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Preface

This book provides an analyzed translation of part of Jam-yang-shay-pa
Ngag-wang-tson-drii’s® Decisive Analysis of the Middle,” also called Great
Exposition of the Middle,” which came to be the normative textbook for
the study of Chandrakirti’s Middle Way treatise in the Go-mang College
of Dre-pung Monastery. Specifically, translated here is the section on the
object of negation in general and the object of negation in the Middle Way
Autonomy School in the Decisive Analysis of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supple-
ment to (Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”: Treasury of Scripture
and Reasoning, Thoroughly Illuminating the Profound Meaning [of Emp-
tiness], Entrance for the F ortunate,’ originally published in 1695. The au-
thor of this text, the Ge-lug polymath Jam-yang-shay-pa, is a prolific
writer who composed the second set of monastic textbooks of Go-mang
College.

In brief, the formation of monastic textbooks in Go-mang College can
be divided into three phases. The first phase is the early growth of monas-
tic education in Dre-pung Monastery and its subdivision, Go-mang Col-
lege. Whether or not these units had set up formalized monastic curricula
in the early 15" century C.E. is unclear. The second phase is comprised by
the Old Monastic Textbooks® of Go-mang College which were formulated
when the oral lectures of Gung-ru Ch(')—kyi—jung—nef were turned into a for-
malized set of monastic textbooks in the early seventeenth century. Later,
despite the destruction of his textbooks in Go-mang College and Ja-pii
Monastery in Kham, they survived and were used until the advent of the
New Monastic Textbooks by Jam-yang-shay-pa in the third phase in the
very late seventeenth century, when they were replaced by his newly com-
posed works.

a jam dbyangs bzhad pa ngag dbang brtson ‘grus, 1648-1721/1722.
dbu ma’i mtha’ dpyod.
© dbu ma chen mo.
d dbu ma ’jug pa’i mtha’ dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun gsal skal bzang ’jug
ngogs.
¢ yig cha rnying pa.
gung ru chos kyi 'jung gnas, mid. 16" to early 17" centuries.
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THE AUTHOR OF THE GREAT EXPOSITION OF THE
MIDDLE

Jam-yang-shay-pa® was born in the Am-do Province of Tibet in 1648 east
of the Blue Lake." Having studied the alphabet at age seven with his uncle,
who was a monk, he mastered reading and writing and six years later be-
came a novice monk. He went to Lhasa at age twenty-one to further his
studies at the Go-mang College of Dre-pung Monastery; six years later he
received full ordination and at twenty-nine entered the Tantric College of
Lower Lhasa. From age thirty-three he spent two years in meditative re-
treat in a cave near Dre-pung Monastery. Perhaps it was at this time that
Mafjjushri, also called Mafijughosha, appeared to him and smiled, due to
which, according to Ngag-wang-leg-dan,' he came to be called “One On
Whom Maiijushr1 (Jam-yang) Smiled (shay-pa).”

At age fifty-three he became abbot of Go-mang and at sixty-two in
1710 returned to Am-do Province where he founded a highly influential
monastery at Tra-shi-khyil.! Seven years later he founded a tantric college
at the same place. He wrote prolifically on the full range of topics of a
typical Tibetan polymath and, having received honors from the central Ti-
betan government and from the Chinese Emperor, died at the age of sev-
enty-three or seventy-four in 1721/2.

Partly because of the close connection between Go-mang College and
the Mongolian peoples stretching from the Caspian Sea through Siberia,
who were predominantly Ge-lug-pa by this time, Jam-yang-shay-pa’s in-
fluence on the Ge-lug-pa order has been considerable. His life manifests a
pattern typical of many influential Tibetan religious figures—child prod-
igy, learned scholar, disseminator of the religion, politician, priest to polit-
ical personages, monastery leader, yogi, magician, popular teacher, and
prolific writer.

€ This short biography is taken from Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 14-15. For a longer
biography see Derek F. Maher, “Knowledge and Authority in Tibetan Middle Way Schools
of Buddhism: A Study of the Gelukba (dge lugs pa) Epistemology of Jamyang Shayba
(Yjam dbyangs bzhad pa) In Its Historical Context” (Ph.D. diss., University of Virginia,
2003), 169-196.

~ mtsho sngon.

' mhkhan zur ngag dbang legs ldan, 1900-1971; abbot emeritus of the Tantric College of
Lower Lhasa and ge-she of Go-mang College; a Tibetan born in Yag-day (g.yag sde) on
the border between the central and western provinces of Tibet but included in Tsang
(gtsang), he is not to be confused with the Mongolian ngag dbang legs Idan.

1" bkra shis "khyil.
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TOPICS OF THE BOOK

Regarding the principal topic of this book, the object of negationk in the
view of emptiness according to the Middle Way School and especially its
subdivision, the Autonomy School, Tsong-kha-pa Lo-sang-drag-pa,1 the
founder of the Ge-lug tradition, puts great emphasis on the identification
of object of negation—that is to say, what is rejected in the view of emp-
tiness—since, according to him, without clearly identifying what veils
suchness (or emptiness) one cannot achieve the view of emptiness:™

With regard to delineating the absence of true existence in phe-
nomena, if you do not understand well just what true establish-
ment is, as well as how [phenomena] are apprehended as truly ex-
istent, the view of suchness will definitely go astray.

Moreover, the Ge-lug-pa presentation of the understanding of the object
of negation in the Autonomy School is an important feature providing cru-
cial justification for the division of the Middle Way School into the two
subschools of the Autonomy School and the Consequence School. In the
present work, Jam-yang-shay-pa defends and refines Tsong-kha-pa’s po-
sition on the object of negation, and also clarifies objections from scholars
on particular points within the Ge-lug-pa tradition as well as from other
traditions of Tibetan Buddhism.

This translation of Jam-yang-shay-pa’s text utilizes the UMA Debate
Analysis Method, colorizing the author’s positions in blue and what he
considers incorrect positions in red to help readers easily understand the
content of debates. In this way [ have reformatted Jam-yang-shay-pa’s De-
cisive Analysis of the Middle to clearly highlight the three fundamental
aspects of Tibetan literary debate: a refutation of the philosophical posi-
tions of others with which the author does not agree (“Refuting Other Sys-
tems”), a constructive presentation of his own philosophical positions
(“Our Own System”), and a refutation of potential objections that others
might raise to his own philosophical positions (“Dispelling Objections to
Our Own Position”).

Jam-yang-shay-pa’s presentation not only functions as an authoritive
monastic text providing debate skills and strategy, but also is as an arena
where historical figures criticize each other through virtual debates

k dgag bya, pratisedhya.
! tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, 1357-1419.

™ Translated by Jeffrey Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, ed. by
Kevin Vose (Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publications, 2008), 186.
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conducted in a formalized style, thereby making arguments promoting
specific philosophical points.

GENERAL SECTION ON THE OBJECT OF NEGATION

The first part translated here is Jam-yang-shay-pa’s general section on
what is refuted in the doctrine of emptiness in the Middle Way School. It
consists of nine refutations in the subsection on Refuting Other Systems
and two debates in the subsection on Dispelling Objections. As I show in
list form below, analysis indicates that Jam-yang-shay-pa indirectly pre-
sents 71 points in Refuting Other Systems and 9 points in Dispelling Ob-
jections, whereas the number of points that he presents in the subsection
on Our Own System is remarkably small, only 14. Thus, all three sections
need to be gleaned to understand the philosophical structure being pre-
sented about the object of negation.

In addition to this discrepancy in numbers, there is also a difference in
format. Philosophical points are only indirectly presented in Refuting
Other Systems and Dispelling Objections, since they are embedded in de-
bate dialogs, requiring ferretting out the author’s own position usually by
extrapolating the opposite of the notion being voiced, while the part pre-
senting Our Own System consists of direct presentation of philosophical
positions written in expository prose. As presented below, these points:

1. justify the necessity of identifying the object of negation

2. introduce the two different ways of discerning the two types of objects
of negation

3. provide the criteria and subdivisions of the objects to be negated by
correct reasonings

4. clarify easily confused logical terms.

When we compare these philosophical points on the identification of ob-
ject of negation in this way, the difference between indirect and direct
presentations is obvious. This characteristic of the genre of Decisive Anal-
ysis" within monastic textbook literature contrasts sharply with the style
of other Tibetan scholastic thinking, which focuses on expository prose to
provide detail on philosophical systems. The style of Decisive Analysis
has a twofold explicit pedagogical function and goal indicated clearly in
its usage of actual debate format—it teaches monastics how to debate, and

" mtha’ dpyod. The meaning of mtha’ dpyad pa is variously described as analyzing the
limits of entailment (khyab mtha’ dpyad pa), “final analysis” (mtha’ dpyad pa), and “deci-
sive analysis” (mtha’ gcad pa).
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it also massively communicates specific philosophical points.

In this way, Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis of the Middle aims
to teach skills and strategies for actual debate practice in the debate court-
yard while educating students about crucial philosophical points in the
process. Whereas the “Our Own System” section may be relatively modest
in extent, when looked at as a whole, all three sections—and their 94
points—are tightly marshaled to argue for specific philosophical positions,
all along teaching students how one goes about debating them. (See the
chart on the next page.)
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Detailing the 71 individual points in Refuting Other Systems, the
14 points in Our Own System, and the 9 points in Dispelling Ob-
Jjections to Our Own Position (the beginning of each debate is in
bold)

JAM-YANG-SHAY-PA’S 71 POINTS IN REFUTING OTHER SYSTEMS

First Debate

If one has not identified the object of negation, the non-dawn-
ing of any object to one’s awareness and not thinking any-
thing is not to see, not to realize the mode of subsistence.

It cannot be claimed that the mere non-dawning of all the stable
and the moving, that is to say, the inanimate and the animate, to
your mind is the meaning of seeing the mode of subsistence of
those objects because it is not that you realize the mode of sub-
sistence of all the stable and the moving in worldly realms that
you yourself do not know.

Aspects of all the stable and the moving in worldly realms do not
dawn to your awareness.

The non-dawning of those is not the meaning of seeing the mode
of subsistence of these objects.

Whatever is a non-view ignorance (/fa min gyi ma rig pa) neces-
sarily does not realize emptiness!

When the aspect of emptiness dawns to an awareness, the aspect
of the negative of its object of negation dawns.

The non-dawning of anything to an awareness is not a realization
of emptiness.

When the aspect of emptiness dawns, the factor that is a negative
of the object of negation—true establishment—dawns.

Emptiness is a non-affirming negative that is a negative of true
establishment.

10

Since emptiness is a non-affirming negative that is a negative of
true establishment, the factor that is the negative of the object of
negation—true establishment—must dawn when the aspect of
emptiness dawns.

11

When meaning-generalities of non-affirming negatives dawn in
dependence upon explicitly refuting their objects of negation, it
is necessary that another phenomenon is not projected explicitly
or implicitly.




Preface 13

12

Without the meaning-generality of the object of negation previ-
ously dawning to an awareness, the nonexistence that is the neg-
ative of it cannot dawn to an awareness.

13

With regard to realization of emptiness, both (1) the non-dawn-
ing of appearances of coarse conventionalities and (2) a dawn-
ing of an aspect—that is, a generic image—of the naturelessness
of those objects are necessary.

Buddhapalita asserts that for realization of the emptiness of for-
mer and future births, a dawning of an image of the natureless-
ness of those is necessary; and the Chandrakirti also asserts
such.

14

The Nihilists and the Proponents of the Middle Way are very
different due to the fact that the Nihilists’ see the mere non-ap-
pearance of those objects from the power of ignorance whereas
the Proponents of the Middle Way see phenomena as not inher-
ently produced and so forth by reason of the nonexistence of the
inherent nature of all phenomena.

15

The measure of realizing the view is realization that future lives
and so forth do not truly exist because of being empty of inher-
ent existence due to being dependent-arisings.

16

Second Debate
Without knowing the details with regard to conventions, one
cannot realize emptiness.

17

Conventions have to be validly established.

18

The ultimate is other than conventionalities.

19

Without knowing how to posit the valid establishment of conven-
tions it is impossible to realize naturelessness.

20

Third Debate

Without knowing how to posit valid establishment, it cannot
be posited that emptiness is realized through holding that
phenomena are natureless.

21

Without knowing how to posit valid establishment, it cannot be
posited that the emptiness of former and later births is realized
through holding that former and later births are natureless.

22

The Diverged Afars’, that is, Nihilists’, holding former and later
births as natureless, for example, is not a view of emptiness.
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23

The reasons why this view of the Diverged Afars is a view of an-
nihilation but the Middle Way Proponents’ holding former and
later births as natureless is a pure view are respectively due to the
Diverged Afars’ not asserting but the Middle Way Proponents’
asserting establishment in conventional terms.

24

The Diverged Afars’ holding that former and later births are na-
tureless is a view of annihilation.

25

The Diverged Afars do not realize naturelessness as the Propo-
nents of the Middle Way do within knowing how to posit the valid
establishment of conventionalities.

26

The Middle Way view and mode of holding that former and later
births are natureless do not accord with those of the Diverged
Afars.

27

Both the Diverged Afars and the Proponents of the Middle Way
hold that former and later births are natureless.

28

Although the Diverged Afars and the Proponents of the Middle
Way are similar in holding that the objects, former and later
births, are natureless, whether it is the Middle Way view or not is
posited separately due to differences in the inner modes of the
realizers’ awarenesses.

29

For example, when both someone who identified a man as a rob-
ber and another who did not identify such say, “He is the robber,”
it is posited that the one who knew the robber identified the rob-
ber and that the other one did not identify the robber.

30

Buddhapalita says, “Likewise, although it is a fact that all phe-
nomena are empty and because of being empty are not produced
and not ceased, those (the Proponents of the Middle Way) who
have knowledge by direct perception of it (that is, emptiness,)
are endowed with goodness and are praised, but because the oth-
ers (the Diverged Afars) do not directly (see) emptiness, they are
polluted by the defects of view and derided by the wise.”

31

Fourth Debate

The view in the Diverged Afars mental continuum that for-
mer and later births are natureless is not the Middle Way
view.

32

The naturelessness of former and later births is the final mode of
subsistence.

33

The view in the mental continuum of Proponents of the Great Ex-
position that a Buddha’s enjoyment body is natureless is not the
Middle Way view.
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34

The naturelessness of an enjoyment body is the final mode of sub-
sistence.

35

Likewise, know how to apply this mode of refutation to the
Mind-Only Proponents’ view that the imputational nature is not
established by way of its own character.

36

Fifth Debate

Such a view in the Diverged Afars’ continuum that former
and later births are natureless is not a factually concordant
conceptual consciousness.

37

The view in the continuum of a Proponent of the Great Exposition
that a Buddha’s enjoyment body is natureless is not a factually
concordant conceptual consciousness.

38

Sixth Debate

The statement by Tsong-kha-pa:
When, in that way, you have identified well the apprehen-
sion of true existence, you will understand that there are
many apprehensions that are not the two apprehensions
of self, whereby all wrong ideas asserting that reasonings
analyzing suchness refute all objects apprehended by
conceptuality will be overcome.

is logically feasible.

39

The thought of the Perfection of Wisdom Siitras is not to be ex-
plained as being that howsoever forms are apprehended—as the
four extremes of being empty or not empty or as the middle free
from them—are apprehensions of extremes and hence have to be
refuted.

40

Tsong-kha-pa, having solely refuted truth, that is, true establish-
ment (bden par grub pa), asserts that forms abide in the middle.

41

The distinction should be made that reasoning analyzing the ulti-
mate refutes inherent existence but does not refute forms and so
forth that are illusory-like dependent-arisings.

42

Reasoning does not refute all whatsoever objects.

42

Go-ram-pa contradicts many siitras and treatises such as Chan-
drakirti’s Clear Words which says:
We are not propounding that “Action, doer, effect, and so
forth do not exist.”
Why?
We posit that inherent existence does not exist.
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43

Seventh Debate

Refutation of objects imputed only by Forders and Propo-
nents of Tenets does not harm the apprehension of inherent
existence that has operated beginninglessly.

44

Even among innate awarenesses there are apprehensions of per-
manence and of former and later phenomena as one.

45

There is something eliminated by “only” in the statement that ref-
utation of objects imputed only by Forders and Proponents of
Tenets does not harm the apprehension of inherent existence that
has operated beginninglessly: namely, what is misapprehended
by innate misapprehensions.

46

Whatever is an apprehension of permanence is not necessarily an
apprehension in accordance with the Forders’ superimposition
that the self is permanent.

47

An innate apprehension of permanence does not apprehend in that
way, that is to say, in accordance with the Forders’ superimposi-
tion that the self is permanent.

48

In the continuums of those who are not involved in tenet systems
such as animals and so forth, there is no apprehension that the self
is permanent in the sense of not being produced from causes and
conditions.

49

In the continuums of those who are not involved in tenet systems
such as animals and so forth, there is apprehension that the self is
permanent in the sense of not disintegrating until death.

50

Since the Proponents of the Great Exposition, the Proponents of
Sttra, and so forth have not entered the Middle Way view, they
cannot harm the conceived object of the apprehension of true ex-
istence.

51

The thesis that Tsong-kha-pa’s statement—*“Refutation of ob-
jects imputed only by Forders and Proponents of Tenets does not
harm the apprehension of inherent existence that has operated
beginninglessly”—is not logically feasible is not logically feasi-
ble.

52

Eighth Debate
There are two objects of negation by correct reasoning: exist-
ent and nonexistent.

53

Object of negation by a correct reasoning and object of negation
that is the opposite of the probandum of a correct sign are not
equivalent.
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54

The apprehension of true existence is an object of negation by a
correct reasoning.

55

The apprehension of true existence is not an object of negation by
a correct sign proving the absence of true existence.

56

The apprehension of true existence is not a probandum of a cor-
rect sign.

57

The apprehension of true existence is an object of negation by a
correct reasoning proving something as not truly existent.

58

Reasoning (rigs pa) and logicality (thad pa) are equivalent.

59

Both an apprehension of true existence as well as its conceived
object—that is, true establishment—must be posited as objects
of negation by a correct reasoning, which is also called a correct
logicality.

60

Since the apprehension of true existence is not logically feasible
in accordance with its apprehension, the apprehension of true
existence comes to be an object of negation by a correct logical-

ity.

61

The apprehension of true existence is existent.

62

You cannot negate by means of a correct sign something that ex-
ists.

63

The predicate of the probandum in a proof of something is not to
be confused with the probandum in the proof of that something
since a probandum has both a subject and a predicate.

64

Ninth Debate
The object of negation that is the opposite of a probandum of
a correct sign necessarily does not exist.

65

Nonexistence of sprout is not the object of negation that is the
opposite of the probandum of a correct sign proving that a sprout
exists.

66

That a sprout exists is the probandum in the proof that a sprout
exists.

67

That that a sprout exists is the probandum in the proof that a
sprout exists does not entail that the nonexistence of a sprout is
the object of negation that is the opposite of the probandum of a
correct sign proving that a sprout exists.

68

That a sprout is nonexistent is posited as the opposite of the pro-
bandum in the proof that a sprout exists.

69

Existence of self is not the object of negation of the probandum
in the proof that the aggregates are selfless by the sign, depend-
ent-arising.
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70

Your mode of assertion with regard to a sprout—that is, that the
nonexistence of sprout is the object of negation that is the oppo-
site of the probandum of a correct sign proving that a sprout ex-
ists—is not logically feasible.

71

It is not reasonable to refute even the substratum.

JAM-YANG-SHAY-PA’S 14 POINTS IN OUR OWN SYSTEM

In order to ascertain emptiness it is necessary initially to identify
the object of negation because if the object of negation is not
identified, the emptiness that negates the object of negation is
not identified.

In general, there are two types of objects of negation: objects of
negation by the path and objects of negation by reasoning.

Among them, within the objects of negation by the path, there
must be an existent because if there is not an existent object of
negation by the path, all sentient beings would be self-released,
and the hardship of practicing the path would be meaningless.

With respect to objects of negation by correct reasoning, two
types are taken as objects of negation—wrong apprehensions
and the objects apprehended by them

It is like, for example, the fact that with regard to objects of ne-
gation by the reasoning of dependence, both (1) the apprehen-
sion of a thing as not depending on causes and conditions and
(2) its object, that is, a thing’s not depending on causes and con-
ditions, are not logically feasible and not reasonable, and there-
fore they are taken as objects of negation.

Although there are four types of correct reasoning—the reason-
ings of dependence, of logicality, of the performance of function,
and of nature—when summarized, they are included within two
types, because these four are included into the reasoning analyz-
ing the ultimate and the reasoning analyzing conventions.

Logically feasible ( ‘thad pa), suitable (rung ba), and reasonable
(rigs pa) are equivalent because Vasubandhu’s Principles of Ex-
planation (rnam bshad pa’i rigs pa, vyakyayukti) says such.

The rigs pa of 'thad rigs (‘'thad pa dang rigs pa, logicality and
reasoning) and the rig pa of blo rig (blo dang rig pa, awareness
and knowledge) are not equivalent.
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In Tibetan the presence and absence of the suffix sa in rigs pa

and rig pa differ, and in Sanskrit the terms also differ since yosir®
is used for the rigs pa of 'thad rigs (logicality and reasoning) and
vidya is used for the rig pa of blo rig (awareness and
knowledge).

10

The opposite of logicality is taken as the object of negation by
reasoning.

11

When comparing the high speech (gsung rab, pravacana) of
Tsong-kha-pa and his spiritual sons Khay-drub and Gyal-tshab,
it turns out that the four non-reasonables (non-reasonable with
regard to dependence, non-reasonable with regard to logicality,
non-reasonable with regard to the performance of function, and
non-reasonable with regard to nature) which are the opposites of
the four reasonings (the reasoning of dependence, of logicality,
of the performance of function, and of nature) are taken as ob-
jects of negation.

12

Correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag) and correct sign (rtags
yang dag) are not equivalent.

13

Because the objects of negation by a correct reasoning and a cor-
rect sign are not equivalent, correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag)
and correct sign (rtags yang dag) are not equivalent, and the ob-
jects of negation by a correct reasoning and a correct sign are
also not equivalent.

14

In accordance with statements by the lords of scholars Gung-ru
Cho-kyi-jung-nay and Tag-lung-drag-pa Lo-dro-gya-tsho, the
objects of negation by correct signs are nonexistents because
there are manifold scriptures and reasonings.

JAM-YANG-SHAY-PA’S 9 POINTS IN DISPELLING OBJECTIONS

Tenth Debate
The apprehension of something as truly existent by an ap-
prehension of true existence is not logically feasible.

° The two editions of dbu ma’i mtha' dpyod read yosir. See 'jam dbyangs bzhad pa, dbu
ma 'jug pa'i mtha' dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun gsal gyi dkar chag in the Col-
lected Works of 'Jam-dbyangs-bzhad-pa'i-rdo-rje: Reproduced from prints from Bkra-shis-
'khyil Blocks, vol. 9 (South India, India: s.n., 1995). 186a.3; 'jam dbyangs bzhad pa, dbu
ma 'jug pa'i mtha' dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod (Beijing, China: pe cin nyug hran shin 'gyig
par khang, 2004). 190.3. I was not able to find the corresponding Sanskrit term for yosir.
It might be yukti.
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The apprehension of something as truly existent by a conscious-
ness apprehending true existence is an object of negation by a
correct reasoning; however, it is not that the apprehension of
something as truly existent by a consciousness apprehending
true existence does not exist.

The apprehending of something as truly existent by a conscious-
ness apprehending true existence is not logically feasible, but the
apprehension of something as truly existent by a consciousness
apprehending true existence does exist.

The Outsiders’ reasonings proving the existence of a self of per-
sons and their modes of explanation each exist.

The Outsiders’ reasonings proving the existence of a self of per-
sons and their modes of explanations are not logically feasible.

Eleventh Debate
The apprehension of true existence is not an object of nega-
tion by a sign analyzing the ultimate.

The apprehension of true existence is an object of negation by
an inference that is a rational consciousness analyzing the ulti-
mate.

There is utterly no entailment that whatever is an object of ne-
gation by an inference that is a rational consciousness analyzing
the ultimate is necessarily an object of negation by a sign ana-
lyzing the ultimate.

The wisdom realizing the absence of true existence is not a pro-
bandum of a correct sign proving the absence of true existence.

As can be seen from the table, students learn from the two sections on
Refuting Other Systems and Dispelling Objections many more of Jam-
yang-shay-pa’s positions than are in the presentation of his own system.

This layout has the virtue of disentangling these components from the

complex back and forth of the original text. Having done so, not only can
we clearly see what those points are, but we can also appreciate the relative
extent of each of the three components, thereby glimpsing what such de-
bate texts strive to accomplish—expertise in the method of debate within
acquisition of philosophical points, and, perhaps above all, an increased
capacity to think logically.
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THE OBJECT OF NEGATION IN THE AUTONOMY
ScHOOL

The second part Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis of the Middle
translated in this book concerns the object of negation in the Middle Way
Autonomy School. This also is divided into three sections—Refuting Oth-
ers’ Mistakes, Presenting Our Own System, and Dispelling Objections to
Our Own System.

Refuting others’ mistakes about the object of
negation in the Autonomy School

The sixteen refutations of others’ mistakes center around four topics:

1. explaining and defending Tsong-kha-pa’s identification of the innate
apprehension of true existence

2. analyzing whether true existence appears to sense consciousnesses ac-
cording to the Autonomy School

3. determining the meaning of “merely imputed by conceptuality” (rtog
pas btags tsam) and “only imputed by names” (ming gis btags tsam)
according to the Autonomy School

4. examining abstruse and central points regarding the reasoning of the
lack of being one and many, the favorite reasoning of the Autonomy
School.

1. Explaining and defending Tsong-kha-pa’s
identification of the innate apprehension of
true existence (debates 1-4)

In the main part of this section, Jam-yang-shay-pa explains that Tsong-
kha-pa’s identification of the innate apprehension of true existence stems
from the statement in the Perfection of Wisdom Stitras that all phenomena,
including emptinesses, only conventionally exist and his extrapolation of
true existence or ultimate existence as the opposite of that. Since the emp-
tiness of form, for instance, is realized by an analytical consciousness
searching for form, this analytical consciousness® cannot be the “ultimate”
in the term “ultimately exist” when the Perfection of Wisdom Sitras say
that form does not ultimately exist. For, because the emptiness of form

P Also called a “rational consciousness” or “reasoning consciousness.”
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does exist in the face of, or in the perspective of, such an analytical con-
sciousness, the emptiness of form would absurdly ultimately exist. Tsong-
kha-pa concludes that, rather than this, “ultimate” in the term “ultimately
exist” when the Perfection of Wisdom Siitras say that “form does not ulti-
mately exist,” must mean something else.

Tsong-kha-pa admits that when Proponents of the Middle Way Auton-
omy School debate about true existence or ultimate existence, they mostly
debate about the former sort of ultimate, but he calls this the ultimate ex-
istence, or true existence, in terms of the intellectually imbued apprehen-
sion of ultimate existence, or true existence, and declares that it is not the
ultimate or true existence in terms of the innate apprehension of ultimate
true existence simply because it cannot fit the description in the Perfection
of Wisdom Siitras. The problem is to find such a description in the litera-
ture of an Indian Proponent of the Middle Way Autonomy School. Tsong-
kha-pa finds such a statement in Kamalashila’s //lumination of the Middle
which, through considerable creative adjustment, he turns into just what is
needed. In brief, these modifications allow Tsong-kha-pa to hold that in
this context:

ultimate means “its own uncommon mode of abiding without being
posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness”
(blo gnod med la snang ba’i dbang gis bzhag pa ma yin par rang gi
mthun mong ma yin pa’i sdod lugs), and

ultimately established means “established by way of its own uncom-
mon mode of abiding without being posited through the force of ap-
pearing to a non-defective awareness” (blo gnod med la snang ba’i
dbang gis bzhag pa ma yin par rang gi mthun mong ma yin pa’i sdod
lugs kyi ngos nas grub pa).

