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L1: [PREFACE]

During the past three thousand years there has been an awakening consciousness that the
phenomenon of "man" transcends tribal, national, or cultural determination. Human history,
understood as the forms of man's self-consciousness in relation to his physical and social
environment, can be seen today in a universal context -- we are discovering the implications
of the statement that "the earth is round." This recognition draws attention to the
possibility and practical need of understanding forms of human life that on first contact
appear strange and even meaningless.

Religion participates in human history; it is expressed in different concepts, attitudes,
specific symbolic actions (ritual), and socials patterns These forms which are relevant to
human meaning in one context often appear to be irrelevant in another context. Thus it is
crucial to interpret a religious phenomenon with reference to its own intention and pattern
of meaning, if one is to understand its relevance for those persons who regard it as
significant. The effort toward such understanding results in a tension of relating the
genius found in the particular historical phenomenon with the universal categories that make
any understanding of different phenomena possible at all. (i.e. What "universals categories"
? Sound like absolutism, a bad start.)

The term "emptiness" (which in the past also has been translated by "nothingness" or
"relativity") (i.e. maybe it should be understood as "dependent", not existing by itself
independently of anything else, like the universals categories of Plato.) suggests for many
Westerners the notion of chaos, nonreality, or the opposite of anything positive. This is,
of course, understandable in the context of Western philosophical, poetical, and religious
expression. In trying to understand the meaning of this term in the thought and life of any
Eastern people where Buddhism is cultural force, however, we must ask how this notion
relates to other notions and attitudes about life that form a cultural matrix different from
ours. This book is presented as an effort to understand the notion of "emptiness" as
expressed by a second-century Buddhist religious seer ; hopefully it will be useful for both
the professional student of religious life, and for the reader interested in the problems of
human communication.

The material in each of the four parts contributes to the analysis.



-- Part I gives a description of the problem in interpretation with which we are confronted,
and a brief examination of the historical background for Nagarjuna's religious teaching.
-- While Part II contains the most technical discussion, it is not meant to be read only by
the specialist in Buddhist philosophy; perseverance by the reader will be rewarded by a much
clearer insight into the significance of using the term "emptiness" than if this section
were omitted.
-- In Part III we have related Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" to other expressions in Indian
religious thought;
-- in Part IV the significance of "viewing all existing things as empty" is examined within
the context of the more general religious concern to transform man's limited existence into
the fullest, freest reality.

The difficulty in translating ideas from one language to another is an old problem. This
problem is aggravated in translating religious symbols and awareness, in part because words
themselves are regarded as inadequate conveyors of the reality perceived in the religious
awareness. Thus the words which express "the inexpressible" in one language and religious
context have perhaps correlate terms in another language, but the religious context is so
different that the translations lose their original "intention". One aid in overcoming this
problem is the use of several terms to translate a single term, though it is self-evident
that in doing so the translator runs the risk of losing the multi-dimensional character of
the most important notions in a religious tradition (i.e. maybe it is not a matter of
finding terms, like if there were absolute terms to find, but to gradually change the whole
perception and understanding.). The general principle we have used here is that in the
translations found in the appendixes we have almost always used the same English word to
translate a certain Sanskrit term; while in the body of the book, where the notions are
interpreted, we have varied the translation. For instance, dukkha is always found as
"sorrow" in the translations, while it is rendered as "pain" or "turmoil" as well in the
interpretation; or prajna is translated as "wisdom" in the appendixes, though also as
"spiritual insight" in the explanation. Sunyata is almost always translated as "emptiness."
Wherever the English terms refer to a Sanskrit technical religious term, the Sanskrit terms
are placed in parentheses immediately following them. Since most of the primary source
material for this study is in Sanskrit, we have used mostly Sanskrit terminology; however,
in referring to Buddhist thought found in materials preserved in Pali, the Pali terms are
used.

The study of "emptiness" is not entirely new, and my indebtedness to earlier analyses is
quite clear. Outside of using the Sanskrit texts attributed to Nagarjuna, my reading has
been directed to scholars writing in Western languages, though I have had the opportunity to
speak personally with Indian and Japanese Buddhist scholars about Nagarjuna's use of
"emptiness" and Madhyamika thought. An attempt to understand religious life is greatly aided
by the stimulation and guidance given by individuals who themselves are involved with
interpreting this complex area of human expression. Therefore I want to take this
opportunity to acknowledge gratefully the help given to me by the following men from the
University ... ...

FREDERICK J. STRENG

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************



L1: [PART  I.  THE RELEVANCE of STUDYING "EMPTINESS"]
L2: [CHAPTER 1. The Problem - 17]

This study is concerned with the relationship between religious awareness and symbolic
expression. It is an investigation into the nature and dynamics of religious meaning found
in the conceptual, or "theoretical,' mode of expression. To illuminate this problem we will
focus on the meaning of one of the most important expressions of spiritual truth in Buddhism
: all existing things are empty. (MMK, xxiv. 19 & 20; xxv. 22; VV, 59.)

Religious awareness is stated in propositional form in order to give "knowledge"—a knowledge
claiming to be the most profound of any human apprehension or cognition. It is knowledge
which has been labeled as "Truth" in the most significant sense, truth which has the power
to transform human lives radically. The knowledge of this truth, when coupled with certain
activity, permits the transformation from chaos to order, from death to life, or from greed
to indifference (i.e. equanimity is not indifference). Religious (transforming) knowledge is
affirmed by its adherents to have its ultimate source in a transhuman dimension of
existence. Therefore, besides appealing to such norms of truth as personal experience and
logical inference, its final appeal is to a dimension of human awareness variously known by
such terms as "insight," "revelation," and "enlightenment." (i.e. enlightenment is not a
knowledge; all knowledge are suffering according to Buddha) Religious knowledge, then,
purports to do more than give information or assert a "fact"; it claims to transform by the
power inherent in it. (i.e. enlightenment is not "produced" otherwise it would not be
"unconditioned")

Religious knowledge, however, is not something simply ''given," just to be changed a bit
here or there. It is only gropingly discovered and rediscovered. It participates in the
process of human fabrication known as history. As such, it is related to human vocabularies,
structures of thought, and individual sensitivities; and its value as transforming-truth is
dependent on the cognitive patterns by which such truth can be known. (i.e. there are many
Paths exactly because of that; because men have different capacities and background)

"To know" means to have a conditioning (and conditioned) apparatus for interiorizing
existence. (i.e. that is karma) Existence becomes human existence when it is interpreted;
and human existence includes the interpretive scheme provided by cognition (i.e. knowledge
is also karma). A person apprehends that aspect of existence with his patterns of
sensitivity permit him to perceive; and the meaning which one gets from a religious
assertion is dependent, in part, on relating it to more general human structures of thought.
(i.e. there is no absolute concepts, everything is relative to one's own experience) While
religious truth is sometimes considered as an abstract entity "floating above" the human
concerns of living, here it will be regarded as a part of the living organism of culture in
which it emerges. The importance of this consideration for our study is that the
relationship between religious awareness and verbal expression is considered to be
reciprocal. In the context of this investigation, the term "conceptual expression" is meant
to cover its necessary counterpart, "conceptual apprehension." Thus, conceptual apprehension
-expression and religious awareness are codeterminate; no logical a priori nor temporal
precedence needs to be established. (i.e. See Piaget's theory of Knowledge - and Buddha's
theory of karma and kleshas.)

The problem of the relationship between religious awareness and verbal expression is very
large and can be structured into different problem area.
-- For instance, distinctions can be discerned and described along lines of structure,



content, and function, as suggested by Joachim Wach in A Comparative Study of Religions.
-- Or religious symbols can be viewed as a variety of archetypal patterns expressing the
"sacred," as seen in Mircea Eliade's Patterns in Comparative Religions.
-- Or the problem can be approached systematically as is done by Paul Tillich in his
Systematic Theology.

The approach to the problem here, however, is not a general description, a hermeneutical
technique, nor an approach from a systematic theological perspective; it is an attempt to
expose something of the nature and dynamics of one kind of religious expression: the
formulation and articulation of Ultimate Truth (i.e. Ultimate Truth is not expressible with
words, concepts. The best we can do it to turn around it by saying what it is not). In this
expression we will seek to expose a deep, underlying organizing force within religious
meaning: the structure by which the knower apprehends "transforming truth" or ulimate
reality -- since truth and reality are complementary elements of the sacred. We intend to
examine a dimension of man's predisposition for accepting certain religious meanings and for
rejecting others. Thus, we are limiting our investigation to conceptual expressions which
are formulations that can be denied, attacked, defended, and explained. (i.e. we are not
talking about accepting revelations here)

Two observations must be made at this point concerning the use of conceptual expressions for
exposing religious awareness. These suggest the problematic character of examining religious
statements of truth, but at the same time indicate the importance of studying this mode of
religious phenomena.

The first observation is that statements expressing religious knowledge are more than just
speculative fabrication removed from religious activity; they, to the contrary, reflect the
inner struggle of man as homo religious to understand himself and the existence of which he
is a part. Thus, they are a dynamic force in the bipolar process of religious awareness: the
apprehension and fabrication of what is real for the human being.

In the context of a religious community the direct concern with religious knowledge often is
localized in a relatively small group of people who seek to preserve, explicate, and defend
the religious intention and insight of these statements. The impetus for this concern is the
articulation of truth -- truth which admittedly is much more than the propositions indicated
by the statements. Yet, this articulation of truth has a certain norm which is internal to
the truth, and the internal norm is intrinsically related to the religious vision which has
the power of transformation. Thus the formulations of creeds and doctrines of the
"prophetic" world religions and the metaphysical and psychological analyses of the "gnostic"
world religions should not be regarded as mere speculations, but as self-conscious attempts
to convey the richness and depth of true existence. The fact that there is such a thing as a
history of religious ideas and doctrines indicates the dynamics of lively minds
reformulating the inherited patterns of religious awareness in reaction to new and
particular situations. The theoretical dimension of religious awareness is not somehow added
to the "factual"; rather it helps to mold what is known as the "factual" itself.

The second observation concerning the use of verbal expressions for manifesting religious
awareness is that religious expressions participate in "secular" modes of apprehension.
There is no phenomenon which is "pure religion." Whenever man thinks, he uses conventions of
thought, either consciously or unconsciously, which he has learned as a social being. Also,
when he participates in religious life he incorporates religious truth based on the norms
for deriving meaning which, at least in post-archaic times, are learned from his experiences



both inside and outside the religious community. If the internal (and often unconscious)
norms of meaning derived from his religious activity are at great variance with those
derived from his secular activities, he may repress one for the other or exist with a
cognitive schizophrenia. Nevertheless, his religious understanding originates with, and is
nurtured by, patterns of expression and modes of thinking which operate as norms for
religious as well as nonreligious knowledge. The fact that certain possibilities for
religious apprehension are produced while others are suppressed accentuates the historical
character of the choices which are available to a person. It is just this involvement of
religious knowledge with the secular structures of apprehension that makes it relevant for
human life, and is at the same time the source of the difficulty in understanding various
expressions of religious knowledge.

Our investigation of the nature and dynamics of religious meaning will not lead to some
general theory of religious expression; rather, this concern is relevant to the extent that
it provides insights for ''understanding" a particular religious phenomenon. The concrete
phenomenon on which we will focus primarily is comparatively "late" in the history of
religions; it is the term "emptiness" (sunyata) used by the Buddhist philosopher Nagarjuna
in India during the second century A.D. to express the nature of ultimate reality. An
investigation of Nagarjuna's use of the term "emptiness" is instructive for opening avenues
of understanding from several perspectives. For instance, "emptiness" is the epitome of the
anomaly which Indian monastic Buddhism presents in comparative studies of religion; for this
form of Buddhism frames its vision without recourse to God (as the term is used in
Christianity, Islam, Shinto, or even the bhakti form of Hinduism). This term suggests an
emphasis on the "negative" character of existence. How then can such a formulation be the
source of religious inspiration? Also, in the narrower scope of Buddhist studies there is
continual reinterpretation of such apparently "negative" concepts as nirvana, "nonself"
(anatman), and "impermanence" (anitya), as well as "emptiness" (sunyata). Buddhist scholars
seek to get some insight into this element of Buddhist religious life by turning to the
ontological and epistemological implications which such terms have. Concretely the problem
in Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" is that he denies that it is just another word for an
inexpressible Ultimate Reality behind all phenomenal existence on the one hand; on the
other, he denies that this is a form of  nihilism. The question is: What does this term mean
as it is used in its own context of thought?

An investigation into the use of "emptiness" to articulate ultimate reality is useful in
understanding the universal human activity of expressing religious knowledge. It is
especially useful for students of religious thought who stand within the Jewish, Christian,
and Muslim traditions because it denies the validity of the internal norm for religious
affirmation which is most prominent in Western thought, thereby suggesting that their own
assumptions are not the only bases for religious meaning.

-- The internal norm for much of Western religious knowledge is the recognition that "God
is," and any meaningful religious statement must be related to His revelation of Himself
(however this may be defined). Human religious discussion does not begin until after God has
acted; the discussion assumes God as the One with whom man interacts, and the concern of the
discussion is the proper knowledge and service of God.

-- Nagarjuna, to the contrary, stands within the Buddhist tradition that begins the
religious discussion with the general human situation of incompleteness and frustration; he
clarifies the basis of this feeling of frustration, which then is rectified by reconsidered
views and appropriate action. Thus we will see that an understanding of "emptiness" does not



mean a definition of something conceived as an essence with attributes but is a term used to
shift the mode of apprehending "existence" and "ultimate reality." (i.e. it is just a
"tool", a skilful mean, an antidote for intellectuals stuck in their views and suffering
because of this.)

The present study of Nagarjuna's use of the term "emptiness" has two foci, each of which has
a bearing on the other. These foci represent the two aspects of study for a historian of
religions.
-- One focus is a concern with the religious meaning of a concrete religious phenomenon.
-- The other is a concern with the universal human activity of religious expression.

It is not surprising that the investigation of one should enhance an understanding of the
other. On the one hand, the activity of expressing religious awareness extends beyond any
particular religious phenomenon; on the other, an understanding of the universal human
religious activity becomes vague speculation unless it is based on a detailed analysis of
the concrete data. Nagarjuna used the term "emptiness" with a keen awareness of the problems
involved in expressing the inexpressible; so a study of the way it was used to articulate
its apprehension of transforming truth may provide an insight into the problem of
articulating religious knowledge. However, not only may an investigation of Nagarjuna's use
of "emptiness"
-- aid in understanding the relationship between religious awareness and verbal expression,
-- but a conscious concern with the latter, I believe, will provide an important clue for
understanding the religious significance of "emptiness."

