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Abstract

The commentary on the Milamadhyamakakarika (MMK) ascribed
to Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was published along with various other works in
the bKa’ gdams gsung ’bum by the Peltsek Institute for Ancient Tibetan
Manuscripts in Lhasa. The manuscript is included in the eleventh volume
and is composed of 52 folios in total. The title of the manuscript is sg=g=
.ﬁ&'xq@'%‘?q'ﬁqm'q&vm'qxéi'qa‘wgq'} dBu ma rtsa ba shes rab kyl 17 ka sgron ma
gsal bar byed pa which can be translated as “The Commentary on the
Prajiia [nama)] Miilamadhyamaka[-karika titled] The Illuminating Lamp”.

This research presents the analysis of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s four-
step discussion in various topics. It can be observed that in various cases
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags used a four-step structure in order to present various
views and argumentation. The analysis of this pattern will be presented in
detail.

References that are mentioned by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags are
introduced regarding the main topics of studies. The references tracing
back to Nagarjuna and utilized Madhyamaka texts sources with an excurse
into Dharmakirti’s Logic within the First Chapter of Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags’s the commentary will be presented. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
characterized the works of Nagarjuna in context with the logical corpus.
Along with a detailed explanation of Nagarjuna’s work, Madhyamaka
references and the influence of Buddhist logic and epistemology will be
analysed.

1 Introduction

The present research is about the recently discovered manuscript, important
commentary on the Miilamadhyamakakarika (MMK) ascribed to Pa tshab
Nyi ma grags (1055-ca.1145). In 2006 it was published by the Peltsek
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Institute for Ancient Tibetan Manuscripts in Lhasa.! The manuscript written
in mg3y) dbu med script as a facsimile edition, is one of the collected works
that is included in the bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Volume 11. The manuscript
is composed of 52 folios in total and shows an uncommon division into two
columns (hereafter referred to by L: left side and R: right side).

The assumed author Pa tshab Nyi ma grags is one of the best-known
translators (lo tsa ba) in the Tibetan tradition. In the later diffusion, == phyi
dar of Tibetan Buddhism Pa tshab Nyi ma grags contributed a lot with
important translation works in collaboration with Indian scholars like
Kanakavarman and Tilakakalasa. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags translated later on
the MMK and other Madhyamaka treatises from Sanskrit into Tibetan.

The manuscript is entitled as sgxrgsdv=ad 7 gaaaxds dBu ma
rtsa ba shes rab kyi ti ka sgron ma gsal bar byed pa which can be translated
as “The Commentary on the Prajiialnama] Miillamadhyamaka(-karika titled]
The [lluminating Lamp”. Ascribed to Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, the manuscript,
is in accordance with the explanation by Mahasumati (or Hasumati) as
mentioned in the colophon (Folio 52bR10-52bR11).

The aim of this research is to present new insights about the historical
development of translation work in Tibet, with a special focus on Pa tshab

Nyi ma grags’s characteristic way of four-step discussion.
2 References mentioned by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
2.1 Traces back to Nagarjuna

As we saw in previous observations? Pa tshab Nyi ma grags defined his
position as a *Prasangika translator in the distinction of the Madhyamaka

thoughts  between  *Prasangika-Madhyamaka and  *Svatantrika-

'bKa’ gdams gsung "bum phyogs bsgrigs glegs bam bcu gcig pa bzhugs,( vol.
11.), dPal brtsegs bod yig dpe rnying zhib ‘jug khang, 2006.
2 See Kamarid 2022: 114.
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Madhyamaka. Recently it was analysed by C. Yoshimizu that this ongoing
discussion was not a past debate of the sixth- and seventh-century in India

but a present one during Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s time of studies in Ka$mir.?

Pa tshab Nyi ma grags studied for 23 years in Ka§mir most probably under
the guidance of his teachers Stiksmajana, Parahitabhadra, Mahasumati and
Bhavyaraja* with whom he studied Sanskrit and Buddhist Philosophy.

In this commentary on the Milamadhyamakakarika (hereafter MMK) by Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags, we can clearly see his emphasis on Nagarjuna’s work.
In the introduction he mentioned the following works by Nagarjuna: MMK
(1bL2), *Suhrllekha (Letter to a friend, 2bL6), *Ratnavali (A String of
Jewels, 2bL6), Yuktisastika (Sixty Verses on Reasoning, 2bL8),
Sinyatasaptati (Seventy Verses on Emptiness, 2bR6), Vigrahavyavartani
(Rejection of the Disputes, 2bR1, 11all) and Vaidalyaprakarana (Treatise
for the Refutation [of the Sixteen Categories of the Naiyayika], 2bR1).

Further details are presented in the introductory section which Pa tshab Nyi
ma grags divides into four parts. Not only in the introduction (1bL2) Pa tshab
Nyi ma grags starts a division of his explanation into four parts it further on

can be observed within the First Chapter. Those are the following:

1) the greatness of the author, (1bL2)

2) presenting the relation with [Nagarjuna’s] own treatise, (2bL5)

3) the establishment of the Madhyamaka view through the meaning
of the title/ the meaning of the characteristics (3aL5), and

4) the Mangalam verses/ dedicatory verses with the homage/paying
respect. (3aL5)

Further, within the section of 1.2 The presentation of the [Nagarjuna’s] own

3 Yoshimizu 2020: 1194,
4 Seyfort Ruegg 2000, 44.
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treatises, 2bL05-3aL.04  (32a5-33a4) xcfj=gsEnYadergsramaenw) , Pa tshab

Nyi ma grags presented the treatises by Nagarjuna mentioning the following

titles (2bL05-3al.04) while dividing the teachings into two categories: own

treatises that are related to the teaching of the absence of intrinsic nature and

occasional teachings on the good conduct. For the latter Letter to a Friend

(*Suhrllekha) and A String of Jewels (*Ratnavali) are mentioned. (2bL6)
These two are a Letter to a Friend (*Suhrllekha) (1.221) and 4 String
of Jewels (*Ratnavali)., (1.222)

The first category regarding “teaching of the absence of intrinsic nature” is
divided into five texts, mentioning the MMK and the other four texts as
follows (2bL6ft):

-The Root Verses of the Middle Way (Milamadhyamakakarika) (2bL7)
-Sixty Verses on Reasoning (Yuktisastika) (2bL7)

-Rejection of the Disputes (Vigrahavyavartani) (2bR1)

-Seventy Verses on Emptiness (Sinyatasaptati) (2bR1)

-Treatise for the Refutation [of the Sixteen Categories of the Naiyayika]
(Vaidalyaprakarana) (2bR1)

Here Pa tshab Nyi ma grags introduces in total seven texts that are attributed
to Nagarjuna. This five-prototype structure of the “scholastic corpus” is often
found in the Tibetan tradition and was analysed by Ye Shaoyong in Brill’s
Encyclopaedia of Buddhism in the section about Nagarjuna.’ Therein Ye
Shaoyong mentioned that already in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa® written
by the second Bhavya /Bhaviveka (around 10" century?) a similar structure

can be found. This treatise is only preserved in Tibetan.

