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Abstract

The theory of the two realities of later Madhyamaka
represented by Bhavaviveka and Candrakirti were influenced by the
three nature theory of the Yogacara which was inherited from the
soteriological system of Early Buddhism. Within the three-natures,
paratantra is a reinterpretation of the theory of pratityasamutpada
which plays a key role in the transcendence from samsara to nirvana.
In order to avoid the problem of the Prasangikas, Bhavaviveka
suggested a secondary ultimate reality, i.e., the teachings in accord
with non-arising to facilitate the communication between the two
realities. Therefore, a practitioner is able to transfer oneself from the
conventional to ultimate reality. Furthermore, Bhavaviveka’s

teaching of the secondary ultimate reality includes the knowledge of
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sunyata obtained from hearing, thinking, and meditating. Regarding
these three knowledge, the logical argument, i.e., a syllogism, is a
sufficient methodology to acquire the knowledge of hearing from
which the other two types of knowledge can be achieved. Owing to
the influence of Dinnaga, syllogism had been established on the basis
of the two kinds of perceptions (pramana), direct (prayaksa) and
inferential (anumana) perceptions. In order to make the syllogism a
qualified methodology, Bhavaviveka accepted the other-dependent
nature into his interpretation of the conventional. That is, the
acceptance of the theory that an intrinsic nature exists in conventional

existence allows for a decisive result by means of a valid syllogism.

Keyword: Syllogism, Paratantra, Paramartha, Samviti,

Prasangika
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The debate between Bhavaviveka and Candrakirti during the
later development of the Madhyamaka School has always been an
important topic for the Madhyamaka scholars. Although there are
many divergences among Madhyamaka doctrines, the fundamental
ones are in regard to the scholars’ understanding of the two realities
and the application of syllogism.” Some scholars claim that the
divergences are philosophical and methodological distinctions.
However, only a few people seem to be aware that these two
differences are in fact the soteriological distinctions. For example,
although Candrakirti criticized syllogism as merely a methodology
for debate without any relevance for one’s liberation, * for
Bhavaviveka, syllogism was not only a methodology for debate but
also an initial step towards liberation. The purpose of this paper is to
show how their different understanding of the two realities led to two
different soteriologies and how Bhavaviveka’s explanation
constituted a transitional process to liberation through the use of

syllogism.

2 Syllogism is an English translation for the three-members of Buddhist logic. It may
not be a perfect English translation because Indian syllogism contains inductive
cognitive elements in it. However, so far, no other better terms can replace it. G. B.
J. Dreyfus & S. L. McClintock, The Svatantrika and the Prasangika Distinction
(Boston: Wisdom Publications, 2003), 58.

? Ibid., 8 ~9.

*Ibid., 77.
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Bhavaviveka was a South Asian Buddhist monk whose works
had been translated into classical Chinese and Tibetan probably from
Sanskrit. In considering of the possibility that translation might be
influenced by the translator’s preconceptions, it is important to
resolve the issues of translation between Sanskrit and other languages
such as Chinese, Tibetan, and even English before depicting as
closely as possible a picture of Bhavaviveka’s soteriology within the

context of Madhyamaka thought.

Many works, both in Chinese and Tibetan, were ascribed to the
sixth century Bhavaviveka;’ however, according to modern research
findings, only three of them are confirmed to be composed by

Bhavaviveka. The three are

1) Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karika (hereafter MHK) (further
discussion can be found in his autocommentary,

Tarkajvala, hereafter Tj),°

2) Prajidpradipa (hereafter PrP),” and

>S. lida, Reason and Emptiness: A Study in Logic and Mysticism (Tokyo: the

Hokuseido Press, 1980), 12~19.

® M. D. Eckel, Bhavaviveka and His Buddhist Opponents (London: Harvard

University, 2008), 213~298.

"In Prajiiapradipa chapter 25, Bhavaviveka’s critique of Yogacara is missing in
Chinese version. Eckel has translated the whole chapter into English from Tibetan

in his work, “Bhavaviveka’s Critique of Yogacara Philosophy in Chapter XXV of
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3) * Karatalaratna (K I % B G lJewel in the Hand,
hereafter K7TR)

The MHK is understood to be the earliest of the three texts,
because the other two works make references to this text. Translated
into both Sanskrit® and Tibetan versions, the MHK is a text consisting
of merely verses. Tibetan Buddhists believe that Bhavaviveka had
composed an auto-commentary called the 7j to interpret the verses of
the MHK. Only a Tibetan version of the 7j has been found and it is
confirmed to be translated into Tibetan in the eleventh century.” But
so far, only several chapters of this text have been translated into
English."