The difficulties of this topic are familiar to scholars of India thoughts and those of
religious expression. "Emptiness" has been most often investigated as a philosophical term.
There is certainly sufficient material in the texts of Nagarjuna and those of his disciples
with which to construct a systematic presentation of such perennial problems as the nature
of cause and effect, reality, existence, and knowledge. We need only to recall the studies
of T. Stcherbatsky, A. B. Keith, T. R. V. Murti, and E. Frauwallner, to suggest the work
that has been done from a philosophical perspective. Closely related are those scholars who
took a more historical perspective, explicating the meaning of this term in light of the
shifting pressures exerted by elements of the cultural milieu, such as Louis de La Vallée
Poussin, Surendranath Dasgupta, and Étienne Lamotte. All these men are specialists to whose
considered judgments we must resort; nevertheless, my own concern with the material is
somewhat different.

Certain factors which contribute to religious meaning need to be analyzed by formulating
questions of a general and specific sort: What is the relation between the half-rejected,
half-seized glimmer of existence and the full illumination which purifies and transforms
human life? In terms of the textual materials, we would ask: How does the structure of
Nagarjuna's apprehension of truth help to define the manner in which Madhyamika Buddhism
expresses "the way of release"? What does it mean religiously for Nagarjuna to articulate
his awareness of truth through a dialectic? Thus, this study seeks to examine the way
Nagarjuna used the term "emptiness" together with an uncompromising dialectic to express
Ultimate Truth. In doing so, it probes into one aspect of the relationship between religious
awareness and verbal expression.

The problem of the relationship between the articulation of religious knowledge and
religious awareness is, I believe, central to understanding assertions of religious truth
made with a self-consciousness about the limitations of conceptual structures. This problem



is important because it raises the question about implicit norms for relating words
meaningfully; it suggests that there may be more than one or two norms for judging religious
knowledge as "true" or "false." Some acquaintance with Nagarjuna's religious dialectic
suggests that the two more common "internal norms" for establishing religious truth do not
apply. The two norms are those found in religious intuition and myth.
-- Intuition regards concepts as mere "analogies," as discussed by Rudolf Otto in The Idea
of the Ho1y.
-- Myth, says Mircea Eliade, in being told "establishes a truth that is absolute."
-- Both the "intuitive" and "mythical" normative structures for apprehending religious truth
require an objective Ultimate Reality to which they refer.
-- This assumption that religious concepts require an absolute referent is denied by
Nagarjuna, who declares that both the phenomenal and ultimate realms are "empty." By
comparing the internal norms for making meaningful religious statements and correlating
these to the structures of religious apprehension, we can perceive the significance of using
the term "emptiness" to articulate Ultimate Truth.

This study of Nagarjuna's use of the term "emptiness" in the context of the relationship
between religious awareness and verbal expression has theological implications. Our concern
with religious expression is based on the judgment that man in nature and society must be
taken seriously because man is made for God. Mankind with its hopes and fears, its striving
for meaning, its struggle to express the truth, is an integral parts of God's creation. An
understanding of human religious awareness and the articulation of the Christian gospel are
complementary elements in the task of systematic theology under the category of
"revelation." Our approach in considering revelation is, however, an indirect one and
attempts to analyze the religious meaning of an expression which appears to be radically
different from the Judeo-Christian affirmation of a concrete historical revelation of God.

By suggesting theological implications we are not inferring that "emptiness," in the form
used by Nagarjuna, can be successfully integrated into an articulation of the Christian
gospel. Rather, it represents a religious apprehension quite unlike the classic mythical and
analogical structures within the Christian tradition; it therefore may present an
alternative meaning-structure in an age whose religious awareness is admittedly made up of
half-forgotten myths that are being transplanted by a literal or secular language. What may
appear to be the dissolution of religious perception may itself provide the structure for a
new transforming power On the other hand, the reader's religious sensitivities may be of a
more exclusive, traditional nature. In such a case it is important to know the possibilities
of religious awareness—not as a possible alternative but as a position to be rejected. This
analysis will not take up an elaboration of this suggestion in any systematic way; rather,
it intends to probe one area in the expression of religious knowledge and give an insight
into the relationship between religious awareness and the articulation of religious truth.

Our problem and the data help to define broad methodological assumptions. To "understand"
religious phenomena involves at least two aspects:
-- one is preserving the integrity of the particular phenomenon;
-- the other is structuring the interpretation along lines whereby the intentions of the
investigation are most appropriately met.
-- Thus, we must deal with concrete data found in the history of human activity and at the
same time be aware of the limitations and possibilities of the perspective we have assumed
for understanding.

The aim to "understand," as conceived in this study, must be differentiated from a Buddhist



disciple's aim to know the truth of "emptiness." While both the Buddhist disciple and the
historian of religions express a desire to know the meaning of "emptiness," the disciple
wants to realize this personally within himself and would find the historical and
phenomenological distinctions that we will make here a diversion from his goal. We, on the
other hand, want to know its meaning by relating it to categories of thought through which
we organize or structure data. From our perspective, to "understand" requires a
confrontation with the concrete, particular, historical data, and an interpretation of these
data in their relation to the universal human effort of religious expression. We proceed
with the assumption that the expressions, the statements of religious knowledge, the cultic
activities, and the symbols have meaning and that the character of meaning in those
statements pertains to ultimate spiritual concerns. A concern for the concrete data hopes to
correct a religious imperialism whereby all religious data are regarded to be the same as
those found in the investigator's own religious apprehension (or lack of it).

We contend that assuming a relation between a particular religious datum and a general
concern with religious phenomena does not necessarily presuppose that all religious
phenomena are basically the same; rather, it implies that within every society there are men
who act with religious concerns which are so termed because they have some characteristics
in common with other concerns termed "religious." We do assume that to be human involves the
capacity to have some form of religious awareness. To say this does not minimize in the
least the difficulty of empathizing with a religion apprehension emerging in a historical
contest different from that of the investigator. On the other hand, this difficulty does not
make such a study worthless.

There are a number of ways in which concrete historical data can be handled, depending in
large part on what kind of data are appropriate to the task at hand. Since we are concerned
with the problem of symbolic apprehension rather than with the development of the religious
community as a social and political institution, our data will be found primarily in
religious texts which articulate the religious awareness. While these textual data must be
seen in the cultural milieu appropriate to them, they are not seen simply as its product.
Our approach to understanding "emptiness" is different from the historicistic approach which
has been so common during the past half century. Rather than simply describing the
historical influences which "changed" a religious apprehension from the outside, we will
attempt to understand this expression by investigating a few elements within the inner
dynamics of religious thought.

This approach tries to understand "emptiness" by analyzing three determinants of religious
meaning:
1) the conceptual milieu which provides the vocabulary and patterns of thought for
evaluations and perspectives,
2) the internal norm for truth or the regulative pattern of interrelated concepts inherent
in any human attempt to make meaningful assertions, and
3 ) the distinctive "religious" significance derived from the religious knowledge that is
articulated.

The first determinant will be considered through an analysis of the relation between
"emptiness" (sunyata) and four important Buddhist concerns:
l) The nature of the factors that constitute existence (dharmas),
2) causal relations (pratitya-samutpada),
3) nirvana, and
4) religious wisdom (prajna).



The second will be approached by comparing three "structures of religious apprehension" as
manifested in phenomena which can be regarded as "classical types" of these structures
within Indian thought. It might be mentioned here that these three structures are not meant
to represent the only symbolical means of apprehending religious truth but are given, in
part, to establish the fact that there is a variety of apprehending-processes.

The third determinant will be considered through an analysis of the nature of "religious
meaning" by explicating the religious contents of "emptiness" and exposing the implications
of this interpretation for a general understanding of the significance of religious
statements.

After a brief chapter outlining the religious context of Nagarjuna's expression within the
history of Buddhist thought, each determinant will be considered in turn and sill form a
major section of this study. Each section attempts to complement the others in an ever
expanding context for understanding "emptiness" as a religious term. Reciprocally,
"emptiness" is particularly useful in portraying the importance of each of these elements,
for it brings to light the role each has in the emergence of this religious meaning.

Regarding the particular hermeneutical task of this study, we must also delimit clearly
areas which themselves would be fruitful for study but which, for practical considerations,
must be omitted. One of these area is the historical origin and development of Buddhism as
an institutionalized "Way," such as found in the writings of N. Dutt, É. Lamotte, and T.W.
Rhys Davids. This is the realm of the Buddhologist or Indologist. Another area of study
which is related to this investigation but not identical with it is a systematic analysis of
the nature of religious phenomena, such as found in Rudolf Otto's The Idea of the Holy, Ian
Ramsey's Religious Language, or F. S. C. Northrop's The Meeting of East and West. A third
area which is directly related to this study but whose intent stands outside the scope of it
is a philosophy or phenomenology of language as may be found in the writings of E. Cassirer,
S. Langer, or E. Sapir. As suggested before, we will simply assume that the symbol is a
vehicle of communication by which the religious awareness comes to consciousness, without
considering how symbols are related to the aesthetic, emotional, or social dimensions of
human existence.

In sum, our task is to investigate Nagarjuna's use of the term "emptiness" to aid our
understanding of the relationship between religious awareness and conceptual expression. We
will proceed with the working hypothesis that human symbolization is a participating factor
of all expressed religious awareness; therefore, a study of the dynamics of religious
thought will both illuminate the meaning of a specific religious phenomenon and contribute
to an understanding of the human role in articulating religious knowledge. Our method for
understanding is partly determined by the formulation of the problem. But it also helps
define the way in which data are used to solve the problem. To understand the religious
meaning of "emptiness" involves an examination of three expanding areas of reference. The
narrowest area is the specific Buddhist articulation of religious knowledge in India at the
beginning of the Christian era; the second, wider area is the Indian religious environment
in which can be seen several structures of religious apprehension; and finally, the third
area is the human problem of articulating religious knowledge.

We shall try to move within workable limits of the problems involved in knowing Ultimate
Truth. However, the nature of the problem displays a centrifugal force which carries the
investigator into dangerous realms of pitfalls. In approaching a phenomenon such as
religious apprehension we have to make the choice (perhaps more unconscious than conscious)



of whether we will let the subject matter draw us on, or whether we will set a more
un-Promethean goal. Recognizing that this study represents an opportunity to crystallize
some of the issues in understanding religious expression by an analysis of the concrete
data, we present it as an investigation of one aspect of a vast problem.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 2. The religious context of Nagarguna's expression - 28]

In order to interpret Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" in its historical context we should
indicate briefly three factors which contribute to this usage.
1. The first is the historical information we have about Nagarjuna
2. the second is the influence of two religious traditions:
-- one which emphasizes a conceptual analysis,
-- the other which emphasizes meditation;
3. and the third factor deals with the basic religious concepts and presuppositions used by
the Buddhists which formed the conceptual matrix out of which Nagarjuna's expression
emerged.

L3: [Nagarjuna's Place in the History of Buddhism]

Very little historical information about Nagarjuna is available at the present time. The
consensus of scholarly opinion is that Nagarjuna systematized his view on "emptiness' during
the second half of the second century A.D., and that while originating in South India his
influence quickly spread to the Ghandhara area in North-West India. Another fact, which is
acknowledged by many authorities, is that Nagarjuna was from a Brahmin family. This would at
least not argue against his having a high degree of education including training in
metaphysical discussion.

The accounts of Nagarjuna found in the Chinese and Tibetan traditions regard him as an
alchemist and possessor of superhuman powers. These however, present a better picture of the
religious concerns and attitudes of fifth-century Buddhism than a literal account of the
activities of Nagarjuna. Such biographies served two purposes for the Buddhist community:
first, they established a principle of spiritual leadership in a succession of patriarchs;
and secondly, they defended the rights of Madhyamika principles to be considered as the
Buddha's original dharma. Likewise in the Indian literature of the end of the first
millennium A.D., Nagarjuna, the author of medical and alchemist treatises, is mentioned;
however, it is difficult to make a direct connection between the alchemists and spiritual
healers on the one hand and the second-century religious dialectician on the other.

From the limited material available we can sift out certain general facts that permit a
reconstruction of the philosopher Nagarjuna only in barest outline. We know nothing that
would deny that he received the spiritual and intellectual training of a Brahmin, and we
know nothing which would suggest extraordinary influence from elements outside the Hindu and
Buddhist religious milieu of second-century India. From evidence in his writings it is clear
that he was acquainted with the various philosophical schools of thought as well as the
practice of realizing "wisdom" (prajna) through the process of analysis (as reflected in the
Abhidharma literature) and contemplation (dhyana) .

L3: [Two Traditions Converge : Abhidharma and Prajnaparamita]



According to the Theravada Buddhist tradition, the Buddha's teaching  is summarized in the
Four Noble Truths, where we find that
1.  all existence is characterized by turmoil (dukkha),
2.  that this turmoil (dukkha) arises from a "thirst" (i.e. craving) for objects of man's
mental and emotional fabrication,
3.  that there is freedom from turmoil (dukkha),
4.  and that the means for attaining this freedom is the Middle Path, referred to as the
Noble Eightfold Path.

This teaching included not only a view of life but also principles of ethical conduct and a
method for controlling the mental-emotional-physical complex which appears as our empirical
"selves." (i.e. imputed ego) Insight into the nature of existence, morality, and
psycho-physical control (i.e. morality, concentration, wisdom) were to be perfected more or
less simultaneously since each interacted with the other.

Pervading the Buddhist teaching were several notions about the nature of existence and the
meaning of spiritual insight. One of the most important of these notions was the assertion
that a human being has no permanent essence (atman) and is only a changing conglomerate of
material, mental, and psychic factors (dharmas) (i.e. theory of no-self). These factors
interact to form the experienced world as we are aware of it in everyday living, and all
objects of perception or ideas are seen to be without independent bases of existence. The
"arising of existence," which generally is also the arising of turmoil (dukkha), comes about
through interdependent and reciprocal forces of the factors (dharmas)—forces which find
their roots in man's ignorant clinging to the objects that "he" unwittingly is fabricating!
For "the arising of existence" to cease (i.e. stopping to create more karma), the
fabricating ignorance must cease; and the quelling of ignorance requires spiritual insight
(prajna). When fabricating ignorance is overcome and the residue of the fabricating force
has dissipated then there is nirvana -- the "dying out" of the flame of desire for illusory
objects (i.e. no more fabrications).

During the seven centuries between the life of the Buddha and the Buddhist adept Nagarjuna,
this doctrine was elaborated and explained in different ways. In the Abhidharma the many
factors of existence (dharmas) were defined, analyzed, and catalogued for a more perfect
understanding by those who sought wisdom. Together with intellectual comprehension went the
meditational practices, each providing a reciprocal thrust into new possibilities of
insight. About three hundred years before Nagarjuna, a body of literature began to develop
which emphasized the perfection of wisdom (Prajnaparamita literature) whereby one understood
how phenomena arose, the interdependent nature of all factors of existence, and the release
from fabricated attachment that was achieved as understanding deepened. At its highest point
the perfection of wisdom led to the awareness that all things are "empty." It was in this
intellectual and religious milieu that Nagarjuna systematized his understanding of the
Buddhist Middle Way (Madhyamika).

