavrata’s subcommentary, i.e., Prajfiapradipatika (PPT),
Bhaviveka does not assert that the term simply refers to voidness or ultimate reality free
from the two extremes. Avalokitavrata says that the term refers to two types of middle
way.

Conventionally, the middle way is [explained] in the following manner: “Whatever exists
dependently on something [as a cause] is not on the one hand the same as that [cause], but
neither is it different [from that cause]. Therefore, that [cause] is neither annihilated nor
eternal. (MMK 18.10)” On the other hand, ultimately, the middle way is [explained] in the
following manner: “Not to be attained by means of another, quiescent, not conceptualized in
[various] terms, beyond conception, undifferentiated, these are the characteristics of reality.
(MMK 18.9)"°

According to the PPT, there are two types of middle way: the conventional type and
the ultimate one.'® This interpretation of Avalokitavrata does not seem to be his
creation. Rather, it follows Bhaviveka’s comments on verses 9 and 10 of chapter 18. In
his PP, Bhaviveka regards verse 10 as explaining the characteristics of conventional
reality (kun rdzob pa’i de kho na) and verse 9 as explaining the characteristics of
ultimate reality (don dam pa’i de kho na)."*

9 PPT D242al-2: tha snyad duyang/gang las brten te gang *byung ba// de nire zhig de nyid min// de las
bzhan pa’am mayin phyir // de phyir chad minrtag mayin// zhes bya ba’i tshul gyis dbu ma’i lamyin la/
don dam par yang/gzhan las shes min zhi ba dang // spros pa rnams kyis ma spros pa//rnam rtog med
don tha dad min // de ni de nyid mtshan nyid do // zhes bya ba’i tshul gyis dbu ma’i lam yin no /.. MMKy,
18.10 and 18.9: pratitya yad yad bhavati na hi tavat tad eva tat / na canyad api tat tasman nocchinnam
napi sasvatam // (MMK 18.10); aparapratyayam santam prapaficair apraparicitam / nirvikalpam
ananartham etat tattvasya laksanam // (MMK 18.9). According to the PP, the term para (gzhan las in
the verse 9a) means not only another person or others but also another means than nonconceptual
wisdom. See PP D190a3 and D190a6: de la gzhan las shes min zhes bya ba ni ’di la gzhan las shes pa med
paste/lung med par bdag gi mngon sum de ’gyur zhing bdag nyid kyis rang rig par bya ba zhes bya ba’i
tha tshig go // (D190a3); gang gi phyir zhi ba de’i phyir rnam par mi rtog pa’i yi shes kyis spyod yul lo //
gang gi phyir rnam par mirtog pa’iye shes kyi spyad yulyin pa de’i phyir / gzhan las (P las: D la) shes pa
ma yin no // (D190a6). For the meaning of praparica in the MMK, see Saito 2019.

10 See PPT D240b7-241al: rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba bden pa gnyis kyi tshul du rnam par gzhag pa
gang yin pa de stong pa nyid du bshad pa ...//; D241b7-242al: rten cing ’brel par *byung pa zhes bya ba
stong pa nyid gang yin pa bten nas gdags par bya ba de nyid dbu ma’i lam ste /. The two types of middle
way seem to be established according to the two types of dependent originations established by
relying on the two truths theory. See fn. 54.

11 See PP D190b1-2: de ltar re zhig dom dam pa’i de kho na bstan pa’o // da ni kun rdzob pa bshad par
bya ste/. See also PPT D91a3-4: de ltar re zhig don dam pa pa’i de kho na bstan to zhes bya ba ni/ gzhan
las shes min zhi ba dang// spros pa rnams kyis ma spros pa//rnamrtog med don tha thad min// de ni de
nyid mtshan nyid do // (MMK 18.9) zhes bya ba de ni re zhig don dam pa pa’i de kho na’i mtshan nyid
bstan payin no zhes bya bar sbyar ro // da ni kun rdzob pa bshad par bya ste zhes bya ba la sogs pas ni/
kun rdzob pa’i de kho na’i mtshan nyid ston to //.
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Judging from verse 10 (MMK 18.10), the conventional type of middle way seems to
be free from extremes such as the sameness and difference of cause and its result and
the two views of annihilation (i.e., ucchedadrsti) and eternity (i.e., sasvatadrsti).
Conversely, verse 9 (MMK 18.9) implies that the ultimate type represents ultimate
reality which is without conceptualization and free from concepts such as existence
and nonexistence.

When Kamalasila comments on MMK 24.18 in his Madhyamakalamkarapafijika
(MAP), he, however, seems to interpret the term pratipat madhyama neither as
voidness free from the two extremes nor those two types of middle way. His inter-
pretation of the term seems to be different from Nagarjuna’s and his commentators’
ideas addressed above.

In this article, in order to clarify Kamalasila’s interpretation and philosophy of the
middle way, we first analyze his comments on verse 18 (MMK 24.18) quoted in $anta-
raksita’s Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (MAV) and Kamalasila’s MAP. Next is an examina-
tion of whether Kamalasila accepts the conventional type of middle way and the ultimate
type, that is, voidness (= ultimate reality) free from two extremes, in his texts such as
Madhyamakaloka (MA), Bhavanakramaf(s) (BhK(s)) and Salistambasya Tika ($ST), and a
clarification of Kamalasila’s interpretation of the middle way. After an analysis of
Kamala$ila’s idea of the practice for eliminating two extremes, we will lastly examine his
philosophy of the middle way. These analyses will allow us to say that by means of his
interpretation of the middle way or his central conception of it, Kamala$ila systematized
his Madhyamaka philosophy as the path (mdarga) for fully achieving the understanding of
the middle way.

2 Kamalasila’s Interpretation of MMK 24.18

Santaraksita quotes verse 18 of chapter 24 of the MMK in his auto-comment on
Madhyamakalamkarakarika (MAK) 64, which explains [correct] conventional (kun
rdzob pa; samvrta) things."* Although he does not comment on verse 18, Kamalasila’s
interpretation of this verse is found in his MAP. Commenting on stanzas 18ab “we
declare dependent origination to be voidness,” Kamala$ila says:

It is said that dependently originated (pratityasamutpanna) entities themselves are void
because they are without ultimate intrinsic nature, and this is not because they would have a

12 MMK 24.18 quoted in MAV D71al-2 P68b5: rten cing ‘brel par gang ’byung ba // de ni stong pa nyid du bshad
// de ni rgyur (D rgyur: P bsgyur) byas gdags pa ste // de nyid dbu ma’i lam yin no //. For MAK 64, see fn. 21.
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nature similar to rabbits’ horns. Therefore, [the voidness of the entities] is not contradictory
with perceptually experienced things (drsta) and so forth."?

Kamalasila interprets pratityasamutpada as the entities originated dependently
upon causes and conditions. This interpretation shows that, just as he says in
Tattvasangrahapanjika (TSP), pratityasamutpada and pratityasamutpanna are
identical.'* He goes on to say that dependently originated entities are void and not
existent because they are without any ultimate intrinsic natures and not because
they would have a nature similar to rabbits’ horns, which are nonexistent even
conventionally.”® Therefore, those entities are neither ultimately existent nor
conventionally nonexistent.

13 MAP D115b1-2 P121b2-3: rten cing ’brel bar *byung pa’i dngos po rnams kho na don dam pa’i rang
bzhin dang bral ba’i phyir stong pa zhes bya’i ri bong gi rwa dang *dra ba’i bdag nyid kyi phyir ni ma yin
no // des na mthong ba la sogs pa dang mi ’gal lo //.

14 For Kamala$ila’s important etymological explanation of pratityasamutpada, see Matsuoka 2019:
139-164, and see TSPy: 15, 9-15 and TSPgy,: 19, 10-16. Kamalasila, commenting on the term samutpada
of pratityasamutpada in TS 6ab, submits two kinds of interpretations: samutpada as samutpanna, i.e.,
“[the entity] originated [dependently],” and samutpada as kartr (agent), i.e., “[the entity which is] the
producer [having depended on causes and conditions].” So, both interpretations signify an entity
which stands here for all the elements of existence or dharmas. See Matsuoka 2019: 153-158 and 162—
163.

15 See MA C217b1 D218b3-4 G303a3-4 N235b6-7 P242a2-3: dngos po rnams rta’i rwa lta bur khas blangs
panimayinno//’onacizhena/sgyumalasogs pa’ingo bo nyid lta bur yin te/ de dag kyang sgyu mala
sogs pa bzhin du mngon sum kho na’o//. For an English translation, see Keira 2004: 202, 15-18. See also
MA (C168b6-7 D169a3-5 G227h3-6 N176a4-6 P184a7-184h2: ['on kyang] gang la (CDP la: GN las) dus thams
cad du kun rdzob tu yang rgyu med pa de ni tha snyad du yang mi skye ba nyid de / dper na ri bong gi
rwa la (CDGN la: P om.) sogs pa lta bu’o // gang la yod pa de ni don dam par (GNP par: CD pa) ngo bo
nyid med kyang skye ste dper na sgyu ma dang gzugs brnyan la sogs pa lta bu’o // sgyu ma la sogs pa ’di
rten cing ’brel bar ’byung bayin yang dngos po nyid du thal ba mayin te/grags pa dang tshad mas gnod
pa’i phyir ro// de dang ’dra bar chos thams cad rten cing ’brel bar ’byung ba yin yang dngos po nyid du
thal bamayin pa kho na ste/tshad mas gnod pa’i phyir ro//. For an English translation, see Keira 2004:
106, 3-107, 2: “[Rather,] [they recognize that] what never has a cause at all even conventionally would
never arise, not even conventionally, just like [nonexistent things] such as rabbits’ horns and the like.
Whatever has [a cause] will arise even though it is ultimately without intrinsic nature, just like
illusions, reflections and so forth. Although these illusions and so forth are produced depending on
conditions, it does not follow that they are real entities, for that would be invalidated (badhita) by
what is commonly acknowledged (prasiddha) and by valid cognitions. Equally, although all
[conventionally existent] dharmas are produced depending on conditions, it does not follow that they
are real entities, as that would be invalidated by valid cognitions.” Cf. BK I: 218, 22-219 2. And see MA
D237a1-2 P265a5-7: sgyu ma la sogs pa bzhin du tha snyad pa’i skye ba khas blangs pas rnam pa thams
cad du skye ba med pa’i phyir skye ba med par khas len pa yang mayin la/yang dag pa payang mayin
pas de’i phyir mthong ba la sogs pa dang ’gal ba ma yin no //. The voidness of entities is not
contradictory with perceptually experienced things etc. because the Madhyamikas accept the con-
ventional arising of entities.
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Next, he interprets stanzas 18cd as follows:

The phrase ‘it is dependent designation’ (18c) means that precisely this [pratityasamutpada (=
dependently originated entities)] is conventional. This is because the terms ‘dependent’ and
‘designation’ are synonyms for ‘conventional [thing].’ This [phrase] (18c) is a clear indication
(khungs; jiiapaka) that [the conventions of designation and so forth are consistent with the
causal efficacy (arthakriya) of those entities].'® The phrase ‘precisely this is the middle way’ (18d)
means that it is said in this and that [scripture and treatise] that because one eliminates the two
extremes of improper superimposition (samaropa) and improper denial (apavada) [and enters
the middle way], precisely this [pratityasamutpada (= dependently originate entities)] is the
middle way.”

16 For the term khungs (jiapaka), see AKBh: 245,16-17: kim atra jiiapakam / siitram yuktis ca /; (AKBhr
D205a7:) “di la khungs ci zhig yod ce na/mdo dang / rigs pa yod de /. See also Keira 2016: 20 fn. 40.

For Santaraksita’s purpose of quotation of verse 18 (MMK 24.18), see MAV ad MAK 64 D70b7-71al

P68b3-5: kun rdzob *di (P *di: D om.) ni sgra’i tha snyad tsam gyi (P gyi: D gyis) bdag nyid ma yin gyi/
mthong ba dang ’dod pa’i dngos po rten cing ’brel par *hyung ba rnams ni brtag mi bzod pas yang dag pa’i
kun rdzob ste/ gdags pa zhes bya ba la sogs pa tha snyad de lta bur byas pa’i brda dag gis (D gis: P gi) tha
snyad ’dogs par byed pa na de’i phyir don byed pa dang ci’i phyir °gal te/’di skad du/ ... // zhes gsungs pa
Ita bu’o //. “This ‘conventional [thing]’ [in MAK 64] is not of the nature of mere linguistic convention.
Dependently originated entities which are perceptually experienced and determined (or desired)
[according to perceptual experiences] are correct conventional [things] because [those entities] cannot
endure analytical investigation [from the ultimate perspective]. When the conventions of designation
(prajiiapti) and so forth are applied according to the conventional agreements (sariketa) that apply
[them] to such [entities], then because of the [agreements], how can [these conventions] be inconsistent
with the causal efficacy [of those entities]? Thus, it is said [in MMK 24.18] ....” Santaraksita interprets
verse 18 (MMK 24.18) as showing that the conventions of designation, etc. are consistent with the causal
efficacy of those entities, i.e., that the term “dependent designation” refers to correct conventional
things. Kamala$ila interprets stanza 18c as a clear indication of precisely this. According to him, the
terms “dependent” and “designation” are synonyms for “conventional [things]” referring to depen-
dently originated entities.
17 MAP D115b2-3 P121b3-5: de ni rgyur byas gdags (D gdags: P ming gdags) pa ste // zhes bya ba ni kun
rdzob de nyid ces bya ba’i tha tshig ste / rgyur byas pa dang gdags pa’i sgra ni kun rdzob kyi rnam
grangsyin pa’i phyir ro//’dini dir khungs yin no// de nyid dbu ma’i lam yin no zhes bya ba ni sgro ’dogs
pa dang skur pa ’debs (D ’debs: P ’degs) pa’i mtha’ gnyis spangs pa’i phyir / de nyid de dang de las dbu
ma’i lam du gsungs so zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go /.