Tsong-kha-pa is adamant that Kamalashila’s I/lumination of the Middle is
the only clear text in the Autonomy School to identify the object of nega-
tion in terms of the innate apprehension of true existence. However, fol-
lowing Tsong-kha-pa’s pattern of research, two of his followers take issue
with his claim that Kamalashila’s Il/lumination of the Middle is the only
Autonomy text to identify the object of negation in terms of the innate
apprehension of true existence. Specifically, Jay-tsiin Cho-kyi-gyal-tshan?
of the Jay College of Se-ra Monastery and Gung-ru Cho-jung, the author
of the old textbooks of Go-mang College, claim to have another such iden-
tification, this being two lines in Jianagarbha’s Differentiation of the Two
Truths.

d rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan, 1469-1544/1546.
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Jay-tsiin Cho-kyi-gyal-tshan says that these lines very clearly identify
the innate apprehension of true existence, while Gung-ru Cho-jung asserts
that it explicitly identifies it, the latter perhaps avoiding the word “clearly”
to pretend not to contradict Tsong-kha-pa. Jam-yang-shay-pa, while men-
tioning neither by name, cogently refutes them by referring to the preced-
ing six lines in Jianagarbha’s text itself that undeniably reveal that he is
speaking about the two truths, conventional and ultimate, and hence not
about conventional and ultimate establishment. Jam-yang-shay-pa then
backs this up with references to Jfianagarbha’s Auto-commentary and
Shantarakshita’s Commentarial Explanation of (Jiianagarbha’s) “Differ-
entiation of the Two Truths.” It is easy to conclude that Jam-yang-shay-pa,
by finding this mistake in Jay-tsiin Cho-kyi-gyal-tshan’s and Gung-ru
Cho-jung’s expositions, cogently defends Tsong-kha-pa’s position on the
object of negation in terms of innate apprehension of true existence.

2. Analyzing whether true existence appears to
sense consciousnesses according to the

Autonomy School (debate 5)

Given that Tsong-kha-pa says:

Jiianagarbha’s Autocommentary on “Differentiation of the Two
Truths” explains that true [existence]—the object of negation—
does not appear to sense consciousnesses, and it is the same here
[in Kamalashila’s I/lumination of the Middle].

it is astounding that Jam-yang-shay-pa, contrary to all the other major Ge-
lug-pa textbook authors, holds that true establishment in terms of an innate
apprehension of true establishment appears to sense consciousnesses. He
explains Tsong-kha-pa’s statement away as meaning that true establish-
ment in terms of an intellectually imbued apprehension of true establish-
ment does not appear to sense consciousnesses. This is a highly creative,
critical, and provocative move on Jam-yang-shay-pa’s part, given that if
Tsong-kha-pa meant to say this, he had plenty of opportunity to do so but
did not. Nevertheless, Jam-yang-shay-pa’s re-reading fits in with Tsong-
kha-pa’s positions that in the Mind-Only School and in the Consequence
School the object of negation appears to sense consciousnesses.



24 Preface

3. Determining the meaning of “merely
imputed by conceptuality” (rtog pas btags
tsam) and “only imputed by names” (ming gis
btags tsam) according to the Autonomy School
(debates 6-8)

In brief, once Autonomists assert that all phenomena are established from
their own side, phenomena cannot be merely imputed by conceptuality.
Unlike the Proponents of Mind-Only, the Autonomists assert that the term
“only (zsam)” in “only imputed by names” (ming gis btags tsam) elimi-
nates the two, “own-character” and “establishment from its own side.”

4. Examining abstruse and central points
regarding the reasoning of the lack of being
one and many (debates 9-16)

Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis of the Middle does not give a gen-
eral introduction to the reasoning of the lack of being one or many and,
instead, jumps right into a series of sometimes peripheral and sometimes
central points concerning the reasoning. Therefore, let us turn to Jam-
yang-shay-pa’s Great Exposition of Tenets," published in 1699 four years
after the Great Exposition of the Middle, for a general introduction to the
reasotning of the lack of being one or many.® There Jam-yang-shay-pa
says:

What are the main reasonings refuting true establishment? Except
for several reasons in which dependent-arising and existence are
stated as signs, true establishment is refuted in dependence on
signs that are non-observations of a related object. For, Shanta-
rakshita’s Ornament for the Middle sets forth the lack of being one

: Explanation of “Tenets”: Sun of the Land of Samantabhadra Brilliantly [lluminating All
of Our Own and Others’ Tenets and the Meaning of the Profound [Emptiness], Ocean of
Scripture and Reasoning Fulfilling All Hopes of All Beings (grub mtha’ chen mo / grub
mtha’i rnam bshad rang gzhan grub mtha’ kun dang zab don mchog tu gsal ba kun bzang
zhing gi nyi ma lung rigs rgya mtsho skye dgu’i re ba kun skong).

® For an excellent extensive presentation of the reasoning of the lack of being one or many,
see Lopez, A Study of Svatantrika, 167-191 and 356-379.

t Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 782-785 passim; Taipei, 520.15ff.



Preface 25

and many in dependence on statements of the lack of being one
and many by the Descent into Lanka Sttra, the Meeting of Father
and Son Siitra, and the Superior [Nagarjuna] and his spiritual son
[Aryadeva]. The following are quoted; the Descent into Laika
Siitra says:

Just as although forms devoid

Of oneness and otherness

Appear in a mirror but do not exist,
So is the inherent nature of things.

and the Meeting of Father and Son Siitra says:

Just as reflections

Without inherent existence

Appear in a very clean mirror,
Understand phenomena [such as] trees.

and so forth, and Aryadeva’s Four Hundred Stanzas on the Yogic
Deeds of Bodhisattvas says:

Things that are investigated

Do not have oneness.

In those in which oneness does not exist,
Manyness also does not exist.

Dharmakirti’s Commentary on (Dignaga’s) “Compilation of
Prime Cognition” says:

Things upon definite investigation

Are without thingness [that is, true establishment] in real-
ity,

For they do not have a nature

Of oneness or manyness.

and so forth.
Also, Kamalashila’s ll/lumination of the Middle sets forth the
vajra nodes,” the refutation of production of the existent and the

a Hopkins reports: Kensur Lekden said that this reasoning is called rdo rje gzegs ma be-
cause each of the four reasons is capable of overcoming a conception of inherent existence
just as a piece of diamond has the hardness and so forth of a diamond. From this viewpoint,
gzegs ma (*kand) would mean “piece,” and hence “fragment” (“sliver” no longer strikes
me as appropriate since it suggests a weak, thin piece, whereas these are fragments). How-
ever, according to Apte’s dictionary, the Sanskrit term also means “facet”; this would seem
to be most appropriate when speaking of diamonds (and more appropriate to the meaning
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non-existent, the refutation of production from the four alterna-
tives, and the lack of being one or many; it also explains depend-
ent-arising, which is a reason that is an observation of a contradic-
tory object. Since all phenomena—compounded and uncom-
pounded—are delineated by way of the lack of being one or many,
that a certain [scholar] considers part and whole only with regard
to effective things is a sign of weak intelligence.

Ngag-wang-pal-dan’s word commentary on Jam-yang-shay-pa’s root text
states the reasoning succinctly:®

To state an example: Because of lacking being a truly established
one or many, forms and so forth do not truly exist, as is the case,
for example, with the reflection of a face in a mirror.

To establish the forward-entailment and counter-entailment:
Whatever is truly established is limited to the two, truly existent
one or many.

To prove the presence of the reason in the subject: It is not a
truly established one because of having parts; it is not a truly es-
tablished many because a truly established one does not exist.

To return to Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Great Exposition of Tenets:®

These things do not truly exist because in reality they lack a nature
of being one or many;, as is the case, for example, with a reflection.

Whatever truly exists are limited to being either a truly estab-
lished one or a truly established many, and also whatever are not
established as either of those is necessarily without true existence
because those are contradictory in the sense of mutual exclusion;®
it is like the fact, for example, that whatever exists is necessarily
either one or many...

The presence of the reason in the subject is also established:
It is not a truly existent one because of having parts, and it is not

since each of the four reasons alone actually is not capable of refuting inherent existence);
however, none of my Tibetan sources, oral or written, has explained it this way. The oral
traditions that I have contacted are by no means always accurate; nevertheless, when put
together, the various oral strains are quite full and no Tibetan scholar to date has given this
explanation. One Tibetan scholar said that gzegs ma refers to the nodes, or points, of a
vajra; this accords with the sense of these reasonings being instruments that break apart
mountains of wrong view. Thus, for the time being, I am translating this as “vajra nodes.”

a Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 784.
® Ibid.; Taipei, 521.9.
¢ phan tshun spangs 'gal.
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a truly existent many because a truly existent one does not exist.
Ngag-wang-pal-dan’s Annotations turns to Tsong-kha-pa for more detail:?
In brief, Tsong-kha-pa’s The Essence of Eloquence says:

With respect to the final boundary for demonstrating to
another a composite of contradictions, they refute ulti-
mately established phenomena:

upon demonstrating that, among whatever is asserted by
our own and others’ schools, there does not occur any-
thing partless that does not have many parts such as a tem-
poral series, parts of an object, aspects of an object of con-
sciousness, and so forth,

they demonstrate that, if something is established as pos-
sessing many parts, although there is no contradiction
among conventional objects for one phenomenon to exist
as an essence [or entity] of many parts, within being ulti-
mately established there is the damage that:

1. if the two—parts and parts-possessor [whole]—are
different entities, they would be unrelated

2. if they are one entity, the parts would become one or
the whole would become many.

Here in the Great Exposition of the Middle Jam-yang-shay-pa considers
such topics as whether this reasoning should be called “lack of being either
one truth or many truths” (it seems it should not) and whether this reason-
ing is a correct sign proving only a convention (it should because the rea-
son itself contains the meaning of emptiness).

Along the way, Jam-yang-shay-pa points out that the Consequential-
ists assert space’s establishment from its own side as the measure of
space’s establishment as its own mode of subsistence, and that nobody
from the Autonomists on down has such a subtle assertion, but that this
does not mean that the Consequentialists hold that the proponents of those
other schools do not ascertain with valid cognition that the mode of sub-
sistence is nonproduced. For instance, for non-Consequentialists to realize
that a pot is an effective thing, their realization does not have to be quali-
fied by the absence of inherent existence. Otherwise, it would absurdly
follow that no phenomenon is established with valid cognition by anyone
but the Consequentialists!

In the quoted material above, the example used in the reasoning of the

a Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 784-785; dbu ma pa, ta, 99.1.
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lack of being one and many is a reflection in a mirror; in other places the
example is a magician’s illusion. In India, pebbles or sticks are used as
bases for a magician’s conjuring; the magician recites a mantra as a spell,
and the pebbles or sticks appear as horses and elephants. Jam-yang-shay-
pa makes it clear that the message of the example is not that just as alt-
hough magical illusions appear as horses and elephants, they are empty of
those, so although phenomena such as a pot and so forth appear as a pot
and so forth, they are empty of being a pot and so forth. He reports that
some have taken this to be meaning of self-emptiness, but he says it is not,
for if it were the proper meaning of self-emptiness, nothing would be itself,
in which case even self-emptiness would not be self-emptiness! Rather,
the actual message of the example of a magician’s illusion is that just as
magical illusions appear as horses and elephants but are empty of those,
so phenomena such as a pot and so forth appear to be inherently or truly
existent but are empty of that status of inherent existence. This is the mean-
ing of self-emptiness, not that objects are empty of themselves.

The section of sixteen refutations of others’ mistakes ends with clari-
fying that all phenomena have parts; it is not that just physical, material
phenomena have parts, and not that just what is compounded from causes
and conditions such as consciousnesses have parts, but even uncom-
pounded space, nirvana, and so forth have parts. This move allows the rea-
soning of the lack of being one and many to apply to all phenomena, the
impermanent and the permanent.

Presenting our own system on the object of
negation in the Autonomy School

Jam-yang-shay-pa’s presentation of his own system centers on how Tsong-
kha-pa creatively expands on a statement in Kamalashila’s /llumination of
the Middle so it clearly identifies the object of negation, true existence or
ultimate existence, in terms of the innate apprehension of true existence.
As mentioned briefly above, Tsong-kha-pa does this through finding a sup-
posedly clear exposition in Kamalashila’s text of conventional existence
and then drawing out its counterpart, ultimate existence. Let us look into
this.

In this passage in the lllumination of the Middle Kamalashila cites a
stanza from the Descent into Lanka Sitra:?

The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun rdzob tu,

& dbu ma snang ba, madhyamakaloka, sde dge 3887, dbu ma, vol. sa, 228a.7-228b.3.
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samvrtya),

Ultimately it lacks inherent existence.

That [consciousness] mistaken with regard to the lack of inherent
existence

Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (yang dag kun rdzob, satyam
samvrti).

The problem for Tsong-kha-pa is that the word for “conventional” appears
twice in the stanza, in the first line as kun rdzob tu, samvrtya and in the
fourth line as yang dag kun rdzob, satyam samvrti. The last two lines speak
about the ignorance that—due to not understanding the absence of inherent
existence—obscures reality; as Tsong-kha-pa cogently describes it, this is
a consciousness that is “an apprehender of true existence” (bden ’dzin).
Given that this is the meaning of samvrti in the fourth line, the intuitive
reading of the first line would seem to be that “the production of things
exists obscurationally,” that is to say, for such an ignorant consciousness.

However, Tsong-kha-pa attempts to justify a different meaning for
samvrti in the first line by citing Kamalashila’s commentary:

Therefore, all entities of false things—[existing] through the
power of their [that is, sentient beings’] mentations—are said
“only to exist conventionally.”

Tsong-kha-pa takes “mentations” (bsam pa)* widely as both conceptual
consciousnesses and nonconceptual consciousnesses:

The “mentations” of those living beings are not just conceptual
consciousnesses but also are to be taken as non-conceptual con-
sciousnesses.

False things—that is to say, that do not exist ultimately but are
posited as existing through the force of those two [conceptual and
non-conceptual consciousnesses]—exist only conventionally.
This is the meaning of the statement in the [Descent into Lanka
Siutra), “The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun
rdzob tu, samvrtyd).” Moreover, this does not mean that [such fal-
sities] exist conventionally in the sense of existing for a samvrti
(kun rdzob) that is an apprehender of true existence [as it does in
the final line of the same passage].

The hinge of Tsong-kha-pa’s argument is the meaning of Kamalashila’s
term “mentations,” which he reads not as the ignorance obscuring reality
but as conceptual and non-conceptual consciousnesses in the face of which

d0or “thoughts” as Hopkins translates the term.
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objects are posited as existing. Tsong-kha-pa does not cite it, but just three
sentences later, Kamalashila himself offers another explanation:®

Also, with regard to the proposition that “[All things are] conven-
tionally produced” and so forth [that is to say, “and are not ulti-
mately produced™], it is asserted that the meaning is this:

Because the aforementioned mistaken entity—the ob-
scurer (kun rdzob, samvrti)—displays all things as if pro-
duced even though in reality they are not produced, it is
said that due to the power of [all living beings’] menta-
tions things are conventionally produced.

Therefore, the Buddha [in the Descent into Lanka Sitra] says,
“The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun rdzob tu,
samvrtyd).”
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Has Tsong-kha-pa found the key for unlocking the meaning of this pas-
sage? According to his reading, one type of samvrti, obscurative igno-
rance, displays phenomena as if ultimately produced, but another type of
samvrti, conceptual consciousnesses and nonconceptual consciousnesses,
are the valid means of positing the conventional existence of phenomena.
Or is it that Tsong-kha-pa’s identification of the meaning of kun rdzob tu
(samvrtya) in the first line of the passage in the Descent into Lanka Sitra
as meaning “conventionally” based on Kamalashila’s mention of “menta-
tions” differs from Kamalashila’s thought in this presentation of the mean-

ing of the same with the result that the passage from the Descent into
Lanka Sitra should read:

& NMumination of the Middle, 229a.7-229b.1.
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The production of things [exists] obscurationally (kun rdzob tu,
samvrtya);

Ultimately it lacks inherent existence.

That [consciousness] mistaken with regard to the lack of inherent
existence

Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (vang dag kun rdzob, satyam
samvrti).

If read this way, Kamalashila would be saying that things exist and are
produced only in the face of the ignorance superimposing true existence.

Evidence suggesting this very reading is found in Kamalashila’s Dif-
ficult Points in (Shantarakshita’s) “Ornament for the Middle” where he
comments on stanza 63ab in Shantarakshita’s text:?

Therefore, these things hold
Only the character of the conventional.
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Expanding on the meaning of the stanza, Kamalashila says:

[Someone] thinks: 1f these things ultimately do not have an inher-
ent nature, well then implicitly what is their character?

[Answer: Shantarakshita] states “Therefore, these things...” and
so forth. Since mistaken awarenesses obstruct the suchness of
things, all mistaken awarenesses are obscurers. Because of abid-
ing as entities imputed through the power of mentations that are
mistaken awarenesses, those that exist for these [mistaken menta-
tlons are obscuratlonals
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b For the Tibetan text, see Santaraksita and Kamalasila, Madhyamakalamkara of Santa-
raksita: With His Own Commentary or Vrtti and with the Subcommentary or Paiijika of
Kamalasila, critically ed. by Ichigd Masamichi (Kyoto, Japan: Kyoto Sangyo University,
1985), 196-197.
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Here, Kamalashila explicitly specifies “mentations that are mistaken
awarenesses,” leaving no room for identifying them as “nonconceptual
and conceptual awarenesses” as Tsong-kha-pa does, since these are taken
to be “obscurers,” the ignorant consciousnesses that due to not understand-
ing the lack of inherent existence obscure reality—that is, consciousnesses
apprehending true existence (bden ’dzin). Still, forced to take Kama-
lashila’s own explanation this way, we are left with the dilemma that for
Kamalashila the conventionally existent merely exist for ignorance and
thus are the obscurationally existent, having no more status than the horns
of a rabbit. Still, it has to be admitted that this reading is quite uncomfort-
able in a system that likely upholds the valid establishment of conventional
phenomena. Perhaps Tsong-kha-pa has revealed what Kamalashila should
have said in order to relieve this internal contradiction while at the same
time demonstrating an identification of true existence in terms of an innate
apprehension of true existence.

In any case, let us turn to seeing just how Tsong-kha-pa draws out from
Kamalashila’s commentary the meaning of ultimate or true existence in
terms of the innate apprehension of true existence. Tsong-kha-pa recasts
Kamalashila’s statement:

All entities of false things—[existing] through the power of those
[living beings’] mentations—are said “only to exist convention-
ally/obscurationally.”
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into his own terms so that its implicit meaning—true existence, the object

of negation in terms of the innate apprehension of true existence—can be
articulated. He says:*

a Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 192. The Tibetan is from Tsong
kha pa, Illumination of the Thought, 131.
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Since this is the case, [in the Autonomy School] “existing in the
manner of an objective mode of abiding without being posited
through appearing to an awareness, or through the force of an
awareness” is to truly exist, to ultimately exist, and to exist as [the
object’s own] reality, and apprehending such is an innate appre-
hension of true existence.
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The independence of the object—its true existence—is indicated by “with-
out being posited through the power of appearing to an awareness, or
through the force of an awareness.” It is as if one’s awareness does not
influence the existence of the object at all. The word “without (min par)”
makes Tsong-kha-pa’s restatement opposite from Kamalashila’s exposi-
tion that things only exist conventionally through the power of mentations.
Tsong-kha-pa understands mentations as Kamalashila’s prerequisite for
explaining all things as conventionally existing; that is, without the power
of mentations, nothing would exist conventionally. He does this by chang-
ing “through the power of mentations” in Kamalashila’s statement to
“through the power of appearing to an awareness, or through the power of
an awareness,” thereby emphasizing that mentations are not mistaken
awarenesses since they allow things to conventionally exist.

True existence is the very opposite of this conventional existence.
Conventional existence itself depends upon the force of mentations—con-
ceptual and non-conceptual awarenesses, whereas true establishment ex-
cludes the role of awarenesses from its appearance.® In this way Tsong-
kha-pa signifies that true existence is seemingly dissociated from what ap-
pears to an awareness. By bringing in “posited,” Tsong-kha-pa explains
that the role of mentations, or awarenesses, is to posit, or certify, things as

conventionally existent.
Tsong-kha-pa also converts the status of the object in Kamalashila’s

? It does not mean that he excludes all types of consciousness from the appearance of true
existence because as Kamalashila would agree, true existence appears through the power
of an obscurer, or mistaken awareness.
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statement, “All entities of false things...are said ‘only to exist convention-
ally’” into its opposite. He converts “All entities of false things” into the
mode of true existence: “existing in the manner of an objective mode of
abiding,” and Kamalashila’s “only to exist conventionally” into its oppo-
site: “to truly exist.” Then, he adds “apprehension of such is an innate ap-
prehension of true existence” to introduce the notion of the apprehending
consciousness and to summarize his point.

Unlike the object of negation in terms of the intellectually imbued ap-
prehension of true existence that is only apprehended in dependence upon
scriptures and/or reasonings, this type of true existence is innately and be-
ginninglessly apprehended by all beings. Hence, Tsong-kha-pa says that
this innate apprehension of true existence is a subtler mode of misappre-
hension, and its object can be called the object of negation in terms of the
innate apprehension of true existence.

As Kamalashila himself says in the //lumination of the Middle:*

A mistaken awareness that superimposes—on things that in reality
[or ultimately] are natureless—an aspect opposite to that [nature-
lessness] is called an “obscurer” (kun rdzob, samvrti) because it
obstructs [itself] from [perception of] suchness or because it veils
[other awarenesses] from perception of suchness. [The Descent
into Lankd] Sutra also says:

The production of things [exists] conventionally/ obscu-
rationally (kun rdzob tu, samvrtya);

Ultimately it lacks inherent existence.

That [consciousness] mistaken with regard to the lack of
inherent existence

Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (yang dag kun rdzob,
satyam samvrti).

All false things seen [by sentient beings] displayed by that [mis-
taken awareness| due to having arisen from it are called “just ob-
scurational.” Moreover, that [mistaken awareness] arises through
the maturation of predispositions [established] by beginningless
mistake. Also by means of that [mistaken awareness] all living be-
ings see [phenomena] displayed as if they had an inherent nature
in reality. Therefore, all entities of false things—[existing]
through the power of those [living beings’] mentations—are said
“only to exist conventionally/ obscurationally.”

a Adapted from Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 191. The Tibetan
is from Tsong-kha-pa, lllumination of the Thought, 130.
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Tsong-kha-pa has creatively reworked the various elements of this state-
ment to bring to the fore a possible presentation of ultimate existence, the
object of negation, in accordance with an innate misapprehension. It is a

brilliant reshaping of Kamalashila’s system which Jam-yang-shay-pa en-
capsulates in this section of Our Own System as:

The two, the measure of true establishment and the measure of
establishment in conventional terms in this system, exist because:

establishment as its own mode of abiding without being
only posited through the force of appearing to a non-de-
fective awareness is the measure of true establishment, and
establishment as only posited through the force of appear-
ing to a non-defective awareness is the measure of conven-
tional establishment, and
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an awareness (1) apprehending [phenomena] as estab-
lished that way [that is, as established as their own mode
of abiding without being only posited through the force of
appearing to a non-defective awareness| and (2) not pol-
luted by tenets is an innate conceptual consciousness appre-
hending true establishment, and

since an apprehension of true existence obstructs the such-
ness” of reality as if veiling it with a cloth, it is described as
“obscurational” (kun rdzob, samvrti).

Dispelling objections to outflows of this
presentation

Over the course of six debates Jam-yang-shay-pa

1. clarifies the boundaries of central terminology in order to maintain
distinctions between the Autonomy School and the Consequence
School

2. clarifies the boundaries of central terminology in order to maintain
distinctions between the Autonomy School and lower schools.

1. Clarifying the boundaries of central
terminology in order to maintain distinctions
between the Autonomy School and the
Consequence School (debates 17-19)

A nonexistent like the horns of a rabbit, despite being established as only
posited through the force of an awareness (blo la snang ba’i dbang gis
bzhag tsam du grub pa), is neither established in conventional terms (tha
snyad du grub pa) nor conventionally established (kun rdzob tu grub pa).
This leads to the qualm that if even a nonexistent is established as only
posited through the force of an awareness, then all existents, that is, all
phenomena, must be established as only posited through the force of an
awareness, the subject’s side, in which case it would to be difficult for
Autonomists to hold that all phenomena are established from their own
side, which means the object’s side, but Jam-yang-shay-pa points out that
Autonomists do not find these to be contradictory. His unstated point is the

? That is to say, a consciousness apprehending true existence obstructs the perception of
suchness.
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Consequentialists find these two positions to be contradictory.

Then, the next point is: If Autonomists hold that all phenomena are
established as only posited through the force of an awareness and both
conceptual and non-conceptual consciousnesses exist in that “awareness,”
it flows from this that all phenomena are only posited through the force of
appearing to a conceptual consciousness. Jam-yang-shay-pa accepts that
the Autonomists assert this, but he does not allow that they therefore assert
that all phenomena are only imputed by a conceptual consciousness, the
latter being the position of the Consequence School. As Jam-yang-shay-
pa succinctly says:

an object posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective
conceptual consciousness requires that the object exist in the mode
of abiding in accordance with how it is apprehended by that [non-
defective conceptual consciousness], but due to the phrase “only
imputed by a conceptual consciousness” [an object only imputed
by a conceptual consciousness] requires [an object] not in accord-
ance with the mode of abiding superimposed by this [conceptual
consciousness].

2. Clarifying the boundaries of central
terminology in order to maintain distinctions
between the Autonomy School and lower

schools (debates 20-22)

Since lower schools of tenets know that impermanent and permanent ob-
jects are posited through the force of the two valid cognitions—direct per-
ception and inference, which are non-defective awarenesses—it might
seem that lower schools of tenets realize that all phenomena are conven-
tionally established in the way that the Autonomy School presents conven-
tional establishment because, as indicated above, Jam-yang-shay-pa holds
that in the Autonomy School:

establishment as only posited through the force of appearing
to a non-defective awareness is the measure of conventional es-
tablishment.

However, Jam-yang-shay-pa offers this highly provocative distinction:

these [Proponents of True Existence] accept that [forms and so
forth] appearance to a non-defective awareness itself as the mode
of abiding of those objects and accept (1) that there is nothing
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more than [forms and so forth] being posited over there through
the force of appearing [to a non-defective awareness] and (2) that
the comprehension of the mode of abiding of objects of compre-
hension by the two valid cognitions is the positing of objects of
comprehension.

Put another way, the lower schools propound that objects have their own
uncommon mode of abiding (thun mong ma yin pa’i sdod lugs) over there
on the object’s side, whereas the Autonomists assert that objects have a
common, or shared, mode of subsistence (thun mong ba’i gnas lugs) with
the subject’s side.

The final two debates concern how to deal with the fact that both Au-
tonomists and Consequentialists use the same terminology but with differ-
ent meanings. Jam-yang-shay-pa’s central point is that Autonomists assert
phenomena to exist the way they appear to be inherently existent whereas
Consequentialists do not.

EDITIONS CONSULTED

A single basic edition of Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis of the Mid-
dle was consulted:

1. dbu ma la ’jug pa’i mtha’ dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun
gsal skal bzang ’jug ngogs. TBRC W22186-11KG10676: 1-442a.3,
which is a PDF of: bla brang bkra shis ’khyil, a mdo.® Abbreviated
reference: “2011 TBRC bla brang.”

This edition was originally printed in La-brang-tra-shi-khyil monastery
founded by Jam-yang-shay-pa and is the mother edition of four other edi-
tions utilized:

2. dbu ma la ’jug pa’i mtha’ dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun
gsal skal bzang ’jug ngogs. In the Collected Works of "Jam-dbyans-
bzad-pa’i-rdo-rje: Reproduced from prints from Bkra-shis-'khyil
Blocks, 15 vols., vol. 9, Gedan Sungrab Minyam Gyunphel Series.
New Delhi: Ngawang Gelek Demo, 1973. Abbreviated reference:
“1973 Ngawang Gelek bla brang.”