Nagarjuna's basic work, the Madhyamakakarikas, shows the influence of two streams of
religious concern: the abhidharmic concern with analysis and clarification, and the
Prajnaparamita concern with the practice of spiritual realization. The term "Abhidharma"
applies both to a method of understanding and to the treatises formulating the understanding
which became the third section of the Buddhist canonical writings. Though there was a
concern to clarify and classify different aspects of the teaching (dharma) very early in the
life of the Buddhist community, the development and formulation of the Abhidharma texts
which are available to us now took place primarily between the time of Asoka (third century



B.C.) and Kaniska (first century A.D.). This period was a time for consolidating doctrines,
for expressing new conceptions, and for grouping into "schools." While there developed more
than one recension of the Abhidharma, all the schools recognized the four trends of logical
analysis (catu-patisambhida).

These were
(1) the analysis of the meaning (attha) of words and sentences,
(2) analysis of the teaching (dhamma), which means analysis of causes,
(3) analysis of nirutti, which may mean here grammar and definitions, and
(4) analysis of knowing (patibhava) from a psycho-epistemological standpoint.

The purpose for the elaborate classification of elements in the Abhidharma was not to add to
the Buddha's teaching. Rather, it was to help the faithful community eliminate false
assumptions about man and existence that supported clinging to illusion. The intent was
soteriological, not speculative. Originally the Abhidharma literature systematized the
tenets found scattered in different sermons by the Buddha as an aid for instruction, and in
time it developed a technique of its own in which the nature of reality and the cause of
suffering were analyzed topically.

The techniques include:
(1) a strict treatment of experience in terms of momentary cognizable states and definition
of these states,
(2) creation of a "schedule" consisting of a double and triple classification for sorting
these states, and
(3) enumeration of twenty-four kinds of conditioning relations.

Such an analysis resulted in extensive classifications of the factors (dharmas) that
combined to form everyday experience. These factors were defined and contemplated upon in
order to release the Buddhist from the bondage of his common, day-to-day attachment to
"things." The attempt to get a fully consistent systematization of elements together with an
adequate theory of relating them casually was a religious goal. It is the struggle to
formulate a fully consistent understanding of elements which led to the Madhyamika dialectic
of Nagarjuna. The dynamism of the early teaching that there was no essential reality in
existence (anatmavada) could not  allow positing an eternal reality in a factor of existence
(dharma) any  more than in the individual entity (atman). For Nagarjuna, it required,
rather, the recognition of emptiness in any mental category: in a rational structure, and in
an absolute intuition.

The Abhidharma schools had common categories for analyzing existence, mental states, and
stages of spiritual progress. Likewise, part of the concern of the classification found in
the Abhidharma was to define the terms which were used to interpret human life, so that the
monk would be clear about the components of existence. In the sixth book of the present Pali
Abhidharma, Yamaka, we find "a thesaurus of terms," which "tries to give a logical
clarification and delimitation of all the doctrinal concepts, as to their range and
contents." Other words are given ordinary definitions, such as a "seat" (asana), said to be
"where people sit." These categories and definitions became the object of Nagarjuna's
critical analysis and were declared to be figments of the imagination. These categories
included classifications of conditioned factors of existence (samskrta) such as the
components (skandhas) that made up an individual person, the "bases of cognition"
(ayatanas), and universal elements (dhatus) which unite to form the stream of moments which
most people commonly call existence."



In the Karikas and Vigrahavyavartani Nagarjuna analyzes the concepts and problems expressed
in the Abhidharma and judges their adequacy by the criteria of logical consistency and
precision of thought found in the Abhidharma. Nevertheless, he did not simply compile more
classifications or write another commentary on the meaning of words. He rejected the kind of
answers provided by the Abhidharma scholars and tried to show the inadequacy of defining and
classifying elements of existence by carrying this analytical concern to its logical end.
However, Nagarjuna's notions are expressed in terms of the vision which emerged through the
Prajnaparamita literature, and which formed the mystique of the Mahayana. This was the
apprehension of emptiness (sunyata). Both the Buddhist tradition and modern scholarship
connect Nagarjuna and the Madhyamika School directly with the concerns in the Prajnaparamita
literature to realize "emptiness."

What is the relation between the Prajnaparamita and the Abhidharma? On the one hand, there
is a common element in that both hold wisdom (prajna) to be the highest goal in spiritual
development. A common heritage is seen concretely, for instance, in the numerical summaries
(matrkas) prominent in each. Nyanatiloka Mahathera indicates the importance of this list of
terms which precedes the first book of  the Abhidharma Pitaka, the Dhammasangani:

A close examination reveals it as embracing the entire universe, classifying it under a
great number of psychological, ethical and doctrinal aspects. . . . The list is not, as it
is sometimes assumed, merely a part of the analytical Dhammasangani,  but is basic for the
whole Abhidhamma, serving as the explicit framework for the most important of the seven
books. It may be compared to a mould, or matrix, for casting metalsConcerning their
importance for the Prajnaparamita, Conze remarks,

"In these matrkas we must, I think, see the forerunners of the lists which figure so
prominently in the Prajnaparamita Sutras." The concern for analyzing phenomenal existence in
both the Abhidharma and the Prajnaparamita suggest that there was a common religious
sensitivity. Both regarded the clear apprehension of reality as coincident with spiritual
release. Both were born from the same matrix: the Buddhist struggle for release from the
attachment to apparent reality.

On the other hand, the Prajnaparamita perspective opposed the Abhidharma method of
perceiving the true nature of things. It rejected the Abhidharma concern to define and
catalogue the factors (dharmas) which constitute existence, and denied that one can attain
knowledge of the Ultimate Truth through contemplating how they arise and dissipate.

Whether the Prajnaparamita literature was a reaction to a specific Abhidharma school is not
at all clear, but judging from the thought found in the Mahaprajnaparamitopadesa it arose in
opposition to Sarvastivadin notions. The relation between one of the early texts, the
Astasahasrika Prajnaparamita and the Sarvastivadins is not certain since no distinctive
Sarvastivadin doctrines are ever referred to; but this work does belittle the understanding
of traditional Abhidharma as held by the monk Sariputra and according to the Theravada
Abhidharma treatise Atthasalini, Sariputra is considered a master of analytic knowledge
(patisambhida).

As a preview of the criticism which Nagarjuna will level at the Abhidharma theories, it
would be well to delineate various contrasting elements between these perspectives.

Conze summarizes five points of contrast:
(1) The ideals, aims, and career of a bodhisattva as articulated in the Prajnaparamita are
opposed to those of the Arhat and PratyekaBuddha.



(2) The "perfection of wisdom" (Prajnaparamita) is contrasted to the "wisdom" of the old
schools on the basis of its relative purifying or transforming power.
(3) The Prajnaparamita rejects the method of "reviewing" the elements of existence
(dharmas).
(4) In contrast to the Abhidharma theories of the "origination" and "cessation" of elements,
the Prajnaparamita held that there was "non-production" of elements.
(5) Instead of regarding the nature of reality to consist of a multiplicity of elements, the
Prajnaparamita held that the apparent multiplicity was simply the product of imagination.
From the standpoint of highest truth there were neither many particulars nor an absolute
single reality: all was empty of such ontological determinations.

While the terminology is much the same in the Abhidharma and Prajnaparamita texts, the terms
for ultimate reality receive a new significance. Among the new ideas expressed in the
Prajnaparamita is the "skill in means" whereby, for the spiritually enlightened, all
activities become related to becoming a bodhisattva. Another new notion is the transfer of
merit from the one-who-has-attained to others. In summary, the Prajnaparamita expresses the
highest religious aim as the all-encompassing knowledge for the benefit of all beings, a
knowledge which clearly perceives that there is no knowledge as such, no bodhisattva, no
path for attainment, or no being who has knowledge, or who is the bodhisattva, or who
proceeds on the path.

Our interpretation of "emptiness," then, will reflect the religious concerns expressed in
the Abhidharma and the Prajnaparamita literatures.  It recognizes that the term "emptiness"
has two functions in expressing Nagarjuna's religious awareness. These functions might be
termed
(1) the dialectical function, which seeks to destroy an absolute dependence on the logical
and discursive structure in speech for expressing Ultimate Truth, and (i.e. pointing to the
ultimate truth)
(2) the formulative function, which uses the logical and discursive structures for probing
and expanding the scope of meaning in ideas and symbols. (i.e. uses as conventional truth,
as antidote)

Though words serve both functions in the Abhidharma literature and in the Prajnaparamita
texts,
-- the Abhidharma empasizes the formulative function in its systematic elaboration of
elements, (i.e. an antidote that ignores that it is just an antidote; creating attachment to
a view)
-- while the Prajnaparamita stresses the dialectical function. (i.e. insist on the
relativity of all antidotes / views; accepting no attachment to any view, no ego attaining
the stages)
This is not surprising insofar as the Abhidharma deals mostly with the mundane elements of
experience while the Prajnaparamita expresses the mind-baffling Ultimate Truth—emptiness.

It was the genius of Nagarjuna's articulation that the term "emptiness" served both
dialectical and discursive functions. (i.e. pointing to the ultimate truth, and used as a
conventional truth) It is this combination, in part, which serves as a key for understanding
his presentation of truth through the concept "emptiness" (sunyata). The fact that both
these elements are peculiar to Nagarjuna's expression is borne out by the fact that each of
two schools of interpretation, following within a few centuries of his original expression,
emphasized one of the functions.
-- The Prasangika school, represented in the writings of Aryadeva, Dharmapala, Buddhapalita,



Candrakirti, and Santideva, emphasized the transcendence of all logic and concepts. (i.e.
insist on the relativity of all antidotes / views; accepting no attachment to any view, no
ego attaining the stages) Such an emphasis led to the assertion that in reality the Buddha
had never uttered a word, for the only true language of emptiness is silence. For
Buddhapalita, all mental activity produced only illusion, and since existence was simply the
fabrication of mental images it did not even have phenomenal existence.
-- The other school, the Svatantrika, is represented by Bhavaviveka, who held that logical
discourse was beneficial for negating wrong views and that the visible world had phenomenal
reality (i.e. insist on the tools, the conventional truths)—though it was not real from the
viewpoint of ultimate truth. By keeping these two uses of the term "emptiness" in mind, we
can better understand the significance of Nagarjuna's expression than if we would accept one
tradition's interpretation over another.

L3: [Basic presuppositions in Nagarjuna's Perspective]

Though reinterpreting the work of the Abhidharma advocates, Nagarjuna accepted certain
ontological and epistemological presuppositions which are fundamental to Buddhist religious
life.
-- The first of these is that there is a radical dynamism in reality or, stated otherwise,
"becoming" transforms all suggestions of "being." (i.e. dependent origination, conventional
truths)
-- A second is that knowledge and "becoming" are coextensive; one becomes what he knows, and
he can know only what is available to his "becoming." (i.e. all of this is karma)
-- A third presupposition is that there are two kinds of truth: the mundane truth, valid for
practical living, and the Ultimate Truth, which is the beginning and end of release for
worldly turmoil (dukkha).

These presuppositions structure the basic pattern of Nagarjuna's concern with "transforming
knowledge" and set up the criterion for attaining this knowledge. These three
presuppositions are inextricably related, for the realization of man's true nature is
dependent on proper apprehension.

L4: [Existence as "Becoming"]

The Buddhist claim for the intrinsically dynamic quality of life was a reaction to the
prevalent claim that there was some factor in existence which had a permanent
self-establishing quality about it. It was a reaction to a "being" defined in the Samkhya
manner as an absolute being, a thing-in-itself, independent and immutable. (i.e. the theory
of no-self) The late Professor J. Takakusu has called attention to the fact that Buddhism
was a philosophy of "thusness" (tathata), in distinction to the Upanishadic thought of
"thatness" (tattva), and "started with the theory of becoming, admitting no atman,
individual or universal, and no eternalism whatever."  "Impermanence" (anicca) replaced the
crucial Hindu ontological term sat (being).

The notion of radical "becoming"  must be distinguished from the common view of change,
which regards change as pertaining to a state or form of some more basic substance. When a
person passes through the stages of infancy, youth, maturity, and old age the assumption is
that there is some basic reality (called by the same name) which continues throughout (i.e.
the permanent "ego"). Or, empirical existence in general is considered to be real, while
forms change (i.e. quite a contradiction by itself). To the contrary, the traditional
Buddhist view is that the world "becomes" continually—it "is" nothing (i.e. there is no



permanent nature that is experiencing all the changes). The attempt to posit a being-ness
about the world, which occurs to a large extent unconsciously, is illusion and the cause for
suffering (i.e. the result of knowledge, model building - and forgetting that it is just a
model that we have created). It is even misleading to say (as the Buddhist school of
Sarvastivadins did) that a thing does not exist even for two consecutive moments. To direct
attention to "a thing" is the first step in the direction of affirming a self-sufficient
entity. The characteristics of "impermanence" (anicca, anitya), "turmoil" (dukkha, duhkha -
i.e. unsatisfactoriness), and "non-soul" (anatta, anatma, i.e. no-self), which applied to
all existing things, were used to suggest that all "entities" were nonentities, i.e., only
mental constructs.

The anatma-teaching of pre-Mahayana Buddhism had denied any essence of man which could be
considered unchanging. The phenomenon which we call a "person" was regarded simply as a
composite of factors or elements (dharmas) which were related in an orderly manner, but
which were continually in flux. This doctrine also denied the existence of an absolute
universal essence and suggested that the proper place to gain an understanding of reality
was with phenomenal existence, which is seen as a succession of constructions. This is
unlike most Western philosophies which think of the "uncombined" as equivalent to "simple"
and which begin with the simple absolute as a fundamental category for interpreting the
nature of reality. Nagarjuna extended this anatma-teaching to show how "the un-combined" is
logically and linguistically dependent on the "combined" (samskrta). Thus the notion
"un-combined" functions in Madhyamika philosophical thought, (1) without necessary
substantial connotations, and (2) as a term dependent on conceptual fabrication.

In denying the reality of a self-sufficient entity, early Buddhism expressed the continuity
of one moment to the next by the notion of "dependent co-origination" (pratitya-samutpada).
This placed the flux of existence into an orderly process, while emphasizing the transient
character of any moment. Phenomena "arose" or became actual through the interaction of a
vast complex of factors (dharmas) which could be identified as having characteristic
features intrinsic to themselves. Nagarjuna accepted the notion that existence was a
composite of interdependent relations, but extended the dynamics of the dependent
co-origination notion to the causal process itself. For him, "radical becoming" did not
allow for a self-existent causal principle—as might be inferred from the earlier
explanation. While on the level of conventional truth such a causal process served to deny
any essential nature of phenomenal reality, from the highest perspective this supposed
principle disintegrated along with the other empty phenomena. Therefore, the dynamics of
reality did not pertain to only the mundane level. A two-level world (of time and eternity)
was dissolved within the dynamics of emptying -- the emptying activity of highest truth. The
fact of temporality was not a problem in itself; it was simply the "becoming" on a
conventional level, The real problem was to overcome the illusion that there was an eternal,
unchangeable, static reality either in the visible or ideal areas of experience; it is the
fabrication of a being-in-itself (svabhava) -- which was always coextensive with the desire
for, or grasping after, such an entity -- that was a perversion of "indifferent becoming."