For the phrase de dang de las, see MA D153b1 and Keira 2016: 42. The phrase in the MA can be interpreted
to mean almost the same as mdo de dang de las (MA D156b7, D165a7). The phrase “this and that [scripture
and treatise]” here seems to refer to scriptures and other texts which explain that dependent origination,
dependent nature (paratantrasvabhava) or dependently originated things are the middle way. See, for
example, AMNS: 11, 26-28: rten cing ‘brel bar *byung ba la jug pa, yod pa dang med pa dang gnyi ga’i mthar
lta ba dang bral bas dbu ma’i lam du zhugs pa. See also AMNT: 43, fn. 4: rten cing ‘brel bar ‘byung ba’i lam
dbu ma khong du chud pa ni rten cing ’brel bar *byung ba la ’jug pa zhes bya ba la sogs pas bstan te, rten cing
‘brel bar ’byung bar ’jug ces bya ba ni de’i mtshan nyid khong du chud ces bya ba’i don to. ji ltar khong du
chud ce na? yod pa dang med pa dang gnyis ka’i mtha’ lta ba dang bral ba zhes bya ba smos te, chos rnams
rgyu dang rkyen las byung zhing rang gis ma skyes te, ngo bo nyid med par rtogs pa’i phyir yod par lta ba
dang bral ba yin la, rgyu dang rkyen gyis skyes pa tsam du med pa yang ma yin par rtogs pas med par lta ba
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One enters the middle way by eliminating the two extremes of samdaropa and
apavada.'® Of the two, samaropa is used in the context of the proof of the absence of
intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavata) of all dharmas as meaning the improper

dang bral te, gnyis ka’i mthar lta ba dang bral bas dbu ma’i lam du zhugs pa zhes bya’o. And see Kamalasila’s
comments on LAS 11 191 and LAS X 150 (MA D152a2-153b1), in which he says that one eliminates the two
extremes of improper superimposition and improper denial by understanding dependent nature. See
Keira 2016: 41-42. In addition, the following sentences are found in the ASPP: 881, 4-7: iyam Subhiite
bodhisattvasya mahdsattvasyanta-dvaya-vivarjita pratityasamutpada-vyavalokana / evam vyavalokayan
Subhiite bodhisattvo mahasattvah pratityasamutpadam anady-anta-madhyam tam vyavalokayati /.
According to the AAA, the phrase anta-dvaya-vivarjita pratityasamutpada-vyavalokana means the
dependent origination free from the two extremes of eternity and annihilation, and the phrase
pratityasamutpadam anady-anta-madhyam means the dependent origination without [ultimately] arising,
existing, and ceasing. See AAA: 883, 20-23: sasvatocchedarahitatvenanta-dvaya-varjita pratityasm(sic!)
utpaada-vyavalokana. anady-anta-madhyam tam iti mayopamatvena janma-nasa-sthitivirahitam tam
pratityasamutpadam vyavalokayati.

For the Yogacara explanation of vastu free from the two extremes of existence and nonexistence
and the middle way, see BoBhy: 89, 9-11: yat punar ... bhavabhavabhyam vinirmuktam
dharmalaksanasamgrhitam vastu tad advayam / yad advayam tan madhyama pratipad
antadvayavarjita niruttarety ucyate //. See also MVT: 237, 18-25.

The K% ZiH (Da zhidu lum, *Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesa) translated into Chinese by
Kumarajiva (350-409) quotes MMK 24.18 and offers an interpretation similar to that of
Kamalasila: T1509, 25, 107a11-12: [Rl#54: 52 44 S AHTM 44 B 44 78 44 . “Dependently originated
dharmas are said to be void of characteristics, said to be dependent designation, and said to be the
middle way.” For a French translation, see Lamotte 1981: 396, 31-34.

For Ratnakarasanti’s comments on verse 18 (MMK 24.18), see MAVMPS D104b5-7 P120a7-120b3: gang
zhig rten cing ’brel par byung // de ni stong pa nid du bshad // de ni rgyur bcas btags pa ste// de ni dbu ma’i
lamyin no // gang zhig gzhan kyi dbang gingo bo nyid rten cing ’brel par *byung ba yin la/ de nyid la kun tu
brtags (D brtags: P btags) pa’i ngo bo (D bo: P bos) med pa’i phyir ji ltar rten cing ’brel par ‘byung ba la skur
pabtab par ’gyur /nye bar len pa btags pa de nyid kyang rten cing ‘brel par (D ‘brel par: P om.) ’hyung ba yin
te/yang dag pa mayin pa’i kun tu rtog payod na/ des nye bar len pa’i phung po la sogs pa rnams ’dogs pa’i
phyir ro zhes dgongs payin no// gang zhig rten cing ’brel par *byung/ de nyid dbu ma’i lam yin no// zhes bya
bani’di ltar dgongs payin te/ kun tu brtags pa’i bdag nyid thams cad med la/ gzhan gyi dbang gi bdag nyid
ni med pa ma yin te / de’i phyir dbu ma’i lam zhes bya’o /. Ratnakarasanti’s interpretation of verse 18 is
based on the Yogacara idea of three natures (trisvabhava). He interprets stanza 18d to mean that
whatever originates dependently is the middle way.

18 See SDhNS D290b3-4 P336b5-6: byang chub sems dpa’ sgro ’dogs pa dang skur pa ’debs pa’i mtha’
spangs nas dbu ma’i lam la zhugs pa yin te /. See also SST D151b6-152a1 P181b5-7. In his MAP D121a5-6
P128a6-7, Kamalasila, commenting on the Y$ k. 45, says that those who accept that dependently
originated entities just like the moon on the water surface are neither real nor false will enter the
middle way by eliminating the two extremes of improper superimposition and improper denial. See
YS,yk. 45: upadaya tu ye bhavan icchanty udakacandravat / napi tathyam na catathyam hriyante te na
drstibhih //. “Those who accept that the dependently [originated] entities just like the moon on the
water surface are neither real nor false will not be captured by [false] views.” See also MAP D121a5-6
P128a6-7: gang gi tshe yang dag pa mthong ba dag yin snyam pa la/ gang dag brten (D brten: Prten) nas
dngos po rnams // zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos so // de dag ltas mi ’phrogs zhes bya ba ni sgro *dogs pa
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superimposition of real or ultimate nature and the like onto conventional things. In
that proof, the Madhyamikas prove the negation of the nature superimposed by
others as being ultimately existent on conventional things.”” On the other hand,
apavada is used in his MA as meaning the improper denial of conventional intrinsic
nature (kun rdzob pa’i rang bzhin), conventional dependent nature (gzhan gyi dbang
gi ngo bo nyid ...kun rdzob pa), conventional arising and so forth.?® Kamalasila
asserts that those who improperly deny conventional dependent nature (para-
tantrasvabhava) or conventional entities by erroneously understanding that they
would be nonexistent even conventionally, fall into the extreme of denial. According
to him, just those dependently originated entities, i.e., pratityasamutpada (= para-
tantrasvabhava), are correct conventional things, which MAK 64 explains as “[the
entities] which are acceptable only when any analytical investigation is not under-
taken (*avicaraikaramaniya), which possess the properties of arising and cessation
and which have the capacity for causal efficacy.””” Those entities are correct

dang / skur pa ’debs pa’i mtha’ gnyis spang nas dbu ma’i lam du zhugs pa’i phyir ro (D ro: P om.) //. And
see Keira 2016: 39, fn. 84.

19 See MA D179b5-7: de la mngon sum gyi spyod yul gyi don tha snyad pa rmi lam la sogs pa bzhin du
brdzun par snang ba layang byis pa rnams kyis dngos su don dam pa pa’i ngo bo la sogs par sgro btags
pa gang yin pa de la rjes su dpags pas gnod par byed kyi/ mthong ba la sogs pa’i don tha snyad la yang
gnod par byed pa ni ma yin no //. For an English translation, see Keira 2004: 31. See also MA D214b6-7
P237b4-5: ['on kyang] gang dag ji ltar mthong ba de kho na nyid du khas len pa de dag gi log par sgro
’dogs pa bsal (D bsal: P gsal) ba’i phyir chos thams cad rmi lam lta bu nyid du sgrub pas ’gal ba med pa
nyid do // “In order to eliminate the false superimposition of them who accept things as they are seen
as being real, [we = the Madhyamikas] prove that all dharmas are just like dreams, and therefore [this
proof] is not contradictory at all.”

20 MA C149b6-7 D149b7 G199a4 N153b3 P162b1: kun rdzob pa’i ngo bo nyid la yang skur pa *debs par
byed pa ... . MA C153a3-4 D153a4-5 G203b6-204a1 N157a6-7 P166a7-8: gang dag gzhan gyi dbang gi ngo
bo nyid ji skad bshad pa kun rdzob payang ’gog par byed pa de’i phyir gzhan gyi dbang ni yod pa yin no
zhes gsungs so // gang zhig ji skad bshad pa’i mtha’ ’di gnyis su rtog par byed pa de ni dbu ma’i lam la mi
‘jug ste/ ... . See Keira 2016: 41, 12-15. MA C153a7-153b1 D153a7-b1 G204a4-6 N157b3-4 P166b3-5: gzhan
gyidbang kun rdzob tu skye ba’i phyir dang/ de la brten nas sprul pas sprul pa bzhin du rnam par rtog
pa gzhan skye ba’i phyir de bas na gzhan gyi dbang la brten nas su // mi rnams kyi (DNP kyi: CG kyis) ni
rnamrtog skye// zhes gsungs so//’dis ni skur pa *debs pa’i mtha’ bsal bayin te/ kunrdzob pa’i skye ba la
skur ba mi *debs pa’i phyir ro //. See Keira 2016: 42, 11-15.

21 In Kamalasila’s Madhyamaka philosophy, pratityasamutpada, paratantrasvabhava and samvrta
([correct] conventional [thing]) are all interpreted as referring to dependently originated entities
(vastu). For his interpretation of paratantrasvabhava, see MA C150a3-4 D150a4-5 G199b2-3 N153b7-
154a1 P162b6-7: de la dngos po ma brtags na (CDNP brtags na: G brtags na °brtags® na°) grags pa (CDGN
pa: P om.) ji ltar snang ba (DGNP ba: C bar) sgyu ma bzhin du brten nas byung ba gang yin pa de ni
gzhan gyi dbang gi ngo bo nyid yin no // de yang kun rdzob tu sgyu ma bzhin du gzhan gyi rkyen gyi
dbang gis skye’i/ ... . A parallel sentence can be found in the MMAx: 120, 9-11: tatra yad avicara-
pratitam yathadarsanam mayavat pratityasamutpannam vastu sa paratantrah svabhavah / tasya ca
samvrtya mayavat parapratyayabalenotpattir ... /.
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conventional things, not imagined (parikalpita) things and therefore are not false
conventional [things] (mithyasamvrti[sat]); for example, isvara (God) is imagined
and not established even conventionally.*

Kamaladila’s interpretation of verse 18 (MMK 24.18) is based on his two truths
theory and his interpretation of three natures (trisvabhava), i.e., his idea that
pratityasamutpdda or paratantrasvabhava, i.e., dependently originated entities, are
correct conventional things and are void of ultimate intrinsic nature, and that both

For samvrta, see AAA: 637, 26-27: katham tarhi samvrtam iti cet. arthakriyasamartham eva hi
*vastuvicaravimardaksamatvat samvrtam ity ucyate. (* vastuvicaravimardaksamatvat should be
emended to vastu vicaravimardaksamatvat.); (AAA; P292b4:) °on na ji ltar kun rdzob yin zhe na/ don
gyi bya ba byed nus pa’i dngos po nyid rnam par dpyad pa’i sdungs mi bzod pa nyid yin pa’i phyir kun
rdzob ces bya’o /. See also MAK; 64: ma brtags gcig pu nyams dga’ zhin // skye dang ’jig pa’i chos can pa
// don byed pa dag nus rnams kyi // rang bzhin kun rdzob pa yin rtogs /.

For tathyasamvrti[sat] (correct conventional [thing]), see MAV ad MAK 64 D70b7-71al. See fn. 16.
See also MA D230a5-6 P256b1-2: gang yang rten cing ’brel bar ’hyung ba dang rjes su mthun pa rab tu
brtags pa/dper na/’dir ni (D ’dir ni: P ’di na) bdag gam sems can med // chos °dirgyu dang bcas payin//
zhes bya ba lta bu de ni yang dag pa’i kun rdzob tu yod ces bya’o /. A parallel sentence can be found in
the MMAg;1: 154, 11-12: yat punah pratityanusaratah prakalpitam, yatha — nastitha sattva atma ca
dharmas tv ete sahetuka iti, tat tathyasamvrtisad ucyate /.

