INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be

from any type of computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is depenzent upon the quality of the
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins,
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate
the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced
form at the back of the book.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6” x 9” black and white
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to

order.

UMI

A Bell & Howell Information Company
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106-1346 USA
313/7614700 800/521-0600






NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY

A Study of the Dharmadharmatavibhaga:
An Analysis of the Religious Philosophy
of the Yogacara, Together with an
Annotated Translation of
Vasubandhu's Commentary

A DISSERTATION

SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS

for the degree

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Field of Religion

By

John Younghan Cha

EVANSTON, ILLINOIS

December 1996



UMI Number: 9714565

Copyright 1996 by
Cha, John Younghan

All rights reserved.

UMI Microform 9714565
Copyright 1997, by UMI Company. All rights reserved.

This microform edition is protected against unauthorized
copying under Title 17, United States Code.

UMI

300 North Zeeb Road
Ann Arbor, MI 48103



Copyright 1996 by John Y. Cha
All rights reserved



To Irina



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
Chapter
1. INTRODUCTION
PART I
2. NAGARJUNA'S CONCEPTION OF NIRVANA
3. MAITREYA'S CONCEPTION OF REALITY
PART I

4. BASIC DOCTRINES OF THE YOGACARA
IN THE DDV .

5. THE COMPREHENSION OF DHARMA AND
DHARMATA : .

PART M
6. THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE BASIS
7. CONCLUSION

PART I

8. A TRANSLATION OF THE DHARMADHARMATA
VIBHAGA-VRTTI . .o

WORKS CITED

iv

vi

25
54

83

104

129
150

159
205



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I gratefully acknowledge all those who have offered their
assistance during the many phases of this project. I want to thank
Professors Edmund F. Perry and George D. Bond for serving on my
committee and for offering their constructive criticism and helpful
suggestions regarding the clear expression of difficult concepts. Special
thanks goes to Professor Isshi Yamada, who has, over the years, patiently
and selflessly guided me through the difficult terrain of Madhyamika and
Yogacara literature. To my family, who have been helpful in ways too
numerous to mention, although their gift of a computer and laser printer
certainly made for a timely completion of this project. I would also like
to extend my thanks to the many colleagues who have provided me with
stimulating and enlightening discussions, especially Marion Caudron for
her "dharma" teachings and her wise ways. And to my fiancee Irina,
who, though not in the field, was the only real reason for bringing this

project to completion.



AKBh
BoBh

DDV
MMK
MSA
MSABh

MV-T
MVBh
Ppd
PT
RV
TrBh
Vrtti

VsVr

ABBREVIATIONS

Abhisamayalankara

Abhidharmakosabhasya

Bodhisattvabhami

Derge

Dharmadharmatavibhanga

Mualamadhyamaka-karika
Mahavanasuatralankara

Mahavanasutralankara-bhasya

Madhyantavibhaga-karika

Madhyantavibhaga-tika

Madhyantavibhagabhasya

Prasannapada

Peking Tanjur

Ratnagotravibhaga, ed. and trans. Takasaki

Trims$ikavijiapti-bhasya

Dharmadharmatavibhanga-vrtti

Vimsatikavijnapti-vrtti

vi



Chapter 1

Introduction

This project is a study of the Dharmadharmata-vibhaga! (An

Investigation_into Phenomena and [Their] Absolute Nature, hereafter,

DDV), an early systematic text of Indian Yogacara Buddhism. The
overall purpose of this study is twofold: to explicate the themes of
ontology, epistemology and soteriology implicit in the text, and to
provide, for the first time in a Western language, a translation of the
DDV and its commentary, the Dharmadharmata-vibhaga-vrtti (hereafter,
Vrtti).

This text is one of several treatises which can be described as early

attempts at systematizing certain key Mahayana doctrines, the most
important of which seems to be the notion that all things are mind-only

(citta-matra);2 hence, the epithet “mind-only" for the doctrines of the

1Dharmadharmatavibhanga, Peking Tanjur #5523. See also, Josho Nozawa,
"The Dharmadharmatavibhanga and the Dharmadharmata-vibhanga-vrtti: Tibetan Texts,
Edited and Collated, Based upon the Peking and Derge Editions,” in Studies in Indology
and Buddhology: Presented in Honor of Professor Susumu Yamaguchi on the
Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthday ed. G. Nagao and J. Nozawa (Kyoto: Nakamura
Press, 1955).

2 According to Paul Griffiths, we can divide the development of Yogacara
literature into four stages: the first consists of scattered satras that can be dated between
the second and fourth centuries CE; the second, the early systematic stage, includes the
five texts of the Maitreyan corpus; the third, the classical stage, which consists of
developed systematization of Yogacara themes by Asanga and Vasubandhu; and the
commentarial stage, the most important works stemming from Sthiramati, Dharmapala,
and Asvabhava. See, Paul J. Griffiths, On Being Mindless: Buddhist Meditation and
the Mind-Body Problem (La Salle: Open Court, 1986), 77-79. Regarding the first stage
of satra composition, we must caution against the view that new Mahayana scriptures
were first produced then followed by the more systematic treatises. In fact, Mahayana
satras were composed during most of the history of Mahayana Buddhism in India. For

1
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Yogacaras. According the Tibetan tradition,3 the DDV is attributed to
the celestial bodhisattva Maitreya, along with four other texts; namely,
the Abhisamavalarikara+ (hereafter, AA), the Ratnagotra-vibhaga5
(hereafter, RV), the Mahavanasutralarikara® (hereafter, MSA), and the
Madhyanta-vibhaga? (hereafter, MV). These are otherwise known as the

"Five Treatises” which were supposed to have been dictated to Asanga by
Maitreya in Tusita heaven, after the former had endured twelve years of
solitary meditative practice.8

Recent scholarship on the DDV has been scant indeed, despite the

importance and brevity of this text. Scholarly investigations have been

a discussion of this see, Paul Williams, Mahavana Buddhism: The Doctrinal
Foundations (London and New York: Routledge, 1989), 78-80.

3 According to the Chinese tradition, Maitreya authored the following texts; the
Yogacarabhumi, Yogavibhaga, Mahayanasutralankara, Madhyantavibhaga, and the
Vajracchedikavyakhya. See Hajime Nakamura, Indian Buddhism: A Survey with
Bibliographical Notes (Japan, 1980; repr., Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1987), 256.

+Abhisamayalankara, ed. by Th. Stcherbatsky and E. Obermiller (St Petersburg,
1929; repr., Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications, 1992).

SFrom Jikido Takasaki, A Study of the Ratnagotravibhaga: Being a Treatise on
the Tathagatagarbha Theory of Mahayana Buddhism (Rome: Serie Orientale Roma,
1966).

6Mahavanasutralankara, ed. by Sylvain Levi (Paris: Librairie Ancienne Honoré
Champion, 1907).

7Madhvyantavibhaga-bhasva, ed. by Gadjin Nagao (Tokyo: Suzuki Research
Foundation, 1964). Hereafter, MVBh.

8Asanga’s biography is summarized by Janice Willis, in On_Knowing Reality:
The Tattvartha Chapter of Asanga's Bodhisattvabhumi (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1978), 3-12. See also, E. Obermiller, The History of Buddhism in
India_and Tibet by Bu-ston (Heidelberg, 1932; repr., Delhi: Sri satguru publications,
1986), 136-146.
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limited to only a handful of articles and one critical edition, exclusively
by Japanese Buddhologists.9 This situation, however, does not in any
way indicate a lack of importance of the DDV, for several reasons. From
the standpoint of the history of ideas, this text was probably composed
earlier than either the MSA or the MV, given its relative lack of
theoretical sophistication and formulaic analysis. We can, therefore, at
least tentatively trace the doctrinal and philosophical developments in the
so-called "Maitreya corpus.” Moreover, unlike, for example, the MV,
the DDV does not rely heavily on the scholastic terminology of the
Abhidharma tradition for its exposition of central Yogacara themes;
rather, it stresses an overtly Mahayana perspective on the relationship
between the mundane world of phenomena and the supramundane realm
of suchness (tathata) in the context of soteriology. In its own right, too,
the DDV provides a comprehensive perspective of the manifold doctrines
of the Yogacara in its use of the two main categories of "dharma" and
"dharmata.” Both the use of only two major categories for analysis and
the relative shortness of the text provides the scholar with a manageable

overview of at least one system of Yogacara philosophy.

91 am aware of only four articles, all in Japanese, concerning topics in the DDV.
These are cited in Nakamura, ibid, p. 261, note fifty-five: 1) Yensho Kanakura in
Josetsu No., 2 March 1948, pp. 99-148; 2) Shoko Takeuchi in Indogaku Bukkyogaku
Kenkyu 6, No. 1, Jan. 1958, pp. 205-208; 3) Tessho Kondo in Indogaku Bukkyogaku
Kenkyu 11, No. 1, Jan. 1963, pp. 227-230; 4) Noriaki Hakamaya, Komazawa Daigaku
Bukkvo Gakubu Ronsha, No. §, Dec. 1974, pp. 186-170.




Doctrinal Context

As a system (more accurately, systems) of philosophical and
religious discourse, Yogacara thought can be considered the last "creative
phase" of philosophical development in Indian Buddhism.10 In many
ways, Yogacara is a synthesis of the (non-Mahayana) scholastic
traditions, the Abhidharma, and the Mahayana philosophy of emptiness
(sanyata), as explicated by Nagarjuna. As a consequence, much of
Yogacara literature contains, on the one hand, complex theoretical
developments, characterized in part by a profusion of taxonomies. On
the other, the often complex and, at times, ponderous theoretical
apparatus is viewed as provisional in nature; in fact, the reality analyzed
and indirectly referred to by the system(s) is the basic ontological notion
of the suchness (tathata), that is, the emptiness of all phenomena. What
characterizes the uniqueness of Yogacara discourse is its view that, like
the Abhidharmikas, theory is a necessary condition for awakening, and
yet, like the Madhyamikas, theory and language are merely provisional,
possessing no actual referential function.

But how did this perspective on the provisional but necessary status
of theory arise? To understand this we must first look at the
Abhidharmika conception of language and reality, and the criticism of
this conception given by the Madhyamika. Furthermore, we must keep

in mind that much of the philosophical and doctrinal disputes concemning

10See, Florin Giripescu Sutton, Existence and Enlightenment in the Lankavatara-

satra: A Study in the Ontology and Epistemology of the Yogacara School of Mahayana
Buddhism (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991), p. 1.
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language and reality revolve around the troublesome notion of the "two
truths.” Briefly, both the Mahayanists and non-Mahayanists posit two
realms of truth; an ultimate or supreme realm, and a relative or
conventional one. The two truths, then, refer to two different levels of
reality (for the Abhidharmika and Madhyamika truth and reality are, to a
large extent, equated), one termed conventional (samvrti-satya), and the
other ultimate (paramartha-satya). The disputed issue concerns the nature
of the distinction between the two truths: does the distinction refer to an
actual (non-linguistic) state of affairs where there really are two realms
of existence? or, are the two "realms” indicative of two modes of
perception, one deluded and one enlightened? In the following, we
highlight the respective views of the Abhidharmika and Madhyamika on
the nature of the two truths.

Abhidharmika Thought: An Overview
The intellectual crosscurrents that provided the subtext for the
development of Yogacara doctrine included the theoretical systems of the
Abhidharma (particularly the Sarvastivada).l!l The Abhidharmika
interpretation of the Two Truths was one of detailed analysis based upon
the assumption of a truly descriptive language. This is made clear in
Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosa (hereafter AK) .3 a-d:

dharmanam pravicayam antarenpa nasti

11Though not explicitly named, the Sarvastivada view, which maintained the real
existence of consciousness (vijnana) and its object (vijneya), was one of the two extreme
stances to be avoided according to the Yogacara (the other being the Madhyamika). See
the Trimsika-bhasya, hereafter TrBh, in Sylvain Levi, ed., Vijnaptimatrata-siddhi (Paris:
Librarie Ancienne Honoré Champion, 1925), p. 15.



klesanam yata upasantaye ‘bhyupayah/
klesai$ ca bhramati bhavarnave ‘tra lokas
tad-dhetor ata uditah kilaisa sastra//12

Because there is no method to extinguish the
defilements other than the examination of the factors of
existence, here, on the basis of the defilements, the
world roams the ocean of existence. Therefore, it is
said that the treatise is elucidated for this reason.

Since a truly descriptive language was thought to be possible,
"...liberation came from knowing the way of things and was thereby
much facilitated by the completeness and adequacy of a dharmic list."13
Hence, the Abhidharmika assumed that language is coextensive with
experienced phenomena, that the linguistic realm stands in an isomorphic
relationship with the existential one. Therefore, the ascertainment and
naming of those irreducible factors of existence (dharmas)--factors that
were, in actuality, a product of analytic reduction--disclosed "reality as it
is" (yathabhatam), and thereby aided in the relinquishment of all
defilements (klesa).

Furthermore, the Abhidharmika maintained that language has a
twofold function; that of referring 1) to empirical objects within the
context of worldly discourse (vyavahara), and 2) to the ultimately real
particulars in dharma discourse. This double layer of language, for the

Abhidharmikas, mirrored the ontological status of those phenomena

12 Abhidharmakosabhasyam, ed. by Pralhad Pradhan (Patna: K. P. Jayaswal
Research Institute, 1975), 2.

13payl M. Williams, “Some Aspects of Language and Construction in the
Madhyamaka,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 8 (1980): 2.
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articulated in discourse. These were distinguished by the categorization
of entities as either samvrtisat (conventionally real) or paramarthasat
(ultimately real):

yatra bhinnena tad-buddhir anyapohe dhiya ca tat/
ghatarthavat samvrtisat paramarthasad anyatha//1+

Where the notion of something [is relinquished]
through breakage, such as a pot; and when another,
such as an object [like water] is removed by analysis;
that is conventional existence. [All other phenomena]
are otherwise [considered to be] ultimate existence.

Samvrtisat entities are those existents having secondary existential status
because their spatial unity and temporal continuity are artificially
constructed by language. The word 'pot’ for instance functions
meaningfully only within worldly discourse since it refers to an object
that is given only in empirical cognition. In other words, the term ‘pot’
designates a particular state of affairs that can (and should) be reduced to
a more elementary level, for example, shape, color, hardness, etc. This is
not to say that a pot is merely a product of imagination. It does exist
empirically, as a relative truth, but because it is reducible either through
physical destruction or analysis, its status is that of samvrtisat. Opposite
to samvrtisat entities are ones designated as paramarthasat, those
irreducible factors of existence that are accorded primary existential
status. These entities are meaningful in the context of dharma language,
for they are the existents referred to by means of the dharma lists. This

double layered ‘ontology’ was the Abhidharma version of the two truths:

14AK 6:4a-d.
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"The distinction between samvrti- and paramdrthasatya in the
Sarvastivada was essentially one between a dependent linguistic and
cognitive referent and that which through analysis is found to be
ultimate.”15

Since liberation was a result of discerning the factors of existence
the assumption of reference language was philosophically and
soteriologically indispensable for the Abhidharmika. This assumption,
however, resulted in a conceptualist mediation between doctrine and its
understanding; the Abhidharma enterprise attempted to disclose the truth
of doctrine by means of reductive analysis and terminological taxonomy.
In other words, it provided a theoretical system for the interpretation of
stated doctrine(s), but no insight into the relation between doctrinal
elucidation and the ineffable, unconditioned "object” it purports to
disclose. Given the Abhidharmika assumption concerning language, as
being co-extensive with a non-linguistic world, the successful disclosure
of "things as they are" within conventional discourse was not realized
since the issue of the relation between language and reality was never
addressed. This resulted in a never ending process of analytic reductionl6

and a theoretical "closure.”

15Williams, 2.

16The Yogacara provides a devastating critique against the possibility of the
existence of irreducible atoms as maintained by the Sarvastivada. Sthiramati points out
the absurdity of asserting the atomistic structure of empirical objects. The assumption is
that an object, e.g., the coffee cup, is not self contained but is composed of more basic
elements that, though not accessible to the senses, are revealed by analysis. This cup is a
collection of minute particles which congregate to form a particular shape. The problem
is that there is no specific reason why this group of atoms forms the cup in front of me,



The Madhyamika Critique: An Overview
In response to Abhidharmika theory the Madhyamika developed a

dialectical philosophy of “negation" based in part on the Prajfiaparamita

doctrine of emptiness. This doctrine maintains that all phenomena are
empty of intrinsic nature (svabhava), that the being of beings is non-
being (nihsvabhava). While the Abhidharmika did assert the unreality of
a substantial self (pudgala/atman), they nevertheless assumed that all
factors of existence (dharmas) possessed a self-nature. In contrast to this,
the Madhyamika contended that all things are empty because they are
dependently co-arisen. In his invocational verse in the

Mulamadhyamaka-karika (hereafter, MMK) Nagarjuna states:

anirodham anutpadam anucchedam asas$vatam/
anekartham ananartham anagamam anirgamam//
yah prafityasamutpadam prapancopasamam Sivam/
desayam asa sambuddhas tam vande vadatam
varam//17

Non-extinction, non-origination, non-annihilation,
non-permanence, non-identification, non-
differentiation, non-coming and non-going [out of
being], I pay homage to the Buddha, supreme among

and not the dictionary. Nothing accounts for this unique conglomeration, claim the
Yogacara, because there is no special quality that arises in atoms when they are collected
than when not. Therefore, atoms cannot form a particular shape that corresponds to the
image in consciousness. Sthiramati continues, arguing that an object cannot be
composed of irreducible elements, simply because an atom that has no spatio-temporal
quality cannot by definition function in the empirical realm. A multitude of shapeless
and spaceless elements, no matter how many, can never compose a spacio-temporal
object. If an atom were to have duration and extension, it would be open to further
reduction and therefore would not be an atom (TrBh, 16-17).

17Kenneth K. Inada, Nagarjuna: A Translation of his Malamadhyamakakarika
with an Introductory Essay, (Tokyo: The Hokuseido Press, 1970), 38.
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teachers who, [to explicate] the blissful cessation of all
conceptual proliferation, has taught this dependent co-
arising.

The eight negations such as non-extinction, non-origination, etc.,
constitute the ontological principle of all phenomena, that is, emptiness.
These negations are also identified with dependent co-arising.
Candrakirti maintains that “the meaning of the subject matter
(abhidheyartha) is the dependent co-arising that is here marked by the
eight characteristics such as non-extinction, etc."18 It is the mainstay of
the Madhyamika that emptiness and dependent co-arising interpenetrate at
their most primal level. Non-being, therefore, is not complete non-
existence. The Madhyamika wish to maintain the middle course between
existence and non-existence which, on the one hand, denies any
substantiality to things, but on the other hand maintains the existence of
phenomena as dependently co-arisen.

Therefore, the metaphysical assumptions of the Abhidharmika
were the target of Madhyamika argumentation, a rigorous logical analysis
that explicated the inherent contradiction within substantialist
metaphysics. But this refutation was not a mere negation that only
‘critiqued’ the opponent's stance. The change from the standpoint of
essence to the insight into the emptiness of all beings is not a matter of
degree; it is a radical shift, or better yet, a total paradigmatic

transformation of perception. The actual analysis itself can best be

18p, L. Vaidya, ed., Madhyamakasastra of Nagarjuna with the Commentary:
Prasannapada by Candrakirti (Darbhanga: The Mithila Institute, 1960), 2.
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described as a destructuring of our implicitly assumed ontologies that
inform all our perception. These ontologies that superimpose an essential
nature underpinning worldly phenomena are a product of conceptual
proliferation, and their cessation results in enlightenment. Again,
Candrakirti states, "It has also been shown that the aim of this treatise is
nirvana, which has the characteristic of, 'the blissful cessation of all
conceptual proliferation’.”19

There are three points of tension in the Madhyamika articulation of
the two truths that need discussion: ultimate reality is completely distinct
from conventional truth; awakening to ultimate reality cannot be
accomplished without conventional reality; the two truths do not signify a
double realm of existence, that is, for the Madhyamika there is but one
world. The complex relations among these three points is well stated by

Nagao:

Each [of the two truths] encompasses the entirety of
beings in the world. Madhyamika is not a layered
construct in which these two themes build on each
other, but even though they seem to have nothing to
do with each other, they complement one another.
Each theme from within its own structure and its own
dynamic orientation analyzes 'being’ in the world from
a unique perspective. At the same time the two cannot
but interact because they have to do with one and the
same world--in such fashion that the understanding of
one issues in the understanding of the other.20

19MMK Namaskara, lc.

20Gadjin Nagao, The Foundational Standpoint of Madhyamika Philosophy,
trans. John Keenan (Albany: SUNY, 1989), 21.
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In the context of Madhyamika discourse conventional truth is
threefold: as that which is complete occlusion (samanta-dvaranam), that
is, the ignorance (ajiianam) that covers the reality of all things (padartha-
tattva); the co-dependent nature of existence (paraspara-sambhavanam);
social convention (samketa) as worldly discourse (loka-vyavahara) having
the characteristics of signification/signified, knowing/the object of
knowledge, etc.2l The process of awakening then, includes overcoming
conventional truth as occlusion/ignorance, seeing into the reality of
conventional truth as dependent co-arising, and using conventional truth
as a means for enlightenment.

As for ultimate truth itself, Nagarjuna describes it as

apara-pratyayam $antam prapaicair apraparcitam/
nirvikalpam ananartham etat tattvasya laksanam/22

Not caused by another, tranquil, not multiplied by
conceptual proliferation; without dichotomous
conception, not having another for an object, this is
the characteristic of reality.

The above definition stands in direct contrast with that of conventional

reality, which is explained as possessing a dualistic structure. Though the

21Regarding conventional truth Candrakirti says: “Conventional means
wholesale occlusion; that which is called ‘conventional’ is ignorance because it
completely obscures the reality of all things. Another meaning is, Through mutual
dependence the conventional [means] co-dependently existing. Or, [a third] meaning is,
'The conventional is social convention as worldly discourse, and that [convention] has
the characteristics of signification/signified, knowing/object of knowledge, etc.™
(samantadvaranam samvrtih ajnanam hi samantat sarva-padartha-tattvavacchadanat
samvrtir ity ucyate parasparasambhavanam va samvrtir anyonya-samasrayenety arthah
atha va samvrtih samketo loka-vyavahara ity arthah sa cabhidhanabhidheya-jfiiana-
jneyadi-laksanah, PPd, ed. Vaidya, 215.)

22MMK XVIIL9.
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Madhyamika maintain that their philosophy is a non-dual one, there still

seems to be a disparity between ultimate and conventional truth.

Candrakirti explains the difference in terms of perception:

dnos kun yan dag mthon bahi hkhrul pa yis

dnos siied no bo gnis ni hdzin par hgyur

yan dag mthon yul gan yin de iid de

mthon ba hkhrul pahi kun rdzob bden par gsuns23

Existence is comprehended in only two ways,

By the true or false perception of all things.

That which is the object of true perception is reality
(tattva);

And [that which is the object of] false perception is
called conventional truth.

The two truths, then, involve modes of perception, not differing
ontological realms. This points to the Madhyamika stance regarding
ultimate reality: it is epistemologically transcendent and ontologically
immanent. The non-duality refers to the ontological status of all
phenomena, as dependently co-arisen and empty of self nature. The two
truths, on the other hand, function by disclosing different orientations of
perceiving the world, a disclosure required for awakening. That is why
Nagarjuna maintains:

vyavaharam anasritya paramartho na deSyate/
paramartham anagamya nirvanam nadhigamyate2+

Not relying on worldly convention, the ultimate
cannot be taught;

23Madhyamakavatara (Peking Tanjur #5261), 229b.

24MMK XXIV.10
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Not approaching the ultimate, nirvana cannot be
attained.

