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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
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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.

SARSR R ABR AN R | K5 R AR SN A
%ﬁ"i&"’4'QE“W'@’4'ﬂ%“"‘ﬁﬁ“gw*’:ﬂ%“ma
ﬁqir@'awqﬂaji\g%% aﬂquql\q q.‘%m.ﬂa.%ﬁ.
RGO

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.
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) 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.
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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.

[qﬁﬂm%z\rasw'65'%mﬁk\m'mméamaq'qx'x:'fmqm'gﬁ'
qxw:qﬁan&]gﬂl\rﬁ:ﬁ'@s’%‘ SR G FRNALN

v vy v gy 2 . v—v v v
S A T A
q| a@q IR TN AR RS AER AN AR AR YN T
Ang R Y SRR AN RGN S5 A AR Ry
[ A S

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.”

@N‘qwﬁqﬂ\q Q%"'\}N'C&I:'QC\WN"Q‘?ﬂN‘é&'@'@&'
gm'xr:'ama\'gz'x:'fm'a\m'gzqu'ﬂ%«rq€qqx‘a\f
qaﬁﬂtaoﬂ Riawéaw\m'@:'éaqgm'x:quw
gij'W%‘ﬂ%ﬁ'qx'aﬁﬁ'ma@x'a\'

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.
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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.
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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.

qrcﬁ'w:%w%q%m%ﬂ qﬁqgﬁ'@g:q%qux‘
=) g g A= TR [ g
qx']ai'ng [%N%ﬁ]%gl\IGa“ gavq.axv&.gq'qx.
2| [qaﬁ'@qﬁ'a'%{:ﬂ?]&'gﬁﬂ'aa%ﬂ (B
%*'&'@Q“’i']qﬁﬁ'a“ [5@3]?5“1651 ql\ia"q,&.aai,
SRR [ g a g agm s |RER A AR B
[;sg'q@x'&'gqqnﬁqnwmqm\r]@Q‘%‘ Ql\iaxgai@@ﬁ
q?g:‘@m@?%ﬂ'ﬁgﬁ'&'gﬂ@m'qfﬂ'ﬁﬁmﬂa'
x| [EvHr B gy sradn v | R ARER 5| ENGA
q%ﬁ'@%ﬁ'&ﬁﬂ?ﬂﬂ«rﬁ‘ |

10. Moreover, someone says: The lack of being either one truth or many
truths is a correct sign proving that a sprout is truthless.
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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.
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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.

N:m%ﬂ g’.a\r‘:.‘7._.g}:vg.§:.U\I:.§Nv§:.r\rqaﬁ.5.
g&'ﬁnwaawesﬁ'qaﬁqm'N'g:'m:'qaq'ﬁﬂm'@m'

§:’Q’RC’§C’%’§Q ANy alﬁ 3 3|



The Object of Negation in the Autonomy School 145

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.
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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.
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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.



168 The Opposite of Emptiness

@.qx,ﬁ.éq,qq:&.q ﬁﬂmﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁaﬁﬁaqqa
<N AR ) VR IR G
O\W %,a%x.i, g.q%mw V\i??:ﬂ"??ﬂ'g'qx'
SN VAR AR R E A e
quxx:aqa&vqmqvﬁqﬁaé%%quq@'
‘*’i N "’\“’ “’“W“’ Ty NS ‘W" N “’i‘* 9
35 B R AR AR AR T FARAN| [FR TG
g.qxvgw @R,mv%.éa\ra:vq.z\i.éa.ﬁ,ﬁ.mvm:.aq.q.
aﬂg’i?@aﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬂa%mﬁgq’iaéﬁﬁ
G\N 5: | W= qzﬁ qgm | = QR Q= mq
| ey g gy FrmEas
ﬁU’i“W ’*;‘jﬂ‘“ S | SR 5‘* =
ATAN| SR YR AR AU IT AR X FH L RIS
M ORARARE RN
[198a]5\I£§.@N.5\Ivglq.‘,-\1.,qﬂ.m.,.\].zqu\],‘@N.E‘L\r‘,.\lcﬁ\z.%;(1

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.