3 Brill’s Encyclopaedia of Buddhism Volume I1: 343.
6 D 3854, tsha 264b5-61-\\) A & g:\ (s} §u1 \SL‘ %L\ WF'E iuw 57 Q\ 13\51(1?[15&1'(1"”'&“1&"(!&‘{
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Later on, one of the main disciples of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, sy s=ga<gsagw
a=3) (Rma bya pa Brtson grus seng ge) mentioned also six treaties’. Bu ston
(1290-1364) presented also six texts that are associated with Nagarjuna: the
five above mentioned by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags with an additional text
Vyavaharda-siddhi.® In Taranatha’s History of Buddhism those five texts are
also mentioned.’ For more details on Nagarjuna’s works Lindtner presents
twelve texts in his analysis with a different categorization of all known
works!?. Seyfort Ruegg also gave a detailed explanation on the works of
Nagarjuna in his exposition on Madhyamaka Literature!!. Seyfort Ruegg
therein characterised the Yukti-corpus of six [treatises], Rauagay
(rigs tshogs drug) in the Tibetan tradition that corresponds with Pa tshab
Nyima grags’s presentation. In the Tibetan Tradition sometimes Ratnavali is
substituted by *Vyavaharasiddhi that counts a variation between five to six
treatises. Beside that the Tibetan Tradition in some cases counts a collection
of hymns, the Stava-corpus (5%, bstod tshogs) or a treatise collection,
the Parikatha-corpus (spargw), gtam tshogs) that includes the *Suhrilekha
and in some cases the Rajaparikatha, i.e. Ratnavali, and other secondary
works. 2

Pa tshab Nyi ma grags mentioned the name Nagarjuna as gg= (klu
grub) ten times within the First Chapter and further more times within the
introduction narrating the life of Nagarjuna briefly. While quoting the MMK
verses he also refers to Nagarjuna as “Master” ga5% slob dpon) or “Noble

One” azaprards (‘phags pa nyid) four times. Indirectly Pa tshab Nyi ma grags

7 as translated by Williams in Brill’s Encyclopaedia of Buddhism Volume II:
343 and Williams, P.: Journal of Indian Philosophy 12, no. 1 (1984): 73-104.
http://www jstor.org/stable/23444190.

§ Chimpa Lama, Chattopadhyaya Alaka, 1970 (repr.1990): 108, n. 15, 385.

° Schiefner, A. 1868: Taranatha Tibetan edition: 57: 3-5, German translation,
1869: 71: 26-28.

10 Lindtner, C. 1982: 10-11.

11 Seyfort, Ruegg 1981: 9-50.

12 Seyfort Ruegg, 1981: 8.
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refers to Nagarjuna many more times. With all these details we can observe
that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags emphasised the Madhyamaka position which
traces back to Nagarjuna. Nagarjuna’s way of logical approach set up in the
2nd century was later combined with Dignaga and Dharmakirti by

Santaraksita.
2.2 References to Madhyamaka Texts

Most properly Pa tshab Nyi ma grags learned from works like
Santaraksita’s (725-788) Madhyamakalamkara (sg=rg5, dbu ma rgyan),
Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, and Kamalasila's (740-795) Madhyamakaloka
(sgarg==, dbu ma snang ba). These Indian scholars from the 8 century
mainly represented the *Svatantrika way of interpretation. Santaraksita
adopted the logic of “neither-one-nor-many” (*ekaneka[vi]rahitatva) that
was also emphasized by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags in 7bL11 where the argument
in the form of *prasarnga is presented in detail. After Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
studied these *Svatantrika approaches, it was his intention to conclude the
*Prasangika way of interpretation as authentic, which Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
himself emphasised to be followed. !> Regarding the transmission of
Madhyamaka, further texts can be included as references though the titles of
these texts are not directly mentioned but are supposed to be utilized in the
context. In the Madhyamakaloka, The Illumination of the Middle Way
Kamalasila presents the “neither-one-nor-many” argument that is included
in the five great [Madhyamaka] reasons [for the absence of intrinsic nature]
(spx¥q355e gtan tshigs chen po Inga). Here Pa tshab Nyi ma grags

13 see Kamarid, D. (2022): “Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s Commentary on the
MMK as a Logico-linguistic Key to the *Svatantrika and *Prasangika
Distinction”.
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mentioned only four great reasons in 12al.8'* and in 13aL.10'%. Further, the
Madhyamakaloka is partially quoted in 7bR6 where a similar division into
two perceptions is made, that is, “the perception of the contradictory essence
of not abiding simultaneously (*sahanavasthana) or [that of] an
incompatibility of coexistence” and “[the perception] of the contradictory
essence of mutual exclusion (*paraspara-parinirhara-viruddha)” can be
found. This is also mentioned in the Nyayabindu by Dharmakirti where he
mentioned eleven kinds of perceptions. Several times the work by
Buddhapalita, Buddhapalitamiilamadhyamakavytti is mentioned as
reference  without naming the text (as in 14al9 etc.).
Madhyamakalamkaraparijika by Kamalasila may have been another
Madhyamaka text that was accessible for Pa tshab Nyi ma grags though the
text title is not mentioned by him. In 13aR5 the reference is also made to the
Prajiapradipamiilamadhyamakavytti by Bhaviveka (500-570)' though its
title is not referred to in Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s commentary. Prasannapada
(PsP) by Candrakirti (7 century)'” is not mentioned but reference is drawn
several times like in 14al.9 L lRgraReRaiyrsEs <y, “The third is the
assertion of Buddhapalita”. Jayananda (second half of the eleventh
century)'® who wrote Madhyamakavataratika was also present in Ka$mir

during the time of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags. Together with Pa tshab Nyi ma

'*bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11, 12aL8ff.: &=y 12095 Bamag s [oxsmags
Sasf avregRgygdads ) ‘In that case, Nagarjuna did not consider all the four
great reasons [for proving the absence of intrinsic nature] as an independent [proof]
but only a *Prasangika [way of proof].”, see Kamarid, D.(2022):112.