Therefore, the Madhyamika maintain that discourse is necessary
since there is no other way toward liberation than through our
conventional existence. Paradoxically it is only through "negating” our
presently cognized world that we implicitly understand the true nature of
things. Language is thus afforded a soteriologically efficacious role,
though its importance lies in disclosing its own inability to assert
anything ultimately meaningful about existence. Hence, its function lies

in an overt critique of ontological assumptions.

The Yogacara Synthesis

The utilization of the insights of the Madhyamika and
Abhidharmika by the Yogacara is not, however, a mere synthesis. The
philosophical and hermenuetical contributions made by the Yogacara
(both of which serve its overall soteriological orientation) include a shift
in the discourse on emptiness, from an overtly ontological critique of the
entical existence (svabhava) of phenomena to an epistemological theory
on the construction (kalpana) of illusion. In other words, from the
hermenuetical perspective, the Yogacara interpret the notion of the non-
self nature (nihsvabhava) of all phenomena as the non-self nature of all
phenomena dualistically conceived. Philosophically, this change of the
locus for non-self nature, from phenomena to the dualistic conception of
phenomena, shifts the emphasis from the negation of entities to
epistemological speculations on the foundations for the illusory formation

of entities. Hence, the greatest difference between the Madhyamika and
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Yogacara lies in the latter's positive view of theoretical analysis.
Moreover, the Yogacara provide a reinterpretation of the "middle path
(madhyama pratipat)” cast in exclusively philosophical, or, more
accurately, ontological and epistemological terms.25 In other words, in
the utilization of the Abhidharmika and Madhyamika, the Yogacara also
critique their respective philosophies. What the Yogacara claim is that
the true state of affairs is neither existent, critically referring to the
Sarvastivadabhidharma contention that all factors of existence are real
entities, nor non-existent, critically referring to the Madhyamika stance
of the non-essence (nihsvabhava) of all phenomena. In brief, the
Yogacara develop their own theory of "neither existent nor non-existent,”
and coin two important technical terms; namely, the superimposition of
existence on what does not exist (samaropa), and the wholesale negation
(apavada) of all things. For the Yogacara, both the superimposition of

existence and the wholesale negation of everything are to be avoided.

Philosophical Themes in the DDV: Summary
On the basis of the implied Madhyamika conceptions of
ontological immanence and epistemological transcendence, the Yogacara

formulated its own philosophical notions of ultimate reality. Regarding

25For instance, the middle way was interpreted in ethical terms, i.e., between
hedonism and asceticism. With the philosophical development of Buddhist teachings.,
the middle way took on an ontological significance (e.g., between being and non-being).
The Yogacara further theoretized the middle path which included both senses of
“being” and “perceiving” (or non-being and non-perceiving) in its concept of
“neither/nor.”
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the DDV, the internal structure of Maitreya's religious philosophy can be
summarized as consisting of three interrelated aspects: 1) Ultimate
reality is the basis for spiritual awakening; 2) ultimate reality is beyond
the reach of cognition and language; 3) ultimate reality is an immanent
reality, being trans-descendent,26 rather than transcendent. These aspects
constitute the soteriological system underpinning the DDV, and refer,
respectively, to the possibility of soteriology, its necessity, and its

actualization.

Soteriological Possibility: Ontological Immanence

The first aspect, that ultimate reality functions as the ground or
basis for spiritual awakening, discloses the ontological mode of existence
of all phenomena, both conditioned (samskrta) and unconditioned
(asamskrta), the veridical perception of which is covered over by
defilements (samklesa). In Yogacara terminology this aspect refers to the
"original” or “intrinsic" purity (prakrti-vyavadana), which is inherent
both in all phenomena and the mind (citta) This notion of an intrinsic
purity, given its locus in both phenomena and consciousness, indicates the
Yogacara conception of ultimate reality; that it is ontologically
immanent. Its immanence is stressed in the fact that the Yogacara

conceive of the mind as being intrinsically pure, or luminous

26This term is used by Nishitani to denote, on the one hand, a going beyond
(“trans-") the realms of| e.g., temporal, teleological, historical and personal realities. On
the other hand, Nishitani continually stresses that ultimate reality, or “Absolute
Nothingness,” is our ultimate "home ground,” and that the realization of reality is a
movement back to the ground ("descendence”). See, Keiji Nishitani, Religion and
Nothingness, trans. Jan Van Bragt (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982).
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(prabhasvara-citta), and that ignorance (avidya) is caused by “stains”
(mala) that are merely incidental (agantuka). In other words, spiritual
awakening is not a matter of ascending to a spiritual realm that exists
apart from this world. It consists of realizing what, in some sense, is
always the case, that all things are intrinsically pure. Moreover, the
realization of intrinsic purity, that is, the direct perception of the true
mode of existence of all phenomena as being empty of essence, is
possible only if all phenomena are indeed empty of essence to begin with.
This indicates the ontological aspect of ultimate reality in that the mode
of existence of all phenomena (including consciousness) is “empty"
regardless of whether one realizes it or not. And, this intrinsic emptiness

provides the possibility for awakening.

Soteriological Necessity: Epistemological Transcendence

The second aspect, that ultimate reality is beyond cognition and
language, indicates the epistemological transcendence of ultimate reality.
Though completely immanent in the ontological sense, ultimate reality is
at once inaccessible to all cognitive functions and, moreover, is obscured
by the very operations of conceptualization and language. Because
conceptual and linguistic operations are, at base, structured
dichotomously, the non-dual (advaya) nature of ultimate reality
completely transcends any cognitive and verbal formulations. The
soteriological significance of this is that, according to the Yogacara,
duality is the basis for the continuous obscuration of the the true nature

of reality. Until there is the comprehension (parijna) of the illusory
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nature of all dualistically conceived phenomena and the relinquishment
(prahana) of defilements (samklesa), one remains caught in the samsaric
cycle of birth, suffering, old age, and death.

Spiritual practice or cultivation (bhavana) is, therefore, necessary,
given the epistemologically transcendent aspect of ultimate reality.
Without cultivating the conditions for the occurrence of wisdom (prajiia)
and relinquishment, consciousness does not transcend the unreal
constructions of conceptualization and language, that is, the dichotomous
constructions (vikalpa) which obscure the insight into ultimate reality and
hinder spiritual emancipation (moksa). Soteriological necessity finds its

grounding in the epistemological transcendence of ultimate reality.

Soteriological Actualization: The Manifestation of
Ontological Immanence

For the Yogacara, spiritual practice culminates in what is called the
transformation of the basis (asrayaparivrtti). This is the condition in
which the defilements no longer manifest (prakhyana) themselves,
because they have been comprehended and abandoned in the successive
stages of the path (marga). Moreover, the transformation of the basis is
the manifestation of ultimate reality, that is, suchness. This manifestation
of reality is called purified suchness (tathata-vaimalya), which is to be
differentiated from intrinsic suchness, or original purity (prakrti-
vyavadana). As stated above, intrinsic suchness is the fact of the
ontological mode of existence of all phenomena, that is to say, their

intrinsic emptiness. Purified suchness, on the other hand, is the
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realization of this ontological fact. This realization of ontological
immanence occurs only when the epistemic functions of
conceptualization and language are transcended and consciousness

"purified” of all defilements.

Overview: Approach and Content

In any discussion of "Yogacara® Buddhism, there is the danger of
oversimplification. Yogacara is not a hermetically sealed, monolithic
system of thought whose philosophical and doctrinal pronouncements
remain unchanged throughout history. As mentioned above, the DDV is
part of the early systematic literature of the Yogacara. Of course,
scholars have recognized major differences in doctrinal emphasis and
philosophical interpretation, for instance, in the division between the so-
called Nirakara-vijianavadins, who denied any aspect to consciousness
(vijnana), and the Sakara-vijnanavadins, who asserted an aspect with
regard to consciousness.2’” However, even within lineages that are
thought to remain consistent with regard to their philosophical and
doctrinal heritage, there occur substantial modifications between earlier
and later expositions of doctrine and philosophy. For example, the
explication of the three-nature theory (trisvabhava) in Maitreya/Asanga’s

MYV contrasts with that of Vasubandhu's in his Tr. Moreover, one can

27For a discussion of these two branches of Yogacara thought, see Yoshifumi
Ueda, “Two Main Streams of Thought in Yogacara philosophy,” Philosophy East and
West, 17 (January to October, 1967), 155-165.
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assert that these respective texts offer quite different systems of thought,
though both maintain their Yogacara "heritage."

An attempt is made, therefore, to clarify the DDV in the context of
its relatively contemporaneous Yogacara texts. This "intertextual”
context is developed on the basis of the Maitreyan corpus, particularly the
MSA, and to a lesser extent the MV. However, the problem of
contextualizing the DDV is further compounded by the fact that, as
mentioned above, the Yogacara formulate their discourse implicitly on
the basis of the earlier Mahayana notions of emptiness ($unyata) and
dependent origination (pratityasamutpada), particularly on Nagarjuna's
philosophical analysis of these doctrines. Therefore, we have in the
attempt at analyzing a particular text a synchronic and diachronic aspect.
In other words, a thematic subtext must be formulated on the basis of
both a general overview of Yogacara thought in connection with other
Yogacara texts contemporaneous with the DDV, and a developmental
continuity of a previously formulated philosophical and doctrinal
foundation. The other texts of the so-called "Maitreyan corpus,”
particularly the MSA and MV, provide the synchronic context for our
investigation, while Nagarjuna provides the diachronic.

The basic philosophical literature of the Madhyamika and
Yogacara differ radically in their respective modes of discourse.
However, despite the subsequent sectarian criticisms back and forth
between the two schools, Nagarjuna's philosophical understanding of

emptiness, as mentioned above, plays a foundational role in classical
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Indian Yogacara.28 Keeping in mind the dangers of overgeneralization,
we focus our investigation here on two texts, the MMK of Nagarjuna,
and the MSA of the Maitreyan corpus. Moreover, we will further limit
ourselves to an analysis of MMK XXV and MSA VI. Not only do these
chapters provide both the diachronic and synchronic contexts for our
study of the DDV, but they establish an identical theme; that there is no
difference between samsara and nirvana. This indicates one of the
fundamental strands of continuity between both traditions; the view that
ultimate reality is ontologically immanent, and that samsara is revealed to
be nirvana once deluded cognition is transcended. This explains why the
concept of the identity of samsara and nirvana in both the MMK and
MSA is explained through the doctrine of non-conceptual proliferation
(nihpraparica), that is, epistemological transcendence. In the MMK,
Nagarjuna equates nirvana with the quiescence of all conceptual
proliferations (sarva-praparnca-upasama), while Asanga, in the MSA,
identifies the perfected nature (parinispanna), a fundamental aspect of
which is nirvana, with this same quiescence of conceptual proliferations.
Despite the many differences between the Madhamika and Yogacara,
these schools do not maintain distinct philosophical positions but stress
different starting points; the Madhyamika engage in overt ontological

analysis and negation, while the Yogacara stress epistemological theory.

28That is to say, even though the Yogacara emphasize epistemological analysis
over dialectical argumentation, the basis for their theoretical formulations is the doctrine
of the emptiness of all phenomena, and the purpose for their discourse is to explicate the
philosophical implications of emptiness in the context of perception.
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In other words, the Madhyamika engage in the activity of negating the
false conceptualizations which are taken to be ontological realities, while
the Yogacara theoretically examine the perceptual basis from which false
conceptualizations arise.

It is in the context of the shared themes of ontological immanence
and epistemological transcendence that this study of the DDV is
undertaken. Part one (chapters two and three) explicates the continuity
of general ontological and epistemological themes between the
Madhyamika and Yogacara in light of their differing modes of discourse.
Chapter two is a commentary on Nagarjuna's conception of the identity
between nirvana and samsara (MMK XXV). It demonstrates how
Nagarjuna's process of philosophical argumentation (via negation) leads
to the conclusion of this identity. Furthermore, this identity is possible
only when conceived in light of ontological immanence and
epistemological transcendence. Chapter three focuses on the major
sections of MSA VI, also for the purpose of unpacking
Maitreya/Asariga's identification of nirvana and samsara. What is
demonstrated here is that the Yogacara locate their discourse in the
perceptual realm. As a consequence, the Yogacara emphasize
epistemological theory in their doctrinal and philosophical formulations,
as opposed to the ontological criticism found in the Madhyamika.

Part two (chapters four and five) deals with the the DDV's
development of the concepts of “dharma” and "dharmata.” Chapter four

is an analysis of sections one through six of the DDV, which
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contextualizes Yogacara teachings within the larger domain of Buddhist
doctrine, and introduces the basic doctrinal and philosophical positions of
Yogacara. The primary doctrines explicated here are the notions of
unreal mental construction (abhataparikalpa) and suchness (tathata),
which are equated with dharma and dharmata, respectively. The
philosophical stance is one of "neither identical nor different” with
respect to unreal mental construction and suchness. Chapter five analyzes
sections seven and eight of the DDV, which explicate the true nature of
dharma and dharmata, respectively. DDV section seven defines dharma
as the basis of all phenomenal existence, and explains dharma as actually
being without duality. This is essentially an epistemological critique
regarding the (illusory) perception of worldly phenomena. The analysis
of dharmata in section eight of the DDV is somewhat different in nature.
It explains dharmata in terms of soteriological method, and outlines the
five stages of spiritual cultivation.29 However, in both its critical
analysis of ordinary perception and explanation of soteriological method,
the themes of ontological immanence and epistemological transcendence
are the subtext.

Part three (chapters six and seven) focuses on the culmination of
the path (marga), the transformation of the basis (a$raya-parivrtti).

Chapter six provides a general overview of the transformation of the

29Earlier in the text (section IV), suchness (tathata) is equated with dharmata,
and is defined as that which is devoid of the distinctions of the object and subject of
cognition (grahya-grahaka), and the signified and signifier (abhidheya-abhidhana).
Other than this negative definition, there is no explanation of dharmata until section IX.
on the transformation of the basis (asrayaparivrtti).
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basis as well as an analysis of a fundamental Yogacara doctrine, non-
conceptual wisdom (nirvikalpa-jiana). Non-conceptual wisdom is shown
to be neither a blank state of mind, as in deep sleep or meditative trance,
nor a condition without discerning activity. Rather, non-conceptual
wisdom is an awareness free of dichotomous conception (vikalpa), which
comprehends the emptiness of all phenomena. Moreover, it is the
culmination of Yogacara meditative practice (bhavana). As explained in
the concluding chapter (seven), this culmination is beyond the epistemic
functions of ordinary cognition and language. It is, however, perceptual
in that it is a transcendental experience of ultimate reality. This
awakening is termed gnoseological, and is the point of intersection
between the epistemological mode of transcendence, and the ontological
mode of immanence. Chapter seven provides a structural analysis of this
intersection in the context of the non-identity and non-difference of
dharma and dharmata.

Part four is a translation of the Dharmadharmatavibhaga and its

commentary, the Dharmadharmatavibhaga-vrtti, attributed to

Vasubandhu.




PART 1
Chapter 2
NAGARJUNA'S CONCEPTION OF NIRVANA

No dharma whatsoever has been taught by the
Buddha, for anyone, anywhere.1

The definitive tone of Nagarjuna's contention that ‘nothing’ has
been taught by the Buddha evokes a sense of perplexity. What does he
mean by "nothing"? Does the verse signify a type of nihilism, or a
mistrust of words, or some ineffable absolute? Though the answers to
these inquiries are manifold, it is argued here that the above verse is a
culmination of a philosophical argument that tries to establish a
particular, and paradoxical, view of truth; that ultimate reality is on the
one hand completely immanent in its ontological mode, while on the
other, since it is beyond the reach of ratiocinative thought and language,
ultimate reality is completely transcendent in its epistemological mode.
In this chapter we explore these themes of ontological immanence and
epistemological transcendence in the context of Nagarjuna's MMK,
chapter twenty-five. It is here, in the chapter on nirvana, that Nagarjuna
makes his most well known assertion, that nirvana and samsara have no
distinction whatsoever. In following Nagarjuna's mode of

argumentation, that is, the tetralemma, it is shown that nirvana cannot be

IMMK, XXV 24 c-d, in Louis de la Valle Poussin, ed., Madhyamakavrttih:
Maualamadhvamaka-karikas (Madhyamikasatras) de Nagarjuna avec la Prasannapada,
commentaire Candrakirti (St. Petersburg: Académie Impéiale des Sciences, 1913), 538.
Hereafter, Ppd.
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conceptualized in any way whatsoever. However, this is not a mere
nihilism. Rather, his four-fold mode of argumentation demonstrates that
nirvana is beyond language and conceptualization, and, paradoxically,
because of its ineffability and unconceptualizability it is immanent;
hence, the equation of samsara and nirvana.

Before commencing to the analysis of chapter twenty-five itself,
we end this introductory section with an overview of the epistemic
operations, criticized by the Madhyamika, which are inherent in
conceptualization and language:

A view, or the act of constructing or holding one, implies a
referential relation between concepts/language and non-conceptual/non-
linguistic reality. The construction and adherence to any view signifies
some transcendental signified that acts as a first principle or ground for
that particular view. It is argued here that for the Madhyamika, views in
general are founded on the notion of "entity."

"Entity,” however, is not limited to the concepts of substance or
existence. The Madhyamika notion of entity denotes, rather, the
conceptual/linguistic operation of delimitation where something is named
and qualified through predication. As an operation, “entity” is more
accurately described as entification. While "entity" denotes a particular
object postulated as having an essence, that is, the content of false
perception, “entification” signifies the linguistic and conceptual process
of postulating an essence to a named referent. Also, it is important to

note here that predication is not limited to phenomena that are present
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(for example, the cup is impermanent, brahman is etemnal), but includes
what is absent, for example, 'that which is devoid of defilements and
aggregates is nirvana.'

As mentioned above, the process of delimitation, that is,
entification, includes both positive and negative modes of predication.
For the Madhyamika, though, entification does not merely signify
predicative discourse regarding present or absent entities; rather, it
discloses the oppositional structure inherent in all discourse, that presence
always implies absence, and vice versa. This implies several things: 1)
all delimitations, for example, ‘only brahman is unchanging, includes its
opposite, ‘that which is not brahman changes.” 2) The conceptually or
linguistically delimited X' is generated on the basis of its opposite 'not-
X, hence is not a description of an entity existing beyond conceptual
and/or linguistic spheres. 3) Views or theories are a complex play of
structures generated on the basis of mutually dependent yet seemingly
opposite concepts, and do not stand in an isomorphic relationship to non-
conceptual/non-linguistic reality. 4) Madhyamika discourse must not
only argue against specific assertions and theses, but also employ a
comprehensive, formal structure that exhausts all potential avenues for
view formation. This formal structure is the tetralemma.

MMK XXV can be divided roughly into four sections: section one
is a brief description of nirvana; section two, the largest one, concerns the

analysis of nirvana through the tetralemma; section three is the explicit
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identification of nirvana with samsara; section four concludes with the

notion of the quiescence of all mental proliferations.

Section One: Defining Nirvana
Nagarjuna begins chapter twenty-five by first stating the

opponent's position in the verse below:

yadi §anyam idam sarvam udayo nasti na vyayah/
prahanad va nirodhad va kasya nirvanam isyate// (1)

If all this is empty [then] arising and ceasing do not
exist. From the relinquishment or cessation of what is
nirvana maintained?

Here, the opponent maintains that this world cannot be empty,
otherwise there would be no entity that arises or ceases, hence, no
relinquishment or cessation. Implied in this statement is the assumption
of an existent thing to be relinquished or destroyed in order for nirvana
to occur. In traditional Buddhist terms, nirvana consists of the
relinquishment of the defilements (klesa) and the destruction of the five

aggregates (panca-skandha).2 From early on this view was implied in the

2 Akutobhaya, ad. MMK XXV.1:

If this entire world (jagat) is empty, then there is no arising and
ceasing. Because these two [i.e., arising and ceasing,] do not
exist, from the relinquishment or cessation of what is nirvana
maintained? [Nirvapa cannot be maintained] because [if the
world is empty] relinquishment and cessation are impossible.
Therefore, it is not the case [that the world is empty. Contrary to
this we maintain that the world] is not empty [because it is] from
the relinquishment of defilements (klesa) and the cessation of the
aggregates (skandha) that nirvana is attained.

gal te hgro ba hdi dag kun ston na/ de lta na hbyun ba med cin
hjig pa med do// de dag med pahi phyir gan Zig span ba dan hgag
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concept of a twofold nirvana, one in which there existed a residual
substratum (upadi-sesa), and the other where no residual substratum
remained (anupadi-sesa).3 Candrakirti defines this “substratum (upadhi)”
as the five appropriating aggregates (pafica-upadana-skandha) which are
characterized as designating (prajiapti) a self (atman).* Samsaric
existence then, is defined as the state where the five aggregates are
infused with “grasping,” or "appropriating (upadana),” where the
defilements of greed (raga), hatred (dvesa), ignorance (avidya), and self-

view (satkayadrsti) are still present. Therefore, the nirvana with a

pa las mya nan las hdah bar hdod de/ span ba dan hgag pa mi
hthad pahi phyir ro// dehi phyir de Ita ma yin no// ston pa ma
yin na ni fon mons pa span ba dar/ phun po hgag pa las mya nan
las hdah ba hthob par yan hgyur ro// (105 b 4-5)

3E.g., in the Itivuttaka (44, pp. 38-39), the two types of nirvana, nirvana with

residue (sa'upadi-sesa) and nirvana without residue (anupadi-sesa), are explained:
What, O monks, is the nibbana field with residue? Here, O
monks, is a monk who is an Arahant, whose outflows are
destroyed, who has lived [virtuously], who has done what had to
be done, who laid down the burden, who attained the highest
goal, whose bondages to existence are completely destroyed, and
who is emancipated by perfect wisdom. In him the five sense
faculties are still remaining and are not destroyed. He feels
pleasant and unpleasant things as well as happiness and sorrow.
In him greed is destroyed, hatred is destroyed and delusion is
destroyed. This, O monks, is called the nibbana field with
residue.

What, O monks, is the nibbana field without residue? Here, O
monks, is a monk who is an Arahant, whose outflows are
destroyed, who has lived [virtuously)], who has done what had to
be done, who laid down the burden, who attained the highest
goal, whose bondages to existence are completely destroyed, and
who is emancipated by perfect wisdom. But in him, O monks, all
that are felt here, not delighted in, will become cool. This, O
monks, is called the nibbana field without residue.

+upadhi-sabdena atma-prajnapti-nimittah pancopadana-skandha ucyante/ (p.
519)
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residual substratum (sopadhi-Sesam nirvanam) is the state where the five
aggregates remain after having relinquished the defilements. This is
likened to a town where all the thieves have been executed. On the other
hand, the nirvana without a residual substratum (nirupadhi-§esam
nirvanam) is a state where even the five aggregates are no longer
remaining, like a town without thieves which disappears.>

From Nagarjuna's perspective, this view of samsara and nirvana is
not only inadequate but fully erroneous. In what seems to be a rhetorical
twist, he responds with the same objection, but substitutes empty ($unya)

with not empty (asanya):

yadi aSinyam idam sarvam udayo nasti na vyayah/
prahanad va nirodhad va kasya nirvanam isyate// (2)

If all this is not empty [then] arising and ceasing do
not exist. From the relinquishment or cessation of
what is nirvana maintained?

Implied in this response is a critique of the process of entification.
We can begin our analysis by first identifying two modes of ontological
duality implicit in the opponent's theory; 1) the general distinction
between samsara and nirvana, and 2) the the bifurcation of nirvana itself,
into the above mentioned a) nirvana with a residual substratum, and b)
nirvana without a residual substratum. The underpinning of this
theoretical artifice is the assumption of the veracity of predicative
discourse, where it is taken for granted that a descriptive statement of 'X'

refers to an objective, non-linguistic state of affairs. By positing (that is,

SPpd, pp. 519-520.
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objectifying) an entity and describing it, one falsely establishes and
erroneously conceives of an isomorphic relation between the word (or
concept) and the non-linguistic (or non-conceptual) thing. In this theory
of a twofold nirvana, three “entities” are thus signified; 1) a state of
affairs in which the entically existent aggregates are infused with
entically existent defilements, 2) a state of affairs in which only the entity
of aggregates remain, and 3) a state of entical non-existence in which
both defilements and aggregates are absent.

