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TRANSLATION
I.
'OBJECTIONS

L Ifan intrinsic nature (svabhava) of the things (bhdva), whatever
they may be, exists nowhere (sarvatra na vidyate) , your I'_very] state-.
ment must be devoid of an intrinsic nature (asvabhava). 1t is not,
therefore, in a position to deny the intrinsic nature [of the things].

Whether in the causes (hetu), in the conditions ( ﬁmzj;aja), in the
combination of “the causes and the conditions (hetupratyayasamagri) , or
~in a different thing, nowhere does _exist an intrinsic nature of the
things, whatever they may be. On this ground it is said that all
things are void (Stinyah sarvabhavah). For instance, the- sprout is
neither in.the seed, its cause, nor in the things known as its condi-
tions, viz., -earth, water, fire, wind, etc., taken one by one, nor in "
the totality of the conditions, nor in the combination of the causes
+ and the conditions, nor is it anything different from the causes and -
the ‘conditions' (na /wtupratyc'y)avinirmuktalz prthag eva ca). Since
there is nowhere an intrinsic nature, the sprout is devoid of an in-
trinsic nature (nifsvabhava). Being devoid of an intrinsic nature, it
is void (S@nya). And just as this sprout is devoid of an intrinsic
nature and hence void, so also are all the things void because of ‘being
- devoid of an intrinsic nature., : . '

Here we observe: If this is 50, your statement that all things are
void, must also be void. — Why ? — Because your staterhtntig neither
in its cause — the [four] great elements (maﬁdbllﬂlla) , taken collecti- -
- vely'or . severally (samprayuktesu viprayukiesu va); — nor in its con-
- ditions, the efforts made in the breast, the throat, the lips, the tongue,

the roots of the teeth, the palate,the nose, the head, etc. (urakkanthau-
sthajihvadantam ﬂlatdlundsikdmﬁrdhapmbh_rt;'su JYalnesu) ; — nor in the
combination of both [the cause and the conditions]; — nor again is
it anything apart from the cause and the conditions. Since it is no-
where, it is devoid of an intrinsic nature, [and] since it is devoid of
an intrinsic nature, itis void. For this reason, it is incapable of
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denying the intrinsic nature of all things. A fire that does not exist
cannot burn, a weapon that does not exist cannot cut, water that
does not exist cannot moisten; similarly a statement that does not
exist cannot deny the intrinsic nature of all things. In these circum-
stanceé, your statement that the intrinsic nature of all things has
been denied, is not valid.

II. Now, if this sentence (v@kya) is endowed with an intrinsic nature
(sasvabhava) , youi' former proposition (pirvd pratijiia) is dcstroyf:d
(hata) .- There is a discordance!, and you should state the special
reason for it (tasmin vifesahetus ca vaktavyah) .

" Now you may think, in order to avoid this defect (ma bhiid esa dio_,m
i) : this sentence is endowed with an intrinsic nature, and being
endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is non-void (afiinya) ; thus the
intrinsic nature of all things has been denied by it.— To this we
reply: If so, then your former proposition ‘All things are void’ is
destroyed. '

Furthcrm,orc :

Your statement is included in all things (sarvabhavantargata) . [Now]
if all thihgs are void, for what reason is your statement non-void, —
that statement which has denied the intrinsic nature - of all things
because it is [itself] non-void ( yendsunyatvat sarvabhavasvabhdvah prati-
siddhak)? Thus arises a controversial discussion in six points
(satkotiko vadah)?.—How is it? — Well, " o
(1) If all things are void, then your statement is void, being in-
cluded in all things. [And] a negation by that [statement] which
is void is a logical impossibility (tena Sunyena pratisedhanupapattih).
In these circumstances, the negation that all things are void is not
valid (enupapanna).. (2) If, on the other hand, the negation that all
things are void is valid, then your statement is non-void. ‘[Bu't]
that negation which-it establishes because it is non-void, is not valid

(asiinyatvad anena pratisedho *nupapannah ). (3) Now; if all things are

void, but your statement by which s effected the negation.(‘yena pra-ti,se-
dhah) is non-void, then your statement is not included in all things
(sarvatrasamgrhitam). Your proposition, there, is contr'adicted b?f the
examplet. (4) If, on the contrary, your statement is 1nclud6('i in -all
things, anc_l' if all things are void, then your statement also is void.
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[And] since it is void, it cannot establish a negation (fiényatvad
anena ndsti pratisedhak). (5) Let us then assume that it is void and
that there is the negation by it (atha Siinyam asti canena pratisedhal) :
‘All things are void’. But, in that case, all things, though
void, would be capable of performing actions (S@nya api sarvabhdvah
karyakriyasamartha bhaveyuh) — which is absurd (na caitad istam). (6)
Let it be granted, . then, that all things are void and that they are
not capable of performing actions (athe Sanyah sarvabhiva na ca
karyakriyasamarthd bhavanti) ; let the proposition be not contradicted
by the examplée (ma bhiid drstantavirodhal). In that case, however,
the negation of the intrinsic nature of all things by your void state-
ment is not valid.

