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Abstract
The commentary on the Miilamadhyamakakarika (MMK) ascribed to Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags along with a good number of works in the bKa' gdams
gsung 'bum was published by the Peltsek Institute for Ancient Tibetan
Manuscripts in Lhasa. The recently discovered manuscript is included in
the eleventh volume of the series as a facsimile edition written in sgas) dbu

med script which is composed of 52 folios in total. This manuscript casts a
new light on the research of the historical development of translation work
in Tibet. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags (1055-ca. 1145), one of the best-known
translators (/o tsa ba) in the Tibetan tradition, contributed a lot to the later
diffusion (phyi dar) of Tibetan Buddhism with his important translation
works from Sanskrit to Tibetan. The present research deals with the
manuscript that is entitled as sgarg~ v Y §gsamas<35 = dBu ma risa
ba shes rab kyi 17 ka sgron ma gsal bar byed pa which can be translated as
“The Commentary on the Prajiiafnama] Milamadhyamaka [-karika titled]
The [lluminating Lamp”. It is ascribed to Pa tshab Nyi ma grags according
to the explanation by Mahasumati (Hasumati) as mentioned in the
colophon (Folio 52bR10-52bR11)".

This article aims to introduce Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s usage of the
terms prasanga and svatantra followed by his distinctive explanations on
*Prasangika and *Svatantrika, of which he took his clear position of the
former. As earlier assumed by Mimaki?, Pa tshab Nyi ma grags might be
the first scholar who introduced the division between Svatantrika and
Prasangika using these terminologies for the first time. Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags might have learned these interpretations from his teachers in Kasmir
where he worked with scholars such as Mahasumati (Hasumati),
Stuksmajana, Kanakavarman and Tilakakalasa. In the First Chapter of this

! Kamarid 2019: Introductory Remarks on Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s
Commentary of the Milamadhyamakakarika, Sengokuyama Journal of Buddhist
Studies, Vol. XI: 258-224.

2 Mimaki 1983: 163.
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commentary on the MMK beside other topics like Logic, etc. Pa tshab Nyi
ma grags discussed different viewpoints and pointed out his own
standpoint, that of a Prasangika. This article gives an analytical observation
of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s explanation of the *Svatantrika-*Prasangika
distinction and concludes that the earlier assumed argument can be attested
with this manuscript. The role of language regarding the different
approaches will be discussed in the last part of this article.

1. Introductory remarks on Pa tshab Nyi ma grags and the manuscript

A good number of works in the bKa' gdams gsung 'bum that were recently
discovered and published by the Peltsek Institute for Ancient Tibetan
Manuscripts in Lhasa cast a new light on the research of the historical
development of translation work in Tibet. One of these important
manuscripts, located in the 11" volume of the series, is another commentary
on the Milamadhyamakakarika (hereafter abbreviated to MMK). The
assumed author Pa tshab Nyi ma grags (1055-1145?) commented on the
MMK at the end of the 11" century most likely, during his stay in Ka$mir,
where he studied Sanskrit and Buddhist Philosophy under his teachers
Stiksmajana, Parahitabhadra, Mahasumati and Bhavyaraja. Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags showed great interest in the works of Candrakirti and became a well-
known translator. He highly contributed to the spread of Madhyamaka works
including the MMK and the Prasannapada (PsP) in collaboration with his
Indian panditas. He later became the main teacher for those treatises written

by Nagarjuna and Candrakirti in Central Tibet.

In 2009 Dreyfus and Tsering introduced the textual material and
emphasized the necessity of further research. In 2016 Yoshimizu presented
introductory details about the manuscript attributed to Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
and with her recent publication (2020) she clarified the terms *Prasangika
and prasanga according to her observations gained from Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags’s commentary. Also, her previous work on Zhang Thang sag pa’s

commentary to the Prasannapada titled dBu ma tshig gsal gyi tika relates to
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the subject matter since Zhang Thang sag pa is known as one of the disciples
of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags. Further observations I made about the
characteristics of the manuscript, the authorship etc. were recently published
(2019).
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(Folio 3a)

The present manuscript, as a facsimile edition written in 5@'3\45] dbu med
script, is titled sgargadn=a Y7 §E samersx 3r w@Ng x| dBuma risa ba
shes rab kyi 17 ka sGron ma gsal bar byed pa zhes bya ba, which can be
translated as “The Commentary on the Prajia/nama] Miilamadhyamaka [-

999

karika titled] ‘The Illuminating Lamp’”. The manuscript is ascribed to Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags according to the explanation by Mahasumati (Hasumati)
as mentioned in the colophon (Folio 52bR10-52bR11). Further details about
the authorship can be found in my previous paper titled “Introductory
Remarks on Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s Commentary of the
Miilamadhyamakakarika . The manuscript is composed of 52 folios in total,
written in an uncommon division into two columns with eleven lines in each

column (numbered as L1-11; L=left column and R1-11; R =right column).

Pa tshab Nyi ma grags contributed a lot to the later diffusion 3'5:;]
(phyi dar) of Tibetan Buddhism with his important translation works from
Sanskrit to Tibetan. This commentary initiates new approaches to
elucidating the history of Tibetan translation of the MMK and other

Madhyamaka treatises.

3 Kamarid 2019: 224-258.
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2. Philosophical awareness of the distinction between *Svatantrika and

*Prasangika

The distinction itself between *Svatantrika and *Prasangika Madhyamaka
does not appear in the Indian literature, but the term Svatantrasa[dha]navadin
can be found according to Yonezawa’s research on *Laksanatika, an Indian

sub-commentary on the Prasannapada.*

The division into these two branches of *Svatantrika and *Prasangika
had been primarily used among Madhyamikas in the Tibetan tradition. The
division was made to identify the different lineages in understanding of the

Madhyamka thought, both tracing back its origin to Nagarjuna and Aryadeva.