Moreover, apart from assuming an object, predicative discourse
posits an implicit subject whose function is to know the object(s) so
described. For the Madhyamika, both positions of establishing a signifier
and signified (abhidhana-abhidheya), as well as a knower and object
known (jnana-jieya) are merely falsely constructed dualisms.6 This
epistemological critique plays an important role in refuting the
conception of nirvana as neither existent nor non-existent (verse 16).

In Candrakirti's commentary, not empty (asunya) is equated with
own-nature (svabhava). He argues that anything conceived of as having
own-nature cannot change, therefore, if the opponent's view is correct

nirvana becomes impossible:

svabhavena hi vyavasthitanam klesanam skandhanam
ca svabhavasya anapayitvat kuto nivrttir yatas tan

6The "stance” of the Madhyamikas is one of non-duality (advaya). Nirvana is
equated with the cessation of all conceptual proliferation (sarva-prapanca-upasama),
which among other things, means the cessation of duality, e.g., jieya-jnana.
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nivrttya nirvanam syad it/ tasmat svabhavavadinam
naiva nirvanam upapadyate/7

Indeed, because the own-nature of defilements and
aggregates are established as self-existent, [they]
cannot be removed; how, then, could there be this
cessation from which nirvana would come to be
through the cessation of these [defilements and
aggregates]? Therefore, the nirvana of the proponents
of own-nature is not possible.

As opposed to this view, the Madhyamika deny the entical existence of
the defilements, aggregates and nirvana. There is no objective, self-
existent state or existence called "nirvana" which can be characterized as

either with or without a residual substratum. Candrakirti explains:

na ca $unyatavadinah [skandha-nivrtti-laksanam]
klesa-nivrtti-laksanam va nirvanam icchanti yatas
tesam dosah syad iti ' ato 'nupalambha eva ayam
sunyatavadinam//8

However, the proponents of emptiness do not assert a
nirvana which either has the characteristic of the
cessation of the aggregates or the characteristic of the
cessation of the defilements, since for those [who
assert this nirvana] there would be this fault.
Therefore, there is no blame for the proponents of
emptiness.

What is implied here is that nirvana is not something to be characterized,
that is, delimited as an entity. Being beyond the process of

objectification and predication, hence, transcending cognition and

7Ppd, p. 521.
8Ppd, p. 521.
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language, its real nature can only be implied negatively (as stated here by

Nagarjuna):

aprahinam asampraptam anucchinnam asasvatam/
aniruddham anutpannam etan nirvanam ucyate// (3)

What is not relinquished, not obtained, not cut off, not
constant, not ceased, not arisen, this is called nirvana.

Candrakirti drives home the point of the impossibility of entifying
nirvana by denying the existence of what is to be relinquished, to be
attained, to be cut off, etc. His negation, however, is not a mere
nihilism; it points to 1) the transcendence of mental constructions,
constructions derived from the delimiting activities of cognition and

language, and 2) by implication, the ontological immanence of reality:

yad dhi naiva prahiyate ragadivat napi prapyate
sramanya-phalavat' napy ucchidyate skandhadivat' yac
capi na nityam aSanyavat/ tat svabhavato ‘niruddham
anutpannam ca sarvapraparca-upa$ama-laksanam
nirvanam uktam//9

Indeed, there is nothing such as greed, etc.,, to be
abandoned, there is nothing such as the fruit of
renunciation to be attained, there is nothing such as
the aggregates, etc., to be cut off, and there is nothing
such as [what is] not empty which is eternal; that
which is in itself non-ceasing and non-arising is called
nirvana, and it has the characteristic of the the
quiescence of all conceptual proliferation.

An explicit conception of ontological immanence is, of course,

never provided. Such an attempt would run counter to Nagarjuna's line

9Ppd, p. 521.
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of thought. However, the above verse anticipates the conclusion of this
chapter (just as Candrakirti's commentary explicitly states it); the
equation of nirvana to the quiescence of all conceptual proliferation.
Why does this imply the ontological immanence of ultimate reality? The
rest of the analysis below works out the paradoxical theme of ultimate
reality’'s being ontologically immanent and epistemologically
transcendent. At this point, we need only consult with Candrakirti's
commentary for some clarification. In reply to an opponent's objection,

he states:

yavad dhy etah kalpanah pravartante tavan nasti
nirvana-adhigamah’ sarvapraparica-pariksayad eva tad
adhigamat//10

Indeed, as long as these conceptualizations [of the
entical existence of defilements, etc.,] are functioning,
so long is there no attainment of nirvana; the reason
being that only from the cessation of all conceptual
proliferation is that [nirvana] attained.

Candrakirti ends this section of the commentary with Nagarjuna's well
known verse twenty, which asserts that there is not the slightest
difference between samsara and nirvana.ll This is significant because it
points to the fact that the quiescence of conceptual proliferation not only

indicates the true nature of nirvana, but also denies the validity of all

10ppd. p. 522.

1IMMK XXV.20:
nirvapasya ca ya kotih samsarasya ca/
na tayor antaram kim cit susaksmam api vidyate//
Whatsoever limit there is of nirvana and samsara,
there is not the slightest bit of difference between the two.



35

dichotomous categories which assume a distinction between ultimate and
relative, supramundane and mundane, etc. In short, this very world we
live in, designated as samsara, is itself nirvana when all erroneous
conceptualizations come to an end. Nirvana is not some sphere we
ascend to, but rather it is the very reality in and around us sans
conceptual proliferation. Therefore, ultimate reality is what is most
intimate, that is, what is absolutely immanent, yet it is beyond all

linguistic and conceptual constructions.

Section Two: The Tetralemma
This next section of MMK XXV, the longest of the chapter,

investigates nirvana in terms of the tetralemma, or catuskoti.l2

Tetralemma One: Not an Existent Entity
Nagarjuna begins with a critique of the first tetralemma, the
conception of nirvana as having the quality of "being,” or entical

existence (bhava):

bhavas tavan na nirvanam jaramarana-laksanam/
prasajyetasti bhavo hi na jaramaranam vina// (4)

Indeed, nirvana is not an existing entity, for this
would result in [nirvana] having the characteristics of
old age and death; the reason being that there is no
existing entity without the characteristics of old age
and death.

12The four logically contradictory positions concerning all phenomena are; 1)
being, 2) non-being, 3) both being and non-being, and 4) neither being nor non-being.



36

To refute the notion of "being" predicated upon nirvana, Nagarjuna
assumes the stance of his would be opponent. For all Buddhists, no
existence is without the mark of old age and death, since all entities are
constantly changing (anitya). Of course, this is one of the three marks of
existence (impermanence, suffering, and non-self) as asserted in
traditional Buddhist doctrine.

Nagarjuna continues:

bhavas ca yadi nirvanam nirvanam samskrtam bhavet/
nasamskrto hi vidyate bhavah kva cana kas cana//(5)

If nirvana were an existing entity, nirvana would be
conditioned; in fact, no existing entity whatsoever and
wherever is non-conditioned.

Again, his discourse functions within the context of traditional doctrine,
this time with the theory of the conditioned (samskrta) and non-
conditioned (asamskrta) spheres. Being conditioned signifies an existence
that arises depending on causes and conditions (hetu-pratyaya), hence,
having the quality of being dependent (upadaya) on something else for its
coming to be.13 However, nirvana, according to traditional Buddhist

doctrine, is not conditioned.

13The term upadaya is a gerund derived from the root (up4) da-, which means
among other things to receive, accept, to appropriate for one's self, to acquire, etc. Other
definitions include; to seize, lay hold of, to cling to. Upadaya is usually rendered as
having received, together with, or having depended. In the Buddhist context, it usually
signifies something arising having depended on something else, e.g., having dependent
on the eye faculty and visual form, eye-consciousness arises. It seems that in this
chapter, as well as the previous one, "upadaya” signifies not only this traditional notion,
but also the principle or nature of being dependently arisen. Therefore, "upadaya" as
well as its opposite "anupadaya” will be translated as “"having, or not having the nature
of dependent arising.”



bhavas$ ca yadi nirvanam anupadaya tat katham/
nirvanam nanupadaya kas cid bhavo hi vidyate//(6)

If nirvana is an existing entity, how can nirvana have
the nature of non-dependency? Because there is no
existing entity whatsoever which has the nature of
non-dependency.

Therefore, if the opponent is to remain consistent with his own tradition,

he cannot assert nirvana is an existing entity.

Tetralemma Two: Not a Non-existent Entity
Nagarjuna then turns to a critique of the second tetralemma, the
concept of nirvana as being predicated with the characteristic of "non-

being,” or non-existent entity (abhava):

yadi bhavo na nirvanam abhavah kim bhavisyati/
nirvanam yatra bhavo na nabhavas tatra vidyate//(7)

If nirvana is not an existing entity how would nirvana
be a non-existing entity? Where there is no existing
entity a non-existing entity does not exist.

This verse expresses the temporal relation between existence and non-
existence. In the context of the Buddhist doctrine of impermanence,
what comes to be will naturally come to an end. To assert that nirvanpa is
not an existent entity means that nirvana is the state where an existing
entity comes to an end. Nirvana, then, is merely the absence of an
existing entity, and in this context, it is equated with the mere absence of
defilements (klesa). Furthermore, this conception of nirvana equates it to
impermanence, resulting in nirvana's being attained without effort.

Candrakirti explains:
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yadi bhavo nirvanam nesyate’ yadi nirvanam bhava iti
nesyate' tada kim abhavo bhavisyati nirvanam' abhavo
'pi na bhavisyafity abhiprayal/ kleSa-janmanor abhavo
nirvanam iti ced evam tarhi kleSa-janmanor anityata
nirvanam iti syat' anityanaiva hi kleSa-janmanor
abhavo nanyad iti ato 'nityataiva nirvanam syat/ na
caitad istam’' ayatnenaiva moksa-prasangad ity
ayuktam evaitat//1+

If nirvana is not admitted as an existing entity, that is,
if [the assertion,] “Nirvana is an existing entity” is not
maintained, then will nirvana be a non-existing entity?
The sense of this is, "[Nirvana] as a non-existing
entity will also not exist.” If [it is asserted that]
"Nirvana is the non-existence of the defilements and
personal life,” then there would be the [view,]
"Nirvana is the impermanence of the defilements and
personal life.” The reason for this is that the non-
existence of defilements and personal life is no
different than impermanence. For this reason, nirvana
would be merely impermanence. And if this is
maintained, it is not reasonable because this results in
[the view] that emancipation occurs without effort.

Nagarjuna continues:

yady abhavas ca nirvanam anupadaya tat katham/
nirvanam na hy abhavo 'sti yo ‘nupadaya vidyate//(8)

And if nirvana is a non-existing entity, how can
nirvana have the nature of non-dependency? Indeed, a
non-existing entity which has the nature of non-
dependency does not exist.

Whereas the previous verse dealt with the temporal relation between an
entical existent and a non-existent entity, this verse indicates the logical
relation between the two. Just as the existent entity is dependent upon

causes and conditions, a non-existent entity is dependent on an existent

14ppd. p. 527.
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entity. In other words, without there being an entity upon which
impermanence (as the non-existent entity analyzed above) is predicated,
the predication "non-existence” cannot be made. Candrakirti explains

this logical relation in detail:

tatrabhavo 'nityata va bhavam upadaya prajnapyate’
khara-visanadinam anityatanupalambhat/ laksanam
asritya laksyam prajiapyate laksyam asritya ca
laksanam' atah parasparapeksikyam laksya-laksana-
pravrttau' kuto bhavam anapeksyanityata bhavisyati’
tasmad abhavo ‘py upadaya prajiapyate/ tato yady
abhavas ca nirvanam tat katham anupadaya nirvanam
bhavet' upadayaiva tad bhaved abhavatvad
vinasavat//15

In this case, a non-existing entity or impermanence is
conceived depending on an existing entity, because the
impermanence [of something totally imaginary, such
as] a donkey's horn, etc., is not perceived. Depending
on the characteristic, what is characterized is
conceived, and depending on what is characterized,
the characteristic [too, is conceived]. For this reason,
when the characteristic and what is characterized
function on the basis of mutually dependency, then
how will there be impermanence independent of an
existing entity? Therefore, a non-existing entity too is
conceived depending on [an existing entity]. For that
reason, if nirvana is a non-existing entity, how would
nirvana exist without being dependent [on an existing
entity]? [It could not] because that which is non-
existent depends on an existent entity, just like the
des]truction [of a jar presupposes the existence of that
jarl.

This verse and commentary, in particular, indicate the internal structure

of the entifying process. The very possibility of predicative discourse

15Ppd p. 527-528.
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lies not in its ability to signify non-linguistic and non-conceptual entities
(of either the positive or negative sort), but in the oppositional structures
inherent in language and conceptualization, where any assertion of X'
implies 'mot X." One major aspect of Madhyamika discourse, as
exemplified above, is to disclose the structures of mutual dependence so
as to prevent the reification of conventionally delimited states of affairs,
that is, to show the delimited entities’ inherently empty status.

In this next verse, Nagarjuna intimates the paradoxical nature of

the samsara/nirvana relation:

ya ajavamjavibhava upadaya prafitya va/
so ‘prafitya anupadaya nirvanam upadiSyate//(9)

That which is the movement of samsaric existence
having the nature of being dependent or being
conditioned, is taught as nirvana, which has the nature
of not being dependent or not being conditioned.

From the entical perspective, samsaric existence is characterized by a
constant motion of arising and falling of phenomena based on causes and
conditions. Concomitantly, nirvana is its cessation and opposite; it
consists of the stopping of the process of dependent arising and the
destruction of conditioned entities. As demonstrated above, this view
leads to the conception of nirvana as merely non-existence (abhava),
mutually dependent, though, on the conception of an existent entity
(bhava). Although the verse makes a distinction between depending on
(upadaya) or conditioned by (pratitya), and not depending on
(anupadaya) or not conditioned by (aprafitya), nevertheless, samsaric

existence is taught to be nirvana. We can only surmise, at this point, that
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Nagarjuna is indicating on the one hand an epistemological critique of
conceiving of entities in a dependent relation to causes and conditions,
and on the other an ontological intimation of the immanent character of
nirvana. In other words, the cessation of the dependent and causal
relations (signified by upddaya and pratirya) is actually the cessation of
the erroneous process of entification, that is, the quiescence of all
conceptual proliferation (sarvapraparica-upasama).

Nagarjuna ends the critique of the second tetralemma with the

following verse:

prahanam cabravic chasta bhavasya vibhavasya ca/
tasman na bhavo nabhavo nirvanam iti yujyate//(10)

The teacher has taught the relinquishment of [the
notions of] existence and non-existence. Therefore, it
is not reasonable to state, "nirvana is an existing
entity,” or "nivana is a non-existing entity.”

In other words, the Buddha's teaching is the middle way (madhyama
pratipat) between the extremes of existence and non-existence. For
Nagarjuna, this means that one should avoid the twin processes of
delimiting nirvana as either an existing entity or a non-existing entity.
Tetralemma Three: Both Existing and Not
Existing as an Entity

In the next verse, Nagarjuna begins his critique of the third
tetralemma; the view that nirvana is both an existing entity and non-
existing entity:

bhaved abhavo bhavas ca nirvanam ubhayam yadi/
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bhaved abhavo bhavas ca moksas tac ca na
yujyate//(11)

If nirvana would be both an existing entity and a non-
existing entity, then emancipation would be both an
existing entity and a non-existing entity. And this is
not reasonable.

The assertion of both an existing entity and a non-existing entity assumes
that nirvana, on the one hand, consists of the extinction of samsaric
existence, and on the other, comes into being as an entity which is other
than samsara. Since all existing entities have the characteristics of
coming into existence and going out of existence, to assert that nirvana is
both is to equate it with phenomenal existence. Moreover, this implies
that emancipation (moksa) too, is of the nature of phenomenal existence.

Candrakirti explains:

yadi bhavabhavobhaya-raipam nirvanam syat tada
bhavas cabhavas ca moksa iti syat/ tata§ ca yah
samskaranam atma-labhas tasya ca vigamah sa eva
moksa syat/ na ca samskara eva moksa iti yujyate/10

If nirvana would consist of both existing and non-
existing entities, then "Emancipation would be both an
existing and non-existing entity.” For that reason, that
which is the coming into being of phenomenal
existence, and the destruction of that [phenomenal
existence], would be emancipation. And, it is not
reasonable to [assert,] "Emancipation is only
phenomenal existence."

Here, Candrakirti again intimates the temporal relation between the

existing and non-existing entity. Simply put, what arises must cease, and

16Ppd, p. S31.
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to equate nirvana as both is to represent it as the process of change, that
is, the impermanence of phenomenal existence. Moreover, emancipation
is intimately related to nirvana, hence, the characterization of nirvana as
both existence and non-existence implies that emancipation, too, is of
phenomenal existence.

In this verse, Nagarjuna shows that nirvana, when conceptualized
entically, comes into conflict with the opponent's own assumptions

(presumably Buddhist):

bhaved abhavo bhavas ca nirvanam ubhayam yadi/
nanupadaya nirvanam upadayobhayam hi tat//(12)

If nirvana would be both an existing entity and a non-
existing entity, then nirvina would not be non-
dependent; the reason being that both [existing and
non-existing entities] are dependent.

Nirvana, as the apex of Buddhist soteriology, is presumed to be beyond
all samsaric existence. The conceptualization of its being both an
existing and non-existing entity implies that nirvapa is a mutually
dependent phenomenon. In his commentary, Candrakirti explains this

mutuzl dependency in logical or structural terms:

yadi bhavabhava-ripam nirvanam syat tada hetu-
pratyaya-samagrim upadaya asritya bhaven
nanupadaya/ kim karanam/ yasmad upadayobhayam
hi tat' bhavam upadayabhavo 'bhavamcopadaya bhava
iti krtva ubhayam etad bhavam cabhavam copadayaiva
bhavati nanupadaya/ evam nirvanam bhaved
bhavabhava-rapam' na caitad evam iti na yuktam
etat//17

17Ppd, p. 531.
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If nirvana would consist of [both] an existing entity
and a non-existing entity, then it is of the nature of
being dependent, having been based on the collocation
of causes and conditions; hence, it would not be of the
nature of being non-dependent. What is the reason?
Since, the reason being that both [an existing entity
and a non-existing entity] are of the nature of being
dependent. Considering that a non-existing entity is
dependent on an existing entity, and an existing entity
is dependent on a non-existing entity, both an existing
entity and non-existing entity are of the nature of
being dependent, and not of the nature of being non-
dependent.

As in the criticism of the second tetralemma, the contradictions that ensue
when nirvana is conceived as being both existing and non-existing, refer
back to the oppositional structures inherent in language and
conceptualization. Just as the characteristic and the object characterized
exist in mutual relation, so do the notions of entity and non-entity. The
predication of both an entical and non-entical nature to nirvanpa is a
process of delimitation, the basis of which is the realm of language and
concept, not ontological reality.

Nagarjuna now invokes the traditional Buddhist distinction
between the conditioned (samskrta) and unconditioned (asamskrta)

spheres of existence:

bhaved abhavo bhavas ca nirvanam ubhayam katham/
asamskrtamca nirvanam bhavabhavau ca
samskrtau//(13)

How can nirvana be both an existing entity and a non-
existing entity? Nirvana [cannot be because it] is
unconditioned and an existing entity and non-existing
entity are conditioned.
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This verse naturally follows his line of argumentation. If nirvana is an
entity and non-entity, then it is of the nature of being dependent on
causes and conditions. Being dependent on causes and conditions means
it is of the conditioned realm. But traditional Buddhist doctrine holds
that nirvana is unconditioned, therefore, no Buddhist can consistently
hold the view of both existence and non-existence.

One response to this refutation is to affirm that nirvana is not
either an entity or non-entity, but to assert that both entity and non-entity

exist within the sphere of nirvana:18

bhaved abhavo bhavas ca nirvana ubhayam katham/
na tayor ekatrastitvam alokatamasor yatha//(14)

How can both an existing entity and non-existing
entity be in [the sphere of] nirvana? The existence of
these two in one place is not [possible], just like [the
exi]stence] of light and dark [in the same place cannot
bej.

This verse invokes a version of the law of non-contradiction. It is
illogical to predicate the characteristic of existence and non-existence in
one place (and at the same time), for example, both light and dark cannot

share the same temporal and spatial locus.

Tetralemma Four: Neither Existing Nor Not
Existing as an Entity

The next verse begins Nagarjuna's critique of the fourth

tetralemma. He states:

18 See, Ppd, p. 532, ad. MMK, XXV.14.
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naivabhavo naiva bhavo nirvanam iti ya ‘njana/
abhave caiva bhave ca sa siddhe sati sidhyati//(15)

The thesis that "nirvana is neither an existing entity
nor a non-existing entity,” is established only when
existence and non-existence are posited.

The point of the argument is two-fold: 1) the negation of an entity
derives from there being an entity in the first place; 2) the negation of a
non-entity derives from first positing a non-entity. This has to
presuppose the validity of the third tetralemma, which, however, was
proven to be contradictory.

Nagarjuna continues:

naivabhavo naiva bhavo nirvanam yadi vidyate/
naivabhavo naiva bhava iti kena tad ajyate//(16)

If nirvana is neither an existing entity nor a non-
existing entity, then by whom is this [assertion,]
"neither an existing entity nor non-existing entity,"
proven?

This verse shifts topics from the ontological considerations of cognized
entities (and non-entities), to one of the cognizing subject. The
significance of this shift in perspective lies in its investigation of the
ontological preconditions for any veridical cognition to occur.
Candrakirti provides an extended commentary, which will be analyzed in

two parts. Part one of the commentary reads:

yady etan nirvanam naivabhava[rapam] naiva bhava-
rapam asfiti kalpyate' kena tadanim tad ittham-vidham
nobhaya-rupam nirvanam astiti ajyate grhyate
prakasyate va/

[1.] kim tatra nirvane ka$ cid evam-vidhah pratipatta
asti' atha nasti/ yady asti' evam sati nirvane 'pi tav
atma syat' na cestam nirupaddanasya 4atmano



'stitvabhavat/ atha nasti kenaitad ittham-vidham
nirvanam astiti paricchidyate/19

If one imagines that, "This nirvana exists neither
consisting of an existing entity nor consisting of a
non-existing entity,” then by whom is this [assertion
that,] "nirvana exists in such a way as to consist of
neither of these two,” proven, perceived, or
explained?

[1.] Is there, anyone in any way who exists in that
[realm of] nirvana who realizes [neither existence nor
non-existence]? Or, is there no one who exists [in that
realm]? If you say there is, then [you] also [imply]
that an eternal self would exist in [the reaim of]
nirvana. But this is not maintained because a self
without the appropriating [five aggregates] does not
exist. Or, if you say there is not, then by whom is it
discerned that "this nirvana exists in such a way [as to
be neither existent or non-existent].”?

The first argument discloses that the opponent holds an entity view; to
delimit nirvana with the predicate "neither an entity nor a non-entity,"
though seemingly apophatic in tone, implies some hyper-entity beyond
the processes of ordinary cogitations, yet, by implication, one that is
apart from the subject. Therefore, not only does a non-characterizable,
transcendent entity designated as nirvana exist, but also an entically
existent subject who resides in, and perceives, this nirvana. Of course,
this contradicts the Buddhist doctrine of non-self (anatman), which
maintains that there is no "self" apart from the five appropriating
aggregates. And, with the traditional definition of nirvana as both absent
of defilements, for example, the false notion of self (satkayadrsti), and

devoid of even the five aggregates, no subject of perception can exist.