Furthermore:

Thus, if your statement exists (fadastitvat), there arises the following
discordance: some things are void, and some other things, non-void
(kimeic chiinyam kimcid aSinyam). And you should state the special
reason for that discordance, explaining-why some things are void, while
some others are not. You have, however, not stated that reason.
In these circumstances, your statement that all things are void is not

- valid.

1 Yamaguichi’s explanation of saisamikatva by visamayyapti is ‘anachronistic’, as point-
ed out by the editors (p. 43, n. 9). The word has the same meaning as the usual
vaisamya.

2 This has nothing to do with the satpaksirapakathabhisa (Nyayasitras V, 1, 39-43)
~—despiie Yamaguchi’s note (2).

3 For the statement is ‘included in all things’. — This is certainly the correct interpre-
tation, as suggested in the Edition, p.44, n. 3 (and not that on p. 35). The Naiya-
yika’s objection here is closely related to that raised in the Nydyasitras II, 1, 13-14,
in connection with the Madhyamika negation of the Naiyayika pramdnas (cf. vv.
XXXI-LI below): sarvapramanapratisedhac ca pratisedhanupapattih; — tatpramanye vd na
sarvapramanavipratisedhah. Cf. also Vatsyayana on Nyayasitra 1V, 2, 30.

4 tatra drstantavirodhah. — The proposition, *All things are void’, is contradicted by
the example (drstanta) of the statement that is non-void. Since the statement is not
‘included in all things’, there can be no question of all things being void.

Moreover: .

II1. If you think that it islike ‘Do not make a sound’, [ we reply:] this



98 THE DIALEGTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA

also is not valid. For here a sound that is existent prevents the

other sound that will be(Sabdena hy atra sata bhavisyato varanam tasya).

You may think: When somebody says: ‘Do not make a sound’,
he himself makes a sound, and that sound prevents the other sound;
in just the same manner, the void statement ‘All things are void’
prevents the intrinsic nature of all things. — To this we reply: This
alsois not valid. — Why ? — Because here a sound that is existent ne-
gates the future sound. In your case, however, it is not an existent state-
ment that negates the intrinsic nature of all things. For, in your
opinion (tava hi matena) the statement is non-existent, the intrinsic
nature of all things is non-existent (vacanam apy asat sarvabhdvasvabhavo
'y asan). Thus, ‘It is like “Do not make a sound” ’ is a defective pro-
position (visamopanyasa)®.

L visama upanyisah is a favorite remark of Patafijali, author of the Mahabhasya. Cf.

L. Renou, Terminologic grammaticale du Sanskrit (Paris; 1942 and 1957), s.v. upanydsa.
—Let it be noted in passing that Nagarjuna’s prose—of which the commentary on
the Vigrahayyavartani is the only extant example—is very similar to that of the Mahd-
bhasya. Among the ‘imitators’ of Patafijali’s style (cf. on this point L. Renou,
Histoire de la langue sanskrite, Liyon-Paris,1956, pp. 135-6) is therefore to be counted
now Nagarjuna.

Moreover:

IV. Ifyou think that the same holds true of the negation of the nega-
tion (pratisedhapratisedha) also, that is false. It is your proposition
which by virtue of its specific character is thus rendered defective
(laksanato dasyale), not mine.

You may think: ‘According to this very method (anenaiva kalpena) ,a
negation of negation also is impossible; so your negation of the state-
ment negating the intrinsic nature of all things is impossible (tatra yad
bhavan sarvabhdvasvabhavapratisedhavacanam pratisedhayati tad anupapan-
namiti)’. —To this ‘we reply: This also is false. — Why ? — Because the
objection applies [only] to the specific character of your proposition,
not to that of mine. It is you who say that all things are void, not I.
The initial thesis’ (piirvakah paksak) is not mine. — In these circum-

stances, your statement that, such being the case (evam sati), a nega-.

tion of negation also is impossible, is not validl.

1 According to the realist, the Madhyamika commits the logical error of negating,
through a void statement, the intrinsic nature of all things. The realist, however,
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does not commit any such error when he negates. the Madhyamika’s statement negat-
ing the intrinsic nature of all things — for he does not hold that all things are
void; his statement, therefore, is not void.

Moreover:

V. Now, if [yousay that] you deny the things after having apprehend-
ed them through perception (pratyaksa)?, [we reply:] that perception
through which the things are apprehended does not exist (tan nast:
pratyaksam bhava yenopalabhyante).