*Svatantrika (<=-gr=| rang rgyud pa) is represented by Bhaviveka
(6™ century) and later followed by Jianagarbha (8" century), Santaraksita
(725-788) and Kamalasila (740-795). In the 8" century Jiidznagarbha
incorporated aspects of Yogacara Philosophy and Dharmakirti’s
Epistemology and was mostly known for his work "Distinguishing the Two
Truths", Satyadvayavibhanga and -vrtti, that divides the Madhyamaka
approach into the Two Truths doctrine of conventional truth and ultimate
truth. In debates among Madhyamikas, while their presentation is in
accordance with the conventional truth, the extreme of non-existence is
avoided. Bhaviveka is regarded as the founder of the Sautrantika-
*Svatantrika school of Madhyamaka approach. > The thought of an
“independent” (svatantra) inference (*anumana) and formal reasoning

(*prayoga) had been highly influenced by the epistemologists and Logical

4 Svatantrasa[dha]navadin is attested in Sanskrit see Yonezawa 2019: 80: “1.1
Sanskrit Notes on the Pras, §14: Bhavivekah kila svatantrasadhanavadi.” Also in
his footnote 63: “In the Tibetan notes on the Pras, Bhaviveka is designated as Rang
rgyud smra ba, which is almost identical with svantantrasadhanavadin. The text
runs as follows: yang Rang rgyud smra bas brgal pa |” (§31, ad Pras_ LVP 18.5-9;
Pras_ M 147.5-7) “Again, the Rang rgyud smra ba (= Bhaviveka) disputes.”.

5 Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 79.
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Reasoning (*pramana / & 5| tshad ma) by scholars like Dignaga (ca.480-
540)¢. The name ‘“*Svatantrika” itself derives from the argument of
independent inferences (svatantranumana) and syllogisms (*prayogavakya)
in the argumentation about the nature of reality established by Bhaviveka,

that was rejected by Candrakairti later on.

The main difference between *Prasangika and *Svatantrika lies mainly in
their understandings of the nature of emptiness (sényata), the characteristics
of conventional truth (samvrtisatya), and the way of proving emptiness
through reasoning.” The question about the understanding of selflessness of

phenomena (*dharmanairatmya) is also emphasised.

Concerning the term *Svatantrika, Yonezawa pointed out in his work on
*Laksanatika, that “Bhaviveka as svatantrasa[dha]navadin” is mentioned in
the *LT’s Sanskrit notes on the Pras”.® In the commentary on the
Pramanavarttika by Ravigupta the term =R (rang rgyud pa) in the
Third Chapter® is used. Further there are findings on the term RFRNYT
5o (rang rgyud su smra ba rnams) in Jayananda’s Madhyamakavatara-
tika (MA)'? in which the terms == | (rang rgyud pa) and sgsr==gR=

(dbu ma rang rgyud pa)'' are also used. This was earlier pointed out by

¢ Seyfort Ruegg 2010: 160.

7 Princeton Dictionary of Buddhism, 2014: 1112.

8 Yonezawa: 2019,80 §14: “Bhavivekah kila svatantrasadhanavadi/” in which
Bhaviveka is clearly designated as svatantrasadhanavadin, see note 4

° Pramanavarttikatikayar trtiyaparivarta EFRasmadn Y adrrranAgaers) by Farmwa)
(Ravigupta), D4225 mdo 'grel (mtshad ma), phe 1b-174a (vol. 183):72bl x=gr=%
s%) “...it is not the case with *Svatantrika...”

19 Madhyamakavataratika, sgsraasqsiadeass 3vgs) (dbu ma la 'jug pa'i 'grel

bshad ces bya ba) D 3870, 282b3: fa==grmgrsenassigr =Y reag sva o mEn =
x5 “There the *svatantravadin first pointed out the fault in the context of
particularity.”, and 281b6: 3agwgagqgar==gs=x * ‘for them’ means
*Madhyamka-Svatantrika”

11 D3870, 282a2-3: wemgR g eIy vy <A x| “Further, because for the
*Svatantrika another fault is to be explained,...”
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Seyfort Ruegg'?. *Svatantrika itself is not attested in Sanskrit as such. It was
used in Tibet later on to distinguish the developments of Madhyamaka

understanding in India.'?

*Prasangika (E{“‘q@{?% thal 'gyur ba), the Consequentialist, is
represented by Buddhapalita (ca. 470-540)!* and later on by Candrakriti (ca.
600-660), to designate the second branch by the name “prasarnga”, a method
of reasoning by pointing out an “unwanted consequence”, that was already
introduced by Nagarjuna.'> Buddhapalita established the Madhyamika’s
argumentation that points out the necessity of an unwanted consequence
resulting from a thesis or proposition intended by an opponent to prove the
existence of an entity (bhava). As it was summarized by Seyfort Ruegg, the
Madhyamika’s position of the *Prasangika has the advantage of not
committing the critic but using prasarnga, an unwanted consequence, in order
to take up the counter-position and maintaining what is denied. This method
establishes the counter-position, the reverse of what has been rejected. !¢
Taking up any proposition is negated.

In Lang’s article titled “Pa tshab Nyi ma grags: The Introduction of
Prasangika into Tibet”, she dated the *Svatantrika and *Prasangika
distinction of the Madhyamika school in the 14" century though the
foundation of this distinction was already set in the 5™ century by the Indian
scholar Buddhapalita in his commentary on the MMK'”. The first mention
of *Svatantrika and *Prasangika as schools is still not clearly identified.'8
Even without these recently discovered textual materials Lang emphasized

the importance of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags during the development of Tibetan

12 Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 20 note 38.

13 Princeton Dictionary of Buddhism, 2014: 1470.
14 Seyfort Ruegg, 1981: 58.

15 Seyfort Ruegg, 1981: 58.

16 Seyfort Ruegg, 1981: 36.

17 Lang 1990, 127.

18 Vose 2009, 2010, Yonezawa 2019.
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scholasticism and in the transmission of Madhyamaka thought in Tibet.
Gaining a clear understanding of the transmission of Madhyamaka thought
into Tibet as well as the way of how Pa tshab Nyi ma grags translated the
root text MMK is no doubt a significant task. Furthermore, how was the
distinction between *Svatantrika and *Prasangika understood by Pa tshab
Nyi ma grags? Since Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was one of the first who
mentioned these terms at an earlier stage, this commentary gives new
evidence. As Seyfort Ruegg pointed out, it was Pa tshab Nyi ma grags who,
together with Jayananada, introduced the distinction of the Madhyamaka
thoughts with the notations of Prasangika-Madhyamaka and Svatantrika-
Madhyamaka to Tibet in order to distinguish the pure Madhyamaka
thought."

Yoshimizu recently analysed and updated Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s
understanding and emphasized that this debate was not a past debate of the
sixth- and seventh-century in India, but an ongoing discussion during the
time of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, being a *Prasangika translator.? In addition,
logical issues such as the proof of the absence of intrinsic nature
(*nihsvabhavata) (6aL8) and the “neither one nor many”
(*ekaneka[viJrahitatva, 7bL11) argument in the form of prasarga are
presented in detail. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags studied those topics in accordance
with those Indian scholars such as Srigupta, Santaraksita and Kamalasila in

the 8th century but defined them here in a new light of the *Prasangika.?!