19ppd, p. 533.
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The alternative, stated in this first part, is to maintain that no one
characterizes nirvana as "neither...nor.” This discloses, however, the
contradiction of there being no subject of predicative discourse. Since
the delimitation of something via predication assumes a knowing,
discerning subject, the predication of "neither...nor" becomes an
impossibility without the someone doing the predication. This leads to
the Madhyamika position of non-duality, in which subject and object,
signifier and signified, do not posses any non-conceptual or non-
linguistic status. That is, they are merely conceptually constructed. As
the analysis progresses, Nagarjuna's insight into the ontological
immanence and epistemological transcendence of all phenomena becomes
more apparent.

Part two of Candrakirti's commentary reads:

samsaravasthitah paricchinattiti cet/

[2.] yadi samsaravasthitah paricchinatti' sa kim
vijianena paricchinatti uta jianena/ yadi vijianeneti
parikalpyate tan na yujyate’ kim karanam' yasman
nimitta-alambanam vijianam na ca nirvane kim cin
nimittam asti' tasman na tat tavad vijianena
alambyate/ jiianenapi na jiayate' kim karanam' yasmaj
jianena hi sanyata-alambanena bhavitavyam' tac
canutpadarupam eveti' katham tena- avidyamana-
svarupena naivabhavo naiva bhavo nirvapam iti
grhyate sarvaprapaiicatita-rapatvaj jiianasyeti/20

[The opponent asserts:] The one who abides in
samsara discerns [that nirvana is neither existent nor
non-existent].

20ppd, p. 533.
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{2.] If [you maintain that] the one who abides in
samara discerns it, does he discern it by empirical
knowledge or by transcendental knowledge? If one
imagines, "By empirical knowledge,” this is not
reasonable. Why? Since empirical knowledge has
differentiated aspects as its object support, and there is
no differentiated aspect whatsoever in nirvana,
tnerefore, that [nirvana] to any extent is not
apprehended by empirical knowledge. [Nirvana] too,
is not known by transcendental knowledge. Why?
Because that which should be understood by
transcendental knowledge, which has emptiness as its
object support, consists of [the ultimate reality of]
non-arising. How is one to apprehend that "nirvana is
neither an existing entity nor a non-existing entity,"
by that [knowledge] which has the own-nature of non-
existence? Because the transcendental knowledge is
beyond all conceptual proliferation.

This commentary forcefully stresses the epistemological transcendence of
emptiness/nirvana. Ordinary knowledge which functions on the basis of
predicative discourse and conceptual delimitations, has as its object
entities that consist of discernable characteristics or marks (nimitta).
Since emptiness is that which transcends all attempts at delimitation, it is
impossible for empirical knowledge, that is, ordinary cognition, to have
access to nirvana as it is (as emptiness). Moreover, transcendental
knowledge has the non-characterizable emptiness as its object, as well as
being constituted in itself by non-entity. Because the characterization
"neither..nor" is still predicative, that is, delimiting, it cannot function
within the sphere of transcendental knowledge. Therefore, in all cases,
nirvana cannot be described via the tetralemma, because the tetralemma
itself is the formal structure of all modes of conceptual proliferation

(praparica).
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The next verse continues the criticism of the epistemic subject, but
this time with regard to the ontological status of the Buddha (that is, the

one who "attains” nirvana):

param nirodhad bhagavan bhavatity eva nohyate/
na bhavaty ubhayam ceti nobhayam ceti nohyate//(17)

It cannot be asserted that the Bhagavat exists after the
cessation [of all worldly entanglements]. Nor can it
be asserted that he does not exist, both [exists and does
not exist], or neither [exists] nor [does not exist, after
the cessation of worldly entanglements.

As for the Buddha's existence in the present world, Nagarjuna states:

tisthamano 'pi bhagavan bhavatity eva nohyate/
na bhavaty ubhayam ceti nobhayam ceti nohyate//(18)

Also, it cannot be asserted that the bhagavan exists
abiding [in this world]. Nor can it be asserted that he
does not exist, both [exists and does not exist], or
neither [exists] nor [does not exist, abiding in this
world].

Both verses critique the possible modes of conceptualization (via the
tetralemma) regarding the entical status of the Buddha after spiritual
emancipation. Just as the concept of the entical existence (and non-
existence) of emancipation, or awakening (nirvana/moksa), was
criticized, so in this section the concept of the subject of awakening is
brought under critical analysis. This is an important transitional section
for the argument of ontological immanence because not only is the nature
of nirvana, as the object of analysis, shown to be without entical
existence, but also the one who discerns the non-entical reality of nirvana

is himself without entity. This demonstration underscores the fact that,
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for Nagarjuna, true reality is not some transcendent, ineffable realm, but
a no-thingness that is most intimately bound up with one's own existence.
In other words, the true nature of nirvana is the true nature of the one
who realizes nirvana. And, as the next section discloses, it is a short step
away from seeing that the realm from which the Buddha is
conventionally perceived to be emancipated from, that is, samsaric

existence, is in its true nature identical with nirvana.

Section Three: The Identity of Nirvana and
Samsara

The next two verses express Nagarjuna's philosophy of ontological

immanence:

na samsarasya nirvanat kim cid asti viSesanam/
na nirvanasya samsarat kim cid asti visesanam//(19)

There is no difference whatsoever between samsara
and nirvana. There is no difference whatsoever
between nirvana and samsara.

nirvapasya ca ya kotih samsarasya ca/
na tayor antaram kim cit susaksmam api vidyate//(20)

As for the limits of samsara and nirvana, there is not
the slightest bit of difference between the two.

The apparent collapsing of the two realms of nirvana and samsara results
from the disclosure of 1) the non-entical nature of nirvana, and 2) the
non-entical nature of the one who awakens to nirvana. It should also be
remembered that the critique of the entical nature of phenomenal
existence (and by implication the disclosure of the non-entical nature of

all phenomenal existence) precedes this chapter on nirvana. To realize
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nirvana, then, means to realize the emptiness of all things. Of course,
emptiness is not an objectified, delimited reality that functions as some
kind of metaphysical origin or ground for phenomenal existence.
Furthermore, it is not a condition of mere negation of entical existence,
which would presuppose a prior entical status for existence. One can
venture to say that nirvana is this very world when the dualistic structure
of cognition and the entifying tendencies of conceptualization and
language are “"transcended.” The immediacy and immanence of
phenomenal existence is of the nature of nirvana when perceived
"directly.” Nagarjuna explicitly states this in the last verse (twenty-four)

of the Nirvana-pariksa.

Conclusion: The Cessation of Conceptuality
The last verse of MMK XXV articulates the actualized state of

emptiness:

sarvopalambhopasamah prapaficopasamah Sivah/
na kva cit kasya cit kas cid dharmo buddhena
desitah//

The quiescence of all cognition is the blissful
quiescence of conceptual proliferation. No dharma
whatsoever has been taught by the Buddha, for
anyone, anywhere.

The above verse indicates several points. First, there is the obvious
reference to epistemological transcendence. In the analysis of nirvana,
we find it impossible to conceptualize it in any way. The realization of
this impossibility is the transcendence of all (but not necessarily the

functioning of) epistemic and linguistic functions, resulting in the
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quiescence of all mental proliferation. Moreover, in the cessation of these
discursive activities, the process of entification comes to an end.
Nirvana, nor any other designation for ultimate reality, is any longer
objectified into some transcendent entity to be attained. This "emptying”
process at once leaves us without an ontologically transcendent reality;
however, the ontological reality of our existence is disclosed as absolutely
immanent. We end here where we began, with the assertion that the
Buddha has not taught anything to anybody at anytime. No mere
nihilism, this statement implies an ontologically immanent mode of
ultimate reality. Buddha has not taught anything because the Buddha,
that is, the true nature of all things, is in and around us as the moment to

moment presencing of empty phenomena.



Chapter 3
MAITREYA'S CONCEPTION OF REALITY (TATTVA)

In this chapter, the themes of ontological immanence and
epistemological transcendence in the Yogacara are investigated. This
analysis of the Yogacara focuses on the sixth chapter of the MSA, the
topic on reality (tatvadhikara), because it is here that the most explicit
statement on the relationship between samsara and nirvana is made. In
verse five and its commentary, Asariga maintains that there is no
difference whatsoever between the two. Though this assertion is identical
with Nagarjuna's in MMK XXV.19, the Yogacara arrive at this
conclusion in a radically different way. For one, rather than employing
logical argumentation to negate false ontological assumptions (and, by
implication, to indicate the true nature of reality), the Yogacara use
oppositional categories, for example, [neither] existence/[nor] non-
existence, [neither] identical/[nor] different, etc., to avoid any conceptual
construction of reality, their standpoint being that all conceptual (and
linguistic) formulations are based on false dichotomies. Furthermore,
Yogacara philosophy is primarily epistemological in nature. While
Nagarjuna's philosophy is explicitly ontological and only implicitly
epistemological, the Yogacara stress epistemological analysis in the wider
context of soteriology. In this sense, the Yogacara are more practical, for
they focus on the internal structure of the cognitive process, and more

specifically its role in constructing unreal phenomena. Moreover, the
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process of enlightenment, which includes the eradication of these illusory
modes of perception, is equally investigated in detail.

The bulk of this chapter deals with the five-fold negation of
duality (dvaya), in verse one. Though these negations are defined as the
characteristics of ultimate reality (paramartha-laksana), they actually
summarize (in the context of the commentary) the nature of ultimate
reality, deluded perception, and the relation between this delusion and
reality. An analysis of the second verse follows. Here, the illusory
conception of a substantial self, or self-view (atma-drsti), is discussed,
along with its basis in duality. Finally, verse five, on the identity
between nirvana and samsara, is analyzed in the context of both the

continuity and discontinuity between the Madhyamika and Yogacara.

The Five-fold Negation Characterizing
Ultimate Reality

Maitreya begins the chapter with a verse on the analysis (vibhaga)
of the characteristic of ultimate reality (paramartha-laksana). This

characteristic consists of five pairs of negations:

na san na casan na tatha na canyatha
na jayate vyeti na cavahiyate/

na vardhate napi viSudhyate punar
viSudhyate tat-paramartha-laksanam//1

Non-existent and not non-existent; not such and not
otherwise; not arising and not ceasing; not decreasing
and not increasing; also, not purified and again [not

IMSA VLI a-h, p. 22.



56

not] purified; [this five-fold aspect] is the
characteristic of ultimate reality.

The commentary? defines ultimate reality as non-duality (advaya), and
these five pairs signify the negation of the possible dualistic constructions

based on the limited functions of thought and language.

One: Neither Existent Nor Non-Existent

The first pair of negations mark the difference between ultimate
and relative realities. In the Yogacara, a variety of synonyms are
employed to express this difference: emptiness ($unyata) and unreal
mental construction (abhutaparikalpa); purity (vyavadana) and defilement
(samklesa); phenomenon (dharma) and its absolute nature (dharmata).3
Here, the distinction is made with reference to the three natures
(trisvabhava) in the following manner; the characteristic of ultimate
reality (paramartha-laksana) does not exist as the characteristic of either
the mentally constructed (parikalpita) or other-dependent (paratantra)
nature, though it does exist (lit: does not not exist) as the characteristic of
the perfected (parinispanna) nature.* The categories of existence (sat)
and non-existence (asat), then, signify the modes through which ultimate

reality either manifests or does not manifest, respectively. As non-

ZMSABM, p. 22.

3For a list of synonyms (paryaya) of emptiness, see MV L15, in Madhyanta-

Vibhaga-Sastra. Containing the Karikas of Maitreya, bhasya of Vasubandhu and Tika
of Sthiramati, ed. by R. C. Pandeya (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1971), p. 39.

“na sat parikalpita-paratantra-laksanabhyam na casat parinispanna-laksanena,
MSABA, ad. VL1, p. 22.
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existence, ultimate reality is that which is not constitutive of the mentally
constructed and other-dependent natures, but as existence, it is that which

is constitutive of the perfected nature.

The Three Nature Theory

The explanation of the three natures is a complex affair, for this
theory operates in a variety of contexts, each of which expresses a
different aspect of the three natures.5 However, the MSA provides a

basic definition for each nature.

The Mentally Constructed Nature
Here, the characteristic of the mentally constructed nature
(parikalpita-laksana) is defined in the context of conceptual and linguistic

functions:

yatha-jalpartha-samjfiaya nimittam tasya vasana/
tasmad apy artha vikhyanam parikalpita-laksanam//¢

The characteristic of the mentally constructed [consists
of:] the conceptual image of the conception of an
object according to speech; the karmic impression of
that; also, the appearing object from that [impression].

5E.g., MV III, which explicates the three natures in ten different modes.
Furthermore, Sthiramati makes the comment that the three natures have innumerable
contexts from which they function. See, Susumu Yamaguchi, ed.,

Madhyantavibhagatika de Sthiramati: _exposition systématique du yogacaravijiaptivada
(Nagoya: Hajinkaku, 1934), p. 110. Hereafter, MV-T.

6MSA XI.38, p. 64.
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The commentary glosses the compound “the conception of an object
according to speech (yatha-jalpartha-samjia)” as "the mental function
which conceives of an object on the basis of language (yatha 'bhilapam
artha-samjia caitasiki)."7 Hence, what belongs to the mentally
constructed realm has the characteristic of being linguistically delimited.
Furthermore, this delimited object (artha) is defined as the cognitive
object (alambana) of that conceiving function (samjnia), the ontic status
of which is non-existent.8 The commentary continues, defining the
conceptual image (nimitta) as the cognitive object (alambana) of the
mental function of conceiving, and both the conceptual image and its
cause, the karmic impressions (vasana), as being mentally constructed

(parikalpita).10

7tatra yatha 'bhilapam artha-samjna caitasiki yatha-jalpartha-samjna, p.64.

8In the MV-T, ad. III. 10 b-c (Yamaguchi's ed.), Sthiramati defines conventional
designation as: "...the establishing of non-existent objects, such as material form, a clay
jug, and a garment. Conventional designation is language which names on the basis of
the own nature and defining aspects of [such entities as] material form, sensation,
conception, etc. (asato 'rtasya rapam ghatah patas ceti vyavasthanam prajnapti-samvrttih/
rapa-vedana-samjnadi-svabhava-viSesena namabhlapah prajnapti-samvrttir, p. 124.)." It
is on the basis of naming, then, that non-existent phenomena get objectified as self
existing entities.

9The term nimitta seems to have two senses, one of cause and the other of
object, or objective image. Both senses seem to be present, for instance, in MV-T, ad.
I11.13 a-b (Yamaguchi's ed.): “"Among them, nimitta refers to the repository
consciousness, defiled mind, and the functioning consciousnesses. It is [called] nimitta
because there is mutual causality [between the eight-fold consciousness] (tatra nimittam
alayavijnanam klistah manah pravrttivijianani ca/ anyonya-nimitta-bhavad nimittam, p.
130).” However, the usage in this section of the MSA stresses the sense of object.

10tasya yad alambanam tan nimittam evam yac ca parikalpyate yatas ca karanad
vasanatas tad ubhayam parikalpita-laksanam atrabhipretam, p. 64.
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The Other-Dependent Nature
The MSA also defines the characteristic of the other-dependent
nature (paratantra-laksana):

trvidha-trividhabhaso grahya-grahaka-laksanah/
abhataparikalpo hi paratantrasya laksanam//11

The characteristic of the subject-object [dichotomy],
which has a three-fold by three-fold appearance, is
indeed, unreal mental construction, the characteristic
of the other-dependent.

The commentary explains that three-fold by three-fold (trividha-trividha)
means that there are two sets of three appearances, one corresponding to
the object of cognition (grahya), and the other to the subject of cognition
(grahaka):

tatra trividhabhasah padabhaso 'rthabhaso dehabhasa$
ca/ punas trividhabhaso mana-udgraha-vikalpabhasah/
mano yat klistam sarvada/ udgrahah parica vijiana-
kayah/ vikalpo mano-vijianam/ tatra prathama-
trividhabhaso grahya-laksanah/ dvitiyo grahaka-
laksanal/ ity ayam abhutaparikalpah paratantrasya
laksanam/12

Among them, the three-fold appearance means: the
appearance of sentences, the appearance of meanings,
and the appearance of the body. Furthermore, the
[other] three-fold appearance means: the appearance
of mind, perceptions, and conceptions. Mind is that
which is always defiled. Perception means the five
kinds of [bodily] consciousnesses. Conception means
mind consciousness. The first three-fold appearance

11X1.40, pp. 64-65.

12MSABh, ad. MSA X1.40, p. 65.
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has the characteristic of being the cognitive object,
while the second has the characteristic of being the
cognitive subject.  Thus, this unreal mental
construction is the characteristic of the other-
dependent nature.

Although the commentary lists six categories, what is important here is
that the other-dependent nature is characterized by the division between
the cognitive subject and cognitive object.13 It is on the basis of this

duality that the non-existent objects are constructed.l1+ In the moment to

13The MVBh (ad. 1.2, Pandeyass ed. p. 9) defines unreal mental construction as
the dichotomous conception of the subject and object of cognition (tatrabhataparikalpo
grahya-grahaka-vikalpal/). As in the MSA, the MV also equates unreal mental
construction with the other-dependent nature.

14The MSABh (ad. XI.13 a-d) provides a summary definition of the three

natures: “"The mentally constructed nature is that reality always devoid of duality,
because it absolutely does not exist as the characteristic of [the dichotomy of] the subject
and object of cognition. The other-dependent nature is the basis for delusion because it
is the mental construction [of unreal phenomena] on the basis of that [duality]. The
perfected nature [has the characteristics of] being ineffable and being without conceptual
proliferation (satatam dvayena rahitam tatvam parikalpitah svabhavo graya-grahaka-
laksanenatyantam asatvat/ bhranteh samniSrayah paratantras tena tatparikalpanat/
anabhilapyam apraparnicatmakam ca parinispannah svabhavah, p. 58).” The definition of
the mentally constructed as being devoid of duality, implies that the other-dependent has
the characteristic of duality (being the basis for mental constructions), while the
perfected nature being ineffable and without conceptual constructions implies the
absence of both the mentally constructed and other-dependent natures. In this same
section, the other-dependent nature is also defined as that which should be relinquished
(praheyam). However, the issue is not as straightforward as this. The other-dependent
nature, which is identified as unreal mental construction (abhataparikalpa), is also that
which remains after the occurrence of spiritual emancipation, i.e., the eradication of
duality (see MV-T, p. 14). Furthermore, in the MV-T, Sthiramati quotes an unidentified
text that defines the other-dependent as:

akalpitah pratyayajo anabhilapyas ca sarvatha/

paratantrasvabhavo hi §uddha-laukika-gocarah//

In every way not mentally constructed, born from conditions, and

ineffable; indeed, the other-dependent nature is the field of

worldly purity (p. 22).

More specifically, the other-dependent nature as born from conditions and

ineffable refers to the evolving eight consciousnesses; that is, the repository
consciousness (alayavijiana), defiled mind (klistam manas), and the six functioning
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moment occurrence of empirical cognition, there arises both the objects
of consciousness and consciousness itself. The objects are taken as really
existing entities and consciousness itself is mistakenly perceived as a

subjective agent.

The Relation between the First Two Natures. The relation between the
mentally constructed and other-dependent natures can be summarized, on
the one hand, as the difference between the content of the cognitive
process (the mentally constructed), which is always non-existent, and the
process of cognition (the other-dependent) itself, which exists as a fact
but not as reality,!5 and on the other, as being a mutually dependent
process in which the content is cognition, since there can be no (illusory)

cognition without an unreal subject cognizing a non-existent object.16 As

consciousnesses (sad-vijiiana). Defined as nimitta (in MV-T, ad. MV IL13 a-b), it is
the basis (vastu) for designations (prajnapti). However, defined as dichotomous
conception (vikalpa), it is that which conceptually divides the object from its name
(p.131), thereby objectifying an unreal referent for language and conceptualization. It is
this aspect, i.e., dichotomous conception (vikalpa), which is relinquished at the time of
awakening.

We can tentatively conclude from the above observations that the other-
dependent nature has two senses; one which stresses its illusory nature and is to be
eradicated (its characteristic as dichotomous conception), and the other which stresses its
intrinsically pure nature, the dependently arising and ineffable phenomena (i.e., that
aspect which remains after the relinquishment of duality).

15The MVBh (ad. MV III.3, Pandeya ed., p.84) defines the mentally
constructed nature as always non-existent (nityam asat), and the other-dependent as
existent, though not as reality (sac ca na ca tattvato).

16This latter point must be kept in mind, otherwise one could mistake the
process of cognition for some permanent, subjective agency. Sthiramati (MV-T ad. MV
I. 2 b, Pandeya ed., p. 10) explains that the other-dependent nature, or unreal mental
construction, is neither some perceiving agent nor something perceived by someone (na
hy abhataparikalpah kasya cid grahako napi kena cit grhyate/). Vasubandhu, too.
maintains this position with reference to the vijiiana/vijneya relation. As Isshi Yamada
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both content and process of illusory, empirical cognition, the first two

natures are relegated to the relative, or defiled, realm.

The Perfected Nature
The perfected nature (parinispanna-laksana), on the other hand, is

identified with ultimate reality (paramartha). Again, the MSA states:

abhava-bhavata ya ca bhavabhava-samanata/
asanta-$anta 'kalpa ca parinispanna-laksanam//17

The perfected nature is that which is the existence of
non-existence, the sameness of existence and non-
existence, not tranquil and tranquil, and without
conceptualization.

The commentary defines the perfected nature as suchness (tathata), which
is on the one hand the non-existence of all factors of existence, but on the
other hand not merely the non-existence of mentally constructed
phenomena, since there is the existence of that non-existence.l8
Sameness (samanata) is explained as existence and non-existence having

the nature of non-distinctness.19 Philosophically, this seems to imply

explains in “Vijnaptimatrata of Vasubandhu,” Journal of the Roval Asiatic Society,
(1977): 164:

The primary vijiana is represented by the secondary
vijiana and the vijneya. Therefore, the latter is said to be
"representation” (vijiapti). The vijiapti is the aspect (laksana) of
the vijnana.

It should be noted that this does not mean that the vijnapti,
i.e., the secondary vijnana and the vijieya, proceeds from the
primary vijiana. Apart from the vijiapti, there is no vijiana.

17X1.41, p. 65.

18parinispanna-laksanam punas tathata sa hy abhavata ca sarvadharmanam
parikalpita nabhavata ca tadabhavatvena bhavat, p. 65.
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that the function of the terms ‘existence’ and 'non-existence' is not one of
opposition or mutual exclusion. Rather, it signifies that the absence
(abhava) of the entification of phenomena--that is, entification which
occurs on the basis of the subject/object dichotomy (grahya-grahaka-
vikalpa)--discloses its actual (non-dual) existence (bhava), that is, its
emptiness. And, ontologically speaking, the emptiness of all phenomena
(including oneself) is that reality which is absolutely immanent, since the
presence of this emptiness occurs when all dichotomous structures of
subject and object are relinquished.20

Non-tranquility (asanta) and tranquility (§anta) refer, respectively,
to the need of religious practice to purify oneself of the adventitious

defilements, and the intrinsic purity of all phenomena--that is, the

19phavabhava-samanata ca tayor bhavabhavayor abhinnatvat, p. 65.