15 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11, 13aL10ff: R ER RN AR 55 RN RN S RRE
13aL1 1 garar o qes By 4y svagza< | “In this way, all the [four great] reasons such
as the fragments of vajra (¥*vajrakana), dependent-origination (*pratitya-
samutpdda), being free from one and many (*ekaneka/vijrahitatva), and so forth
are the only *Prasangika [way of proof].”, see Kamarid,D.(2022): 112.

16 Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 61.

17 Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 7.

18 Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 113.
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grags, Jayananda was considered as an important scholar who established
Candrakirti’s Prasangika approach in Kasmir and later in Tibet.!”
Concluding here on the references regarding Madhyamaka it is clear
that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was highly influenced by the literature of the 7%
and 8™ centuries with the above-mentioned Indian scholars $Santaraksita and
Kamalasila. Tracing back to Buddhapalita, Bhaviveka and Candrakirti the
third part of this presentation Analysis of a Four-step Discussion by Pa tshab
Nyi ma grags will present Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s influence by these earlier
Indian scholars and Nagarjuna, where in each step of analysis their opinions

are reflected.
2.3 References to Dharmakirti’s Logic

Throughout the First Chapter different references and translations are
assumed to have been the sources for Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, to which he got
access during his study time in Kasmir. Some passages within the First
Chapter of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s commentary on the MMK?® are cited
from Dharmakirti’s works. Pramanavarttikakarika (PV) and Nyayabindu
are those examples which encouraged Pa tshab Nyi ma grags to take his
logical approach in the First Chapter along with several commentaries on the
MMK verses. This logical discussion found in his explanation of the MMK
verses takes the translator Pa tshab Nyi ma grags on a journey into logic. It
is no doubt one of the noteworthy characteristics that might not have been
expected according to the title to be a commentary on the MMK, tracing back

to Nagarjuna.

Another question is whether this text was intended to have the role of
a commentary or it was rather a capture of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s activity

of studies in a form of study notes that could have been noted down by his

19 Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 114.
20 reference on the authorship of this manuscript, see Kamarid 2019: 248.
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disciples. One might ask why this journey was taken by Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags? The above presentation showed that prior to Pa tshab Nyi ma grags,
already in the 8" century various Indian scholars were influential in
combining the Madhyamaka thought with logic and epistemology, like
Santaraksita and Kamalasila. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags intended to ensure this
transmission in the light of *Prasangika-Madhyamaka instead of following
Santaraksita and Kamalasila who represented the *Svatantrika-Madhyamaka
approach. A combination with those elements tracing back to Nagarjuna (2"
century) and the logic ascribable to Dignaga (480-540%") and Dharmakirti
(7™ century??) was probably intended to be carried on by Pa tshab Nyi ma

grags.

Further we can observe that the name Dharmakirti is five times
mentioned in Tibetan as & ¥maw=y (chos kyi grags pa) in 7aLl, 8bL2,
10bL3,13al4 and 14bR3, all of which are referred to only in the First
Chapter. In order to understand the location of these quotations by
Dharmakirti here a brief explanation of the outline (sa bcad) of the First
Chapter is given. The First Chapter is divided into two parts: “2.11 The thesis
(*pratijiia)” this part refers to the explanation of MMK 1.1. and part 2.12
“its reasoning (*upapatti/yukti)” in which the remaining verses from MMK
1.2 onwards are explained (explanation on the citation of MMK verses are
examined in my previous paper “On Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s Way of Citing
the Milamadhyamakakarika in His Commentary” 2*). Nagarjuna’s main
thesis is explained in 2.11 referring to MMK 1.1. from folio 5bL1 to 14bR6.
MMK 1.2 and other verses are explained far later from folio 14bR6 onwards.

2.11 is further divided into three parts: 2.111 the word-meaning
(*padartha), 2.112 the sentence-meaning (*vakyartha) and 2.113 meaning

21 Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 230.
22 Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 88.
23 Kamarid,D. (2021).
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of subject matter (skabs su bab pa’i don, *prastutartha). It seems that Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags favoured a four-step division that also can be observed
in 2.111-3, where in each section a further subdivision into four was made.
Another example is “the negation of arising” in 2.113 with stating the

different opinions, that will be explained in the next part.
Four-step division regarding the sentence-meaning (*vakyartha) 2.112

Demonstrating Dharmakirti’s mentioning here the first reference can

be found in folio 7alL1 where it states:
gl\l'@'E}ﬂl\l'KIN'Qﬂ'&ﬂN'Q§§'a'Q6§'®'5ﬁ'N'ﬁ:' Z‘ﬁrﬁ'N'N'aq'QR'QGﬂTQ:'QP‘R'E{H

Dharmakirti explained, that whether it is a valid means of cognition or
not, depends on whether [one’s] predisposition (*vasana) is firm or

not.”

This quotation is within the part 2.112 where the meaning of the treatise in
terms of the sentence-meaning (*vakyartha) is explained. The sentence-

meaning is further divided into four steps:

“The refutation given by the proponents of existence
(*vastuvadin/bhavavadin) against the proof of the absence of intrinsic
nature”, 2.112.1 with reference to the *Vastuvadin®®. Here, most properly
Dharmakirti is stated against the opponent *vastuvadin/bhavavadin not
holding the view “against the proof of the absence of intrinsic nature
(2.112.1)".

24 Inserted below

25 pKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 7aL1: i&\l@'ﬂq&'q&'qm'aq&'q;—q"&m;q@'a{g'ﬂ'gﬂ‘a{g'&'
g R g R Res B

26 pKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: §a'\'g(')q‘:q'ﬁ'ﬁq@'§"6aL63\<\1'qu'u'm'§'§‘ x:‘:ﬁq‘ag'qx'

e

QgQ‘Q'N'ﬁKN'Q'WR'QK‘g'Q'S\&N'ﬁﬂ'ﬂgﬁ'ﬂ'iﬁi'll'ﬁ:"
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In the second part, 2.112.2 the reference is made to the *Svatantra-
vadin in “Returning a response to the [above] refutation, the *Madhyamika,
who state with an independent [proof] (*Svatantra-vadin), explain their

assertion of an independent [proof]”?’(6aL7).

The third part, 2.112.3 is related to Candrakirti himself after he
demonstrated the Svatantra approach, with referring to “Citing the thought
of *Svatantrika, Candrakirti himself refutes it”?® (6aL7). The remaining
above-mentioned places where Dharmakirti is stated with reference to 8bL2,
10bL2 and 10bL4 can be found in this section (2.112.3). Within this section
the *Svatantrika approach is refuted by Candrakirti. Earlier Candrakirti
refuted Dignaga and here Pa tshab Nyi ma grags seems to continue in the

footsteps by associating Dharmakirti with the *Svatantrika approach.