In the First Chapter those various topics of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s
study time in Ka$mir are presented. As a commentary on the MMK only few
verses are cited from the MMK, instead this commentary in the First Chapter
focuses on various argumentations of the Buddhist and Indian Philosophical

thoughts and Epistemology. The distinction between *Svatantrika and

19 Seyfort Ruegg, 2000, 47.
20 Y oshimizu 2020: 1194.
21 See Yoshimizu 2020: 1194 ff.
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*Prasangika’s ways of argumentation, in the latter of which Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags takes a clear position (14aL4), is one of the most important topics dealt
with. The citation of the MMK verses is discussed in detail in my latest
article titled “On Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s Way of Citing the
Miilamadhyamakakarika in His Commentary” (2021)*2.

Recently Vose gave a detailed analysis about Santaraksita’s and
Kamalasila’s interpretation titled “When Did Svatantra Inference Gain Its
Autonomy? Santaraksita and Kamalasila as Sources for a Tibetan

Distinction” 2

, mentioning Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s arguments against
Santaraksita’s “neither one nor many” proof. He marks out that the sources
for Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s characterization are not mentioned and still

remain unclear.

3. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s commentary on the MMK

It is clear that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was aware of the division of
*Svatantrika and *Prasangika. The manuscript gives a clear insight into the
usage of the terms of x:@ﬁ'@gﬂﬁ'ﬁganﬂ (rang rgyud du smra ba'i dbu ma
pas) “aMadhyamika who discusses with an independent (svatantra) [proof]”
6al.6, or in 6al.7 as x:‘@ﬁ@'qﬁﬁ'&rqéﬁq (rang rgyud gyi 'dod pa brjod pa)
“a proponent of the assertion with an independent (svatantra) [proof]”, and
7bR3 x:’gﬁ'm%x (rang rgyud pa ni) “*Svatantrika”. On the other hand, in
8al.2 “prasanga” is mentioned as am'q;%'%w (thal 'gyur ni) and “*Prasangika”
in 10bR6 as ARG (thal 'gyur ba). These distinctive terms show that Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags discusses the different standpoints of the sub-schools

already in the First Chapter?*. This is confirmed by the following sentences:

22 Kamarid 2021: 1133-1137.

2 Vose 2020: 703-750.

24pKa’ gdams gsung ‘bum, Vol.11: 8aL2, 10bR6, 13bR8/9, further discussion
is found in 14al.4.
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in 13bR8/9: am'qg:‘mgﬁ'&ﬁﬁ (thal 'gyur la skyon med de). “There is no
fault in the *prasarga [proof]...” and further on in Folio 14al4: @r\mqaﬁ'
NN‘S‘QR‘EN@\NEQ@\ Eﬁ"ﬂ@'mﬂ'x: 1 4aL4qraﬁ'g‘fq'm'zsé'qra'qﬁﬁ'ﬁl?ﬂ, “For you,
it results in proving the arising [of things] from others; on the other hand, I,
a Madhyamika, do not assert the arising [of things] from themselves or
others.” Here Pa tshab Nyi ma grags emphasised his own position similar to

the logical discussion in 7aR2:

If you assert that for us, [*Prasangika-] Madhyamikas, there is no
[property] to be proven (*sadhya[-dharma]), subject (*paksa), nor
proposition (*pratijiia), therefore, we do not have a valid means of
cognition which proves [a proposition] with an independent
[reasoning]; however, other [opponents like you] accept a valid means
of cognition which regards things as existent, we deny the assertion of
existence by the valid means of cognition which you accept, it is not

possible, either.2®

The usage of the terms prasainga /*Prasangika/*prasangavadin

While looking in detail into the First Chapter in section 2.112.4 (6aL8)
interestingly the term ﬂm'q@*'g'qa'ﬁﬁ'a‘%ﬂ (thal 'gyur smra ba'i dbu ma
nyid), that can be translated as the Madhyamaka [position] of a
*prasangavadin, is used, whereas later on 2R (thal 'gyur ba),
*Prasangika (in 10bR6, 11aL.10, 12aL8, 13aL.10, 47aR10 and 48aL.4) is used.
The term S AgRA| (thal 'gyur ba) appears six times in the commentary of
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, i.e., four times mentioned in the First Chapter and

twice in the 24™ Chapter. This shows that the main emphasis on the

25 & sic; read aar

*bKa’ gdams gsung ‘bum, Vol. 11: 7aR2 ff.: quiara2dgsgaaasgmgss) Fnas
RERSAR S WS 35 AR GR PN A AR B 3R T GF R A 7aR3<|x’rnN'aq'41'gsm'55'&‘q§r\'uﬂ'@5'a§qua'
a;g'swiﬂg'nx'qﬁﬁ'u'aﬁuﬁ'%&'aﬁﬁﬁ'm:'a'aaq%ﬂ
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*Prasangika view is presented mainly in the First Chapter. The expression
A agR| (thal 'gyur) instead can be found 37 times within the First Chapter,

and 4 times in other chapters (Chapter 15", Chapter 24).

Mimaki?’ already mentioned that it might have been Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags who used these terminologies for the first time. As the colophon states:
“The Commentary on the Prajiia-{namaj- Milamadhyamaka[-karikaj, i.e.,
treatise titled ‘The Illuminating Lamp’ which writes down the way of
explanation by pandita Hasumati’., is completed.” (52bR10-52bR11)?, it
seems most likely that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s understanding of the
distinction between *Svatantrika and *Prasangika was handed down by his
pandita Mahasumati, through the latter’s teaching in Kasmir. Other sources

are not mentioned.