20The epistemological correlate to this ontological perspective clarifies the
paradox of “the existence of non-existence.” The MVBh (ad. MV L7, Pandeya ed. p.
19-20) states: “Depending on the apprehension of representation-only, the non-
apprehension of the object arises. Depending on the non-apprehension of the object, the
non-apprehension of representation-only also arises. Thus one enters the characteristic
of the non-existence of the subject and object of cognition (vijiiaptimatropalabdhim
niSritya arthanupalabdhir jayate/ arthanupalabdhim ni$ritya vijiaptimatrasyapy
anupalabdhir jayate/ evam asal-laksanam grahya-grahakayoh pravisati//).” In other
words, the process of our ordinary cognition produces the illusion of an object existing
external to subjective consciousness. Through analysis, one begins to see that all
external objects are mere representations of consciousness. Hence, on the basis of the
apprehension of representation-only there arises the non-apprehension of objects; that is
to say, the dualistic conception of external objects comes to an end. The process
continues, however, in that once there is a recognition of the non-existence of external
objects the internal aspect of cognition, i.e., the subject, too is non-existent. The
Yogacara reason that without an object a subject cannot exist, and vice versa. The non-
existence of the dualistically conceived object and subject signifies the epistemological
transcendence of ultimate reality. Of course, the Yogacara continue by asserting the
existence of this non-existence, hence stressing the ontologically immanent aspect of
ultimate reality.
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original quiescence of mind.2! The last characteristic of the perfected
nature is non-conceptualization (avikalpa). The perfected nature, or
suchness (tathata), is beyond the sphere of dichotomous conception since
it is not of the nature of conceptual proliferation.22 With regard to the
other two natures, since the mentally constructed is always without
duality (advaya) as the subject and object of cognition, and the other-
dependent is defined as the the dichotomous conception of the subject and
object of cognition (grahya-grahaka-vikalpa), the perfected nature is
devoid of that aspect of the other-dependent which is responsible for false
conceptual constructions, that is, dichotomous conception (vikalpa). It is
not, however, devoid of all mentally constructed phenomena, for
example, designations (prajiapti), names (naman), etc.23 This
paradoxical position is, in some respects, the basis for the non-
identity/non-difference characterization of the relation between the

ultimate and relative realities (discussed in the next section).

21a5anta cagantukair upaklesaih $anta ca prakptiparisuddhatvat, p. 65.
22avikalpa ca vikalpagocaratvat nihprapancataya, p. 65.

23[n the Yogacara, the mentally constructed nature is to be discerned (parijiieya),
the other-dependent is to be relinquished (praheya), and the perfected nature is to be
either directly perceived (saksat karana) or purified (viSodhya). See, MSABh (ad. MSA
X1.13 e-h) p. 58, and MVBh and MV-T (ad. MV II1.9 c-d and 10 a, Pandeya's ed.) pp.
92 -93. This suggests that an enlightened person's perception is not devoid of
constructed images, but that only the conceptualization of those images into entities is
eradicated. In other words, one discerns the emptiness of all phenomena but does not
annihilate them.
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Two: Neither Such Nor Otherwise

The second pair of negations, stated as not such (na tatha) and not
otherwise (nanyatha), concerns the problem of identity and difference.
After differentiating between the ultimate (as parinispanna) and relative
(as paraikalpita and paratantra), this section discusses their relation. The

commentary explains:

na tatha parikalpita-paratantrabhyam
parinispannasyaikatvabhavat/ na canyatha tabhyam
evanyatvabhavat/2+

[They are] "not such’ because there is no identity
between the mentally constructed and other-dependent
[natures] and the perfected [nature]. And [they are]
"not otherwise" because there is no difference between
them.

Exactly why the ultimate and relative are neither same nor different is
not fully explained. A more detailed explication can be found, however,

in the MVBh and MV-T.

Non-Difference

Commenting on MV.14 d, the MVBh25 states that if there is a
distinction, for example, between a factor of existence (dharma) and its
absolute reality (dharmata), this would be as unreasonable as asserting

that change-ness (anityata) and suffering-ness (duhkhata) are separate

24MSABH, p. 22.

25Pandeya, p. 36.
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from the fact of change (anitya) and the fact of suffering (duhkha),
respectively.26 The MV-T explains further:

kah punar ayogah/ dharmad vibhinna-laksanatvad
dharmata dharmantaram eva bhavati tadanya-dharma-
vat/ na ca dharmantaram dharmantarasya dharmata
bhavitum arhati/ tatra punar dharmantaram

anvestavyam ity anavastha-prasangah/27

Why, again, is it unreasonable? Since absolute reality
[would] exist as merely another factor of existence
because its characteristic would be distinct from the
factor of existence, just like another dharma [would
bel. And it is not possible that the absolute reality of
a different factor of existence [would be just] another
factor of existence. In that case, then, a different
factor of existence should be sought out, thus [ending
in] the logical fault of having no foundation.

In other words, the separation of a factor of existence (dharma) from its
absolute nature (dharmata) would result, on the one hand, in delimiting
the absolute as just another object of cognition (dharma), while on the
other, it would deprive the the absolute of a basis. This is not tenable
from the context of Yogacara (as well as Madhyamika) since, in both
these philosophies, ultimate reality is never objectified as some absolute,
transcendent entity. Ultimate reality is, in fact, trans-descendent since its
"disclosure” occurs when dichotomous conception (vikalpa) is
relinquished and phenomenal reality (as well as the awareness of it) is

seen as empty of essence. This implies that ultimate reality is in some

26prthaktve sati dharmad anya dharmateti na yujyate anityata-duhkhata-vat/

27Yamaguchi, p. 48.
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odd sense dependent on phenomenal reality since the ultimate is no other
than the (realization of the) emptiness of (intrinsically empty)
phenomena. Hence, the relationship between empty phenomena and
emptiness is likened to the one between transient (anitya) phenomena and

their true nature, transient-ness (anityata).

Non-Identity

In explaining the non-identity of the ultimate and relative, the
MVBh further states that when there is an identity between the two, there
would be neither the knowledge of the pure object support (visuddhy-

alambana) nor the general characteristic.28 Sthiramati continues:

viSuddhyate 'neneti viSuddhir margah/ dharma-
svalaksanad ananyatvan margalambanam na syad/
dharma-svalaksana-vat/ tasmac ca na samaya-
laksanam yujyate/ svalaksanad ananyatvat/ 29

"By this it is purified" [means] the pure path. Because
there would be nothing other than the particular
characteristic of the factor of existence [if the ultimate
and relative were identical], the object of the path
would not exist. [It would be] like the particular
characteristic of the factor of existence [since there
would be no pure object to obtain]. Therefore, the
general characteristic is not possible because there
would be nothing but the specific characteristic.

It should be noted that in the MV the general characteristic

(samanya-laksana) is differentiated from the specific characteristic

28ckatve sati visuddhy-alambanam jiianam na syat samanya-laksanam ca,
Pandeya p. 36.

29Yamaguchi ed., p. 48-49.
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(svalaksana). The general characteristic is equated with the characteristic
of existence (sal-laksana), which refers to the existence of both unreal
mental construction (abhutaparikalpa) and emptiness ($anyata).30 The
specific characteristic refers to the specific content of empirical
cognition. In the MVBAh, four categories of the cognitive object (grahya)
are enumerated: 1) objects (artha), which are the six object fields (visaya)
for specific sense faculties; 2) sentient beings (sattva), which refers to the
five physical sense faculties; 3) self (atman), which is the defiled mind
(klistam manas); 4) representation (vijiiapti), which refers to the six sense
consciousnesses. The subjective aspect of cognition (grahaka) is given
the general designation of "consciousness” (vijiana).3! The point
Sthiramati seems to be making here is that the notion of identity would
result in the collapsing of the two categories of general (samanya) and
specific (svalaksana), reducing emptiness, as a general characteristic and
the pure perceptual object (viSuddhy-alambana), to a particular
(svalaksana) content of empirical cognition (for example, rapa-
pratibhasa), which would mean that emptiness is merely a non-existent

object support (alambana).32

30].e., in the ultimate sense. Both unreal mental construction and emptiness are
said to exist in contradistinction to duality, which is non-existent according to the
Yogacara. See MV .1 a-d (Yamaguchi ed., p. 10), along with the sub-commentary.

31MVBh, ad. MV 1.4 a-d, Pandeya, ed., p. 14.

32] e, each content in a moment of cognition is merely a mentally constructed
(parikalpita) phenomenon.



69

Another point for the explication on non-identity seems to be that a
discernment of the distinction between the ultimate (purity) and relative
(defilement) is necessary for emancipation. In other words, when there is
no bondage (bandha) there is no possibility of emancipation (moksa),
since it is from the relinquishing of defilements (samklesa) that purity
(vyavadana) is obtained.33 Although maintaining the notion of an
ontologically immanent reality, the Yogacara differ from the
Madhyamika in their assertion of the "real” status of both defilement and
purity. In what seems to be an implied reference to the Madhyamika
position, Sthiramati recaps an opponent's view regarding defilement and

purity, and gives his response:

atha va laksanam samkle$a-vyavadanabhidhanad anyan
nasfity atah samklesa-vyavadana-laksana-pradarsana-
artham aha--

abhataparikalpo 'sti
iti vistarah/ abhutaparikalpa-svabhavah samkleso
bhranti-laksanatvat/3+

Or, [another view is] that the characteristic does not
exist separate from the [mere] designation of
defilement and purity; for that reason, in order to
explain the [true] characteristic of defilement and
purity [Maitreya] said, "Unreal mental construction
exists,” and so on. Defilement is the true essence of

33MVBh, ad. MV L5 d, Pandeya, ed., p. 17: [The verse states,] "Emancipation
is sought from the eradication of that [unreal mental construction],” otherwise, no
bondage and [therefore] no emancipation is established, [thus] there would be the fault
of denying [the reality of] defilement and purity (tat-ksayan muktir isyate// anyatha na
bandho na moksah prasiddhyed iti samkle$a-vyavadanapavada-dosah syav/).

34MV-T, ad. MV 1.2 a, Pandeya ed., p. 11.
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unreal mental construction because its characteristic is
delusion.

According to Sthiramati, then, defilement and purity are not
merely linguistic constructions, but have ontological import. Therefore,
the identity of ultimate and relative would result, on the one hand, in
there being merely the specific characteristics of existence (sat); in other
words, just the specific contents, for example, material form, seeing
faculty, etc., of empirical cognition. On the other hand, this exclusion of
the general characteristic of the existence of emptiness and unreal mental
construction, would, therefore, prevent the possibility of emancipation

from the fact of delusion.35

Three and Four: The Unchanging Nature
of the Ultimate

The next two pairs of negations, not arising/not ceasing and not
decreasing/not increasing, signify the unchanging (avikara) nature of

ultimate reality. The commentary states:

na jayate na ca vyety anabhisamskrtatvad dharma-
dhatol/ na hiyate na ca vardhate samklesa-vyavadana-
paksayor nirodhatpade tad-avasthatvat/306

[Ultimate reality] does not arise and does not cease
because the realm of reality is not conditioned.

35E.g., Sthiramati interprets the notion 'emptiness exists in unreal mental
construction’ as being the possibility for attaining enlightenment, while the 'unreal mental
construction exists in emptiness’ as the reason why there is delusion. See, MV-T, ad.
MV 1.2, Pandeya’ ed., p. 9-11.

36MSABh, p. 22.
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[Ultimate reality] does not decrease nor does is
increase because its state [remains unchanged] when
either defilement or purity ceases or arises.

Non-Arising and Non-Ceasing

In the Yogacara, one of the major distinctions between unreal
mental construction (abhataparikalpa) and emptiness (Sunyata) is that the
former is conditioned (samskrta) and the latter is unconditioned
(asamskrta). According to traditional Buddhist doctrine, all worldly
phenomena are subject to birth (jati), decay and death (jaramarana), and
emancipation (moksa) consists of moving from the conditioned realm of
worldly phenomena (samsara) to the unconditioned realm of nirvana.
The Yogacara, at least at the functional level, adhere to this dichotomy
between worldly and otherworldly, and, in the case of the non-
arising/non-ceasing category, maintain that ultimate reality (paramartha)
is unconditioned. For instance, in the MV-T, unreal mental construction

and emptiness are described in the following manner:

hetu-pratyaya-pratibaddhatma-labhad
abhataparikalpah samskrtam/ $anyata punas tan
nirapeksatvad asamskrtam/37

Unreal mental construction is conditioned because it
comes into being dependent on causes and conditions.
However, emptiness is unconditioned because it does
not depend on these [causes and conditions].

37Ad. MV and MVBh 1.3 a-d, Pandeya ed., p. 13.
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Arising and ceasing, therefore, signify existence in the mode of being
subject to causes and conditions, while neither arising nor ceasing signify

the unconditioned realm of reality (dharma-dhatu).

Non-Increasing and Non-Decreasing

As for ultimate reality neither increasing nor decreasing dependent
on the arising (utpada) of purity (vyavadana), or the cessation (nirodha)
of defilements (samklesa), the Yogacara also admit, along with the
traditional dichotomy of conditioned and unconditioned, a realm of
intrinsic purity (prakrty-vyavadana) which remains unaffected by either
the continued perpetuation of illusion or the attainment of
enlightenment.38 This condition (avastha) of non-change (avikara) is
intimately connected with the last set of negations; that is, neither
purified (na viSudhyate) nor not purified (na na visudhyate), to be

discussed in the next section.

Five: Purified and Not Purified
The commentary states that ultimate reality is not purified because
its nature is intrinsically undefiled (prakrty-asamklistatva), and it is also
not not purified because awakening consists of the removal (vigama) of

the adventitious, secondary defilements (agantuka-upaklesa).39

38For a discussion on the differing conceptions of original purity in early
Yogacara, see John P. Keenan's, “Original Purity and the Focus of Early Yogacara,”
The Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies, Vol. 5, No. 1, (1982),
pp.7-18.
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Emancipation, therefore, does not consist of cultivating disenchantment
(udvega) of worldly existence, and subsequently leaving it for nirvana,
but rather, emancipation is the purification of what is ever-present, an
original or intrinsic purity.#0 The Yogacara, therefore, admit of two
kinds of purity (vyavadana); an original or intrinsic purity (prakrti-
vyavadana), and a purified purity (vaimalya-vyavadana). These are often

associated with suchness (tathata) and nirvana, respectively.#! It should

39na visudhyati prakrty-asamklistatvat na ca na visudhyati agantukopaklesa-
vigamat, MSABh, p. 22.

40The notion of an originally pure, or luminous mind (prabhasvara-citta), which
is only accidentally obscured by defilements can be found in the Pali cannon, e.g.,
Anguttara-nikaya 1.10 (Woodward):
This mind is luminous, but it is defiled by taints that come from
without; that mind is luminous, but it is cleansed of taints that
come from without.

41The relationship between intrinsic and purified purity is a somewhat complex

affair. In fact, the Yogacara enumerate four kinds of perfected nature (parinispanna),
that is, two more kinds of purity which are added to the above mentioned ones. The
MV-T (Yamaguchi, ed., p. 112) quotes two verses from a (non-extant) text entitled the
[Mahayana-]Abhidharma-satra. The second verse reads:

Suddhih prakrti-vaimalyam alambanam ca margata/

visuddhanam hi dharmanam caturvidha-grhitatvam//

Indeed, purity as intrinsic, as purified, as [doctrinal] basis, and as

path, is understood as the four kinds of pure dharmas.
These four kinds of pure dharmas correspond to the four kinds of perfected nature
(parinispanna) elucidated in the section on Gross and Subtle Reality, MV III (MV-T pp.
123-127). In this section, the three natures are analyzed in the context of the two truths.
Under the category of conventional truth (samvytti-satya) the three natures are explained
as follows: The mentally constructed nature is defined as conventional designation
(prajniapti-samvrtti), through which ontically unreal (asat) objects (artha) are posited; the
other-dependent nature is conventional cognition (pratipatti-samvytti) in which objects
are dichotomously conceived (vikalpa) as being external to consciousness (vijiiana); the
perfected nature is conventional pronouncement (udbhavana-samvrtti) which is the
doctrinal exposition on ultimate reality, though this reality is ineffable (anabhlapya).
Under ultimate truth (paramartha-satya) only the perfected nature is explained, though
this also has three aspects: Ultimate truth as object (artha-paramartha) is equated with
suchness (tathata); ultimate truth to be acquired (prapti-paramartha) is equated with
nirvana, and is defined as the transformation of the basis (asraya-paravrtti) in which
suchness is fully purified; ultimate truth as practice (pratipatti-paramartha) is the path
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be noted that there is, ontologically speaking, only one purity, or
suchness; however, epistemologically speaking, there is manifest purity
only when the epistemic (dualistic) functions of language and

conceptualization are transcended.

The Erroneous View of Self and the
Nature of Emancipation

In the second verse of the MSA, Maitreya discusses the concept of

self-view (atma-drsti) and the ways in which it is erroneous (viparyasa):

na catma-drstih svayam atma-laksana
na capi duhsamsthitata vilaksana/
dvayan na canyad bhrama esa tad itas
tata$ ca mokso bhrama-matra-samksayah//+2

The self-view itself is not characterized by a self; and
also, it is not a false appearance [of a real self]; it is
devoid of characteristics [because there is no self].
This delusion [of a self] is nothing other than duality;
hence, from this, emancipation is solely the
destruction of delusion.

(marga) which has as its object suchness, and as its objective, nirvana. Though the
relationship between these aspects is extremely complex and the explanation of which is
beyond the scope of this work, it should be mentioned that the perfected nature as the
third aspect of conventional truth (conventional pronouncement) and the third aspect of
ultimate truth, i.e., ultimate truth as practice (marga), act as a bridge, if you will, between
the ultimate and relative realms. The theory of the perfected nature, then, provides a
soteriological possibility since, besides designating the ‘absolute,’ it also includes a ‘pure’
aspect to conventional truth, as well as a ‘conditioned’ aspect to ultimate truth. For a
discussion of the four pure dharmas, see Noriaki Hakamaya's “The Realm of
Enlightenment in Vijiapti-matrata: The Foundation of the 'Four Kinds of Pure
Dharmas,™ translated by John P. Keenan in The Journal of the International Association
of Buddhist Studies, Vol. 3, No. 2, (1980), pp. 21-41 (Originally published in Japanese

in, Komazawadaigaku Bukkyogakubu-Kenkyukiyo, No. 34 (1976), pp. 1-46.

+2MSA V1.2, p. 22.



The Nature of Self-View

The central theme of the above verse is the non-existence of a
substantial self. Of course, traditional Buddhist doctrine has always
maintained the position of non-self (anatman), but here, the delusion
(bhrama) of a real self is defined as duality (dvaya). According to the
Yogacara, the most fundamental misconception in all human (and non-
human) perception is the dichotomous conception of a separate subject
and object of cognition (grahya-grahaka-vikalpa). @Whether in the
structure of overt cognition as an appearance (nirbhasa), or in the form of
an implicit impression (vasana) in the subconscious (that is, repository
consciousness, or alayavijiana), the conceptual dichotomy (vikalpa)

informs all levels of cognition:

tatratmadi-vikalpa-vasana-pariposad rapadi-vikalpa-
vasana-pariposac calayavijianad atmadi-nirbhaso
vikalpo rapadi-nirbhasa cotpadyate/+3

There, the dichotomous conception as an appearance
of a self, etc., and as an appearance of material form,
etc., arises from the repository consciousness, due to
the maturation of the impression of the dichotomous
conception of a self| etc., and due to the maturation of
the impression of the dichotomous conception of
material form, etc. (emphasis mine).

Self-view in the MSA, therefore, seems to refer to any illusory
notion of an independent subject that cognizes a separate object. It
follows that, first of all, a self-view is not characterized by, or does not

refer to a real self; also, it is not a false or deformed (duhsamsthitata)

43Trs-Bh, p. 16.
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appearance which falsely represents some substantial entity. Self-view is
without characteristics because the characteristic of a self is merely a
mental construct (parikalpita).#+ Moreover, the false view of self is
bound up with the five aggregates of clinging (parncopadana-skandha)
because it gives rise to defilements (klesa) and wickedness (dausthulya);
hence, the characteristic of self does not appear apart from duality, and

therefore, it does not exist in itself.45

Emancipation from Self-View
Delusion (bhrama), as the fundamental illusion of a separate
subject and object of cognition, is, therefore, the basis for this view of
self. Emancipation (moksa) ’from this delusion would require the absence
(abhava) of this illusory self. It should be noted that there is no person
or individual who becomes emancipated; there is merely the destruction

of delusion. As the commentary states:

bhrama esa tatpanno yeyam atma-drstis tasmad eva
catmabhavan mokso 'pi bhrama-matra-samksayo
veditavyo na tu ka$ cin muktah/46

However, this delusion which has arisen is that self-
view; therefore, emancipation [occurs] only from the
non-existence of self, though it should be understood

+4na tavad atma-drstir evatma-laksana/ napi duhsamsthitata/ tatha hi sa
vilaksana atma-laksanat parikalpitat, MSABN, p. 23.

+5sa punah pancopadana-skandhah klesa-dausthulya-prabhavitatvat/ napy ato
dvayad anyad atma-laksanam upapadyate/ tasman nasty atma, MSABh, p. 23.

+6MSABH, p. 23.



that there is only the destruction of delusion, but no
one who is emancipated.

The Identity between Nirvana
and Samsdra

We turn now to the fifth verse in the MSA, where an identification
is made between life (janma), or samsara, and quiescence ($ama), or
nirvana. It is interesting to note that this verse is located in the middle of
this chapter; it can safely be asserted to be the turning point herein since
the last five verses deal primarily with soteriological method and spiritual

attainments.*’ The verse reads:

na cantaram kim cana vidyate ‘'nayoh
sad-artha-vrttya Sama-janmanor iha/
tathapi janma-ksayato vidhiyate
§amasya labhah Subha-karma-karinam//+8

On the basis of the ultimate viewpoint, there is no
difference whatsoever between worldly life and
quiescence; however, for those who perform virtuous
deeds, it is maintained that the obtainment of
quiescence results from the dissolution of worldly life.

There is a striking similarity between the thesis expressed above and

Nagarjuna's assertion of the identity of samsara and nirvana.

+7The MSABh (p. 24) interprets these final verses as signifying the five levels
of the path (marga) to enlightenment; namely, 1) the stage of accumulation of merits
(sambharavastha), 2) the stage of penetration into representation-only (nirvedha-
bhagiyavastha), the stage of the path of vision (darsana-marga), 4) the stage of the path
of cultivation (bhavana-marga), and 5) the stage of fruition (nisthavastha) of
buddhahood (buddhatva). We will postpone a detailed analysis until the chapter on the
Entrance (pravesa) into Dharmata.

+8MSA VLS, p. 23.
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Furthermore, just as Nagarjuna expressed the need for relying on
conventional truth or practices (vyavahara) in the understanding of
ultimate truth (paramartha),#9 Maitreya maintains a functional distinction
between quiescence and worldly life. The commentarial analysis is as

follows:

na casti samsara-nirvanayoh kim cin nanakaranam
paramartha-vrttya nairatmyasya samataya/ tathapi
janma-ksayan moksa-praptir bhavaty eva Subha-
karma-karinam ye moksa-margam bhavayanti/>50

There is no distinction whatsoever between samsara
and nirvana, since, on the basis of the ultimate
viewpoint there is the sameness of the entitylessness
[of both]. However, for those who cultivate the path
of emancipation through practicing virtuous deeds,
there is the attainment of emancipation through the
dissolution of worldly life.

From a soteriological perspective, the Yogacara realized the
importance of maintaining a distinction between such opposites as the
ultimate and relative, purity and defilement, awakening and illusion, etc.
And yet, by being grounded in the Mahayana doctrine of emptiness
(sunyata), the Yogacara ultimately articulated a view of non-duality
(advaya), which included the non-distinction between the absolute

(nirvana) and relative (samsara) realms. In line with Madhyamika

+IMMK XXIV.10 (Ppd, p. 494):
vyavaharam anasritya paramartho na desyate/
paramartham anagamya nirvanam nadhigamyate//
Without depending on conventional practice, ultimate truth can not be
taught. Not arriving at ultimate truth, nirvana can not be understood.