The Prajiapradipa is Bhavaviveka’s commentary on
Nagarjuna’s  Milamadhyamaka-karika (hereafter MMK). Both
Chinese and Tibetan translations are available in the Chinese and

Tibetan Tripitakas. The Tibetan translation, translated at least three

Prajiiapradipa,” Miscellanea Buddhica (Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag, 1985),
45~75.

8 In Shotaro lida’s Reason and Emptiness (p. 12), he notes that Rahula Samrtyayana
hand copied this text into Sanskrit from an incomplete manuscript found in the
Zha-lu monastery in Tibet in 1936. In 1937, the original text was published in
Journal of Bihar and Orissa Research Society vol XXIII, part 1 (1937), 1~163.

° W. L. Ames, PhD dissertation. Bhdvaviveka’s Prajiiapradipa: Six Chapters
(Washington: University of Washington, 1985), 36.

' Ibid., 77~78.
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hundred years after the death of Bhavaviveka, was done by
Jianagarbha and Cog ro Klu’i rgyal'' in the early ninth century;'? in
contrast, the Chinese version was translated by Prabhakaramitra in
629 CE, approximately sixty years after Bhavaviveka’s death." It is
worthy of noting that as Prabhakaramitra’s date of translation is
closer to the time of the original text, it may be surmised that his
translation does not deviate too much from the original. However,
because most modern scholars are familiar with Xuanzang’s much
more readable translation techniques, Prabhakaramitra’s translation
has long been neglected by them.'® Thus far, only translations from
the Tibetan source, contributed by Jianagarbha and Cog ro Klu’i

rgyal, into English are available to the Western academy of

''See Ames for spelling. Ibid., 53.

" Ibid., 53.

3 According to Taoxuan’s ( S| ;‘g‘[' ) The List of Buddhist Texts of Tang
(Datangneidianlu/*‘?[ [* 444, Prabhakaramitra came to China with the Sanskrit
text in 627CE, and translated it in 629 CE. See Taisho Shinshu Daizokyo (hereafter
T.) vol 55. No. 2149. Ed. Takakusu Junjiro et al (Tokyo: Daizo Shuppansha, 1924),
310c & 320c (hereafter T55).

' Ames, Six Chapters, 54, “Kajiyama thought that this Chinese translation is bad,
unreliable....” Kajiyama’s opinion needs to be reconsidered. Many Japanese
scholars may be very comfortable to read either Xuanzang or Kumarajiva’s
translations but not others. Moreover, Prabhakaramitra’s translation so far is the
earliest version of Bhavaviveka’s works. It is even more than 200 years earlier than

Tibetan translation. Thus, it possesses a certain value for studying Bhavaviveka.
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Buddhism,” but an English translation from the Chinese sources,
remains unknown to the Western scholars because none are available

yet.

The Dachengzhangzhenlun KIEHEEH is available only in
Chinese and probably is Bhavaviveka’s latest work of the three.'® It is
a very short text, it is both a concise summary of Bhavaviveka’s
philosophical system and a concise edition of MHK. As the KTR was
translated into Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE, eighty
years after Bhavaviveka’s death,'’ the translation should not deviate
too far from the original intent of the author. Thus far, a French
translation of the Chinese text by Poussin and a Sanskrit edition
reconstructed from the Chinese by N. A. Sastri are available.'® But as

far as I know, there is no English translation of the full text.

P Ibid., 77~78.

167. C. Cao, M.A. dissertation, Kongyou zhi zheng de yanjiu (An investigation of
the debate surrounding nothingness and something) (Taipei: Faguang Buddhist
Culture Research Institute, 1994), 5~6.

17 Bhavaviveka’s life can be dated between 490~570 or 500~ 570 C.E. Idia, 7;
William Ames, 31; Hirakawa dates Bhaviveka as 490~570. See Akira Hirakawa,
A > R [ W (Indo Bukkyoshi/The History of Indian Buddhism)( Tokyo:
Shunjusha, 1995), 205.

8730, 268~278. de La Vallée Poussin, Louis , “Madhyamaka, II. L’autheur du
Joyan dans la main. III.” Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques (Bruxelles) 2 (1932-
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Other than the MHK, the rest of Bhavaviveka’s works are

available in either Tibetan or Chinese translations. As a result, the

sources for the study of Bhavaviveka’s original ideas are very limited.