3. dbumala jug pa’i mtha’dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun gsal
skal bzang ’jug ngogs. TBRC W21503.9: 1-442a.3, a PDF of:
Mundgod, South India: Gomang College, 1997 (revision of the 1973

b This edition was provided to the UMA Institute for Tibetan Studies by the late E. Gene
Smith (1936-2010) in 2010.
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Ngawang Gelek Demo edition). Abbreviated reference: “1997 revi-
sion of Ngawang Gelek bla brang.”

4. dbuma la jug pa’i mtha’ dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun gsal
skal bzang ’jug ngogs. Taipei reprint (published by the Corporate
Body of the Buddha Educational Foundation, Taipei, Taiwan, 2007) of
the 1999 codex (Mundgod, India: Go-mang Library, 1999) based on
the 1995 Mundgod revision (Mundgod, India: Go-mang College,
1995) of the 1973 Ngawang Gelek bla brang edition (New Delhi, In-
dia: Ngawang Gelek Demo, 1973). Abbreviated reference: “2007 Tai-
pei codex reprint.”

5. The digital Tibetan text of Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Great Exposition of the
Middle provided in this book was supplied by the Drepung Gomang
Library of Go-mang College in Mundgod, Karnataka State, India. It is
likely a slightly revised version of the 1999 codex mentioned in item
#4. It has been edited in accordance with the “2011 TBRC bla brang”
and other sources.

The production of this book benefitted greatly from consultations with Lo-
sang-gyal-tshan, Ge-she at Go-mang College in Mundgod, Karnataka
State, India, who also served for a term as Disciplinarian at the Gyu-may
Tantric College in Hunsur, India. He resolved the meaning of many pas-
sages in Ngag-wang-pal-dan’s commentary and edited and contributed to
the interpolations into the Tibetan text.

I also wish to thank Dr. Elizabeth Napper who read the entire manu-
script and offered many helpful editorial suggestions.

Jongbok Yi






Jam-yang-shay-pa’s
GREAT EXPOSITION
OF THE MIDDLE

The Tibetan text and the translation are highlighted in three colors: black,
blue, and red. Blue colored statements present what Jam-yang-shay-pa
considers to be right positions, while red colored statements represent what
Jam-yang-shay-pa considers to be wrong positions. Black words are
merely neutral information or function structurally. In the Tibetan, tur-

iuoise hiihliiht indicates material added in place of ellipses, and -






2: Identifying the class discordant with knowledge of
suchness {2 parts}

This has two parts: 1) refuting quasi-identifications by Tibetans of the ob-
ject of negation, in connection with the reasons for identifying the object

of negation and 2) individually identifying the object of negation in the
Autonomy School and the Consequence School.
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A: Refuting quasi-identifications by Tibetans of the
object of negation, in connection with the reasons for
identifying the object of negation

Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to (Nagar-
juna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”: Illumination of the Thought] says:*

With regard to delineating the absence of true existence in phe-
nomena, if you do not understand well just what true establish-
ment is, as well as how [phenomena] are apprehended as truly ex-
istent, the view of suchness will definitely go astray. Shantideva’s
Engaging in the Bodhisattva Deeds says that if the thing imputed,
the generality [or image] of the object of negation, does not appear
well to your awareness, it is impossible to apprehend well the non-
existence of the object of negation:

Without making contact with the thing imputed,
The nonexistence of that thing is not apprehended.

© The translation is from Jeffrey Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom
(Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publications, 2008), 186; there are a few slight differences in
choice of translation terms as indicated below when passages are cited. The ellipsis in Jam-
yang-shay-pa’s citation, indicated by nas, has been substituted with its contents. The Ti-
betan: Tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, dbu ma la jug pa rgya cher bshad pa dgongs pa
rab gsal (Karnataka, India: Drepung Loseling Library Society, 1992), 128-129.
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Therefore, unless true establishment, which is what does not exist,
and the aspect of the object of negation, which is that of which
[phenomena] are empty, do not appear—just as they are—as ob-
jects of [your] awareness, good ascertainment of the lack of true
establishment and of the entity of emptiness cannot occur.
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Furthermore, mere identification of (1) a true establishment
that is superficially imputed by proponents of tenets and (2) [the
consciousness] apprehending such true establishment is not suffi-
cient. Because of this, it is most essential to identify well the in-
nate apprehension of true establishment that has operated begin-
ninglessly and exists both in those whose awarenesses have been
affected through [study of ] tenets and in those whose awarenesses
have not been affected in this way, and to identify the true estab-
lishment apprehended by this [mind]. For if you have not identi-
fied these, even if you refute an object of negation through rea-
soning, the adherence to true establishment that has operated be-
ginninglessly is not harmed at all, due to which the meaning at this
point would be lost.

Furthermore, having initially identified the apprehension of
true establishment in your own [mental] continuum, you ought to
know how the reasonings serve to disprove the object of that [ap-
prehension] directly and indirectly. For, refutation and proof only
directed outside are of very little benefit.
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1. As Tsong-kha-pa’s “Questions on Points of Virtuous Endeavor: Shin-
ing Intention” says, many earlier Tibetan elders propounded in many
ways: Even though one has not identified the object of negation, the non-

dawning of any object to one’s awareness and not thinking anything is to
see, to realize the mode of subsistence, and so forth.
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Our response: Well, for them, it [absurdly] follows that you realize the
mode of subsistence of all the stable and the moving [that is to say, the
inanimate and the animate] in worldly realms that you yourself do not
know because aspects of those [that is, all the stable and the moving in
worldly realms] do not dawn to your awareness and [according to you] the

non-dawning of those is the meaning of seeing the mode of subsistence of
these objects.
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If you accept that [you realize the mode of subsistence of all the stable and

the moving, that is to say, the inanimate and the animate, in worldly realms
that you yourself do not know], it very absurdly follows that whatever is a
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non-view ignorance (/ta min gyi ma rig pa) necessarily realizes emptiness!
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Furthermore, it [absurdly] follows that, when the aspect of emptiness

dawns [to an awareness], the aspect of the negative of its object of negation

does not dawn because [according to you] the non-dawning of anything to

an awareness is a realization of emptiness. You have accepted the reason

[which is that the non-dawning of anything to an awareness is a realization
of emptiness].
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If you accept [that when the aspect of emptiness dawns to an awareness,
the aspect of the negative of its object of negation does not dawn,] it [ab-
surdly] follows that at that time [when the aspect of emptiness dawns, | the
factor that is the negative of the object of negation—true establishment—
does not dawn because you accepted [that when the aspect of emptiness

dawns to an awareness, the aspect of the negative of its object of negation
does not dawn].
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You cannot accept [that at that time the factor that is the negative of the
object of negation, true establishment, does not dawn] because [emptiness]
is a non-affirming negative that is a negative of true establishment.
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There is entailment [that if (emptiness) is a non-affirming negative that is
a negative of true establishment, you cannot accept that when the aspect
of emptiness dawns, the factor that is the negative of the object of nega-
tion—true establishment—does not dawn] because when meaning-gener-
alities (don spyi, arthasamanya) of non-affirming negatives dawn in de-
pendence upon explicitly refuting their objects of negation, it is necessary
that another phenomenon is not projected explicitly or implicitly, and with
regard to this without the meaning-generality of the object of negation pre-
viously dawning to an awareness, the nonexistence that is the negative of

it does not dawn to an awareness, because Shantideva’s Engaging in the
Bodhisattva Deeds says:c1

Without making contact with the thing imputed,
The nonexistence of that thing is not apprehended.
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d 1X.139ab; Shantideva (zhi ba lha, fl. 8th century C.E.), Engaging in the Bodhisattva
Deeds (byang chub sems dpa’i spyod pa la jug pa), in bstan 'gyur (sde dge), TBRC
W23703.105 (Delhi, India: Delhi Karmapae choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang,
1982-1985), 36a.6; see also Shantideva, A Guide to the Bodhisattva’s Way of Life, trans.
Stephen Batchelor (Dharamsala, India: Library of Tibetan Works & Archives, 1979), 161.
This stanza is part of the conclusion of a debate against the Samkhya system.
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Moreover, it follows that with regard to realization of emptiness, a mere
non-dawning of appearances of coarse conventionalities is not sufficient
because with regard to that [realization of emptiness]| a dawning of an as-
pect [that is, a generic image] of the naturelessness of those [conventional |
objects is necessary, but without the dawning of that [aspect (that is, a ge-

neric image) of the naturelessness of those conventionalities] a mere non-
appearance of those [conventional] objects is not sufficient.
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It follows [that with regard to that (realization of emptiness) a dawning of
an aspect (that is, a generic image) of the naturelessness of those objects
is necessary, but without its dawning a mere non-appearance of those ob-
jects is not sufficient,] because (1) Buddhapalita asserts that for former and

future births, for example, such is needed; and (2) the glorious Chan-

drakirti also asserts such.
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The first [part of the reason which is that Buddhapalita asserts that for
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former and future births, for example, such is needed] is established be-
cause the Buddhapalita [Commentary] says:*

Just as these two [the view that the world does not exist and the
view that all things are not produced] differ very greatly, so here
also the perceptions [found in the texts of the Nihilists] such as,
“This world does not exist,” [meaning that this life is not the effect
of other lives] are thoughts beclouded with ignorance. However,
the others [that is, the Proponents of the Middle Way]—who see
that all phenomena are not [inherently] produced and do not [in-
herently] cease because they are empty of inherent existence—
have preceded their conclusion with the mind of analysis. There-
fore, these two [Nihilists and Proponents of the Middle Way] are
very different.”

 Thisisa response to the Nihilists’ assertion that nonexistence and emptiness are equiva-
lent. Their assertion and the first part of Buddhapalita’s refutation go as follows:

[The Nihilists say,] “This world [or life] does not exist [as an effect of past lives].
A future world does not exist. Also, spontaneously born sentient beings [such as
hell-beings] do not exist,” and so forth. What is the difference between their view
and the view [of the Proponents of the Middle Way] that all things are not pro-
duced and do not cease?

[Answer:] There is a great difference between these two. Not knowing the
meaning of emptiness, you think that these two are similar. Acting with equa-
nimity [that is, indifference] when one has not analyzed [to find that all sentient
beings should be valued equally] and acting with equanimity when one has so
analyzed are similar only in that both can be characterized as acting with equa-
nimity. However, acting with equanimity but without analysis is involved in the
entwinements of ignorance. Acting with equanimity when one has analyzed [is
the result of knowledge and] is used by the Supramundane Victors.

See Jeffrey Hopkins, Maps of the Profound (Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publications, 2003),
825.

b Buddhapalita (sangs rgyas bskyangs, ca. 470-540), Buddhapalita Commentary on
(Nagarjuna’s) “Treatise on the Middle” (dbu ma rtsa ba’i 'grel pa buddha pa li ta, bud-
dhapalitamiillamadhyamakavrtti), sde dge 3842, dbu ma, vol. tsha, 243a.1-243a.7; see also
Akira Saito, “A study of the Buddhapalita-Milamadhyamakavrtti” (Ph.D. diss., Australian
National University, Australia, 1984), 252-253. This passage is a part of Buddhapalita’s
commentary on stanza 7cd in Nagarjuna’s Fundamental Treatise on the Middle, Called
“Wisdom” (dbu ma rtsa ba shes rab, prajianamamiilamadhyamakakarika) in Chapter
XVIII, Analysis of Self (bdag brtag pa, atmapariksa) where he first cites the Treatise and
then gives his commentary:
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[This statement] entails [that Buddhapalita asserts that for former and fu-
ture births, for example, such is needed] because it explains that [the Ni-
hilists and the Proponents of the Middle Way] are very different due to the
fact that the Nihilists’ seeing [the mere non-appearance of those objects]
is from the power of ignorance and the Proponents of the Middle Way see

[phenomena] as not [inherently] produced and so forth by reason of the
nonexistence of the inherent nature of all phenomena.
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The second [part of the reason which is that the glorious Chandrakirti also
asserts such] is established because Chandrakirti’s Clear Words says:

Here some say, “The Proponents of the Middle Way are indistin-
guishable from Nihilists because they propound that virtuous and
non-virtuous actions, agents, fruits, and all worlds [that is, lives]?
are empty of inherent existence, and the Nihilists also say that
these are nonexistent. Therefore, Proponents of the Middle Way
are indistinguishable from Nihilists.”

It is not so.

“How?”
The Proponents of the Middle Way are proponents of dependent-
arising; they say that due to arising dependent on, or reliant on,
causes and conditions all—this world, the next, and so forth—Iack
inherent existence. The Nihilists do not realize® future worlds [that
is, future lives] and so forth as non-things® because of being empty
of inherent existence due to being dependent-arisings.

? Lives as fruits of moral actions.

b Skt. pratipanndah.

¢ “Non-things” (dngos po med pa, abhdva) could be translated as “without thingness.”
Since Chandrakirti states that the Madhyamikas assert that this world and so forth lack
inherent existence when he says, “The Madhyamikas are proponents of dependent-arising;
they say that due to arising dependent on, or reliant on, causes and conditions all—this
world, the next, and so forth—lack inherent existence,” “non-things” needs to be under-
stood in the context of the previous passage. That is, “non-thing” does not mere nonexist-
ence or non-effective thing, but the absence of inherent or true existence.

d The text reads zhes pa nas which I have supplemented with the omitted part of the quote
according to Chandrakirti’s Clear Words. See Chandrakirti (zla ba grags pa, fl. 7th century
C.E.), Clear Words, Commentary on (Nagarjuna’s) “Treatise on the Middle” (dbu ma rtsa
ba’i ‘grel pa tshigs gsal ba, miilamadhyamakavrttiprasannapada), sde dge 3860, dbu ma,
vol. ‘a, 117b.6.
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Through these former and latter passages [by Buddhapalita and Chan-
drakirti], understand the measure of reahzlng the view!

R AR MFNIN &N EANER PR NN T

2. Moreover, the Translator Tag-tshang says: Since, despite not knowing
the details with regard to conventions (tha snyad, vyavahara), one can re-
alize emptiness, conventions do not have to be validly established in order
to realize emptiness because the ultimate is other® than conventionalities
(kun rdzob, samvrti).

& If “other” (gzhan) means different entity (ngo bo gzhan), Ge-lug scholars would not
agree, and if it means just other (gzhan), that is to say, different, then they would agree
because the relation between the two truths is the same entity but different isolates (ngo bo
gcig la ldog pa tha dad).
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Our response: It follows that without knowing [how to] posit the valid
establishment of conventions it is impossible to realize naturelessness be-
cause without knowing [how to] posit valid establishment, it cannot be
posited that emptiness is realized through holding that [phenomena] are
natureless. It follows [that without knowing how to posit valid establish-
ment, it cannot be posited that emptiness is realized through holding that
phenomena are natureless] because [without knowing how to posit valid
establishment,] with regard to former and later births [it cannot be posited
that the emptiness of former and later births is realized through holding
that former and later births are natureless].
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It follows [that without knowing how to posit valid establishment with re-
gard to former and later births it cannot be posited that the emptiness of
former and later births is realized through holding that former and later

births are natureless] because the Diverged Afars’® holding former and
later births as natureless, for example, is not a view of emptiness.

a rgyang phan pa (ayata) also called lokayata (jig rten rgyang phan pa). According to a
Tibetan oral etymology explained by Ngag-wang-leg-dan (ngag dbang legs ldan), lokayata
(jig rten rgyang phan pa) etymologically means “Flung Afar from the world” and is pe-
jorative as Jam-yang-shay-pa says, “Because they have gone apart from the correct view,
they are Diverged Afars [literally, Those Who Are Flung Afar].” See Hopkins, Maps of the
Profound, 96. They are moral Nihilists.
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It follows [that the Diverged Afars’ holding former and later births as na-
tureless is not a view of emptiness] because the reason why the [Diverged
Afars’ holding former and later births as natureless] is a view of annihila-
tion but the Middle Way Proponents’ holding former and later births as
natureless is a pure view is due to respectively [the Diverged Afars’] not
asserting [former and later births] in conventional terms but [the Middle

Way Proponents’] asserting [former and later births in conventional
terms],
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because Chandrakirti’s Clear Words says:

[Objection:] Nevertheless, because [the Diverged Afars] realize
that the entity of the nature of those things is not existent, respec-
tive to that, they are similar by way of this view.

[Answer:] They are not because the Proponents of the Middle Way
assert them as conventionally existent, and because those [that is,
the Diverged Afars] do not assert [such]. Hence they are not sim-
ilar.

e e R g e
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Also, from Tsong-kha-pa’s saying that until the view [of emptiness] is
found, the difference between naturelessness (rang bzhin med pa) and non-
existence (med pa) is not distinguished, it is known [that without knowing
how to posit the valid establishment of conventions it is impossible to re-
alize naturelessness (tha snyad tshad grub ’jog mi shes par rang bzhin med
pa rtogs mi gid pa)l.
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3. With regard to the [difference between the Diverged Afars and the
Proponents of the Middle Way on naturelessness and nonexistence,]
someone says: It follows that the Diverged Afars’ holding that former and
later births are natureless is not a view of annihilation because although
those [Diverged Afars] do not realize such [that is, the conventional estab-
lishment of former and later births, the Diverged Afars’ holding that for-
mer and later births are natureless] accords with the Middle Way view and
mode of holding [that former and later births are natureless]. It follows
[that although those (Diverged Afars) do not realize such (that is, the con-
ventional establishment of former and later births, the Diverged Afars’
holding that former and later births are natureless) accords with the Middle
Way view and mode of holding (that former and later births are nature-
less)] because (1) former and later births are natureless and (2) both of
them [the Diverged Afars and the Proponents of the Middle] hold that
those [former and later births] are natureless.
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Our response. [That (1) former and later births are natureless and (2) both
the Diverged Afars and the Proponents of the Middle hold that those for-
mer and later births are natureless] does not entail [that the Middle Way
view and mode of holding that phenomena are natureless accord with the
Diverged Afars’ holding that former and later births are natureless] be-
cause although they are similar [in holding that] the objects, former and
later births, are natureless, whether it is the Middle Way view or not are
posited separately due to differences in the inner modes of the realizers’
awarenesses.
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It follows [that although they are similar in holding that the objects, former
and later births, are natureless, whether it is the Middle Way view or not
are posited separately due to differences in the inner modes of the realiz-
ers’ awarenesses] because it is like, for example, when both someone who
identified a robber man as a robber and another who did not identify such

say, “He is the robber,” it is posited that the one who knew the robber
identified the robber and the other one did not identify the robber.
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because the Buddhapalita Commentary says:*

Moreover, for example, at the time of dispute two witnesses testify
with regard to what is the true fact. Between them, one directly
saw the fact, but the other did not directly see the fact, and is mis-
taken,b or is on the side of a friend.° When both of them are also
made to speak with regard to this, the latter has spoken the fact as
it is in truth, but because the fact was not even directly [seen, the
latter’s testimony] is false and also endowed with impropriety and
ill repute. When the other one speaks the fact, then because the
fact was directly [seen], it is a true statement and endowed with

propriety and repute.

Likewise, although it is a fact that all phenomena are empty
and because of being empty are not produced and not ceased,
those [that is, the Proponents of the Middle Way] who have
knowledge by direct perception of it [that is, emptiness,] are en-
dowed with goodness and are praised, but because the other [that
is, the Diverged Afars] do not directly [see] emptiness, they are
polluted by defects of view and derided by the wise. Hence, these

two are very different.d

 Without Christian Lindtner’s translation, I could not have understood this part. See Lindt-

ner, “Buddhapalita on Emptiness,” 206-207.

‘What the mistake is is unclear; it might mean “to be bribed” as Lindtner speculates.
“ In a similar context, mdza’ in Chandrakirti’s Clear Words means friendly. See Chan-

drakirti, Clear Words, 118a.3.

d The ellipsis in the Tibetan is supplemented with its contents from the Buddhapalita Com-
mentary on Nagarjuna’s Treatise of the Middle, the chapter on Analysis of Self, XVIII.12
(sde dge 3842, dbu ma, vol. tsha, 243b.2-243b.6); also see Saito, “A Study of the Bud-
dhapalita,” 253-254; Christian Lindtner, “Buddhapalita on Emptiness,” Indo-Iranian Jour-

nal 23, no. 3 (1981):196.
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[This] entails [that it is like, for example, that when both someone who
identified a man as a robber and another who did not identify such say “He
is the robber,” it is posited that the one who knew the robber identified the
robber and the other one did not identify the robber] because the meaning

of [his] statement “they are polluted by defects of view” exists, and be-
cause Chandrakirti’s Clear Words also says:

[Objection:] They are the same [in holding] that things are [not
established].?

 The bracketed material here is inserted according to Chandrakirti’s Clear Words. See
Chandrakirti, dbu ma rtsa ba’i "grel pa tshig gsal ba, in bstan ’gyur (sde dge), TBRC
W23703.102 (Delhi: Delhi Karmapae Choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-
1985), 118a.2. This part is missing in Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis, 183a.6. I have
confirmed that this is also missing in the 1997 Mundgod Revision of Ngawang Gelek bla
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[Answer:] Even if they are just similar in holding that things are
[not established], they are just dissimilar because the realizers are
different. It is as follows: For example, with regard to a man who
has committed robbery,* without correctly knowing [who the rob-
ber is], one, having been incited by disliking him, wrongly says,
“This man stole”, but another, actually seeing [the robbery], does
identify [that this man is the robber].b
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brang edition, 183a.6, and the 2004 Beijing edition, 187.
The corresponding passage in Sanskrit is:

vastutastulyate iti cet// yathyapi vastuo ‘siddhistulya tathapi pratipattybhedada-
tulyata/ yatha hi krtacauryam purusamekhah samyagaparijiiyayaiva tadam-
itrapreritastam mithya vydcaste cauryamanena krtamiti/ bhedastathapi pari-
JjhAatrbhedadekastatra mrsabadityudyate/ aparastu satyavaditi, ekascayasasa
capunyena ca samyak pariksyamano yujyate naparah/

See Poussin, Prasannapada Commentaire de Candrakirti, 368.16-369.3.

? In the sde ge edition of Chandrakirti’s Clear Words, rkus byas pa reads rku byas pa;
however, the three editions of Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis that are consulted
here read rkus byas pa. See Candrakirti, dbu ma rtsa ba’i ’grel pa tshig gsal ba, 118a.3;
the 2007 Mundgod edition, 250; the 2004 Beijing edition, 187; the 1997 Mundgod Revi-
sion of Ngawang Gelek bla brang edition, 183b.1.

From “without” to the end of the sentence is a filling in of an ellipsis; Chandrakirti, dbu
ma rtsa ba’i ‘grel pa tshig gsal ba, in bstan ’gyur (sde dge), TBRC W23703.102 (Delhi:
Delhi Karmapae Choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-1985), 118a.2-118a.3.
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4. Someone says: It follows that the view in the [mental| continuum of a
Diverged Afar® (rgyang phan, ayata) that former and later births are na-
tureless is the Middle Way view because the naturelessness of former and
later births is the final mode of subsistence.
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Our response: [That the naturelessness of former and later births is the
final mode of subsistence] does not entail [that the view in the Diverged
Afars’ mental continuum that former and later births are natureless is the
Middle Way view]. Well then, it [absurdly] follows that the view in the
[mental] continuum of a Proponent of the Great Exposition that a [Bud-
dha’s] enjoyment body (longs sku, sambhogakaya) is natureless is the

Middle Way view because the naturelessness of an enjoyment body is the
final mode of subsistence.
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[You have asserted] the three spheres [of self—contradiction].b

* Nihilist.

b In brief, in general, the three spheres are composed of three elements: the opponent’s
assertion of the reason (rtags khas langs pa), the opponent’s assertion of the entailment
(khyab pa khas langs pa), and the opponent’s assertion of the opposite of “thesis” of the
consequence (bsal ba’i bzlog phyogs khas langs pa). Since the opponent has asserted or is
forced to assert the reason and the entailment, the opponent has to accept the consequence;
however, if the opponent also asserts or is forced to assert the opposite of the consequence,
then the opponent is caught in a self-contradiction. For a lengthy discussion of the three
spheres, see Jongbok Yi, “Monastic Pedagogy on Emptiness in the Geluk Sect of Tibetan
Buddhism: Intellectual History and Analysis of Topics Concerning Ignorance According
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Likewise, know how to apply [this mode of refutation] to the Mind-Only
Proponents’ view that the imputational nature is not established by way of
its own character.
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5. Moreover, someone says: It follows that such a view in the Diverged
Afars’ [mental] continuum [that former and later births are natureless] is a
factually concordant conceptual consciousness (rfog pa don mthun) be-
cause of the previous reason [which is that the naturelessness of former
and later births is the final mode of subsistence].
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Our response: [That the naturelessness of former and later births is the
final mode of subsistence] does not entail [that such a view in the Diverged

Afars’ continuum that former and later births are natureless is a factually
concordant conceptual consciousness].
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Well then, it [absurdly] follows that the view in the [mental] continuum of
a Proponent of the Great Exposition that a [Buddha’s] enjoyment body is
such [that is, natureless] is a factually concordant conceptual conscious-

ness; the reason is as before, [that is, because the naturelessness of an en-
joyment body is the final mode of subsistence].

to Svatantrika-Madhyamika in Monastic Textbooks by Jamyang Shaypa” (Ph.D. diss., Uni-
versity of Virginia, 2013), Chapter 5.
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[You have asserted] the three spheres [of self-contradiction].
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6. Moreover, Go-bo [Go-ram-pa Sé-nam-seng-ge|" says: It follows that
the statement by the Foremost Precious [ Tsong-kha-pa]:

[When, in that way, you have identified well the apprehension of
true existence, you will understand that there are many apprehen-
sions that are not the two apprehensions of self, whereby] all
wrong ideas asserting that reasonings analyzing suchness refute
all objects apprehended by conceptuality will be overcome.

is not logically feasible; [for] the thought of the Perfection of Wisdom
Sttras is to be explained as being that howsoever forms are apprehended—
as the four extremes of being empty® or not empty or as the middle free
from them—are apprehensions of extremes and hence must be refuted, and

a go rams pa bsod nams seng ge, 1429-1489.

This passage, which has been expanded to provide more context, appears to be from Go-
ram-pa’s summary of Tsong-kha-pa’s position in the former’s Distinguishing the Views [of
Emptiness]: Moonlight [To llluminate] the Main Points of the Supreme Vehicle (Ita ba’i
shan ’byed theg mchog gnad kyi zla zer) where he says:

Hence, the mind that understands reality is the apprehension of emptiness
alone—that is, of the emptiness of truth [that is arrived at] after having negated
truth. If one properly identifies [what it means] to apprehend [things] as true
(bden ’dzin), one will come to understand that there are many conceptual
thoughts that are neither of the two forms of the grasping at truth [of self and
phenomena)]. This counteracts all of the mistaken views (log rtog) that believe
that every object that is apprehended by a conceptual thought is negated by
means of the reasoning that analyzes reality.
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The translation is from José Ignacio Cabezon and Geshe Lozang Dargyay, Freedom from

Extremes: Gorampa’s ‘Distinguishing the Views’ and the Polemics of Emptiness Studies
in Indian and Tibetan Buddhism (Boston, MA.: Wisdom Publications, 2007), 82-83.