The usage of the terms svatantra/*Svatantrika/*svatantravadin

The term =FR| (rang rgyud pa) can be found four times within the First
Chapter and one time the expression of *‘@R‘“’%’qa} (rang rgyud pa smra
ba'i, *svatantravadin) is used in 8aR4, which can be translated as “the
proponents of independent [proof]”. Further x:'@qggﬂ&'ﬁgm'g\mm] (rang
rgyud du smra ba'i dbu ma rnams, *svatantravadi-madhyamika) occurs one

time in 8aL.4 and can be translated as “the *Madhyamikas, who state with an
independent [proof] (¥svatantra)”. Prior to this usage the term <R (rang

27 Mimaki 1983, 163: “If Ye shes sde was the first to use the terms Sautrantika-
madhyamika and Yogacara-madhyamika, it still remains to be seen who created
the terms Svatantrika (Rang rgyud pa) and Prasangika (Thal 'gyur pa). They do not
figure at all in the text of the first diffusion of Buddhism (snga dar). It seems that
they were used for the first time by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags (1055-?) in the phyi dar
period, when he made extensive translations of the texts of Candrakirti.”
(Mimaki,1983:163)

28 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11, 52bR1 125@'&1'g'qﬁ'.ﬁw‘xq@'%‘q‘ﬁ&'ga;'Q%N'ﬁa'\'m'u"wm'
FERNN G Fy Gy R HRagr g RN E )

— 117 —



Pa tshab Nyi ma grags's Commentary on the MMK (Kamarid) 97

rgyud pa), *Svatantrika is used one time in 6bR5 and twice in 7bR3 within
the First Chapter. Twice this term is used in the 24" Chapter (47aR11 and
48al.4) as well. For the term <=EA| (rang rgyud), svatantra there are 36

usages within the First Chapter only.

Nagarjuna’s intention stated by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags

Pa tshab Nyi ma grags explains the sentence-meaning (ngag gi don,
*vakyartha) of the main content of the First Chapter that is “The thesis
(*pratijiia) and its reasoning (*utpatti/yukti)” as visible in the following
outline where in the fourth part Nagarjuna’s intention and that of a

*prasangavadin is presented by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags as follows:

2.11 The thesis (*pratijiia) (2.11) and its reasoning (*upapatti)
(2.12), the first [that is, thesis], is a verse (*karika) [consisting of] “not
from oneself” (*na svatah) and so forth. There are three [points] in
this [thesis]:

2.111 The explanation by means of the word-meaning (zshig gi
don, *vacanartha),

2.112 The explanation by means of the sentence-meaning (ngag gi
don, *vakyartha), and

2.113 The explanation by means of the meaning of subject matter

(skabs su bab pa'i don, *prastutartha).*°

There are four [sub-sections] in the [above] second (2.112) [sentence-]

meaning:

29 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11, 5bL1: RErRsA YRR | AR AR <] [RR T E Rga) sl
AR F e 1007 AR ()R]

30 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol. 11, SbL1: qf5 3 55uags sbl2wss| s Es S
AR AR &{QN'@'qu'uaﬁq@ﬁa\&'qqqu?ﬂ
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2.112.1 The refutation given by the Proponents of Existence
(*vastuvadin/bhavavadin) against the proof of the absence of intrinsic
nature [6aL6]

2.112.2 Returning a response to the [above] refutation, the
*Madhyamika, who state with an independent [proof] (*Svatantra-
vadin), explain their assertion of an independent [proof] [6aL6],
[8aL4-8aR4]

2.112.3 Citing the thought of *Svatantrika, Candrakirti himself refutes
it. [6aL7], [8aR4-10bR6]

2.112.4 The statement of Candrakirti’s own assertion that Nagarjuna’s
intention is the very Madhyamaka [position] of a *prasangavadin.
[6aL7], [10bR6-13aR1]*!

Regarding the fourth part (2.112.4) on Candrakirti’s own assertion the

following explanation can be found. In this part Pa tshab Nyi ma grags

explains Candrakirti’s assertion that reflects Nagarjuna’s intention that of the

very *Prasangika position. Most likely Pa tshab Nyima grags states his

opinion accordingly using “for me” and “I” because these statements cannot

be found in Candrakirti’s work.

2.112.4 The fourth part [is as follows]: The statement of
Candrakirti’s own assertion that Nagarjuna’s intention is the very

*Prasangika [position] is made in [the following] two [sections]:

2.112.41 Regarding the object of cognition (*prameya), [there
are] five questions to which answers are given [by Candrakirti],

and

31 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11, 6aL5: £5z()x = q E5 §6aloga qqg~q-m~§-g~\x:

Qrﬂe\ wh\uﬂxuguu a '-\‘-x&\l £ “\‘\RP\ I a&l\!@quﬁlﬂiﬂﬁlﬂiﬂ Rlsﬁ\&l’\f 5 «ky\sgw SRR TRR 3=
6al.7xz gﬁ@ qﬁg NRER R xR Ea) REESEERPISR % RGN 535 B WA VRR A END gﬁ:& NRAGRY
qaf\s'&'%qi'a'ngx:ﬁ'6aL8q§5'wq§5‘qc‘ﬂ

—115—



Pa tshab Nyi ma grags's Commentary on the MMK (Kamarid) 99

2.112.42 Regarding valid means of cognition (*pramana),
[there are] five questions to which answers are given [by
Candrakirti].

Of them the first question is: “Why does the fault, which you
previously ascribed to me or an advocate of svatantra [reasoning], not
involve you, *Prasangika or [a proponent of an unwanted]
consequence because we are equal in stating the absence of intrinsic

nature of all elements (dharma)?

Therefore, “If the absence of intrinsic nature [of all elements] is
established by words only, they (all elements) will [indeed] have no
intrinsic nature; however, if it is proven by logic, both perception and

inference are not possible as stated before.”

The answer to the above is as follows: for me, the probandum
(*sadhya), what is to be accepted (*abhyupetya), and the reason for
proving my own proposition (*paksa) do not also exist. Because by
[the logic of] an [unwanted] consequence (*prasarga) 1 negate the
[proposition] that others accept, [we] do not have such faults [as we]

ascribed to you that a logical subject is not established and so forth.

There remains a fault for you who assert that the absence of intrinsic
nature is proven by a svatantra [reasoning]; however, I have no fault
because nothing whatsoever is accepted by me and there exists no

proposition (*pratijiia) [for me], either.3

32 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11, 10bR6 ff: 2.112.4 5« «ifosggaaysiass:
am'q@x'QQq‘q'%ﬁ'g'g'gqm‘x:‘ﬁ'sﬂw';&'qx‘q@ﬂ'q%ﬁ'<|'rxrg[']%‘\[10bR6-13aR2] 2.11241  qepg