You cannot say that you deny all things in the statement ‘All things
arevoid’, after having apprehended them through perception. — Why ?—
Because even perception, an instrument of true cognition (pramdna), is
void, being included in all things (sarvabhavantargatatvat) . The person
who apprehends the things (yo bhavan upalabhate) is also void. Thus,
there is no such thing as apprehension through perception, an instru-
ment of true cognition (fasmat pratyaksena pramanena nopalambhabhaval);
and a negation of that which is not apprehended is a logical impossibility
(anupalabdhasya ca pratisedhanupapattik) ®. In these circumstances, your
statement that all things are void is not valid.

You think, perhaps (syat te buddhil), that youdeny all things (sarva-
bhavavydvartanam kriyate) after having apprehended them through infer-
ence (anumana, ) verbal testimony (dgama) and comparison ( upamana)?.

1 Here and in the following verse are mentioned the four pramdpas or ‘instruments of
true cognition’, typical of the Nyiya school, viz., perception (pratyaksa), inference
(anumana ), verbal testimony (Ggama or dabda), and comparison (upamina).

2 Because negation is not possible without an object -to ‘be negated (see XI-XII
below) .

To this we reply:

VL In our refutation of perception, we have [already] refuted inference,
verbal testimony and comparison, as well as the objects to be establish-
ed by inference, verbal testimony and example (anumandagamasadhya
e rtha drstantasadhyas ca) 2

We have [ already] refuted inference, comparison and verbal testi-
mony, in ourrefutation of the ‘instrument of true cognition’ ( pramana),
perception. Just as perception, an ‘instrument of true cognition’, is
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Furthermore :

XX. Itis not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then
the thing to be negated. Nor is it possible to hold that the negation
comes after [the thing to be negated], or that they are simultaneous.
— The intrinsic nature of the things is, therefore, existent (yatak sva-
bhavah san). :

It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then the
thing to be negated. For, if the thing to be negated does not exist
(asati hi pratisedhye), of what is the negation (kasya pratisedhah) ? Nor
is it possible to hold that the negation comes after the thing to be
negated. For, if the thing to be negated is [already] established
(siddhe hi pratisedhye), what purpose is served by the negation (kim
pratisedhal karoti)? Now [if you say that] the negation and the thing
to be negated are simultaneous, [we answer]: even in that
way, the negation is not the cause of the object to be negated, nor is
the object to be negated the cause of the negation (na pratisedhah
pratisedhyasyirthasya karanam, pratisedhyo na pratisedhasya ca), just as of
the two horns!, grown simultaneously (yugapadutpannayol), the right
horn is not the cause of the left horn, nor is the left horn the cause of

the right horn. — In these" circumstances, your statement that all
things are void is not valid2.

! $afa® in the text is an unnecessary addition o wvigdne, as-the editors have rightly

observed (p.-54, n. 9). — Cf. Candrakirti on MK XX, 7: na caikakilayoh savyetarago-
visapayor janyajanakatvam drstam, vamadaksipakarayos carapayor va. — Vaidalyaprakarapa,
quoted by Yamaguchi, p. 78; Tarkadstra in Tucci, p. 18; Gaudapada, Agamasistra
(=Mandikyakarika) IV, 16 (cf. Vidhuséekhara Bhattacarya, Gaudapidiyam Agama-
dastram, University of Galcutta, 1950, pp. 115-6); Jayantabhatta, Nyapamafijari, p-
628, 1. 13; Bhiasarvajiia, Nydypabhiisana, p. 350, 1. 18 (read savyetarayoh, instead of
sadhyetarayoh). i
‘2 Cf. Myayasatra II, 1, 172:“ traikalyasiddheh pratisedhanupapattih. — Viatsyayana:
plrvam hi- pratisedhasiddiv” asati pratisedhye kim anena pratisidhyate ? pascatsiddhau pratise-
dhydsiddhih, pratisedhabhavad iti. yugapatsiddhau pratisedhyasiddhyabhyanujfianad anartha-
kah pratisedha iti. As will be seen, Vitsydyana’s interpretation is a little different
from that given in the commentary on our verse here. See also Nydyasitra'V, 1, 20.

S
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II
REPLY!
[Refutation to the first objection]

XXI. Ifmy statement does not exist in the combination of the cause
and the conditions, or independently of them, then the voidness of the
things is established because of their being devoid of an intrinsic
nature (Sinyatvam siddham bhavinam asvabhdavatvat).