In the fourth part, 2.112.4 Pa tshab Nyi ma grags elaborates his own
statement in accordance with Candrakirti’s own assertion, that Nagarjuna’s
intention is in the way of a Madhyamaka *prasarga vadin: “The statement
of Candrakirti’s own assertion that Nagarjuna’s intention is the very
Madhyamaka [position] of a *prasangavadin®®® (6aL7). Another example
for citing Dharmakirti can be found in 13al.3 referring to part 2.112.4:

5&@‘{]51&'&!1\1%@:\ SERY) o\a:\ ER 13al4qar Faxa I 5 AR ARG AR qlﬁs‘mw

N30

8 AR g g R ARy Y| glsegaRFvsaRax

If, just as Dharmakirti explains, it is said that those produced without

a cause are adventitious, it would result that these perceived (*grahya)

2TpKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. llzng n'%a'mq'x:‘gﬁ'i‘g‘qﬁ'ﬁg‘a«'&mqg@%z6aL7=§:g§'§'
ABRrRER AR

28 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 6aL7x=gR AR TN RN F YNGR BN YRR RS

29 pKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11:,’ggﬂ@'ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬂ'ﬂm'a@?g'QE'R@'N'%R'S'a'{ml\"?:'a'
ey

0 &R sic, ede as adi is used for etc. or ar@ray la tshogs pa, 8| ede pa
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and perceiving (*grahaka) aspects and lust etc. permanently exist or
do not exist because, [as Dharmakirti says in his PV III 35]3! that

which has no cause is not related to others. *2

Here Dharmakirti is referred to with this verse of the Pramanavarttikakarika
(PV), Svarthanumana Chapter, karika 35, which states: “Whether existence
or non-existence, it is permanent because what has no cause does not depend

on others.”!

This statement is related to the part 2.112.42 as follows: The statement
of Candrakirti’s own assertion that Nagarjuna’s intention is the very
*Prasangika position with the subdivision with the subject of “Regarding a
valid means of cognition (*pramana), [there are] five questions to which

answers are given [by Candrakirti]”*>.

It can be found in the part of the 5" question referring to the third subdivision
(2.112.425.3): 2.112.425

gIaagR s as| SN ERs s g lEvrss| Sn s R g R aog HROA S

q:‘ﬁq%m‘:ﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁu

2.112.425 The fifth are the questions aboutthe characteristics
(2.112.425.1),and  [the role of]  anexample (*drstanta)

31 This quote can be found in Pramanavarttikakarika (PV) STOTATI sherTTRT
Svarthanumana Chapter in karika 35: Tl A<awe<a ATSTAATTILATA

AUl 8 WTa™iT FTETehall 341l nityam  sattvam  asattvam va 'hetor
anyanapeksanat |apeksato hi bhavanam kadacitkatval[35b||: zmerzaadngtqags D

4210 ce 93b-151a (vol. 174): 96235 Am e AR FN B F g T RS A R RG] FEVT gV F RN
AR agrvgvaanlag Whether existence or non-existence, it is permanent
because what has no cause does not depend on others.

32 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aL3 ff.

3 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 10bR7axsraf aaiagqraais

Hgn ey sic; read as sx xRy ?, see in later part 12al6 smaalasaegday
RIS FRISN G
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(2.112.425.2) for an [unwanted] consequence (*prasarnga) whether
[the logic of an unwanted consequence] isa valid means of
cognition or not (2.112.425.3) and, if it is nota valid means of

cognition, what is the necessity of its explanation?*’

Concluding here with the observation that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
stated Dharmakirti in various contexts, shows that Pa tsha Nyi ma grags
might had access to the Pramanavarttikakarika with the Tibetan translation
by rNgog Lo-tsa-ba Blo Idan shes rab (gq@gagasdv=s, 1059-1109) who
worked almost at the same time as Pa tshab Nyi ma grags in Kasmir. The
synthesis of Madhyamaka thought with logic and epistemology was already
earlier emphasised and intended by Santaraksita (725-788) who was highly
influenced by Dignaga and Dharmakirti with the tradition of Buddhist logic.
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was no doubt influenced by Santaraksita that was
visible in Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s reflection on the neither-one-nor many
arguments and implemented by a critical discussion on Yogacara theories

while defending their own position.
3 Analysis of a four-step discussion

As we saw in the previous section, Pa tshab Nyi ma grags already used a
four-step division within the introduction where Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
briefly acquaints the reader with the author Nagarjuna. In the first place
Dharmakirti is also stated in a four-division where the proof of the absence
of intrinsic nature was observed with the different opinions stated in a four-
step analysis (2.112.1-4). Further, in this part other examples of a “four-steps
of presentation” will be discussed in detail emphasizing on various topics

within the First Chapter of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s commentary.

Four-step discussion on the four negations of arising

35 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 10bR7 ff.
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Pa tshab Nyi ma grags used four steps of analysis in order to discuss the four
negations of arising as formulated by Nagarjuna in MMK 1.1. The four kinds
of negation are: arising from oneself (13aR2), from others (14al4), from
both (14aR8) and without a cause (14bL4)%. This is related to MMK 1.1,

where it is stated:

sl ads an R mRv s s g g 3| T TEdl AT TG T G AT S|
'\iN ﬁu‘k R ulk@w ELELS ?ﬁL\o\] adm}? JTHT ST EERIELE EG FHAI 2.¢

MMK 1.1: In any place, no things whatsoever ever arise from oneself,

from others, from both, or without a cause.?’