For tathyasamvrtisatya (correct conventional truth), see SDVK 8abc: brtags pa’i don gyis dben gyur

pa// dngos tsam brten nas gang skyes te // yang dag kun rdzob shes par bya//. “A mere entity which is
free from imagined things and arises dependently should be known as the correct conventional
[truth].” See also SDVV ad k. 8abc D5b4: de dag gis dben pa’o // dngos po tsam gang yin pa niji ltar snang
ba bzhin du don byed nus pa’i phyir ro // rgyu dang rkyan rnams la brten nas skyes pa de ni yang dag
pa’i kun rdzob kyi bden pa yin par shes par bya ste/ ... . “[Mere entities] are free from these imagined
things. This is because the mere entities [free from imagined things] have the capacity for causal
efficacy according to appearances. [Mere entities] originated dependently on causes and conditions
should be known as the correct conventional truth.”
22 For mithyasamvrtifsat] (false conventional [thing]), see MA D230a4-5 P256a8-b1: bstan bcos byed
pa kha cig gis grags palas ’das te/ dngos po rnams brtags (P brtags: D brtag) pa la sogs pa’i ngo bor nye
bar brtags pa gang yin pa de ni log pa’i kun rdzob tu yod ces bya ste/ de ni grags par yang med pa’i phyir
ro //. A parallel sentence can be found in the MMAg;,: 154, 9-11: yat punah kaiscic chastrakaraih
pratitim ullamghya bhavanam nityadiriipam upakalpitam tat mithyasamvrtisad ucyate / pratitito ’pi
tasyasattvat /. See also MAP D115a7-b1 P121a8-b1: grags pa las “das te rtogs pa dper na dbang phyug la
sogs par rtogs pa gang yin pa de ni log pa’i (D log pa’i: P log pa pa’i) kun rdzob yin no //. And see TA
D272h3-4: gang du grags palas *das te// dngos po’ingo bo rtag la sogs// de dag rnams kyis brtags pa de//
log pa’i kun rdzob nyid du ’dod // des na dngos po’i cig shos ni//yang dag kunrdzob yin par smra//. “It is
accepted that the things which deviate from common understanding and are imagined by the
[authors of philosophical treatises] as being with permanent and other natures are false conven-
tional [things]. Therefore, it is explained that the entities different [from those things] are correct
conventional [things].” Cf. SDVK 8d: yang dag ma yin (SDVK ma yin: k. 8d of SDVV min ni) kun brtags
yin //. “Imagined things are not the correct conventional [truth].”
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improper superimposition on these entities and improper denial of them should be
eliminated.” Judging from this, it is pratityasamutpada, i.e., dependently originated
entities, rather than voidness, that should be regarded as the main theme in his
interpretation of verse 18. Kamalasila does not seem to interpret verse 18 as
explaining the meaning of “voidness” (Sunyatartha).*

By eliminating the two extremes of improper superimposition and improper
denial, one enters the middle way. So what does it mean to “enter the middle way?”
Kamalasdila says that to enter the middle way is to enter the middle way disclosed by
eliminating the two extremes.?> And according to Aksayamatinirdesatika (AMNT), a
commentary on the Aksayamatinirdesasiitra (AMNS) from the standpoint of Yogacara
philosophy, to understand pratityasamutpada, i.e., the middle way, is explained by
phrases such as “to enter pratityasamutpada,” and the phrase “to enter pratitya-
samutpada” means to understand the characteristic of pratityasamutpada.®® Taking
this explanation in the AMNT into account, it can be said that in Kamalasila’s Mad-
hyamaka philosophy, to enter pratityasamutpada is to understand the characteristic
or reality of pratityasamutpada, i.e., its reality of being neither ultimately existent/
arising nor conventionally nonexistent/nonarising. Therefore, to enter or understand
the middle way is to understand this reality of pratityasamutpada, which is disclosed
by eliminating the two extremes and is considered the middle way.

23 See fn. 21 and fn. 31.
24 Candrakirti interprets verse 18 as explaining the meaning of “voidness” (Sanyatartha). See MMK
24.7 and PsP: 491, 8-18. See also Saito 1998: 31-40.

For Ratnakarasanti’s interpretation of verse 18 (MMK 24.18) in his MAVMPS, see fn. 17. His
interpretation of verse 18 is based upon the Yogacara idea of three natures. In his interpretation of
this verse, it is clear that pratityasamutpada or paratantrasvabhava, not voidness, is the main theme.
In this respect, his interpretation is similar to that of Kamalasila. Ratnakarasanti interprets stanza
18d to mean that whatever originates dependently is the middle way.

25 See BhK I: 197, 8-9: samaropapavadantavivarjanena madhyama pratipad udbhavita /. “By elim-
inating the [two] extremes of improper superimposition and improper denial, the middle way is
disclosed.”

26 AMNT:43, fn. 4. See fn.17. For the authorship of AMNT, see Braarvig 1993b: cxxix, 15-17: “It may be
asserted as a possibility, then, that t [= AMNT] was written by Sthiramati or some Yogacara adherent
later than him, who was very well versed in the early Yogacara literature.”

Since the AMNT says that the characteristic of pratityasamutpada is understood by eliminating the
two extreme views of existence and nonexistence, in the AMNT it seems to mean its characteristic of
being neither existent nor nonexistent. In his MVT, on the other hand, Sthiramati says that the two
characteristics of [dependently originated] entities, i.e., being substantially (dravyatas) or ultimately
nonexistent and [conventionally] existent in terms of designation (prajfiaptitas), are the middle
(madhya) between existence and nonexistence. See MVT: 237, 23-25: atas castitvandstitvayor
madhyam dravyatah paramarthatas ca nasti prajfiaptito ’stiti ubhayalaksanam bhavati /.
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Kamaladila comments on stanza 18d that precisely this [pratityasamutpada (=
dependently originated entities)] is the middle way. This comment should therefore
be understood to mean that this reality of pratityasamutpada or these entities is the
middle way.

3 Kamalasila’s Interpretation of the Middle Way

Commenting on stanza 18d de nyid dbu ma’i lam yin no (MMK 24.18d), Bhaviveka says
that the term dbu ma (madhyama) refers to the elimination of extremes such as
arising and nonarising, existence and nonexistence, permanence and imperma-
nence, and voidness and non-voidness.?’ In contrast, Kamalasila, in his Madhyamaka
texts, says consistently that by eliminating the two extremes of improper superim-
position and improper denial, one enters the middle way.”® Below, then, from the
perspective of the elimination of superimposition and denial, we will examine
whether he accepts the conventional type of middle way and the ultimate type, that
is, voidness (= ultimate reality) free from the two extremes, and will clarify the
characteristics of Kamalasila’s interpretation of the middle way.

First, with regard to the conventional type of middle way, Avalokitavrata says
that at the conventional level, extremes such as annihilation and eternity are both
eliminated. Kamala$ila also accepts that improper denial and some type of improper
superimposition are both eliminated at the [correct] conventional level. Therefore, it
is possible to say that he also accepts this conventional type of middle way.

The improper denial of conventional intrinsic nature and dependent arising can
be eliminated by understanding correct conventional truth or entities’ conventional
dependent nature. In the MA, on the other hand, Kamalagila appears to assert that
there are two types of improper superimpositions. Although he uses the term
samaropa as meaning the superimposition of ultimate nature and the like on con-
ventional things, he also uses the term to mean to superimpose an entity (bhava) with
permanence or another nature onto the completely deceptive things which do not
exist even conventionally.?’ That is, he uses the term as meaning others’ imagination

27 See PP D230b5-6: dbu ma ni skye ba dang/ skye ba med pa dang/yod pa dang/med pa’i mtha’ gnyis
spangs pa’i phyir/’di lta ste/ skyes payang mayin/ma skyes payang mayin/yod payang mayin/med
payang mayin/rtag payang mayin/mirtaq payang mayin/stong payang mayin/mistong payang
mayinpas/ ... .

28 See SDhNS D290b3-4 P336b5-6, SST D151b6-152a1 P181b5-7. MAP D115b3 P121b4, MAP D121a5-6
P128a7 and BhK I: 197, 9-10. See fn. 18.

29 MA (C149h7-150a1 D149b7-150a1 G199a4-5 N153b3-4 P162b1-2: dam pa mayin pa’i bstan bcos mnyan
pa la sogs pa la mngon par zhen pas blo gros phyin ci log tu gyur pa gang dag kun rdzob tu yod pa ma
yin pa brdzun pa kho na la yang rtag pa la sogs pa’i dngos por sgro ’dogs shing ... //. “Those whose
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of a permanent entity and the like, although these are completely deceptive or false
conventional things. For the Madhyamikas, false conventional things are unac-
ceptable and negated not only at the ultimate level but also at the correct conven-
tional level; as stated in Jiianagarbha’s SDVV and Santaraksita’s SDVP, the mere
entities (vastumatra) free from imagined (parikalpita) things are known as correct
conventional truth.*® Interpreting the absence of nature concerning characteristics
(laksananihsvabhavata) of the three kinds of non-nature (trividha nihsvabhavata),
Kamalaéila also says “Establishing that the conventional dependent nature is void of
imagined [permanent and impermanent] natures as explained earlier, he (= the
Mlustrious One) also shows undeniable conventional natures ... .”*!

Kamalasila also says that one should not accept the views of annihilation and
eternity. Those who accept that things have intrinsic natures characterized as not
being made by causes and conditions, i.e., as permanent and unchanging, although
accepting that things arise, change and cease, have inevitably a self-contradiction.
That is, because of accepting intrinsic natures, they necessarily have the view that
things would be eternal and unchanging or the view that things’ permanent and
unchanging intrinsic natures would be annihilated when things arise or cease,
i.e, change from nonexistent to existent or from existent to nonexistent.** These
two views can be understood to be the two extremes caused by imagination or
improper superimposition of intrinsic natures and therefore seem to be different
from the two extremes consisting of improper superimposition and improper
denial.

In the MAV on MAK 82, the eternity and annihilation of entities are negated not
only at the ultimate level but also at the correct conventional level. That is, since both
are established in dependence on entities, when entities are not established at the
ultimate level, their eternity and annihilation are not ultimately established.
Moreover, at the correct conventional level, their eternity is negated due to the fact
that entities momentarily arise and cease, and their annihilation is negated because

minds became confused by their attachment to [things] such as the hearing of untrue treatises,
superimpose permanent and [impermanent natures of] entities onto the completely deceptive things
which do not exist [even] conventionally ... .”

30 See SDVK 8abc and SDVV D5b4. See fn. 21. See also SDVP D23b2.

31 MA (C151a6-7 D151a6-7 G201a5 N155a5 P164a5-6: gzhan gyi dbang ngo bo nyid kun rdzob pa la ji skad
bshad pa’i kun brtags pa’i bdag nyid kyis dben pa sgrub cing skur ba mi ’debs pa’i kun rdzob kyingo bo
yang ston pa yin gyi/ ... . See Keira 2009: 17, 2016: 33.

32 See MMKy, 15.10 and 15.11: astiti sasvatagraho nastiti ucchedadarsanam / tasmad astitvanastitve
nasrayeta vicaksanah/ astiyad dhi svabhavena na tan nastiti sasvatam/nastidanim abhit parvam ity
ucchedah prasajyate //.
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the continuous stream of their dependent origination or causality has neither
beginning nor end.*

Moreover, in his SST, Kamalasila, commenting on the Salistambastitra’s words
anyonyahetuko ‘nyonyapratyayo (different causes [and] different conditions), na
nityo (not permanent), naivanityo (not impermanent), na samskrto (not conditioned),
nasamskrto (not unconditioned), nahetuko napratyayo (not causeless, not con-
ditionless), etc., explains the elimination of extremes at the [correct] conventional
level.®* At the end of that section, he says “Those words [of the sitra] eliminate the
extremes of superimposition, denial, eternity, and annihilation, and are suitably
applied.” The satra’s words anyonyahetuko ‘nyonyapratyayo, na nityo, etc., explain
the elimination of improper superimposition. The superimposition here means to
imagine permanent or single entities such as iSvara (God) as the cause of everything
and to imagine a permanent entity that exists eternally.*® The satra’s words

33 See MAV ad MAK 82 D76a3-4 P75a4-6: don dam par rtag pa dang chad pa dag gi skabs med pa nyid
de/de gnyis (D gnyis: P nyid) ni dngos po la brten pa yin pas dngos po med (P med: D yod) na de dag lta
galayod/kun rdzob kyi bden pa la brten nas ni snga ma snga ma’i skad cig log na skad cig gzhan dan
gzhan ’byung bas dngos po rnams la thog ma dang tha ma med de/phyirol pa dag ’dod pa dang ’dra bas
de gnyis shin tuyod par mi’gyur ro//. See also MAK; 82: de phyir rtag chad lta ba rnams // gzhung ’di la
niring du gnas//ldog dang rjes su ’jug payang// sa bon myu gu lcug sogs bzhin //. “Therefore, the [two]
views of eternity and annihilation are rejected in our [Madhyamika] doctrine. [All entities’
momentary] ceasing and momentary arising following [the ceasing] are just like [the relationship of
things such as] a seed, a sprout and a branch.” The MAK 82 explains only the negation of those two
views at the correct conventional level. See MAP ad MAK 82 D125a2 P133a3-4: de nyid kyi phyir kun
rdzob tuyang rtag pa dang/ chad pa med par yang ’grub (D ’grub: P grub) po zhes bstan pa’i phyir / de
phyir rtag chod lta ba rnams // zhes bya ba smos te/ ... .