If my statement does not exist in its cause and in its conditions.. .2,
itis devoid of an intrinsic nature, and, being devoid of an intrinsic
nature, it is void. Now the voidness of this statement of mine is
established because of its heing devoid of an intrinsic nature. And
just as this statement of mine is void because of its being devoid
of an intrinisic nature, so also are all things void because of their being
devoid of an intrinsic nature. In these circumstances, your statement:
‘Because of the voidness of your statement it is not possible to establish

the voidness of all things’, is not valid. ) )
1 In this part Nagarjuna quotes all the verses translated above, and then gives his

reply. I have not thought it necessary to repeat them here. )
2 The commentary here is a restatement of what was said by the opponent in verse 1
above. ’

Furthermore :

XXII. That nature of the things which is dependent is called void-
nesst, for that nature which is dependent is devoid of an intrinsic
nature (yaf ca pratityabhavo bhavati hi tasyasvabhavatvam).

You have not understood the meaning of the voidness of the things.
So you have set out to criticize me, saying: ‘Since your statement is
devoid of an intrinsic nature, the negation of the intrinsic nature of
the things is not valid’. That nature of the things which is dependent
is voidness. — Why ? — Because it is devoid of an intrinsic nature.
Those things which are dependently originated are not, indeed,
endowed with an intrinsic nature; for they have no intrinsic
nature (ye hi pratitpasamutpanna bhdvas te na  sasvabhava bhavanti,
svabhavabhavat). — Why ? — Because they are dependent on causes
and conditions (ketupratyayasapeksatvat). If the things were by
their own nature (svabhavatah), they would be even without the
aggregate of causes and conditions (pratyakhydpapi hetupratyayam). But
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they are not so. Therefore they are said to be devoid of an intrinsic
nature, and hence void. Likewise it follows that my statement also,
being dependently originated (pratityasamutpannatoat), is devoid of
an intrinsic nature, and, being devoid of an intrinsic nature, is void.
—But things like a cart, a pot, a cloth, etc., though void of an intrinsic
nature (svabhdvasiinya) because of being dependently originated, are
occupied with their respective functions, e.g., carrying wood, grass
and earth, containing honey, water and milk, and protecting from
cold, wind and heat. Similarly this statement of mine, though devoid
of an intrinsic nature because of being dependently originated, is
engaged in the task of establishing the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-
nature of the things (nihsvabhavatvaprasadhane bhivanam vartate).—In
. these circumstances, your statement: ‘Your statement, being devoid of
an intrinsic nature, is void, and, being void, it cannot negate the
intrinsic nature of all things’, is not valid.

1 Jva$ ca pratityabhivo bhavanam $inyateti sa prokta. — Cf. MK XXIV, 18: yah pratitya-

samutpadah Sinyatam tam pracaksmahe. yahpratyayadhinu sa $iinya uktah, Anavataptahradipa-
- samkramana-Sitra, quoted by Candrakirti, several times. Cf. supra, p.90)

F urthermore:

XXII. Suppose that a person, artificially created (nirmitaka),
should prevent (pratisedhayeta) another artificial person, or that a
magic man (mdyapurusa) should prevent another man created by his
own magic (svamdyaya systam) [from doing something]. Of  the same
nature would be this negation (pratisedho *yam tathaiva sydt)
Suppose - that an artificial man should prevent another artificial
man occupied with something (kasmimscid arthe vartamanam), or that

a magic man created by amagician (mayakarena srstah) should prevent

another magic man created by his own magic and occupied with

something. There, the artificial man who is prevented is void, and

he (the artificial man) who prevents is also, void; the magic man who

is prevented is void, and he (the magic man) who prevents is also -

void. In like manner, a negation of the intrinsic nature of all
things by my statement is possible, even though this statement is void
(evam eva madvacanena  Sanyenapi  sarvabhavanam svabhavapratisedha
upapannah). In these circumstances, your statement: ‘Because of
“the voidness of your statement, a negation of the intrinsic nature of
all things-is not possible’, is not valid. In this way is also prevented
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-~ the controversial discussion in six points that you spoke of (fatra yo

bhavata satkotiko vada uktah so ’pi tenaiva pratisiddhak)®. For, this being
50, it is not true that my statement is not included in all things;
there is nothing that is non-void; nor are all things non-void?.

Y Cf. MK XVII, 31-32.

? P95, above.

8 According to the opponent, either the Maidhyamika’s statement is not
‘included in all things’, and in that case some things are void and some others,
non-void; or the statement, being ‘included in all things’, is itself void and
thus non-existent and hence incapable of performing an action, viz., the negation.
But the Madhyamika saysin reply that his statement is ‘included in all things’, being
void like all other things. There can be no question of some things being void and
of some others being non-void. It cannot be maintained, however, that the state-
ment does not exist at all: it exists in a certain manner — like the artificial man or
the magic man. Though void, the latter prevent other void persons from doing
s omething; similarly the statement, though void, can negate other void things.