L4: ["Becoming" Through Knowing]

From the perspective of Ultimate Truth, "becoming" loses a distinctively dynamic character.
No more can be said about it, for every designation, e.g., static: dynamic, empty:
non-empty, real: non-real, is dissolved. Indeed, to talk about "it" is to fabricate an
illusion. At this point we can perhaps most clearly perceive the meaning of the second
presupposition:  that "becoming" and knowledge are coextensive. The English word "realize"



captures the two elements in the sense that man can be said to "realize" certain
possibilities. He both "knows" and "becomes" the possibilities. In Buddhism, as in other
yogic forms of "realization," the character of knowledge and the character of "becoming"
change along the scale from illusion to ultimate knowledge (prajna=wisdom). Unenlightened
man constructs his existence through his discrimination and produces emotional attachments
in the process. As long as his knowledge is discriminatory, i.e., about "things," man is
simply producing the energies (karma) to continue this fabrication. Mrs. Rhys Davids
succinctly describes the problem:

-- Thinking results in desire, through desire objects are divided into what we like and what
we dislike, hence envy and selfishness, hence quarreling and fighting.

However, as the false images of "things" are dissipated, the accompanying emotional content
and its energies are dissipated: the heat of greed and hate are cooled. Here is the
recognition that feelings and mental structures are intrinsically related.

The basic religious problem is to come to terms with the emotions that lead to more samsara
(the flow of existence). By bringing the nature of the trouble before the mind, the feelings
which are concomitant with ignorance are eliminated. As the energies of construction and
craving are dissipated, one's knowledge discriminates less and less between "things" or
between "me" and "not-me." Reciprocally, the knowledge that all  fabricated phenomena are
empty of self-nature empties the binding energies of "becoming," and the cessation of the
binding energies dissipates the emotional attachment of knowledge about "things." (i.e.
there is no distinction between emotions and objectivity; this is a false duality; it is the
belief in "things" and "self" that creates liking and disliking. When ignorance is removed
by knowing that the "things" and "self" are creations of our own mind, then the illusions
are seen as they really are, and there is no more attachment to these illusions; no more
liking and disliking.)

L4: [Two Kinds of Truth]

A third presupposition which Nagarjuna accepted was that there were two kinds of truth that
were useful in the "world of becoming": the mundane truth valid for practical living and the
Ultimate Truth, which is the beginning and end of release from worldly turmoil (dukkha).
Both kinds of truth have a valid place in his articulation of the Middle Way; though if
misused they are like any binding force which produces turmoil (dukkha) and frustration.

Since there are no intrinsically different objects of knowledge, the distinction between
"mundane truth" and "ultimate truth" does not pertain to different objects of knowledge,
e.g., the world and ultimate reality. (i.e. In Ultimate Truth there is no "objects of
knowledge" as in mundane truth) It refers, rather, to the manner by which "things" are
perceived. (i.e. In Ultimate Truth, "things" are not perceived. Unless it is a Buddha, that
perceives both Truths simultaneously.)

-- Mundane truth is based on the intellectual and emotional attachment to ideas or sense
objects whereby such objects of knowledge were used as if they had an existence independent
of the perceiver (i.e. pseudo-objectivity and liking or disliking of those). Such truth
discriminates, identifies, and categorizes segments of existence as "door," "room," "money,"
"I," "you," or any mental or sensual object of cognition. All men use such truth to carry on
the everyday affairs of life. Likewise all religious doctrines and theories about the nature
of existence fall within the bounds of mundane truth, for they are fabrications.



-- Ultimate Truth, on the other hand, is a quality of life expressed in the complete
indifference (i.e. equanimity) to the construction or cessation of "things." (i.e. all
dharmas are "equal" in emptiness) Ultimate Truth is the realization of dependent
co-origination (i.e. all dharmas are "dependent", ever changing) whereby there is no
attachment to fabricated "things" -- not even to the formulation of dependent
co-origination.

Nagarjuna accepted the practical distinction between the two kinds of truth, and because
this was only a practical distinction he felt free to use mundane truth (i.e. like he had a
choice), that required logical and semantic conventions, to dispel the attachment to the
products of this truth and thereby lead the religious student toward Ultimate Truth. A
concern for the right understanding of the Buddha's Path was one of the impulses for
Nagarjuna's articulation of "emptiness." He contended that the explanations of the
Abhidharma had hidden the right approach to knowing reality, and therefore he reinterpreted
the concepts of dharma (factors of existence) and pratitya-samutpada (dependent
co-origination). In their concern to articulate the right view the early Buddhists used
discursive thought and a rational criterion of truth; and, while opposing some basic
Theravada notions, the Mahayana formulations owe much of their habits of thinking to the
traditional methods.

The aim of articulating this religious vision, however, was to "realize" it -- not simply to
talk about it.(i.e. there is nothing to talk about in Ultimate Truth.) The difference
between the Ultimate Truth and theories about the nature of existence was emphasized because
the former intended to "see things as they really are," and a theoretical articulation
proposed to do this with the implication that there was an absolute understanding of
existence. Speculative questions and answers were not fruitful in the eyes of early Buddhism
or of Nagarjuna. Indeed, the abhidharmic effort had intended to deny the categories of
contemporary speculative metaphysics. Thus, the analytical procedure was quite usable in
attaining wisdom, but if it became an end in itself, or if the analysis led to absolutizing
"a conclusion," then it became detrimental speculation. (i.e. The utility of
conceptualization is to show the absurdity of all views, it is an antidote to all views,
until one transcend all views, and "that" is the Ultimate truth.)

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L1:  [PART  II.   IMPLICATIONS  of  "EMPTINESS"  for  UNDERSTANDING  SOME  BASIC  BUDDHIST
CONCEPTS]

L2: [CHAPTER 3. Elements and Factors that constitute Existence - 43]

As a Buddhist, Nagarjuna stood within a particular religious tradition that informed his
religious and philosophical concerns. He is remembered, however, for rejecting part of the
expression of Buddhism as misleading and detrimental to the intention of that expression.
Thus his religious problems were defined to a considerable extent by the Indian Buddhist
perspective, but he reformulated what he regarded as the central concern of the Middle Way
and in doing so redefined basic concepts. His central concern was to express the Middle Way
so as to aid others in loosing their attachment to illusion. This required (i.e. re-)
interpreting basic concepts about existence and about the realization of Truth in light of
the apprehension that all things are empty.



In this and the next chapters we will examine Nagarjuna's understanding of basic Buddhist
concepts used to explain the rise of phenomenal existence, and see that in light of the
emptiness of all things these concepts are regarded as no more than constructing forms. To
begin with the notion of phenomenal existence is somewhat arbitrary since the proper
understanding of existence presupposes the religious vision of Nirvana and highest truth.
However, we will begin with the problem of accounting for existence since Nagarjuna's
articulation is formed in reaction to the Abhidharma meditation on dharmas and the
understanding of cause. Nagarjuna relegated this Abhidharma concern to conventional
knowledge, and it is in going beyond this that his expression of Ultimate Truth has a new
significance for Buddhist thought.

The elaboration of long lists of basic elements (dharmas) and theories of their combination
in the Abhidharma were meant to permit the Buddhist monks to see the many factors which
constituted the apparent entities called "human beings." By thus penetrating into the
process of "becoming," every monk, as the Buddha, could reverse the process and be released
from it. It was important to know the "marks" (laksana) and the "own-being" (svabhava) of
the elements which made up existence, and so contemplate on these marks.

What was ultimate transforming knowledge for the Abhidharma scholar became for Nagarjuna a
practical knowledge. This, by no means (i.e. a conventional truth, a skilful means, an
antidote - because the Ultimate Truth is not directly expressible in words), relegated it to
a realm of unimportance but simply indicated the context in which it was meant to have
importance. By analyzing the teaching of the  Abhidharma from the perspective that all ideas
are "constructs" dependent on other constructed things — which are themselves dependent on
other constructed things — Nagarjuna hoped to release the thoughts and intentions of his
students for Ultimate Truth. (i.e. there it is, you know it all now; there is nothing else
to say. You have the infinity and nothingness here.)

L3: [No Essential Distinctions Between Existing Things]

One result of analyzing the Abhidharma material in light of "the emptiness of all things"
was to deny the significance of the distinctions between aspects of existence.

Perhaps the most important distinction which Nagarjuna denied is that between
-- svabhava ("self-existence," that essential nature by which something is what it is and
not something else)
-- and parabhava ("other-existence").

Chapter xv (An Analysis of a Self-existent Thing (svabhava)) of his most important work,
Madhyamakakarikas, is devoted to an analysis of svabhava. In the  first three verses the
notion of svabhava is shown to be incompatible with the basic Buddhist position that all
existence is produced dependent on other things. He writes:

\          1. The production of a self-existent thing by a conditioning cause is not
possible,
\           [For,] being produced through dependence on a cause, a self-existent thing would
be "something which is produced" (krtaka).
\          2. How, indeed, will a self-existent thing become "something which is produced"?
\          Certainly, a self-existent thing [by definition] is "not-produced" and is
independent of anything else.
\          3. If there is an absence of a self-existent thing, how will an other-existent
thing (parabhava) come into being?



\          Certainly the self-existence of an other-existent thing is called
''other-existence."

The next three verses extend the argument to deny the distinction between existence and
non-existence:

\          4. Further, how can a thing [exist] without either self-existence or
other-existence?
\          If either self-existence or other existence exist, then an existing thing,
indeed, would be proved.
\          5. If there is no proof of an existent thing, then a non-existent thing cannot be
proved.
\          Since people call the other-existence of an existent thing a "non-existent
thing."
\          6. Those who perceive self-existence and other-existence, and an existent thing
and a non-existent thing,
\          Do not perceive the true nature of the Buddha's teaching.

In the same way, the final five verses deny the distinction between the broadest categories
of ontology: being and nonbeing, the affirmation of each leading to eternalism or nihilism
respectively. Either alternative is objectionable from the Buddhist point of view.

L3: [No Essential Difference Between the Phenomenal World and "Unconstructed Reality"]

If Nagarjuna could argue that the distinctions between existing things depended on assuming
a nature which was uniquely intrinsic to a thing (and therefore essentially different from
something else), and that such a "being-in-itself" logically is not possible in an existence
that is dependently originated, then the way is open to negate the distinctions between the
most cherished antipathies in Buddhism. Among those denied are
-- the distinction between "that which is bound" (badhyanta) and "that which has gained
spiritual release" (muchanta) (XVI. An Analysis of Being Bound (bandhana) and Release
(moksa) 5),
-- as well as between samsara (the course of phenomenal existence) and Nirvana (XXV. An
Analysis of Nirvana 19, 20).

The characteristics by which entities were defined, therefore, were not indicative of
anything more than conventional designations useful for daily living. Such antithetical
notions could not be said to refer to existing realities which had antithetical natures at
the bases. While it may be useful as a practical measure to distinguish between samsara and
Nirvana, it would be detrimental if one forgot that even these "things" do not exist apart
from our giving them names.

This notion that even religious ideals were empty of self-established natures and
characteristics is related to that found in the Prajnaparamita literature. For instance, the
Astasahasrika Prajnaparamita dramatically records that both "beings" and Nirvana (as well as
Buddhahood) are like magical illusions. The disciple Subhuti, while instructing the gods
regarding the perfect wisdom, astounds the gods by saying:

    Like a magical illusion are those beings, like a dream. For not two different things are
magical illusion and beings, are dreams and beings. All objective facts also are like a
magical illusion, like a dream. The various classes of saints -- from Streamwinner to
Buddhahood—also are like a magical illusion, like a dream.



    Gods: A fully enlightened Buddha also, you say, is like a magical illusion, is like a
dream? Buddhahood also, you say, is like a magical illusion, is like a dream?

    Subhuti: Even Nirvana, I say, is like a magical illusion, is like a dream. How much more
so anything else?

    Gods: Even Nirvana, Holy Subhuti, you say, is like an illusion, is like a dream?

    Subhuti: Even if perchance there could be anything more distinguished, of that too I
would say it is like an illusion, like a dream. For not two differet things are illusion and
Nirvana, are dreams and Nirvana.

Likewise the terms for ultimate reality used in well-known Buddhist texts are the objects of
Nagarjuna's analysis—and found to be without inherent ontological status. For instance, in
chapter xxii (An Analysis of the "Fully Completed" (Tathagata)) of  Madhyamakakarikas the
terms "tathagata" (the "fully completed" = the Buddha) and "sunyata" (emptiness) are shown
to be without referents. The first ten verses are devoted to showing how the tathagata
cannot exist simply in an unrelated condition or simply in a related condition, resulting in
the judgment that the tathagata is empty. Verses 9 and 10 summarize this conclusion:

\          9. So when there is dependence, self-existence does not exist;
\          And if there is no self-existence whatever, how is an other-existence possible?
\          10. Thus "dependence" and "that which is dependent" are completely empty (sunya)
.
\          How is that empty "fully completed one" known through that which is empty?

Verses 12-16 indicate that no definition reveals the tathagata, no because the tathagata is
some absolute reality standing aloof and unrelated to human activity, but because the
tathagata precludes the thought of inherent ultimacy from arising. The final three verses
summarize this position:

\          14. Concerning that which is empty by its own nature (svabhava), the thoughts do
not arise that:
\          The Buddha "exists" or "does not exist" after death.
\          15. Those who describe in detail the Buddha, who is unchanging and beyond all
detailed description—
\          Those, completely defeated by description, do not perceive the "fully completed"
[being].
\          16. The self-existence of the "fully completed" [being] is the self-existence of
the world.
\          The "fully completed" [being] is without self-existence [and] the world is
without self-existence.

In verses 10, 11, and 14 of this chapter we see that the terms "empty" and "emptiness" are
used to denote the tathagata; yet, to avoid any interpretation of a substantial reality in
emptiness, verse 11 emphatically states that "emptiness" is simply a designation for
conveying knowledge:

\          11. One may not say that there is "emptiness" (sunya) nor that there is
non-emptiness."
\          Nor that both [exist simultaneously], nor that neither exists;
\          the purpose for saying ["emptiness"] is for the purpose of conveying knowledge.



"Emptiness" too is empty of any inherent being. Just as these terms do not express some
unconditioned absolute reality, so also sabhava (real existence, XXIV. An Analysis of the
Holy Truths (aryasatya) - 16), dharma (universal principle, XXV. An Analysis of Nirvana -
24), and sasvata (eternity, XXVII. An Analysis of the Views (drsti) About Reality - 10-15)
do not denote something which is real due to their own self-existing natures.