¢ The four extremes (mtha’ bzhi) are, for instance, forms are empty, not empty, both empty
and not empty, and neither empty nor not empty.
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[thus] it is not logically feasible that you [Tsong-kha-pa,] having solely
refuted truth [that is, true establishment (bden par grub pa),] assert that
[forms] abide in the middle.
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Our response: Well then, it [absurdly] follows that the distinction that rea-
soning analyzing the ultimate refutes inherent existence but does not refute
forms and so forth that are illusory-like dependent-arisings is not to be
made because [according to you] that reasoning refutes all whatsoever ob-
jects. You have accepted the reason [which is that reasoning refutes all
whatsoever objects].
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If you [Go-ram-pa] accept [that the distinction that reasoning analyzing
the ultimate refutes inherent existence but does not refute forms and so
forth that are illusory-like dependent-arisings is not to be made,] you con-

tradict many siitras and treatises such as Chandrakirti’s Clear Words which
says:

We are not propounding that “Action, doer, effect, and so forth do
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not exist.”
Why?
We posit that inherent existence does not exist.
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7. Moreover, with respect to the statements in Tsong-kha-pa’s “Expla-
nation [of (Chandrakirti’s) ‘Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) Treatise on
the Middle’”] and so forth that refutation of objects imputed only by
Forders and Proponents of Tenets does not harm the apprehension of
inherent existence that has operated beginninglessly,® the Translator

it appears that Jam-yang-shay-pa summarizes Tsong-kha-pa’s introduction to the object

of negation in his /llumination of the Thought (see above, 43) :

With regard to delineating the absence of true existence in phenomena, if you do
not understand well just what true establishment is, as well as how [phenomena]
are apprehended as truly existent, the view of suchness will definitely go astray.
Shantideva’s Engaging in the Bodhisattva Deeds says that if the thing imputed,
the generality [or image] of the object of negation, does not appear well to your
awareness, it is impossible to apprehend well the nonexistence of the object of
negation:

Without making contact with the thing imputed,
The nonexistence of that thing is not apprehended.

Therefore, unless true establishment (which is what does not exist) and the aspect
of the object of negation (which is that of which [phenomena] are empty) do not
appear—just as they are—as objects of [your] awareness, good ascertainment of
the lack of true establishment and of the entity of emptiness cannot occur.
Furthermore, mere identification of (1) a true establishment that is superfi-
cially imputed by proponents of tenets and (2) [the consciousness] apprehending
such true establishment is not sufficient. Because of this, it is most essential to
identify well the innate apprehension of true establishment that has operated be-
ginninglessly and exists both in those whose awarenesses have been affected
through [study of] tenets and in those whose awarenesses have not been affected
in this way, and to identify the true establishment apprehended by this [mind].
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Tag-tshang says: This is not logically feasible because even among innate
awarenesses there are apprehensions of permanence and of former and
later [phenomena] as one.
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Our response: [If even among innate awarenesses there are apprehensions
of permanence and of former and later (phenomena) as one,] it is not en-
tailed [that it is not logically feasible that refutation of objects imputed
only by Forders and Proponents of Tenets does not harm the apprehension
of inherent existence that has operated beginninglessly,] because there is
something eliminated by “only” [in “imputed only by Forders and Propo-
nents of Tenets”]. Well, for him, it [absurdly] follows that whatever is an
apprehension of permanence is necessarily an apprehension in accordance
with the Forders’ superimposition that the self is permanent because [ac-
cording to him] an innate apprehension of permanence apprehends in that
way [that is to say, in accordance with the Forders’ superimposition that
the self is permanent]. You have accepted the reason [which is that an in-
nate apprehension of permanence apprehends in that way, that is to say, in
accordance with the Forders’ superimposition that the self is permanent].
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For if you have not identified these, even if you refute an object of negation
through reasoning, the adherence to true establishment that has operated begin-
ninglessly is not harmed at all, due to which the meaning at this point would be
lost.

See Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 186.
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If you accept [that whatever is an apprehension of permanence is nec-
essarily an apprehension in accordance with the Forders’ superimposition
that the self is permanent], it [absurdly] follows that in the continuums of
those who are not involved in tenet systems such as animals and so forth,
there is apprehension that the self is permanent in the sense of not being
produced from causes and conditions because [in the continuums of those
who are not involved in tenet systems such as animals and so forth,] there
is apprehension that the self is permanent in the sense of not disintegrating
until death. The reason [which is that in the continuums of those who are
not involved in tenet systems such as animals and so forth there is appre-
hension that the self is permanent in the sense of not disintegrating until
death,] is easy [to establish].
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If you accept [that in the continuum of animals not engaged in tenet
systems, there is apprehension that the self is permanent in the sense of

not being produced from causes and conditions], it [absurdly] follows that
it is not logically feasible for Chandrakirti’s root text [Supplement to
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(Nagarjuna’s) “Treatise on the Middle] to say:?

This nonproduced permanent [self imputed by Forders] is not
perceived

By those spending many eons as animals,

[Yet consciousnesses conceiving “I”” are seen to operate in them.

Hence, there is no self other than the aggregates].
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Moreover, it [absurdly] follows that although the Proponents of the
Great Exposition and the Proponents of Stitra and so forth have not entered
the Middle [view], they can harm the conceived object of the apprehension
of true existence because [according to you] your [damaging] thesis [that
it is not logically feasible that refutation of objects imputed only by
Forders and Proponents of Tenets does not harm the apprehension of i 1n—
herent ex1stence that has operated beginninglessly] is logically feas1ble
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? VI1.125. See Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 648. The citation is lengthened in order to
provide more context. In Tibetan it is:
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See Chandrakirti, dbu ma la ’jug pa, 210a.7-210b.1.

The opponent’s thesis was that Tsong-kha-pa’s statement—"Refutation of objects im-
puted only by Forders and Proponents of Tenets does not harm the apprehension of inherent
existence that has operated beginninglessly”—is not logically feasible.
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It is easy to negate Tibetans whose object of negation is too broad such
as Shang Thang-sag-pa [Shon-nu-gyal-tshan)] and those whose object of
negation is too narrow. These [points made here] explain the main thought
and not just the explicit reading of Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation of (Chan-

s 9
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8. Moreover, someone in an earlier period posited: There are two objects
of negation by correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag gi dgag bya)—existent
and nonexistent. And asserted: Object of negation by a correct reasoning
(rigs pa yang dag gi dgag bya) and object of negation that is the opposite
of the probandum of a correct sign (rtags yang dag gi bsgrub bya’i bzlog
zlar gyur pa’i dgag bya) are equivalent.
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With regard to this, another early scholar said:

If somebody said to me, “It follows that the subject, the apprehen-
sion of true existence, is not an object of negation by a correct sign
proving [something] as not truly existent because of being a pro-
bandum of a correct sign,” I would say “[Whatever is a proban-
dum of a correct sign] is not necessarily [an object of negation by
a correct sign proving the absence of true establishment].”
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¢ zhang thang sag pa gzhon nu rgyal mtshan.
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Our response: Well then, with regard to this, it [absurdly] follows that
whatever is the predicate of the probandum in a proof of something is nec-
essarily the probandum in the proof of that something because [according
to you] the apprehension of true existence is the probandum of a correct
sign. If you accept [that whatever is the predicate of the probandum in a
proof of something is necessarily the probandum in the proof of that some-
thlng ] itis Very amazmg
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Also, with regard to the first thesis [that it is posited that there are two
objects of negation by correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag gi dgag bya)—
existent and nonexistent and that object of negation by a correct reasoning
(rigs pa yang dag) and object of negation that is the opposite of the pro-
bandum (sgrub bya, sadhya) proven by a correct sign (rtags yang dag) are
equivalent,] it [absurdly] follows that the subject, the apprehension of true
existence, is an object of negation that is the opposite of the probandum of
a correct sign (rtags yang dag) because of being an object of negation by
a correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag). It follows [that the subject, the ap-
prehension of true existence, is an object of negation by a correct reason-
ing] because of being the object of negation by a correct reasoning proving
the absence of true existence.
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It follows [that the subject, an apprehension of true existence is an
object of negation by correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag) proving the
absence of true existence] because of being an object of negation by a cor-
rect logicality ('thad pa yang dag) proving that [absence of true existence].
Whatever is an object of negation by a correct logicality (thad pa yang
dag) proving the absence of true existence] is necessarily [an object of
negation by correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag) proving the absence of

true existence] because reasoning (rigs pa) and logicality (’thad pa) are
equivalent.
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At the point of the statement of no entailment [that is, whatever is an
object of negation by a correct logicality (thad pa yang dag) proving the
absence of true existence] is necessarily [an object of negation by correct
reasoning (rigs pa yang dag) proving the absence of true existence,] the
sign [that is, that the apprehension of true existence is an object of negation
by a correct logicality proving the absence of true existence ([bden med]
de sgrub kyi "thad pa yang dag gi dgag bya yin pa)] is established because
since that [apprehension of true existence] is not logically feasible in ac-

cordance with its apprehension, that [apprehension of true existence]
comes to be an object of negation by a correct logicality.
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It follows [that since that (apprehension of true existence) is not logi-
cally feasible in accordance with its apprehension, that [apprehension of
true existence] comes to be an object of negation by a correct logicality, ]
because for that reason both an apprehension of true existence as well as
[its] conceived object [that is, true establishment] must be posited as ob-

jects of negation by [a correct logicality] because Nagarjuna’s Refutation
of Objections says:

Or, someone’s wrong apprehension thinking

That a magically emanated woman is a [real] woman

Is negated by [another] magical emanation.

This [apprehension of true existence] is like that [that is, is re-
futed by words that are like illusions].

That a man’s apprehension of a magically emanated woman as a real
woman is negated by [another] magical emanation is indicated by the first
three lines, and “This is like that” explains that words like an emanation
overcome the apprehension of inherent existence.
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If you accept the root [consequence that the apprehension of true ex-
istence is an object of negation that is the opposite of the probandum of a
correct sign,] it [absurdly] follows that the subject, [the apprehension of
true existence, ] does not exist because of being an object of negation that
is the opposite of the probandum of a correct sign. You have accepted the
reason [which is that the apprehension of true existence is an object of
negation that is the opposite of the probandum of a correct sign].

v v ~ o\ (2N N ~ N
o~ v P ~ [ PN N v
RN ARR G| [~aeaksy | &S5 | SRR =Ay
2N N, N
RIS AT RN SARF[@N IIVIRIS
aaiqac@ﬂ [R5 AEE & B ws R § Sy SR R RN YR
NS
~ [ v
qq'z:\qq'@'mqu']gql\l RN

If [you say that being an object of negation that is the opposite of the
probandum of a correct sign] does not entail [being nonexistent], it [ab-
surdly] follows that a correct sign cannot prove a probandum proving
something because the object of negation that is the opposite of the pro-
bandum proving something exists. You have accepted the reason [which is
that the object of negation that is the opposite of the probandum proving
something exists].

It is entailed [that if the object of negation that is the opposite of the
probandum proving something exists, a correct sign cannot prove a pro-
bandum proving something] because if that [object of negation that is the
opposite of the probandum proving something] exists, such [an object of

nega%ion] cannot be negated because Tsong-kha-pa’s Stages of the Path
says:

These also are, for instance, refutations of inherent existence—
that is to say, establishment from [the object’s] own side—with
respect to persons and phenomena by the sign of dependent-aris-
ing. This object of negation is necessarily something that does not

d Tsong kha pa, The Great Exposition of Stages of the Path (byang chub lam rim chen mo),
in gsung "bum/ tsong kha pa (bkras lhun par rnying / d+ha sar bskyar par brgyab pa/),
TBRC W29193.13 (Dharamsala, India: she rig par khang, 1997), 420a.3-420a.4. See also
the translation in Tsong-kha-pa, The Great Treatise on the Stages of the Path to Enlight-
enment: Volume Three, tr. the Lamrim Chenmo Translation Committee, ed. Joshua W. C.
Cutler and Guy Newland, vol. 3 (Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publications, 2002), 204.
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exist among objects of knowledge because whatever exists cannot
be refuted.

[ ﬂl""”‘:”iﬂ'“T'ng'@aﬂéﬂ'ax'@?“a'ﬁﬂﬂ'@'aﬁﬁ'&ﬁ%‘
QN,]&.@q.qI 6ﬂmmzﬁﬂamagmﬁng@§q%\d
@Q'Q’?EN‘ %éjq@’ng@a’qéﬂﬁ’iﬂﬂ@ﬁﬁ
qa,%;‘ R‘%Q@';@;"@aﬂﬁﬂ'ﬁ'ﬁﬂﬂ'@'ﬁ’i’“’] F.;QWNRNN [a
gq.@.ng.@a.qéﬂasqqg&Tﬁq. 5“1“"”‘3“}““1‘@%“@\"%“
@gﬂ"a\d'EIQ'QN']@Q'QN agq@.ng.@aqéﬂa.qu.@.]R.NR.
5‘ ﬁ %’i Rq]ﬂ 5\1 %l\l "\10\ @’iw AN’ ?5\1 "-’\TN‘ QR =
sai QSN @ \‘;ﬂl\} @N ﬂ: EW] Rf: 651\1 @ E: 5’ R
ﬂ:ﬁi aiNglq Qq ?Cﬂ(aﬁ NRQQQWQW"\I%Q&&IN
8] RS AR § g g AR naR Ry
Nﬁ.q.Rﬂﬂ.qx.&.iﬁrqq.@x.x‘ Na‘mv[msb]q@:quq.
2

9. With regard to that, someone says: 1t follows that there is no entailment
that the object of negation that is the opposite of a probandum of a correct
sign necessarily does not exist because nonexistence of sprout is the object
of negation that is the opposite of the probandum of a correct sign proving
that a sprout exists. It follows [that nonexistence of sprout is the object of
negation that is the opposite of the probandum of a correct sign proving
that a sprout exists] because that a sprout exists is the probandum in the
proof of that.
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Our response: [That that a sprout exists is the probandum in the proof of
that] does not entail [that the nonexistence of a sprout is the object of ne-
gation that is the opposite of the probandum of a correct sign proving that

a sprout exists] because that a sprout is nonexistent is posited as the oppo-
site of the probandum in the proof [that a sprout exists].
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For this person, it [absurdly] follows that existence of self (bdag yod
pa) is the object of negation of the probandum in the proof that the aggre-
gates are selfless by the sign, dependent-arising, because [according to
you, your] mode of assertion with regard to a sprout [that is, the nonexist-
ence of sprout is the object of negation that is the opposite of the proban-
dum of a correct sign proving that a sprout exists] is logically feasible. If
you accept [that existence of self is the object of negation of the proban-
dum in the proof that the aggregates are selfless by the sign, dependent-

arising,] it very [absurdly] follows that it is reasonable to refute even the
substratum.
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On this occasion, in order to ascertain emptiness it is necessary initially to
identify the object of negation because if [the object of negation] is not
identified, the emptiness that is the negative [of the object of negation] is
not identified. In general, there are two [types] of objects of negation: ob-
jects of negation by the path and objects of negation by reasoning; among
them, within the objects of negation by the path, there must be an existent
because if there is not [an existent object of negation by the path], all sen-
tient beings would be self-released, and the hardship of practicing the path
would be meaningless.
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With respect to objects of negation by correct reasoning, two types are
taken as objects of negation—wrong apprehensions and the objects appre-
hended by them—because it is like, for example, the fact that with regard
to objects of negation by the reasoning of dependence, since both (1) the
apprehension of a thing as not depending on causes and conditions and (2)
its object [that is, a thing’s not depending on causes and conditions] are

not logically feasible and not reasonable, they are treated as objects of ne-
gatlon
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Although there are four [types] of correct reasoning—the reasonings
of dependence, logicality, performance of function, and nature®—when

? For the four types of correct reasonings, Tsong-kha-pa explains in his Great Exposition
of Stages of the Path:

With respect to reasoned examination, from among the four reasonings:

1. The reasoning of dependence (I/tos pa’i rigs pa, apeksayukti) is [from the view-
point] that the arising of effects depends on causes and conditions. This moreover
is examination from the approach of the conventional and the ultimate and their
individual bases.

2. The reasoning of performance of function (bya ba byed pa’i rigs pa,
karyakaranayukti) is [from the viewpoint] that phenomena perform their respec-
tive functions, such as fire performing the function of burning and so forth. This
moreover is examination that “This is the phenomenon; this is the agent; this
phenomenon performs this action.”

3. The reasoning of tenable proof (‘'thad pas sgrub pa’i rigs pa, upapattisadha-
nayukti) is to prove a meaning without contradicting valid cognition. This more-
over is examination thinking whether concerning this the three valid cogni-
tions—direct, inferential, or believable scripture—exist or not.

4.  The reasoning of nature (chos nyid kyi rigs pa, dharmatayukti) is to believe in
(1) natures renowned in the world, such as heat being the nature of fire, moisture
being the nature of water, and so forth, (2) inconceivable natures [such as placing
a world-system in a single hair-pore, and so forth], and in the abiding nature, and
not to contemplate other evidence for being such—examining this way.
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See Tsong-kha-pa, lam rim chen mo, in gsung 'bum/ tsong kha pa/ bkras lhun par rnying/
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summarized they are included within two [types] because of being in-
cluded into the reasoning of analyzing the ultimate and the reasoning of
analyzing conventions.

Logically feasible ('thad pa), suitable (rung ba), and reasonable (rigs
pa) are equivalent because Vasubandhu’s Principles of Explanation® says
such.
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The [rigs pa of] 'thad rigs ('thad pa dang rigs pa, logicality and reason-
ing)b and the rig pa of blo rig (blo dang rig pa, awareness and knowledge)
are not equivalent because in Tibetan the presence and absence of the suf-
fix sa differ, and in Sanskrit the terms also differ since yosir® is used for
[the rigs pa of] 'thad rigs (logicality and reasoning) and vidydd is used for
[the rig pa of] blo rig (awareness and knowledge), and also that the mean-
ings differ is to be known from the earlier [discussion] (see above, 68ff.).
Therefore, the opposite of logicality is taken as an object of negation by
reasoning because when comparing the high speech (gsung rab, prava-
cana) of Tsong-kha-pa and his spiritual sons [Khay-drub and Gyal-tshab],

it turns out that the four non-reasonables, which are the opposites of the
four reasonings, are taken as objects of negation.

d+ha sar bskyar par brgyab pa, TBRC W29193.13 (Dharamsala, India: she rig par khang,
1997), 494b.1-494b.5. See also the translation in Tsong kha pa, The Great Treatise on the
Stages of the Path to Enlightenment, vol. 3, 329.

& rnam par bshad pa’i rigs pa, vyakyayukti; Beijing 5562, vol. 113; sde dge 4061, vol. shi.
b rigs pa in the context of ‘thad pa.

€ 2011 TBRC bla brang and 1995 Mundgod revision of Ngawang Gelek bla brang
(186a.3) read yosir, as does 'jam dbyangs bzhad pa, dbu ma jug pa'i mtha' dpyod lung rigs
gter mdzod (Beijing, China: pe cin nyug hran shin 'gyig par khang, 2004), 190.3. I was not
able to find the corresponding Sanskrit term for yosir, which might be yukti.

d Correcting vidya for vidya in accordance with the context.
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Because correct reasoning (rigs pa yang dag) and correct sign (rtags
yang dag) are not equivalent, the objects of negation by [a correct reason-
ing and a correct sign] are also not equivalent, and it is proper that, in
accordance with statements by the lords of scholars [Gung-ru] Cho-kyi-
jung-nay and Tag-lung-drag-pa [Lo-drd-gya-tsho],? that the objects of ne-
gation by correct signs are nonexistents because there are manifold scrip-

tures and reasonings, those [cited] earlier and so forth. Here also [correct
reasoning and correct sign] have been treated in this fashion.
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a stag lung grags pa blo gros rgya mtsho (1546-1618, Beijing 715). He was the 30" Throne
Holder of Gandan.
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10. Someone says: 1t follows that the subject, the apprehension® of true
existence by an apprehensionb of true existence, is not logically feasible
because of being an object of negation by a correct reasoning. You have
asserted the reason [which is that the apprehension of true existence by an
apprehension of true existence is an object of negation by correct reason-
ing]. If you accept [that the apprehension of true existence by an appre-
hension of true existence is not logically feasible], it follows that the sub-
ject, [the apprehension of true existence by an apprehension of true exist-
ence,] does not exist because of not being logically feasible.
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Our response: [ Whatever is not logically feasible] is not necessarily [non-
existent]. For him [that is, for the opponent,] it [absurdly] follows that each
of the subjects, the Outsiders’ reasonings proving the existence of a self of
persons and their modes of explanation, do not exist because of not being
logically feasible. The three spheres [of self-contradiction]!
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11. Moreover, someone says: It follows that the subject, the apprehension
of true existence, is an object of negation by a sign analyzing the ultimate

because of being an object of negation by an inference that is a rational
consciousness analyzing the ultimate.

a bzung ba; this is the action of apprehending something as truly existent.
‘dzin; this is the consciousness apprehending something as truly existent.
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Our response: There is utterly no entailment [that whatever is an object of

negation by an inference that is a rational consciousness analyzing the ul-

timate is necessarily an object of negation by a sign analyzing the ulti-
mate].
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Well then, it [absurdly] follows that [according to your assertion] the wis-

dom realizing the absence of true existence is a probandum of a correct

sign proving the absence of true existence because [according to you your]

thesis [that is, that the apprehension of true existence is the object of ne-
gation by a sign analyzing the ultimate,] is logically feasible.
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B: Individually identifying the object of negation in
the Autonomy School and the Consequence School {2
parts}

This has two parts: explaining the object of negation in the systems of the
Autonomy School and the Consequence School
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1* EXPLAINING THE OBJECT OF NEGATION IN THE SYSTEM

OF THE AUTONOMY SCHOOL
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In Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to
(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’” this is:*

A clear identification of the object of negation does not emerge in
other reliable sourcebooks of the Autonomy School, but the exist-
ence that is the opposite of the mode of conventional existence
described in Kamalashila’s //lumination of the Middle is to be
known as ultimate or true existence, and, therefore, let us explain
it that way. This text says:b

A mistaken awareness that superimposes—on things that
in reality [or ultimately] are natureless—an aspect oppo-
site to that [naturelessness] is called an “obscurer” (kun
rdzob, samvrti ) because it obstructs [itself | from [percep-
tion of | suchness or because it veils [other awarenesses]
from perception of suchness. [The Descent into Lanka]
Siitra also says:*

a Tsong-kha-pa, dgongs pa rab gsal, 130.3-136.20; the translation is from Hopkins, Tsong-
kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 189-200; there are a few slight differences in choice
of translation terms as indicated below when passages are cited from this.

b dbu ma snang ba, madhyamakaloka,; sde dge 3887, dbu ma, vol. sa, 228a.7-228b.3.

¢ lang kar gshegs pa’i mdo, lankavatarasitra, stanza X.429; Sanskrit in Bunyiu Nanjio,
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The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun
rdzob tu, samvrtyd);

Ultimately it lacks inherent existence.

That [consciousness] mistaken with regard to the lack
of inherent existence

Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (yang dag kun
rdzob, satyam samvrti ).

All false things seen displayed by that [consciousness apprehend-
ing them as if they are truly established] due to having arisen from
it are called “just obscurational.”® Moreover, that [apprehension

Larnkavatara Sitra, 319: bhava vidyanti samvrtya paramarthe na bhavakah /
nihsvabhavesu ya bhrantistatsatyam samvrtirbhavet //.

 kun rdzob pa kho na. 1 [Hopkins] take it that what arise from a consciousness conceiving
true existence are not the false things themselves but the display, or appearance, of them
as truly existent. Ngag-wang-pal-dan, on the other hand, holds that what arises from a con-
sciousness apprehending true existence is an artificial apprehension of true existence in the
continuum of a Proponent of True Existence. In his Annotations for (Jam-yang-shay-pa’s)
“Great Exposition of Tenets” (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 740-742) he recasts the
meaning of this passage as follows:

The subject, an innate consciousness conceiving true existence, which conceives
that phenomena ultimately exist inherently whereas they do not, is called an “ob-
scurer” (kun rdzob, samvrti) or obstructor (sgrib byed ) because a consciousness
conceiving true existence, like an eye obstructed by an eye disease, obstructs
itself from seeing suchness [or] this consciousness conceiving true existence
veils other awarenesses from seeing suchness, like covering something with a
cloth. This is because the Descent into Lanka Sitra says:

The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun rdzob tu,
samvrtyd);

Ultimately it lacks inherent existence.

That [consciousness] mistaken regarding the lack of inherent existence

Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (vang dag kun rdzob, satyam
samvrti).

...Since an artificial awareness in the continuum of a Proponent of True Exist-
ence arises from that consciousness conceiving true existence, all false things
such as forms and so forth—which are the observed objects of such an artificial
awareness that sees them displayed by that consciousness conceiving true exist-
ence as if they are truly existent—exist only conventionally, not ultimately. Not
only does that artificial awareness arise from a consciousness conceiving true
existence but also this consciousness conceiving true existence arises through the
maturation of beginningless predispositions for mistake. This consciousness con-
ceiving true existence displays truly established phenomena to all living beings
as if they exist, whether their awarenesses are affected by systems of tenets or
not, and those living beings also perceive them that way.
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of true existence] arises through the maturation of beginningless
predispositions for mistake, whereby all living beings see [phe-
nomena] displayed as if they had an inherent nature in reality.
Therefore, all entities of false things—[existing] through the
power of those [sentient beings’ non-defective] thoughts [that is,
conceptual and non-conceptual consciousnesses unaffected by su-
perficial causes of mistake®]—are said “only to exist convention-
ally.”
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Therefore, since it would not be suitable to posit phenomena as existing
through the force of appearing to a consciousness conceiving true existence, ex-
istence that is posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective aware-
ness—its factors of appearance and conception not being affected by the force of
a consciousness conceiving true existence—is the meaning of existing conven-
tionally. Hence, the object of negation, true existence, does not appear to sense
consciousnesses.

Ngag-wang-pal-dan’s reading strikes me as excessively complicated, but the matter re-
quires more analysis.

a . . . .
Four types of consciousnesses affected by superficial causes of mistake are enumerated:

cause of mistake existing in the object: for instance, a consciousness perceiving a cir-
cle of fire due to a firebrand being twirled quickly

cause of mistake existing in the basis: for instance, an eye consciousness that sees a
single moon as double due to a fault in the eye

cause of mistake existing in the abode: for instance, an eye consciousness that sees
trees as moving when a person is riding in a boat (causing stationary objects on the
shore to appear to move)

cause of mistake existing in the immediately preceding condition: for instance, an eye
consciousness that sees everything as red when a person is overcome by anger.

See Lati Rinbochay and Elizabeth Napper, Mind in Tibetan Buddhism (London: Rider,
1980; Ithaca, N.Y.: Snow Lion Publications, 1980), 51-52.
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[In that quotation:]

The passage “A mistaken awareness that superimposes—on
things that in reality [or ultimately] are natureless—an aspect
opposite to that [naturelessness]” refers to [a consciousness]
mistaking what does not ultimately exist inherently to exist
ultimately.

The passage “...is called an ‘obscurer’ (kun rdzob, samvrti) be-
cause it obstructs [itself ] from [perception of | suchness or be-
cause it veils [other awarenesses] from perception of such-
ness” is the meaning of “the obscurer of reality (yang dag kun
rdzob, satyam samvrti)” [in the quote from the Descent into
Lanka Sutra]. Samvrti [here] is taken as [meaning] “obstruc-
tor” (sgrib byed ), obstructing reality.

Due to having arisen from a consciousness conceiving true exist-
ence, that which sees the display—by a consciousness con-
ceiving true existence—as if [objects] are truly established is
a conceptual consciousness, not a sense consciousness. For,
Jiianagarbha’s® Autocommentary on “Differentiation of the
Two Truths”® explains that true [existence]—the object of ne-
gation—does not appear to sense consciousnesses, and it is

a Jiianagarbha is taken to be a proponent of the Stitra Middle Way Autonomy School.

b bden pa gnyis rnam par 'byed pa’i ’grel pa, satyadvayavibhangavrtti; sde dge 3882, dbu
ma, vol. sa, 5b.3-6a.2; Tibetan and English in Eckel, Jianagarbha’s Commentary, 160-
161 and 75-76. Jiianagarbha states in his autocommentary to stanza 8abc that “Imputed
objects are production [existing] in reality, and so forth” (brtags pa’i don ni yang dag par
skye ba la sogs pa) and that “Production [existing] in reality, and so forth, do not appear”
(vang dag par skye ba la sogs pa ni mi snang ste). In stanza 9ab, he states that “Since the
negation of production, and so forth, is concordant with reality, we assert it” (skye la sogs
pa bkag pa yang / yang dag pa dang mthun phyir ‘dod). His autocommentary explains
“production” (skye) as “real production” (yang dag par skye ba), and that the negation of
real production “we assert as the ultimate” (don dam pa yin par kho bo cag ’dod do). Put-
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the same here [in Kamalashila’s Yogic Middle Way Auton-
omy School].