Now about your statement [contained in v. II above]:

XXIV. This statement is not endowed with an intrinsic nature (na
svabhavikam etad vakyam). There is therefore no abandonment of
position on my part (fasman na vidahinir me). There is no discord-
ance (ndsti ca vaisamikatvam), and [hence] there is no special reason
to be stated (vifesahetus ca na nigadyaﬁ) 1,

This statement of mine, being dependently originated, is not endow-

ed with an intrinsic nature (na svabhdvopapannam). As previously stated, -

since it is not endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is void. And
since this statement of mine is void, just as all other things are void,
there is no discordance. For, there would be a discordance [only]
if we said: This statement is non-void (af@nya), while all other things
are void (fanya). We, however, do not say that. There is, therefore,
no discordance. And since the following discordance, this statement
is non-void while all other things are void, does not exist, we do not
have to state the special reason (tasmad asmabhir vifesahetur na vaktavyah):
for this reason (anena hetuna) this statement is fon-void while all
[other] things are void. — In these circumstances, your statement:
“There is on your partan abandonment of position, there is a discord-

ance, and you should state the special reason’, is not valid.
1 On the word nigadya, which is against Panini IT1, 1,100, see Indologica Taurinensia
(Torino), VII (1979), pp. 110-11.
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[Refutation of the second objection: see v. III above.]

XXV. The example given by you: ‘It is like “Do not make a sound” °,
is not appropriate. There a sound is prevented by another sound,

but the case here is not just the same (Sabdena tac ca Sabdasya varanam .

naivam evaitat).

This example, moreover, is not ours (ndpy ayam asmakam drstantah).
That void statement does not prevent voidness (rna fanyatam pratise-
dhayatt) as a person, when he says: ‘Do not make a sound’, makes a
sound and at the same timepreventsa sound.— Why? — Because, in
this example, a sound is prevented by another sound. But the case
here is not the same. We say: all things are devoid of an intrinsic
nature, and hence void. — Why ?

XXVI. Because, if things devoid of an intrinsic nature were prevent-
ed by something devoid of an intrinsic nature (raihsvabhavyanam cen
nathsvabhavyena vdranam yadi), with the cessation of [their] being
devoid of an intrinsic nature would be established [their] being en-
dowed with an intrinsic nature (naihsvabhavyanivrttau -svabhkavyam hi
prasiddham syat)*.

This example would be appropriatc if by a statement devoid of an
intrinsic nature were prevented things devoid of an intrinsic nature —
as by the sound: ‘Do not make a sound’ is prevented another sound.
Here, however, by a statement devoid of an intrinsic nature is negated
the intrinsic nature of the things (tha tu naihsvabhdvyena vacanena
bhavanam svabhavapratisedhal kriyate). If by a statement devoid of an
intrinsic nature were negated the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic
nature (yadi naihsvabhdvyena vacanena bhivanam naihsvabhavyaprati-
sedhah kriyate), the things, by the very fact of being negated in their
quality of being devoid of an intrinsic nature (naihsvabhavyapratisid-
dhatvad eva), would be endowed with an intrinsic nature (sasvabhdva
bhaveyuk). Being endowed with an intrinsic nature, they would be
non-void. We, however, declare that the things are void, not that
they are non-void (f@nyatam ca vayam bhavanam dacaksmahe, nasinyatam).
;['his, therefore, is a non-example (adrstanta evayam)?.

1 naihsvabhauya is used here both as an adjective and as a noun. The first is derived
from nihsvabhdva ‘absence of an intrinsic nature’, and the second, from nihsvabhdva
‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’. Cf. v. IX above.
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* For tne Madhyamika, the opponent’s example is not appropriate. When one
says: ‘Do not make a sound’, one prevents by the sound one makes another sound.
The Madhyamika, however, by his void statement, ‘All things are void’, does not
negate other void things but only negates the things that we regard as non-void. There
is thus no agreement between the two cases.

XXVII.  Or suppose that an artificial person should prevent the
false notion of somebody who with regard to an artificial woman
thinks: “This is a woman’. This would be like that (evam bhaved etat).

Or suppose that in an artificial woman, void of an intrinsic nature
(svabhavasanya), some man should have the false notion (asadgrdha)
that it is really (paramarthatak) a woman and, as a result of that false
notion, should feel desire for her. The Tathagata or a disciple of
the Tathagata would [then] create an artificial man (nirmitako nir-
mitah syat), [and] the latter would dispel the false notian of that man,
through the power (adhisthina) of the Tathagata or of the disciple of
the Tathigata. Likewise, by my void statement, comparable to the
artificial man (nirmitakopamena $anyena madvacanena), is pfevented the
idea of an intrinsic nature in all things which are devoid of an intrinsic
nature and comparable to the artificial woman (nirmitakastrisadrsesu
sarvabhavesu nihsvabhavesu yo’yam svabhavagrahah sa nivartyate) . Thus, this
is an appropriate example for establishing voidness, not the other one
(tasmad ayam atra drstantah $anyataprasadhanam  praty upapadyamanah,
netaraf)l.