34 $ST D160al1-160b2 P191b5-192a8. For an English translation, see Schoening 1995: 312, 10-314, 11. The
English translation of anyonyahetuko ’nyonyapratyayo follows Kamalasila’s comment on these
terms. See $ST D160a2 P191b5-6: rgyu gzhan dang gzhan las *byung ba / rkyen gzhan dang gzhan las
byung pa zhes bya ba ni rgyu mthun pa’i rnam pa dang mi mthun pa’i rnam pa tha dad pa mang po’t
phyir ro //. Kamalasila says that anyonyahetuko ‘nyonyapratyayo are stated because of the many
different similar and dissimilar causes. See Schoening 1995: 312, 13-16. See also K 3 F& 1= 4% & B i
(Da cheng dao gan jing sui ting shu) written by Chos grub (%)), a Chinese subcommentary on $ST:
T2782, 85, 554a2-3: & ELAH RS M EAH R . R REZ AU K AAHBLEI . “[The sutra] says:
‘reciprocal causes and reciprocal conditions (F.4H F% %] H.4H F%).” This is because the many different
similar and dissimilar causes are existent.”

According to K 3 5T 4< i Hi, this part of SST explains the elimination of two extremes (¥ —i%) at
the conventional level ({{#). See Chos grub’s analysis of the content of SST: (549a14-15) 4845 "] 45 /N =
MR B, —B3. i, (549c24-25) WIS titE. MEEG B . ¥IiE. %
B (550b12) 55 SRR = WIAM(IRIARTER). B (HEKIE). (551¢19-20) 55 — W] A IRI4RT%. SCoMF%
o IEHME. A, (552a17-20) R T HAMOHIER SO\ . —IEREARAEE R AT AT . AR BE Rk
GPTERT. =18 AEFEATAERT. DURMS. TBE. A8 bR S, )RE
35 $ST D160b1-2 P192a7-8: tshig de dag gis ni sgro btags pa (P pa: D ba) dang /* skur pa (P pa: D ba) dang
/(P /: D om.) rtag pa dang chad pa’i mtha’ sel te / ci rigs su sbyar ro //. (* PT553 48b2 dang /: DP om.)
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nasamskrto, nahetuko napratyayo, and others seem to mean the elimination of
improper denial.*’

Next, with regard to the ultimate type of middle way, i.e., voidness (= ultimate
reality) free from extremes, Kamaladila in the BhK I says that when neither the
concept (vikalpa) of existence nor that of nonexistence arises for a yogin, the yogin
sees ultimate reality. Therefore, Kamala$ila accepts that ultimate reality is free from
these two concepts.

In his BhK I, Kamalasila, quoting Lankavatarasttra (LAS) X 258ab, describes the
state of the yogin who, abiding in the nonappearance of all dharmas including
nondual cognition (advayajfiana), sees ultimate reality.>® Verse 258ab states, “The
yogin’s state is effortless, quiescent (santa), and purified by his vows.” Commenting
on the term santa in this verse, Kamala$ila says:

It is said: [the yogin’s state is] quiescent. This is because conceptual proliferation (praparica)
characterized by concepts such as existence and nonexistence has ceased.* That is, when the
yogin, examining by means of wisdom, does not perceive any intrinsic natures of existent
things, then for this [yogin], the concept of existence does not arise at all. The concept of
nonexistence is also not established at all in this [yogin]. If an existent thing were to be seen [by
this yogin] at a certain time, then by negating the [existent thing], the concept of nonexistence
would arise [for this yogin]. When, however, in the three times [of past, present and future], the
yogin, examining by means of the eye of wisdom, does not perceive any existent thing, then how
could [the yogin], by negating it, produce the concept of nonexistence? In the same manner, no
other concepts arise for the [yogin] in that case, because all concepts are pervaded by the
concepts of existence and nonexistence and because when the pervader (vyapaka) is negated,
the pervaded things (vyapya) are not established. The above is the supreme nonconceptual
meditation.*

36 See SST D160a2 P191b6: rtag pa’am/ gcig pu'am/ dbang phyug la sogs pa rgyur sgro btags pa’i mtha’
... /; D160a3 P191b7-8: ther zug tu gnas pa’i rtag par sgro ’dogs pa ... //. Isvara (God) is regarded as an
improper cause (visamahetu). For visamahetu, see MVBh and MVT ad MV 3-18cd: punar hetuphala-
yasanaropanapavadatah // (3-18cd). MVBh: 45, 22: tatra hetusamaropah samskaradinam visamahetu-
kalpanat /. MVT: 148, 15-16: tatra hetusamaropah / avidyadin hitva purusesvaranupradhanadinam
hetutvakalpanat /. Kamalasila refers to the visamahetu (mi mthun pa’i rgyu) in the $ST D154b3 P185a1-2:
kun rdzob tu ji ltar mu stegs can rnams kyis °di rgyu med pa dang/mi mthun pa’i rgyu la sogs pa’i mtshan
nyid du yongs su brtags pa de ltar med pas ... /.

37 See SST D160a4-5 P192a1-3: dus ma byas ma yin zhes bya ba ni sgyu ma ltar so sor nges pa’i rgyu
dang rkyen dag tshogs pas byas pa’i phyir ro // rgyu med pa ma yin rkyen med pa ma yin zhes bya ba ni
rgyu dang rkyen so sor nges pa la ltos (D ltos: P bltos) pa’i phyir ro //. “The term ‘not unconditioned’ is
used because [dharmas] like illusions are made by the complex of particular causes and conditions.
The phrase ‘not causeless, not conditionless’ is used because [dharmas] depend on particular causes
and conditions.”

38 When the yogin abides in the cognition where even nondual cognition itself does not appear, then
due to his abiding in ultimate reality, he sees ultimate reality. See Kamalasila’s comment on LAS X
257cd, i.e., BhK I: 211, 19-23. See also Keira 2004: 76-77.

39 See MMK 18.9 which explains the characteristics of ultimate reality. For MMK 18.9, see fns. 9 and 11.
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The concept of existence does not arise for the yogin examining things from the
ultimate perspective, because the yogin does not see any intrinsic natures of existent
things, i.e., improperly superimposed ultimate intrinsic natures. Therefore, it is clear
that the yogin eliminates the improper superimposition of ultimate intrinsic natures.

Moreover, Kamalasila here says that for the yogin, the concept of nonexistence
does also not arise at all. It is however not clear whether Kamaladila is saying that the
yogin can eliminate an improper denial at the ultimate level. For, in his Madhyamaka
philosophy, the elimination of an improper denial is explained in the following
manner: since dependently originated entities appear conventionally and are
accepted as existent at the correct conventional level, one can eliminate the
improper denial of conventionally existent entities. It is not regarded as an improper
denial to deny an improperly superimposed ultimate existent thing.

Therefore, although Kamalas$ila accepts that ultimate reality is free from the
concepts of existence and nonexistence, it is not clear whether he here is saying that
the ultimate reality is free not only from improper superimposition but also from
improper denial.

In BhKI quoted above, the concept of nonexistence is eliminated by means of the
view expressed in verses such as MMK 15.5ab: “When the existent is not [ultimately]
established, the nonexistent is also not [ultimately] established.”*" In the later
Madhyamika texts, it is also said that when the object to be negated is not existent, its
negation is also not existent.*” Therefore, the elimination of these two concepts at the

40 BhK I: 214, 10-21: sSanteti bhavabhavadivikalpalaksanasya prapaficasyopasamat / tatha hi yada
prajiiaya nirtipayan na kimcid bhavasvabhavam upalabhate yogi, tadasya naiva bhavavikalpo bhavati
/ abhavavikalpo ’pi tasya nasty eva / yadi bhavah kadacid drsto bhavati, evam sati tannisedhena-
bhavavikalpah pravartate / yada tu kalatraye ’pi bhavo yogina prajiiacaksusa nirtiipayata nopa-
labdhah / tada katham tasya pratisedhenabhavavikalpam kurvita/evam anye ’pi vikalpas tada tasya
na samutpadyanta eva bhavabhavavikalpabhyam sarvavikalpasya vyaptatvad / vyapakabhave ca
vyapyasyasambhavat / ayam asau paramanirvikalpo yogah /.

41 For MMK 15.5, see fn. 4. In the MA, Kamalasila states that attachment to nonexistence is preceded
by attachment to existence. See MA C152b2-3 D152b2-3 G203a1-3 N156b3-4 P165h3-4: dngos po med par
mngon par zhen pa (CDGN zhen pa: P om.) *di dngos por mngon par zhen pa sngon du ’gro ba can yin
par mdo las brjod de/ ji skad du / ’phags pa lang kar gshegs pa las / med pa (CDNP pa: G par) yod pa’i
zlas drangs te //yod pa’ang med pa’i (DGNP pa’i: C pa’a) zlas drangs so // de phyir med par brjod mi bya
//yod pa nyid du’ang mi brtag (DGNP brtag: C rtag) go // zhes gsungs pa lta bu’o //. In the MAV D73b2-3
P72a1-2, Santaraksita says about MMK 15.5: gzhan yang dngos po ma grub na de la ltos (D ltos: P bltos)
nas rab tu brtags pa bdag gi dngos po de kho na la (D dngos po de kho na la: P de kho na) dngos po med
pa la sogs pa yang med pa nyid do //. “Moreover, when existence is not [ultimately] established, the
nonexistence and so forth of just that existence, which have a nature imagined dependently on
[existence], are also not established at all.” Cf. Ichigo 1985: 236, 17-18.

42 See SDVK 9cd: dgag bya yod pa ma yin pas (SDVK pas: SDVV phyir) // yang dag tu na bkag med gsal
//. Aparallel verse can be found in the AAA: 45, 6: nisedhyabhavatah spastam na nisedho ’sti tattvatah.
See also MAK; 72ab: yul med pa la dgag pa yi // sbyor ba legs pa yod ma yin //.
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ultimate level is established by eliminating only the improper superimposition of
ultimate existent things like ultimate intrinsic natures.**

The elimination of these two concepts at the ultimate level is established from
understanding ultimate reality and not from an understanding of correct conven-
tional reality. Therefore, in this elimination, because conventional reality is not
taken into account, it is possible to say that the elimination of those two concepts at
the ultimate level, i.e., ultimate type of middle way, is separated from conventional
reality.

For Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, voidness is the middle way. In the MA, a similar
idea is accepted when Kamalasila and, according to a Tibetan interpretation,
Santaraksita quote the following sentences of the Ratnakiitasiitra and criticize the
Yogacara interpretation of the middle way:*

Oh Kasyapa! The idea of being permanent — this is one extreme.
Oh Kasyapa! The idea of being impermanent — this is a second extreme.
Oh Kasyapa! ...The idea of being existent — this is one extreme.
Oh Kasyapa! The idea of being nonexistent — this is a second extreme.*

Interpreting the meaning of these sentences, Kamalasila and Santaraksita say:

The [sentences of the siitra] ...explain the realm of truth (dharmadhatu), which is free from all
[kinds of] paired extremes, is characterized as the absence of intrinsic nature of all dharmas,
and is without conceptual proliferation.*®

43 See Ye 2017: 174, 5-9. In his PsP on the MMK 24.18, Candrakirti also says that the extremes of
existence and nonexistence are both eliminated by understanding nonarising by intrinsic nature
(svabhavenanutpatti). See PsP: 504, 11-14: yasya hi svabhavenanutpattis tasyastitvabhavah / sva-
bhavena canutpannasya vigamabhavan nastitvabhava iti / ato bhavabhavantadvayaparahitatvat
sarvasvabhavanutpattilaksana sunyata madhyama pratipan madhyamo marga ity ucyate //. As
explained earlier, Santaraksita negates the eternity and annihilation of entities at the ultimate level,
by showing that entities are not ultimately established, i.e., by eliminating the improper superim-
position of ultimate entities. See fn. 33 and MAV D76a3. Kamalasila in the MAP says that the view of
eternity is established by an attachment to the erroneous idea that entities would exist eternally, and
the view of annihilation is established by an attachment to the idea that the view of eternity should be
negated. See MAP D125a3-4 P133a5-6: de gnyis (P gnyis: D nyid) ni dngos po la brten pa yin pas zhes bya
ba nirtag pa dang chad pa dag ste/’di ltar dngos po rtag tu yod par mngon par shen pa ’di ni rtag par
lta ba yin la/ de nyid ldog par mngon par zhen pa’i phyir chad par lta ba yin pas de gnyis ni dngos po la
brten pa yin no //.

44 According to bsTan dar’s dBu ma snang ba’i brjed tho (BN]) and the Tibetan comments inserted in
the GNP editions of the MMA, the MA D157a6-158b4 explains the ideas of Santaraksita. See BN]J 93a5-
93b1 and Keira 2016: 61, fn. 137. For the MA’s criticism of the Yogacara interpretation of the middle
way, see MA D157b6-158b4 and Keira 2016: 64-73.