Nevertheless, Bhavaviveka’s concepts can be found in other sources
such as Candrakirti’s Prasannapdda (hereafter PSP, preserved in
both Sanskrit and Tibetan) in which passages from Bhavaviveka’s
PrP are cited to illustrate many of Bhavaviveka’s ideas. Thus, the
PSP is an important auxiliary text for a comparative contextual study
of Bhavaviveka’s concepts. Moreover, most scholars who study
Bhavaviveka focus only on Tibetan sources despite the fact that the
Tibetan translations are much later than the Chinese translations, as
explained earlier, it is necessary to pay closer attention to the Chinese
translations. This paper will mainly rely on the Chinese sources, in
particularly, the Dachengzhangzhenlun (KTR), and other auxiliary
sources in order to portray Bhavaviveka’s religious practice— i.e.,
syllogism as an initial step to liberation. The reasons for using the
KTR as main source are 1) so far, K7R is the only text that does not
have either original Sanskrit or Tibetan version among the three texts

and thus, has been ignored by western scholars, and 2) the text itself

33), 60~138. Also, N. A. Sastri recomposed Sanskrit from Chinese in his work,
Karatalaratna (Santiniketan: Visva-Bharati, 1949), 33~104.
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provides a relatively clear logical path toward liberation comparing

with the other two texts."’

The Madhyamaka concept of practice can be summarized into
a single prescriptive statement: “it is a path from the conventional
reality to the ultimate reality.” This can be substantiated by the
statement made from the ninth to the tenth verses in Nagarjuna’s
MMK, XXIV.9-10:*

ye 'nayor na vijananti vibhagam satyayor dvayoh/
te tattvam na vijananti gambhiram buddhasasanel/
vyavaharam anasritya pramartho na desyate /

paramartham anagamya nirvapam nadhigamyatel/*'

Those who do not understand the distinction between these

two realities,

19 Since the other two texts are relatively extensive comparing to K7R,
Bhavaviveka’s brief religious practice— i.e., syllogism as an initial step to
liberation can be easily singled out from K7R.

2 Louis de la Vallée Poussin, ed., “Miilamadhyamakakarikas de Nagarjuna avec la
Prasannapada Commentaire de Candrakirti” (hereafter PSP) Bibliotheca Buddhica
IV (St-Pétersbourg,1903-1913).

21 pSP XXIV.8. p. 494 lines 4-5 and lines 12-13
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They do not understand the profound truth embodied in the
Buddha’s doctrine.

An ultimate [reality], which does not rely on the
conventional [reality], has not been taught. Not

understanding the ultimate reality, nirvapa is not attained.

The above passage alludes to three soteriological methods. First, one
has to know the difference between the two realities as taught in the
doctrines of the Buddha. That is, one has to be able to identify what
is the conventional reality and what is the profound ultimate reality.
After identifying their differences, it is necessary to realize the
importance of relying on the conventional reality to achieve the
ultimate reality and further to obtain nirvapa. In such a process
towards liberation, it is noticeable that the method is of three
sequential steps: conventional — ultimate — nirvapa. Before
discussing further the process to liberation, it is important to examine

Bhavaviveka’s and Candrakirti’s definition of the two realities.

According to Candrakirti’s interpretations found in the PSP,
ultimate reality is explained in such reasoning: “Since it is an object

and it is ultimate, it is an ultimate object (paramartha). Since that

9922

which is true, it is an ultimate truth (paramarthasatya).””” Herein,

22 pSP XXIV.8. p. 494 line 1 paranas casau artha$ ceti paramartham / tad eva

satyam paramartha-satyam /

68 I pL:
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Candrakirti considers the ultimate reality to be an ultimate object.
Candrakirti continues to explicitly distinguish the so-called ‘ultimate
object’ from the conventional reality by defining the conventional
reality (samvrtisatya) in view of three categories: 1) the obscuration
of the true nature of things due to ignorance, 2) reciprocal
dependence, and 3) social conventions involving languages and

translations.”

Among the three categories, the first needs to be analyzed,
because the understanding of it leads to the primal step to liberation.
From a linguistic analysis, the term samvr ti is derived from the root
\ vr meaning ‘cover’ and the prefix sam, means ‘totally.” Literally,
samvr ti means ‘to cover totally’ or ‘to obscure”. For Candrakirti, the
natures of the conventional and ultimate realities are totally opposite.
Ultimate reality refers to the true nature of things which can be
perceived only with transcendent wisdom, whereas, conventional
reality refers to the obscuring of the true nature of things owing to
ignorance. Here, by defining the two realities in the above manner we
can see a basic problem pertaining to transcendence. In other words,

how is it possible for a person to transcend from the conventional

2 1. C. Harries, The Continuity of Madhyamaka and Yogacara in Indian Mahayana
Buddhism (New York: E.J. Brill, 1991), 113.
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reality to the ultimate reality? Evidently, there is an unbridgeable gap

between the two realities in the light of Candrakirti’s definitions.**

For Bhavaviveka, the conventional reality and the ultimate
reality are co-dependently related according to his three-fold
explanation. In chapter 24 of the PrP, Bhavaviveka defines the
conventional reality as: 1) worldly language, and 2) phenomena that
lack intrinsic nature and are empty, yet are real for ignorant sentient
beings who still have perverted views of the world (i.e. have not yet
realized the true nature of things).”> In the KR, he further claims that
3) conventional existence is that which the mortals mutually
experience, because they collectively accept it as the conventional
reality and because the conventional reality is accepted as existent
owing to its coming into being co-dependently.* In short, the reality
of the worldly experience, including language, becomes an existent
reality for those sentient being who are not yet awakened, even
though such a reality is derived from their attachments produced
from ignorance. Based on the reasoning that sentient beings are prone
to mistakenly perceive things in the manner that they seem to appear
due to their ignorance, the definitions given by both Candrakirti and