1R g eRagaraess| 2.112428maa kv alegqruaagn g frR s i g e gnaia
ET: a ga'\ QER zy %{ @g sar 10bR8qu'q'm'6'g'&'?i:§ | (2 112.41 ) ES LR xue\o\ B AR AR AFRN AN ) | ﬁl\'
q e qra\q sﬁq g Sy 5 x:tﬁq ar:\llx a@xm |10bR9 xq&\l RHTE su:q FEN q&lq lexEar @Ra aaﬁﬁ
3 Qq\ ht ot o\ :-\'-\ ARYNY AR AN R R u‘ @&l‘i\l ER gﬁ-\w-\ NL\ ‘10le0 TEF RN Ald\ TN AGRY By S¥ qn‘m zy
?hq RS BN S N YR A E A @r\m qER 2Ry AR SRR <= Eafiaka u%ﬁ &5 10bRITRx R ARER
m‘@&'q'qqm@" Eg'm‘%'m&'&q‘q‘q:'m:’%g‘um‘@w‘u'&g‘%’g&'usq‘u‘&g‘&wﬁ"
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Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s explanations show evidently that the
formation of the *Svatantrika and *Prasangika distinction was well
understood and their particular characteristics are clearly demonstrated. The
*Prasangika position states not to have any thesis and negates the alleged
faults by such expressions as “nothing whatsoever is accepted by me and
there exists no proposition (*pratijiia) [for me], either.” The discussion of
“the absence of intrinsic nature” for the *Svatantrika as mentioned in the first
question shows the importance of this discussion regarding the object of
cognition (*prameya). Where it here concludes with “There remains a fault
for you who assert that the absence of intrinsic nature is proven by a
svatantra [reasoning];” it shows Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s understanding in

this discussion clearly.

Another example can be observed in section 2.112.4 where Pa tshab

Nyi ma grags explains in detail the *Prasangika position, where it reads:

Because it is already a thesis that, you said, there exists neither what
is to be accepted (*abhyupetya) nor any thesis, you, *Prasangika, need

to prove it.

If you ask how we know that there exists no thesis, the answer is as
follows: for the purpose of negating others’ assertion of existence, [

make such a composition that I have no thesis at all.

However, because it is not established for me to say that a thesis does
not exist, nor is it established that it exists, nor both [existence and
non-existence] are established, and neither [existence nor non-

existence] is established, any proof (*sddhana) is unnecessary.>

R 33ﬂbKa‘ gdams gsung ‘\bum,v \iol 11,1 laLl()\:am-ag« SRRRvER TR prRTaE s
ERAGR R Ll 198A Y Wg s FURIN Y| RRSA AR UR TR R SN AN G| RR RS TSA TR W S SN
%‘q{e\d\ R AR R RAR RIRIE AR llaRlEx‘%‘ CaY- RN 1 RRARE NSRS SN UR S PR Al 2 WR SR '-(‘7“'&1:‘
s«gu'g‘q'm‘&q'u'uu:‘sqg:l'um'g:@g'q:'m:‘a' 1 laRZRﬁN'ﬁ'“
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Here this part shows that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags had a clear
understanding of the division and characterises it, mentioning that the
*Prasangika do not ascertain any thesis etc. while taking position directly.
The necessity of the proof is also negated. In another example Pa tshab Nyi

ma grags explained that Nagarjuna did not consider an independent proof:

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].>*

This section concludes in 13aL10 where the *Prasangika approach is

emphasized:

In this way, all the [four great] reasons such as the fragments of vajra
(*vajrakana), dependent-origination (*pratitya-samutpada), being
free from one and many (*ekaneka/viJrahitatva), and so forth are the

only *Prasangika [way of proof].’

Beside these examples also the following section gives an insight how the
term “prasanga” is used within the explanation of “The Four Possibilities of

Arising”.

The Four possibilities of Arising

The following part in the Chapter One describes the “Four Possibilities of
Arising” pointing out the different positions. As visible in the outline of the
Chapter One, Pa tshab Nyi ma grags explains the four negations of arising
from self, from other, from both and without a cause (2.113.1-4). These four

explanations are presented while analysing the different positions; first that

3* bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11, 12aL8ff.: 3 gx 120 955 Fqm @ s [Tox gaagrs
AT AN TR IR IIRTARE)

35 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11, 13aL10ff.: BaxaER TR A AR 3 AR ER| I RRE
13aLllsm'm'gqm'qa'mgq'%q'éq am'qu’n's’aq'sﬁ
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of an unwanted consequence (prasariga) referring to Nagarjuna, mentioned
with “the treatise”, properly referring here to the MMK. The second is the
assertion of Bhaviveka that is explained, the third is according to
Buddhapalita’s explanation, and the fourth is the rejection of the dispute
referring to Bhaviveka. This shows Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s emphasis on the
position of the *Prasangika itself, followed by the assertion of Bhaviveka
and Buddhapalita etc. while presenting the negation by an unwanted
consequence in the first place. Here are some examples given from the
outline where the “Four Possibilities of Arising” are explained following the

different statements and argumentations:

2.113 The explanation by means of the meaning of subject matter
(skabs su bab pa'i don, *prastutartha) [SbL2] Now, the third [is as
follows]: when explained in connection with the meaning of subject
matter (*prastutartha), there are four [negations], i.e., the negation of
arising from oneself and so forth. [13aR1-13aR4]

2.113.1 In that way, the first; for the negation of arising from self,
[there] are four [13aR1]

2.113.11 By an [unwanted] consequence being negated, the
treatise by Nagarjuna is connected, this is the explanation
[13aR2], Regarding the first [is as follows]: “arising from self”

means it arises from existence [13aR3-13aR4]

2.113.12 After repeating the assertion of Bhaviveka ('ba phya
kir ti) [it] is refuted [13aR2] The second [is as follows],
Bhaviveka, ('ba phya kir ti) said, that the inner sense-spheres
(*ayatana) are the logical subject, (*dharmin), in the ultimate
[truth] arising from self does not exist, because it is existent
[13aR4]
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2.113.13 Buddhapalita’s explanation of the assertion [13aR2]
The assertion of Buddhapalita is [as follows]: [13bL4]

2.113.14 The rejection of the dispute [13aR3] From the
rejection of the dispute of the fault, the first has three disputes.
(Bhaviveka)

2.113.2 The negation of arising from others is also as previously

[above mentioned] similar [divided into] four meanings, [14al.4]

2.113.21 The first meaning: by means of an [unwanted]
consequence arising from others is negated, the explanation

connected to the source of the master: [14al4-14aL.6]

2.113.22 The second, after being repeated by the master
Bhaviveka (Bhavyakairti), from the refutation [that is stated as
follows] it is refuted: [14aL.6]

2.113.23 The philosophical assertion of Buddhapalita; arising
from others is refuted by an [unwanted] consequence
(*prasanga). [14al.9]

2.113.24 By Bhaviveka (Bhavyakirti); here is the dispute of the
rejection of fault [stated as follows]: [14aL.10]

2.113.3 [Those who] assert that [things] arise from both, are the
[proponents] of Samkhya [14aR8]

2.1134 The fourth, for arising without a cause, according to the

previous there are four meanings: [14bL4-]3

Similar structure can be found for all four arisings also in 2.113.3 and

2.113.4. These above examined examples clearly demonstrate the

36 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11: [5bL2ff.] for the Tibetan see sa bead in the
appendix
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understanding by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags in the light of the *Prasangika
Madhyamaka position and give new evidence for the previous assertion that
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags might have been one of the first scholars who used

these terms of the Madhyamika distinction.