50MSABH, p. 23.
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thought, the theme of ontological immanence and epistemological
transcendence underlies its philosophical discourse. Ultimate reality
(paramartha) is beyond the reach of linguistic and conceptual categories
which function on the basis of dichotomous structures such as
existence/non-existence, identity/difference, purity/impurity, etc., and
therefore is epistemologically transcendent. @ And yet "...the
transcendental religious experience cannot be utterly separated from our
world of experience. It can only be achieved through our empirical
experience, while going beyond its limits."5! In other words, emptiness
is not to be realized as some absolute which fully transcends empirical
reality. Rather, it is on the basis of the perception of the empty nature of
both the object and subject of cognition that emptiness is actualized.

If the theme of ontological immanence and epistemological
transcendence is continuous between the Madhyamika and Yogacara
traditions, what separates the two? One can see in the Yogacara a
conscious attempt to stay the "middle course” (madhyama pratipat) by
dissociating itself from both extremes of eternalism (astitva) and nihilism
(nastitva).52 As for the its difference with the Madhyamika, recall in
chapter twenty-five of the MMK that Nagarjuna's argument followed an

explicitly ontological critique of all possible modes of existence for

51Isshi Yamada, "Vijnaptimatrta of Vasubandhu," Journal of the Roval Asiatic
Society (1977), p. 159.

52The two extremes are articulated by a pair of technical terms; samaropa, or the
superimposition of entical existence on all phenomena, and apavada, or the negation of
all modes of existence. For arguments against both views see MV-T, ad. MV .2,
Pandeya ed., p. 9-10.



80

nirvana. Implied in the process of ontological negation was an
epistemological critique of the ways in which we conceptualize anything,
including nirvana. It is not the case that "nothing exists,” rather, nothing
exists in the way we mentally construct them, that is, on the basis of
entification. Nagarjuna's process of de-entification, however, remains for
the most part in the ontological realm.

The Yogacara, on the other hand, do not begin with an analysis of
the ontological status, or lack thereof, of entities. Instead, they begin
with phenomenal appearances, investigating the modes through which we
perceive things as being external to consciousness, and the internal
structure that allows for the illusion of externality to manifest in the first
place. The starting point of analysis, then, is not the objects perceived as
entities; rather, it is perception itself that marks the beginning and
termination of Yogacara analysis (termination, of course, being the
soteriologically efficacious perception of ultimate reality). Therefore,
opposite to the Madhyamika, Yogacara philosophy is explicitly
epistemological, with only an implied ontology.

To illustrate the function of Yogacara theory in soteriological

analysis, the following example is provided from the MSABh:

katham casau dharma-dhatuh pratyaksatameti/ cittad
anyad alambanam grahyam nastity avagamya buddhya
tasyapi cittamatrasya nastitvavagamanam
grahyabhave33 grahakabhavat/ dvaye casya nastitvam
viditva dharma-dhatau avasthanam atad gatir grahya-

53Text reads: "...grahya-bhave....” It should read " grahya-abhave" according to
Tibetan (gzuns pa med na... 155b 7).
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grahaka-laksanabhyam rahita evam dharma-dhatuh
pratyaksatameti/>+

How does this reality realm reach the nature of direct
perception? By the wisdom which understands that
apart from the mind there is no object of cognition as
object support. Also, there is the comprehension of
the non-existence of that mind only, because when
there is no object of cognition, there is no subject of
cognition. Having realized the non-existence of this
[mind] with regard to duality, there is the abiding in
the reality realm. Not reaching that [duality], it is
devoid of the characteristic of the subject and object
of cognition. In this way the reality realm reaches
direct perception.33

The above section has a discernible sequence which begins from the
sphere of the perceptual process. First, there is the fact of cognition in
the (illusory) mode of the subject and object dichotomy. Through
analysis, the practitioner comprehends that all entically cognized objects,
which seem to exist external to consciousness, are actually mere
representations of mind. Following this, with the fact of a non-existing
object, the subject too (as conscious subjectivity) is realized as non-
existing, since, according to the doctrine of dependent origination,
subject and object arise dependent on each other. On the basis of this
realization of the non-existence of both subject and object, there is the

abiding in non-dual reality (the dharma-dhatu). Apart from this

54Ad. MSA VLS, p. 24.

55Although this section is specifically dealing with the darsana-marga, the
sequence from objects to mind-only, to the non-existence of both is a basic Yogacara
theme apart from specific soteriological methods. See, e.g., MV 1.7, Pandeya ed., p. 19-
20.
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transcendent, religious experience, however, the Yogacara do explicate an
ontological reality; namely the existence of the nonexistence of duality
(dvayabhavasya bhava). In short, the Yogacara not only maintain a
negation of the epistemic structure of the subject/object duality and its
resultant religious awakening, but also the ontological fact of this
absence. In other words, the true being of all beings (that is,
phenomenally appearing subjects and objects) is non-being, or the
presence of the absence of dualistic cognition. This presence of absence
is, furthermore, absolutely immanent because, though uncognizable in the

ordinary sense, it is what we are ontologically speaking.



PART 0I
Chapter 4
BASIC DOCTRINES OF THE YOGACARA IN THE DDV

In this chapter, sections one through six of the DDV are discussed.
We begin with sections one through three, since they provide a
preliminary analysis and contextualization of the main themes of the text,
before the actual discussion of Yogacara doctrine commences. Sections
four through six begin the analysis of Yogacara doctrine proper, and
provide a basis for the discussion on the main topics of the text:
phenomenal reality (dharma), absolute nature (dharmata), and the

transformation of the basis (asrayaparivrtti).

Preliminaries

Section one of the DDV consists of the dedicatory verse
(namaskara) in which the main topics and purpose are elucidated.
Section two deals with the issue of the manifold teachings of the Buddha,
and, by implication, the variety of non-Mahayanaistic teachings
(abhidharma) within which the Yogacara developed. Its fundamental
theme, however, is the means by which these doctrines are to be
categorized (samgrhita), that is, under phenomenal reality (dharma) and
its absolute nature (dharmata). Section three is an analysis of nirvana and
samsara, again in the context of phenomenal reality and absolute nature.
The maintenance of the distinction between the two are stressed, hence,

there is probably an implied critique of some school of the Madhyamika.
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DDV Section One
The sanskrt text of the dedicatory verse runs as follows:

kincit parijiaya yatah praheyam
saksat ca kincit karagiyam anyat

atas tayor laksanato vibhagam
cikirsata $astram idam pragitam!l

Having comprehended [what should be
comprehended,] something should be relinquished, and
something else should be directly perceived.

Therefore, desiring an analysis of these two according
to [their] characteristics, this treatise is composed.

This verse puts forth the main themes of the treatise; namely, 1)
what should be relinquished and 2) what should be directly perceived.
The text is an analysis of these two on the basis of their characteristics
(laksana).

The Vrtti begins by explaining that what should be relinquished
and what should be directly perceived refer to phenomenal reality
(dharma) and its absolute nature (dharmata), respectively. The Vrtti
defines phenomenal reality as that which has the characteristic of
defilement (samkle$a-laksana) and absolute nature as that which has the
characteristic of purity (vyavadana-laksana). Moreover, the absolute
nature is disclosed (prabhavita) as having the characteristic purity by
means of the transformation of the basis (asrayaparivrtti). Therefore, the
objects of investigation in the DDV are the characteristics of defilement

and purity, and the spiritual transformation, or radical reorientation, from

1Rahula Sankrtyayana, "Search for Sanskrit Mss in Tibet,” Journal of the Bihar
and Orissa Research Society, 24 (1938): 163.
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the former to the latter. The Vrtti concludes with a short explanation of
namaskara, c: "...an analysis of these two according to [their]
characteristics" means that there is no [analysis] according to a different
category (visaya) [other than dharma and dharmata)."2

The main themes of the text, defilement (samklesa) as phenomenal
existence (dharma), and purity (vyavadana) as the absolute nature
(dharmata), are grounded in the notion of the transformation of the basis
(asrayaparivrtti). The transformation of the basis is a central concept in
Yogacara soteriology and denotes a radical change in the perceptual
sphere from a state of illusory cognition to that of enlightenment.
According to this text (section nine)3 it functions by 1) not manifesting
(aprakhyana) the adventitious stains (agantuka-mala) and 2) manifesting
(prakhyana) suchness (tathata); hence, it is also defined as purified

suchness (tathata-vaimalyam).+

Zde dag mtshan nid kyi sgo nas mam par dbye zes bya ba ni yul tha dad pahi sgo
nas ni ma yin no zes bya bahi don to, p. 20. Page numbers refer to Nozawa's text,
unless otherwise indicated.

3This final section, entitled "The Entrance into the Transformation of the Basis"
describes asrayaparivrtti in ten aspects, or modes (akara). The fact that it takes up almost
half the text illustrates the centrality of this concept for the Yogacara.

+This is the first of the ten definitions of the transformation of the basis given in
section nine, called "svabhava-pravesa,” or “the entrance into the true nature [of
asrayaparivrtti.” In Yogacara soteriology suchness (tathata), or its synonym emptiness
(sonyata), is either defiled (samklista) or pure (viSuddha). Though emptiness itself is
unchanging (avikara) and unconditioned (asamskrta), it is either with stain (samala) or
without stain (nirmala), hence the necessity of of great effort in the path to
enlightenment. See MVBh Nagao ed., p. 24.
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DDV Section Two

The DDV states that "All these" are summarized, or included,
under the categories of phenomenal reality (dharma) and absolute nature
(dharmata), most likely referring to what was stated in the namaskara, a-
b; in other words, what should be relinquished is included under
phenomenal reality, and what should be directly perceived under absolute
nature. In the context of the Vrtti's analysis of section one, phenomenal
reality summarizes all those aspects of existence pertaining to defilement
(samklesa), and absolute nature to those pertaining to purity (vyavadana).

The Vrtti begins with a question by a (hypothetical) opponent who
quotes namaskara, ¢, ("...an analysis of these two according to [their]
characteristics"). The opponent asks why there is no other kind of
analysis, only the one according to the characteristics of what should be
relinquished and what should be directly perceived, namely, phenomenal
reality (dharma) and absolute nature (dharmata). Vasubandhu answers
that one who is enslaved by the multitudinous expressions (abhilapa) of
the Buddhist teachings does not engage in the analysis (vibhaga)
according to the categories of phenomenal reality and its absolute nature.

As suggested above, the statement “all these” in the DDV refers to
what should be relinquished and what should be directly perceived. The
commentator specifies "all these" as the aggregates (skandha), spheres
(dhatu), bases (ayatana), etc., hence, contextualizing the concepts of
phenomenal reality and absolute nature in terms of the doctrines that have

been traditionally attributed to the Bhagavat. This implies that the
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Abhidharma systems of doctrinal classification are not to be fully
discarded. They are, however, to be "reconfigured” into the Yogacara
mode of analysis, which keeps many of the classifications but in the

context of the Mahayana notion of emptiness (Sonyata).>

DDV Section Three

The DDV states that it is samsara that is disclosed, or brought forth
by the category phenomenal reality, and nirvana that is disclosed by the
category absolute nature. Nirvana is defined as the nirvana of the three
vehicles, that is, the Sravaka- and Pratyekabuddha-yana, and the
Mahayana. This stresses the inclusiveness of the Yogacara. Furthermore,
this section specifies the nature of those things categorized under the
concepts phenomenal reality and absolute nature.

Traditionally, samsara signifies all conditioned (samskrta)
phenomena that are considered "with outflows (sasrava),” hence impure,
while nirvana is that which is unconditioned (asamskrta) and without
"outflows (anasrava),” hence pure; it is the goal of the Buddhist path.
While section two defined phenomenal reality and absolute nature

generally as the categories under which traditional Buddhist doctrines are

SThis is not to say, of course, that the concept of emptiness remains unchanged
between the different philosophical "schools” (i.e., Madhyamika and Yogacara).
Despite the differences in interpretation/expression, though, there is a general continuity
of the themes of ontological immanence and epistemological transcendence. For a
treatment of Madhyamika and Yogacara, and their relation, see, G. M. Nagao,
Madhyamika and Yogacara: A Swmudy of Mahayana Philosophies, trans. L. S.
Kawamura (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991). See also, Ian Charles
Harris, The Continuity of Madhvamika and Yogacara in Indian Mahayana Buddhism.
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1991), where he argues for the continuity between these two
traditions.
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to be organized, section three stresses the soteriological structure
underlying these two categories.

Implied in the objection to the phenomenal reality/absolute nature
categorization is the soteriological necessity of accounting for samsara
and nirvana. Specifically, without positing a realm generated by desire,
hatred, and delusion, from which to escape, and an unconditioned, pure
state to be achieved, the entire purpose of the Buddhist enterprise
becomes meaningless. Therefore, the opponent states that when there is
no distinction (for example, pure/impure, bondage/release, etc.) in the
explaration, the analysis on the basis of samsara and nirvana is not
understood, even if one summarizes whatever doctrine there may be by
some category.

Maitreya's response, as stated above, is that phenomenal reality and
absolute nature disclose samsara and nirvana, respectively. This
establishes that the Yogacara do maintain some some sort of distinction,
contra Madhyamika, between the relative and absolute. For example, the
MVBh asserts the distinction between bondage (bandha) and freedom
(moksa), otherwise there would be the fault of negating (apavada)
defilement and purity.®6 As stated above, however, this distinction serves
a primarily soteriological function: from the ultimate point of view,

samsara and nirvana are not different.

6Ad. MV.I 5 d: anyatha na bandho na moksah prasiddhyed iti samklesa-
vyavadanapavada-dosah syat, Pandeya, ed. p. 17.
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Fundamental Doctrines of the Yogacara

Sections four through six explicate some of the basic doctrines of
the Yogacara. Section four elaborates on the central concepts of unreal
mental construction (abhutaparikalpa) and suchness (tathata). Section
five, for the most part, deals with the concept of delusion (bhranti) and
its role in manifesting unreal appearances and obscuring reality. Section
six discusses the complex issue of the non-identity (anekatva) and non-
difference (aprthaktva) between phenomena and their absolute nature.
This was already discussed at some length in the previous chapter, though

the DDV provides a slightly different perspective on this topic.

DDV Section Four
Section four begins the analysis of Yogacara philosophy proper.
Here, we are introduced to two of the most important doctrinal concepts
in the Yogacara; namely, unreal mental construction (abhutaparikalpa)

and suchness (tathata).

Unreal mental construction.

The characteristic of phenomena (dharma-laksana) is equated with
unreal mental construction, and is defined as the appearance as duality
and according to language (dvaya-yathabhilapa-samprakhyana). The
Vrtti glosses this compound as the appearance as duality (dvaya-
samprakhyana) and as the appearance according to language

(yathabhilapa-samprakhyana), signifying the two-fold aspect of unreal
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mental construction.” Furthermore, appearance as duality is explained in
terms of the division between the subject and object of cognition (grahya-
grahaka), stressing the cognitive or perceptual mode of this appearance.
Appearance according to language, on the other hand, signifies the
linguistic aspect of unreal mental construction; the particular duality
operative here is one between the signifier and signified (abhidhana-

abhidheya). The Vrtti's analysis is as follows:

de la gzun ba darn/ hdzin pahi dnos po mig dan gzugs
la sogs pahi giiis su snan ba gan yin pa dan/ de la
brten pa ji ltar mnon par brjod par snan ba gan yin pa
ste/ no bo iiid dan khyad par du gdags pahi rten gyi
no bo de ni yan dag pa ma yin pahi kun tu rtog paho/8

Among them, the entical existence of the object and
subject of cognition [in the form of] the eye and
material form ,etc., is the appearance as duality.
Dependent on that [duality] is the appearance
according to language. That real basis--[that is,
duality]--of the designations--[that is, language]--of
own-nature and particular characteristics is unreal
mental construction.

In other words, unreal mental construction is the basis (asraya) for the
linguistic process of designating (prajiiapti) the own nature (svarapa) and

particularities (viSesa) of phenomena.?

7gnis su snan ba dan ji Itar mnon par brjod par snan ba ni giis dan ji ltar mnon
par brjod par snan baho, p. 21.

8p. 21-22.

9The relation between appearance as duality and appearance according to
language is not exactly clear in the DDV and Vrtti. In the hopes of clarifying matters,
we turn to the MVBh and MV-T. In the MVBh (ad. MV III.13, Pandeya ed., p. 99-
100), Vasubandhu defines the five categories (panca-vastani) in terms of the three
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Unreal mental construction is also analyzed etymologically
(nirukti), by dividing the compound into "unreal (abhata)’ and "mental

construction (parikalpa),” respectively. First, "unreal” is explained in the

natures (trisvabhava); that is, he equates causal factors (nimitta) and dichotomous
conception (vikalpa) with the other-dependent nature (paratantra), names (naman) with
the mentally constructed nature, and suchness (tathata) and correct wisdom (samyag-
jnana) with the perfected nature (parinispanna). Investigating the relation between the
other-dependent and mentally constructed natures gives us some hint as to the relation
between the appearances of duality and language depicted in the DDV. In the MV-T,
Sthiramati defines causal factors, names, and dichotomous conception as follows:
"Among them, causal factors are the repository consciousness, defiled mind, and the
functioning consciousnesses. [These are] causal factors because [they are in a] mutually
causal relation. Name is signification as the reference to that causal factor(s), which
exists, though is ineffable, just like a closed eye. Dichotomous conception is the mind
and mental functions belonging to the three worlds, and consists of the conceptual
distinction between the own-nature and distinct characteristics of the aforementioned
causal factors (tatra nimittam alayavijianam klistamanah pravrtti-vijianani ca/ anyonya-
nimitta-bhavad nimittam/ nama yat tasyaiva nimittasyanabhilapyapi sato 'ksinikocavat
sacakam abhdhanam/ yathokta-nimitta-svabhava-viSesa-vikalpakas traidhatuka-
pratisamyuktas cuttacaitta vikalpah, Yamaguchi, ed., p. 131).”

Although causal factors and dichotomous conception are of the other-dependent
nature, and names of the mentally constructed, Sthiramati follows the above order of
causal factors, names, and then dichotomous conception for the following reason:
“Moreover, the order of these, among them, begins with causal factors, because it is the
objective base for defiling designations. Immediately following that is name, because it
is the defiling designation [itself]. Just as there is a name, so immediately following that
is dichotomous conception, because it is the conceptual differentiation between the
objective base, [i.e., causal factors,] and defiling designation, [i.e., name] (kramah punat
esam tatra samklesa-prajiapti-vastutvan nimittam adau/ sam«kle$a-prajfaptitvat
tadanantaram nama/ yatha nama tatha samklesa-prajnapti-vastu-vikalpakatvat
tadanantaram vikalpah, Yamaguchi, ed., p.131).

The above two explanations given by Sthiramati suggest that the relation/process
between dualistic cognition and language consists, first of all, of the facr of the
perceptual process (nimitta) involving the eight consciousnesses. There then occurs the
naming process (nama) in which designations are created to signify aspects of this
cognitive process, even though this process transcends verbal activity. Finally,
dichotomous conception (vikalpa) forms a distinction between the ineffable process of
cognition and the names which signify it, thus creating a duality between signifier and
signified. The activity of dichotomous conception, therefore, reifies the objects of
language, i.e., creates the illusion of existing entites referred to by language. It is on the
basis of this reification that one can conceptualize the own-nature of a percept (i.e.,
designate/delimit it as "material form"), and its specific characteristic (i.e.,
designate/delimit it as "blue”). In reality, according to the Yogacara, cognition merely
consists of dependently arisen phenomena which are empty of essence, and hence, not
delimitable through language.
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following manner: It is unreal because what appears does not exist, since
phenomena (dharma) are non-existent entities.10 Second, "mental
construction” is defined as: It is mental construction because objects
(artha) do not exist anywhere, and because [all phenomena] are merely
conceptualizations (kalpana-matra).l11 The Vrtti adds the following
explanations on 1) non-existent objects (asad-arthatva), and 2)

conceptualization-only (kalpana-matra):

don med pa iiid kyan snan ba dehi bdag riid yons su
ma grub pahi phyir// rtog pa tsam nid ni snan ba
hkhrul pa tsam du yod pahi phyir//12

The object is in a non-existent state because the
appearance [of an object separate from consciousness]
is in itself not perfected (aparinispannatva).
[Phenomena are] mere conceptualizations because
[they] exist as only delusions (bhranti-matra).

In Yogacara, the perfected state (parinispanna) means, among other
things, that the perceptual process is devoid of all dualistic constructions.
Therefore, whenever there is the cognition of a percept as being external
to consciousness, the percept in question has the status of a non-existent
(asat) object (artha). Hence, it is in a non-perfected state

(aparinispannatva).

10med pa snan bahi phyir van dag pa ma vin paho// gan gi phyir chos hdi yod
pa ma yin te, p. 22.

11thams cad du don med cin rtog pa tsam vin pahi phyvir kun tu rtog paho/ p. 22.
12p, 22.
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Suchness.

The characteristic of the absolute nature (dharmata-laksana) is
equated with suchness (tathata). In this section, suchness is defined as
that which is without the distinctions (aviSesa) between the object and
subject of cognition (grahya-grahaka), and the signified and signifier
(abhidheya-abhidhana) in language. The reason for this is that from the
ultimate point of view nothing exists with regard to duality, and with
regard to language.13 In other words, all objects of cognition conceived
of as existing external to consciousness (vijiana), and all reified referents
of language are merely mental constructions, and do not represent the
true nature of things (yathabhata).

However, suchness does not imply the mere absence of cognitive
and linguistic objects. As the Vrtti continues, suchness is that place, or
locus, within which there are no distinctions made;1+ in other words, the

locus remains. This theme of something remaining (avasista) after the

negation of duality is further elaborated in the MVBh (ad. MV 1.2):

evam yad yatra nasti tat tena Sunyam iti yathabhatam
samanupasyati yat punar atravasistam bhavati tat sad
ihastiti yathabhatam prajanatity aviparitam Sunyata-
laksanam udbhavitam bhavati//15

13khyad par med pa niid ni rim pa ji Ita ba bzin gnis su med pahi phyir dan/
brjod du med pahi phyir te, p. 22.

14gan 1a khyad par yod pa ma yin pa de ni khyad par med pa Zes bya bas so, p.
22.

15Pandeya, ed., p. 9.
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Thus [the Yogin] sees reality as it is, [that is,] “Where
something does not exist, that [place] is empty of
that." Moreover, [the Yogin] discerns reality as it is;
namely, "That which remains in this place really exists
here.” In this way, the non-erroneous characteristic of
emptiness is shown.