Bhavaviveka are not very different from each other.

2 1bid., 118
2 T30, 125a.

O I RIRT A B AR R R, A B AR, AREPA L (T30,

268c).
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Regarding the definitions of the ultimate reality, Bhavaviveka

in chapter 24 of the PrP continues to explain as follows: *’

What is the so-called the ultimate reality (paramartha)?
Respose: Because it is the ultimate and the object
(meaning), it is called ‘ultimate object.” Moreover, because
it is the ‘highest non-discriminating wisdom,’
(nirvikalpajiiana) ** and the true object, it is called ‘true
meaning.” The [word] ‘truth’ means no any cause-
conditions can be [its] defining-characteristics. When one
dwells in the truth [and realizes] the objective external
world by means of non-discriminating wisdom [this] is
called the ultimate reality. The wisdom obtained by means
of hearing (srutamayi), thinking (cintamayi), and
meditating (bhavanamayi) and by the teachings in accord
with non-arising in order to remove the assertions that

something arises etc. is called ‘ultimate reality.’

Ty REIR 2 F%J'ﬂJ e - 3T & o CRLE BRI - 2
A HEY He E'ﬁ'ﬁ?{ Nl = ‘NFE' @ B AR ORI
Y- oo RRVEM o RS EETY W] R (SR ’g‘i_r)r 7 (T 30,

125a).
el T'(wufenbzezhz) or =57 H|E&(wufenbiehui/nirvikalpajiiana) is translated as
non-discriminating wisdom which is the direct insight into the truth of all

existences in meditation.
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According to the above passage, Bhaviveka explicates the term
‘paramartha’ in three different ways by means of a linguistic
analysis. He clarifies firstly that paramartha is understood as a
karmadhyarya compound in which both object (artha) and ultimate
(parama) refer to the object (visya) of perception and not to the mind
that perceives the object. Secondly, he clarifies that the word

paramdartha indicates a fatpurusa compound in which the object

(artha) is an object and the ultimate (parama) refers to the subject, i.e.

the non-discriminating wisdom. Finally, he clarifies that paramartha
is a bahuvrihi compound that functions as an adjective from which
the meaning of ‘correspondence to the ultimate’ is derived.” In
summary, Bhavaviveka’s understanding of the definition of the word
‘ultimate reality’ indicate three connotations: 1) from an ontological
perspective, the term ‘the ultimate’ or ‘the object’ refers to the true
nature of things; 2) from an epistemological perspective, the term
‘non-discriminating wisdom’ refers to how the Buddhist sages view
reality;*° and 3) the teachings in accord with non-arising is the
ultimate reality. In TJ, Bhavaviveka’s own commentary of the MHK

according to Tibetan tradition, there is similar analysis.”'

* Tida, 83.

T30, 125b.

! There are some articles which refer and analyze this passage of PrP while
discussing Bhaviveka’s theory of two realities. See lida, 83. C. Lindter, “Bhavya,
the Logician,” Visva Bharati Annal 2 (1990), 33. M. Nasu, “the Connection

72 &R
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From the above analysis, some scholars have suggested that
Bhavaviveka had established two categories of ultimate realities
instead of one in his system. According to them, the first category
indicates the true ultimate reality (that encompasses the first and
second definitions) which is the transcendence of the worldly
experience, languages and so on. The second category refers to the
‘the teachings in accord with non-arising is the ultimate reality’ (the
secondary ultimate reality) which is the vehicle to remove the
obscuration caused by ignorance and to achieve the ‘true’ ultimate
reality. Such a vehicle includes “cultivation” (i.e., the practice) of the
three wisdoms: the listening to the Buddha’s teachings (srutamayi),
the cognizing of the Buddha’s teachings (cintamayt), and the practice
of meditation (bhavanamayi). It is noteworthy that Bhavaviveka’s
final definition of the ultimate reality as a ‘the teachings in accord
with non-arising” or “vehicle” is what distinguishes him from
Candrakirti. With Bhaviveka’s interpretations of the ultimate reality,
the transition from conventional reality to the ultimate reality is now

feasible.