With referring to MMK 1.1 Nagarjuna’s main thesis is stated as explained in
2.112.11 The thesis (*pratijiia)” and as we observed in the previous outline
where the subdivision is made into three parts (2.111, 2.112, 2.113). In the
third part, 2.113 the negation of arising is placed under the category of “The
explanation by means of the meaning of subject matter (skabs su bab pa’i
don, *prastutartha).”(5SbL2). The four kinds of negation of arising are stated
in 13aR1 (2.113.1-4)%,

The negation of arising from oneself

In the following the four opinions regarding the negation of arising from
oneself are discussed and presented partly. The other three kinds of arising

are discussed in the same manner following the same structure. While

36 For the Tibetan Text see appendix
¥See MMK 1.1, see de la Vallée Poussin (1903): 12, see Ye Shaoyong (2011)

CrPigaR) AR AR « S o Bk 12: T T=@ar 91 9=ar T gTe ar
AL 1T ST A== A7am: F= F97112.2, D 3824, tsa 1b3-4iommanadsy
ey PV R e g AR RE) RENT IR R IR ws| FRaesly s, P 5224, tsa 2a3, P
5253,tsha 57b7-8, see Saito, A. (1984): 10 “In any place, nothing whatsoever ever

originate from themselves, from others, from both, or without a cause.”
38 for reference, see the sa bead in Tibetan and English in the appendix
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analysing these different positions within the first step the reference is
always made to the *Prasangika-Madhyamaka approach, related to
Nagarjuna (13aR2) with an unwanted consequence (*prasarga). Here “the
treatise” is often mentioned mostly referring to the MMK.

The second step reflects the opinion and assertion of Bhaviveka.

Within the third step the explanation of Buddhapalita’s assertion is presented.
The fourth concluding step shows the rejection of Bhaviveka’s dispute
against the above Buddhapalita’s assertion, here referring most properly to
Candrakirti.*

First step of Analysis*

First step clearly shows Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s emphasis on the
position of the *Prasangika within the negation of arising from oneself

where the Samkhya’s assertion is explained (13aR3):

2.113.11 The first of them [is as follows]: “arising from oneself”
means arising from an existent one. Regarding the arising of a certain
result existent at the time of its cause, this is also the Samkhya’s

assertion (*satkarya-vada*").**

This statement is similar to the assertion of the Samkhya proponents
(*satkarya-vada). Satkarya-vada as a theory of causal relation means that

there is no production of anything that does not previously exist. The

3 for text reference in Tibetan see appendix

40 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR3-13bL4.

4l regarding the causation of sarkdrya-vada: Samkhya assert that there no
production of a thing that is not previously existent, causation means the
appearance of thing and its change that is already in the cause as a potential form,
the result potentially exists before the change is generated in the “movement of
cause”, Production of the result means that the internal atoms undergo a change
that is potentially already in the cause inherent. The theory of satkarya-vada means
that the result (*karya) is already existent (*saf) before the actual change has come
into being, see Das Gupta (1922): 257, 213 for main features of Samkhya School.

42 pKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR4-5.
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appearance and the change of a thing is already existent in the cause. This

change is driven by “movement of cause” (see note 41).

By means of an [unwanted] consequence that such an existent [result]
arises, the master [Nagarjuna] himself negated [the proposition] by

saying, “only if an existent thing arises, it arises from oneself.”*

Here the Samkhya’s assertion that only something existent can arise from
oneself was rejected. It is because, according to Nagarjuna, things do not

have any own inherent nature.
Second step of analysis**

Further, in 13aR6 the second step of analysis Bhaviveka’s assertion is
stated that in the ultimate the logical subject, that are the inner sense-spheres
(*ayatana) do not arise from themselves because they already exist just like
the self.

2.113.12 The second [is as follows]: Bhavyakirti (‘ba phya kir ti) (=
Bhaviveka) stated that in the ultimate [truth] the logical subject
(*dharmin), i.e., the inner sense-spheres (*ayatana) do not arise from
themselves because they [already] exist 43, just like the self

(*atman).*

# bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR3-4RAmm@asasindvadlgwasy

§H(21 13.1 l) (MMK 1. l)gasmﬁqgmgﬁﬁm[]y[]\%uw :\w RN 13aR4eo\s ;L\é ﬁ g@f} D’q‘s\ V\é
RSN R BRIV S AR A P AgR e R AN R GR g AgR 3 R |

4 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR6-13bL4

4 referring to Bhaviveka in the Prajiiapradipamilamadhyamakavytti, sgsrg
AR AN s D 3853, tsha 49a2-3: ARx FR A B AGR S By RE IR GR T FABH FEN AR AN YRR
EN%‘ ﬁl\‘\li\§ TR SN AR NG A s\f’Here, the related verse [‘S meaning] can be
translated: ultimately the inner sense-spheres are certainly without arising from
oneself. Because [the sense-spheres] are existent for example, just like the
consciousness exist itself.”

46 pKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR4-5
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Therefore, the thesis of “arising from oneself” is a non-affirmative negation:

The thesis (*pratijiia) “arising from oneself” is nothing but a non-

affirmative negation (*prasjyapratisedha).

Here an affirming negation would contradict the siitra of the Perfection of

Wisdom, Prajiiaparamita Sitra.

If it is an affirming negation (*paryudasa), it would contradict the

sttra of the Perfection of Wisdom, Prajiiaparamita Sitra. (13aR7)

It is because the following and so forth are said in the [ Prajiiaparamita)
Sttra that one who practices “the non-arising of a form (*ripa)” does

not practice the Perfection of Wisdom (Prajiiaparamita). ¥’

It is negated by an independent proof and the resulting faults of Bhaviveka’s

way of explanation is pointed out by Candrakirti in the following:
Thus, it is negated by an independent [proof]. ¥ [...]
Third step of analysis*

After the assertion of Bhaviveka’s way of independent proof that has not the
power to negate arising from oneself, the third assertion that of
Buddhapalita is presented. Here after the demonstration of the negation of
the Svatantrika approach represented by Bhaviveka, the Prasangika approach
is explained by the assertion of Buddhapalita using the method of an

unwanted consequence.

47 as in the Paficavimsatisahasrikaprajiiaparamita, D 3790 Juma Pty By

gq%ﬂgq Ga314b6: %%33*53“ %"5:'Qq'q'ﬂ'?ﬁ'g'qﬁ'gx'g@g}g@gﬁ%ﬁ “If it is asked, Why itis
s0? Venarable Sariputra [replied]: thus, form does not arise.”

48 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR6ff.

4 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11:13bL4-13bL7.
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2.113.13 The third, the assertion of Buddhapalita is explained [as
follows]: Arising from oneself is negated by an [unwanted]
consequence. If a thing arises from something existent it is considered

as arising from oneself.

Arising from oneself means the assertion of [a thing’s] arising

from [something] existent.

If a thing would have already arisen there would be no purpose in
arising again because the thing has already existed. It would result in

arising endlessly.

If [a thing] arose from [something] existent, the arising would be
purposeless because [the thing] associated with its purpose has already

been existing.

Arising would also result in being endless.

Further an example is given to demonstrate the case: a thing like a pot that

has been already produced. If an existent thing arose it would mean that the

pot would result in being produced again and again. This gives the reason

for negating the arising from oneself and in accepting that arising has its

purpose and end and does not continue endlessly.