L3: [Emptiness of the Basic Categories for Understanding Existence]

It must logically follow that if there is really no ultimate distinction between constructed
things (samskrta) and "non-constructed things" (asamskrta) then
the three basic characteristics with which traditional Buddhism had identified all existing
things—
-- anitya (impermanence),
-- dukkha (turmoil or sorrow),
-- and anatma (without-being-in-itself)
are also empty.

This is borne out in various passages of Nagarjuna's Madhyamakakarikas. In chap. xxiii. An
Analysis of Errors (viparyasa) - 13, 14, we read that the notion of impermanence cannot be
considered to be any truer to the Ultimate Truth than that of permanence.

\          13. Even if the notion "What is permanent is in something impermanent" is in
error,
\          How can this notion be in error since "what is impermanent" does not exist in
emptiness?
\          14. Even if the notion "what is permanent is in something impermanent" is in
error,
\          Is not then the notion concerning emptiness, i.e., that it is impermanent, in
error?

In chap. xii (An Analysis of Sorrow (dukkha)), nine verses deny that "turmoil" (dukkha) can
be produced according to any of the accepted causal theories. Again Nagarjuna uses the
argument that any element which is defined according to an independent and sui genesis
reality cannot account for the cause of things which are defined by interdependence with
other elements. Therefore he concludes:

\          10. Not only are the four [causal] interpretations not possible in respect to
sorrow,
\           [but also] none of the four [causal] interpretations is possible even in respect
to external things (bhava).

Even the "touchstone" of scholastic Buddhism, the anatma (non-self) doctrine, cannot be
maintained in the formlessness of sunyata. In chap. xviii. (An Analysis of the Individual
Self (atma)) - 6 we read:

\          6. There is the teaching of "individual self" (atma), and the teaching of
"non-individual self" (anatma);
\          But neither "individual self" nor "non-individual self" whatever has been taught
by the Buddhas.

Thus, the general characteristics of conditioned phenomena which were the object of
meditation for the students of the Abhidharma were denied validity in ultimate or perfect
knowledge.



The denial of an essential distinction between samsara and Nirvana was concomitant with the
denial of the three independent stages in the production of constructed things in samsara.
These stages are "origination" (utpada), "duration" (sthita), and "cessation" (nirodha). As
in the  case with svabhava, and parabhava, or bhava and abhava, Nagarjuna assumes that his
opponent differentiates between the three stages by positing a unique, self-sufficient
reality in each; he then denies this distinction on the grounds that there is no such
independent entity—each stage is "empty" of such reality. Also, Nagarjuna argues that if the
stages are of a self-sufficient nature, then either an infinite regress or an eternal entity
must result. The first three verses of chapter vii (An Analysis of Composite Products
(samskrta)) establish his line of argument:

\          1. If origination (utpada) is a composite product, then the three characteristics
\           [of existence: "origination," "duration," and "dissolution"] are appropriate.
\          But if origination is a non-composite (asamstrta), then how [could there be]
characteristics of a composite product?
\          2. When the three are separate, origination of either of the other two
characteristics does not suffice to function as a characteristic.
\          If united in a composite product, how could they all be at one place at one time?
\          3. If origination, duration, and dissolution are other [secondary]
characteristics of composite products,
\          It is an infinite regress. If this is not so, they are not composite products.

The following verses in this chapter elaborate the argument that these three stages, which
have causal implications, cannot exist unrelated to one another; and if they are identical,
the distinction between them is meaningless. Therefore he concludes:

\          33. Because the existence of production, duration, and cessation is not proved,
there is no composite product (samskrta);
\          And if a composite product is not proved, how can a non-composite product
(asamskrta) be proved?
\          34. As a magic trick, a dream or a fairy castle.
\          Just so should we consider origination, duration, and cessation.

Similar to the denial of the three stages of existence is the rejection of the triple
"time-points": past, present, and future. In the eight verses of chapter xi (An Analysis of
the Past (purva) and Future Limits (aparakiti) [of Existence]) he denies that the limits
(boundaries) of past and future can be defined as mutually exclusive, and therefore "past,"
"present," and "future" cannot be said to exist ultimately as such. The first two verses
indicate the dialectic use:

\          1. The great ascetic [Buddha] said: "The extreme limit (koti) of the past cannot
be discerned."
\          "Existence-in-flux" (samsara) is without bounds; indeed, there is no beginning
nor ending of that [existence].
\          2. How could there be a middle portion of that which has no "before" and "after";
\          It follows that "past," "future," and "simultaneous events" do not obtain.

Also in chapter xix ( An Analysis of Time (kala)), the segments of time are denied as
individual entities, and the nonstatic character of time is indicated. Verses 5 and 6 state:

\          5. A non-stationary "time" cannot be "grasped"; and a stationary "time" which can
be grasped does not exist.



\          How, then, can one perceive time if it is not "grasped"?
\          6. Since time is dependent on a thing (bhava), how can time [exist] without a
thing?
\          There is not any thing which exists; how, then, will time become [something]?

"Time," says Nagarjuna, is a mental construction and is susceptible to the danger of binding
man to it if it is regarded as ultimate; though by itself it has no inherently evil quality.
Again, in chapter xxvii (An Analysis of the Views (drsti) About Reality), in the analysis of
drsti ("views," or "perspectives"), the designation of "past" is denied because it is based
on assumptions about the real or nonreal characteristic of some "past-beingness." In the
context of the Madhyamakakarikas, time or some segment of time becomes a problem when it is
crystallized into some kind of distinct entity. The problem, then, is not that it is a
process of becoming; but that in illusion and craving, man posits an ultimate being-ness in
it or in segments of it. From the Madhyamika point of view there is no "level of reality"
like temporal-existence-as-such; one cannot escape from it because there is no "it" to
escape from.

Not only are the elements of the conditioned world and "the unconditioned," and the three
segments of time devoid of self-sufficient "becomingness" (svabhava), but also the three
factors explaining the process of becoming are empty of self-existence. The person acting,
the activity, and the object of action are judged as conventional designations, not actual
entities. Chapter ii (An Analysis of "Going to") of the Karikas deals with this problem,
establishing a model for future analyses involving the subject of action, the activity, and
object of the action. The notion analyzed in this chapter is "motion," and Nagarjuna uses
his dialectical analysis to show that the terms "goer," "going to," and "what is gone to" do
not possess referents that have mutually exclusive essential natures. He shows how each
term, considered as an independent self-determined entity, denies the possibility of motion.
His method is to point out how a substance-attribute notion precludes any real relationship;
and a relationship is, of course, necessary for the process of "becoming" to occur. This
problem cannot be separated from the question of "origination," "duration," and "cessation"
since motion as all constructed products (samskrta) of existence, is also related to these
designations. The difficulties resulting from a substance-attribute notion arise from causal
as well as temporal and special relationships. The manner of arguing is seen in the
following excerpts from chapter ii.

\          7. If there is no going (gamana) without a "goer" (gantara),
\          How will the "goer" (ganta) come into being when there is no "going" (gamana) ?
\          8. The "goer" does not go; consequently a "non-goer" certainly does not go.
\          What third [possibility] goes other than the "goer" and "non-goer"?

\          9. It is said: "The 'goer' goes." How is that possible,
\          When without the "act of going" (gamana) no "goer" is produced?
\          10. Those who hold the view that the "goer" goes must [falsely] conclude
\          That there is a "goer" without the "act of going" since the "act of going" is
obtained (icchata) by a "goer."
\          11. If the "goer" goes, then two acts of going [erroneously] follow;
\           [One is] that by which the "going one" (ganta) is designated, and [the second
is] the real "goer" (ganta) who goes.
\          12. The "state of going to" (gatum) is not begun in "that which is already gone
to" (gatam - i.e. Past),
\          nor in "that which is not yet gone to" (agatam - i.e. Future);



\          Nor is the "state of going to" begun in "present going to" (gamyamana). Where
then is it begun?
\          13. "Present going to" does not exist previous to the beginning of the "act of
going,"
\          nor does "that which is already gone to" exist where the "act of going" should
begin.
\          How can the "act of going" [begin] in "that which is not yet gone to" (i.e.
Past)?
\          14. It is mentally fabricated what is "that which is already gone to" (gatam -
i.e. Past),
\          "present going to" (gamyamana) and "that which is not yet gone to" (agatam - i.e.
Future);
\          Therefore, the beginning of the "act of going" is not seen in any way.

Chapter vi (An Analysis of Desire (raga) and One Who Desires (rakta) [in the Context of
Their Separateness and Concomitance]) is a similar analysis of the one who desires (rakta)
and desire (raga). The first two karikas reflect the argument:

\          1. If the "one who desires" would exist before desire itself, then desire may be
regarded.
\          When desire becomes related to "one who desires," then desire comes into
existence.
\          2. If there is no one who desires, how then will desire come into being?
\           [And the question] whether desire exists or does not exist likewise holds true
for the one who desires.

The inability to attribute a unique reality to an agent of action and to the action itself
is also the basis of Nagarjuna's denial of the argument in chapter vii (An Analysis of
Composite Products (samskrta)) that "origination" originates itself and something other than
itself. Nagarjuna's opponent argues by analogy to a lamp illuminating both itself and
darkness. By defining light and darkness as mutually exclusive essences, Nagarjuna logically
demonstrates that they can have no effective relationship. He states:

\          9. There is no darkness in the light and there where the light is placed.
\          What could the light illumine? Indeed illumination is the getting rid of
darkness.
\          10. How is darkness destroyed by the light being originated,
\          When the light, being originated, does not come in contact with darkness?
\          11. But then, if darkness is destroyed by a light having no contact with
[darkness],
\           [A light] placed here will destroy the darkness of the entire world.
\          12. If the light illuminated both itself and that which is other than itself,
\          Then, without a doubt, darkness will cover both itself and that which is other
than itself.
\          13. If it has not yet originated, how does origination produce itself?
\          And if it has already originated, when it is being produced, what is produced
after that which is already produced?
\          14. In no way does anything originate by what is being originated, by what is
already originated, or by what is not yet originated—
\          Just as it has been said in [the analysis of] "presently going to," "that which
is already gone to" and "that which is not yet gone to."



Nagarjuna's denial of distinctions correlates with the Buddha's opposition to theoretical
speculations. The distinctions, claims Nagarjuna, are not conducive to the cessation of
ignorance and craving because they suggest that what is distinguished has some kind of
intrinsic reality which "marks" it off from something else. In practical life it is
necessary to recognize that a chair is not a table, that a gold coin is not the same as
clay, and that a merchant who cheats is not identical with one who does not. However, a
person who does not slip into the error of regarding these practical distinctions as
ultimate facts is able to see that there is indeed neither one absolute substance nor many
individual substances. Every object of perception or imagination requires a mental
fabrication, and therefore every distinction participates in this fabrication. If, on the
other hand, this distinction is accompanied by the assumption or conviction of an absolute
reality, then psychic energies are stimulated which bind the person to the fabrication (i.e.
karma). It is this being bound to fabrication which is samsara. Because of the danger in
language to posit an essential reality within ideas, mental activity has been regarded with
disfavor as a means for realizing Ultimate Truth (see Vigrahavyavartani 29, 59). We might
sum up Nagarjuna's judgment on the ability to indicate reality through mental activity by
saying that in a proposition, i.e., in conventional usage, verbal terms indicate something
which is there, phenomenally; but on analysis—from the ultimate point of view—that which
exists according to conventional thought does not exist as an absolute.

L3: [The Emptiness of Dharmas]

In denying the validity of distinctions made in early Buddhism, Nagarjuna also denies the
reality of the factors of existence (dharmas). These factors are forces that combine to form
our world of experience. To emphasize the dynamic character of factors, T. Stcherbatsky has
described them as "synergies":

    The elements of existence were regarded as something more similar to energies [samskara
= samskrta dharma] than to substantial elements. The mental elements [cittacaita] were
naturally moral, immoral, or neutral forces. . .  Since the energies never worked in
isolation, but always in mutual interdependence according to causal laws, they were called
"synergies" or co-operators [samskara].

Nagarjuna's quarrel with abhidharmic thought resulted from a shift in understanding the
elements of existence. From his point of view, the elements were given the characteristics
of substantial and self-sufficient entities, which denied the original intention of the
"synergies" as part of the scheme of dependent co-origination. (i.e. the same contradiction:
being self-existent and being dependent.)

Knowledge of the dharmas was important in the older schools of Buddhism as the basis for
knowing the nature of existence and the source of sorrow (dukkha). (i.e. a useful antidote)
In general, the dharmas were considered to be non-substantial essences (bhava). Most early
schools held that the dharmas exist only for an instant (though this is denied by the
Sarvastivadins); nevertheless, the dharmas influenced one another according to the law of
causality. Despite their impermanence they preserved an identity or a proper character, and
it was the self-appointed task of the Abhidharma composers to clarify the characteristics
and show the process of interrelation.

By contrast the AstasahasrikaPrajnaparamita explicitly denied that the bodhisattva sees
dharmas and stated that only ignorant people identify distinctive elements in existence.
Here the Buddha is reported to have denied that discrimination between elements is useful



for overcoming attachment (i.e. not even as a skilful means?):

    The Lord: If a person who belongs to the vehicle of the Bodhisattva does not seize on
past, future and present dharma, does not mind them, does not get at them, does not
construct, nor discriminate them, does not see nor review them, if he considers them with
the conviction that all dharmas are fabricated by thought construction, unborn, not come
forth, not come, not gone, and that no dharma is ever produced or stopped in the past,
future, or present; if he considers those dharmas in such a way, then his jubilation is in
accordance with the true nature of those dharmas, and so is his transformation (of the
merit) into full enlightenment.

In the first half of the Madhyamakakarikas Nagarjuna is especially concerned to show that
the dharmas were not individual real entities which combined to construct sensuous existence
since they themselves were the product of the defining and distinguishing activity of human
minds. He systematically denies that these categories of Buddhist thought, which were meant
to give an understanding of existence and release from it, pertained to anything actually
real. This denial extended the dissolution of "an existing thing" which the dharma theory
had brought about in relation to the atman. For Nagarjuna, both the atman and the dharmas
were artificial mental constructions.

The three classifications of elements were
(1) the five skandhas ("heaps" or groups),
(2) the twelve ayatanas (sense-fields), and
(3) the dhatus (irreducible elements).