between Ultimate Truth (Paramarthasatya) and Analysis (Vicara) in Bhaviveka’s
Theory of Two Truths (satyadvaya)” Buddhism in Global Perspective vol. II (New
Delhi: Somaiya Publication Pvt Ltd, 2002), 46. Kumagai Seiji, “Bhaviveka’s
theory of Absolute Truth” Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies Vol.59, No.3
(2011), 1187~1191.
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As mentioned earlier, the teachings in accord with non-arising
through which the true ultimate reality can be achieved consist of the
cultivation of the three wisdoms. According to the K7R, the initial
step in obtaining wisdom through hearing, srutamayiprajiia, requires
logical reasoning, i.e. a syllogism. It further indicates that the purpose
of composing the K7TR is to propagate the knowledge of removing the
unrighteous view and obtaining of non-discriminating wisdom. After
explaining the importance of the srutamayiprajiia, the KTR provides
a syllogism to prove that the teaching of Sinyatd instigates the
Srutamayiprajiia.””> Hence, for Bhavaviveka, syllogism is an initial

step to bridge the two realities.”

To obtain the transcendental non-discriminating
wisdom, ..., one should rely on the wisdom obtained from
hearing (srutamayiprajiia) which is able to remove the self-
nature of all objects of perceptions. Due to this reason, ...l
composed the Treasure in Hands (Karatalaratna) in order
to make them [ the people] realize true emptiness easily and

enter the true nature of existences quickly.

(Syllogism:)

32 Lindtner thinks that what is obtained through syllogism is cintamayt. Bavya the
Logician, 34.

P GRGERHRT BIE- POARE  TIAR TEIRE o  ER R L BA
T 'I‘%p?’? o E'ﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁf?@ﬁﬁ” (T 30, 268b).
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Truly,* composited existence® is empty,

because it is causally produced.* It is like an illusion.

3* Herein, the word ‘truly’ is the synonym of the ultimate reality (paramdrtha). See

the following explanation. The original Chinese ' % (Zhenxing) should be
directly translated as ‘true-nature’ in English. However, this could be confused
with the concept of self-nature which is refused by Bhaviveka in the text. Thus,
here, this translation employs Poussin’s French translation ‘vérite’ (‘truth’ in
English) for the Chinese ' % (Zhenxing.) See de La Vallée Poussin, Louis ,
—Madhyamaka, II. L autheur du Joyan dans la main. 1IL. || Mélanges Chinois et
Bouddhiques (Bruxelles) 2 (1932-33), 70.

35 samskrtadharma and asamskitadharma can be translated “conditioned dharma”

and “unconditioned dharma”. Edgerton, F. Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and
Dictionary. vol. 1. (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1998, 543. In Chinese
translation, A % (youwei) means “active”. Thus, it can be translated as “active
dharma” and &2 (wuwei) “inactive dharma”. However, samsksta is a ppp. and is
derived from sam + \skri that means “put together”, “constructed”, or
“completely formed” etc. Therefore, herein, samskrta is translated as “composite”
and asamskrta “non-composite”. See also, M. Monier Williams, Sanskrit-English
Dictionary. (New York: Oxford University, 1988), 1120.

At % (yuansheng) means ‘pratityasamutpanna.’  The Sanskrit term
pratityasamutpdda which is in Pali, paficcasamuppada and 75 in Chinese, is
often translated as interdependent co-arising in English. It indicates the casual
relationship of relevant existences, and hence, this term is simply translated as
‘causality.” Therein, pratityasamutpanna indicate the phenomena produced by
mean of pratityasamutpada, and thus, it can be translated into casual productions.
See J. Macy, Mutual Causality Buddhism and General Systems Theory (New York:
State University of New York Press, 1991), 34.
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Non-composited existence possesses no reality,

[because] it is not produced. It is like the sky-flower.

In his work, Satyadvayavibhanga (hereafter SDV), Jianagarbha, the
later commentator and successor of Bhavaviveka, defends
Bhavaviveka’s syllogistic analysis of paramartha by claiming that
paramartha is indeed ultimate because the logical reasoning by

which it has been established cannot be contradictory.”’