[A thing] like a pot which has already been produced would result in

being produced again and again, because the existent [thing] arose.

Therefore, it is not possible to accept the arising from oneself because
arising has its purpose and end, [says Buddhapalita on] the negation

of arising from oneself.
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Fourth step of analysis>’

The following part 2.113.14 is about Candrakirti’s rejection of the disputed
faults wherein the first (2.113.141) has a subdivision of three: An unwanted
consequence (*prasanga) does not refute other’s meaning and because
neither a logical reason nor an example is stated, arising from oneself is not
refuted by one’s own proposition alone. This passage refers to Candrakirti’s
commentary found in the Prasannapada where these three are mentioned; a
reason (hetu) and example (dfstanta) are not stated, and because the faults
stated by the [Samkhya] opponents have not been refuted, and it is an
unwanted consequence (prasarngavakya), see MacDonald (2015): 53-61.

2.113.14 The fourth [is as follows]: [Candrakirti’s] rejection
2.113.141 of the disputed faults

2.113.141 The first includes three disputes. (2.113.141.1,
2.113.141.2,2.113.141.3)

The [unwanted] consequence (*prasanga) does not refute other’s
meaning. Because neither a logical reason nor an example is given,
arising from oneself is not refuted by one’s own proposition alone.>!
2.113.141.1

S0bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13bL7-14al4.
Sl this passage refers to Candrakirti’s commentary in Prasannapada: see

MacDonald (2015): 53-61, 104 (403 Tibetan), 141 ff.: TIEETATATHETATY
TR TR | TEGIATRIAT 7 [...], g dannmadacis < 3xsmmas Bvgs

AFvasanaad JxEjeraxagrad B da i dx [...]54,55: That [mode of argumentation]

is not suitable, because a reason (hetu) and an example (dystanta) have not been
stated and because the faults pronounced by the [Samkhya] opponents have not
been refuted. And because it is a statement of [unwanted] consequence
(prasangavakya) [ ...]. (MacDonald, 2015)
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Further, if it is refuted by one’s own thesis it would result that arising from

oneself, a thesis proposed by the Samkhya opponents would be proven.

If it is refuted [by only their own thesis (*pratijiamatra)], it would
result that arising from oneself, i.e., a thesis [proposed] by the

[Samkhya] opponents is proven.

The second is as follows, 2.113.141.2: The fault that is pointed out by the
Samkhya is not rejected. The inner sense-sphere (*ayatana) will be taken as

the logical subject (*dharmin).

The fault pointed out by the [Samkhya] will not be rejected.
2.113.141.2

[For Buddhists, e.g.,] the inner sense-sphere (*ayatana) is taken as the

logical subject (*dharmin).>?

In the following the thesis is stated as: Because the cause has been existing
in the ultimate truth the inner sense-sphere does not arise from itself. But if
regarding the primary cause (pradhana) as the object of inference, other
people [than Samkhya] say that it does not arise from itself. It is

contradictory because the primary cause has been existing.

[The thesis will be as follows:] In the ultimate [truth] [the inner sense-
sphere] does not arise from itself because it has been existing.

[However,] regarding the primary [cause] (pradhana) as the object of

32 Bhaviveka in PP: Ames, 1993: 221 [Thesis:] In ultimate reality, it is certain
that the inner ayatanas do not originate from themselves, [Reason:] because they
exist [already].,in PsP, see Mac Donald, 2015: 147, (405 Tibetan) §27: 5-6:
AT T ICAATIAIT FAqe=T TTAAT TEAT HTSEAT: TATEATEIT |, D 3860, 'a

6a6: q:'m'g}:&'sq'q'ﬁqﬁN@x‘ﬁq'ux‘éﬁ'qx'ag::'aqq:'ﬁ'ﬁ'&%ﬁ';sm'ﬁmwm‘@‘q‘&g'ﬁatﬂ'g'qﬁ‘x:’ﬁ'gﬁ'qa&'
sprasa gy, 65T, §27: “The inner bases (ayatanani) have not arisen from self,
“regard to which the Samkhya could object,[...],
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inference, other people [than Samkhya] say [as follows]: if it is said
that it does not arise from itself because the cause has been existing, it

is contradictory. [...]%

Here the explanation continues with further subdivisions until 14al.4. For

this analysis it would be too vast to go into details.
Concluding the four steps of analysis:

The first step, representing Nagarjuna’s rejection towards the Samkhya’s
assertion is rather short concluding that it is well known according to

Nagarjuna that things do not have any intrinsic nature.

Followed by a longer analysis, the second step, is the assertion of Bhaviveka
presented more in detail. This step is concluded that it is impossible for
Bhaviveka's way of independent (*svatantra) proof to negate the arising

from oneself.

The third step, the assertion by Buddhapalita is rather short compared to the
other parts and concludes that it is not possible to accept the arising from
oneself because arising has its purpose and end. This is the negation of

arising from oneself by Buddhapalita.

The fourth step, the rejection of Bhaviveka’s assertion is again longer and
detailed. It concludes with Prasangika statement that “we Madhyamika do

not assert that [a thing] arises both from oneself and from others”.
Four-step division regarding the word-meaning (*padartha)

A four-step division is found as well as in the previous section 2.111 and
2.112 where four steps are favoured by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags. This

subdivision of sentence-meaning (*vakyartha), 2.112 was already presented

53 see Appendix: bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR1-13bL10.
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in the context of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags citing Dharmakirti in the previous

section (see Four-step discussion on the four negations of arising).

Here another example for a four division regarding the explanation by
means of the word-meaning (*padartha) (2.111)* will be explained. The
subdivision is as follows: “the first [that is the explanation by means of the
word-meaning (*padartha)] has four meanings: three answers directed to the
three refutations [by the opponent] (2.111.1, 2.111.2, 2.111.3) and the
explanation by means of the combination of previous and later terms
(2.111.4)>35. Even though here the three answers directed to the three
refutations are not further characterized at this point, Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
sticks to a fourfold discussion. Here, from folio 5bL.3 onwards Pa tshab Nyi
ma grags refers to the discussion of the order of the MMK verses that are
stated and the reason why non-arising is stated first. It agrees with what is
known in the world and therefore non-arising was proven first. Pa tshab Nyi
ma grags seems to follow Candrakirti’s discussion found in the

Prasannapada.®s

2.111.1 Against the teaching as [above], the first of the three
objections are as follows: non-cessation is being taught previously,
because non-arising is taught later and in the extensive explanation
[by previous commentators] non-arising is taught first. If you say,
there appears the fault of unsuitable order and [the fault of the order]
in comparison with the abbreviated teaching [given in MMK, 1.1 by

Nagarjuna®’], The answer [is as follows]: it agrees with what is known

3 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 5bL2.