45 MA C157b5-6 D157b6-7 G210b2-3 N162b3-4 P171b5-6: des na yang de nyid las / od srungs rtag ces bya
ba ’di ni mtha’ gcig go // ’od srungs mi rtag ces bya ba *di ni mtha’ gnyis pa’o // ‘od srungs ...yod ces bya
ba ’di ni mtha’ gcig go // ’od srungs med ces bya ba ’di ni mtha’ gnyis pa’o //. See Keira 2016: 64, fn. 144.
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Kamala$ila and Santaraksita explain that the realm of truth is free from all kinds of
paired extremes. It is understandable that at the ultimate level, the realm of truth is
free from improperly superimposed ultimate existence. However, it is not clear
whether they are saying that at the ultimate level it is also free from the improper
denial of conventional existence.

When they eliminate the extreme of nonexistence, they rely on the view
expressed in verses such as MMK 15.5ab. When ultimately existent things are not
established, neither is their nonexistence ultimately established.*” Therefore, the
elimination of the two extremes of existence and nonexistence is established by
eliminating only the extreme of existence, i.e., improperly superimposed ultimate
existence.

When these extremes are both eliminated at the ultimate level, because con-
ventional reality is not taken into account, it is possible to say that the elimination of
those extremes at the ultimate level, i.e., ultimate type of middle way, is separated
from conventional reality.

As explained above, Kamalasila accepts both types of middle way, i.e., the con-
ventional type and the ultimate one. However, while he accepts a conventional type
of middle way, which is free from the two extremes of improper superimposition and

46 MA C157b7-158a1 D158a1-2 G210b5-6 N162b5-6 P171b7-172al: deni ... chos kyi dbyings mtha’ gnyis po
thams cad dang bral ba / chos ma lus pa ngo bo nyid med pa’i mtshan nyid spros pa med pa rjod par
byed pa yin no //. See Keira 2016: 68.

47 MA C158a3-5 D158a4-6 G211a2-6 N163a1-5 P172a3-7: gal te dbu ma la sems kyi rang gi ngo bo bdag
nyid kyi dngos po don dam pa ci yang rung ba zhig yod par gyur na ni de’i tshe de la de yod pas rtag go
zhes bya ba’am / mi rtag go zhes bya bar mngon par zhen pa yang ji ltar mthar *gyur te/ ... gal te dbu
ma la dngos po’i rang gi ngo bo med na med do zhes bya bar ’dzin pa yang mthar mi ’gyur ro snyam du
sems na/deyangrigs pamayinte/(CD te/: GNP te/ med do zhes bya bar *dzin payang rigs pa mayin te
/) med do zhes bya bar ’dzin pa yang yod par ’dzin pa med na med pa yin pa’i phyir ro //. “If a certain
ultimate entity consisting of the nature of mind were to be established with regard to the middle (dbu
ma), then since the [ultimate entity] exists in that [middle], how would it be an [incorrect] extreme
that one has attachment [to its existence] by thinking that it is permanent or that it is impermanent?
... If you say: ‘When the nature of an [ultimate] entity does not exist in the middle, it could not be an
[incorrect] extreme that one understands that it is nonexistent,” [then we reply that] it is not correct.
This is because when it is not established that one understand that it is existent, it is also not
established that one understands that it is nonexistent.” See Keira 2016: 69-70. In his APDhT,
Kamalasila, by quoting MMK 15.5, explains that the realm of truth is free from [the two extremes of]
existence and nonexistence. See APDhT P172b4-7: chos kyi dbyings kyi mtshan nyid med pa de la dngos
por yang yang dag par rjes su mi mthong bani/de layod pa’i ngo bo gang yang mi dmigs pa’i phyir ro //
dngos po med par yang yang dag par rjes su mi mthong ba ni dngos po mi mthong ba ni dngos po mi
dmigs pa’i phyir de rnam par bcad pas ’thob pa dngos po med pa’i ngo bo yang med pa’i phyir ro // yod
pa las gzhan pa ni med pa’it mthan nyid yin pas yod pa ma grub na de yang ma grub pa nid de/ dper na
gal teyod pa ma grub na/med pa ’grub par mi’gyur te/yod las gzhan pa’i dngos po ni// med pa’o zhes
skye bo smra / (MMK15.5) zhes bshad pa lta bu’o //.
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improper denial, it is not clear whether he accepts that the ultimate type is free not
only from improper superimposition but also from improper denial.

In addition to these two types of middle way, Kamala$ila, as explained earlier,
accepts another type of middle way consisting in the idea that dependently origi-
nated entities are neither ultimately existent nor conventionally nonexistent.

In Kamalasila’s Madhyamaka philosophy which explains the path (marga)
leading to omniscience (sarvajfiatva), it is characteristic that these three different
types of middle way are systematically arranged. The following sentences in BhK III
are important for understanding Kamalasila’s central idea of the middle way and his
systematization of those three types of middle way:

Although all these dharmas do not ultimately arise, nonetheless [these dharmas] just like
illusions [conventionally] arise as the various things acceptable only when any analytical
investigation is not undertaken, by the force of the complex of particular and various causes and
conditions. Therefore, it does not follow that the view of annihilation [would be established],
nor does it follow that the extreme of improper denial [would be established]. And because
when by means of wisdom (prajfia), one analytically investigates [dharmas from the ultimate
perspective], no [dharmas can] be perceived, it does not follow that the view of eternity [would
be established], nor does it follow that the extreme of improper superimposition [would be
established].*®

Dharmas do not ultimately arise but they do arise conventionally. By understanding
their conventional arising or dependent nature, then, one does not have the view of
annihilation, nor does one fall into the extreme of improper denial of conventional
arising or dependent nature. In contrast, when one, by means of wisdom, in-
vestigates dharmas analytically from the ultimate perspective, because no dharmas
can be perceived as being truly existent, that is, as having an ultimate or permanent
intrinsic nature, one does not have a view of eternity, nor does one fall into the
extreme of improper superimposition of ultimately existent things. As explained
earlier, the view of eternity and one of the two types of improper superimposition,
i.e,, imagination of false conventional things, can also be eliminated at the correct
conventional level. Therefore, from Kamala$ila’s text quoted above, it is possible to
infer that his central idea as regards the middle way is that all dharmas do not
ultimately arise but do arise conventionally and that he asserts on the basis of this
that one can/should understand not only the elimination of improper superimposi-
tion and improper denial but also the elimination of the views of annihilation and
eternity.

48 BhKIII: 11, 23-12, 5: yadi namami dharmah sarva eva paramarthato ‘nutpannds, tathapi mayavat
pratiniyatavividhahetupratyayasamagrivasena vicitra evavicararamaniyah pravartante / tena no-
cchedadrstiprasango napy apavadantasya / yatas ca prajiiaya vicaryamana nopalabhyante, tena na
sasvatadrstiprasango napi samaropantasya /.
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Although Kamalasila does not mention here the two types of middle way, the
conventional type and the ultimate one, it is clear that each of these two types can
also be understood from central idea. That is, on the one hand, one can understand
the conventional type of middle way, because one can eliminate not only improper
denial of conventional dharmas by understanding their conventional arising and
existence but also the imagination of false conventional things, i.e., improper su-
perimposition, by understanding that correct conventional dharmas or entities
themselves are free from imagined false conventional things. On the other hand, the
ultimate type can also be understood, because when no dharmas are perceived
ultimately, improper superimposition of ultimately existent things is eliminated.

Kamalasila thus systematically arranged three different types of middle way by
establishing dharmas’ conventional arising and ultimate nonarising as the central
idea as regards the middle way and by thinking that each of the two types of middle
way, the conventional type and the ultimate one, can/should be understood from that
idea.*

4 Practice for Eliminating Superimposition and
Denial

4.1 Meditation on the Two Aspects of pratityasamutpada

In his $ST, Kamalasila explains how one should meditate on pratityasamutpada in
order to enter the middle way by eliminating the extremes of improper superim-
position and improper denial.

One should understand pratityasamutpada in terms of its two aspects (tshul; *ripa),
ie., ultimate and conventional aspects, in order to eliminate the [two] extremes of improper
superimposition and improper denial. If one meditates only on its ultimate aspect, one falls into
the extreme of improper denial and abides in the view of annihilation or in the nirvana of
$ravakas. If one meditates only on its conventional aspect, one falls into the extreme of

49 Three different types of middle way can be found in the % & & (Cheng shi lun, *Tattvasiddhi) of
Harivarman (A.D. 3-4c). First, for the middle way consisting in the idea of entities’ ultimate nonex-
istence and conventional existence, see i B iy T1646, 32, 316¢10-11: 255 — Fan il M . H3 G
H. %3 84T B, Second, the ultimate middle way, i.e., voidness free from the views of
eternity and annihilation, is explained in p. 317b9-10: IEf&& &AM R Tk R AR AL 8.
Lastly, the conventional middle way is explained in, for example, p. 327b18-21: LA tH: 33 #icf5 it
BTl . FBEAHGUENMORET . S&WMORNS . By 2 BhiE., s, Rk
R RARIRIMAT R, Itis not clear whether just like Kamalasila, Harivarman systematically
arranged these three types.
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improper superimposition. By reason of these, if one meditates on both its aspects, one enters
the middle way by eliminating both extremes.*

The ultimate (paramartha) and the conventional (samvrti) represent the two aspects
of pratityasamutpada. Of the two, it is its ultimate aspect that dharmas or entities do
not arise in the three times of past, present and future. On the members of twelve-
membered dependent origination, Kamalasila says:

Although ignorance (avidya) and so forth [i.e., dharmas] just like illusions, reflections and the
like are dependent upon causes and conditions, they do not [ultimately] arise in the three times
[of past, present and future]. This is here the ultimate aspect. Thus, it is said [in the Dharma-
sangitisatra]: the teaching of nonarising is true, and other teachings are false.”

In the explanation of the ultimate aspect of pratityasamutpada, the term pratitya-
samutpada can also be regarded as referring to pratityasamutpanna, i.e., dharmas
originated dependently upon causes and conditions, since the ultimate aspect of
pratityasamutpada means the ultimate aspect, ie., nonarising, of dependently
originated dharmas.

In contrast, it is the conventional aspect of pratityasamutpada that dharmas
originate dependently upon causes and conditions and are not causeless nor con-
ditionless. It is said in the $ST:

In order to explain the meditation on pratityasamutpada in terms of its conventional aspect, it is
said [in the satra]: why is it said that it is pratityasamutpada? Here, the following answer is
given: it is [pratityasamutpada] that has causes and has conditions and not [it] that is causeless

50 $ST D151b6-152a1 P181b5-7: rten cing *brel par byung ba ni don dam pa dang kun rdzob kyi tshul
gnyis su shes par bya ste/ sgro ’dogs pa dang skur pa’i mtha’ spangs pa’i phyir ro // don dam pa’i tshul
kho nar (P nar: D na) bsgoms (D bsgoms: P bsgom) na ni skur pa’i mthar ltung zhing chad par lta ba’am
/nyan thos kyi mya ngan las ’das pa la gnas par °gyur /(D /: P om.) kun rdzob kyi tshul kho nar bsgoms
nani sgro ’dogs pa’i mthar ltung pas gnyi ga’i tshul du bsgoms na mtha’ gnyis spangs pas dbu ma’i lam
la zhugs par °gyur ro //. See Schoening 1995: 242-243. For the term tshul (*riipa), see BhK I: 216, 16-17.
See fn. 54.

51 See $ST D152a1-2 P181b7-8: [de la] ma rig pa la sogs pa sgyu ma dang gzugs brnyan la sogs pa bzhin
rgyurkenla (D la: P las) ltos pa yin mod kyi/dus gsum du yang gang ma skyes pa de ni ’dir don dam pa’i
tshul te / de skad du mi skye ba’i chos ni bden gyi chos gzhan ni brdzun no zhes gsungs so //.

In his explanation of the ultimate aspect, Kamalasila interprets the Salistambasiitra’s term “not
made” (ma byas pa; akrta) as not being made from another permanent cause such as isvara (God). See
$ST D152b2-4 P182b3-4. For an English translation, see Schoening 1995: 250-251. Moreover, he also says
that pratityasamutpada endowed with distinctive qualities such as “unborn” (ma skyes pa; ajata) and
“unarisen” (ma byung ba; abhiita) is to be understood by means of nondual transcendent wisdom
which is void of both the grasped aspect (grahyakara) and the grasping aspect (grahakakara), which
does not have any appearing objects (dmigs pa med pa; analambana) and which is free from con-
ceptual proliferation. And according to him, this is applied to the sentence of the Dharmasangitisitra:
“Not seeing any dharmas, this is the seeing of reality.” See $ST D152b7-153a2 P183al-4.
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and conditionless.... Although ultimately these dependently originated [dharmas] (rten cing
’brel bar byung ba % £ 2 %) do not arise, nonetheless conventionally [the dharmas] just like
illusions and reflections which depend on particular and various causes and conditions, indeed
exist as conventional designations.*

It should be noted that in his K 3EAR-F4EFEIEET (Da cheng dao gan jing sui ting shu),
a Chinese subcommentary on the $ST, Chos grub (% %) interprets the SST’s term rten
cing ’brel bar *byung ba (P184h7-8) in the section cited above as dependently origi-
nated dharmas (4% “F 2 i%).® Therefore, it is possible to say that Kamalasila uses the
term pratityasamutpdda here to mean pratityasamutpanna.