! upapadyamana in this sentence js not so ‘odd’ as the editors think (p. 60, n. 13).
See also the end of the commentary on the next verse, and that on v, LIV, The
word occurs also in other texts.

XXVIIL. Or this reason (hetu) is similar in nature to the thesis to be
established (sadhyasama), for sound has no[real] existence (na hi vidyate
dhvaneh sattd). We do not speak, however, without having recourse
to the conventional truth (samupavahara).

The reason (hetu)! ‘Itis like “Do not make a sound*”’ is of the same
nature as the thesis to be established — Why ? — Because all things,
being devoid of anintrinsic nature, are alike (naiﬁsvdbhd@)endvifi;_tatvdt) .
That sound, being dependently originated, has no existence by its
own nature (na hi taspa dhvaneh pratityasamutpannatoat svabhdvasatta
vidyate). [ And] since if hasno existence by its ownnature, your state-
ment: ‘For here a sound that is existent prevents the other sound that
will be’, is precluded (vpahanyate) . It is not, however, without having
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recourse to the conventional truth (pyavahdrasatya), it is not by rejecting

the conventional truth, that we say: All things are void. For it is

not possible to teach theabsolute truth (dkarma) without having recourse
to the conventional truth. As it is said:

*The transcendent truth cannot be taught without having recourse
to the conventional truth. [And] Nirvana cannot be attained with-
out realizing the transcendent truth’2.

Thus, all things are void like rhy statement (fasmdn madvacanavac
chinyah sarvabhavih), and that all things are devoid of an intrinsic
nature, follows in both ways (ubhayathopapadyamanam) [i.e., both by
virtue of the ‘reason’ and of the thesis to be established }*.

-1 The term hetu ‘reason’ is used here in the sense of drsfanta ‘example’. A similar
instance is furnished by Gaudapada’s Agamasastra (= Mandiakyakdrika) IV, 20 (quoted
in my paper referred to in note 3 below). Sankara, in his comment on the latter
passage, observes: hetur iti drstanto ’trabhipreiah, gamakatvdt. prakrio hi drstanto na hetuh.
Note that the ‘reason’ is inseparably connected with the ‘example’ in the Nyaya
inferential system. See Nydyasitras I, 1, 34-37, and Vatsyayana’s Bhasya on I, 1, 39.
Cf. also Myayasiitra 'V, 1, 11 : pratidrstantahetutve ca néhetur drstantah.

2 vyavaharam and$ritya paramdrtho na desyatef

paramartham andgamya nirvanam nddhigamyate/[ (MK XXIV, 10).—The verb d-gam-
is used in both the senses ‘to have recourse to’ and ‘to understand, realize’. On its
use in the latter sense cf. Advaghosa, Buddhacarita X1I, 38 and 116; Saundarananda
XVI, 42 (both in E. H. Johnston’s editions, Lahore 1936 and 1928, respectively;
reprint: Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, 1972 and 1975).

The absolute truth is beyond words (anaksara). But it is taught ‘through super-
imposition’ (samdropdt), with the help of the conventional turth. — See Murti, pp.
232, 253.

3 For the realist, when one says: ‘Do not make a sound’, a sound that is existent
prevents another sound that is not existent, whereas the Madhyamika’s statement
‘All things are void’ cannot prevent anything, for it is itself void. To this the Madh-

yamika replies that there is no sound that is ‘existent’; the objection, therefore, is not