35 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 5bL.2-3.

356 See La Vallée Poussin 1903-1913: 12.8-10; MacDonald 2015: 137.3-5.

57 Here it refers to the citation of MMK, 1.1: see de la Vallée Poussin (1903):

12, see Ye Shaoyong (2011) {HiB40) AR AL « Tk « FE: 12: 7 Taar
T AT 7 ZTSIT AT ST ST ST forered HTET: F=e =11 9.9, D 3824,
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in the world and, there is the necessity to [make] them easily
understand and because there is a necessity to deny [their] wrong
understandings [the order of] abbreviated teaching was reversed, i.e.

non-arising was proved first [in the commentaries].*®

The second dispute regarding the answers directed to the three refutations is
as follows: the question is asked for what reason the negation of the four

types of arising, (the four types of conditions) is presented.

2.111.2 The second dispute is as follows: if non-arising is taught
first, then it is to be examined. [We] are indeed satisfied with the
explanation of non-arising by negating arising in general (*samanya)
[then] what is the necessity of negating the [four] particular (*visesa)

[types] of arising [four types of conditions>]®.

tsa 1b3-4\q3ﬂm&&&§q@ﬁmm‘§w W%NNN&&J\Q ;u-\ 210\‘ h:i\l ﬁ&!‘l—\ L\u‘ &l“-\ o\ W= ‘ @q d\o\l W= ﬁﬂ\ & &o\‘, P
5224, tsa 2a3, P 5253, tsha 57b7-8, see Saito, A. (1984): 10 “In any place, nothing
whatsoever ever originate from themselves, from others, from both, or without a
cause.”

> bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 5bL3 2 axagg=rargsamss=ay fice shLaagsr
AR AR Ay VY RN BV VRN VAR § Y AR AR TR Ny wv s T S R Revaraigs 7]
By s NG ey 8 aRey oy <A SbLsqan AR ga AR | SRR dnaas| AyFy SR s adi s
&ﬁx‘:@q'q'cﬁq'%'g'a@quf\:ﬁxgqn?ﬂ\

% See MMK 1.2 (*1.3 according to Ye 2011), de la Vallée Poussin (1903): 76,
Ye Shaoyong (H it A) AL AR o T o BEIE: 14, FqaTC TIAT

BRI CFTTHATAH| TAGATIATA = e T AT TG 11, D 3824, tsa: 1b4 3

Qaégh\a ;“ V-\;l&!‘&\l (] L\f-\;\:\w 2] [RAT| ﬁuw-\;\ L\\ua\o\ ;‘ @d\ & =o\\ i\’l'-\o« &W, P 5224 tsa, 234-51@§'§N'
Q%%g}\:\ ;\H‘\a“\“’ &15\53:\&1 =41, P 5253, tsha (PP), MMK 1.2a-c: 64b2, 1.2d: 64b3, S€e
Saito, A. (1984): “There are four conditions: Cause, object, the immediately
preceding one, and the predominant one. There is no fifth condition.”

60 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: sbL11 QIR VRN RGN N AR NG F N N |

PRIGRE AT RG9S A
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The third dispute is that the three kinds of arisings are negated and why are
there no less or more than four? Here an answer is given with referring to the
Vastuvadin or proponents of existence who assert that things do arise with

and without a cause, as a contradiction to each other.

2.111.3 Likewise the third necessary dispute is [as follows]: if the
[four] particular types of arising are thus negated, it must certainly be

so but why is it not more or less [than four]?

The answer is *Vastuvadin or proponents of existence; certainly
accept both, things arising from a cause and those arising without
cause, because these both [arisings, with and without a cause] are in
direct contradiction, in the first three [accepting cause] are not separate

from each other [arisings], there is no difference from each other.®!

Further in the fourth part the explanation by means of the combination of

previous and later terms is given:

2.111.4 The fourth, regarding the explanation [of the author] in
terms of connection of the former and later words [of Nagarjuna’s
MMK 1.1].62

Pa tshab Nyi ma grags likes to render the dispute in four different ways and
it is another example of a four-fold discussion that seems to be present in all
three different parts of the First Chapter.

4 Conclusion

First, Nagarjuna was a very important reference for the source of

origin, especially while emphasising the *Prasangika-Madhyamaka

6! bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: sbRs agq=rqui gxy R s shR5g A= 23

N:’&'@:’Q'%E@X'é'ﬁ'%&'fiﬁl\l‘ll?ﬂ REE ‘\:N Hx HRFIN RN G RS AN éu AR R qﬁﬁ‘ll‘g(')g'
SbROEN T REv AT e w R 4 ) aag R |

62bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11:5bR7 sxqaBsmssgxahijan shRsxam=a)
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approach. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags emphasised the Madhyamaka position
tracing back to Nagarjuna. Nagarjuna, having set up his own way of logical
approach in the 2" century, was later combined with Dignaga and
Dharmakirti by Santaraksita. Taking similar approaches to Buddhist logic Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags presented, after critically analysing the *Svatantrika way

of interpretation, his own way of *prasarga, an “unwanted consequence”.

Second, regarding his Madhyamaka reference, it is worthy of note that
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was highly influenced by the literature of the 7" and
8 centuries. These texts that were presented briefly give an insight of
Madhyamaka literature that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags may have had at hand.
Further his synthesis with Buddhist logic shows that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
followed Santaraksita with a different emphasis on the *Prasangika-

Madhyamaka position.

Third, naming Dharmakirti as reference shows that Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags was aware of the Pramanavarttikakarika with the Tibetan translation
by tNgog Lo-tsa-ba Blo ldan shes rab (gq@gagasdv=a, 1059-1109). This
shows that the fusion of Madhyamaka Philosophy with Buddhist logic and
epistemology was an ongoing process in Kasmir. This commentary testifies
to the formation of Prasangika’s approach, while critically analysing the

*Svatantrika way of Madhyamaka Philosophy as represented by Bhaviveka.