4. The role of Language and its implementation in the debate of
Madhyamka

As we saw in the previous section on the examples how Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags presented the discussion on the “Four possibilities of Arising” stating
the different opinions by Nagarjuna, Buddhapalita and Bhaviveka, we can
observe that language is very important to see the differences in their
understanding of the topic in question. Pa tshab Nyi ma grags therein places

the important emphasis on the *Prasangika approach.

Bhaviveka (c. 500-570) is mostly known for his criticism of
Buddhapalita regarding the first Chapter of Nagarjuna’s MMK where he
proposes that it is unnecessary for a Madhyamika to state an unwanted
consequence (prasarnga) that might be drawn from the position of the
opponent. Bhaviveka asserts that a Madhyamika should state his own
position with an autonomous inference (svatantranumana) or an

autonomous syllogism (svatantraprayoga).’’

As is well-known, Bhaviveka was highly influenced by the work of
Dignaga (c. 480-540) with a newly introduced syllogism of logical
discussion. That caused him to set up on a logical background for the
Svatantra approach by which he later was considered the founder of

*Svatantrika, one of the sub-schools of Madhyamika Philosophy.

¥ Seyfort Ruegg, 1981: 61.
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His criticism was answered later by Candrakirti (c. 600-650) who
argued against Bhaviveka’s criticism of Buddhapalita and defended the latter.
For Candrakirti it was inappropriate for a Madhyamika to use autonomous
syllogisms (svatantraprayoga). He defended the approach of Buddhapalita
against the criticism of Bhaviveka in his own commentaries on the
Miilamadhyamakakarika and emphasised that a Madhyamika should instead

use an unwanted consequence (prasanga).

Here two different approaches that are communicated via language
can be observed: the logic-based elaboration by Bhaviveka with the
autonomous syllogisms (svatantraprayoga) and the unwanted consequence
(prasanga) supported by Candrakirti. These logical features like the three-
fold inferential mark (trairiipyalinga) that Bhaviveka ascribes to Nagarjuna
were not yet established within Buddhist scholastic circles at the time of
Nagarjuna (c. 150-250) and are no doubt later developments. Nagarjuna
stated in the first verse of MMK, Chapter 1 that no entities at all, at any place
have arisen from self, from others, from both or without a cause®. Here
Bhaviveka’s understanding is that the conclusion of no-arising is to be
established by a syllogistic inference. Bhaviveka considered the ultimate to
be a non-conceptual state for Madhyamikas and not to be the object of any
verbal activity. Language does not fully express the ultimate itself but at the
same time is necessary for a practitioner or thinker to prove emptiness of all

things with an autonomous logic of discussion.

Language here corresponds to a connecting point that brings the

different approaches together. Based on this role of language, as well as its

3 MMK 1.1, see Ye Shaoyong ( FIEHI) RN AT « i « ¥%3E,12: 7
T A IR 7 et A SR: | 3eqa S faw=y e g9 &9 | na svato napi parato na
dvabhyam napy ahetutah / utpanna jatu vidyante bhavah kva cana ke cana // a=s

v By epy e e afrar s By g 3 B R s g apras diqariay, Saito 1984, 10:
“In any place, no things whatsoever ever originate. From themselves, from
others, from both, or without cause.”
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logical usage, it was later explained by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, who might
have used the terminology for the first time, that there occurred in the
Madhyamika school the two different sub-schools: the *Svatantrika, that is
represented by Bhaviveka, and the *Prasangika represented by both
Buddhapalita (c. 470-540) and Candrakirti (c. 600-650).%

Regarding the role of Language in the MMK, it is necessary to
mention here a very important and already often discussed part. Nagarjuna
clarified the understanding of emptiness and the usage of the two truths in
the 24" Chapter. Here I would like to take a brief journey to Pa tshab Nyi ma
grags’s commentary regarding this part. In Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s
explanation regarding the two truths it is remarkable that he follows the
explanation of Candrakirti, because, in accordance with Candrakirti’s
understanding of both the purpose of teaching emptiness and emptiness itself,
Pa tshab Nyi ma grags also quoted MMK 18.5 and 18.9 in relation to the
above two points, viz. the purpose of teaching emptiness and emptiness itself
respectively in his commentary on the 24th Chapter. Further MMK 24.8 to
24.10 are presented by Pa tshab Nyi ma grags with additional explanations.
In MMK 24.8 partly quoted, the distinction between the two truths is made,
explaining the intellectual difference between ordinary people to whom the
conventional truth is applicable and the wisdom of the Noble Ones that

relates to the ultimate truth.

24.8 Regarding the word meaning [of emptiness], “the Dharma-

teaching of the Buddha” is given by means of the two truths. That is,

the conventional truth is taught in accordance with the appearance [of
things] for the intellect of ordinary people in the world; the ultimate
truth is taught in accordance of the appearance [of things] for the
wisdom of the Noble Ones; and it is also taught that ultimately in the

realm of the Noble Ones’ non-conceptual wisdom nothing is

» Seyfort Ruegg, 2000:14.
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established in that any elements whatsoever appear or are
established.*

In MMK 24.9 Pa tshab Nyi ma grags names here those who do not
understand  the  distinction properly as the substantialists,
*vastuvadin/bhavavadin and explains the opponents’ misunderstanding of

the Buddha’s intention. This is presented as follows:

24.9 “Those who” means substantialists (or those who speak of
entities). “Profound reality” means the Buddha’s intention. They do
not understand the profound intention of [the Buddha’s] teaching of
existence and that of non-existence beginning from matter to
knowing all kinds [of things]. When they understand the distinction
of the two truths, they understand that the teaching of existence is
intended [to refer] to the conventional [truth] and the teaching of
non-existence is intended [to refer] to the ultimate truth, i.e., is
intended [to refer] to the non-existence in the realm of the ultimate

wisdom.*!