Chapter iii (An Analysis of "Vision" and Other Sense-Faculties) is the first chapter in the
Madhyamakakarikas to deal with the classifications by denying the independent reality of the
six indriyas (sense-faculties), which are correlated with the six sense-objects to form the
twelve ayatana. The sense-fields form the basis, or "locale" where mental activity
originates and is performed. Nagarjuna, again interpreting the ayatana as a self-sufficient,
independent entity, opposes on logical grounds the contention that an indriya can be the
basis for any mental activity. The argument is that vision, "the person who sees," and the
"object seen" are all interdependent entities; and in being relative to one another none
actually exists independently as such (MMK, III. 1-6). The last three verses conclude:

\          7. As the birth of a son is said to occur presupposing the mother and the father,
\          Knowledge is said to occur presupposing the eye being dependent on the visible
forms.
\          8. Since the "object seen" and the vision do not exist, there is no four-fold
[consequence]:
\          knowledge, etc. [cognitive sensation, affective sensation, and "desire"].
\          Also, then, how will the acquisition (upadana) [of karma] and its consequences
[i.e., existence, birth, aging, and death] be produced?
\          9. [Likewise] hearing, smelling, tasting, touching and thought are explained as
vision.
\          Indeed one should not apprehend the "hearer," "what is heard," etc. [as
self-existent entities].\          \                   I

The skandhas, likewise, are analyzed and their independent reality denied in chapter iv (An
Analysis of the "Groups of Universal Elements" (skandhas)). Buddhist Abhidharma accepted
five skandhas (groups of universal elements). Again, the basic argument is against the



individual reality of any dharma considered among the skandhas, and takes the form of
denying every causal theory as an explanation for a skandha, e.g., rupa (form). The pattern
of the argument can be seen in the first three verses:

\          1. Visible form (rupa) is not perceived without the basic cause of visible form
(rupakarana);
\          Likewise the basic cause of visible form does not appear without the visible
form.
\          2. If the visible form existed apart from its basic cause, it would logically
follow that visible form is without cause;
\          But there is nothing anywhere [arising] without cause.
\          3. On the other hand, if there would be a basic cause apart from visible form,
\          The basic cause would be without any product; but there is no basic cause without
a product.

Chapter v (An Analysis of the "Irreductible Elements" (dhatus)) analyzes the nature of the
"irreducible elements" (dhatus). These too are denied self-sufficient reality by the
argument that they can not exist as dhatus before they are defined as such, and there can be
no definition without something to be defined. Nagarjuna's basic argument is that the object
of definition and the definition are dependent on each other and therefore the object, in
this case akesa, cannot be said to exist by itself as akesa. It exists only because it has
been named. Yet, this position should not be taken as the type of phenomenalism whereby the
naming "creates" the object of naming. This is also denied. Nagarjuna, it must be noted,
never does say how the naming and the named are related; for his position is that ultimately
"they" as objects of knowledge are empty of reality as such, and therefore such a concern is
vain speculation -- unconducive to realizing their basic emptiness. The form of argument is
made clear in the first two verses:

\          1. Space does not exist at all before the defining characteristic of space
(akasalaksana) .
\          If it would exist before the defining characteristic, then one must falsely
conclude that there would be something without a defining characteristic.
\          2. In no case has anything existed without a defining characteristic.
\          If an entity without a defining characteristic does not exist, to what does the
defining characteristic apply?

The concluding verse of the initial argument states:

\          7. Therefore space is neither an existing thing nor a non-existing thing,
\          neither something to which a defining characteristic applies nor a defining
characteristic.

This is followed by the religious implication of regarding elements as neither existing nor
nonexisting:

\          8. But those unenlightened people who either affirm reality or non-reality
\          Do not perceive the blessed cessation-of-appearance of existing things.

The verses in this chapter attempt to show how the "existence" of dhatus are dependent on
mental activity. Even such a primal factor, claims Nagarjuna, cannot be said to exist (or
not-exist) by its own sui generis reality. By means of this rigorous dialectic to which
Nagarjuna subjected the elements of existence, he denied that there were any self-existent



entities which possessed static absolute characteristics. In doing so, he attempted to
dislodge the seeker after truth from the assumption that truth was to be found in
identifying concepts with segments of existence as if they existed as such.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 4. "Causal Relations" (Pratityasamutpada) - 58]

From the above discussion we see that in the context of emptiness,

(1) notions about Ultimate Reality are regarded as phenomenal constructs,
(2) the early Buddhist categories for understanding existence do not refer to real
self-substantiated entities of existence,
(3) there are no dharmas (basic factors of existence) that exist as such.

The early Buddhist concepts, maintains Nagarjuna, must be recognized simply as notions which
have no ultimate validity in themselves for attaining release from suffering. A person might
ask, however: Is there not a causal principle which is absolute and indeed is the ground for
the forms that make up the phenomenal world? No, the denial of independent entities in the
phenomenal world did not lead Nagarjuna to accept a principle of causal relations as "the
real" behind ephemeral phenomena. Rather, the denial of cause, as an ultimate self-existent
reality, was inherently involved in denying the self-existence of the dharmas. In this
chapter we want to show,
-- first, Nagarjuna's denial of the efficacy of any causal relations which assumed a
self-existent reality (svabhava);
-- secondly, Nagarjuna's interpretation of the notion "dependent co-origination"
(pratttyasamutpada), witch had served for centuries to express the Buddhist understanding of
the production of existence;
-- and thirdly, the significance of this reinterpretation for the notion of karma (the
causal force for, and the result of, action).

The Madhyamakakagrikas begins in the first chapter with an analysis of causal relations.

    "Causal relations" had been an important concern of the early Buddhists; and this
concern took concrete form in the elaboration of Abhidharma thought, which examined the
elements and condition from which the phenomenal world was constructed. The focus on causal
relations is not surprising, for this notion took the place of a substantive substratum
(brahman) underlying changing, phenomenal reality in Upanishadic thought, and accounted for
the origination and cessation of phenomena. The Buddhist teachings of impermanence of every
thing (anitya) and the absence of any "self" (anatman) required that another notion bear the
explanation of "cause." In place of a causal notion based on an absolute "final cause" was
the notion of "dependent co-origination," with its emphasis on the interdependency of
different factors (dharmas) which combined to form existence as we experience it. From a
subjective orientation, the construction of the phenomenal world was seen to depend on
craving (trsna) for illusory "things"; this construction, however, resulted in binding the
energies of life, and this bondage is experienced as sorrow (dukkha). As a means of
correlating the human phenomenon of sorrow (dukkha) with the limiting power of producing
forms in our experienced world, "causal relations" had taken on a dual significance as
representing
    (1) the states in the "phenomenal becoming" of every person, and



    (2) the course of the cosmos pulsating in and out of existence.

L3: [Denial of Any Self-substantiated Reality for Explaining Cause]

Nagarjuna regarded the causal relations, as conceived in early Buddhism, to be true only
from the practical, conventional point of view. It accounted for phenomenal "becoming" and
at least served to turn a person's attention away from positing independent reality within
visible forms (i.e. as an antidote to inherent existence) . However, it was far from
perceiving the nature of phenomenal-becoming as empty, that is, empty of any self-existent
conditions or relations. Nagarjuna maintained that both practical truth and the highest
truth affirm that all phenomena produced by causes are empty by inherent nature. From the
latter point of view there is no cause or conditioning process at all; from the viewpoint of
practical truth, production does not result in a self-substantiated entity because every
production is conditioned. Nagarjuna's denial of any self-sufficient entity does not entail
an affirmation that dependency is itself an ultimate principle. From the standpoint of
highest truth, the "causal process" is a mentally fabricated illusion.

That one should hope to find a self-sufficient reality in the causal relations themselves is
denied already in the first chapter of the Madhyamakakagrikas. The first verse of chapter 1
(An Analysis of Conditioning Causes (pratyaya)) states:

\           1. Never are any existing things found to originate
\          From themselves, from something else, from both, or from no cause.

Also, the conditioning causes (pratyaya) which determine the form of a particular phenomenon
at any given time are denied any innate self-sufficient being. This is made clear in the
second and third verses:

\          2. There are four conditioning causes:
\          A cause (hetu), objects of sensations, "immediately preceding condition,"
\          and of course the predominant influence — there is no fifth.
\          3. Certainly there is no self-existence (svabhava) of existing things in
conditioning causes, etc .;
\          And if no self-existence exists, neither does "other-existence" (parabhava).

The following four verses then argue that if any causes are self-sufficient entities they
cannot have relations with anything else; and if they are not "real" causes, then what is
called "a cause" when it is effecting a result is something different from what it is before
the result is effected. By the same method Nagarjuna denies that the other accepted
conditions, i.e., objects of sensations, the immediately preceding condition, and the
predominant influence can be considered an explanation for real causes. Not only is there no
independent reality in the cause or effect, but the cause cannot be related to the effect on
logical grounds. This follows from defining the cause and effect (phala = "fruit" or
product) in a mutually exclusive way, leaving only two alternatives of relationship: (l)
identity and (2) radical difference, both of which preclude any causal relations. verses l0
and 11 indicate the argument:

\          10. Since existing things which have no self-existence are not real (b),
\          It is not possible at all that: "This thing 'becomes' upon the existence of that
other one."
\          11. The product (a) does not reside in the conditioning causes (c1-c4),
individually or collectively,



\          So how can that which does not reside in the conditioning cause result from
conditioning causes?

The net result, and the most crucial effect, of the notion that "things are formed in
existence depending on other things" (pratitya-samutpada)  is that it denies a "first
cause." "Cause" should not be regarded through the imagery of a chain reaction leading back
to an original source, but as an orderly set of circumstances or conditions—which themselves
are conditioned. Because he redefines "cause," Nagarjuna does not simply use his negative
dialectic to preserve the Abhidharma notion of cause. He recognizes that "things originate
due to conditions" and that actions lead to certain results; but this insight is for him a
mundane truth, useful to oppose the common belief in the reality of phenomenal existence. in
the context of emptiness, "dependent co-origination" loses its force (impulse) for
fabricating a system of cause and effect.

In the Abhidharma understanding of dependent co-origination, various parts of the
experienced world were used as the basic categories for explaining "cause," e.g., the three
stages in the arising of phenomena;
-- the maker,
-- the process of making,
-- and what is made;
or the unification (samsarga) of
-- subject,
-- object,
-- and the relationship between them that results in a phenomenon.

Nagarjuna denied that any of these categories refer to a self-sufficient primal point in the
production of existence. There is no origination, duration, or cessation if they represent
something having an intrinsic nature (MMK, VII). Origination of conditioned existence is not
possible if any of the three "marks" of existing things is understood as a self-sufficient
reality; for, as in the case with the causes and effects which are assumed to be
self-sufficient, the only possible relationships are identity and difference. Likewise, the
"maker" and the "making' cannot be regarded as independent realities, for each requires the
other to appear in existence. At the same time one cannot deny that they exist phenomenally.
Therefore the conclusion is that each is produced depending on the other:

\          VIII. 12. The producer proceeds being dependent on the product, and the product
proceeds being dependent on the producer.
\          The cause for realization is seen in nothing else.
\          13. In the same way one should understand the "acquiring" on the basis of the
"giving up," etc. of the producer and the product.
\          By means of [this analysis of] the product and the producer all other things
should be dissolved.

The same basic argument is used in the analysis of the process by which the subject, object,
and the sensation coalesce to form a phenomenon, i.e., samsarga (unification). The dilemma
which Nagarjuna presents is that either two basically different things become united, or
something unites with itself. The conclusion, similar to other analyses, is:

\          XIV. 8. Unification is not possible by [uniting] one thing with that one thing,
nor by [uniting] one thing with a different thing;
\          Thus, the becoming unified, the state of being united, and the one who unites are



not possible.

Another argument against a causal relationship which assumes a svabhava is the denial of a
preexistent reality (purva) as the real cause for existing entities. This argument, found in
chapter ix (An Analysis of "the Pre-existent Reality" (purva)), also logically demands that
the only relation obtaining between a svabhava and something else is identity and radical
difference. Such a self-contained reality could not be known, nor could it produce anything
new. A few karikas will suffice to show the repeated line of argument:

\          3. But that definite entity is previous to sight, hearing, etc., and sensation,
etc --
\          How can that [entity] be known?
\          4. And if that [entity] is determined without sight [and other sensory
faculties],
\          Then, undoubtedly, those [sensory faculties] will exist without that [entity].
\          5. Someone becomes manifest by something; something is manifest by someone.
\          How would someone exist without something? How would something exist without
someone?

In early Buddhism there were several analogies used to describe the causal relationship.
These included the relationship of fuel to fire, of clay to a jar, and threads to cloth. The
first of these analogies is analyzed by Nagarjuna to show that, whereas fire does not exist
in fuel, neither does it exist independent of fuel. Again, the basis of the logical analysis
is that if fire and fuel are considered to be self-sufficient entities they cannot exist;
and, insofar as they exist phenomenally, the relationship cannot assume a self-sufficient
reality (svabhava), for it is empty. Thus all theories of relationship assuming svabhava
must be rejected. The five concluding verses of chapter x (An Analysis of Fire and Kindling)
express this clearly:

\          12. Fire does not exist in relation to kindling; and fire does not exist
unrelated to kindling.
\          Kindling does not exist in relation to fire; and kindling does not exist
unrelated to fire.
\          13. Fire does not come from something else; and fire does not exist in kindling.
\          The remaining [analysis] in regard to kindling is described by [the analysis of]
"that which is being gone to,"
\          "that which is gone to" and ''that which is not yet gone to."
\          14. Fore is not identical to kindling, but fire is not in anything other than
kindling.
\          Fire does not have kindling as its property; also, the kindling is not in fire
and vice versa.
\          15. By [the analysis of] fire and kindling the syllogism of the individual self
(atma) and "the acquiring (upadana)
\          Is fully and completely explained, as well as "the jar" and "the cloth" and other
[analogies].
\          16. Those who specify the nature of the individual self and of existing things
(bhava) as radically different—
\          Those people I do not regard as ones who know the sense of the teaching.

L3: [Dependent Co-origination as Emptiness]



The arguments against causal relations between self-existent entities which we have given
above are based on a logical critique of theories themselves. It is important to note that
nowhere does Nagarjuna himself give a theory describing the operation of causal relations.
As we have seen, he denies that the entities exist by virtue of their own being and that,
even if such an impossible assumption of self-existence were accepted, no causal
relationship could obtain. In what sense, then, does Nagarjuna understand the reality of the
phenomenal world arising at all? Or, to formulate the question in Buddhist terminology: How
is the notion of "dependent coorigination" to be understood? The answer is dramatically
given in MMK, xxiv. (An Analysis of the Holy Truths (aryasatya)) 18 & 19:

\          18. The "originating dependently" we call "emptiness";
\          This apprehension, i.e., taking into account [all other things], is the
understanding of the middle way.
\          19. Since there is no dharma whatever originating independently,
\          No dharma whatever exists which is not empty.

Considered in the context of emptiness (sunyata), co-originating dependency loses its
meaning as the link between two "things"; rather it becomes the form for expressing the
phenomenal "becoming" as the lack of any self-sufficient, independent reality.  .
A consideration for the phenomenal aspect of "originating dependently" is given in chap.
xxvi (An Analysis of the Twelve Components (dvadasanga)) where the root cause for
constructed phenomena is designated as ignorance. The "realization" of sunyata (the
emptiness of svabhava), on the other hand, prevents the continuation of fabrication. This is
made clear in verses 10-12.