The ultimate (paramartha) and the conventional (samvrti) are thus two aspects
of dependently originated dharmas or entities.”* Because the same dharma or entity

52 $ST D154b1-2 P184b6-8: kun rdzob kyi tshul du rten cing *brel par byung ba bsgom pa bstan pa’i
phyir ci’i phyir (P ct’i phyir: D om.) rten cing ’brel par ’byung zhes bya zhes (P zhes bya zhes: D zhes bya
zhes bya ba) gsungs te/’dir lan du rgyu dang bcas rkyen dang bcas pa la bya’i / rgyu med rkyen med pa
lamayin te zhes bya ba gsungs so// ... don dam par nirten cing ’brel par ’byung ba ’di ma skyes pa yin
mod kyi/’on kyang kun rdzob tu sgyu ma dang/gzugs brnyan lta bur rgyu dang rkyen sna tshogs so sor
nges pa la ltos ba tha snyad btags par yod po nyid de (D de: P do) /.

53 See KIEAR-FASPENLET T2782, 85, 550a5-7: VLAIGEIR A2 . Btz g, A5 —FREEMA
Ao REYIEEF LI WA R 045 iz fk.  “Thatis, this eliminates the view of causelessness. This is
because although these dependently originated dharmas do no ultimately arise, nonetheless in con-
ventional truth, [the dharmas] just like illusions and magically created things which depend on causes
and conditions exist as conventional designations.” See BhK I1I: 11, 2312, 3: yadi namami dharmah sarva
eva paramarthato ‘nutpannas, tathapi mayavat pratiniyatavividhahetupratyayasamagrivasena ... pra-
vartante /.

54 Note that in his Madhyamakavatara (MAt) 6-23 and autocommentary (MAtBh), Candrakirti says
that all internal and external things have a dual nature (riipadvaya; ngo bo gnyis; rang gi ngo bo rnam
pa gnyis; rang bzhin de gnyis), i.e., conventional [reality] (samvrti) and ultimate [reality] (paramartha),
according to correct or deceptive perception. See MAt;; 6.23: samyagmrsadarsanalabdhabhavam
ripadvayam bibhrati sarvabhavah / samyagdrsam yo visayah sa tattvam mrsadrsam samvrtisatyam
uktam //. See also MAtBh ad MAt 6.23: 102, 14-15: nang dang phyi rol gyi dngos po thams cad kyi rang gi
ngo bo rnam pa gnyis nye bar bstan te/di lta ste/ kun rdzob dang don dam pa’o //. On the other hand, in
the Tarkajvala (T]) ad Madhyamakahrdayakarika (MHK) 2.10cd, relying on the two truths theory,
dependent origination (pratityotpada) is divided into two types. For MHK 2.10cd, see Gokhale 1972: 44,
18: Pratityotpadasavitrim japan satyadvayasrayam //. See T] D52b7-53a2: bden pa gnyis la brten pa’i //
(MHK 2.10d: satyadvayasrayam) zhes bya ba la/ kun rdzob la brten pa’i rten cing ’bral par *byung ba ci lta
bu zhe na/ ma brtags na grags pa yod pa dang med pa la sogs pa brtags na med pa/rgyu dang rkyen
tshogs pa las byung ba’i mtshan nyid de/ ... don dam pa la brten pa’i rten cing ’brel par *byung ba ni skye
bamedpaste/.... “Ifitis said: ‘With regard to the phrase ‘{dependent origination] relying on the two
truths (MHK 2.10d),’ what is the dependent origination relying on the conventional [truth]?,’ [then we
reply that] only when it is not investigated [from the ultimate perspective], it is commonly acceptable as
existent, nonexistent and so forth; when investigated, it does not exist; it is characterized as
[conventionally] arising by [the force of] the complex of causes and conditions... . The dependent
origination relying on the ultimate [truth] means nonarising.”
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which originates dependently has these two aspects, the two should not be taken as
being separated from each other. In the MA, Kamalasila says that the paramartha
and samvrti are neither the same nor different.%

He also says that from different perspectives it is not contradictory that the same
thing has both ultimate and conventional aspects. For example, the wisdom
conducive to the understanding of ultimate truth (paramartha), i.e., a bahuvrihi
interpretation of the compound parama-artha, is ultimate, while it is also conven-
tional because it is not different from dependently originated illusions.*

In the same manner, the same entity originated dependently can be understood
from different perspectives to have both ultimate and conventional aspects.
Dependently originated entities are not real because otherwise it would follow
absurdly that dependently originated illusions are also real.”’ When one un-
derstands that just like an illusion, an entity arises dependently, then one un-
derstands its conventional aspect.®® And when one understands that just like an

55 MA D234a3-4 P261a8-b1: de kho na nyid gyi (P kyi: D kyis) don gyi mtshan nyid kyi don dam pa dang/
dus byas kyi mtshan nyid kyi kun rdzob pa dang lhan cig/ gcig (P gcic: D cig) pa yang mayin zhing tha
dad par yang mi’dodde/ ... //. “The ultimate (paramartha) characterized as the reality (tattva) which
is the object [of the supreme nonconceptual wisdom] and the conventional (samvrti) characterized as
conditioned [dharmas] are not the same nor can be accepted as being different.” For the three
interpretations of the compound parama-artha, see Keira 2004: 28-29, fn. 61.

56 MA D234b6-7 P262a7-bl: ye shes kyi bdag nyid kyi don dam pa ni sgyu ma la sogs pa dang khyad par
med pa’i phyir yang dag pa’i kun rdzob kyi ngo bo nyid kyang yin la / de kho na nyid rtogs pa dang
mthun pa’i phyir don dam pa’i ngo bo nyid kyang yin pas ltos (D ltos: P bltos) pa’i bye brag gis gcig la
gnyis (D gnyis: P gnyi) ka’i ngo bo nyid mi ’gal lo //. “The ultimate (paramartha), which is of the nature
of wisdom, has the correct conventional aspect because it is not different from illusions and the like.
And because it is conducive to the understanding of reality (tattva), it also has the ultimate aspect.
Therefore, from the different perspectives, it is not contradictory that the same thing has both
[ultimate and conventional] aspects.” A parallel sentence can be found in the MMAg;,: 128 5-7:
mayadinirvis(sicl)istatvac ~ ca  jAianatmakasyapi  paramarthasya tathyasamvrtirupata
tattvadhigamanukitatvac ca paramartharipatety apeksabhedad ekasyobhayartpatapy avirodhini /.
57 MA C150b6-7 D150h7-151a1 G200b3 N154b4-5 P163b4-5: gzhan gyi dbang gi (CD gi: GNP gis) ngo bo
nyid niyang dag pa’i ngo bo nyid du rigs pa mayin te/ de lta na ni sgyu mala sogs payang dngos po nyid
du thal bar ’gyur te/ de dag kyang rkyen larag las par (CDNP par: G om.) khyad par med pa’i phyirro//.
See fn. 15.

58 MA D223a5-6 P247D5: *di ltar dngos po thams cad don dam par ngo bo nyid med pa kho na yin yang
sgyu ma bzhin du rang gi rgyu dang rkyen tshogs pa’i gzhan gyi dbang kho na las *byung ngo //. MA
D224h5-6 P249b1-2: dngos po kun rdzob pa sgyu ma bzhin du rgyu dang rkyen la ltos (D ltos: P bltos) pa
yang yod pa’i phyir ro //.
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illusion, the entity is not real and is without ultimate intrinsic nature, one then
understands its ultimate aspect.

4.2 Prajha and upaya

Kamaladila, when explaining his view of the middle way in the context of the
bodhisattva path leading to the stage of buddhas, states that improper superimpo-
sition of ultimate things is eliminated by wisdom (prajfiia) and that improper denial
of conventional things is eliminated by the practice of the means (upaya) skillfully
used by bodhisattvas for the sake of sentient beings (sattva).*®

BhK I explains prajiia as wisdom arising from hearing (Srutamay?), reflection
(cintamayn), and meditation (bhavanamayl). By means of wisdom arising from
hearing, one understands the meaning of scriptural descriptions or teachings; and by
means of wisdom arising from reflection, one determines whether the teaching has
the definitive meaning (nitartha) that expresses ultimate reality or an interpretative
meaning (neyartha) articulating conventional things.®* And by means of wisdom
arising from meditation upon the real meaning (bhiitam artham) or ultimate reality
determined by wisdom arising from reflection, one directly understands ultimate
reality.62 Bodhisattvas’ wisdom, therefore, essentially consists in their determination
and direct understanding of the ultimate aspect, i.e., nonarising or voidness, of
dependently originated dharmas. Because bodhisattvas correctly understand this
ultimate aspect, they can eliminate improper superimposition.

59 MA C170b2-3 D171al G230b2 N178a6-7 P186b1-2: dngos po thams cad ri bong gi rwa dang *dra bar
shing tu med pa nyid du ni mi ’dod kyi/’on kyang sgyu ma la sogs pa bzhin du don dam par med panyid do
//.MA C152a1-2 D152a1-2 G202a4-5 N156a1-3 P164b8-165a2: 'di la yang ji skad bshad pa’i gzhan gyi dbang gi
ngo bo nyid kun rdzob tu rgyu dang rkyen sbyor ba’i stobs kyis skyes pa nyid kyi sgyu ma bzhin du ngo bo
nyid med pa’i phyir sbyor ba las byung ba zhes bya’o // de skad du °phags pa shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin
palas/sbyor balas byung ba’i ngo bo nyid niyod pamayin te/rten cing *brel bar *hyung ba’i phyir ro zhes
gsungs so //. See Keira 2016: 37, 2-7. MA D236a6 P264a7-8: de’i phyir dngos po “di dag ni yang dag par na
sgyu ma bzhin du gzhan la rag las pa’i ngo bo nyid kyis ngo bo nyid med pa kho na yin no /.

60 See BhK I: 197, 7-10: anaya ca prajfiopayasvaripaya pratipada samaropapavadantavivarjanena
madhyama pratipad udbhavita/ prajiiaya samaropantasya varjanad upayenapavadantasya varjanad /.
61 BhKI:198,10-12: tatra prathamam tavat srutamayi prajfiotpadantya/ taya hi tavad agamartham
avadharayati / tatas cintamayya prajfiaya nitaneyartham nirvedhayati / tatas taya niscitya bhitam
artham bhavayen nabhiitam /. For Kamala$ila’s interpretations of nitartha and neyartha, see Keira
2009.

62 BhK I: 204, 11-13: tad evam cintamayya prajfiaya niscitya bhutam arthadm tasya pratyaksi-
karanaya bhavanamayim prajiiam utpadayet /.
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In addition, BhK I explains that bodhisattvas’ wisdom serves as the ground (hetu)
for determining the use of nonerroneous means.*

In contrast, updya means five of the six perfections (sad-paramita), i.e., the five
other than the perfection of wisdom (prajfiaparamita), the four means of attraction
(samgrahavastu), and so on. In BhK I, Kamalasila describes upaya as the means of
practicing all the good (kusala) of gathering all the elements of prosperity (abhyudaya),
including the perfect purification of [buddha-Ifields (ksetraparisuddhi), possession of
great wealth (mahabhoga), perfection of followers (parivarasampat), spiritual matu-
ration of sentient beings (sattvaparipaka), and manifestation of the transformed body
(nirmanakaya).®* Furthermore, he explains as updya that bodhisattvas have great
compassion (mahakaruna) for all sentient beings and do not abandon them.®> The
upaya of bodhisattvas cannot be established without the existence of sentient beings
and conventional dharmas such as merits (punya), impurity (samklesa), and purifi-
cation (vyavadana). Through the practice of updaya, bodhisattvas gradually deepen and
develop their understanding of the conventionally existent things and the conven-
tional aspect of dependently originated dharmas.

Thus, through practice utilizing wisdom and means, one gradually deepens and
fully achieves understanding of the ultimate and conventional aspects of depen-
dently originated dharmas, in other words, conventional and ultimate truths. It is
said in BhK III:

Those who have the means, by relying upon wisdom, become proficient in correctly [under-
standing] conventional [truth] and ultimate truth.®®

By understanding both the ultimate and conventional aspects, one can eliminate the
extremes of improper superimposition and improper denial. Therefore, under-
standing the two aspects serves as the grounds for asserting that by way of practice
utilizing wisdom and means, one can eliminate these two extremes.

63 BhK I: 194, 20-21: prajfia tu tasyaiva copayasya’viparitasvabhavaparicchedahetuh /.

64 See BhK I: 194, 17-20: tatra prajidparamitam tyaktva danadiparamitasamgrahavastvadikam sarvam
eva ksetraparisuddhimahabhogaparivarasampatsattvaparipakanirmanadikasakalabhyudayadharmasam-
grahakam kusalam upaya ucyate /. See also BhK I: 195, 2-3: tatha coktam atraiva stitre / upayah sam-
grahagjiianam / prajiia paricchedajfianam iti /.

65 See BhKII D53b1-2: de bas na ‘phags pa nam mkha’ mdzod las kyang / de shes rab kyi shes pas ni
nyon mongs pa thams cad yongs su ’dor ro // thabs kyi shes pas ni sems can thams cad yongs su mi
gtong ngo shes bka’ stsal to//. See also BhK I D53b5-6: ‘phags pa blo gros mi zad pas bstan pa las ji skad
du/de la byang chub pa’i thabs ni gang/ ... zhe na/gang gi phyir mnyam par gzhag pa na sems can la
lta bas na snying rje chen po’i dmigs la sems nye bar ’jog pa de ni de’i thabs so /.