valid. — The idea of sadhyasama will occur again when Nagarjuna takes up the
question of the possibility of a negation in the three times (v. LXIX). This is one
of the several Naiyayika technical terms used by Nagarjuna in this treatise (see
Glossary, published in 7IP 5 [1978], pp.240-41. It should be noted, however, that
Nagarjuna and Gandrakirti do not use the term in the sense in which Nyaya uses it. See
my ‘Note on the interpretation of the term sadhyasamain Madhyamaka Texts’, in FIP
2, 3/4 (March/June 1974), pp. 225-30. Cf. also, for instance, Candrakirti, MKV.,
p. 283, 11, 3ff. ‘There is a verse in Aryadeva’s Caiuhsataka (reconstructed from the
Tibetan ), which, although it does not use the term sadhyasama, is clearly reminiscent
of the Nyaya use of it (on which cf. B. K. Matilal, ‘A Note on the Nydya Fallacy
Sadhyasama and Petitio Principii’, in FIP 2, 3/4, pp. 211-24). The opponent
wants to prove the reality of the sense-objects on the ground that they are perceived.
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But Aryadeva argues' that they are not perceived, and concludes: tasmat :ddhjena
sadhyasya siddhir naivopapadyate. Since the ‘reason’, the fact of being perceived (pratya-
Ksatva), is itself to be proved (sadhya), it cannot establish the thesis to be established
(sadhya). (The Catuhfataka of Aryadeva, Sanskrit and Tibetan Texts with copious extracts
Jrom the Commentary of Candrakirti, reconstructed and edited by Vidhushekhara Bhat-
tacharya, Visua-Bharati Series 2, Calcutta 1931, Ch. XIII, v. 5 [ Karika 305, p. 172]).
So far as I can see, Nagarjuna and Candrakirti never express themselves in this way.
— Vaidya’s interpretation of Aryadeva’s Karika 396 (Ch. XVI, v. 21), followed by
May (P. L, Vaidya, Etudes sur Aryadeva et son Catuhlataka, chapitres VIII-XVI, Paris
1923, p. 166; cf. May, p. 93, n. 205), is inexact. See Candrakirti’s comment
pp- 289-90. The rendering of sadhyasama by ‘petitio principii’, ‘pétition de principc’,
found in the modern translations of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, is to be modiﬁcc;
in the light of these recent contributions.

Now about your statement [contained in v. Iv]:

XXIX.! If T had any proposition (pratijiia), then this defect (dosa)
would be mine. I have, however, no proposition (ndsti ca mama
pratyfia). Therefore, there is no defect that is mine (tasman naivasti
me dosal).

If I had any proposition, then the defect previously stated by you
would be mine, because it would affect the specific character of my
proposition, (mama pratyfidlaksanapraptatoat). [But] I have no pro-
position. Thus [we observe:] When all things are void, perfectly
appeased and by nature isolated?, how can there be a’ proposition ?
How can something affect the specific character of a proposition
(kutah pratijfialaksanapraptih)? [And] how can there be a defect,
caused by the fact of affecting the specific character of a proposition
(kutah pratijfialaksanapraptikrio dosal)? — In these circumstances, your
statement: “The defect is only yours because it affects the specific cha-
racter of your proposition’, is not valid3.

1This and the following verse are quoted by Candrakirti, MKV, p. 16,

2 fanpesv atyantopasantesu prakrtivivikiesu. — The things’ being devoid of an intrinsic
nature does not mean that they have no nature at all. In their essential nature
(brakrti), they are nothing but the universal and absolute Reality, which is ‘perfectly
appeased’ (atyaniopasinta) and ‘by nature isolated’ (prak,rtivivikia). That Nature
isolated from its appearances, is not, however, an entity that can be detcrmincci
f)bjectively. ‘By their nature, the things are not a determinate entity. Their nature
is a nonjnature ; it is their non-nature which is their nature. For they have only one
n‘atu.re, 1€, no nature (from the objective standpoint)’: prakrtyaiva na te dharmah
kimcit. ya ca prakrtih saprakrtip, Ya caprakrtih sa prakrtih sarvadharmanam — e/calak;aqmtvd‘d
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yad utélaksanatvat. (Astasahasrika Prajhdparamitd, p. 96, ed. by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga,

1960). — The expression prakrtivivikia occurs on the same page of the Astasahasrikd

Prajiiaparamita. Nagarjuna uses the words $dnta and upasinta in the same sense. The
Absolute is ‘appeased’, because it is not ‘grasped’, and hence not expressed in words.
Cf. MK XVIII, 9; XXV 24.

In the Mahayina works the Absolute is often spoken of as beyond ‘grasping’
(upalambha). Objectively speaking, it is ‘non-existent’. But from its abjective non-
existence we should not conclude its metaphysical non-existence. ~ On the contrary,
its objective ‘non-existence’ is evidence, of its highest metaphysical ‘existence’, its being
‘not grasped’ in an objective sense is evidence of its being ‘grasped’ in the highest
metaphysical sense, i.e., beyond the subject-object split. We read thus in the Mahd-
yana-S ttralamkara;

ydvidyamanatd saiva parama vidyamanataf

sarvathanupalambhas ca upalambhali paro matah || (IX, 78; ed. by S. Lévi, Paris, 1907).

Cf. also Candrakirti, - MKV, p. 265: avidyatimiraprabhavopalabdham bhavajatam

yendtmana vigatdvidyGtimiranam dryanam adarSanayogena visapatvam upaydti tad eva svar ipam
esam svabhdva iti -vyavasthapyate . .. sa caisa bhavandm anutpadatmakah svabhavo kimeittvend-
bhavamatratvad asvabhdva eveti krtva ndsti bhavaspabhdve iti vijfleyam. [ Supra, p. 90.
See also Atman-Brahman, p. 67, n. 3; pp. 96-8]. .