Suchness (or emptiness) then, does not merely point to the non-existence
of dualistically conceived phenomena. It also signifies what remains
after the subject and object are "emptied.” Sthiramati further elaborates
by stating that what does not exist in a certain place means duality does
not exist in unreal mental construction, and that what remains is both

unreal mental construction and emptiness.16

DDV Section Five
Section five explains three themes: 1) that delusion (bhranti) is the

cause of defilement (samklesa) because what appears is unreal; 2) that

10kim kutra nasti? abhataparikalpe dvayam/ ato ‘bhataparikalpam dvayena
§anyam pasyati/.... kim punar ihavasistam? abhutaparikalpah Sunyata ca, MV-T ad.
MVBHh I, Pandeya ed., p. 12. The relation between suchness (or emptiness) and unreal
mental construction is a complex one. Ontologically speaking, suchness is already
present (as prakrti-vyavadana) in the midst of unreal mental construction, whether or not
sentient beings realize it. This ontological fact of absolute immanence provides the
foundation for Yogacara soteriology: it is because there is intrinsic emptiness that the
awakening to it (vaimalya-vyavadana) is possible. On the other hand, unreal mental
construction ‘exists’ in emptiness; this is the reason why sentient beings are not
enlightened. In the Mahayana, the metaphor of sky and clouds is often used to illustrate
this point (the sky refers to emptiness, and the clouds, referring to
conceptualizations/defilements, 'within' the sky obscure its intrinsically pure nature).
This state of affairs points to the transcendent aspect of emptiness, because it is only on
the basis of transcending the epistemological realm of concepts and language ("clouds")
that one becomes awakened. One more point: As was quoted above, both emptiness
and unreal mental construction remain after awakening, referring to the fact that
emptiness is never ontologically distinct (transcendent) from unreal mental construction.
We can surmise that emptiness is, in fact, the ontological mode of unreal mental
construction's ‘existence.” Therefore, one transcends unreal mental construction, in its
epistemological mode, by realizing its intrinsically empty (ontological) nature.
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delusion is the cause of defilement because what is real does not appear;
and 3) both the concepts of "unreal” and "appearance’ must be
established together if there is to be the possibility of purification and

enlightenment.17

The Appearance of What Does Not Exist.
The first aspect of delusion is the appearance of unreal phenomena,
and, in the mode of unreal appearance, delusion causes the arising of

defilement. The Vrtti states:

de nid kyi phyir na kun nas fion mons pahi rgyu yan
yin te/ de la mnon par Ses pas ni phyi ma la kun nas
fion mons pa rmam pa gsum hbyan bahi phyir ro/18

17Regarding this third theme, there is some ambiguity as to how to interpret it.
The DDV itself reads: Delusion is the cause of defilement because what appears is non-
existent, just like the perception of the illusion of an elephant, etc. Also, [it is the cause
of defilement] because there is no perception of what is real. If there is nothing besides
non-existence and appearance, then one will not correctly understand delusion and non-
delusion, and defilement and purity (med pa snan bahi phyir hkhrul pa ni kun nas non
mons pahi rgyu ste// sgyu mahi glan po che la sogs pa mthon ba bzin te// yod pa mi
mthon pas kyan no/ med pa dan snan ba dag las gan yan run ba zig med na hkhrul pa
dan ma hkhrul pa dan// kun nas fion mons pa dan rnam par byan ba rjes su hjug par mi
hgwur ro, p. 11-12.).

In other words, for there to be defilement, there needs to be not only the
appearance of something non-existent, but also the non-appearance of what is real. And,
in relation to the third section, if there is nothing but non-existence and appearance then
delusion and non-delusion, etc., will not be comprehended. This implies that if one
conceives of only non-existence and appearance without the equally important notion of
what does nor appear, namely, ultimate reality, then there is no possibility of attaining
enlightenment.

In the Vrtti, however, Vasubandhu analyzes this section in terms of non-
existence and appearance only, asserting that non-existence and appearance must go
together if one is to achieve enlightenment. What he does not discuss is the non-
appearance of what is real, i.e., pudgala and dharma nairatmya.

18p, 23.
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For this reason, [delusion is said] to be the cause of
defilement. [Why?] Because, subsequent to the
attachment to that [delusion] there arises the three
kinds of defilements.

Delusion, in the Yogacara context, means that all perception occurs in the
mode of the subject/object dichotomy. In our moment to moment,
empirical cognition, conceptually and linguistically delimited phenomena
are mistakenly perceived as existing external to a (falsely appearing)
subjective consciousness. This sets up the conditions for the arising of
defilements because there now appear seﬁaratc objects of either craving
or aversion. In other words, on the basis of a dualistically constructed
world, unreal appearances are the objects of the karmic actions of either
grasping or rejecting, the consequences of which are that the seeds (bija)
of karmic impressions (vasana) are implanted, only to mature (vipaka) at
a future time. The underlying structure for the entire cycle of samsara,
according to the Yogacara, is the subject/object dichotomy.19

In explaining the concept of unreal appearance, the DDV uses the

metaphor of illusion (maya), stating that [delusion] "Is like the

19In the MV, the concept of unreal mental construction operates in the same way
as dharma does in the DDV. Sthiramati defines unreal mental construction in two
ways, in its general mode (avisesa) and specific mode (visesa): "Unreal mental
construction, according to its general mode, is the mind and mental functions [which
consist of] the past, future, and present, existences as cause and effect, the endless
[cycle] of the triple world, the following of samsara, and its termination in nirvana.
However, in its specific mode, [unreal mental construction is] the dichotomous
conception of the object and subject of cognition (atitanagata-vartamana hetu-phala-
bhatas traidhatuka anadikalika nirvana-paryavasanah samsaranurapas cittacaitta
avisesenabhataparikalpal/ visesetas tu grahya-grahaka-vikalpah, MV-T, ad. MVBh [,
Yamaguchi ed., p. 13-14 ). We can see here that it is the dichotomous structure of the
subject/object duality that underlies the entirety of phenomenal existence, including the
attainment of emancipation.
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appearance of illusion, such as [a magically created] elephant, etc."20
The notion of illusion, however, does not refer only to non-existence. In
the Yogacara, though the content of any specific cognition (that is, as
external object) is considered unreal, the process itself is seen as a factual

occurrence. The Vrtti elucidates this in the following:

dper na sgyu mar byas pahi glan po che la sogs pa
dar/ nor dan hbru la sogs pa ni ji ltar snan ba de Itar
med la/ snan ba yan yin pa de bzin du yan dag pa ma
yin pahi kun tu rtog pa yan med pa bzin du snan ba
yin no//21

That is to say, in whatever manner [something]
appears, [for example, as] the constructed illusion of
an elephant, etc., or wealth and grains, etc., in that
manner it is non-existent; however, appearance [itself]
exists in the manner of unreal mental construction,
though [unreal mental construction] is the appearance
as a non-existent thing.

In other words, unreal mental construction, as the process of illusory
construction, is real, though in the mode of the specific contents of
cognition (like the illusion of an elephant) it is unreal. Therefore, the
manner in which something appears is non-existent, though the process of

appearing exists.

The Non-appearance of What is Real.
Just as delusion is the appearance of what is unreal, so too, it

covers over, or is the non-appearance of, what is real. The non-

20sgvu mahi glan po che la sogs pa snan ba bzin no, p. 23.

21p. 23.
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appearance of reality is also considered a cause for the arising of
defilement, since in not perceiving the true nature of things, sentient
beings continue in their attachment (abhinivesa) to dualistically
constructed phenomena. The Vrtti defines reality as the two-fold non-
entity; namely, the selflessness of the person (pudgala-nairatmya), and
the entitylessness of the factors of existence (dharma-nairatmya).22

In order to explain the relation between what appears (illusion) and
what does not (reality), the Vrtti employs the metaphor of pillar and

human being:

tho yor dan mihi rnam pa yod pa dan med pa dag mi
snan ba dan snan ba gan yin pa de ni hkhrul pahi
mtshan fiid do Zes de ltar hjig rten na mthon bahi
phyir ro/23

22 bdag med pa mam pa gnis yod pa mi snan bahi phyir yan hkhrul pa yin no,
p. 23. This two-fold entitylessness is central to the Yogacara. It is their version of the
emptiness ($anyata) doctrine as expressed in the Prajdaparamita-satras, and as elucidated
in Nagarjuna's Madhyamika philosophy. Moreover, the Yogacara notion of
entitylessness is inclusive of both the Sravaka- and Pratyeka-buddha-yana, as well as the
Mahayana. In the BoBh, for instance, all three vehicles are included under the two-fold
entitylessness: “Furthermore, the bodhisattva truly understands the two-fold
entitylessness of all factors of existence, both conditioned and unconditioned; namely,
the entitylessness of the person and the entitylessness of the factors of existence.
Among them, this is the [meaning of the] entitylessness of the person: these existing
factors of existence are not the person, and neither is there a person existing apart from
the existing factors of existence. Among them, this is the [meaning of the]
entitylessness of the factors of existence: concerning all referents of language, there is
no factor of existence existing as an entity of each linguistic reference. In this way, a
bodhisattva truly understands that ‘all factors of existence are non-self (punah sarva-
dharmanam bodhisattvah samskrtasamskrtanam dvividham nairatmyam yathabhatam
prajanati/ pudgala-nairatmyam dharma-nairatmyam ca/ tatredam pudgala-nairatmyam/
yan naiva te vidyamana dharmah pudgalaly napi vidyamana-dharma-vinirmukto ‘nyah
pudgalo vidyate/ tatredam dharma-nairatmyam/ yat sarvesu abhilapesu vastusu
sarvabhilapa-svabhavo dharmo na samvidyate/ evam hi bodhisattvah sarva-dharma
anatmana iti yathabhatam prajanati, ed. Dutt, 190).

23p, 23,
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That which is the non-appearance of what is real, [for
example,] a stone pillar, and that which is the
appearance of what is unreal, [for example,] the aspect
of a person, is the characteristic of delusion. This is
the case among worldly people because [they] see [in
this illusory way].

The obvious point of this example is that we perceive one state of affairs
( a pillar) as if it were another (a person). Other examples like this are
used by the Yogacara, for example, the rope that is falsely perceived as a
snake. What is not so obvious is that although the illustration points to
an unperceived, underlying reality, that underlying reality is not some
transcendent essence, or metaphysical ground. Entitylessness
(nairatmya), or emptiness ($unyata), is actually the ontological mode of
momentary phenomena as non-entity. From the soteriological viewpoint,
one can say that in the relinquishing of false dualities (for example, the
subject and object of cognition), dualities which posit an essence to
phenomenal appearances, one directly perceives not only the factual
mode of phenomena as being empty of essence, but also the ontological
mode of the presence of that absence of entity in all phenomena. This
presence of absence, being devoid of duality, is at once transcendent,
epistemologically speaking, because it is beyond the dichotomous
structures inherent in cognition; it is also immanent, because the true
nature of all things is not out there, not an entity to be cognized, but
rather is the presence of the absence of entity for both the objective side
and subjective aspect of perception. Hence, it is what is most intimate,

ontologically speaking.
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The Establishment of the Unreal and Appearance.

The (hypothetical) objection that begins this section of the
commentary seems to indicate the necessity of establishing a reality
juxtaposed to non-existence and appearance, that is, the reality of
entitylessness. However, the commentary centers its analysis on the fault
of separating non-existence from appearance, and establishing the
necessary connection between these two.

The commentary begins by asserting that if there is only non-
existence but no appearance of what does not exist, then there will be no
delusion (bhranti) because when there is only non-existence no delusion
arises. The reasoning behind this is as follows: Delusion is always
delusion about the content of cognition, that is, the mistaken perception
of an appearance of a separate subject or object as really existing. For
the Yogacara, as stated previously, the only existence in relation to
perception is the process by which the subject and object of cognition
arises; the subject and object themselves are unreal. Therefore, if there is
only the state of not existing without an appearance we mistakenly take as
existing, then delusion cannot arise. As a consequence, the commentary
continues, there can be no state of non-delusion (abhranti) or awakening,
because non-delusion must be preceded by delusion. Furthermore, there
can be no defilement (samklesa) because delusion, which cannot exist
without an unreal appearance, is the cause of defilement. And, therefore,

purity (vyavadana) cannot exist because it is preceded by defilement.
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The commentary next analyses the impossibility of there being
only appearance without non-existence. If there is only appearance
without non-existence, then there results the impossibility of delusion.
As above, the reasoning is that delusion is the misperception of an
appearance, a perception that imputes existence on an appearance that is,
in actuality, non-existent. @ Without the state of non-existence,
appearances would be real, hence, there would be no delusion. From the
Yogacara point of view this amounts to saying that appearances in
themselves are perfected (parinispanna) and therefore there is no need for

awakening and purification.

DDV Section Six
This section explicitly analyzes the relationship between
phenomena (dharma) and their absolute nature (dharmata). The relation
is defined as being neither identical (ekatva) nor different (prthaktva).

The DDV states the reason for this as follows:

giiis po dag ni_gcig nid ma vin Zin so so fiid ma yin
te/ yod pa dari med pa dag khyad par dan khvad par
med pahi phvir ro//2+

Both of these, [that is, dharma and dharmata,] are
neither identical nor different, because of the
distinction (visesa) and non-distinction (avisesa)
between what is real (sat) and what is not real (asat).

The first reason given has to do with why phenomena and their absolute

nature are not identical. The Vrtti states that:

24p, 24.
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yod pa dan med pa dag khyad par yod pahi phyir ro//
chos 1iid ni yod pa yin la chos ni med pa yin pas yod
pa dan med pa khyad par can dag ji Itar gcig did du
hgyur/25

[They are not identical] because there is the distinction
between what is real and what is unreal. Although the
absolute nature is real, because phenomena are unreal,
both are differentiated as existent and non-existent;
how can [they] be identical?

The distinction between the two is straightforward. Phenomena are
regarded as appearances which are unreal because, as they appear (as
objects external to consciousness), they do not exist. The unreality, or
non-existence, of phenomena refer to their manifesting in the
epistemological mode of duality. The absolute nature (dharmata) is, on
the other hand, real, since it signifies reality as it is (yathabhuta).
Absolute nature is suchness, which has an intrinsic reality (prakrti),
whether or not sentient beings are awakened to it.

On the other hand, phenomena and their absolute nature are not

different. The Vrtti states:

tha dad pa fid kyan ma yin no/ cihi phyir ze na/ yod
pa dan med pa dag khyad par med pahi phyir ro// ji
Itar khyad par med ce na/ chos fiid ni chos med pa
tsam gyis rab tu phye ba yin pahi phyir te/ gzun ba la
sogs pahi khyad par med pahi phyir ro//26

[Both] are also not different. Why is that? Because
there is no distinction between what is real and what is

25p, 24-25.

20p, 25.
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not real. Why is there no distinction [between them]?
Because the absolute nature is disclosed only through
the non-existence of phenomena; [that is,] because
there is no distinction between the object [and subject]
of cognition, etc.

The explanation of the non-distinction between phenomena and their
absolute nature is a bit more involved than their non-identity. From the
epistemological viewpoint, the absolute nature is absolutely transcéndent
because it is inaccessible to all modes of cognition and language. This
explains the difference between the two. However, as mentioned
elsewhere, the absolute nature (or emptiness, suchness, etc.) is inherent in
phenomena (that is, unreal mental construction). On the basis of
realizing the empty nature of all phenomenal existence in their
epistemological mode of duality, that is, by realizing their non-existence
as entities, one also has direct insight (saksat-karana) into their
ontological mode of being. This ontological mode can be called the
presence of the absence of all duality. Therefore, the true nature of all
phenomena is the fact of their inherent suchness, which is realized on the
basis of the flip side of this equation: the non-existent status of

phenomenal existence.



Chapter 5
THE COMPREHENSION OF DHARMA AND DHARMATA

The previous chapter dealt with preliminary discussion on the basic
doctrines of the Yogacara. Here, the analysis concerns, specifically, the
characteristics of phenomena (dharma) and their absolute nature
(dharmata). Section seven of the DDV explicates the nature of
phenomena, and is divided into three parts; an analysis of the sphere of
the world (loka-dhatu), an analysis of the sphere of sentient beings
(sattva-dhatu), and an analysis on the entrance into the non-existence of
the appearance of subject and object of cognition (grahya-grahaka-
pratibhasabhava). Section eight explicates the Mahayana soteriological
method. It discusses the five stages of practice of the bodhisattva. With
the termination of the discussion on how one progresses in the stages of
spiritual praxis toward emancipation, we will be ready to discuss, in the

following chapter, what constitutes the nature of this emancipation.

DDV Section Seven: An Analysis of Dharma
This section concerns the "entrance” (pravesa), or insight, into the
nature of phenomenal existence (dharma). Its analysis seeks a detailed
understanding of the underlying structures of our perceived world. The
DDV states that there are six ways to the unsurpassed understanding of
phenomena; namely, characteristic (laksana), establishment (siddhi), non-
identity and non-difference (anekatva-aprtaktva), basis (sthana), the

common and particular (sadharana-asadharana), and the non-existence of
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the appearance of the subject and object of cognition (grahya-grahaka-
pratibhasa-abhava).l The first three aspects correspond to the earlier
sections of the DDV that is, to the characteristic of phenomena (dharma-
laksana, section IV), the establishment of non-existence and appearance
(in section V), and the non-identity and non-difference between
phenomena and their absolute nature (section VI), respectively. The

analysis, therefore, begins with the fourth aspect, basis (sthana).

Part Four: The Basis and Commonality of the
Represented World.

The DDV defines basis as: "Whosoever dwells in a certain place,
that is the basis; that is to say, the sphere of sentient beings (sattva-dhatu)
and the sphere of the world (loka-dhatu).”2 The Vrtti elaborates on this

in the following manner:

de la gan gan zig hkhor ba dan gan du hkhor ba de ni
chos kyi gnas yin no// de yan rim pa ji lta ba bzZin
brten pa dar/ rten gyi no bo dnos po sems can gyi
khams dan hjig rten gyi khams so//3

Among them, whosoever is wandering, and where
there is wandering, that is the basis of phenomenal
existence (dharma-sthana). Moreover, that [basis] is,
respectively, the real existence of that which depends
[on the base (asrita)], and the base (asraya) [itself;

lrnam pa drug gis chos rtogs pa gon na med pa yin te//mtshan nid dan/ grub pa
dan/ gcig pa dar/ tha dad pa ma yin pa dan/ kun tu gnas pa dar/ thun mon dan thun
mon ma yin pa dan/ gzun ba dan hdzin par snan ba dnos po med par hjug paho, p. 12.

2gan zig gan du hkhod pa de ni gnas pa yin te/ sems can gyi khams dan hjig rten
gyi khams so, p. 26.

3P. 26.
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namely], the sphere of sentient beings and the sphere
of the world.

The basis of phenomenal existence is, therefore, the two-fold aspect of 1)
the sphere of sentient beings which depends on 2) the sphere of the
world. The DDV continues: “The sphere of the world is the
representation as the common (sadharana),”+ the reason being that
consciousness of an appearance (pratibhasa-vijiana) arises in this
container world (bhajana-loka) for every sentient being in a phenomenal

stream (santana).>

The Sphere of the World

The notion of common-ality (sadharana-tva), as stated in the DDV
above, seems to refer to the commonality of a particular container world
(bhajana-loka) for its corresponding realm (gati), or stream (santana), of
existence. In other words, all those sentient beings in the realm of human
existence share a common human world, just as ghosts exist in their own
particular kind of world. The kind of world and its corresponding mode
of experience are explained through a karmic theory of the maturation of

seeds (bija), as in the MV-T:

yasmad bhinnartha-svaripam asann api citta-samtana-
pratiniyamena svabijat pratyekatma-grhitam
bhinnarthadi-pratibhasam vijianam prasayate/ tatha
hi/ preta apah paya-purisa-muatradi-parna dhrta-

+hjig rten gyi khams ni thun mon pa Ita buhi rnam par rig pa ste, p. 26.

Srgyud so sor sems can thams cad la der snan bahi rnam par Ses pa skye bahi
phyirro, p. 26.
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danda-panibhir ubhayatah purusaih samraksyamanah
pasyanti/ manusyadayah punah svaccha-Sita-lodaka-
paripama nirvibandha ity upalabhante/ yoginas
casubha-manasikarady-abhyasta nirantaram prthivim
kankala-parnam pasyanti/©

Since the own-nature of a distinct object is grasped by
the individual [sentient being] from [the maturation
of] its own seed according to [its] particular mental
stream, though [the object] is non-existent,
consciousness arises as the appearance of a distinct
object, etc. For example, the dead see a river filled
with pus, feces, and urine, which is being guarded on
both sides by demons with sticks held in their hands.
Human beings, however, perceive a sphere filled with
clear, cool, water. And Yogins, who have constantly
cultivated contemplations of impurity, etc., see the
earth occupied by skeletons.

In other words, a sentient being's mode of experience depends on
the maturation of karmic accumulations particular to a mental stream
(citta-samtana). The world within which a sentient being is born and
dwells is not an 'external’ reality uninfluenced by consciousness. Rather,
the representations (vijiapti) of both "world" and "personal existence"
are the fundamental aspects that make up the repository consciousness

(alayavijniana),’ and the seeds of which mature (pariposa) into an

6MV-T, Yamaguchi ed., p. 19.

7The repository consciousness (alayavijnana) has this two-fold structure as is
explained, for example, in the TrBh: [An opponent contends:] If the repository
consciousness is separate from the [six kinds of] functioning consciousness, then its
object support and mode of apprehension should be explained, for a consciousness
without an object or mode of apprehension is not possible. [The Yogacara respond:]
This [consciousness] is not asserted to be without an object or mode of apprehension;
on the contrary, [its] object and mode of apprehension are undiscerned. Why is that?
Because the repository consciousness functions in two ways; internally as the
representation of appropriation, and externally as the representation of the [container]
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inseparable relation of the subjective experience of a container world
(bhajana-loka), filled with objects seemingly separate from

consciousness.

Part Five: The Sphere of the Sentient Being
Whereas the the sphere of the world is a representation common
(sadharana) to a specific realm of existence, the sphere of the sentient
beings has aspects that are both common and not common (asadharana),

or particular.

Commonality of the Sentient Sphere

The DDV lists four aspects that constitute the commonality of this
realm, and the reason why they are common to all sentient beings: "Birth
(jati), conventional activities (vyavahara), what is helpful and not helpful
(upakrti-apakrti), and moral qualities (guna) and faults (dosa), are
common [to a realm] because [these aspects] are mutually causal
(paraspara-karana), due to the dominion of mutuality
(anyonyadhipatitva).”8 The Vrtti explains that these aspects are real for
each personality stream (samtana) because their reciprocal, causal quality

operates in the arising of the consciousness of an appearance (pratibhasa-

world whose mode of apprehension is undiscemed (yadi pravrtti-vijiiana-vyatiriktam
alayavijianam asti tato syalambanam akaro ca vaktavyah/ na hi niralambanam nirakaram
va vijiianam yujyate/ naiva tan niralambanam nirakaram vesyate/ kim tarhy
aparicchinnalambanakaram/ kim karanam/ yasmad alayavijianam dvidha pravartate/
adhyz;tmam upadana-vijiaptito bahidha 'paricchinnakara-bhajana-vijiaptitas ca, Levi ed.,
p. 19).

8skye ba darV/ tha sniad dan/ phan pa dan gnod pa dan/ yon tan dan skyon ni
phan tshun bdag po nid kyis phan tshun rgyu yin pahi phyir thun mon paho, p. 26.
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vijiana) in a (container) world.? In other words, those sentient beings
who share a common karmic destiny have their consciousnesses
manifesting in the commonly constructed world. Within this shared
world, there are aspects/activities that mutually affect sentient beings.
For example, what is either helpful or hurtful for a being in the human

realm might be of no consequence in the realm of ghosts.

The Particularity of the Sentient Sphere

The particularity, or non-commonality (asadharana), among beings
of a similar realm are those aspects which affect a sentient being
individually. The DDV states that: "Basis (asraya), representation
(vijnapti), karman, what is pleasant and unpleasant (sukha-dukha), birth
and death (jati-cyuti), bondage (bandha) and emancipation (moksa), are
not common, due to [their] particularity [for each personality stream]."10
The Vrttill glosses "basis” as the “repository consciousness
(alayavijiana)” because it is the place within which the karmic

impressions (vasana) from the consciousness of appearances are "stored.”

9ILiterally, the Vrtti reads: Birth, conventional activity, such as views, etc., what
is helpful and hurtful, moral quality and faults, these exist for each personality stream.
[They] are called “what is common for the sphere of sentient beings,” because of [their]
mutually causal [effect, brought about] by means of the dominion, in the arising of
manifesting consciousness in that [container world}, of mutuality (skye ba dan Ita ba la
sogs pahi tha snad darn/ phan pa dan/ gnod pa dan/ yon tan dan skyon rgyud so so la
yod pa mams ni phan tshun der snan bahi mam par Ses pa skye ba la bdag po fid kyis
phan tshun rgyu yin pahi phyir sems can gyi khams thun mon pa zes brjod do, p. 26.).