Based on Bhavaviveka’s metaphysical theory of conventional
existences, cognition is said to be without any contradiction once it is
logically reasoned. For Bhavaviveka, in order to avoid being
criticized as nihilist, one has to accept that conventional phenomena
have their own intrinsic natures. °* In other words, the
perception/measure (pramdana) of the conventional reality has to be

real for a person who has not yet realized the true nature of things. In

37 Nasu, 48

38 “Because composite existence such as eyes, etc. are subsumed in conventional
reality and people such as cowherds etc. commonly perceive composite existences
such as eyes etc. to be substantial existences, in order to avoid the contradiction
with our own claim that direct perception is commonly perceived, [the word]
‘truly” is used to single out the differences to establish our thesis” (ILE7E  FR{{] {4
T S NSRRI RRLAE UL 1R R U -
I TEE R S, T30, 268¢).
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support of Bhavaviveka’s argument, we find that Dinnaga, on the
basis of two necessary perceptions: direct (pratyaksa) and inferential
(anumana), also claims that a valid syllogism should not be

contradictory.*

To elaborate further, the Buddhist syllogism consists of three
members which are a thesis (pratijiia), reason (hetu) and example
(drstanta). A thesis has to include a subject (dharmin) and a predicate
(sadhya). ** The reason is that the argument must guarantee the
predicate to be a true statement regarding the subject, and the
example must be a common experience which is accepted by both
side of the debate in order to achieve a valid process of reasoning.
According to Sankarasvamin’s Nydyapravesaka, a valid reason
should fulfill three requirements: 1) the first requirement is called
paksadharmatva in which the “inferring property” (smoke
sadhanadharma) has to be present in the subject (mountain of the
thesis); 2) the second requirement is called sapakse sattavam in
which the “inferring property” (smoke) must be a property of
whatever possesses (stove) the inferred property (fire sadhyadharma).
That which possesses the inferred property (fire) are classified as the
sapaksa (the similar locus); 3) the third requirement is called
vipakse ’sattvam in which the “inferring property” (smoke) should be

absent from that which does not possess the “inferred property” (fire)

3 A. Hirakawa, The History of Indian Buddhism (Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1979), 265~270.

0 Ames, The Svatantrika and the Prasargika Distinction, 45.
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and that which does not possess the “inferred property” is called

vipaksa (dissimilar locus)."

The above syllogism can be understood to contain the
operation of two processes of perceptions — i.e., direct perception
(pratyaksa) and inference (anumana). Take the following proposition

for example:
p has/is r because of ¢, for example s.

The connection between p and r is derived from the reason q, and
thus, the phrase, “p has/is r because of q” is based on inference; but
the relations that obtains between “p and q” and “r and q” are based
on direct perceptions. The three requirements of a valid reason prove
the relation between p & q and the relation between r & q through
direct perception. The first requirement is to promise the truth of the
statement ‘if p then q’ (p D q) by means of a direct perception. The
second and third requirements establish the promise that the
statement ‘if q then r’ is true by means of direct perception of the
example of s. Thus, the logical principle is like the Hypothetical
Syllogism (HS) in modern logic:*

4 Eckel, Bhavaviveka,55.
2 D. Bonevac, Simple Logic (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 305.
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p>q (direct perception)

g>or (direct perception)

~.pDr (inferential perception)

Let’s take the proposition, “the mountain has fire because of smoke,
for example a stove” as an example to demonstrate this logic formula.
‘p’ represents “smoky mountain”, and ‘r’ represents ‘fire.” ‘q’
represents ‘smoke’ and ‘s’ is ‘a stove.” Then this syllogism can be
demonstrated as a Hypothetical Syllogism, excepting that in modern

logic the example ‘s’ is not used:

P (mountain) > q (has smoke) (all people can perceive

smoke on the mountain)

q (has smoke) D r (fire) (from our experience, whatever
has fire must have smoke, just
like s = a kitchen stove, and
hence, whenever there is smoke

there must be fire)

P (mountain) D r (fire) (a inference derived from the above

two parts).
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Therefore, according to Dinnaga’s syllogism, on the basis of the two
perceptions, as long as the reason fulfills the requirements as
mentioned earlier, it should be a sound argument. Despite the fact
that this logical argument may be based on conventional reality, it
functions as a tool to obtain a decisive result. Hence, when it is used
to argue the teaching of siunyata, for Bhavaviveka, it can remove
ignorance and thus one is able to obtain srutamayiprajiia which is
considered to be the teachings in accord with non-arising which is the
ultimate reality. Thus, Bhavaviveka believed that syllogism is the
first step to liberation and is a reasonable interpretation to
Nagarjuna’s soteriological process: convention — ultimate —

nirvana.

Despite Bhavaviveka’s critique against the Yogacara, he also
borrowed some of its philosophical and soteriological theories. Over
the past centuries, the Madhyamaka tradition has been thought of as a
school that strongly emphasizes theory but not practice. Even though
a tradition like Asanga’s Yogacara School has been viewed as one
that has balanced both theory and practice, Bhavaviveka’s doctrine
should be understood to reflect his intent of changing the general
perception of the Madhyamaka tradition. From his doctrines, it is
evident that he had adopted the Yogacara’s model of practice into the
theory of soteriology within the Madhyamaka tradition. The best

evidence of this can be found in his introduction of a secondary
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ultimate reality (i.e., the teachings in accord with non-arising) as a

bridge between the two realities.