The passage “Moreover, that [apprehension of true existence]
arises through the maturation of beginningless predispositions
for mistake” indicates that this apprehension of true existence
is innate. Therefore, [Kamalashila] speaks of “all living be-
ings.”

The “thoughts” of those living beings are not just conceptual con-
sciousnesses but also are to be taken as non-conceptual con-
sciousnesses.

False things—that is to say, that do not exist ultimately but are
posited as existing through the force of those two [conceptual
and non-conceptual consciousnesses]—exist only conven-
tionally. This is the meaning of the statement in the [Descent
into Lanka Sutra], “The production of things [exists] conven-
tionally (kun rdzob tu, samvrtyd).” Moreover, this does not
mean that [such falsities] exist conventionally in the sense of
existing for a samvrti (kun rdzob) that is an apprehender of
true existence. [Rather, they exist for a samvrti (kun rdzob)
that is a conventional valid consciousness. |

Since this is the case, [in the Autonomy School] “to exist in the
manner of an objective mode of abiding without being posited

through appearing to an awareness, or through the force of an

awareness™ is to truly exist, to ultimately exist, and to exist as [the

object’s own] reality, and apprehending such is an innate appre-
hension of true existence.

ava.am.q.wq.a.ﬁq.z‘-\a\].qx.x:.qa\q.&R.q.m.ﬁqvﬁa.qx.ﬁﬁ.qx.
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ting these assertions together, one can see why Tsong-kha-pa states that Jiianagarbha’s ob-
ject of negation—the negation of which is the ultimate—does not appear to sense con-
sciousnesses.

 blo la snang ba’am blo’i dbang gis bzhag pa min par don gyi sdod lugs su yod pa.
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Objection: Implicit to the statement in Kamalashila’s //lumi-
nation of the Middle:*

That “ultimately there is no production” is to be explained
as that “the production of these is not established by a
consciousness of reality.”

is an explanation that to be ultimately existent and ultimately pro-
duced is to be established—as existent and as produced—by a ra-
tional consciousness’ understanding suchness. [Since, just above,
you have explained that the meaning of being ultimately existent
is to exist in the manner of an objective mode of abiding without
being posited through appearing to an awareness or through the
force of an awareness,] how [do you take Kamalashila’s explana-
tion]?

Answer: That is true. You need to understand that the qualifi-
cation “ultimately” is affixed in two ways to the object of nega-
tion:

1. Rational consciousnesses of hearing, thinking, and meditating
are taken as the ultimate [consciousness], and what is not es-
tablished by them [is not ultimately established, that is to say,
not established for an ultimate consciousness], as described
[by Kamalashila just] above.

2. Existing in an objective mode of abiding without being pos-
ited through the force of an awareness is posited as [the mean-
ing of ] ultimately existing [and not existing this way is pos-
ited as the meaning of not being ultimately established].

The first of these two ultimates [that is, a rational consciousness

sde dge 3887, dbu ma, vol. sa, 229b.3.

rigs shes.
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of hearing, thinking, or meditating], as well as something that is
established in its perspective [namely, emptiness], exists. How-
ever, both the latter ultimate [that is, existence in an objective
mode of abiding without being posited through the force of an
awareness] and something that exists that way do not occur.?
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Therefore, although whatever exists ultimately in the latter
sense would exist ultimately in the former sense,’ the apprehen-
sion of the former type of existence [that is, the apprehension that

a Ngag-wang-pal-dan (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 743-744) rephrases this:
The “ultimate” in “not existing ultimately” has two types:

1. A conceptual rational consciousness of hearing, thinking, or meditating that an-
alyzes suchness is taken as the ultimate, and not existing as able to bear analysis
by that conceptual rational consciousness is posited as “not existing ultimately.”

2. Existing in an objective mode of subsistence without being merely posited
through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness is posited as
“existing ultimately,” and not existing in that way is posited as “not existing
ultimately.”

Concerning these:

1. Both the ultimate in the first mode of positing [that is, a conceptual rational con-
sciousness analyzing suchness] and something established in its perspective
[namely, emptiness] exist.

2. Both the ultimate of the second mode of positing [that is, existing in an
objective mode of subsistence without being merely posited through the
force of appearing to a non-defective awareness] and something established
as it do not exist.

b Ngag-wang-pal-dan (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 744-745) expands on this:

Whatever is established as the ultimate of the second mode of positing [that is,
as existing in an objective mode of subsistence without being posited through the
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an object is established for a rational consciousness] is not an in-
nate apprehension of true existence.? To have such an [innate] ap-
prehension of true existence, one must apprehend the latter type
of existence [that is, one must apprehend that an object has an ob-
jective mode of abiding not posited through the force of an aware-
ness].

Not differentiating these [two meanings of “ultimate”], many
have held that the measure of the object of negation is “that which
is able to bear reasoned analysis”b or “a thing able to bear analy-
sis.”® In dependence upon this, it appears that many mistakes as-
serting that ultimate truths are not established bases [that is, do not
exist] or that ultimate truths are truly established have arisen. If
these [facts] are understood well, you will understand the essential
points that the statements that “[the noumenon] does not exist as
[its own] basic disposition” and that “[the noumenon] does not
exist ultirnately”d do not contradict the assertion that the noume-
non® exists and the proposition that it is the basic disposition [of
phenomena] and is the ultimate.”

a Emptiness is established for a rational consciousness but is not truly established, and the
apprehension that any other phenomenon is established for such a rational consciousness

force of an awareness] would [hypothetically] be established for the ultimate of
the former mode of positing [that is, would be established in the perspective of a
conceptual rational consciousness of hearing, thinking, or meditating that ana-
lyzes suchness] because whatever truly exists must be established as the final
mode of subsistence, and whatever is established as the final mode of subsistence
must be found by a rational consciousness examining the final mode of being.
Whatever is established in the perspective of the former ultimate [that is, in the
perspective of a conceptual rational consciousness] is not necessarily established
as the latter ultimate [as existing in an objective mode of subsistence without being
posited through the force of an awareness] because having analyzed whether or not
something truly exists, a rational consciousness finds non-establishment of true ex-
istence, and it does not find true existence.

is artificial and not innate.

b rigs pas dpyad bzod.

¢ dpyad bzod pa’i dngos po.

gshis lugs la dang don dam du med.

€ chos nyid, dharmata.

f Ngag-wang-pal-dan (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 745) gives more detail:

If these are understood well, you will know that it is not contradictory:

to say that something is not established as [its own] mode of disposition (gshis

lugs su ma grub pa) and is not ultimately established
and to assert that ultimate truths exist and to propound that ultimate truths
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Indicating truth and falsity relative to worldly persons through
the example of a magician’s illusion

Since for understanding the styles of existence posited and not
posited through the force of an awareness, making these known in
terms of the example of a [magician’s] illusion is praised, let us
explain it. When a magician causes a pebble, twig, or the like to
appear as a horse or elephant, there are three [types of persons
present]:

1. the magician

2. the audience whose eyes have been affected [by the mantra
the magician has cast]

3. [aperson who comes later and thus] whose eyes have not been
affected [by the mantra].

For the first [that is, the magician] there is the mere appearance as
a horse or elephant, but he/she does not adhere to such [as being

are the mode of subsistence and are ultimates.
Due to not distinguishing these, there arose explanations such as:

The great translator Ngog [Lo-dan-shay-rab (blo Idan shes rab, rngog lo chen

po, 1059-1109)], sole eye of the snowy land, said that ultimate truths are not

objects of knowledge.

The lord of reasoning Cha-pa Cho-kyi-seng-ge (cha pa or phywa pa chos
kyi seng ge, 1109-1169) asserted that ultimate truths are truly established in
the sense of being able to bear analysis by reasoning.

Dro-lung-pa’s (gro lung pa blo gros ’byung gnas, eleventh century) Stages
of the Teaching and so forth explain that through dividing one awareness by
way of conceptually isolatable factors [it can be said that] there is no object
of arational consciousness, but there is an object of an inferential conscious-
ness.
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true]. The second [the audience whose eyes have been affected]
have both the appearance [as horse or elephant] and adherence to
that appearance. The third [a person whose eyes have not been
affected] has neither the appearance as a horse or elephant nor ad-
herence to it.

When, for example, a rope is mistaken as a snake, it is said
that the rope is a snake in the perspective of that consciousness but
in general is not a snake. However, it is not suitable to say that
similarly, when a basis of conjuring appears as a horse or elephant,
the appearance as a horse or elephant is only in the perspective of
a mistaken consciousness but in general the basis of conjuring
does not appear as a horse or elephant [because it does]. Even
though that qualification [that is, “in general”] is not affixed, it
must be asserted that the basis of conjuring does appear as a horse
or elephant because if this were not the case, mistakes regarding
appearances would not occur.
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Therefore, that the basis of conjuring can be posited as appear-

ing as a horse or elephant is, according to the magician, through

the force of appearing that way to a mistaken awareness; it is not

posited otherwise through the force of the mode of abiding of the

basis of conjuring itself. As for the audience, the appearance as a

horse or elephant does not seem to be posited through the force of

an internal awareness; rather, they conceive that there is a fully

qualified horse or elephant dwelling on that place where the ap-
pearance is, covering that spot.
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In terms of the example, those are how something is appre-
hended to be posited through the force of an awareness and is ap-
prehended not to be posited through the force of an awareness.
When a basis [that is, an object] appears in a certain way, there are
two [types]—those that do and do not correspond with the mode
of subsistence in accordance with how it appears.
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When you understand well this [presentation of how phenom-
ena are posited through the force of awareness according to the
Autonomy School], you will come to differentiate the two posi-

tions [of the Autonomy School and the Proponents of True Exist-
ence which some] confuse. They think:

Objects of comprehension [that is, all objects] are posited
through the force of valid cognitions, and since valid cogni-
tions are awarenesses, the positing of objects of comprehen-
sion through them is a case of positing [objects] through the
force of an awareness. Hence, even the systems of the Propo-
nents of True Existence refute true establishment.

[However,] that objects of comprehension are posited [that is, cer-

tified] through the force of valid cognitions means that valid cog-

nitions realize the mode of abiding of the two [types of ] objects

of comprehension.” Therefore, the two—this [meaning of positing

or certifying objects of comprehension] and the former [meaning

of positing objects through the force of an awareness according to

the Autonomy School] are utterly dissimilar.
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? The two types of objects of comprehension are specifically and generally characterized
objects, or impermanent and permanent objects, or manifest and hidden objects.
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According to Yogic Middle Way [Autonomists, who do not
assert external objects], the appearance of such an illusion is es-
tablished [that is, certified] by a self-knowing direct perception,
and according to [Sttra Middle Way Autonomists], who assert ex-
ternal objects, the appearance of such an illusion is established
[that is, certified] by a sense direct perception apprehending the
basis—for instance, the area [on which the illusion appears] or in-
termediate space [in which it appears].

With respect to its not existing in accordance with how it ap-
pears, [that the illusory horse or elephant exists as it appears] is
refuted with signs [that is, reasons] such as, “If it did exist that
way, it would be seen by those whose eyes are not affected [by the
mantra], but they do not see it,” and so forth. At this time, a com-
bination of the two—appearing that way and an emptiness of
that—is established, at which point [the illusion] is established as
a falsity relative to an ordinary conventional awareness not in-
volved in [philosophical] tenets. Hence, an awareness that estab-
lishes [or certifies] this [composite of appearance and emptiness]
and a reflection’s emptiness of what it appears to be is not asserted
to be either a coarse or a subtle rational consciousness.”

Even if something is truly established in terms of a conven-
tional ordinary awareness,® if [an object] appears as that, it could
not be empty of'it, and also if it is empty of that, it could not appear
that way. Hence, if a combination of those two [that is, appearing
one way and existing another] occurs, it is only a falsity in terms

b . . . .
rigs shes. A coarse rational consciousness establishes a coarse selflessness, whereas a
subtle rational consciousness establishes a subtle selflessness.

C . . . .
“True establishment in terms of a conventional ordinary awareness” does not refer to the

object of negation as the term “true establishment” usually does but to something that is
true on the conventional level. Even on the conventional level, if something is true, there
will be no conflict between how it appears and how it is; it will not appear to be something
and yet not be that, and correspondingly if it is empty of something, that is, if it is not
something, it will not appear to be that. Therefore, a magician’s illusion, since it appears

to be a real object and yet is not, cannot be true (or truly established) in a conventional

sense of true establishment and thus must be a falsity, appearing one way and existing

another.
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of an ordinary awareness.
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Explanation within applying the example to the meaning

When external and internal phenomena appear as truly existent,

sentient beings, like the audience of magic whose eyes are affected

[by the mantra cast by the magician], apprehend that there is a

mode of subsistence of those phenomena not posited through the

force of an awareness. This apprehension is the innate apprehen-
sion of true existence which has operated beginninglessly.
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What the Autonomists posit this way is very coarse relative to
the Consequentialists’ apprehension of the object of negation;

hence, it is not the innate subtle apprehension of true existence
[according to the Consequentialists].
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When the true existence apprehended by the apprehension of
true existence is refuted through reasoning, one—like the magi-

cian—does not apprehend external and internal phenomena as
having a mode of abiding that is not posited through the force of
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an internal awareness; rather, one understands [external and inter-
nal phenomena] as mere existents posited through the force of an
awareness. Moreover, those posited through the force of an aware-
ness that are not damaged by valid cognition are asserted as exist-
ing in conventional terms; however, everything posited through
the force of an awareness is not asserted as existing in conven-
tional terms.

Although the production of a sprout from a seed is posited
through the force of an awareness, it is not contradictory that the
sprout also is produced from the seed from its own side. This is
like the fact that there is an appearance as a horse or an elephant
even from the side of the basis of conjuring [that is, a pebble or
twig]. Through this, all phenomena existing in conventional terms
are to be understood.

Even the noumenon is posited as existing through the force of
the awareness to which it appears. Hence, it is not an exception to
being posited as existing in conventional terms.

S G ARG REE AN G TR TRG Y R A RN R F S
D D R A DN e R A oA ey K
5\1@% Q(E‘ﬁ 5 g q: 3'1 BN %&N "11] q: U] R ’:\Q: Q']N & ’Q@ﬂ (2 ﬁﬁ
YN AR 2 H AR 2x| FRRAR AR R S FN R
£ ) vév g AR, Do D 4 v vy—v
ig/? ’(1 11‘*1?\ i&l\l N Qlai’:\ N FA R’Q: QTN Q@ﬂ A ai\ll\l 5 %’5 5
Udﬁ"'\lx'qliﬁ'@1 EQ'RQ:'QWN'U]:'QG\QTENN’GR'E'%”:\'S'U\I:\"%P('&'
X, '*/ v‘/ v v v v\v '*A' vN v v v v v vc\v« v
AN RN FT AT G IS YN
s N (AN N ONON L,
NN NN T WS R RgArS A TRR BN E N S & S T S
DR D AL MM
jar :'q%;éa' Qi‘§ Nl:_\lfl 'qx'qﬁﬁ'jm N i g 1?@5 '
R gR SR FR RS A T AR AR R g T Ak
Q'N'N'@Q"'\I'Nﬁ'ﬁ] 1
Therefore, the significance of applying the example, a magi-
cian’s illusion, to the meaning—other phenomena—is not at all
that just as a magician’s illusion appears to be a horse or an ele-
phant but is empty of being such, so all [phenomena] such as pots
and so forth appear to be pots and so forth, but are empty of being
pots and so forth. For, if that were the case, being that phenome-
non [for example, being a pot] would not occur, and the applica-

tion of the example to the meaning would be that [phenomena]
appear to be such-and-such but are not the actual thing.
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When non-conceptual pristine wisdom of meditative equi-
poise is generated, in its perspective all dualistic appearances are
quiescent. This is like one whose eyes, not having been affected

[by the magician’s mantra], have neither the illusory appearance
nor adherence to it.
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Later [in Chandrakirti’s text] there is no indication of the Au-
tonomists’ uncommon modes of refuting [true existence] by rea-
soning; therefore, let us here express briefly and in a way easy to
understand how through this system all phenomena are caused to
appear as like a magician’s illusions.

Objects of knowledge are inclusively divided into the two: ef-
fective things and non-effective things [or impermanent and per-
manent phenomena]. Let us explain this with respect to effective
things first. Effective things are inclusively divided into the phys-
ical and non-physical. Applying the refutation, as explained else-
where, of physical things that are directionally partless—eastern
direction, and so forth—and of consciousnesses that are tempo-
rally partless, [the Autonomists] prove that effective things neces-
sarily have parts. Then, if parts and whole were different entities,
they would be unrelated; thereby [a difference of entity of parts
and whole] is refuted, and [parts and whole] are shown to be one
entity.

At that time, no matter how the mind looks into it, it is unde-
niable that although the mode of being [of parts and whole] is to
be one entity, in their mode of appearance [to thought] they appear
to be different entities. Thereby, it is delineated that [effective
things] are, like a magician’s illusions, a combination of the two—
appearing one way and being empty of [ex1st1ng] that way.
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Then, although such is not contradictory in the context of the
mode of abiding of a falsity posited through the force of appearing
to an awareness, if a certain base [that is, a certain phenomenon]
had a mode of subsistence not posited through the force of appear-
ing to an awareness, [such a combination of appearance and emp-
tiness] would not at all be reasonable because discordant modes
of abiding and of appearance cannot occur in what is truly estab-
lished, as was explained earlier, because if something is truly es-
tablished, it must abide in a manner devoid of falsity in all respects
and because [since appearance and mode of being would neces-
sarily be concordant,] the awareness to which [parts and whole]

appear as different entities would have to be unmistaken, thereby
damaging their being one entity.
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Once this is established [with respect to effective things], in
dependence on that reasoning it can be refuted that non-effective
things are truly established. For, even with respect to uncom-
pounded space, it must be asserted that it pervades certain physical
objects, and regarding this it must be asserted that it has a part
pervading the east and parts pervading the other directions. Like-
wise, the noumenon [or emptiness] also has many parts pervading
[phenomena], as well as many different parts realized by different
former and later awarenesses. Also, other uncompounded [phe-
nomena] are similar. Therefore, since the two—the many parts and
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the whole—are not fit to be different entities, they are one entity.
Also, that [same discrepancy between modes of being and of ap-
pearance] is suitable in a falsity but not suitable in what is truly
established. Hence, [the true establishment of uncompounded
phenomena] is refuted as before [with compounded phenomena],
whereby all objects of knowledge are established to be without
true existence. Since this treatment is the assertion of the father
Shantarakshita and his spiritual son [Kamalashila], reckoning part
and whole only for effective things is a flaw of those with small
intelligence.

%@q'ai'a'ﬁf“"ﬁ?aﬁﬁ'g'\a’“"q%ﬁ“*gﬁ'Q'U*’:'Eﬂm'qa"’*"
USMQ%W%N'Q&TQT%N%‘ GgN'N'@N'@'ﬁaﬂrﬂqmw’:’ﬂaﬂwﬁé\'
"ﬂ"\'a“]"’*"@R"QWNEFRETNWI %.m.m:.’q:;.m.@q.qa.ﬁ.ﬁg.gﬂm.
ﬂ@ﬁ“@qqaﬁm“’ﬁqﬁﬁ“’ﬁ{ I§qa§§£§1%amm:@qqaa
5.5\1.5:.‘ §§%aﬁﬁa§]§ﬂmqaﬁaﬁﬁq§aaﬁam‘ QSN'N'@N'
ﬂ@ﬁ"”:%ﬁ:qﬁ"q“ﬂ 5§N5:56§“]%Nfﬁaﬁﬁa5:qu
ﬁq.]%q.lqR:‘ %.ng.q.m.sq.a.qaq.gq.m.‘a.sg.qmw %?"Q%ﬁ'
DA RN N T I S AR AR R Y| (R FRER NG T RE
Nq.ﬂm.a.qaﬁ.q.aq.qmq 555:3563iﬁf“’ﬁﬁ5§"4%q%§§‘"
R
The falsity renowned among those whose awarenesses have

not been affected by tenets does not have the same meaning as the

falsity asserted by the Middle Way School; therefore, although it

is posited by an awareness, [this type of being posited by an

awareness] is in accordance with how that is renowned to them.

However, in the [Autonomists’| own system merely this is not as-
serted as [the meaning of being] posited by an awareness.
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[Concluding remarks]
In that way, even though there is no mode of subsistence not pos-
ited by the force of appearing to an awareness, in this system it is

not contradictory for there to be a mode of subsistence that is pos-
ited by the force of appearing to an awareness but is not merely
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nominally imputed,d [whereas such is contradictory in the Conse-
quence School]. Hence, the objects of negation in the two Middle
Way Schools come to differ greatly with regard to the perspective
of the awareness [in the face of which objects are posited].®

Having seen that contemporary persons—who have been
briefly instructed well in [the Autonomists’] identification of true
[existence] and [their estimation of | the apprehension of true ex-
istence as well as [their] reasonings refuting those—discern the
Consequentialists’ view well when, afterwards, that system is
taught, [I] have explained these here.
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A* DECISIVE ANALYSIS {3 PARTS}

This has three parts: refutation [of mistakes ('khrul pa dgag pa)f], positing
[our own system (rang lugs gzhag pa)], and dispelling [objections to that
(de la rtsod pa spangs pa)].
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1# Refutation [of mistakes]

'\/' v v v vc\v
[gzaa@mqgﬂqaq]
1. Some earlier Tibetan Proponents of the Middle Way and some Propo-
nents of the Doctrines of Maitreya® say: That which withstands analysis

d . .
ming tu btags pa tsam min pa.
€ . . . .
For the Autonomists the awareness is any consciousness, either conceptual or non-con-

ceptual, not affected by superficial causes of mistake, whereas for the Consequentialists it
must be only conceptual since everything is only imputedly existent.

fThis is also called “refutation of other systems” (gzhan lugs dgag pa).
g Ngag-wang-leg-dan: Maitreya’s Ornament for the Clear Realizations and so forth.



The Object of Negation in the Autonomy School 99

by a rational consciousness is an object of negation, and that which with-
stands analysis by a rational consciousness and object found by that [ra-
tional consciousness] are [hypothetically]h equivalent.
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Our response: Well, it [absurdly] follows that the subject, the noumenon,'

is an object of negation because of being an object found by a rational

consciousness analyzing the ultimate. You have asserted the entailment

[that whatever is an object found by a rational consciousness analyzing the

ultimate is necessarily an object of negation]. The reason [which is that the

noumenon is an object found by a rational consciousness analyzing the

ultimate] is established because Chandrakirti’s Supplement to (Nagar-

juna’s) “Treatise on the Middle” says, “Objects of perceptions of reality
are suchnesses.”
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2. Also, someone says: The noumenon is not an object of knowledge be-
cause if something is an object of a rational consciousness, it becomes able

h Here, “hypothetically” means holding an extreme for the sake of analysis (brtags pa
mtha’ bzung)—hypothetical analysis. Since whatever is equivalent necessarily exists but
nothing withstands analysis by a rational consciousness and nothing is found by a rational
consciousness, when Jam-yang-shay-pa says that the latter two are equivalent, this is only
hypothetically or heuristically stated. See Hopkins, Maps of the Profound: Jam-yang-shay-
ba ’s Great Exposition of Buddhist and Non-Buddhist Views on the Nature of Reality, 738.
" Here, the term noumenon means the final reality, as this is its prime dictionary definition.
Although this term is used to translate Kant’s “Ding an sich,” or “thing-in-itself,” that is
not its meaning here.
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to withstand analysis.
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Our response: Well, it [absurdly] follows that it is not logically feasible
for [Chandrakirti] to say “Objects of perceptions of reality” because [ac-

cording to you your]| thesis [that the noumenon is not an object of
knowledge] is logically feasible.”
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3. Moreover, the early sovereign of proponents of reasoni § Cha-pa

[Ché-kyi-seng-ge]' and later Jo-nang-pa She-rab-gyal-tshan,” Shakya-

chog-dan,1 Go-ram-pa Sé-nam-seng-ge,” and the [Eighth] Kar-ma-pa

Mi-kyi-dor-je" say: 1t follows that the noumenon is ultimately established

because the measure of ultimately existing is taken to be “established as

existent by a rational consciousness comprehending suchness,” because
Kamalashila’s lllumination of the Middle says:°

The statement that “Ultimately production does not exist” should
be explained as “These are not established by a consciousness of
reality as produced.”
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jphywa pa chos kyi seng ge, 1109-1169.

dol po pa shes rab rgyal mtshan, 1292-1361.
! shakya mchog Ildan, 1428-1507.
m go rams pa bsod nams seng ge, 1429-1489.
" kar ma pa mi dkyod rdo rje, 1507-1554.
© Kamalashila, dbu ma snang ba, 229b.3.
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Our response: [Kamalashila’s saying in the [llumination of the Middle
“The statement that ‘Ultimately production does not exist’ should be ex-
plained as ‘These are not established by a consciousness of reality as pro-
duced’”’] does not entail [that the measure of ultimately existing is taken
to be “established as existent by a rational consciousness comprehending
suchness™].
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[Opponent:] 1t follows that [Kamalashila’s saying in the //lumination of
the Middle “The statement that ‘Ultimately production does not exist’
should be explained as ‘These are not established by a consciousness of
reality as produced’] entails [that the measure of ultimately existing is
taken to be “established as existent by a rational consciousness compre-
hending suchness”] because that scriptural passage [from Kamalashila’s
[llumination of the Middle], having explicitly explained that the non-es-
tablishment of production and so forth as objects of a rational conscious-
ness is the meaning of their ultimate non-establishment, implicitly indi-
cates that the establishment of production and so forth as objects of a ra-

tional consciousness is the ultimate establishment of production and so
forth.
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Our response: Nevertheless, [that this scriptural passage, having explicitly
explained that the non-establishment of production and so forth as objects
of a rational consciousness is the meaning of their ultimate non-establish-
ment, implicitly indicates that the establishment of production and so forth
as objects of a rational consciousness is the ultimate establishment of pro-
duction and so forth] does not entail [that Kamalashila’s saying in the //-
lumination of the Middle “The statement that ‘Ultimately production does
not exist’ should be explained as ‘These are not established by a con-
sciousness of reality as produced’”] entails that the measure of ultimately
existing is taken to be “established as existent by a rational consciousness
comprehending suchness™].
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If you accept [that Kamalashila’s saying in the [llumination of the
Middle “The statement that ‘Ultimately production does not exist’ should
be explained as ‘These are not established by a consciousness of reality as
produced’ entailsP that the measure of ultimately existing is taken to be
“established as existent by a rational consciousness comprehending such-
ness], it [absurdly] follows that it is reasonable to explain that, in the dis-
pute about ultimately established or not ultimately established, (1) “the
ultimate™ is? only a rational consciousness and (2) ultimately established
or not ultimately established is only to be established or not to be estab-
lished in the face of that rational consciousness because [according to you]
your innermost assertion (zhe 'dod) [that the measure of ultimately exist-
ing is taken to be “established as existent by a rational consciousness com-
prehending suchness] is logically feasible.

[R@,’a\i?:q"m‘f] ﬁq.ﬁ&.qx.gq.aﬁﬁ ﬁm.@.q.a,q%ﬁﬂ.m:.ﬁq.