Further in MMK 24.10 Pa tshab Nyi ma grags clarifies that the ultimate truth
does not refer to non-existence in the conventional truth. Understanding the
convention as empty is a mistake by the substantialists who discard the
verbal convention without taking into consideration the role and necessity of
the conventional truth. In this way the ultimate cannot be acquired and

nirvana is, therefore, not attained.

*bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11: 47aL11-47aR3 35 s §x ey gumgan By
e AR R 47aR I Y F RN agRn T | AR B TR JEAFA §R N AR SgF G N Y mAg g |
ARAN A FIN A .ﬁl\" 3 YRR AR FN 47aR: <e\ Saraa xﬁd\ YN B | AREEAA £l gu‘ W .ﬁ&\l‘@@fu‘q'é\l‘ﬂﬂ‘
WRgR ak A ’-\Z!"‘«N N i;d\ AR AR AR WA S PRI ARYRN 476R3l\"1‘1

41 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11:47aR3-47aR6 geEg gy Sy R gand) iRy
Ega'g'ﬁaﬁﬁﬂv'néw qg&qw'gm'g\w RN S a@o\ ENEESES ) ﬁ!-\ AN YRN AR ;lk\ 47aR4xx; QYR Bla iR}
gﬁm\m‘ggﬁ'_a&% Q%q'u'(‘@'gé'qﬁ&q'ﬁ'gqiﬁﬁ'qrq@:&luQq'én‘m'zﬁr:w‘ A AR YRR A RR A
47aRSRETRN'%{ Q‘%N‘g&'mﬁ'g;ms@qqm‘ﬁﬂj:&'%N' %ﬂ&'q?ﬁ
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24.10 When you charged us with a fault that if [everything] is empty,
all [things] such as Four Noble Truths, etc. will result in being non-
existent, you do not understand the meaning of the two truths.
“Emptiness” refers to the emptiness in the ultimate [truth] and does
not refer to the non-existence [in] the conventional [truth]. Because
you grasp that it refers to that the convention itself is empty, i.e.,
nothing is there, you do not understand the meaning of profound
reality of the Buddha’s teachings. And because you understand that
there is no conventional [truth], you discard verbal convention.
Therefore, you will not acquire the ultimate [truth]; because you do

not acquire it, “nirvana is not attained.”*

Further explanation of the discard of verbal convention is given in line 47aR5

in which this misunderstanding is ascribed also to the substantialists. While

discarding the verbal convention they cannot acquire the ultimate truth.

[Regarding “without] relying on” and so forth, substantialists
understand the teaching of emptiness as [meaning] the nothingness of
this conventional [truth] and denigrate the verbal convention.
Discarding the [verbal convention], they do not acquire the ultimate
[truth]. Therefore, nirvana is not attained. Because, for attaining
nirvana, it is necessary to acquire the ultimate truth. Therefore, in
order to make it acquired it is necessary to rely on the verbal

convention. As was stated in the following way: “It is impossible for

#bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 11:47aL9-47aL11: 35 g==%s Qe 5 <deysra47TaLon o

q@aﬂquxam%m EqmgqqﬁmqmQﬁqqg@ﬁqﬂ;ﬂm%§:qgg&\lufﬁ5&qx§:qm=xgv@q§nagu
NN3X473L10N<\10\5N 95,3&& ‘-\NL\QN‘-\ w:w\w\xlakxwo\\ \avuugd\&ln:uwk\{uo\y\gk\o\mqmﬁ

3 ER AR R AN R YR RN RN R 47aL11§§!_KL§§}MS_% agRar ‘ %
3 Rﬁ\
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the wise to climb up to the top of the palace of reality without the steps

of correct convention.*3”*.

5. Conclusion

Firstly, after analysing the examples given above where the
*Prasangika position is stated in Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s commentary, it is
clear that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags had a complete outlook on the distinction
between the two sub-schools of Madhyamika. Beside he had taken position
after the analysis of the *Svatantrika approach, the *Prasangika position is

explained with reference to Nagarjuna’s intention.

Secondly, placing this discussion within the First Chapter itself shows
that it was one of Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s main concerns to clarify the
methodology of Madhyamikas in his role of being one of the first translators
of Madhyamaka Literature in the later period of diffusion of Buddhism in
Tibet @'ﬁﬂ phyi dar). This approach may have been taught in Kasmir. Even
though sources are not mentioned, we can probably assume that this was the
scholastic discussion during Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s time in Kasmir, where
he studied according to Seyfort-Ruegg under Siiksmajana, Parahitabhadra,
Mahasumati and Bhavyardja.  These scholars may have made the
distinction between *Svatantrika’s approach and that of *Prasangika prior to
the Tibetan scholars who adopted it later with the translation works by Pa

tshab Nyi ma grags.

43 This quotation can be found in the Madhyamakahrdayakarika (MHK) kk.:
3.12, see Ejima p.270-71, Ejima refers to the Abhisamayalamkaraloka by
Haribhadra and did not regard it as an original verse but as a later insertion though
Tib DNP editions take it as Bhaviveka’s verse, also see Ichigo’s
Madhyamakalamkara: 1985, p. 232., for translation see Saito, A. :2020: 519.

44 bKa' gdams gsung 'bum, Vol 1 1, 47aR6 ff.: YRS Rl:\kl Exr 128 FRNER '9'-\3&151{
A7 £ G%‘f;r-\ S 31:\ 5 NI ﬁ47aR6uN TR Ea Cehlvakal %‘é]Rl\"R'N‘q"ﬁ&'Qaﬁa’\‘agﬂw'nw'@'iﬁ'
LA AN AN AND PRI REAL UM ARN AN
ux@g'ﬁﬁ&'um'ﬁ\ m:‘gq‘@q‘ﬁq'g\sw@'ﬂw‘ @g'qx'ul:'gq%mi8m:‘%§@'1 @':'S'm:ﬂ 2 g 31 TRy g Qg A

Al

4 Seyfort Ruegg 2000, 44.

— 104 —



110 Pa tshab Nyi ma grags's Commentary on the MMK (Kamarid)

In this way this material gives new evidence that has only been
assumed by different scholars that Pa tshab Nyi ma grags was probably a key
figure in the transmission of *Prasangika’s understanding of the MMK in
Tibet.