Before discussing further the soteriology of the Madhyamaka
tradition, it is important to have a brief overview of the development
of the Buddhist soteriology from Early Buddhism to the Mahayana
period. In Early Buddhism, soteriology lies within the three fold
concepts of pratityasamutpada, pratityasamutpanna, and nirvana.
Pratityasamutpada, or the law of causation, is the basic principle that
Buddhists hold. Pratityasamutpanna, also known as the 12 fold-
causal-link operating within the law of causation, refers to the
worldly phenomena including the continuing cycle of birth-and-death.
Nirvana refers to the transcendent state wherein the cycles of birth-
and-death cease to exist once the law of causation is fully realized. In
order to achieve mirvapa, one has to completely understand the
function of the law of causation and its relations with the cycle of
birth-and-death (pratityasamutpanna) and the complete extinction of
the cycle of birth-and-death (nirvapa). For ignorant sentient beings,
the cycle of birth-and-death (pratityasamutpanna) continues to exist
based on the law of causation. However, if one fully realizes the law
of causation, one is able to stop the cycle of the life-and-death and

become liberated from it.* The relations can be illustrated as follows:

$ C. Y. Hsu, M.A. dissertation, the Eight-negation of Pratityasamutpida in
Milamadhyamakakarika (Calgary: the University of Calgary, 2007), 23~24.
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pratityasamutpanna: turning of

/ cycle of birth-and-death

Pratityasamutpada

\ nirvapa: the extinction of the the

cycle of birth-and-death

When Mahayana Buddhism arose, the principle of
pratityasamutpada was replaced by a new idea called sanyata on the
basis of the Prajiiaparamitasitra (hereafter PPs), because the
proponents of this text considered this new idea to be the most
profound teaching of the Buddha. The Mahayana proponents
explicated sinyata as the ultimate reality transcending all phenomena,
and thus it was considered to be central to all Buddhist teachings.
With the rise of Mahayana’s new idea, a conflict regarding the
philosophy of soteriology between Early Buddhism and Mahayana
Buddhism began to occur. From the soteriological perspective, it
seems that the PPs did not provide a clear explanation about a path to

liberation.

Having realized the flaw of the PPs’ principle of sinyata, the
Samdhinirmocanasiitra began to reinterpret the teaching of Sinyata
by introducing the notions of the three natures (svabhava-traya).

What this meant was that the author of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra
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arranged all teachings of the historical Shakyamuni chronologically.
The first period of teaching, consisted of the teachings found in the
Early Buddhist texts (Agama and Nikayas), wherein the Buddha
taught the teaching of existence (astivada), i.e., pratityasamutpada.
In the second period of teaching, the Buddha taught the PPs in which
by the teaching of sanyatd (non-existence) Buddha rejected the
previous teachings wherein the teaching of no-self-nature of person
(pudgala-nairatmya) was emphasized but not the teaching of no-self
of elements (dharma-nairatmya). In the third period of teaching, that
also was the highest teaching of all three periods according to the
author of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, the Buddha introduced the
teaching of a tri-fold intrinsic nature (svabhavatraya) and critiqued
the inadequacy of the teaching of sanyata, i.e., the teaching of

nihsvabhavata (non-existence of self-nature). **

From the soteriological point of view, the three-fold intrinsic
natures are, in fact, the Mahayana reinterpretation of the three fold
concepts mentioned above, in regard to the Early Buddhist

soteriology.

The transformation from samsara to nirvapa can be found in

the Samdhinirmocanasiitra:

* E. Lamotte, Samdhinirmocana Siitra (Louvain: L’Explication des Mysteres, 1935),

85. It was translated from Chinese version which is in T16, 697b.
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All characteristics of existences, in summary, are of three
kinds. Which are the three? First is parikalpita-svabhava.
The second is paratantra-svabhava. The third is

parinispanna- svabhava.

What is the parikalpita-svabhava of all dharmas? It is the
nature on the basis of which all dharmas are conventionally
designated, are distinguished, and on the basis of which

language arises.

What is the paratantra-svabhava of all dharmas? It is the
nature of pratityasamutpdda on the basis which all dharmas
are produced. That is: ‘because this exists, that exists;’
‘because this occurs, that occurs.” In other words, [it refers
to the twelve-limbed pratityasamutpada beginning with]
‘due to ignorance, there is action’ all the way up to ‘owing

to cause there is suffering.’