P An alternative translation would be “requires.”
9 That is, “means.”
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If you accept [that it is reasonable to explain that, in the dispute about
ultimately established or not ultimately established, (1) “the ultimate” in
ultimately established or not ultimately established is only a rational con-
sciousness and (2) ultimately being established or ultimately not being es-
tablished is only to be established or not to be established in the face of
that rational consciousness], it [absurdly] follows that phenomena ranging
from forms through omniscient consciousnesses each are not similar in
being ultimately non-established and being conventionally existent be-
cause [according to you] the eighteen emptinesses” are ultimately estab-
lished. [You] have come to accept the reason [which is that the eighteen

 The eighteen emptinesses are:

1. emptiness of the internal, that is, of the five senses (nang stong pa nyid,
adhyatmasinyata)

2. emptiness of the external, that is, of the six types of objects which are the objects of the
five senses and of the mental consciousness (phyi stong pa nyid, bahirdhasinyata)

3. emptiness of the internal and external, that is, of the loci of the senses, the gross orbs
of the eyes, and so forth (phyi nang stong pa nyid, adhyatmabahirdhasinyata)

4. emptiness of emptiness, that is, of the emptiness that is the nature of phenomena (stong
pa nyid stong pa nyid, Siunyatasinyata)

5. emptiness of the great, that is, of the ten directions (chen po stong pa nyid,
mahasunyatd).

6. emptiness of the ultimate, that is, of nirvana (don dam pa stong pa nyid,
paramarthasinyata)

7. emptiness of the compounded ('dus byas stong pa nyid, samskrtasinyata)

emptiness of uncompounded ('dus ma byas stong pa nyid, asamskrtasiinyata)

9. emptiness of what has passed beyond the extremes, that is, of what is free of the ex-
tremes of permanence and annihilation (mtha’ las ’'das pa stong pa nyid, atyanta-
Sunyata)

10. emptiness of what is beginningless and endless, that is, of cyclic existence (thog ma
dang tha ma med pa stong pa nyid, anavaragrasinyata)

o
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emptiness are ultimately established].
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You cannot assert [that phenomena ranging from forms through om-
niscient consciousnesses each are not similar in being ultimately non-es-
tablished and being conventionally existent] because in the description

that, without distinction, all phenomena are not ultimately existent, both
“the ultimate” and “established ultimately™ are nonexistent. It follows

11. emptiness of the indestructible, that is, of the indestructible Mahayana (dor ba med pa
stong pa nyid, anavakarasinyata)

12. emptiness of nature, that is, of the emptinesses which are the nature of phenomena
(rang bzhin stong pa nyid, prakrtisunyata)

13. emptiness of all phenomena, that is, of the eighteen constituents, etc. (chos thams cad
stong pa nyid, sarvadharmasinyata)
14. emptiness of definitions, that is, of the definitions of all phenomena from forms through
to omniscient consciousnesses (rang gi mtshan nyid stong pa nyid, laksanasinyata)
15. emptiness of the unapprehendable, that is, of the past, present, and future which are
unapprehendable as the cessation of phenomena, their presence, and their non-produc-
tion (mi dmigs pa stong pa nyid, anupalambhasinyata)

16. emptiness of the inherent existence of non-things, that is, of inherently existent non-
products (dngos po med pa’i ngo bo nyid stong pa nyid, abhavasvabhasiinyata)

17. emptiness of things, that is, of the five aggregates (dngos po med pa stong pa nyid,
bhavasinyata)

18. emptiness of non-things, that is, of non-products (ngo bo nyid stong pa nyid, ab-
havasianyata).

See Hopkins, Meditation on Emptiness, 204-205.

2 As will be explained below, here ultimate means “its own uncommon mode of abiding
without being posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness” (blo
gnod med la snang ba’i dbang gis bzhag pa ma yin par rang gi mthun mong ma yin pa’i
sdod lugs), and established ultimately means “established by way of its own uncommon
mode of abiding without being posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective
awareness” (blo gnod med la snang ba’i dbang gis bzhag pa ma yin par rang gi mthun
mong ma yin pa’i sdod lugs kyi ngos nas grub pa).
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[that in the description that, without distinction, all phenomena are not ul-
timately existent, both “the ultimate” and “established ultimately” are non-
existent,] because those [that is, “the ultimate” and “established ulti-
mately,”] must be taken as the “true establishment” that is drawn out by
way of the opposite of “existent in conventional terms” of the Proponents
of the Middle Way.
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It follows [that “the ultimate” and “established ultimately” must be
taken as the “true establishment” that is drawn out by way of the opposite
of “existent in conventional terms” of the Proponents of the Middle Way]
because it is reasonable to posit that the object of apprehension of true
existence is the meaning of “the ultimate” and that establishment as that

[that is to say, as truly existent] is the meaning of *“ established ultimately,”
because a Mother Sttra [a Perfection of Wisdom] says:

Moreover, Bodhisattvas, Mahasattvas, in dependence on imputa-
tion by the world will manifestly and completely bring about the
full purification of unsurpassable thoroughly complete enlighten-
ment, but, ultimately, whatsoever deeds in order to achieve en-
lightenment [and] forms (gzugs, ripa), feelings (tshor ba, ve-
dand), discriminations ('du shes, samjnid), compositional factors
(’du byed, samskara), and consciousnesses (rnam par shes pa,
vijiiana) do not even slightly exist. Likewise, the eighteen constit-
uents, the six contacts,...the four fruits, the knowledge of the path
(lam shes pa, margajiiana), and even the unsurpassable thor-
oughly complete enlightenment do not exist; for all these phenom-
ena are imputed depending upon worldly conventions, but not ul-
timately.”
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[This passage from a Mother Siitra] entails that [it is reasonable to
posit that the object of apprehension of true existence is the meaning of
“the ultimate” and that establishment as that (that is to say, as truly exist-
ent) is the meaning of “established ultimately,”] because this scriptural
passage [from a Mother Sttra] describes—as ultimate existence—exist-
ence that is not existence in conventional terms, and one should differen-
tiate that “both such an ultimate and establishment that way do not exist,
but both ‘the ultimate’ when a rational consciousness is taken as the ulti-
mate and its objects’ establishment in the face of that ultimate exist.”
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It follows [that this scriptural passage from a Mother Siitra describes—as
ultimate existence—existence that is not existence in conventional terms,
and one should differentiate that “both such an ultimate and establishment
that way do not exist, but both ‘the ultimate’ when a rational consciousness
is taken as the ultimate and its objects’ establishment in the face of that

ultimate exist”’] because if one does not know how to differentiate such,
those previous fallacies come,
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because Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakz’rti ’s) “Supplement to

(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”] says:*

You need to understand that the qualification “ultimately” is af-
fixed in two ways to the object of negation:

1. Rational consciousnesses of hearing, thinking, and meditating
are taken as the ultimate [consciousness], and what is not es-
tablished by them [is not ultimately established, that is to say,
not established for an ultimate consciousness], as described
[by Kamalashila just] above.

2. Existing in an objective mode of abiding without being pos-
ited through the force of an awareness is posited as [the mean-
ing of] ultimately existing [and not existing this way is posited

a Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 193.
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as the meaning of not being ultimately established].

The first of these two ultimates [that is, a rational consciousness
of hearing, thinking, or meditating], as well as something that is
established in its perspective [namely, emptiness], exists. How-
ever, both the latter ultimate [that is, existence in an objective
mode of abiding without being posited through the force of an
awareness| and something that exists that way do not occur.
Therefore, although whatever exists ultimately in the latter sense
would exist ultimately in the former sense, the apprehension of the
former type of existence [that is, the apprehension that an object
is established for a rational consciousness] is not an innate appre-
hension of true existence. To have such an [innate] apprehension
of true existence, one must apprehend the latter type of existence
[that is, one must apprehend that an object has an objective mode
of abiding not posited through the force of an awareness].

Not differentiating these [two meanings of “ultimate”], many
have held that the measure of the object of negation is “that which
is able to bear reasoned analysis” or “a thing able to bear analysis.”
In dependence upon this, it appears that many mistakes asserting
that ultimate truths are not established bases [that is, do not exist]
or that ultimate truths are truly established have arisen. If these
[facts] are understood well, you will understand the essential
points that the statements that “[the noumenon] does not exist as
[its own] basic disposition” and that “[the noumenon] does not
exist ultimately” do not contradict the assertion that the noumenon
exists and the proposition that it is the basic disposition [of phe-
nomena] and is the ultimate. b

SERTATNS Y ’ia\ A YRR ERIR
AS RGN VR

b The ellipsis (zhes pa nas) in Jam-yang-shay-pa’s text is replaced with the actual content
from Tsong-kha-pa’s text. The Tibetan: Tsong-kha-pa-blo-bzang-grags-pa, dgongs pa rab
gsal, 131:15-132:8.
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and because Khay-drub’s Opening the Eyes of the Fortunate also says:©

Knowing that on the occasions of both the Autonomy and the Con-
sequence schools there are two modes of positing the ultimate in
“ultimately not existent” is very important...Both [that is to say,
in the description that, without distinction, all phenomena are not
ultimately existent, both “the ultimate” and “ ultimately estab-
lished’] do not exist.
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4. Also, another partisand says: It follows that it is not logically feasible

€ José Ignacio Cabezon, A Dose of Emptiness: an Annotated Translation of the sTong thun
chen mo of mKhas-grub dGe-legs-dpal-bzang, SUNY Series in Buddhist Studies (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1992), 140.

The “partisan,” or partisans, are Jay-tsiin Cho-kyi-gyal-tshan of the Jay College of Se-ra
Monastery and Gung-ru Ché-jung, the author of the old textbooks of Go-mang College,
discussed briefly earlier (see 23); for detailed information about them, see Jongbok Yi,
“Controversy among Ge-lug-pa Scholars about What is Negated in Emptiness according
to the Svatantrika-Madhyamika School,” in Journal of Buddhist Philosophy, (forthcom-

ing).
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that the measure of ultimate establishment is not clearly explained in reli-
able texts of the Autonomy School except for Kamalashila’s //lumination
of the Middle because both the measure of conventional establishment and
the measure of ultimate establishment are indicated by this statement in
Jianagarbha’s Differentiation of the Two Truths:®

Only these appearances to awarenesses are
Conventional; the others are the counterpart.f

Moreover, Je-drung Shay-rab-wang-po’s® [work] on the Middle [that is,
General Meaning of the Middle: Further Clarification of the Thought of
(Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement”]h says, “Such a teaching is good,” but
some of our own later scholars have said “[This should be] analyzed.”
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€ bden gnyis rnam par "byed pa, satyadvayavibhanga.
According to Jam-yang-shay-pa this half stanza means:

Only these appearances to awarenesses are
Conventional [truths]; the others are the counterpart [that is to say, ultimate
truths].

According to Jam-yang-shay-pa, “cig shos, counterpart” is the counterpart of conventional
truths, that is, ultimate truth. However, for the opponent, “cig shos, counterpart” is the
counterpart of appearances (snang ba), that is, the non-appearing. Hence, the opponent
thinks that these two lines say that the measure of ultimate establishment (don dam par
grub tshad) does not appear to shepherdesses and above. This means that the object of
negation does not appear to their sense consciousnesses.
g rje drung shes rab dbang po, 1500-1586; a direct disciple of Se-ra Je-tsiin Cho-kyi-gyal-
tshan (se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan, 1469-1544).

dbu ma’i spyi don dgongs pa yang gsal, TBRC W14081. For a detailed introduction with
table of contents see Tshul-’khrim-bsKal-bzang, An Introduction to rJe drung Shes rab
dbang po’s dGongs pa yang gsal: A Textbook (vig cha) for the Study of Madhyamaka of
Byes pa College of Se ra Monastery, Otani University Collection No. 13957 (Kyoto:
Rinsen Book Co., 1992).
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Our response to that: Well then, it [absurdly] follows that the statement in
that passage “Only these appearances to awarenesses are/ Conventional”
explains that “The conventionally established are only appearances to
awarenesses of shepherdesses and above,” and the remainder [that is, “the
others are the counterpart”] indicates that the measure of ultimate estab-
lishment does not appear to shepherdesses and so forth because [according
to you] those “awarenesses” are taken to be awarenesses of shepherdesses
and above, and the counterpart of “appearances (snang)” is taken to be the
non-appearing (mi snang ba) [to shepherdesses and so forth], and those
two [parts of Jianagarbha’s statement] are taken as the two measures of
establishment by you. It is easy to establish the reason [which is that ac-
cording to you those “awarenesses” are taken to be awarenesses of shep-
herdesses and above, and the counterpart of “appearances” is taken to be
the non-appearing to shepherdesses and so forth, and those two parts of
Jianagarbha’s statement are taken as the two measures of establishment

by youl].
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If you accept [that the statement in that passage “Only these appear-
ances to awarenesses are/ Conventional” explains that “the conventionally
established are only appearances to awarenesses of shepherdesses and
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above, and...,” and the remainder [that is, “the others are the other ones™]
indicates that the measure of ultimate establishment does not appear to
shepherdesses and so forth,] it [absurdly] follows that shepherdesses and
so forth have already been released because [according to you] not any
phenomena appear to those [shepherdesses and above] as truly established.
You have asserted the three spheres [of self-contradiction].
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Also, it [absurdly] follows that those [shepherdesses and so forth| have
already found the view of the Middle because all phenomena appear to
those [shepherdesses and so forth] as established in conventional terms.
You have asserted the three spheres of self-contradlctlon]
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Also, it [absurdly] follows that that passage [in Jianagarbha’s Differ-
entiation of the Twvo Truths] is not a passage identifying obscurational/con-
ventional truths and ultimate truths because [according to you] that pas-
sage is to be associated with the two measures of establishment [that is,
the measure of conventional establishment and the measure of ultimate
establishment]. You have accepted the reason [which is that that passage
is to be associated with the two measures of establishment, that is, the
measure of conventional establishment and the measure of ultimate estab-
lishment].
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If [that passage is to be associated with the two measures of establish-
ment, that is, the measure of conventional establishment and the measure
of ultimate establishment,] does not entail [that that passage in Jfiana-
garbha’s Differentiation of the Two Truths is not a passage identifying con-
ventional truths and ultimate truths], it very absurdly follows that whatever
is established as being an ultimate truth must be truly established! You
cannot accept the root [consequence that that passage [in Jianagarbha’s
Differentiation of the Two Truths] is not a passage identifying obscura-
tional/conventional truths and ultimate truths] because [Jfianagarbha]:

1. indicates the purpose with one stanza:'

Those who know the differentiation of the two truths

[Are not obscured with regard to the Sage’s teaching.

Having entirely accumulated the collections (of merit and
wisdom),

They will just go to the marvelous other side.]

2. and then indicates the mode of teaching with:

The Sage spoke of the conventional and the ultimate
As the two truths.

3. and then indicates the identification of the two truths with:

Only these in accordance with how they appear
Are conventional; the others are the counterpart.
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i Jhanagarbha, bden pa gnyis rnam par ’byed pa’i tshig le’u byas pa (satyadvaya-
vibhangakarika), in bstan 'gyur (sde dge), TBRC W23703, 107 (Delhi, India: Delhi Kar-
mapae choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-1985), 1a.2-1a.3.
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The first reason [which is that Jiianagarbha indicates the purpose with one
stanza:

Those who know the differentiation of the two truths

Are not obscured with regard to the Sage’s teaching.

Having entirely accumulated the collections [of merit and wis-
dom],

They will just go to the marvelous other side. ]

is easy [to establish.] The second reason [which is that Jianagarbha indi-
cates the mode of teaching with:¥

The Sage spoke of the conventional and the ultimate
As the two truths]

is established because Jiianagarbha’s Auto-commentary says:1

[With respect to the statement in the root text “The Sage spoke of
the conventional and the ultimate as the two truths,”] “here and
there in Buddhist scriptures” is an extra phrase [that is to be added
to that statement. ]

and Shantarakshita’s Commentarial Explanation of (Jiianagarbha’s)
“Differentiation of the Two Truths” says:"

Through the general term “here and there” [Jfianagarbha] indi-
cates that [the teaching of two truths occurs] in many sfitras.

[R5 ) <R v g =8 B[R Ny B sy iy

) Ibid., 1a.5-1a.6.

“Ibid., 12.3-12.4.

'bid., 422,

™ This passage is not from Jiianagarbha’s autocommentary, but from Shantarakshita’s
Commentary on the Difficult Points in (Jiianagarbha’s) “Differentiation of the Two
Truths.” See Santaraksita, bden pa gnyis rnam par "byed pa’i dka’ 'grel (satyadvaya-
vibhanga-parijika), in bstan ’gyur (sde dge), TBRC W23703.107 (Delhi, India: Delhi Kar-
mapae choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-1985), 17b.3.
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The third [reason which is that Jianagarbha indicates the identification of
the two truths with:

Only these in accordance with how they appear
Are conventional; the others are the counterpart. ]

is established because Shantarakshita’s Commentarial Explanation of
(Jianagarbha’s) “Differentiation of the Two Truths” says:"

With respect to teaching the meaning of the differentiation of the
two truths, the teaching “Only these appearances to awarenesses”
is for the sake of indicating that “[These appearances] are not in
exact accordance with reasoning [JAianagarbha’s] statement of
“Conventionalities” means conventional truths (kun rdzob bden
pa) because a final term [that is, bden pa] is drawn forth from
within it [that is, kun rdzob]. “Others” are other than the mode of
appearance. Therefore, this indicates “exact accordance with rea-
soning, ultimate truth.”

and Jiianagarbha’s Auto-commentary also says:°

Only these in accordance with how they appear
Are conventional; the others are the counterpart.

[“The others” (relative to conventional truths)] is the equivalent
of saying ultimate truth. Whatever shepherdesses and above see
abide as true conventionally in that way, but not really.

That is very easy to realize.

" Ibid., 17b.3-17b.4.
° Jhanagarbha, bden gnyis rnam ’byed pa’i 'grel pa, 4a.2-4a.4.
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5. Also, someone says: With respect to forms and so forth, whatever is the

true establishment that is the object of negation in “ultimately not existing”
appears to sense consciousnesses.
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Our response: Well, it [absurdly] follows that even the ultimate production

of forms and so forth in the face of a rational consciousness appears to
sense consciousnesses because [according to you] the production of forms
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and so forth in terms of both ultimates [as apprehended by an artificial
apprehension of true existence and by an innate apprehension of true ex-
istence] appears to sense consciousnesses.
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It [absurdly] follows [that the production of forms and so forth in terms
of both ultimates (as apprehended by an artificial apprehension of true ex-
istence and by an innate apprehension of true existence) appears to sense
consciousnesses] because [according to you] your thesis [that with respect
to forms and so forth, whatever is the true establishment that is the object
of negation in “ultimately not existing” appears to sense consciousnesses|
is logically feasible. [However,] you cannot assert [that the production of
forms and so forth in terms of both ultimates (as apprehended by an artifi-
cial apprehension of true existence and by an innate apprehension of true
existence) appears to sense consciousnesses | because the distinction is ex-
plained that the five forms and so forth and the five true establishments of
those five appear to the individual sense consciousnesses but the five real
productions of those [five forms and so forth] and the five productions of
true establishment in the face of a rational consciousness do not [appear to
the five sense consciousnesses], because Jiianagarbha’s Auto-commentary
on the “Differentiation of Two Truths” says, “Real production and so forth
do not appear, when things appear,” and Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation says:

Jhanagarbha’s Autocommentary on “Differentiation of the Two
Truths ” explains that true [existence] that is the object of negation
does not appear to sense consciousnesses, and it is the same here
[in Kamalashila’s /llumination of the Middle).
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This [true existence that is the object of negation] is done in terms of
true establishment in the face of a rational [consciousness] because in the
case of negating true establishment in the texts of the Autonomy School,
production and so forth that is truly established in the face of a rational
[consciousness] is negated,
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because Tsong-kha-pa’s The Essence of Eloquence says:P

Concerning this, in commentary on the statement that earth and so
forth are not ultimately entities of the elements Bhavaviveka’s
Blaze of Reasoning says:

With respect to artha [in the compound paramartha] be-
cause of being an object of knowledge [or something that
is known), it is an object (artha)—this being synonymous
with “object of analysis” and “object to be understood.”

P Translation by Jeffrey Hopkins, Emptiness in the Autonomy School of Buddhism, un-
published manuscript, 53. The material at the beginning of this citation from Tsong-kha-
pa’s The Essence of Eloquence quoting Bhavaviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning is added to Jam-
yang-shay-pa’s citation for context; it is from Tsong-kha-pa, drang nges legs bshad snying
po (sku ’bum: Sku ’bum Byams pa gling Par khang, 2000?), 64b.6-65a.2. The ellipsis in
Jam-yang-shay-pa’s own citation has been filled in from the same, 65a.2-65a.5.
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Parama (highest) is a term for “supreme.” With respect to
the compound paramdartha (highest object), because of
being an object and also being highest, it is the highest
object (paramartha).

Or, in another way, [paramartha means] the object of
the highest (paramasya artha). Because of being the ob-
ject of the highest non-conceptual pristine wisdom, it is
the object of the highest (paramartha).

Or, in another way, [paramartha means] that which is
concordant with the ultimate. Since the wisdom concord-
ant with [direct] realization of the highest object [that is,
the ultimate, emptiness,] has that highest object, it is con-
cordant with the highest object [that is to say, the highest
wisdom)].

From among these three that [Bhavaviveka] mentions, the last is
the meaning on this occasion [of refuting that the elements, for
instance, do not ultimately exist, that is to say, that the elements
do not exist for an ultimate rational consciousness or, more
strictly, are not established as able to bear analysis by an ultimate
rational consciousness].
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Bhavaviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning says:

The ultimate [that is to say, the highest consciousness] is
of two types. One is the uncontaminated supramundane
[consciousness] that operates without [conceptual] activ-
ity and is without the proliferations [of dualism]. The sec-
ond is called “mundane pristine wisdom (ye shes)” which
operates together with [conceptual] activity, is a concord-
ant [result] of the collections of merit and wisdom, and
involves the proliferations [of dualism]. Here, that [latter
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type] is held as the qualification [“ultimately”] in the the-
sis [that earth and so forth ultimately do not exist as enti-
ties of the elements].

A rational consciousness analyzing the ultimate also must be as-
serted as that [ultimate in “ultimately does not exist”]; it is not just
a Superior’s rational consciousness attained subsequent to medi-
tative equipoise. In that case, the meaning of the statement that a
basis—that Proponents of the Middle Way and others analyze
whether it ultimately exists or not—*“does not exist ultimately” is
that it does not exist in the perspective of a rational consciousness
analyzing the ultimate with respect to that base; [it means that] it
is not established by that [rational consciousness].

Anything clearer than that [identification of the object of ne-
gation in Bhavaviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning] is not set forth in the
scope? of the texts by this master [Bhavaviveka]. Also, a clear
identification does not appear in the scope of the master Jiiana-
garbha’s [Differentiation of] the Two Truths and Shantarakshita’s
Ornament for the Middle as well as his own commentary.
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4 “Scope” (skor) includes Jiianagarbha’s own commentary.
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Such an object of negation does not appear to sense consciousnesses be-
cause an ultimate established by that [rational consciousness would be]
treated as the mode of sub51stence
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6. Also, someone says: Even the Autonomists assert that all phenomena
are merely imputed by conceptuality.
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Our response: That [even the Autonomists assert that all phenomena are
merely imputed by conceptuality] is not logically feasible because:

(1) these [Autonomists] assert that all phenomena, within not being
merely imputed by conceptuality, are established from their own
side;

(2) also they assert that although [all phenomena] are posited by the
power of appearing to awareness, there is no contradiction that [all
phenomena] are not merely imputed by terms and conceptual con-
sciousnesses (sgra rtog);

(3) also they assert that all phenomena, within not being merely im-
puted by names, are found through being sought [by analysis];

(4) also they do not accept that cause, effect, and so forth are existent
in the sense of being posited by the power of nominal conventions.

[?:';@Jﬁ'q“"@:%ﬂ'ﬂﬂl\l'6ﬁ'%qn&ngnwéwgaﬁqw]%'55\4'
ARR AR R?}'ﬁll\l'§N'E&N'6ﬁ'§n}'qai'q5qw
SN AR TR BN TN IR T U AR AR

NS AR AN SN
B AR ST A A R AT U= AR



122 The Opposite of Emptiness

i v NN N v v v[l90a]¢\ v v v

BN AN SR AR TN KA SEAKN Wa 'R QA

[259]qu\ vqxvm:.q*/ yel Nﬁ N.‘G\\I:f\.a' AN
57 DA A NN DAY

Vc\ v v m'\/ v v v VC\V\ v “'R

MRS AN REI AR TR AT WS RS G A B

The first reason [which is that these Autonomists assert that all phenom-

ena, within not being imputed by conceptuality, are established from their

own side] is established because Tsong-kha-pa’s Answers to Questions by
Jang-chub Lama" says:

Since Middle Autonomists assert objects that are established by
way of their own character even in conventional terms (tha snyad
du), the meaning of not being merely imputed by conceptuality is
complete even in their system’s [assertion of] illusion empty of
true existence.
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The second reason [which is that they assert that although all phenomena
are merely posited by the power of appearing to awareness, there is no
contradiction that all phenomena are not merely imputed by terms and
conceptual consciousnesses] is established because Tsong-kha-pa’s Expla-
nation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the

" Ge-she Jang-chub-la-ma (dge bshes byang chub bla ma) was an abbot of Tshal-ii-ling
(tshal dbus gling, the Mantra College) at Gung-thang monastery in the Gung-thang area
close to Lhasa during Tsong-kha-pa’s time. See Per K. Serensen and Guntram Hazod, Rul-
ers on the Celestial Plain: Ecclesiastic and Secular Hegemony in Medieval Tibet: a Study
of Tshal Gung-thang, vol. 1, Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philoso-
phisch-Historische Klasse, Denkschriften (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 2007), 234, n. 657.
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Middle’”] says:®

In that way, in this system even though there is no mode of sub-
sistence not posited by the force of appearing to an awareness, it
is not contradictory for there to be a mode of subsistence that is
posited by the force of appearing to an awareness but is not merely
nominally imputed [whereas such is contradictory in the Conse-
quence School].
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The third reason [which is that they assert that all phenomena, within not

being merely imputed by names, are found through being sought] is estab-
lished because Tsong-kha-pa’s Ocean of Reasoning says:

Because Autonomists assert that the mere mode of analysis above
is not an analysis of [an object’s] being established as [its own]
suchness, they also assert that objects sought in that way exist.
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The fourth reason [which is that they do not accept that cause, effect, and

so forth are existent in the sense of being posited by the power of nominal
conventions] is established because [Tsong-kha-pa] says in the same text:

s Adapted from Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 200.
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Cause, effect, and so forth are not asserted as being existent in the
sense of being posited by the power of nominal conventions.
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7. With regard to that, someone says: It follows that [ Autonomists] do not
assert that the term “only” (zsam) in “only imputed by names” (ming gis
btags tsam) eliminates the two, “own-character” and “establishment from
its own side” because even the Proponents of Mind-Only School assert
that the term “only” [in “only imputed by names”] does not eliminate “es-
tablishment from its own side.”
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Our response: [That even the Proponents of Mind-Only assert that the
term “only” does not eliminate “establishment from its own side”] does
not entail [that Autonomists do not assert that the term “only (zsam)” in
“only imputed by names” (ming gis btags tsam) eliminates the two, “own-
character” and “establishment from its own side,”] and you cannot accept
[that Autonomists do not assert that the term “only” (£sam) in “only im-
puted by names” (ming gis btags tsam) eliminates the two, “own-charac-
ter” and “establishment from its own side”’] because having negated the
mode of assertion of the Mind-Only School, Bhavaviveka indicates (1)
that imputation as truly established is the entity of character that is nonex-
istent and (2) that being only posited by names and terminology as truly
established is the meaning of imputational [natures] being posited by
names and terminology.
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It follows [that having refuted the mode of assertion of the Mind-Only

School, Bhavaviveka indicates (1) that imputation as truly established is

the entity of character that is nonexistent and (2) that being only posited

by names and terminology as truly established is the meaning of imputa-

tional (natures) being posited by names and terminology] because, as ex-

plained in the section on Bhavaviveka’s assertions, Tsong-kha-pa’s The
Essence of Elogquence says:'

At that time [that is, therefore,] the imputational natures—about
which [the Sitra Unraveling the Thought] says “imputational na-
tures are character-non-natures”—are the conceived objects [such
as form and the production of form] thoroughly imputed to be ul-
timate[ly existent]. That [the Sitra Unraveling the Thought] says
that these are posited by name and terminology means that [these
nonexistent imputational natures] are exhausted as only imputed
by terms and conceptual consciousnesses.