66 BhK III: 17, 14-15: upayayuktah prajfiasevanatas ca samyak samvrtiparamarthasatyakusalo
bhavati /.
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5 Kamalasila’s Philosophy of the Middle Way

As we saw earlier, Kamalasila’s central concept as regards the middle way consists in
the understanding of the two aspects of dependently originated entities: the ultimate
aspect and the conventional aspect. In reliance upon this central concept, he sys-
tematically arranges three different types of middle way.

Now, what is Kamalasila’s philosophy of the middle way when Madhyamaka
philosophy is considered the philosophy of it? To determine and clarify this, an
analysis must be made of his interpretation of the bodhisattva path.

First, on the path leading to omniscience, bodhisattvas achieve a nirvana different
from that of $ravakas. By way of practice consisting of wisdom and means, bodhisattvas
attain non-abiding nirvana (apratisthitanirvana), ie., nirvana in which they abide
neither in the defilement of transmigration (samsara) nor in the nirvana of sravakas.
That is, on the one hand, they do not abide in the defilement of transmigration rooted in
erroneous cognition (viparyasa) because they eliminate all erroneous cognitions by
means of wisdom which directly understands ultimate reality.%” Nor do they abide, on
the other hand, in the nirvana desired by $ravakas because they do not abandon all
sentient beings and the world of transmigration by way of practicing the means that they
establish on the basis of great compassion for sentient beings.%® According to the passage
quoted above from the $ST, when one meditates only on the ultimate aspect of
pratityasamutpada, one falls into the nirvana of sravakas. The nirvana established by
this meditation should therefore be ultimately established completely without concep-
tual proliferation. In contrast to Sravakas, bodhisattvas, by their great compassion,
should not abide in this nirvana; otherwise they will fall into the stage of §ravakas.®

Although Kamala$ila does not explicitly state it in his BhK [, it is clear from his
explanation that this non-abiding nirvana is the middle way that one enters by
eliminating the two extremes of improper superimposition and improper denial.
This is because this nirvanais established by practicing the path consisting of wisdom
and means which eliminate those extremes.” That is, by eliminating improper

67 See BhK I: 197, 6-7: prajfiaya ca sakalaviparyasaprahanan na samsare ’vasthanam viparyasa-
miulatvat samsarasya /.

68 See BhKII D53a7-53bl: de lta bas na gang gi phyir byang chub sems dpa’ thabs kyi stobs kyis ’khor
ba mi’dor ba de’i phyir mya ngan las *das pa mi ltung ngo // gang gi phyir shes rab kyi stobs kyis dmigs
pa mtha’ dag spang ba de’i phyir ’khor bar mi ltung ste / de bas na mi gnas pa’i mya ngan las ’das pa
yang sangs rgyas nyid 'thob po //. See also fn. 65.

69 BhKII D52b6-7: byang chub sems dpas shes rab tsam bsten na ni nyon thos kyis ’dod pa’i nya ngan las
’das par ltung bas bching ba bzhin tu ’gyur te / mi gnas pa’i nya ngan las ’das pas grol bar mi ’gyur ro //.
70 See SDhNS D290a7, P336a6-8: de’i phyir shes rab kyi stobs kyis ’khor ba la mi gnas pa’i phyir dang/ thabs
kyi stobs kyis mya ngan las *das par mi jug pa’i phyir byang chub sems dpa’ rnams kyi lam thabs dang shes
rab kyi ngo bo ni (P bo ni: D bo) mi gnas pa’i mya ngan las *das pa thob pa’i (D pa’i: P pa i) rgyu yin no //.
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superimposition, i.e., erroneous cognition, bodhisattvas do not abide in the defile-
ment of transmigration, and by eliminating improper denial of conventionally
established dharmas and sentient beings, they do not abandon sentient beings and
therefore do not abide in ultimate nirvana.

First, then, Kamalasila’s philosophy aims to establish this non-abiding nirvana
that is the middle way, and not ultimate nirvana characterized as “the calming of
conceptualization” (prapaficopasama) and “[ultimate] welfare” (Siva), which is
shown as the purpose (prajoyana) of the MMK.”

Next, the bodhisattvas who have attained non-abiding nirvana aim as the final
goal of reaching the stage of buddhas. In his BhK I, Kamalasila explains the

71 PsP,. 119, 1: sarvapraparicopasamasivalaksanam nirvanam sastrasya prayojanam nirdistham //. For
the meaning of praparica in the MMK, see Saito 2019. For PsP’s comment on $iva in the homage verse of the
MMIK, see MacDonald 2015: 43 and fn. 100. Cf. PP D47b1: zhi (siva) zhes bya ba ni gnod pa thams cad dang
bral ba’i phyir ram/ngo bo nyid kyis stong pa’i phyir ro //. For an English translation, see Ames 2019: 25, 16—
18. Bhaviveka seems to interpret siva as meaning “tranquil” or “calm.”

The idea of non-abiding nirvana can be found in the Ratnavali (RV). Although the RV 142, just as the
MMK 254 and 25.7 say, explains the nirvana free from attachment to existence and nonexistence
(bhavabhavaparamarsaksayo nirvana), the RV 5.85 says that bodhisattvas should remain in this world for
the sake of sentient beings even though they have attained enlightenment. See RV 5.85: yavat caiko ‘py
amuktah syat sattvah kascid iha kvacid / tavat tadartham tistheyam bodhim prapyapy anuttaram //. See
also RV 4.65 and 4.66. The RV, however, does not connect the idea that bodhisattvas should remain in this
world, with the idea of the middle way. In his MHK 1.20, 1.21 and so forth, Bhaviveka explains non-abiding
nirvana. See MHK 1.20 and 1.21: na bhave dosadarsitvat krpalutvan na nirvrtau / sthitas tisthanti ca bhave
pararthodayadiksitah // (MHK 1.20): bhedabhedena samsaranirvananupalambhatah / na ca kvacana
tisthanti sarvatra ca bhave budhah // (MHK 1.21). For an English translation, see Gokhale and Bahulkar
1985: 98, 19-24 and 99, 7-10. See also T] ad MHK 1.21 D47a2: des ni slob dpon gyis byang chub sems dpa’
rnams kyi mi gnas pa’i mya ngan las ’das pa bstan par °gyur te/ ... //. And see MHK 3.294. It is however not
clear at the present whether he connected this nirvana with the idea of the middle way. Note that although
Bhaviveka divided dependent origination into two types, dependent origination relying on conventional
truth and one relying on ultimate truth, he does not seem to explain the two truths as the two aspects of
dependent origination. See fn. 54. On the other hand, it might be possible to say that Candrakirti in the MAt
connected the idea of the middle way with the idea of non-abiding nirvana, by means of the two of three
types of compassion, “compassion toward [being seen as] dharmas and compassion that does not have an
object” (chos la dmigs pa dang dmigs pa med pa’i snying rje). See MacDonald 2015: 356. See also MAtBhgy: 5,
15: dharmalambanam analambanam ca karunam. The middle way here refers to the understanding that
all things/living beings just like the moon reflected on water are without intrinsic nature but appear as
impermanent dharmas. That is, in the PsP he says that voidness is the middle way and explains nirvana as
characterized by praparicopasama and siva, while in the MAt he says: antascaladvarini candravac calam
svabhavasunyam ca jagad vipasyatah / (MAts 1.4ab); bcom ldan thugs rjes khyod thugs zhi las bzlogs pas
khyod la mya ngan °da’ mi mnga’ // (MAt 12.42d). “[I bow to the compassion] of [the person] who sees that
living beings, just like the moon reflected in shimmering water, are impermanent and void of intrinsic
nature. (MAtg, 1.4ab); Oh the Illustrious One! by compassion, you stop your mind from being in the state of
quiescence and therefore you do not [enter] the nirvana. (MAt 12.42d)” See MAtBhg, ad MAt 1.4ab: 6, 1: ya
karuna name tam ity anena sambandhah /.
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establishment of supreme nonconceptual meditation (paramanirvikalpo yoga)
where conceptual proliferation characterized by concepts such as existence and
nonexistence ceases completely.” According to him, this meditation is the supreme
path (paramo marga) to eliminate two kinds of obstacles, i.e., the obstacle of de-
filements (klesavarana) and the obstacle to [the comprehension of] what is to be
comprehended (jiieyavarana), and to obtain buddhas’ omniscience.”

In order to obtain buddhas’ omniscience, bodhisattvas must eliminate those two
obstacles. BhK I says that because all concepts pervaded by concepts of existence and
nonexistence cease for the yogins who abide in the supreme nonconceptual medi-
tation, they can correctly eliminate those two obstacles.”* That is, first, they must
eliminate the obstacle of defilements by establishing supreme nonconceptual
meditation. This meditation can eliminate the erroneous cognitions which appre-
hend things that neither arise nor cease as being existent or nonexistent and which
form the root cause of the obstacle of defilements. Inasmuch as they eliminate the
concepts of existence and nonexistence through habituating themselves to this
meditation, the yogins eliminate those erroneous cognitions that are the nature
(svabhava) of ignorance and are the root of that obstacle;”® and because of removing
the root, they can correctly eliminate that obstacle.”®

72 BhKI: 214, 10-22. See fn. 40.
73 BhK I: 216, 18-19: ato ’yam evavaranaprahane sarvajiiatvadhigame ca paramo margah /.

For jiieyavarana, see Schmithausen 2014: 564, 2-3. See also BoBhy: 87, 9-10: jfieye jiianasya prati-
ghata avaranam ity ucyate//. For Kamala$ila’s explanation of kleSavarana and jiieyavarana, see TSPy,
ad TS 3337: 1052, 21-1053, 1: klesajfieyavaranaprahanato hi sarvajfiatvam / tatra klesa eva ragadayo
bhuitadarsanapratibandhabhavat klesavaranam ucyate / drsthasyapi heyopadeyatattvasya yat sar-
vakaraparijfianam pratipadanasamarthyam ca taj jiieyavaranam / tatra klesavaranasya nair-
atmyapratyaksikaranat  prahanih / jAeyavaragsya tu tasyaiva nairatmyadarsanasya
sadaranirantaradirghakalabhyasat /. For an English translation, see McClintock 2010: 127.

74 BhK I: 214, 25-26: atra sthitasya yoginah sarvavikalpanam astamgamat samyak klesavaranam
Jjileyavaranam ca prahiyate /.

75 See MMKy, 23.22ab: evam nirudhyate *vidya viparyayanirodhat /. In his $ST, Kamalasila says that
incorrect understanding (log par shes pa; mithydpratipatti), viz., erroneous cognition, is a synonym of
ignorance. See $ST: D158h2-3 P189h7-190al: gang zag gang dang chos la bdag med pa’i mtshan nyid kyi de kho
namirtogs pa de ni marig pa’o// deyang shes pa med pa nyid ni mayin mod kyi/ phyin ci log gi tshul gyis shes
pas na mi shes pa zhes brjod par ‘dod de / log par shes pa’o zhes rnam grangs kyis bstan to //. “Not
understanding the reality characterized as the selflessness concerning persons and dharmas, this is igno-
rance. The [ignorance] is not the absence of understanding, but is accepted to be called ‘nescience’ because it
understands [things] in an erroneous manner; [the ignorance] is explained by the synonym ‘incorrect
understanding.” Kajiyama says that erroneous cognition is the cause of ignorance. See Kajiyama 1980: 139.
76 BhKI: 214, 26-215 6: tatha hi klesavaranasyanutpannaniruddhabhavesu bhavadiviparyaso miilam
karanam ... / anena ca yogabhyasena sarvabhavadivikalpanam prahanat sakalabhavadiviparyasa-
syavidyasvabhavasya klesavaranamulasya prahanam / tato milocchedat klesavaranam
samyakprahiyate /.
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All erroneous cognitions are pervaded by erroneous cognitions of existence and
nonexistence. Through exclusion of the pervader, the pervaded things are also
eliminated. Therefore, when supreme nonconceptual meditation eliminates erro-
neous cognition of them, it eliminates all erroneous cognition.”’ Therefore, by virtue
of habituating themselves to this meditation, bodhisattvas can also correctly elimi-
nate the obstacle to what is to be comprehended, because this obstacle is also
characterized by erroneous cognition.”®

When the obstacle to what is to be comprehended is completely eliminated,
because the yogins’ cognition has no obstacles, it can illuminate all entities as they
are; thus they obtain buddhas’ omniscience.”

This omniscience is obtained when supreme nonconceptual meditation which
directly understands ultimate reality completely eliminates those two obstacles.
Therefore, it is clear that this omniscience knows all entities as arising conven-
tionally and not ultimately arising. Kamala$ila says:

By completely understanding all entities as they are in terms of their conventional and ultimate
aspects, one obtains omniscience.®

As stated earlier, by understanding the conventional and ultimate aspects of
dependently originated entities, one eliminates the two extremes of improper su-
perimposition and improper denial and enters and understands the middle way
disclosed by eliminating the two extremes. Therefore, buddhas’ omniscience can be
regarded as the understanding of the middle way and, furthermore, as the full
achievement of the understanding of it. That is, this omniscience, which is the final
goal of the bodhisattva path, has completely understood that all entities are neither
ultimately arising nor conventionally not arising.