10gnas dan/ rmam par rig pa dar/ las dan/ bde sdug dan/ hchi hpho ba dan/
skye ba dar/ bcins pa darn/ grol ba ni thun mon ma yin pas na thun mon ma yin paho, p.
26.

11p, 26.
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"Representation” is defined as the functioning consciousnesses (pravrtti-
vijiiana), while "karman" is said to be either beneficial (kusala),
unbeneficial (akusala), or indeterminate (avyakrta). The Vrtti then states
that the rest are to be understood just as in the Satra. Particularity, then,
seems to suggest the process of experience that is specific for each
individual. Even though humans share a common world, each human
being has a unique karmic past, if you will, that determines present and

future modes of existence.

Part Six: The Non-existence of the Appearance
of the Object and Subject of Cognition.

In this section, the DDV analyzes the non-existence of both the
object and subject of cognition. It is interesting to note that the process
of "negation" here follows roughly the general Yogacara process of
negation of the subject and object; namely, that first of all, analysis
discloses that all objects (artha) are merely representations, and secondly,
with the insight into the non-existence of objects comes the realization of
the non-existence of the subjective consciousness thought to cognize

them.12 This refers to the epistemological transcendence of awakening.

12The Yogacara (e.g., see MVBh, ad. MV L3) enumerate four categories of
objects (artha): 1) artha, which refers to the six sense objects (visual forms, sounds,
odors, etc.); 2) sattva, which refers to the five sense organs (eyes, ears, nose, tongue,
and body) of one's self and others; 3) atman, which is the defiled mind that gives a false
sense of personal continuity; 4) vijiapti, which refers to the six-fold sense
consciousness (sad-vijnana). All four are considered objects of consciousness which
have no corresponding objects that exist outside of the perceptual process. The subject
of cognition is the general sense of “mind,” or consciousness (vijfiana). The process of
negation follows a temporal sequence in which, first of all, the four categories of objects
are perceived to be without an abiding essence; in other words, all cognized objects are
mere representations, with no corresponding extra-mental objects that are represented.
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Of course, the Yogacara continue by asserting the existence of the non-
existence of duality, signifying the ontological immanence of the reality

awakened to.

The Non-existence of the Common Object

Here, the DDV discusses the impossibility of an object existing
external to consciousness. There are three arguments for this, consisting
of one, the argument against the common object as container world, two,
the common object relating to the sphere of sentient beings, and three,
the non-common, or particular, object. These roughly correspond to the

above three analyses.

Non-existence of the Common Object: The Worldly and Sentient Spheres

Beginning with the non-existence of the appearance of the common
cognitive object (grahya), the DDV states: "Regarding the representation
(vijiapti) of the cognitive subject (grahaka), the appearance of a
common, external cognitive object (bahya-grahya) does not exist as an
object (artha) apart from consciousness, because [that cognitive object] is
common."13 In this case, the appearance of the cognitive object refers to

the appearance of the representation of the container world (bhajana-

With this insight, there occurs the next perception; without an actually existing object to
cognize, the subject cognizer also is without essence. In this way, the Yogacara attempt
to transcend the dichotomous functions of cognition.

13phyi rol gyi gzun ba thun mon bar snan ba hdzin pahi mam par rig pa la mam
par Ses pa las phyi rol gyi don med de/ thun mon pa yin pahi phyir ro, p. 27.
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vijiiapti); moreover, it arises in each phenomenal stream (samtana) solely
as the representation for a cognitive subject.l+

The analysis in the Vrttil5 centers around the above contention that
a cognitive object does not exist as an independent entity, external to
cognition. As in the previous section, common (sadharana) refers to a
shared experiential realm among those sentient beings of the same sphere
of existence (gati). This position is one of the reasons used by the
Yogacara to argue against the existence of entities outside of the
perceptual process.16 In short, the Yogacara do argue for a kind of inter-
subjectivity between those beings in the same realm; however, there are
no real objects (external to cognition) because the ones experienced in
one realm do not exist (are not experienced) in another. The Yogacara

conclude that:

14vrntti, p. 27: ...gan gi phyir snod kyi mam par rig par snan ba hdzin pahi rnam
par rig pa nid rgyud so so la skye ba dehi phyir ro//

15The analysis reads as follows: “Regarding what has become the
representation of a cognitive subject, that appearance, which has become [the object]
external to the consciousness of the subject, does not exist as a different coming into
being of the representation of the subject; moreover, that representation will not become
the object field of another (hdzin pahi mam par rig par gyur pa la der snan ba hdzin pahi
rmam par $es pa las phyi rol tu gyur pa hdzin pahi rnam par rig par gyur pa gzan yod pa
ma yin la/ rnam par rig pa de tid kyan gZan gyi yul du hgyur ba ma yin no, p. 27.).

16See, e.g., Vasubandhu's V§Vr (ad. 4 c) where he explains why a number of
beings perceive the same phenomenon even though there are no non-perceptual objects:
(yatha hi narakesu narakanam narakapaladidarsaanam desa-kala-niyamena siddham
$vavayasayasaparvatadyagamanagamana-darSanam cety adi grahanena sarvesam ca
naikasyaiva tai§ ca tad badhanamsiddham asatsv api narakapaladisu samanasvakarma-
vipakadhipatyat/ tathanyatrapi sarvam etad desa-kala-niyamadi catustayamsiddham iti
veditavyam, p. 4).
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gan gi phyir snod kyi mam par rig pa thun mon ba yin
pas na rgyud so so la der snan bahi mam par rig pa
skye ba dehi phyir gcig gi mam par rig pa gan yin pa
de gzan gyi yul du hgyur ba ma yin no// des na don
med do/17

Since the representation of that appearance [of the
world] arises in each phenomenal stream, because the
representation of the world is common [to a particular
realm], therefore, that which is the representation of
one [realm] will not become the object field (visaya)
of another [realm]. Therefore, there is no [externally
existing] object.

As for the non-existence of the common object in the sphere of
sentient beings, the DDV states that the argument for the non-existence of
the appearing object, as it relates to the worldly sphere, also applies to the
second appearance of the object, that is, the one in the sphere of sentient

beings.18

The Non-existence of the Particular Object

The third argument for the non-existence of the appearance of the
cognitive object concerns the impossibility of the mind and mental
functions (citta-caitta) of others becoming the object for one either not in
the state of meditative concentration (asamapanna) or one in the state of
meditative concentration (samapanna). This section deals with the issue

of the non-common, or particular (asadharana), aspect of the cognitive

17p, 27-28.

18Vptti, p. 28: “The [illusory existence of the] representation of a common
object of the sphere of sentient beings is also removed by this [above analysis] (sems
can gyi khams thun mon pahi gzun bahi mam par rig pa yan hdis bsal ba yin no/).
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object, namely the cognitive process of other sentient beings. The DDV

states:

thun mon ma yin pahi gzun ba rnam par rig pahi don
gan yin pa gzan gyi sems dan sems las byun ba Zes bya
ba de yan miam par ma bzag pa dan/ miam par bzag
pahi hdzin pahi rnam par rig pa mam pa giiis gan yan
phan tshun yul du hgyur ba ma yin pa ste/19

The non-common cognitive object, which is the object
(artha) of representation, is the so-called "mind and
mental functions of another {sentient being]l.” That
[mind and mental function] is not the shared object
field for the two-fold representation of the cognitive
subject, that is, for the one not in meditative
concentration and the one in meditative concentration.

The DDV points out two cognitive subjects, the ordinary person whose
mind is not in meditative absorption (asamapanna, or asamadhi), and the
yogin, whose mind is in meditative absorption (samapanna, or samadhi).
For both kinds of subjects, the mind and mental functions (citta-caitta) of
other sentient beings cannot become the objects of perception.

As for the ordinary person whose mind is not in meditative
absorption, there is no cognitive object because appearances arise from
one's own conceptual constructions (svavikalpa).20 The Vrtti gives the

following explanation:

gan gi phyir miam par ma bzag pa la ran gi mam par
rtog pa la snan bahi gzun ba ran gi mam par rig pa fid

19p. 28.

20pDV p. 9: mnam par ma bzag pa la ni ran gi mam par rtog pa snan bahi phyir
ro//.
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yul du hgyur ba dehi phyir gzan gyi sems la sogs pa
dehi yul ma yin no//21

Since the cognitive object appears as its own
conceptualization (svavikalpa) in the one [whose
mind] is not in meditative concentration, only its own
representation (svavijiapti) becomes the object field
(visaya); for that reason, the mind, etc., of others are
not the object field of that [unconcentrated mind}.

As for the Yogin, the mind and mental functions of others also
cannot be the object of cognition, "because, for the one [whose mind is
in] meditative concentration, there appears in the sphere of meditative
absorption (samadhi-gocara) [only] the reflection (pratibimba) of that
[object].”22 The Vrtti elaborates as follows:

gan gi phyir miam par bzag pahi mam par rig pa la
yan tin ne hdzin gyi spyod yul la dehi gzugs brian du
snan bahi rmam par rig pa fid yul du hgyur ba dehi

phyir dehi yul yan gzan gyi sems la sogs pa ma yin
no//23

Since, for the representation of [one whose mind is in]
meditative concentration, only the representation of its
[own] reflection in the sphere of meditative absorption
becomes the object field, therefore, the object field of
that [mind in meditation] is not the mind, etc., of
another.

In other words, neither for the subject (grahaka) in the field of ordinary

perception, nor for the one in meditative absorption, can the particularity

21p, 28.

22DPV, p. 28: mfam par bzag pa la yan tin ne hdzin gyi spyod yul la dehi
gzugs briam snan bahi phyir//

23p. 28.
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(asadharanatva) of the sentient being, that is, its mind and mental

functions, become an externally existing object (bahya-grahya).

The Non-existence of the Cognizing Subject

In this concluding section, the argument for the non-existence of
the appearance of the cognizing subject (grahaka-pratibhasa) is given.
The reasoning here is quite straightforward; when there is no object to be
cognized, then no subject who cognizes can exist. Both the DDV and

Vrtti state:

gzun bar snan ba de med par grub pa na yan hdzin par
snant ba med pa grub ste/ gzun ba med pa na ni hdzin

pa med pahi phyir ro// de las kyan gzun ba dan_hdzin
par snan ba med par hjug pahi rim gyis grub_par rig
par byaho//2+

When it is established that that appearance of the
cognized object does not exit, then too, it is
established that the appearance of the cognizing
subject does not exist, the reason being that when
there is no object the subject is non-existent.
Therefore, the establishment, by degrees, of the non-
existence of the appearance of the subject and obiject
should be known.

The establishment of the non-existence, or unreality, of the cognitive
subject is based on the concept that all phenomena are dependently arisen
(pratitya-samutpanna). In this case, after an elaborate analysis of the

non-existence of the cognitive object, the cognitive subject too is

24P, 28.
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considered to be non-existent by virtue of the fact that there can be no
subject without an object.

We can observe that this last section (the non-existence of the
appearance of the subject and object) conforms to the general Yogacara
process of establishing non-duality.25 This process begins by establishing
the non-existence of the object, or, the apprehension of representation
only (vijnapti-matranupalambha). However, representation only is
considered to be the subjective aspect of cognition, therefore, it too does
not exist (that is, it is the non-apprehension of representation-only).
From the non-apprehension of representation comes both the non-
apprehension of duality (dvayanupalambha) and the apprehension of non-
duality (advayanupalambha).26 The actual non-apprehension of duality
and apprehension of non-duality, however, occur when the path (marga)

to liberation is practiced, the topic of the next section.

25See chapter III, above.

26This process, as seen in the MSA and MV (cited in chapter III), is also
explained in the aSraya-parivrtti section (section IX) of the DDV and Vrtti: Among
them, there is the correct practice by four modes; that is to say, 1) from_the practice of
apprehension means from the apprehension of representation-only, 2) from the practice
of non-apprehension means from the non-apprehension of the object, 3) from the non-
apprehension of apprehension means from the non-apprehension of representation-only
when there is no object, because representation is not possible when there is no object of
representation, and 4) from the practice of non-apprehension and apprehension means
from the non-apprehension of duality and the apprehension of non-duality (tatra
samyakprayvoga-prave§as caturbhir akarais tad yathopalambha-prayogato vijnapti-
matropalambhat/ anupalambha-prayogato ‘rthanupalambhat/ upalambhanupalambha-
prayogato ‘rthabhave vijiiapti-matranupalambhat/ vijaapty-arthabhave vijnaptyayogat/
nopalambhopalambha-prayogata§ ca dvayanupalambhanadvayopalambhat, Sanskrit
Fragment, p. 49).
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DDV Section Eight: An Analysis of Dharmata

Section eight concerns the structure and process of Mahayana
soteriology. The analysis of the modes of "entrance,"” or comprehension,
of the absolute nature of phenomena (dharmata) corresponds to the
fivefold division of the Mahayana path to awakening.27 The DDV
enumerates six modes; namely, 1) characteristic (laksana), 2) basis
(asraya), 3) decision (nirvedha), 4) contact (sparsa), 5) recollection
(anusmrti), and 6) the actualization of its own nature (tad-
atmabhyupagamana).28 Modes one and two correspond to the
preparatory path (sambhara-marga), mode three with the path of training
(prayoga-marga), or "decision (nirvedha),” mode four with the path of
seeing (dar$ana-marga), mode five with the path of cultivation (bhavana-
marga), and mode six with the path of Buddhahood (buddhatva), or
termination (nistha-marga). These six modes, like their corresponding
aspects of the path, enumerate the successive stages on the way to
Buddhahood.

Modes One and Two: Characteristic and Basis

The first two modes constitute the general preliminaries to the
actual commencement of practice. Characteristic (laksana) refers to the
previously examined nature of suchness (tathata), that is, its being devoid

of the bifurcations between the subject and object of cognition (grahya-

27For an analysis of the path according to the Abhisamayalankara in the Indian
and Indo-Tibetan traditions, see E. Obermiller's Prajnaparamita in Tibetan Buddhism, ed.
H. Singh Sobti (Delhi: Classics India Publications, 1989).

28p, 29.
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grahaka), and between the signifier and signified (abhidhana-abhidheya)

in language.29 Basis (aSraya) means the factors of existence (dharma)
and the twelve-fold division of the teachings (dvadasa-[anga]-dharma-
pravacana).30 The listing of these two suggests that at least three things
must be understood before the commencement of spiritual practice.
These include an understanding of the non-dual nature of suchness as
expounded in Mahayana literature (satra), a knowledge of all things,
conditioned (samskrta) and unconditioned (asamskrta), as analyzed
through the dharma system, and a comprehensive understanding of all
Buddhist literature, categorized into the twelve-fold division of Buddhist
teachings.

In the MSA,3! the analysis provides an explanation of the content

of this first stage (sambhara-marga). It states that:

sambhrtya sambharam ananta-param
jianasya punyasya ca bodhisattvah/

dharmesu cinta-suvini§citatvaj
jalpanvayam artha-gatim paraiti//

A bodhisattva, who has accumulated the limitless
accumulation of wisdom and merit, acquires the
meaning in conformity to words due to his well
determined thought regarding the teachings.

29DDV, p. 29. See section IV.

30DDV, p. 29. The twelve-fold division consists of: 1) Sotra; 2) Geya; 3)
Vyakarana; 4) Gatha; 5) Udana; 6) Nidana; 7) Itivrttaka; 8) Jataka; 9) Vaipulya; 10)
Adbhata-dharma; 11) Avadana; 12) Upadesa.

31IMSA VL6 a-d.
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The "well determined thought (suviniScitatva)" refers to the accumulated
merit (punya) and wisdom (jiana) which comes from both meditation
(bhavana) based on absorption (samadhi), and an understanding of the
articulated (prakhyana) meaning of the teachings based on mental

discernment (lit: mind-talk, mano-jalpa).32

Mode Three: Decision in the Mahayana
The third mode, that of decision, or comprehension (nirvedha),

begins the cultivation of the path proper. The DDV and Vrtti state:

de la nes par rtog pa ni/ theg pa chen pohi mdo sde la

brten pahi tshul bzin du vid la byed pas bsdus pahi
sbyor bahi lam thams cad do Zes bya ba la/ thams cad
ni thos pa dan/ bsams pa dar/ bsgoms pas rab tu phye
ba ste/ des de la nes par rtog pahi phyir ro//33

Among them, it is stated: As for decision, it is the
entirety of the preparatory path (pravoga-marga),
which is summarized by the correct contemplation of
[those doctrines] in _the Mahavana-sutras. 'Entirety’
means that which is disclosed through the [three
trainings, which consist of] hearing, reflecting, and
cultivating, because by this [three-fold training] there
is the decision conceming this [Mahayana path].

In the three fold training which consists of hearing (Sruti-mayi),

reflection (cinta-mayi), and cultivation or meditation (bhavana-mayi),

32MSABh, ad. V1.6 a-d: "By the first verse, [what is meant is] that the entrance
into that, i.e., the accumulated accumulation is the well determined thought concerning
the teachings, is seen because of the meditation based on absorption and the
understanding of the articulated meaning of those teachings (ekena sambbhrta-
sambharatvam dharma-cinta-suviniscitatvam samadhi-niSritya bhavanat mano-jalpac ca
tesam dharmanam artha-prakhyanavagamat tat pravesam darsayati, p. 24.).”

33p. 30.
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there occurs the access into the non-duality of suchness in the context of
mind-only (citta-matra). This is not explicitly stated in the DDV and its

Vrtti, but we have an explanation in the MSA:

arthan sa vijiaya ca jalpa-matran
samtisthate tan-nibha-citta-matre/
pratyaksatam eti ca dharmadhatus
tasmad viyukte dvaya-laksanena//3+

He who, having discerned that objects are merely
[constructed through] language, dwells in [the reality
of] mind-only, which gives rise to it. And therefore,
the realm of reality, which is devoid of the
characteristic of duality, attains direct perception.

The first half of the verse refers to the state of the penetrating or decision
part (nirvedha-bhagiya-avastha), or the second stage of the Mahayana
path.35 The second half of the verse describes the third stage, that is, the

path of seeing (dar$ana-marga), which is discussed below.

Mode Four: Contact
The fourth mode, contact (sparsa), refers to the direct contact with
suchness. This occurs through the path of seeing (dar$ana-marga). As
the DDV states: "As for contact, it is the experience (anubhava) [of

reality], having acquired (prapti) suchness, in the manner of direct

34MSA VLT, p. 24.

35MSABHh ad. V1.7, a-b: "By the second [verse is meant that] the [bodhisattva]
having known that objects are merely [constructions of] mind and language, dwells in
[the reality of] mind-only, which appears as that; this is the state of the penetrating part
of the bodhisattva (dvitiyena mano-jalpa-matran arthan viditva tadabhase cittamatre
'vasthanam idam bodhisattvasya nirvedha-bhagiyavastha, p. 24.)"
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perception, by means of the seeing path, due to the attainment of correct

vision (samyag-drsti)."36 The Vrtti elaborates as follows:

reg pa ni mthon bahi lam gyis de bzin did so sor rig
pa yin la/ de yan thob cin iams su myon ba Zes brjod
do/ thob pa iiid fiams su myon ba ni thob cin fiams su
myon ba Zes bya bas so// yan fiams su myon ba hdi ji
Itar rnam par gzag par bya ze na/ gsuns pa/ mfon sum
gyi_tshul duho//mnon sum du byed pa gan yin pa de
fiid niams su myon ba yin no Zes bya bahi don du hdi
ston pa yin no/37

As for contact, it is the internal realization
(pratisamvit) of suchness; [therefore], it is said,
"Having acquired that [internal realization] means
experience (anubhava).” Experience is this very
attainment (prapti). [This is referred to] by [the
statement,] "having acquired [that] means experience."
[An opponent asks:] Although [you defined]
experience, how do [you] establish it? [Maitreya
responds:] "In the manner of direct perception.” This
is taught in order to [explain,] "Only that which is
direct perception is experience."

As discussed earlier (DDV section IV), suchness is that reality
devoid of the duality of the subject and object of cognition and the
signifier and signified. In the path of seeing, there occurs the direct
perception of this non-dual reality, as stated in MSA VL7 c-d, above.

This concept of direct perception is further discussed in MSA VI.8 a-d:

nastiti cittat param etya buddhya
cittasya nastitvam upaiti tasmat/
dvayasya nastitvam upetya dhiman

36reg pa ni yan dag pahi Ita ba thob pahi phyir mthon bahi lam gyis mnon sum
gyi tshul du de bzin nid thob cin fams su myon ba, p. 30.

37p. 30.
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samtisthate ‘tad-gati-dharma-dhatau//

Through intuitive wisdom, having understood that
nothing exists apart from mind, the [wise also] know
the non-existence of the mind; therefore, the wise,
having comprehended the non-existence of duality,
abides in the reality realm in which there is no
comprehension of that [duality].

According to this passage, the direct perception (pratyaksata) of non-
duality includes not only the comprehension of the non-existence of
external objects, but also the non-existence of subjective consciousness.38
This "dwelling” in the non-dual reality of the reality realm

(dharmadhatu), occurs as a result of the path of seeing.

Mode Five: Recollection
Recollection (anusmrti) is the fifth mode, and it signifies the path
of cultivation (bhavana-marga). The DDV defines recollection as
follows: "As for recollection, it is the path of cultivation [which is
practiced] according to what was seen [in the path of seeing], for the
purpose of uprooting (unmulartham) defilements (mala). [The path of

cultivation consists of] everything that is contained (samgrhita) in the

38This definition of the insight occurring in the dar$ana-marga is another
instance of the graded process of awakening according to the Yogacara. Briefly, the
process starts with the realization of the constructed nature of cognitive objects. The
comprehension of the non-existence of the cognitive object results in the realization that
subjective consciousness, too, is non-existent. This is the realization of non-duality. It
should be noted that this non-duality is not merely an absence; the Yogacara also assert
the existence of the non-existence of duality. This epistemologically transcendent mode
of existence implies the ontological mode of the presence of the absence of duality.
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[thirty-seven] limbs of wisdom (bodhi-paksa).”39 The Vrtti explains

further:

de la mthon bahi lam gyi de ma thag pahi bsgom pahi
lam de la rjes su dran pa Zes brjod do// thob zin pahi
lam la de yors su gcod pahi rjes su dran pas mron
sum du phyogs par byed do/ de yan cihi don du Ze na/
gsuns pa/ dehi dri ma drans dbyun bahi don du ste/ de
bzin fiid la bsgoms pas span bar bya bahi mtshan iid
Kyi dri ma lhag ma span bahi don duho/+0

Among them, the path of cultivation which
immediately precedes the path of seeing, is called
"recollection” in that [text, that is, the DDV].
Regarding the path already attained, by [the practice
of] recollection which cuts off that [defilement], there
is the actual [spiritual] reorientation (abhimukha).
[An opponent askes:] What is the purpose of that?
[Maitreya] explains, ‘in order to uproot defilements’;
[that is to say,] in order to relinquish the remaining
defilements which have the characteristic of [still
having] to be abandoned, by means of cultivating
suchness.

The notion of recollection does not imply a new kind of

realization. As stated in the DDV and Vrtti, it is the relinquishment of

the remaining defilements, or stains (mala), during the cultivation of the

already perceived suchness. However, this gradual cultivation results in a

radical reorientation (abhimukha), which marks a definitive spiritual

transformation. As the MSA states:

akalpana-jiana-balena dhimatah

39rjes su dran pa ni dehi dri ma druns dbyun bahi don du ji Itar mthon ba nid
sgom pahi lam byan chub kyi phyogs kyis bsdus pa thams cad do, p. 30.

+0P. 30.