[Reareag g A g v e AR gy
@ai'ﬂ‘qu\m'&ﬁag'%E\'C@'f'ﬁ'gdf\' 555 qaai.gq.ﬁ.a:.q SRl
654'?3'@&5:15qm‘%:'q§mncsﬂ'qa'§§'&§'ar]%’;‘aﬂﬂ RIIWN
AN mﬁ GRER 55 AR E] [
R AR G YRR R R TR

t Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 711; Tsong-kha-pa, legs bshad snying po, 56a.
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Shantarakshita and his spiritual son [Kamalashila] also assert like what
Tsong-kha-pa said. [Kamalashila’s] I/lumination of the Middle says:*

With regard to other-powered natures (gzhan gyi dbang gi ngo bo
nyid) which are not different from illusions and so forth, whatso-
ever superimpositions of permanence, impermanence, and so
forth as ultimate entities are imputational natures. Also because
these [other-powered natures] are not established in accordance
with the imputational character, [imputational natures] are posited
as character-non-natures.
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8. With regard to that, someone says: 1t follows that [in the system of the

Autonomists] there are phenomena only imputed by names because forms
and so forth are [phenomena only imputed by names] because:

Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning Commentary says:b

# Kamalashila, dbu ma snang ba (madhyamakaloka), in bstan 'gyur (sde dge), TBRC
W23703.107 (Delhi, India: Delhi Karmapae choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang,
1982-1985), 151a.2-151a.3.

b Haribhadra, shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i man ngag gi bstan bcos mngon par rtogs
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All phenomena ranging from forms to Buddhas are con-
ventional phenomena (chos tha snyad pa) that are termi-
nologically imputed.

and Mother Sutras [Perfection of Wisdom Siitras] say:

Forms are adventitiously imputed by names...exalted-
knowers-of-all-aspects are adventitiously imputed by
names.

and Haribhadra’s Great Commentary (’grel chen) says:

All these phenomena are only names,
From [their] mere appearance they do not have inherent
existence.

@quﬁai:\;‘ [x:‘gﬁ'ma'@ww]CS\JZ:'CG\WN'Q\WN'G&'
@'%N‘ﬁﬁﬂx'aaﬂ ngm'ﬁqm'[a"a\q:amm;wéa-‘@
%mv]ﬁ'&ﬁﬂ&@?ﬁ qﬁmuﬁqﬂmmmm SSE
SNNEN FN N T A IR T FN KB SR REX
qwjﬂﬁi‘kﬁ%&\i‘ﬂgﬁ'ﬁ'&qﬁ f\mﬁq usay
“T&qmq ﬂéﬂ“"ﬁ'ﬁf@*’\@'&:ﬁmf‘?ﬂ” .
0] [N A RN SR SE G B H IRy R
SRR (V| A B ] /g AT s
65'%\4:'6'5@1 13:’6’6&%!{6@?:‘6%@'&51 W%N'
YRR B

Our response: [The above statements] do not entail [that forms and so
forth are phenomena only imputed by names] because:

(1) the first scriptural passage [Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning Commen-

pa’irgyan ces bya ba’i "grel pa (abhisamayalamkara-nama-prajiiaparamitopadesasastra-
vrtti), in bstan ‘gyur (sde dge). TBRC W23703.86 (Delhi, India: Delhi Karmapae
choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-1985), 87a.1-87a.2. mdo ’grel, ja, 87a.1-
2.
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tary] explains that phenomena are imputed with conventions by ter-
minology, but does not explain that [phenomena] are only imputed
with conventions

(2) and the meaning of the sttra passage is that “Forms and so forth are
adventitiously only imputed by names as truly established” because it
is necessary to explain that since [forms and so forth] from the first
are not truly established, [the imputation of true establishment] is ad-
ventitious, and [forms and so forth] are only posited by names and
terminology as truly established, since Aryavimuktasena’s Ascertain-
ment of the “Twenty-Five Thousand Stanza Perfection of Wisdom
Sitra” says:

That from the very first [forms and so forth] are natureless
[means that they are] adventitiously arisen. Terminologi-
cal imputation is nominal imputation.
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9. Moreover, someone says: 1f [something] does not appear as horses and

elephants, it is necessarily the case that appearances [that is, perceptions]
as horses and elephants do not exist.

@q%xq

Our response: It [absurdly] follows that with respect to the subjects, ob-
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jects of knowledge, appearances [that is, perceptions] as horses and ele-
phants do not exist because of not appearing as horses and elephants. You
have accepted the entailment [that if something does not appear as horses
and elephants, it is necessarily the case that appearances (that is, percep-
tions) as horses and elephants do not exist].
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If you say that it is not established [that objects of knowledge do not appear
as horses and elephants], then it [absurdly] follows that whatever is selfless
must appear as horses and elephants because [according to you] it is not
established [that objects of knowledge do not appear as horses and ele-
phants].

If you accept the root [consequence that appearances (that is, percep-
tions) as horses and elephants do not exist], it [absurdly] follows that a
conceptual consciousness apprehending objects of knowledge as horses
and elephants does not exist because you have accepted [that appearances
(that is, perceptions) as horses and elephants do not exist]. If you accept
[that a conceptual consciousness apprehending an object of knowledge as
horses and elephants does not exist], it very [absurdly] follows that the
possibility [or border] of mistake has been blocked.
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Moreover, it [absurdly] follows that with respect to the subject, the
noumenon, appearance [that is, perception] as truly established does not
exist because of not appearing as truly established. You have accepted [that
not appearing as truly established] entails [that appearance (that is, percep-
tion) as truly established does not exist].
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If you say that it is not established [that the noumenon does not appear
as truly established], it [absurdly] follows that the subject, [the noumenon, ]
is not established in accordance with its appearance because [according to
you] it is not established [that the noumenon does not appear as truly es-
tablished]. If you accept [that the noumenon is not established in accord-
ance with its appearance], it [absurdly] follows that that subject, [the nou-
menon,] is not a truth because you have accepted [that the noumenon is
not established in accordance with its appearance]. [Not being established
in accordance with its appearance] entails [not being a truth] because the
difference between truth and falsity must be posited by whether the phe-
nomenon is established or not in accordance with its mode of appearance.
If you accept the root [consequence that with respect to the noumenon,
appearance (that is, perception) as truly established does not exist], it very
absurdly follows that apprehension of the noumenon as truly established
does not exist.
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10. Moreover, someone says: The lack of being either one truth or many
truths is a correct sign proving that a sprout is truthless.

“’:m%ﬂﬁi\ q%qr\’aﬂ%ﬂﬁqiaﬂ:@:ﬁ:



The Object of Negation in the Autonomy School 131

N ~ ~

SENE TN AR FTIARITNHS R RAE
Our response: Well then, it [absurdly] follows that it is unreasonable to
individually posit one truth and many truths because [according to you]
the thesis [that the lack of being either one truth or many truths is a correct
sign proving that a sprout is truthless] is logically feasible. You cannot
accept [that it is unreasonable to individually posit one truth or many
truths] because (1) the noumenon of a pot is one truth and (2) the noumena
of a pillar and a pot are many truths. The first [part of the] reason [which
is that the noumenon of a pot is one truth] is established because [the nou-
menon of a pot] is a common locus of truth and one. It follows [that the
noumenon of a pot is a common locus of truth and one] because truth and
one are not contradictory. (2) The second [part of] the reason [which is that
the noumena of a pillar and a pot are many truths] is established because
[the noumena of a pillar and a pot] are a common locus of truth and many.
It follows [that the noumena of a pillar and a pot are a common locus of
truth and many] because of being a common locus of truth and two.
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11. Moreover, with regard to statements by the omniscient Khay-drub
and so forth that the lack of being either truly established one or many
is a correct sign—proving only a convention—that proves persons as
truthless,® someone states a qualm by the supreme scholar-monk Jam-
yang—leg—chb'-pa:b Well then, it [absurdly] follows that that a person is not
established as either truly established one with or discrete from the aggre-
gates is the meaning of the truthlessness of a person because non-estab-
lishment in that way is a correct sign proving conventions that proves [the
truthless of a person]. You have accepted the reason [which is that non-
establishment in that way is a correct sign proving conventions that proves
the truthless of a person]. If you accept [the consequence that that a person
is not established as either truly established one with or discrete from the
aggregates is the meaning of the truthlessness of a person], it [absurdly]
follows that that a person is not truly established one with the aggregates
is the meaning of a person’s truthlessness because you have accepted [that
that a person is not established as either truly established one with or dis-
crete from the aggregates is the meaning of the truthlessness of a person].
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# “Truthless” (bden med/ bden par med pa) means “without true existence,” or its equiva-
lent “without true establishment” (bden par ma grub pa).

b ‘jam dbyangs legs chos pa, 15th century C.E.
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Our response: At this point, [that a person is not established as either truly
established one with or discrete from the aggregates is the meaning of the
truthlessness of a person] does not entail [that a person is not truly estab-
lished one with the aggregates is the meaning of a person’s truthlessness].
If you accept [that that a person is not truly established one with the ag-
gregates is the meaning of a person’s truthlessness], it very absurdly fol-

lows that that sound is not established as one with permanence is the mean-
ing of sound’s emptiness of permanence.
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12. Furthermore, someone says: Therefore, the nonexistence of truly es-
tablished one and the nonexistence of truly established many is not the
meaning of truthlessness.

m:,*" :\< \N' 'ZQ\ . zq'c\' % 5\1 N~ Q\ v
ARRNBAR AN AR R
q.C\. .5\1.% "y 'ZQ\ 3\1 N, 56\\1 . CAlEYy

S RS R REREERN
Our response: This is a topic for much analysis, but for the time being,
[consider] the following: Well then, it [absurdly] follows that the mode of
subsistence of one does not exist because [according to you] the nonexist-
ence of truly established one is not [the mode of subsistence of one. If you
say that] it is not established [that the nonexistence of truly established one
is not the mode of subsistence of one], then it is thrown out that truly es-
tablished one is utterly not a measure of true [establishment].

If [you say that that the nonexistence of truly established one is not the

mode of subsistence of one] does not entail [that the mode of subsistence
of one does not exist], and if [you say that] you accept [that the mode of
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subsistence of one does not exist], it follows that [that the mode of subsist-
ence of one does not exist] is not logically feasible because in the context
of the objects of uncontaminated meditative equipoise of Superiors, all
eight—ranging from no production, no cessation to no plural meaning and
no singular meaning® in those objects [of uncontaminated meditative eq-
uipoise of Superiors]—are the mode of subsistence,
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¢ Nagarjuna at the beginning of his Fundamental Stanzas on the Middle Called “Wisdom”
makes an expression of worship to the Buddha who taught dependent-arising as qualified
by eight negations:

Homage to the perfect Buddha,

The best of propounders,

Who taught that what dependently arises
Has no cessation, no production,

No annihilation, no permanence,

No coming, no going,

No difference, no sameness,

Is free from proliferations, and at peace.

Cessation, production, annihilation, permanence, coming, going, plural, and singular (the
latter two being one and many) do not exist in the face of meditative equipoise realizing
emptiness. Using Middle Way reasonings to search for objects, they are not found; thus in
meditative equipoise, all dependent-arisings are seen as without production and so forth;
this means that in general they lack truly existent production and so forth. Adapted from
Hopkins, Where Is the Middle? Two Views of Reality in the Middle Way: The Autonomy
and Consequence Schools, unpublished manuscript, 27.
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Chandrakirti’s Clear Words says:d

Now because those conventional dependent-arisings
themselves are not inherently produced, in the context of
Superiors’ pristine wisdom they are qualified with the
eight distinctive features of no cessation and so forth,
ranging from “They do not have cessation” to “They do
not have singular meaning.”

and the Buddhapalita [Commentary] says:*

[...] the supremely profound ultimate truth—no cessa-
tion, no production, no annihilation, no permanence, no
coming, no going, no different factualities, and no single
factuality [...]

and Tsong-kha-pa’s Ocean of Reasoning says:f

in the context of the nature of the objects of uncontami-
nated meditative equipoise

d Candrakirti, dbu ma rtsa ba’i ’grel pa tshigs gsal ba (milamadhyamakavrttiprasanna-
padd), in bstan ‘gyur (sde dge), TBRC W23703.102 (Delhi, India: Delhi Karmapae
choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-1985), 4a.6-4a.7.

¢ Buddhapalita, dbu ma rtsa ba’i 'grel pa bud+d+ha pA li ta (buddhapalitamiillamadh-
yamakavrtti), in bstan ‘gyur (sde dge), TBRC W23703.96 (Delhi, India: Karmapae
choedhey, Gyalwae sungrab partun khang, 1982-1985), 158b.6.

Tsong kha pa, dbu ma rtsa ba’i tshig gi le 'ur byas pa shes rab ces bya ba’i rnam bshad
rigs pa’i rgya mtsho, in The Collected Works (gsung "bum) of rJe Tsong-kha-pa Blo-bzang-
grags-pa: Reproduced from an example of the old Bkra-sis-lhun-po redaction from the
library of Klu ’Khyil monastery of Ladakh (New Delhi, India: Ngawang Gelek Demo,
1975), 12b.1-2. Jam-yang-shay-pa’s citation differs a little from this edition:

[Taking dependent-arisings as the substrata, the nonexistence of the eight, cessa-
tion and so forth,] in the context of the nature of the objects of uncontaminated
meditative equipoise [are associated as their attributes].
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[These three statements] entail [that in the context of the objects of
uncontaminated meditative equipoise of Superiors, all eight—ranging
from no production, no cessation through to no plural meaning and no sin-
gular meaning in those objects (of uncontaminated meditative equipoise
of Superiors)—are the mode of subsistence] because there exist an exclu-
sionary elimination (rnam bcad, viccheda) and an inclusionary elimination
(yongs bcad, pariccheda) in the mention—by those scriptural passages—
of “conventional” [in “conventional dependent-arisings” in Chandrakirti’s

Clear Words] and “ultimate” [in “the supremely profound ultimate truth”
in the Buddhapalita Commentary].
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Moreover, it follows that—with regard to the subject, all eight such as
production, cessation, and so forth—the nonexistence of these in the per-
spective of the uncontaminated meditative equipoise of Superiors is their
mode of subsistence because they are conventionalities. If [you say that its
being a conventionality] does not entail [that its nonexistence in the per-
spective of uncontaminated meditative equipoise of Superiors is its mode
of subsistence], this contradicts many siitras and treatises of definitive
meaning such as the Verse Summary [of the Perfection of Wisdom] Siitra®
and so forth.
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Furthermore, it [absurdly] follows that the distinction that the absence
of the true existence of “I” (nga bden par med pa)h is emptiness, but the
nonexistence of truly established “I”” (bden grub kyi nga med pa) is not
emptiness is logically feasible because [according to you] the absence of
the true existence of one (gcig bden par med pa) is emptiness, but the non-
existence of truly established one (bden grub kyi gcig med pa) is not emp-
tiness. You have asserted the reason [which is that the absence of the true
existence of one (gcig bden par med pa) is emptiness, but the nonexistence
of truly established one (bden grub kyi gcig med pa) is not emptiness]. If
you accept [that the distinction that the absence of the true existence of “I”
(nga bden par med pa) is emptiness, but the nonexistence of truly estab-
lished “1” (bden grub kyi nga med pa) is not emptiness is logically feasi-
ble], it very [absurdly] follows that the view apprehending in thought an
“I” qualified with true establishment is not the subtle view of transitory.

& shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa sdud pa tshigs su bcad pa, prajiiaparamitasaricayagatha;
Peking 735, vol. 21; Tohoku 13, vol. ka (shes rab sna tshogs).

The point here is that in Tibetan nga bden par med pa looks as if it means “non-truly-
existent I,” which would be an affirming negative; however, it is taken to mean “absence
of the true existence of I,” which is a nonaffirming negative and thus a fully qualified emp-
tiness that is the mode of subsistence. (The quote markers around I in the translation are
merely for the sake of indicating that the word is not the roman numeral one.)
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13. With regard to that, someone says: It follows that the nonproduction
of the mode of subsistence is not ascertained with valid cognition by the
Proponents of Mind-Only because the nonexistence of truly established
production is not ascertained with valid cognition by the Proponents of
Mind-Only]. You have accepted the reason [which is that the nonexistence
of truly established production is not ascertained with valid cognition by
the Proponents of Mind-Only]. If you accept [that the nonproduction of
the mode of subsistence is not ascertained with valid cognition by the Pro-
ponents of Mind-Only], it follows that the Proponents of Mind-Only do
not realize with valid cognition that the mode of subsistence is a non-thing
because you have accepted [that the nonproduction of the mode of subsist-

ence is not ascertained with valid cognition by the Proponents of Mind-
Only].
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Our response: [That we assert that the nonproduction of truly established
production is not ascertained with valid cognition by the Proponents of
Mind-Only] does not entail [that the nonproduction of the mode of sub-
sistence is not ascertained with valid cognition by the Proponents of Mind-
Only]. Well then, it [absurdly] follows that the Consequentialists assert a
subtler system of non-thing than the assertion by the Proponents of Mind-
Only that space is a non-thing because with regard to the measure of es-
tablishment of space as [its own] mode of subsistence, the Consequential-
ists assert a subtler measure of establishment of space as [its own] mode
of subsistence than the Proponents of Mind-Only. You have asserted the
three spheres [of self-contradiction].
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It follows [that with regard to the measure of establishment of space
as (its own) mode of subsistence, the Consequentialists assert a subtler
measure of establishment of space as (its own) mode of subsistence than
the Proponents of Mind-Only] because (1) the Consequentialists assert
space’s establishment from its own side as the measure of establishment
of space as [its own] mode of subsistence, and (2) nobody from the Au-
tonomists on down asserts such. You have asserted the three spheres [of
self-contradiction].
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14. With regard to that, someone says: 1 accept the root [consequence that
the Consequentialists assert a subtler system of non-thing than the asser-
tion by the Proponents of Mind-Only that space is a non-thing] because
space that is not established from its own side is a non-thing.
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Our response: Well then, it [absurdly] follows that in the system of the
Consequentialists even in order to realize that a basis [that is, a phenome-
non] is a non-thing, it must be qualified by the absence of inherent exist-
ence because [according to you] the Consequentialists assert a subtler sys-
tem of non-thing than the assertion by the Proponents of Mind-Only that
space is a non-thing]. If you accept [that in the system of the Consequen-
tialists even in order to realize that a basis (that is, a phenomenon) is a non-
thing, it must be qualified by the absence of inherent existence], it very
[absurdly] follows that even realization that a pot is an [effective] thing
must be qualified by the absence of inherent existence! If you accept [that
even realization that a pot is an (effective) thing must be qualified by the
absence of inherent existence], it would [absurdly] be that no phenomenon
is established with valid cognition by anyone except the Consequential-
ists!
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Moreover, it [absurdly] follows that with respect to the assertion by
the Proponents of True Existence' that the self and the aggregates are the
same entity from their own side but different isolates from their own side,
there is no fallacy of their having come to assert that the self and the ag-
gregates are both truly established one and truly established different be-
cause [according to you] the Proponents of True Existence do not assert,
“Although the two, the self and the aggregates, are truly established, [the

self and the aggregates] are the two, truly established one and truly estab-
lished many.”
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You have asserted [the entailment, namely that the nonassertion by
Proponents of True Existence that “The self and the aggregates are the two,
truly established one and truly established many” despite asserting that the
two, the self and the aggregates, are truly established] entails [that with
respect to the assertion by the Proponents of True Existence that the self
and the aggregates are the same entity from its own side, but different iso-
lates from their own side, there is no fallacy of having come to assert that
the self and the aggregates are both truly established one and truly estab-
lished different]. You have come to assert the reason [which is that the
Proponents of True Existence do not assert, “Although the two, the self
and the aggregates, are truly established, [the self and the aggregates] are
the two, truly established one and truly established many.”] It [absurdly]

i The Proponents of Mind-Only and below.
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follows [that the Proponents of True Existence do not assert, “Although
the two, the self and the aggregates, are truly established, [the self and the
aggregates] are the two, truly established one and truly established many”’]
because [according to you] those [Proponents of True Existence] have re-
alized that the self and the aggregates are not truly established one. You
have asserted the reason [which is that those Proponents of True Existence
have realized that the self and the aggregates are not truly established one].
It [absurdly] follows [that those Proponents of True Existence have real-
ized that the self and the aggregates are not truly established one] because
[according to you] the non-establishment of the self and the aggregates as
one entity from its own side is not emptiness.
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Moreover, it follows that the lack of being truly established one and
many is a correct sign—proving only a convention—that proves that the
self and the aggregates are not truly established because although the
meaning of the absence of true establishment has already been established

in the perspective of awareness by a full-fledged opponent for the proof of
that [that is, for the proof that the self and the aggregates are not truly
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established, the lack of being truly established one and many] proves only
the terminology and convention of the absence of true establishment in the
probandum of the proof of that [that is, in the proof that the self and the
aggregates are not truly established].
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It follows [that although the meaning of the absence of true establish-
ment has already been established in the perspective of awareness by a
full-fledged opponent for the proof of that, that is, for the proof that the
self and the aggregates are not truly established, the lack of being truly
established one and many proves only the terminology and convention of
the absence of true establishment in the probandum of the proof of that,
that is, in the proof that the self and the aggregates are not truly estab-
lished] because although at that time the meaning of the absence of true
establishment has been ascertained from the sign, the association of termi-
nology [that is, conceptual consciousness (rfog pa)] thinking with regard

to the probandum “These are not truly established” and of the verbal con-
vention “[These] are not truly established” is meaningful,
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because, for example, it is like the fact that although the meaning of an ox
is established when one sees a sentient corporeal mass with hump and
dewlap, the association of the mere terminology “This is an ox” is mean-
ingful for a person who needs to make the terminological connection, be-
cause Shantarakshita’s Autocommentary [on the Ornament for the Middle]
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says:

No part of the meaning of the thesis exists in this reason because
the conventions of knowledge [thinking that this is an ox] and ter-
minology [using the term, “0x”] of the object-possessor are estab-
lished by the established object [that is, the reason]; for example,
this is an ox because of being an entity that is an aggregation of
dewlap and so forth.

Since the topics concerning this are difficult points, there appears to be
much to be propounded, but having qualms that such would harm the
meanlng of the general run [of this text], [ will leave them as1de
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15. Moreover, someone says: Just as although magical illusions appear as
horses and elephants, they are empty of those, so although all [phenomena]
such as a pot and so forth appear as a pot and so forth, they are empty of a
pot and so forth; this emptiness is asserted to be the self-emptiness that is
the system of Nagarjuna.
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Our response: Well then, it [absurdly] follows that it does not occur that
any phenomenon is itself because [according to you] that whatsoever phe-
nomenon such as a pot and so forth is empty of itself is the meaning of its
being like a magical illusion. You have asserted the reason [which is that
whatsoever phenomenon such as a pot and so forth is empty of itself is the
meaning of its being like a magical illusion]. If you accept [that it does not
occur that any phenomenon is itself,] it very absurdly follows that the sub-
ject, self-emptiness, is not self-emptiness! Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of
(Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to (Ndagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Mid-
dle’”] says?

Therefore, the significance of applying the example, a magician’s
illusion, to the meaning—other phenomena—is not at all that just
as a magician’s illusion appears to be a horse or an elephant but is
empty of being such, so all [phenomena] such as pots and so forth
appear to be pots and so forth, but are empty of being pots and so
forth. For, if that were the case, being that phenomenon [for ex-
ample, being a pot] would not occur, and the application of the
example to the meaning would be that [phenomena] appear to be
such-and-such but are not the actual thing.
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j Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 198.
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16. Moreover, someone says: Parts-possessors are to be associated only
with the physical.

And several say: Parts-possessors are to be associated only with com-
pounded phenomena.

Our response: These are not logically feasible because it must be treated
that there is nothing among all [phenomena]—the compounded such as
forms and so forth and the uncompounded such as space, nirvana, and so
forth that are not necessarily part-possessors. It follows [that it must be
treated that there is nothing among all (phenomena)—the compounded
such as forms and so forth and the uncompounded such as space, nirvana,
and so forth that are not necessarily part-possessors] because doing it that
way is the thought of the father Shantarakshita and the son [Kamalashila]
and of the Supramundane Victor,
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because of the explanations of the reasoning of the lack being one and
many in:
(1) Shantarakshita’s Autocommentary on the Ornament for the Middle:*

Concerning that, the pervasive are space and so forth. The
non-pervasive are gross [objects] and minute particles.
Even all of those are indicated' as being contradictory

k Masamichi Ichigd Madhyamakalarkara of Santaraksita: With His Own Commentary or
Vrtti and with the Subcommentary or Paiijika of Kamalashila, 44, 64.

! Correcting rten in the 2011 TBRC bla brang (194a.6) to bstan in accordance with ibid.,
44.
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with a unitary nature.

[10.] Because of being related with different factors,
How could the pervasive be unitary?

...All uncompounded phenomena such as space and so
forth were earlier refuted [as being unitary]. The eighteen
constituents are clarified™ as just being without inherent
existence.

(2) [Kamalashila’s] Commentarial Explanation of Difficult Points in
(Shantarakshita’s) “Ornament for the Middle”:"

“The unitary” is the partless.
and so forth.
(3) the Descent into Lanka Sutra:

Just as forms devoid of oneness and otherness
Appear in a mirror,

But do not exist there,

So is the nature of things.

(4) the Meeting of Faﬂer and So;‘z\ Siitra, and so cf\orth.
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™ Correcting bsal in the 2011 TBRC bla brang (194b.1) to gsal in accordance with ibid.,

64.
" Ibid., 23.
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As Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to
(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”] says:°

Since this treatment is the assertion of the father Shantarakshita
and his spiritual son [Kamalashila], reckoning part and whole only
for effective things is a flaw of those with small intelligence.
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The two, the measure of true establishment and the measure of establish-
ment in conventional terms in this [Autonomy] system, exist because:

establishment as its own mode of abiding without being only pos-
ited through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness
is the measure of true establishment, and

establishment as only posited through the force of appearing to a
non-defective awareness is the measure of conventional establish-
ment, and

an awareness (1) apprehending [phenomena] as established that
way [that is, as established as their own mode of abiding without
being only posited through the force of appearing to a non-defec-
tive awareness| and (2) not polluted by tenets is an innate concep-
tual consciousness apprehending true establishment, and

© Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 200.
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since an apprehension of true existence obstructs the suchness? of re-
ality as if veiling it with a cloth, it is described as “obscurational” (kun
rdzob, samvrti).
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The first [part of the reason, which is that establishment as its own mode
of abiding without being only posited through the force of appearing
to a non-defective awareness is the measure of true establishment,] is
established because, within having posited as [our hypothetical] basis that
a mode of [true] establishment [exists], the opposite of establishment in
conventional terms (tha snyad du grub pa) must be taken as true establish-
ment, because of being known from the evidence that the Descent into
Lanka Sitra says:?