Lastly, we should clarify how one can establish cognition of the middle way.
Kamalasila does not maintain that the middle way is just a conceptually established
thing, instead asserting that one can directly understand the middle way. How is it
possible, then, that one can directly understand both the ultimate and conventional
aspects of entities simultaneously?

77 BhK I. 216, 6-8: bhavadiviparyasena ca sakalaviparyasasya vyaptatvat tatprahane
sakalaviparyasaprahanat /.

78 BhK I: 216,8-9: jiieyavaranam apy anena samyak prahiyate, viparyasalaksanatvad avaranasya /.
79 See BhK I: 216, 10-16: jiieyavarane ca prahine pratibandhabhavad ravikiranavad apagata-
meghadyavarane nabhasi sarvatravyahato yogipratyakso jianalokah pravartate / tatha hi vastu-
svabhavaprakasaripam vijiianam / ... / pratibandhabhave tu saty, acintyasaktivisesalabhat kimiti
sakalam eva vastu yathavan na prakasayet /.

80 BhK I: 216, 16-18: [atah] samvrtiparamartharipena sakalasya vastuno yathavat parijfianat

sarvajiiatvam avapyate /. A parallel sentence can be found in the SDhNS D290a5 P336a3-4.
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In BhK I, Kamaladila discusses establishment of cognition of the middle way by
showing that bodhisattvas can establish the path that leads [to the goal of omni-
science] through the indivisible union of wisdom and means (prajfiopayayuga-
naddhavahi marga). He states:

Precisely this is the path of bodhisattvas that leads [to the goal of omniscience] through the
indivisible union of wisdom and means, for even when they are seeing ultimate reality, they do
not cut off conventional [things]. Those who do not cut off conventional [things], who are
preceded by great compassion and whose [cognitions] are completely nonerroneous, take ac-
tion for the benefit of sentient beings. In this case, although it is not possible that during their
abidance in transcendental wisdom (lokottaraprajiia), they employ a means, nonetheless when
they employ a means, because bodhisattvas like magicians have nonerroneous cognitions,
[conceptual] wisdom (prajiia) does arise [in them] subsequent to their practice, from tran-
scendental [nonconceptual] wisdom (lokottarajiiana), which is correctly fixed on [the object of
this nonconceptual wisdom, i.e.,] ultimate reality of entities. Therefore, the path leading [to the
goal] through the indivisible union of wisdom and means does indeed exist.*!

During their abidance in the transcendental nonconceptual wisdom directly un-
derstanding ultimate reality, bodhisattvas cannot employ a means established on the
basis of their great compassion. According to Kamala$ila, however, by establishing
the path mentioned ahove, they can apprehend ultimate reality without cutting off
conventional things. That is, the bodhisattvas who have conceptual wisdom obtained
subsequent to transcendental nonconceptual wisdom can directly understand both
the ultimate and conventional aspects of entities simultaneously.®*

In his Madhyamaka texts such as MA and BhK(s), Kamalasila quotes the
Dharmasangitisiitra to illustrate that a magician does not have any attachment to
magically created beings since he, unlike the spectators to his creations, already

81 BhK I: 221, 11-20: ayam eva prajiiopayayuganaddhavahi bodhisattvanam margo yat (Tib: *di ltar)
paramarthadarsane ’pi samvrtim nocchedayanti / samvrtim canucchedayanto mahakarund-
purvangama aviparyasta eva sattvarthakriyasu pravartante / tatra yadi nama lokottara-
prajiiavasthayam upayasevana na sambhavati / upayasevanakale tu bodhisattvasya mayakaravad
aviparyastatval lokottarajfianat prayogaprsthabhavani yathavad vastuparamarthatattvabhinivesani
prajiia sambhavaty eveti / bhavaty eva prajiiopayayuganaddhavaht margah /.

82 For prsthabhavani ... prajiia, see Keira 2004: 79-80. The cognition or wisdom which occurs
subsequent to a perception is conceptual, judges the object of the perception and can be non-belying
(avisamvada) when there is no cause for error. The subsequent cognition is also explained as being
neither direct perception nor inference. That is, it is not a valid cognition (pramana) because it has as
its objects the things already grasped by valid cognition. Moreover, the cognition which occurs
subsequent to the yogic perception of the ultimate reality is called “conceptual cognition that is pure
on a worldly level” or “judgment that is pure on a worldly level.” See TSP: 901, 16-17: tatprstha-
labdhaih suddhalaukikaih paramarthato nirvisayair vastupratibandhad avisamvadibhir vikalpair.
TSPg: 931, 11: paricchedakah suddhalaukiko vimarsapratyayah prsthabhavi. TSP: 932, 6-7: prstha-
labdhena ca suddhalaukikena paramarsapratyayena.
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understands their illusory nature.®®> According to the MA, magically created beings
such as elephants also appear in the magician’s direct perception, but his perception
does not have any attachment to their intrinsic natures as existing in reality. Because
he is not attached to these elephants appearing in his perception as having real
intrinsic natures, his perception is the cause that gives rise to the determination that
those appearing elephants really lack intrinsic natures. In the same manner, a
bodhisattva who possesses conceptual wisdom which occurs subsequent to the
transcendental nonconceptual wisdom directly understanding the ultimate reality,
i.e,, absence of ultimate intrinsic natures, does not have any attachment to the
ultimate intrinsic natures of entities. Although in his direct perception, entities
appear, however, because of this subsequent wisdom, it does not have any attach-
ment to their intrinsic natures as existing ultimately. Because of his non-attachment,
his direct perception causes the determination that there are no ultimate intrinsic
natures.®* Therefore, because the bodhisattva has that subsequent wisdom, his direct

83 See the quotation from the Dharmasangitisiitra by BhK III: 29, 13-16: mayakaro yatha kascin
nirmitam moktum udyatah / na casya nirmite sango jiatapurvo yato [sya sah] // (tr)bhavam nir-
mitaprakhyam jiiatva sambodhiparagah / sannahyanti jagaddhetor jiiatapurve jage tatha /. For an
English translation, see Keira 2004: 108: “Just as a magician strives to free a magically created being
and does not have any attachment to [this] magically created being since its [illusory nature] has
already been understood [by him], in the same manner, people who have skillfully attained
enlightenment, after having understood that the triple world is like a magical creation, will clad
themselves in armor for the sake of living beings, since the [illusory nature of] living beings has
already been understood.” This siitra is also quoted in the BhK I p. 219, 16-19 and the BhK II D54a2-3.
See also MA D169b3-4: byis pa gang dag ltad mo pa’i skye bo bzhin du skye ba la sogs pa’i sgyu ma de
dagjiltar snang ba bzhin bden pa nyid du mngon par zhen pa de dag ni/phyin ci log tu mngon par zhen
pa’i phyir byis pa dag ces bya’o //. For an English translation, see Keira 2004: 109, 1-4: “Like spectators
[to magician’s creations], the infantile, who are attached to illusions of production and so forth being
real as they appear, grasp [these illusions] erroneously, and thus it is for this reason that [these
people] are termed ‘infantile.”

84 See MA C217a4-6 D218a7-b2 G302b5-303a2 N235b2-4 P241h6-242al: di ltar sgyu ma mkhan gyi shes
paglang po chela sogs pa’i rnam par sgro btags pa can yang yang dag par na de’i ngo bo nyid du mngon
par zhen pa med do // der mngon par zhen pa med pas yang dag par na des dben pa nyid rtogs pa nges
par skye ba’i rgyu nyid kyis de’i yul can du rnam par gzhag (CD rnam par gzhag: GNP rnam par bzhag)
go//de dang ’dra bar rtog pa dang ldan pa rnams kyi mngon sum ’khrul pa’i rgyu mtshan yang dag par
bsal (CD bstsal: GNP bsal) ba sgro btags pa’i rnam pa can gzhan yang skye ba na yang dag par de’i ngo
bo nyid du mngon par zhen pa med par nges pa’i rgyu nyid kyis des dben pa’i yul can du rnam par gzhag
(CD rnam par gzhag: GNP rnam par bzhag) pa nyid do //. For an English translation, see Keira 2004:
201, 16-202, 5: “That is to say, a magician’s cognition has superimposed aspects (@kara) of elephants
and so forth, but does not have any attachment to their intrinsic natures [as existing] in reality.
Because [he] is not attached to these [appearances of elephants as having real intrinsic natures], [his
cognition] is the cause that gives rise to the determination that [the superimposed images] really lack
those [intrinsic natures]. Hence [the magician’s cognition] is established as having [the absence of
those real intrinsic natures] as its object. Similarly, when judicious people (preksavat) give rise to
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perception understands both entities’ conventional aspect of dependently arising/
appearing to consciousness and their ultimate aspect of being without ultimate
intrinsic nature; his perception thus directly understands the middle way that one
enters by eliminating improper superimposition and improper denial.

6 Conclusions

In the history of Madhyamaka philosophy, the starting point of the idea of the middle
way is Nagarjuna’s statement in MMK 24.18d: “precisely this [voidness (= pratitya-
samutpada)] is the middle way.” The Akutobhaya and Buddhapalita’s commentary
seem to have interpreted the middle way as being established in ultimate reality. In
the middle period of that history, according to Avalokitavrata, Bhaviveka in the PP ad
MMK 24.18 interprets the term pratipad madhyama as referring to two types of
middle way, the conventional type and the ultimately one, while Candrakirti in the
PsP ad MMK 24.18 comments that voidness is the middle way. Separate from the
interpretation of the term pratipad madhyama in MMK 24.18d, however, they also
accept another interpretation of the middle way which consists of the idea that
entities are neither ultimately existent nor conventionally nonexistent. For example,
Candrakirti in the YSV ad k. 45 says that dependent origination (rten cing ’brel par
’byung ba), like a reflection, is not real, nor is it false since in the world it is seen just
like a real thing.® In the middle period, the systematization of different types of the
middle way was not clearly made and seems to have not yet been completed. The
later Madhyamika philosopher Kamalasila systematically arranged the three
different types of middle way, taking the position that the central idea of the middle
way consists in the understanding of the two aspects of pratityasamutpada or
dependently originated entities.

Kamaladila also accepts the ultimate type of middle way consisting of the idea
that the realm of truth and voidness are ultimately free from the two extremes of

another perception, i.e., one which is completely exempt of causes for error but nonetheless has
superimposed aspects, then as they are not really attached to those [intrinsic natures], [their
perception] causes the determination [that there are no real intrinsic natures]. So that therefore it is
indeed shown that [their perception] has the absence of those [real intrinsic natures] as its object.”
85 YSVy: 84, 23-85, 4: rten cing 'brel par *byung ba ni dngos po yod pa ma yin la/ gzugs brnyan lta bur
gryur pa de’i phyir de yang dag pa mayin no //yang dag par yod na gzhan du °gyur mi srid par thal bar
*gyur ro // ’jig rten na yang yang dag pa dang ’dra bar snang bas log pa yang ma yin no//. For a French
translation, see Scherrer-Schaub 1991: 284, 16-285, 1. See also PP D50a4-5. Bhaviveka also says that
although entities do not ultimately arise, they arise conventionally. See, for example, PP D230b2: don
dam par rkyen rnams las rten cing ’brel par ngo bo nyid kyis ’byung pa med de/ mig la sogs pa’i skye ba
ni tha snyad kyi bden pa la brten pa yin no //.
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existence and nonexistence. This type of middle way however consists not in the
understanding of the two aspects of dependently originated entities but in the
elimination of improperly superimposed ultimate existence, or in other words in the
understanding of only the ultimate aspect of those entities. When ultimate reality is
the middle way, this middle way is free from conceptual proliferation and is sepa-
rated from the characteristics of conventional reality. It is therefore understandable
that this middle way establishes ultimate nirvana characterized by the terms in the
homage verse of the MMK, namely “the calming of conceptualization” (prapafico-
pasama) and “[ultimate] welfare” ($iva).®8 This cannot, however, itself establish non-
abiding nirvana. Moreover, it is likely that one criticizes this type of middle way by
thinking that it is just a soteriologically established ultimate ideal benefiting oneself
but separated from conventional reality and great compassion for sentient beings.

Kamala$ila established the understanding of the two aspects of entities as the
central idea as concerns the middle way and interpreted each of the two types of
middle way, the conventional type and the ultimate one, as understood from that
idea. In this case, it cannot be argued that his idea of the middle way is separate from
conventional reality and great compassion, since the ultimate type of middle way
should be understood only as one aspect of his idea of the middle way.

This central idea makes it possible for Kamalagila to explain not only that non-
abiding nirvana is the middle way but also that buddhas’ omniscience is the full
achievement of the understanding of the middle way, thereby enabling him to sys-
tematize his Madhyamaka philosophy as the path for achieving the understanding of
the middle way.

In addition, Kamala$ila explains how direct perception of the middle way can be
established. The direct perception of the bodhisattva who has conceptual wisdom
obtained subsequent to transcendental nonconceptual wisdom can perceive entities
as being like illusions which have no ultimate intrinsic natures and conventionally
arise dependent on causes and conditions.

This transcendental nonconceptual wisdom is a necessary condition for estab-
lishing subsequent wisdom. For bodhisattvas, then, it is indispensable to establish
transcendental wisdom. However, without the establishment of subsequent wisdom,
direct perception of the middle way cannot be established. In his philosophy of the
middle way, Kamala$ila clearly shows his position that both transcendental wisdom
and subsequent wisdom are equally important.

86 See fn. 71.
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