3 The Méﬂhyamika may say that, if in the realist’s opinion he cannot deny with his
void statement the reality of the things, the realist himself cannot deny the  Madhya-
mika’s negation. To this the realist replies that the objection does not apply to him,
for it is the Madhyamika, not he, who holds that all things are void;-his statement
negating the Madhyamika’s negation is therefore not void. — But the Médhyamika
replies in turn that the realist’s objection is not valid, for the Madhyamika has no
proposition of his own. ‘All things are void’ is not a “proposition”. It only " expresses
the Inexpressible, with the help of the conventional truth — as he has already
explained in the preceding verse. The real language here would be silence: paramdrtho

hy arydnam taspimbhavah, Candrakirti (MKV, p. 57; cf. Murti, p. 232; supra, p. 90
for a different reading cf. J. W. de Jong, “Textcritical Notes on the Prasannapada)in

Indo-Iranian Fournal (Dordrecht) 20 (1978), p. 33).

[Refutation of the third objection; see vv. V, VI above].

XXX. If I apprehended something with the help of perception,
etc., then I would either affirm or deny (pravartayeyam nivartayeyam
va). [But] since that thing does not exist, I am not to blame (tada-
bhavan me ’nupalambhak).

If I apprehended something with the help of the four pramanas, viz.,
perception, inference, identification and verbal testimony, or with the
help of one of these, then only would I either affirm or deny. [But]
since I do not even apprehend an object of any kind ( yathartham evdham
kamein nopalabhe), 1 neither affirm mnor deny (tasman na pravartayami
na nivartayami). In these circumstances, your criticism  (yo bhavato-
palambha uktah): ‘If [you say that] you deny the things after having
apprehended them through one of the pramanas, viz., perception, etc.,
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[we reply:] those pramanas do not exist, nor do exist the objects to be
gpprehendcd through them (¢ai§ ca pramapair api gamya arthah)’
oes not concern me at all (sa me bhavaty evdniapa‘lambhalz). ’

Furthermore:

XX)-(I. .Ff SL}Ch and such objects are established for you through th
pramanas (yadi ca pramanatas te tesam tesim prasiddhir arthanam ) tgll .
how‘thosc: pramanas are established for you (fesam punal sasiddhin,
brahi katham te pramananam)!. : o o prosiddin
) If you think that such and such ‘objects of true cognition’ (artha-
nam prameyanam) are established through the "instrumenti of tn e
_Il..lt10n, (pramana), just as the things to be measured (meya) e estab.
lished throggh the measuring instruments (mana) [\:\}J,C azsl;] CSItIab?
are those ‘instruments of true cognition’, viz., p‘er::eption in.f e,
compa.rls(_)n and verbal testimony, established ? If [you, sa e?;xnce’
tbe prar_nazzas are established without the help of pramanas ( _yza'i tdj:zr]z
Ztlzl,yftramcﬁz]anag pramananam syd.t prasiddhit), then [your] proposition
[':1 o’ jects  are established through pramanas is abandoned
l(j';‘mmanfzta rt/z_dndm prasiddhir iti hiyate pratijiia)?®, .
he Madhyamika-Naiyayika controvers
.theV.(V%deasﬁtra: II, 1, 8-19. ‘Vacaspatimis
in Vizianagram Sanskrit Serie
is a Nl’édhyamika, Furt}feljn?;):c‘s ’ B‘(;Jn’irt:;tiggeg)(;ezxir;islsgoﬂifss];hactl th%’ haceer
expliquée avec précision’ (L. de La Vallée Poussin, MKV, pl? 56 1(1) ul():lhlques e

have the Madhyamika’s own version of t
pp. 1494 ’
2
Because the pramanas, the ‘means iti
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v. XXXIITI below. — ’ r 1o oot e
n. 5). '

y over the pramanas is well known from

e Here we
18 controversy. See on this question Murti
,

, are also ‘objects’ (artha). Cf.

. .
It might be better to omit the entire sentence’ (Text, p. 63
A > . »

XXXI11 a.-b. If .the pramdnas are established throu
then there is an infinite series (anavastha).
If you think that the ‘objects of true cognition’
f}sltabh‘sh{:d through the ‘means of true cognition’ (pramapa) and that
ose ‘means of true cognition’ are established through other ‘means

.
(.)f true Cf)gmtlon., then there follows an infinite series — What har
is there if there is an infinite series ?— -

gh other pramanas,
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ra, in his Nydyavaritikatatparyatika (p- 249