The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun rdzob tu,
samvrtya);
Ultimately, it lacks inherent existence,

and a Mother Sutra [a Perfection of Wisdom] says (see above, 105) that
forms and so forth exist in conventional terms but do not exist ultimately,

P That is to say, a consciousness apprehending true existence obstructs the perception of
suchness.

q lang kar gshegs pa’i mdo, lankavatarasiitra, X.429ab; Sanskrit in Bunyiu Nanjio,
Lankavatara Sitra, 319: bhava vidyanti samvrtya paramarthe na bhavakah.
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because Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement
to(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”’] (see above, 81) says:

A clear identification of the object of negation does not emerge in
other reliable sourcebooks of the Autonomy School, but the exist-
ence that is the opposite of the mode of conventional existence
described in Kamalashila’s //lumination of the Middle is to be
known as ultimate or true existence.
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The second [part of the reason which is that establishment as only posited
through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness is the
measure of conventional establishment] is established because that the
“convention” (kun rdzob) in “conventional establishment” and the “con-
ventional terms” (tha snyad) in “establishment in conventional terms”
must be something not harmed by valid cognition with respect to the
meaning of its own object of comprehension is taken as that [measure of
conventional establishment].

[That the “convention” (kun rdzob) in “conventional establishment”
and the “conventional terms” (tha snyad) in “establishment in conven-

tional terms” must be something not harmed by valid cognition with re-
spect to the meaning of its own object of comprehension is taken as that
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(measure of conventional establishment)] follows because the convention
(kun rdzob, samvrti) in this [conventional establishment (kun rdzob tu grub
pa)] is not the obscurer (kun rdzob, samvrti) that is an apprehension of true
existence (bden 'dzin) [in obscurational truth (kun rdzob bden pa, samvrti-
sattya)], because the Descent into Lanka Sitra says, “The production of
things [exists] conventionally,” and in explaining the meaning of this Ka-
malashila’s l/lumination of the Middle says:

Therefore, all entities of false things are said “to merely exist con-
ventionally” through the power of their mentations,

and Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to
(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”’] (see above, 85) says:"

The “mentations” of those living beings are not just conceptual
consciousnesses but also are to be taken as non-conceptual con-
sciousnesses.

False things—that is to say, that do not exist ultimately but are
posited as existing through the force of those two [conceptual and
non-conceptual consciousnesses]—exist only conventionally.
This is the meaning of the statement in the [Descent into Lankad
Sitra], “The production of things [exists] conventionally (kun
rdzob tu, samvrtya).” Moreover, this does not mean that [such fal-
sities] exist conventionally in the sense of existing for a samvrti
(kun rdzob) that is an apprehender of true existence. [Rather, they
exist for a samvrti (kun rdzob) that is a conventional valid con-
sciousness. |
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r Adapting Hopkins’ “thoughts” to “mentations.”
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The third [part of the reason which is that an awareness (1) apprehending
phenomena as being established in that way—that is, as being estab-
lished as their own mode of abiding without being only posited
through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness—and (2)
not polluted by tenets is an innate conceptual consciousness apprehend-
ing true existence] is established because since [an awareness] mistaken
that way [that is, apprehending phenomena as established as their own
mode of abiding without being only posited through the force of appearing
to a non-defective awareness] has arisen from beginningless time, it is in-
nate, and since apprehending true existence is not feasible in a sense con-
sciousness, it must be a conceptual consciousness.

That [(an awareness) mistaken that way (that is, apprehending phe-
nomena as established as their own mode of abiding without being only
posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness) has
arisen from beginningless time, it is innate, and since apprehending true
existence is not feasible in a sense consciousness, it must be a conceptual
consciousness] follows because if apprehension of true existence existed
in sense consciousnesses, there would have to be a common locus of sense
consciousness and obstruction, whereas the means binding [beings] in cy-
clic existence is not suitable in a sense consciousness according to Khay-
drub’s Compilation on Emptiness, because:
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the Descent into Lanika Siitra (see above, 82) says:®

That [consciousness] mistaken with regard to the lack of inherent
existence

[Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (vang dag kun rdzob,
satyam samvrti).]

and regarding its time of mistake and mode of mistake Kamalashila’s //-
lumination of the Middle (see above, 82) also says:

Moreover, that [obscurer] arises through the power of thorough
maturation of beginningless predispositions for mistake, and it
sees things displayed as if they had an inherent nature in reality.'

and Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to
(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”’] (see above, 85) says:

The passage “Moreover, that [obscurer (samvrti)] arises through
the power of thorough maturation of beginningless predisposi-
tions for mistake” indicates that this apprehension of true exist-
ence is innate.

and so forth.
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s Jam-yang-shay-pa cites only the first line; the second is added for the sake of context.

! Alternative translation: Due to that [obscurer, all living beings] see [things] displayed as
if they had an inherent nature in reality.
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For, the Descent into Lanka Siitra (see above, 82) says:"

[That (consciousness) mistaken with regard to the lack of inher-
ent existence]

Is asserted as the obscurer of reality (vang dag kun rdzob, satyam
samvrti ).

and regarding its meaning Kamalashila’s [l/lumination of the Middle (see
above, 82) says:

A mistaken awareness that superimposes—on things that in reality
[or ultimately] are natureless—an aspect opposite to that [nature-
lessness] is called an “obscurer” (kun rdzob, samvrti) because it
obstructs [itself ] from [perception of ] suchness or because it veils
[other awarenesses] from perception of suchness.

and Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to
(Ndagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”] (see above, 84) says:

The passage “A mistaken awareness that superimposes—on
things that in reality [or ultimately] are natureless—an aspect
opposite to that [naturelessness]” refers to [a consciousness]
mistaking what does not ultimately exist inherently to exist
ultimately.

Y This was cited earlier (see above, 85) slightly differently as:
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VI am-yang-shay-pa cites only the first line; the second is added for the sake of context.
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The passage “...is called an ‘obscurer’ (kun rdzob, samvrti) be-
cause it obstructs [itself ] from [perception of | suchness or be-
cause it veils [other awarenesses] from perception of such-
ness” is the meaning of “the obscurer of reality (yang dag kun
rdzob, satyam samvrti)” [in the quote from the Descent into
Lanka Sutra]. Samvrti [here] is taken as [meaning] “obstruc-
tor” (sgrib byed ), obstructing reality.
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The remainder has already been explained.
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On this occasion, there is a way of applying the example of a magi-

cian’s illusion to [the meaning] because when a magical illusion is ema-
nated:

those whose eyes have been affected [by the mantra the magician has
cast] and sentient beings who have not realized emptiness are similar
likewise, the magician and persons who have realized the view [of
emptiness] are similar

and those whose eyes have not been affected and Bodhisattva Superi-
ors in meditative equipoise are similar.
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The first [those whose eyes have been affected by the mantra the magician
has cast and sentient beings who have not realized emptiness] are similar
because:

1. those whose eyes have been affected [by the mantra the magician has
cast] do not accept that a magic horse or elephant appears due to a
mistaken awareness but apprehend [the basis of conjuring (sprul gzhi)
such as a pebble or twig] as an objective horse or elephant

2. and the dawning—to those who have not realized emptiness—of all
phenomena in the manner of an objective mode of abiding without
dawning as posited through appearing to an awareness

are similar.
~ S

RRR '[‘&qnaﬁﬂﬁzﬁzéﬁ'&'%qm‘aﬁ'ﬁawsq']54@:51 7
C\ v v v v C\' v 'V' v v v Vc\'
N AR WY NAF G F RGN PR RS

s - A\ I~ ‘é— "y J;'VZ:'C\ .5\].*/ &
AR IR AN AL AVARA
RT'N'%N'E&N'GR'E"’\I'§:'QN'Q(3\QTQ§'5\I'Q$’§'Q’§'
V VC\'V v v v v v v C\VC\
3\ YR WY RS NFRNAR S
The second [the magician and persons who have realized the view of emp-
tiness] are similar because just as, in the example [of an illusory horse or
elephant], although that [basis of conjuring] appears to that [magician] as
that [horse or elephant, the magician] thinks it is due to [his] awareness,
those who have realized the view also realize that appearances [of all phe-
nomena] that way [that is, as established in an objective mode of abiding

without being posited through appearing to an awareness] are nothing
more than only posited through the force of mistaken® awareness.

a Correcting “unmistaken” (ma 'khrul ba) in the 2011 TBRC bla brang (196a.3) to “mis-
taken” (’khrul ba) in accordance with parallelism with the example in which the magician
knows that the appearance of a horse or elephant is due to his mantra that has affected even
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The third [that is, those whose eyes are not polluted and Bodhisattva Su-
periors in meditative equipoise] are established [as similar] because just
as, in the example, [those whose eyes are not affected by the mantra] do
not have any appearance or conception [of a horse or elephant], in what is
exemplified both the appearance of true existence and conception of true

existence do not exist in the perspective of meditative equipoise of those
[Bodhisattva Superiors].
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There are means of comprehending appearances of magic horses and ele-

phants because:

according to Yogic Middle Way Proponents (rnal 'byor spyod pa’i
dbu ma pa, yogacara-madhyamika), since magic horses and elephants
are appearance-factors of the mind, they are implicitly realized by self-
cognitions comprehending them, whereby [appearances of magic

his own eye consciousness and made it mistaken. As Tsong-kha-pa says in the passage
cited above (90): (emphasis mine)

Therefore, that the basis of conjuring can be posited as appearing as a horse or
elephant is, according to the magician, through the force of appearing that way
to a mistaken awareness, it is not posited otherwise through the force of the mode
of abiding of the basis of conjuring itself.
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horses and elephants] are established [that is, certified] by self-cogniz-
ing direct perceptions

according to Siitra Middle Way Proponents (mdo sde spyod pa’i dbu
ma pa, sautrantika-madhyamika), since magic horses and elephants
are external objects and imputed form sense-spheres, [appearances of
magic horses and elephants] are established [that is, certified] by sense
direct perceptions apprehending either the area [on which the illusion
appears] or 1ntermed1ate space [m whlch it appears]
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Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of Chandrakirti’s Entry to (Nagarjuna’s)

“Treatise on the Middle”’] (see above, 92) says:

According to the Yogic Middle Way [Autonomists, who do not
assert external objects], the appearance of such an illusion is es-
tablished [that is, certified] by a self-knowing direct perception,
and according to [Stitra Middle Way Autonomists], who assert ex-
ternal objects, the appearance of such an illusion is established
[that is, certified] by a sense direct perception apprehending the
basis—for instance, the area [on which the illusion appears] or in-
termediate space [in which it appears].

This will be explained below.
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3# Dispelling objections [to our own system]
q@&ﬂ'[éqgm]m'

17. Someone says: It follows that the subjects, the horns of a rabbit, exist
because of being established in conventional terms and conventionally. It
follows [that the subject, the horns of a rabbit, are established in conven-
tional terms and conventionally established] because of being established
as only posited through the force of an awareness.
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Our response: [Whatever is established as only posited through the force

of an awareness is] not necessarily [established in conventional terms and
conventionally established].
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18. With regard to that, someone says: Well then, it follows that all phe-
nomena are only posited through the force of an awareness because [what-
ever is established as only posited through the force of an awareness] is
not necessarily [established in conventional terms and conventionally es-
tablished]. If you accept [that all phenomena are only posited through the
force of an awareness], it follows that [all phenomena] are not established
from their own side because you accept [that all phenomena are only pos-
ited through the force of an awareness].
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Our response: [That all phenomena are only posited through the force of
an awareness] does not entail [that all phenomena are not established from
their own side] because although these [Autonomists] do not accept that
[all phenomena] are established from their own side without being posited
through the force of an awareness, being posited in that way—{that is, only
posited through the force of an awareness]—does not contradict being es-
tablished by way of their own character.

[Exraamran FR R nr ey Sar s o B gsn s < SN A
~ N N 2
&gq'w']&'@q'ﬂ [x:'ggﬁ'w]QR'RIN'EG'RQE'QWN'&'
~ ~ N N
QG RIA TS EN AN TR A N AE R TR B &K R EAT
A= B AT R AT A A
m'ﬁm'xm'aﬁq'@l\l’gmﬁ'&aqmnqgﬂ

19. With regard to this, someone says: The subjects, all phenomena, are
only posited through the force of appearing to a conceptual consciousness
because that both conceptual and non-conceptual consciousnesses exist in
the “awareness” in “[through the force] of appearing to an awareness” is
the meaning of “through the power of those [living beings’] mentations.”
If you accept [that all phenomena are only posited through the force of
appearing to a conceptual consciousness], it follows [that all phenomena
are only imputed by a conceptual consciousness] because of being only
posited through the force of appearing to a conceptual consciousness.
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Our response: [Being only posited through the force of appearing to a con-
ceptual consciousness] does not entail [being only imputed by a concep-
tual consciousness] because the meaning of those two [being only posited
through the force of appearing to a conceptual consciousness and being
only imputed by a conceptual consciousness] are different. It follows [that
the meaning of those two, being only posited through the force of appear-
ing to a conceptual consciousness and being only imputed by a conceptual
consciousness, are different] because an object posited through the force
of appearing to a non-defective conceptual consciousness requires that the
object exist in the mode of abiding in accordance with how it is appre-
hended by that [non-defective conceptual consciousness], but due to the
phrase “only imputed by a conceptual consciousness” [an object only im-
puted by a conceptual consciousness] requires [an object] not in accord-
ance with the mode of abiding superimposed by this [conceptual con-
sciousness].
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It follows [that an object posited through the force of appearing to a
non-defective conceptual consciousness requires that the object exist in
the mode of abiding in accordance with how it is apprehended by that
(non-defective conceptual consciousness), but due to the phrase “only im-

puted by a conceptual consciousness” (an object only imputed by a con-
ceptual consciousness) requires (an object) not in accordance with the
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mode of abiding superimposed by this (conceptual consciousness)| be-
cause the meanings of “Through the force of an awareness or a conceptual
consciousness” and “Through the force of appearing to them” are similar,
because Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to
(Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’ "] says:*

Since this is the case, [in the Autonomy School] “to exist in the
manner of an objective mode of abiding without being posited
through ap]gearing to an awareness, or through the force of an
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20. Also, someone says: 1t follows that even the Proponents of True Ex-
istence realize that the two, specifically characterized and generally char-
acterized phenomena such as forms and so forth, are conventionally estab-
lished because those [Proponents of True Existence] know to posit the two
objects of comprehension® through the force of the two valid cognitions
[direct perception and inference], and the two valid cognitions are non-
defective awarenesses.

w:'ﬁ'q'?q REN'g'qm'@:'ngm'ﬁﬂm'x:@qém'

a Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 192; Tibetan: Tsong-kha-pa, dbu
ma dgongs pa rab gsal, 131.

Tsong-kha-pa finishes the sentence with, “is to truly exist, to ultimately exist, and to exist
as [the object’s own] reality, and apprehending such is an innate apprehension of true ex-
istence.”
¢ The two types of objects of comprehension are specifically and generally characterized
objects, or impermanent and permanent objects, or manifest and hidden objects.
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Our response: [That those (Proponents of True Existence) know to posit
the two objects of comprehension through the force of the two valid cog-
nitions, and that the two valid cognitions are non-defective awarenesses]
does not entail [that even the Proponents of the True Existence realize that

the two, specifically characterized and generally characterized phenomena
such as forms and so forth, are conventionally established]:

because the meanings understood by these two [(1) posited through
the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness and (2) posited
through the force of valid cognition] are utterly different,

because these [Proponents of True Existence] accept that [forms and
so forth] appearance to a non-defective awareness itself as the mode
of abiding of those objects and accept (1) that there is nothing more
than [forms and so forth] being posited over there through the force of
appearing [to a non-defective awareness] and (2) that the comprehen-
sion of the mode of abiding of objects of comprehension by the two
valid cognitions is the positing of objects of comprehension,

because Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement
to (Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’” (see above, 91) says:Cl

When a basis [that is, an object] appears in a certain way, there
are two [types]—those that do and do not correspond with the
mode of subsistence in accordance with how it appears. When
you differentiate well this [presentation of how phenomena
are posited through the force of awarenesses according to the
Autonomy School], you will come to differentiate the two po-
sitions [of the Autonomy School and the Proponents of True
Existence which some] confuse. They think:

Objects of comprehension [that is, all objects] are
posited through the force of valid cognitions, and
since valid cognitions are awarenesses, the posit-
ing of objects of comprehension through them is
a case of positing [objects] through the force of

d Adapted from Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom, 196; Tibetan:
Tsong-kha-pa, dbu ma dgongs pa rab gsal, 133.
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an awareness. Hence, even the systems of the
Proponents of True Existence refute true estab-
lishment.

[However,] that objects of comprehension are posited [that is,
certified] through the force of valid cognitions means that
valid cognitions realize the mode of abiding of the two [types
of] objects of comprehension.
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21. Also, someone says: 1t follows that the objects of negation in the two,
the Autonomy School and the Consequence School, do not differ in
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coarseness and subtlety because (1) with regard to the nonexistence of in-
herent nature both [the Autonomy School and the Consequence School]
assert in that way and (2) if something more subtle than that were negated,
one would fall to an extreme of annihilation. The first [part of the reason,
which is that with regard to the nonexistence of inherent nature both (the
Autonomy School and the Consequence School) assert in that way] fol-
lows because Shantarakshita’s Ornament for the Middle and his Autocom-
mentary say,® “inherent nature does not exist,” and Kamalashila’s Com-
mentarial Explanation [of (Shantarakshita’s) “Ornament for the Mid-
dle”] and his Illumination of the Middle and so forth very many times
speak of “nonexistence of inherent nature.”
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Our response: [The above citations] do not entail [that with regard to the
nonexistence of inherent nature both the Autonomy School and the Con-
sequence School assert in that way] because although you are right that
there are many in that way with respect to the words, in fact when analyzed
well, there are distinctions of utter dissimilarity in mental perspective. It
follows [that although you are right that there are many in that way with
respect to the words, in fact when analyzed well, there are distinctions of
utter dissimilarity in mental perspective] because (1) these [Autonomists]
assert that forms and so forth are established as they appear to children and
above, whereas (2) Consequentialists take establishment that way [that is,
establishment in accordance with appearance] as an object of negation.

&'@Q'%‘ %ﬂmaqsagq@ﬁqaaiggﬁaim

¢ Masamichi Ichigd Madhyamakdlarkara of Santaraksita: With His Own Commentary or
Vrtti and with the Subcommentary or Parijika of Kamalashila, 22-23
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The first [reason which is that these [Autonomists] assert that forms and

so forth are established as they appear to children and above] is established
because:

(1) Shantarakshita’s Autocommentary of the Ornament for the Middle
a
says:

We do not negate inherent natures—coming to mind within sole
non-examination—that are experienced ranging from the states of
childish beings through to omniscient pristine wisdom.

(2) and Jnanagarbha’s Differentiation of the Two Truths (22ab) says:b

Make an explanation why
From this cause that appears.

and Jianagarbha’s Autocommentary [on the “Differentiation of
the Two Truths”’] on that says:

Well, if [things] are only not ultimately produced at all,
then why from this cause

and so forth, in answer to which his Autocommentary (22cd) says:*
C
says:

A response to this is returned:?

2 Ibid., 220.

b Malcolm David Eckel, Jiianagarbha’s Commentary on the Distinction between the Two
Truths: An Eight Century Handbook of Madhyamaka Philosophy (Albany, N.Y.: State Uni-
versity of New York Press, 1987), 175.

¢ Ibid., 175-176.
d For lon (2011 bla brang, 197b.4) Jiianagarbha’s autocommentary, ibid., 175, reads glon.
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This such appears from this cause.
What [more] should be said!

If as much as appears to you also appears to us, what is be
asked about that! Even if asked, we would say just that.
We would not say anything not experienced before.

(3) and also Jianagarbha’s Differentiation of the Two Truths (28) says:*

That which is an entity of appearance
Is just not to be negated.

It is not at all logically feasible

To negate whatever is experienced.

and Jhanagarbha’s Autocommentary [on the “Differentiation of
the Two Truths”’] on that says:b

The thinking is that “It would contradict direct percep-
tion.”

(4) and [that Autonomists assert that forms and so forth are established as
they appear to children and above] is known by Bhavaviveka’s refu-
tation that imputationals [that is, imputational natures] are not estab-
lished by way of their own character, and so forth.°
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* Ibid., 181.

® Ibid.

©As Hopkins says in Where Is the Middle? Two Views of Reality in the Middle Way: The
Autonomy and Consequence Schools, Part Five: The Other Evidence (unpublished manu-
script, 393):

In Bhavaviveka’s refutation—in the twenty-fifth chapter of his Lamp for (Nagar-

juna’s) “Wisdom,” Commentary on the “Treatise on the Middle "—of the Mind-
Only School’s presentation of character-non-nature with regard to imputational
natures, he states that if imputational natures are said to be character-non-natures,
this would involve a deprecation of imputational natures. Here, “character-na-
ture” is taken as meaning establishment by way of their own character; thus,
Bhavaviveka seems to be indicating that, for him, all phenomena—even existent
imputational natures—are established by way of their own character. Tsong-kha-
pa’s The Essence of Eloquence addresses this point in detail in the chapter on the
Autonomy School.
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The second reason [which is that Consequentialists take establishment that
way (that is, establishment in accordance with appearance) as an object of
negation] is established because of very many [reasons] such as the evi-
dence for the nonexistence of commonly appearing subjects because:

Tsong-kha-pa’s The Essence of Eloquence says:*

? From the chapter on the Consequence School in a section titled “How those reasonings
refute establishment by way of [the object’s] own character.” Tibetan: Tsong kha pa blo
bzang grags pa, A Study of Tsong khapa’s Madhyamika Philosophy II: Annotated Japanese
translation of the Madhyamika Section of Essence of the Good Explanations (Legs bsad
sitin po, 4 > 2 Nij1gg Pz DgF I 1D), tr. by Tsultrim Kelsang Khangkar and Katano
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Autonomists assert that the non-defective conscious-
nesses that posit [phenomena] as existing in conventional
terms are non-mistaken with regard to an object estab-
lished by way of its own character, the appearing object
or the conceived object; however, in this [Consequential-
ist system] there are many [cases of consciousnesses]| mis-
taken with respect to the appearing object that are able to
posit objects. Therefore, these two [the Autonomists and
the Consequentialists] differ greatly also with respect to
whether consciousnesses are defective or not.

This is the thought of the statement in Chandrakirti’s Commentary on
(Aryadeva’s) “Four Hundred Stanzas on the Yogic Deeds of Bodhisatt-
vas, ™ “because a thing that abides in one aspect appears in another as-
pect.”
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Therefore, it follows that although there are many similar phrases
among the two, the Autonomists and the Consequentialists, the meaning

Michio, assist. by Takada Yorihito (Kyoto, Japan: Bun-ei-do, 1998), 222.

# Candrakirti, byang chub sems dpa’i rnal "byor spyod pa bzhi brgya pa’i rgya cher ’grel
pa, in bstan 'gyur (sde dge), TBRC W23703.103 (Delhi, India: Delhi Karmapae Choedhey,
Gyalwae Sungrab Partun Khang, 1982-1985), 197b.6-7; bodhisattva-yogacarya-catuhsa-
taka-tika.
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of those [phrases] vary greatly in mental perspective because there are
many cases where though the words are similar, the meanings differ such
as “happily going along without analysis,” “without analysis, existent; but
if analyzed, nonexistent,” “posited through the force of awareness,” “pos-

ited by names and terminology,” and so forth because:

Tsong-kha-pa’s Explanation [of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supplement to (Nagar-
juna’s) ‘Treatise on the Middle’”] (see above, 98) says:*

Hence, the objects of negation in the two Middle Way Schools
come to differ greatly with regard to the perspective of the aware-
ness [in the face of which objects are posited].

and Tsong-kha-pa’s The Essence of Eloquence says:©

Middle Way Autonomists are unable to posit forms, feelings, and
so forth through the force of an awareness imputing conventions;
rather, they assert that they are able to posit [forms, feelings, and
so forth as] existent in conventional terms* through the force of
appearing to non-defective sense consciousnesses and so forth.
Hence, the awareness through the force of which [phenomena] are
posited or are not posited also differs greatly [between the Conse-
quentialists and the Autonomists. Autonomists] assert that analy-
sis of whether [something] exists or not and so forth through the
force of the phenomenon’s own mode of subsistence from its own
side without being posited through the force of such an awareness
comes from that [boundary] to be analysis of whether it is estab-
lished as [its own] suchness or not; they do not assert that it is
merely from the mode of analysis described earlier. Therefore, in
conventional terms they assert establishment by way of [the ob-
ject’s] own character. Hence, they also differ [from the Conse-
quentialists] with respect to what is eliminated by the term “only”
in the statements in high sayings that conventionalities are name-

a Tsong-kha-pa, dbu ma dgongs pa rab gsal, 136.

For the Autonomists the awareness is any consciousness, either conceptual or non-con-
ceptual, not affected by superficial causes of mistake, whereas for the Consequentialists it
must be only conceptual since everything is only imputedly existent.
¢ From the chapter on the Consequence School in a section titled “Upon indicating the
mode of apprehension by artificial and innate superimposition, showing that it does not
exist.” Tibetan: Tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, 4 Study of Tsong khapa’s Madhyamika
Philosophy 11, 94.

d Correcting tha snyad tu in 2011 TBRC bla brang (198a.6) to tha snyad du in accordance
with euphonic rules.
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only, only terminological, and only imputed.
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22. With regard to this, someone says: It follows that it is logically feasi-
ble that although [both Autonomists and Consequentialists say that phe-
nomena] exist [as] only posited by names and terminology, Autonomists
and Consequentialists differ with regard to what is eliminated by the term
“only” because (1) that passage in Tsong-kha-pa’s The Essence of Elo-
quence says this,* and (2) these [Autonomists assert that phenomena] exist

? That is, when Tsong-kha-pa, just above, says:
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[as] only posited [by names and terminology] within taking non-defective
awareness as “terminology.”

Our response: The way [that (1) that passage in Tsong-kha-pa’s The Es-
sence of Eloquence says this, and (2) these (Autonomists assert that phe-
nomena) exist (as) only posited (by names and terminology) within taking
non-defective awareness as “terminology’’] does not entail [that it is logi-
cally feasible that although (both Autonomists and Consequentialists agree
that phenomena) exist (as) only posited by names and terminology, Auton-
omists and Consequentialists differ with regard to what is eliminated by
the term “only”] has already been explained earlier (see the response in
the debate above on 124).
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Hence, they also differ [from the Consequentialists] with respect to what is elim-
inated by the term “only” in the statements in high sayings that conventionalities
are name-only, only terminological, and only imputed.
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The Opposite of Emptiness in the Middle Way Autonomy School
This book provides an analyzed translation of part of Jam-yang-
shay-pa’s Decisive Analysis of the Middle, also called Great Expo-
sition of the Middle, which came to be the normative textbook for
the study of Chandrakirti’s Middle Way treatise in the Go-mang
College of Dre-pung Monastery. Translated here is the section on
what is negated in the doctrine of emptiness in general in the Mid-
dle Way School and in the Autonomy School in particular. Tsong-
kha-pa Lo-sang-drag-pa, the founder of the Ge-lug tradition, em-
phasized what is rejected in the view of
emptiness since without clearly identify-
ing what veils realization of emptiness
one cannot achieve liberation.

This book provides the first translation
of this section of Jam-yang-shay-pa’s De-
cisive Analysis of (Chandrakirti’s) “Supple-
ment to (Nagarjuna’s) ‘Treatise on the Mid-
dle’”: Treasury of Scripture and Reasoning,
Thoroughly Illuminating the Profound Mean-
ing [of Emptiness], Entrance for the Fortu-
nate, with Tibetan text interspersed. It is divided into two parts.
The initial part:

1. justifies the necessity of identifying the object of negation

2. introduces the two different ways of discerning the two types
of objects of negation

3. provides the criteria and subdivisions of the objects to be ne-
gated by correct reasonings

4. clarifies easily confused logical terms.

The second part concerns the exaggerated status of phenomena that
is negated in the Middle Way Autonomy School. Jam-yang-shay-
pa’s presentation centers on how Tsong-kha-pa creatively expands
on a statement in Kamalashila’s I//lumination of the Middle so it
clearly identifies true existence or ultimate existence in terms of
the innate apprehension of true existence as the central object of
negation. Tsong-kha-pa does this through finding a supposedly
clear exposition in Kamalashila’s text of conventional existence
and then drawing out its counterpart, ultimate existence.