Thirdly, it was not Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s main intention to explain
the verses of MMK within the First Chapter of his commentary. Instead,
various topics on Logic and Epistemology as well as Buddhist and Indian
Thought were presented. These topics of studies are well related to the
presentation of the Madhyamika’s distinction between the two sub-schools,
*Svatantrika and *Prasangika. The four possibilities are another example
where Pa tshab Nyi ma grags places the position of the *Prasangika first.

Fourth, the role of language is no doubt important for drawing out the
different approaches, i.e., the *Svatantrika’s approach with an autonomous
logic and the *Prasangika’s way of unwanted consequence. With these
different approaches that were critical of each other, Pa tshab Nyi ma grags
endorsed the *Prasangika approach to which he also ascribed Nagarjuna’s

intention.

Fifthly, in the MMK the role of language is discussed in the 24®
Chapter, verses 8-10, of which selected parts were presented in the above
discussion together with Pa tshab Nyi ma grags’s comments on them. The
verbal convention is necessary to acquire the ultimate truth and further to

attain nirvana.

Appendix: Sa bead in Tibetan for part 2.113

NP

2113 Ry SRR g P G agr r5bL2](4) 55 4 RN Y IR By RR gR G QR & SR AN
S AT SH | RARE AR BaRGTafuas P suagr By aliy g g P aer sr gy
RN AP HR AR BNy RER AN AR TR A 13aRIGR AR rER AR | Farags
q’g{:‘:ﬁ{[lSaRl—BaRﬂ
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R I a—— 1 R e - ——— . N A ——
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Blm'qa'ﬁg'qmm'g'q’@]13aR3-13aR4
2.113.12 arg A HA alf ANy AER §Nys RgR R 13aR2] R e 13aRSan g Ax G5 R
13aRi By Y B < 8] RS B 5 <1 S
r\arqa'@ﬁnxmn;q‘q'y' ER N‘§q‘qw
2.113.13 g'g'wa‘l3aR353'q<ﬁ'q‘qEﬁ'q’[13aR2/3] H'q‘g'\j‘q"fi‘\;ﬁ' qﬁqq’qé_—\'q
3\13&4
2.113.14 %’N‘Qsﬁ'wﬁ:'n&[l 3aR3] §'n'qgg'qa'§q'§|:':rmm'5:'5':1@5'&1‘1‘%\
21132 e (VYT e gR g R e 4ald) SR T e v aag I
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2.113.21 Ko\ AR :lu‘(slo\ US| 5&1 E(ll'ug‘\ @ gd\k\l l4aL5b{Z!"&!‘ S} 5&1 L\Eo\ @ QRNARYR B

=gE | [14aL4-14aL6]

2.113.22 R §R 8 e as VSR BNy NER SN 53 [ 14aL6]

2.113.23 FNYH 2\ \7&({:\!-\ URERN 3\ a«u'qu@mqqqm«'5‘:}'&\&7&1{1@‘[14aL9]
2.113.24 xq';‘m‘aqglr]«mwﬁ'ﬂmgr\‘:la'ga‘g}:w:r‘%u[ 14aL.10]

2.113.3 g Z@w\ AER= 3\ R U 14aRS8] uﬁ'ﬁmwgq‘%'qqa\'ruwnzﬂ'mm@wqm'x:
14aR9mm'§'qx'a§§‘n'§1 %’ﬁuﬁ'Rl'qaq'ul:'§'&'§x'§§‘qaﬂ“iﬁ'nrg§
2.113.4 yq‘g?ﬁ'q‘I4bLSﬂw‘g'qmgmgx'ﬁq‘«m&\q [14bL4]

Abbreviations
MMK Miilamadhyamakakarika by Nagarjuna. See Ye 2011.

PsP Prasannapada by Candrakirti, D No. 3860, P No. 5260. See La Vallée
Poussin 1903-1913.
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dBu ma rtsa ba'i shes rab kyi ti ka bstan bcos sGron ma gsal bar byed
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5 OF
=]

I 7 e = XA TRARPEFR] I
F 5 WL B SLIRE L OYRBIRO X512
B9 % im Bl R fids)

Fv7 « 1=V > K (Dorte Kamarid)

WY 7T e =2 7285 TRATHE] (MMK) OFERIZ, [A4
LAAE ] bKa’ gdams gsung hum DEEOIER & & BT, THDLY 27
HRF oy NFEAMETT S MR E Tz, IEFER LI ZOFERIL,
EERO T A— (dbumed) FTENNHHIATHY, 2 52 74U A
TS AL, ERRREOFE 1R8I EN TN D, REARITE, T
v MZBT HLHERFE BT A8 b= ka5 2 T\ D,

TRy MRV TR b EARFRENE (otaba) O—ATHDHN
Yy 7« =<4 7 PatshabNyimagrags (1055-ca1145) I, F¥ K7 F%—
T 4 DEEEHND, %< OEELMEEZ A7 Y v NEPDH T
v FEEICEIRR L, 7y MLEZEH (phyi dar) 122 KeEmAZ 72 LT,

AR D 7x A M, [ TRASF - B Gal J Sk 278 [T
B (&l J J dBumartsa ba shes rab kyi i ka sgron ma gsal bar byed pa zhes bya ba
L, BAF (Folio 52bR10-52bR11) 1T D~/ N—AYT 4 (INAZT
1) OB E, XY 7T =X T DOEETH D,

AL, Y77 e =272k D2 Gl prasanga & AL (G
FE] svatantra & VN5 FHEEOfE L & R B UK *Prasangika & B 7R
*Svatantrika |Z-DVNT D=~ % 7 Jl B OffE—% B & I XM T2 YROSL
LW H—5/ L, BEEMADZEE#HBE LTS,

DL, #RCa BB LIz L oI, Y77 - == 71k, Thb
OHEEEZWOTHER L, BIREIFBIRDK 3 & Ty N O{LEFUIE
AL WIDFE Th ol mien H 5, Y77« =<7k, B
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EDH I =TI N—RATT 4 (INAT o) | A—T ATy,
NFTHT 7N~ T4 THAT T8 EOFEEDGHBURO X 3B
T 52O DOEREEFEDR, Ty MUk LB 2 b5,

2O [RAPME] (ST 2FROE1FET, XY 7T« =~ H T,
FRBEEECREI AR 7R & DR E LT A 2R FUR A HERINIE L L, B
H oL G DIFBIRONIG A B LT\ D,

ARaE, XY 77 ==X 718D AR EIFRBIRO X3 BT D iR
AT L, EREE SN CERERD Y EARIC L > TRSIT O
ZEEETEL, fme LTE,