What is the parinispanna-svabhava of all dharmas? It is the
equanimity (upeksa) and suchness (tathatd) of all

dharmas.®
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As shown above, the other-dependent-nature (paratantra-
svabhava) is the same as pratityasamutpada expounded in Early
Buddhism. Similar to the doctrine of pratityasamutpada, the
Yogacarins claim that the arising of all phenomena (sarva-dharma) is
due to the other-dependent nature. Next, the imagined-nature
(parikalpita-svabhava) corresponds to conventional reality and is an
explanation for people’s attachment to and falsely conceptualizing
phenomena. Finally, in contrast to the imagined-nature, parinispanna,
meaning ‘perfect’, ‘reality’, or ‘truth,” refers to ultimate reality
obtained when all the false conceptions and attachments are removed
from what constitutes the other-dependent nature.** Among the three
natures, the other-dependent nature, just like pratityasamutpada, is
the pivotal principle from which both the imagined and the perfect
natures operate. In short, the theory of the three natures is developed
from the three fold concepts in regard to the Early Buddhist

soteriology that can be illustrated as follows:
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Pratityasamutpanna =

/ parikalpita
Pratityasamutpada = paratantra \
nirvana = parinispanna

Influenced by the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, both Bhavaviveka’s
and Candrakirti’s definitions of the two realities — 1i.e., the
conventional and the ultimate — are very closely aligned with the

imagined and perfect natures.

In explaining conventional reality, Candrakirti argued that it
referred to the obscuration of the nature of things by ignorance;
similarly, Bhavaviveka stated that it was the sentient beings’
production of illusory attachment on the basis of perversion. The idea
of attachment and obscuration of the natures refers to what has been

explained in Yogacara as the imagined nature.

As for the understanding of the ultimate reality, both
Candrakirti and Bhavaviveka explain it in a manner similar to the
explanation found in the Samdhinirmocanasiitra because they
suggest that transcendent non-discriminating wisdom with its object
is the true nature of things. Hence, it is evident that in the later
development of Madhyamaka, the theory of the two realities was

strongly influenced by the theory of the three natures.
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For the Yogacara School, other-dependent nature acts as a
pivotal ground for the transcendence from the delusive world to
ultimate liberation. This idea is very important, because it allows
transformation to take place which otherwise would not be possible.
That is to say, the other-dependent nature functions as a link
connecting the two realities. Having realized the inadequacies of the
Prasangikas’s interpretations of the Buddhist soteriology ¥ ,
Bhavaviveka accepted the theory of the other-dependent nature to
further elaborate his theory of the secondary ultimate reality.” The
role of the teachings in accord with non-arising”, just like the other-
dependent nature, acts as a bridge between the conventional and
ultimate realities. Therefore, it can be concluded that Bhavaviveka’s
religious practice had been influenced by the three-nature theory of

Yogacara.

T Harris, 118.

* “That is to say that eyes etc. produced by causality are subsumed in the
conventional reality and their self-natures are existent. ... If from the perspective
of this meaning, it is said that the other-dependent-self nature (paratantra) does
exist, then it it would be a right teaching. Such a self-nature is accepted by us” (EEJ‘
PRRG R S ] (AR FIIERLE) > - 2RSS IERLE) -
?E%F'-%E ° f/[uﬁéfl’[‘%f‘)wﬁgfﬁf’? T30, 272b).
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In conclusion, the theory of the two realities of Ilater
Madhyamaka represented by Bhavaviveka and Candrakirti were
influenced by the three nature theory of the Yogacara. From the
soteriological aspect, the theory of the three natures was inherited
from the soteriological system of Early Buddhism. Within the theory
of the three-natures, the other-dependent nature is a reinterpretation
of the theory of pratityasamutpada which plays a key role in the
transcendence from samisara to nirvama. In order to avoid the
mistakes of the Prasangikas, Bhavaviveka suggested a secondary
ultimate reality, i.e., the teachings in accord with non-arising to
facilitate the communication between the two realities. Therefore, the
practitioners are able to transform themselves from the conventional

reality to the ultimate reality.

In the PrP, Bhavaviveka’s teaching in accord with non-arising
includes the knowledge of Simyata obtained from hearing, thinking,
and meditating. Regarding these three knowledge, the logical
argument, i.e., a syllogism, is a sufficient methodology to acquire the
knowledge of hearing from which the other two types of knowledge
can be achieved. Owing to the influence of Dinnaga, syllogism had
been established on the basis of the two kinds of perceptions
(pramapa), direct (prayaksa) and inferential (anumana) perceptions.
In order to make the syllogism a qualified methodology,
Bhavaviveka accepted the other-dependent nature into his

interpretation of the conventional. That is, the acceptance of the

88 @y I L4 H/-0--&F#L-r-L7p

theory that an intrinsic self-nature exists in conventional existence

allows for a decisive result by means of a valid syllogism.
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