\          10. Thus the ignorant people construct the conditioned things (samskara); [that
is] the source for existence-in-flux.
\          The one who constructs is ignorant; the wise person is not [one who constructs]
because he perceives true reality.
\          11. When ignorance ceases, the constructed phenomena do not come into existence.
\          A person's cessation of ignorance proceeds on the basis of "becoming"
[enlightened] through knowledge.
\          12. Through cessation of every [component] none functions;
\          That single mass of sorrow (dukkha) is thus completely destroyed.

From the ultimate point of view "originating dependently" is the realization of emptiness,
while at the same time it is the causal law, or "chain of causation" from the mundane point
of view. For Nagarjuna, "emptiness" became the best verbal expression for "originating
dependently." It avoided the illusion of self-existence (svabhava) most completely, and
omitted the necessity for a law of causation which related entities that were presupposed in
a "svabhava perspective."

In a "radical becoming" view of existence there is no necessity to postulate an absolute
principle of relationship, for such a principle would presuppose some static essence
underlying a process of "becoming." A complete loss of self-sufficient reality (or
realities) involves a different kind of ontological quality than one based on the
relationship between being and becoming. In such a context not only does the individual
"being" disappear, but also a universal "being" which could provide the basis for any
visible or imagined thing. The mundane construction and the cause of construction both drain
away through the "radical becoming" of emptiness. Mrs. Rhys Davids has indicated this shift
in ontological concerns by calling attention to two shades of meaning in impermanence: (1)



lack of eternal being-ness, and (2) alteration—the fact that every x has a coefficient n
which may alter x to become continually non-x. Nagarjuna, I suggest, had both shades of
meaning in mind when he considered mundane existence as impermanent. Emptiness simply
becomes; it i not the end of a "becoming process." If it were the conclusion of such a
process, then it would have to be shown how it resulted from the process, which, in turn,
entails an explanation of how this process and emptiness are different and how they are
related.

It is specifically the reality of "relationship" which Nagarjuna denies when, in MMK, xx (An
Analysis of the Aggregate (samagri) of Causes and Conditions), he denies that the
conjunction (samagri) of cause and conditions can account for arising of existence. He
argues that it is logically impossible to relate entities (such as conditions and effects)
if one assumes their self-sufficient reality; at the same time he indicates that it is
unnecessary to postulate any necessary relationship in the light of emptiness. In the first
instance, the relationship is either an identity or an uncompromising difference, which in
both cases does not permit an effect to be produced. In the second instance, the emptiness
of any self-sufficient reality destroys the conventional distinctions between real and
nonreal, cause and effect, so in the last analysis it is incorrect to say that an "empty
entity" (or "nonempty entity") is produced or destroyed. Nagarjuna argues  that a
self-sufficient "real cause" is impossible, and that such a notion is even irrelevant when
one truly perceives the emptiness of all things -- as seen in the following excerpt from
chapter xx:

\          15. If there is no concomitance whatever, how would the cause produce the
product?
\          Or if a concomitance exists, how would the cause produce the product?
\          16. If the cause is empty of a product, how would it produce the product?
\          If the cause is not empty of a product, how would it produce the product?
\          17. A non-empty product would not be originated, [and] a non-empty [product]
would not be destroyed.
\          Then that is non-empty which will not originate or not disappear.
\          18. How would that be produced which is empty? How would that be destroyed which
is empty?
\          It logically follows, then, that which is empty is not originated and not
destroyed.

To sum up Nagarjuna's concern with constructed phenomena in light of emptiness, we would
point to his assertion that mental distinctions are only imaginary fabrication, that there
are no self-establishing characteristics of "things," and that there is no real difference
between accepted dichotomies such as Nirvana and samsara (flux of existence). Correlative to
this assertion is the denial of real entities in conditioned phenomena or the
"unconditioned," the denial of a succession of moments in time, and a denial of the triple
factors: subject, object, and activity. If all this is true, then without real entities
there is no real cause. The causal process itself, conceived as a chain of events, is a mere
fabrication—though indeed a fabrication powerful enough to bind man to more fabrication.

L3: [The Impotence of Karma]

The recognition that "cause" is "empty" has implications for the doctrine of karma. The
significance of karma as a soteriologic term in Indian thought seems originally to have been
related to the efficacy in magic, or to ritual origination of reality, and in purification



through repetition of formulas. Karma (action) is the fabrication of reality which has the
efficacy for both good and bad existence. In early Buddhism final release (Nirvana) was
conceived as the exhaustion of karma, for the turmoil (dukkha) of existence was the result
of karma.

In the centuries preceding Nagarjuna, the term karma had been used to designate the
potential for future existence as well as the result of past actions. In the philosophical
work Kathavatthu, for instance, several points of controversy center around what the results
of karma actually  are. The limits of its efficacy also became involved in the image of the
Buddha, for it was suggested in the Mahaparanibbana Suttanta that the Buddha could have
lived for an eon if he had wished. We need not go into the details of the controversy here
except to point out that the Sthaviravadins stressed the efficacy of karma for determining
the length of existence even in the case of the Buddha, whereas the Mahasanghikas (the
precursors of Mahayana) emphasized the possibility of overcoming the power of karma through
yogic powers, claiming that the Buddha could, indeed, have lived an eon had he wished. Thus
the end of religious life could be defined either entirely within the framework of the
karmic process or in terms of another force to counteract the karmic process. Nagarjuna
established a more extensive revolution by denying that either alternative correctly
understood the problem of existing in karma but gaining release from karma.

What then is the relation of emptiness to the binding force of karma?

The answer is made explicit in MMK, xvii (An Analysis of Action (karma) and Its Product
(phala)). 21 where we find that in realizing emptiness there is no individual reality of
karma; since no "real thing" originates, karma is vulnerable to the same analysis as any
aspect of the cause-effect process. Whereas in early Buddhism the Eightfold Noble Path is
regarded as "inverted pratitya-samutpada," a sequence of non-origination, the notion of
emptiness requires more than the reversal of the karmic process. The Prajnaparamitas already
reversed the original usage of "dependent co-origination" as an understanding of existence.
In them this doctrine represented an-utpada (non-origination) because the phenomenal reality
and the process of its origination are empty. This new definition of "dependent
co-origination" is summarized in the Dedication of the Karikas, which maintains that nothing
disappears or appears; nothing has an end or is eternal; there is no monistic self-identity
nor differentiation; and there is no coming or going. Thus, that which in the early Buddhist
insight explained the existence of phenomena, in the Prajnaparamitas became an insight into
the nonexistence of phenomena.

If karma is only a mental construction, the relationship of action and evil (klesa =
desire), which is at the base of the concern to eliminate bad karma, also does not obtain
for Nagarjuna. MMK, xvii (An Analysis of Action (karma) and Its Product (phala)) analyzes
the relation of karma and its product (phala), where it is shown that evil produced by
action does not exist as such:

\          26. An action is that whose "self" (atman) is desire, and the desires do not
really exist.
\          If these desires do not really exist, how would the action really exist?
\          27. Action and desire are declared to be the conditioning cause of the body.
\          If action and desire are empty, what need one say about "body"?

The analysis continues by showing how action on the one hand is not a self-sufficient entity
and, on the other, is produced by conditions; thus, it cannot be called an existent or



nonexistent The chapter concludes:

\          31. Just as a teacher, by his magical power, formed a magical form,
\          And this magical form formed again another magical form—
\          32. Just so the "one who forms" is himself being formed magically; and the act
performed by him
\          Is like a magical form being magically formed by another magical form.
\          33. Desires, actions, bodies, producers, and products
\          Are like a fairy castle, resembling a mirage, a dream.

To summarize the significance of emptiness for understanding existence, we must note how the
early Buddhists had maintained that the basic cause for suffering and continual production
of karma was "craving" or "grasping." Nagarjuna used a rigorous dialectic and an expression
of reality in terms of "emptiness" to negate any object of craving, subject of craving, or
situation of craving. In the Karikas he denied any real "arising" (origination) or
destruction of entities. He articulated the insight found in the Prajnaparamitas that when
the person who is perfect in wisdom realizes the truth of "emptiness," he knows that there
are no entities to arise and that there is no ontological process of arising. This argument
is based on the claim that what we call entities are results of dependent co-origination
(pratitya-samutpada). At the same time, we must say that there is no thing like a "product"
according to the Karikas. The principle of dependent co-origination is no longer seen as a
cause-and-effect principle. Nothing arises from another thing, nor from itself. The same
analysis holds true for the relation of consciousness of something and the object of
consciousness. Here the question concerning the causal priority of the idea or the objective
concrete entity cannot even be raised. Because there is no real entity (e.g., a piece of
cloth) in Ultimate Truth, there is nothing to which the characteristic of "result" can
apply; and if there are no results, the argument continues, there can be no condition.
Nagarjuna's aim is to reorient the concern for the appearance of phenomena and the effort to
pinpoint "good" and "bad." He stayed in the Buddhist tradition in his concern to properly
apprehend the everyday fact of existence; but he intended to prevent this concern from
blinding the way to release.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 5. Nirvana - 69]

In the last two chapters we saw that according to Nagarjuna' analysis of existence there are
no real distinctions. What human beings perceive as distinctive entities or segments of
existence is a result of mental fabrication. These entities, Nagarjuna claims, do not exist
in themselves; they exist because they are "named"—distinguished from something else. And
the names given to that conglomerate of impulses, perceptions, sensations called "things"
are useful only for a practical, conventional level of life. Likewise the causal relations
which were held to bring about the origination and cessation of the entities are to be
regarded on the level of conventional truth. They as well as their constructs are empty of
self-established reality.

Had Nagarjuna ended his critique with an analysis of conditioned existence (samskrta), he
would have, in effect, expressed an ontological duality designating "the unconditioned"
(asamskrta) as the real over against the unreal conditioned existence. This way of handling



the material, however, was precluded by his original denial of real distinctions between
things. Because "the unconditioned" is ultimately no different from "the conditioned world,"
the usual means for understanding these terms as "levels of reality" did not obtain. He
could not say that the conditioned world was just fabrication while "the unconditioned"
referred to some inexpressible real. Both fell under the jurisdiction of "independent
co-origination" (pratytya-samutpada) understood as emptiness (sunyata). In this chapter we
will examine how Nagarjuna's understanding of emptiness informs his notion of the highest
reality (Nirvana, Tathagata).

The terms Nirvana (lit. "blowing out," i.e., elimination of attachment) and Tathagata (lit.
"thus gone" = the Buddha) are useful for indicating complete spiritual release, Nagarjuna
maintains, only if they do not refer to entities which become objects for "grasping." The
first requirement for avoiding this subtle fabrication is to remember that there are no real
ontological distinctions. For instance, MMK, v. (An Analysis of the "Irreductible Elements"
(dhatus)) 8 reminds us who affirm either reality or nonreality cannot perceive Nirvana:

\          8. But those unenlightened people who either affirm reality or non-reality
\          Do not perceive the blessed cessation-of-appearance of existing things.

Likewise, the emptiness of all entities means that there are no such things as "being bound"
or "ultimate release." In chap. xvi (An Analysis of Being Bound (bandhana) and Release
(moksa)), Nagarjuna subjects these notions to the same analysis as "things" (bhava), showing
that if conceived as self-sufficient entities their phenomenal change cannot be accounted
for. The importance of avoiding the fabrication of the entity  "release" is seen in verses 9
and 10:

\          9. "I will be released without any acquisition." "Nirvana will be mine."
\          Those who understand thus hold too much to "a holding on" [i.e., both to the
acquisition of karma, and to a viewpoint].
\          10. Where there is a super-imposing of nirvana [on something else], nor a removal
of existence-in-flux,
\          What is the existence-in-flux there? What nirvana is imagined?

The same conclusion is reached in chapter viii (An Analysis of the Product (Karma) and the
Producer (Karaka)) by showing that the object of action (karma) and the person acting
(kartaka) do not exist as such. Verses 5 and 6 deny the reality of dharma (truth), the path
to heaven, and final release (moksa) as things in themselves:

\          5. If the producing action, etc. do not exist, then neither can the true reality
(dharma) nor false reality (adharma) exist.
\          If neither the true reality nor the false reality exists, then also the product
(phala) born from that does not exist.
\          6. If there is no real product, then there also exists no path to heaven nor to
ultimate release.
\          Thus it logically follows that all producing actions are without purpose.

Whatever notions are assumed to possess self-sufficient reality are subjects to Nagarjuna's
analysis; thus, even the notion of "misunderstanding" is regarded as a misunderstanding if
it is distinguished from correct understanding in an absolute way. In chapter xxiii (An
Analysis of Errors (viparyasa), "misunderstanding," "good," and "bad"—which, in the
Abhidharma, are held to be the conditions for mental fabrication—are shown to be void of
self-existence. They are also shown to be insignificant on the grounds of dependent



co-origination, for then they are already regarded as empty. Verses 24 ant 25 sum up the
irrelevancy of deciding if "misunderstanding," "good," and "bad" exist as such or not:

\          24. If any kind of self-existent impurities belong to somebody,
\          How in all the world would they be eliminated? Who can eliminate that which is
self-existent?
\          25. If any kind of self-existent impurities do not belong to somebody,
\          How in all the world would they be eliminated? Who can eliminate that which is
non-self-existent?

In the Prajnaparamita tradition already there were dramatic denials that the
essence-attribute character applied to "what really exists." The Astasahastika, for
instance, has the Buddha explicitly deny the independent reality of the true attribute
(sva-laksana) of reality. In the chapter on "Skill in Means" the Buddha gives instruction
regarding concentration on emptiness, and says:

\          He should contemplate form, etc., as empty. But he should contemplate that with
an undisturbed series of thoughts in such a way that, when he contemplates the fact that
"form, etc., is empty," he does not regard that true nature of dharmas (i.e. emptiness) as
something which, as a result of its own true nature (i.e. emptiness) is a real entity. But
when he does not regard that true nature of dharmas as a real thing, then he cannot realize
the reality-limit.

The fact that "release" is not distinct from "illusion" in the sense that each term
represents an ultimate ontological distinction does not mean that "release" and "illusion"
may not be very useful as designations on a practical or conventional level. Using the term
in this way, Nagarjuna says in MMK, xviii (An Analysis of the Individual Self (atma)). 5
that Nirvana is attained by dissipation of action and evil energies:

\          5. On account of the destruction of the pains (klesa) of action there is release
for pains of action exist for him who constructs them.
These pains result from phenomenal extension (prapanca); but this phenomenal extension comes
to a stop by emptiness.

Here, however, the very emptiness of the action and energies is the presupposition of such
attainment. The conventional terms used to express Nirvana are also used to explain "what
actually is" (tattva). In both case the terms stress nonsubstantiality and the quality of
indeterminateness. Chapter xviii. (An Analysis of the Individual Self (atma)) 7-11 expresses
the difficulty in using designations for Nirvana when in the very designating process there
is a denial of the realization of Nirvana.