Fourth, in the analysis of four steps of his discussion it was clarified
how Pa tshab Nyi ma grags structured the approach of negation in detail.
With the example of the negation of arising from oneself, the first and third
steps of explanation regarding the positions of Nagarjuna and Buddhapalita
are rather short in comparison with the second and fourth that characterize
Bhaviveka’s assertion and later refutation by Candrakirti. Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags explained these two steps in detail. This shows that with his emphasis

on the *Prasangika-approach he made a detailed discussion against the
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*Svatantrika position. The four-step analysis was adopted by Pa tshab Nyi
ma grags in order to teach his pupils and readers the *Prasangika way as the
only authentic method of understanding the Madhyamaka texts in general

and the Milamadhyamakakarika in particular.

Including the negation of arising from oneself and other three kinds,
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags tends to use a four-fold division in different parts. As
we saw in the section regarding the word-meaning (*padartha) (2.111) and
the different opinions regarding the sentence-meaning (*vakyartha) (2.112),
a four-fold division was probably adopted to have enough space and steps

for demonstrating his conclusions.
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Appendix: Annotated Tibetan Text

bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR2 onwards different positions
21131 %m.i;ﬂ&:m x13aR2 ﬁ’“qﬁﬂ”w“ 63 1] ;g.”

2.113.2 g 645\{/’4'@%@1\!?@%@'65%%’%5’“'66’*7 o

2.1133 3 ['])qmN'ﬁ'qzyqﬁz_—\q%ﬂ;&.sq.q.%,]]

2.113.4 e'&rg&ﬁ'&rﬂb |_5mﬂ'gwa«'gs«'gxﬁqemuw]

2.113.1 Of them, in the first negation of arising from oneself, [there] are

four [positions].

2.113.2 The negation of arising from others has, as previously

[mentioned], four meanings. Of them,

2.113.3 [Those who] assert that [things] arise from both, are the [proponents]
of Samkhya.

2.113.4 The fourth [section is as follows]: as for arising without a
cause (*ahetutah), there are four meanings in the same way as [explained]

previously.

@5 sic; = « &, 4 four
o4 q§aar sic; read qEEsr
65 @ sic; =@'

3 sic; = « &, 4 four
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bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11: 13aR1-13bL10 [...]

(2.113) ¢ ﬁ%\'x'q'ﬁaﬂ'ﬁ'ﬂq‘q‘&ﬁ&\'ﬁ:’gﬁﬁ&ﬂqﬁmqgﬂm&'ﬁ'ﬂ'ﬁqqﬂm%’q&ﬂ'
e68\‘f1

R R Y SR AEERS, SRREE W A S
ST A S S
] yerasye ] RRerdasangndvaidaan gy g
suEagNg IR L[] [|§TURusarN13aR4SEEE Y] FYLRAFIR IR
FaFrsa3n 0| quiRagegsy) (R iRgagRIvs ) (3w
13aR5AIARFFR| FRAFadFandNeg] FHRraxsran g 1Al
SRR ISR [RRAGTERE] [5IS7713aR6TF R A G AR AR

N'S&r%'] N’&q'ﬁqﬂ'&q’qﬁN'R:r-'d'i«u'@ﬂ'ﬂ‘&'&ﬁﬁ;’ﬂﬂﬂ#@g&%}Nﬁq’”m&ng&'

67 © gic; round sign marking 2.113
68 3 sic; = <, 4 four
95 sic;= <, 4 four
Mo AR sic; = gEARAR
7 Rz =
gasic; = g
72 RERT Sic; = RRRIA

7 sxﬁq' sic; = sﬁ
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35 7 13aR7AV IR 5 aergdyma R T 6 S
RN FuRR g INAF ) Farg s FEET L] 13aReTpE S
SETA] SEATR TR R gy T s 5
L TV ETICL I N CRE e
SRR AR SR g Y R e oigeaarged] asnggady
13aR10% e drsadn e rerswasaTyasdna s sy
AR Ry e g s 3aR 1 1 ey
YR dagamagsy) syshassdnRasyRynadyaisa) Jusaday
5N Rga113bL 18R R RR GV AR TR AR 69 [JARFRA A EFN AR P AT

74 @5{ sic; = 5\4?\"&!‘5

758 i B
§ sic; =N

76 MS unclear

77 ot i = e e
AR sic; = RARIAN

78y sic; read ﬁq'

& sic; =&

80 SRS SIC; = RAISK

81 . S . o
RS sic; read RIS [A]

82 %q'ﬁ&'ﬂ' sic; read %&ﬂ'ﬁs«'&ﬂ(‘
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SRR RN SRR (AR ] FesaRs
R SR TN MR e I I
g Ras R R R  Sxran s Frguadn e d Fugsess
S5 13bLARaN s RnesE]  [A[JgyAvR wamaagad]
agxBrmser A Juaad]  Amen R 13bL5g e 2k A
TR S N TRRRRRRRE SRS QAT SR
axer | 13bL6Ru R gUR N e A

ﬂﬁq'ﬁ:’qsNﬁ:’gn]':rﬁ:'qsN'q&';:’m&'ﬁ'ﬂ;’rm’13 b |_7,§;:'§'§' 94 q@n%&'&:’m&'

8 sga sic; read Rgarsr

AR sic; = Aagm¥F

S sic; = s

86 $ sic; :§

87 gAY sic; FRASH

88 g~‘four vertical points as a perpendicular stroke, indicating full-stop
89 Rar sic; =P

%0 MS unclear

ol ar sic; read aar

92 . i — Y .
Fa=sic; =gax
% space in MS*™< ey WR[TFNW[]S sic; read WRFNURE

94 @ sic; = &
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JRmaeR]es oo g R R R RE gAY SragRANaesd
T s R a)55 1 3b LSRR 97 A A <R[ K[ |5 SRS YRR AN AR
ﬁq&'%’“ﬁﬁaﬁnw'?\'ximﬂ'ﬁqxﬂﬁq@&' 9B 5RO r\:'g'gﬂ' 10013pL9=x
w g 101 %N'ﬂfﬁ'ﬂ&'ng’gmx’ 102 a@%’%’lq:'ﬁ]'gs«%ﬁ%&saﬁgﬂ%’ EasE
ARRRAN A Y FET130L10R IR AFF103qFarg MY Rz R g AR Y=

mN'&g’%xq’m]mw [.]

% Rq'mm'g'q'ﬁqu]na' sic; read R:'mm’%’n'ﬁqqnﬁ"

9 Y sic; =~ 4 four

97 22 sic; read 5Eras later mentioned in 13bR3 5RER A8 SN EEN T ARE"

5 i Sy

Far see MacDonald: 403

78 Jar sic; =P

9 space in MS

100 T sic=

1! M unclear, space in MS for a5 D

102 smm; sic= gRAR
103 MS unclear
1% q@argsic;= g, space in MS
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