\          7. When the domain of thought has been dissipated, "that which can be stated" is
dissipated.
\          Those things which are unoriginated and not terminated, like nirvana, constitute
the Truth (dharmata).
\          8. Everything is "actual" (tathyam) or "not-actual," or both "acts
actual-and-not-actual,"
\          Or "neither-actual-nor-not-actual": This is the teaching of the Buddha.
\          9. "Not caused by something else," "peaceful," "not elaborated by discursive
thought,"
\          "Indeterminate," "undifferentiated": such are the characteristics of true reality
(tattva) .



\          10. Whatever exists, being dependent [on something else], is certainly not
identical to that [other thing],
\          Nor is a thing different from that; therefore, it is neither destroyed nor
eternal.
\          11. The immortal essence of the teaching of the Buddhas, the lords of the world,
is
\          Without singleness or multiplicity; it is not destroyed nor is it eternal.
\          12. If fully-developed Buddhas do not arise [in the world] and the disciples [of
the Buddha] disappear,
\          Then, independently, the knowledge of the self-produced enlightened ones
(pratyekaBuddha) is produced.

Again, in xxv. (An Analysis of Nirvana) 3 we read:

\          3. Nirvana has been said to be neither eliminated nor attained, neither
annihilated nor eternal,
\          Neither disappeared nor originated.

Likewise, in conventional speech, sunya (empty) designates that which is beyond human
expression; as such this term indicates the nature of ultimate reality. Because of the
non-substantiality of this ontology , "emptiness" is not used to designate a state of
existence, but rather a condition which precludes a static ontological character. This usage
is exemplified in MMK, xx. (An Analysis of the Aggregate (samagri) of Causes and Conditions)
18:

\          18. How would that be produced which is empty? How would that be destroyed which
is empty?
\          It logically follows, then, that which is empty is not originated and not
destroyed.

A more complete development is given in xxiv, 20-40. Chapter xxiv (An Analysis of the Holy
Truths (aryasatya)) analyzes the notion of the four holy truths (caturaryasatya); here
Nagarjuna insists that only if all things are empty can the holy truths be effective. As
before, emptiness refers to the conditioned co-origination of all things, and nonemptiness
refers to the self-sufficient reality (svabhava) of all things. Emptiness is the condition
(i.e., dependent co-origination) which must exist before any phenomenal causes and
conditions can "produce" entities; at the same time it is the condition which denies the
ultimate reality of phenomenal entities. The claim that emptiness is the condition for both
mundane action and the release from sorrow is seen in the concluding five verses of this
chapter:

\          36. You deny all mundane and customary activities
\          When you deny emptiness [in the sense of] dependent co-origination
(patytya-samutpada).
\          37. If you deny emptiness, there would be action which is unactivated.
\          There would be nothing whatever acted upon, and a producing action would be
something not begun.
\          38. According to [the doctrine of] "self-existence" the world is free from
different conditions;
\          Then it will exist as unproduced, undestroyed and immutable.
\          39. If non-emptiness does not exist, then something is attained which is not



attained;
\          There is cessation of sorrow and actions, and all evil is destroyed.
\          40. He who perceives dependent co-origination (patytya-samutpada)
\          Also understands sorrow, origination, and destruction as well as the path [of
release].

In the Mahayana Buddhist tradition another important term for the ultimate reality is
"Tathagata" (lit. "thus-gone" or fully attained), which is reality conceived as the final
cessation of defiling ignorance. Tathagata is a synonym for the Buddha, and is the object of
a great deal of discussion in the Prajnaparamita literature. Yet, this term—as other notions
representing the Absolute—comes under Nagarjuna's analysis, where it is shown to have no
independent self-existence. Chapter xxii (An Analysis of the "Fully Completed" (Tathagata))
is devoted to showing that Tathagata is neither a "self-existing entity" nor is it a product
of dependent relationships. Thus from the perspective of the Ultimate Truth, it has no
essential ontological status. The first ten verses show that Tathagata, as other "things,"
cannot "become" if it is assumed to be a self-existing thing, for this would deny real
relatedness. Verse 9 and 10 conclude:

\          9. So when there is dependence, self-existence does not exist;
\          And if there is no self-existence whatever, how is an other-existence possible?
\          10. Thus "dependence" and "that which is dependent" are completely empty (sunya)
.
\          How is that empty "fully completed one" known through that which is empty?

The next six verses in Chapter xxii (An Analysis of the "Fully Completed" (Tathagata)) deny
that any term, including "empty," can properly express the truth of the Buddha if it is used
in an absolute way, for the terms do not refer to qualities- or substances-in -themselves.
What human beings designate as the Tathagata actually is what human beings also designate as
"the world"; and this truth must be realized before one can perceive the "fully attained."
Nagarjuna ends the chapter with the verse:

\          16. The self-existence of the "fully completed" [being] is the self-existence of
the world.
\          The "fully completed" [being] is without self-existence [and] the world is
without self-existence.

Whatever name is used to designate the "ultimate reality," whether it is Nirvana, Tathagata,
or tattva, it is declared to be without a selfestablished nature. Thus, Nagarjuna deals with
Nirvana just as he does with "things" (bhava), "conditions," or sense faculties. In MMK, xxv
(An Analysis of Nirvana), which is devoted entirely to an analysis of Nirvana, he shows that
none of the alternatives of the quatralemma is true: Nirvana is not an existent entity
(verse 4-6); it is not a nonexistent entity (verses 7-10); it is not both an existent and
nonexistent entity at the same time (verses 11-14); and it is not neither an existent nor
nonexistent entity at the same time (verses 15-16). Nirvana cannot be an existent thing
because then it would be a constructed phenomenon (samskrta). It cannot be a nonexistent
because this is logically dependent on an existent—which is denied. It cannot be both,
again, because then it would be "constructed"; and it cannot be neither because this
logically depends on the existence of both. The rationale for handling Nirvana as any mental
fabrication is expressly stated in verses 19 and 20:

\          19. There is nothing whatever which differentiates the existence-in-flux



(samsara) from nirvana;
\          And there is nothing whatever which differentiates nirvana from
existence-in-flux.
\          20. The extreme limit (koti) of nirvana is also the extreme limit of
existence-in-flux;
\          There is not the slightest bit of difference between these two.

Nirvana, for Nagarjuna, is not a term which darkly reflects an absolute Ultimate Reality;
it, too, is simply a fabrication of the mind which, if misunderstood as referring to a
self-sufficient and independent Ultimate Reality, will misguide the one who seeks release.
Only as a conventional i.e., relative, term can it be profitably used to direct the mind
from ignorance and greedy The Ultimate Truth to which the term Nirvana points is that it is
without any designations in actuality there is no "it" and no designation, just as visible
forms are not things-in-themselves which have certain attributes.

The difference between Nirvana and samsara applies only to the conventional norms of truth,
for ultimately both of them are empty (sunya). The "negative tendency" in dealing with
Nirvana and samsara as "undifferentiated" rather than as "the same" is important to prevent
the misunderstanding that emptiness is an Absolute in the sense of Brahman in
Advaita-vedanta thought. Nirvana and samsara have a "negative identity" whereby the nature
of reality in Nirvana consists in the lack of self-sufficient reality in the factors that
constitute samsara. The emptiness of the phenomenal world is also the emptiness of any
"non-phenomenal reality" that is conceived as self-existent. Samsara is no more "empty" than
Nirvana; nor is Nirvana more "empty" than samsara from the highest point of view—though
Nirvana is more "empty" than samsara from the conventional, practical perspective.

The importance of recognizing that "emptiness" applies to both Nirvana and samsara is made
clear by a brief examination of alternative interpretations of emptiness that have
characterized scholarship presented in Western languages. These interpretations suggest two
extremes that are suggested by Nagarjuna's expression: 1 ) emptiness seen as "nothing-ness"
or 2) as an absolute essence beyond every particular manifestation. The first alternatives
stresses the lack of a metaphysical monism or pluralism with the presupposition that the
only alternative to "something" (seen as a substantial reality) is "nothing" (i.e., as
"non-being" over against "being.") The alternative is represented by T. R. V. Murti and S.
Schayer, who see the Madhyamika dialectic as only preparatory for the intuition of the
reality behind the illusory phenomena. The basic presupposition in this interpretation is
that the plurality of different entities is considered to be unreal, while the totality of
being which contains all the particular entities is real. However, such an interpretation is
contrary to the spirit of Buddhist thought in which the "whole" is not considered to be real
while the constituents to be unreal, e.g., in the well-known example of the chariot and the
parts which make up the chariot, neither is admitted to be real in itself. Likewise, the
claim regarding Absolute Being is a philosophical response to a question which admittedly is
resolved only in a transrational dimension of life. As a philosophical assertion, this
Absolute need not be equated only with all or only with nothing. The proper context for
interpreting "emptiness" as a name for religious truth is expressed by E. Conze who, in
spite of repeated references to "the undifferentiated whole" of ultimate reality, explains:

"Emptiness" has its true connotations in the process of salvation, and it would be a mistake
to regard it as a purely intellectual concept, or to make it into a thing, and give it an
ontological meaning. The relative nothing ("this is absent in that") cannot be hypostatized
into an absolute nothing, into the non-existence of everything, or the denial of all reality



and of all being. Nor does "emptiness" mean the completely indeterminate, the purely
potential, nviich can become everything without being anything.

Nagarjuna's use of the term "emptiness" (sunyata) already brought criticisms from his
contemporaries, who interpreted his analysis as an expression of nihilism in which nothing
can be produced and no truth known. For instance, the sixth verse of MMK, xxiv (An Analysis
of the Holy Truths (aryasatya)) sums up an opponent's criticism:

\           [An opponent claims:]
\          ...
\          6. You deny the real existence of a product, of right and wrong,
And all the practical behavior of the world as being empty.

The opponent's criticism is based on interpreting emptiness as the opposite of real
existence, of the causal process, and of moral judgement; for him emptiness is chaos.
Conceived thus, emptiness is regarded as a static state of non-being—the opposite of the
state of being, while on the same ontological basis with it. To this Nagarjuna responds:

\           [Nagarjuna replies:]
\          7. We reply that you do not comprehend the point of emptiness;
\          You eliminate both "emptiness" itself and its purpose from it.
\          8. The teaching by the Buddhas of the dharma has recourse to two truths:
\          The world-ensconced truth and the truth which is the highest sense.
\          9. Those who do not know the distribution (vibhagam) of the two kinds of truth
\          Do not know the profound "point" (tattva) in the teaching of the Buddha.
\          10. The highest sense [of the truth] is not taught apart from practical behavior,
\          And without having understood the highest sense one cannot understand nirvana.

A nihilistic interpretation, says Nagarjuna, does not perceive the "point" of emptiness, for
such an interpretation never gets beyond the concern expressed in "world-ensconced truth."
From the ultimate standpoint emptiness does not refer to some undifferentiated essence, nor
to the negation of an assumed essence; rather, emptiness is the dynamics which avoids making
essential differentiations. As verse 10 above suggests, the ultimate standpoint cannot be
separated from "practical behavior" or mundane activity; and from this standpoint sunyata is
a means to realize ultimate release from every differentiated thing.

"Emptiness," then, is not something in itself; it, too, is only a designation. This denial
that even "emptiness" itself represents Ultimate Reality as such is clearly articulated in
MMK, xxii (An Analysis of the "Fully Completed" (Tathagata)). 10-11, where in the context of
an analysis of the "fully completed" (Tathagata), it is not granted the privilege of having
a self-sufficient reality. Tathagata is regarded as a relative construction, and therefore
it fits the given definition of emptiness. In these verses we find the explanation:

\          10. Thus "dependence" and "that which is dependent" are completely empty (sunya)
.
\          How is that empty "fully completed one" known through that which is empty?
\          11. One may not say that there is "emptiness" (sunya) nor that there is
"non-emptiness."
\          Nor that both [exist simultaneously], nor that neither exists; the purpose for
saying ["emptiness"] is for the purpose of conveying knowledge.

Emptiness itself is empty of any self-sufficient reality. La Vallée Poussin summed up the



Madhyamika use of "emptiness" in the following way:

    For the Madhyamika, "vacuity is neither nothingness nor a transcendent-immanent
principle, but the very nature of what exists; "things are not void because of vacuity"
(sunyataya)—conceived as exterior to things—"but because they are void," and they are "void"
because they are produced by causes. "Vacuity" means "production by causes," and is only an
abstraction, a mere word.

Nagarjuna's denial that emptiness is an ultimate principle is understandable in the context
of the assertions of the Prajnaparamita literature. Here we find emptiness equated with form
(rupa) and even phenomenal illusion (maya), those forces which were regarded in early
Buddhism as binding human beings to the cycle of painful existence. "Emptiness," we have
seen, is regarded as a useful term for expressing the highest reality only when it is
considered neither different from the factors (dharmas) of existence nor identical to them.
If it is different from them, "emptiness" represents a nihilism; if it is identical to them,
"emptiness" represents eternalism—and these extremes must be avoided. "Form," as such,
cannot be regarded either as "bound" or free, for it is without self-existence (svabhava).
According to the Astasahastika the crucial factor for release (Nirvana) is the purity, i.e.,
the nonattachment, in which the form can be known. However, there is no identification of
form or phenomenal existence with impurity as such. The purity of form, self, perfect wisdom
-- anything --  determines the qualitative distinction between truth and illusion, for
purity is the same as nonattachment. Nevertheless, the bodhisattva (the one who has realized
the true nature of things) is warned not to regard "form" either as "being attached" or
"empty." The Lord Buddha explains to his disciple Subhuti:

    One courses in perfect wisdom if one does not course in the idea that form is with
attachment, or without attachment. And as for forrn, so for the other skandhas, the sight
organ, etc.... When he courses thus, a Bodhisattva does not generate attachment to anything,
from form to all-knowledge. For all-knowledge is unattached, it is neither bound nor freed,
and there is nothing that has risen above it. It is thus Subhuti that Bodhisattvas should
course in perfect wisdom through rising completely above all attachments.

Is there, then, an ultimate end which is called "perfect"? Is there something that is
perfected? No, emptiness is not something to be perfected or crudely realized. Subhuti
succinctly states: "This is a perfection of what is not." He then continues with a catalogue
of paradoxes including such statements as: "This perfection knows no purification, because
no possible receptacle (which might have to be purified) can be apprehended," and, "Empty is
this perfection, because all dharmas are not apprehended." The lack of any "thing" which can
serve as a referent for "perfect wisdom" ( = Nirvana) is summed up by Subhuti when he says:

    Deep, O Lord, is perfect wisdom. It cannot be developed by anything, nor by anyone, nor
is there anything nor anyone to be developed. For in perfect wisdom nothing at all has been
brought to perfection. The development of perfect wisdom is like the development of space,
or of all dharmas, or of non-attachment, of the infinite, of what is not, of
not-taking-hold-of.

By clearly understanding that there is no absolute essence to which "emptiness" (or
"Nirvana" and "perfect wisdom") refers, we recognize that when emptiness is described as
inexpressible, inconceivable, and devoid of designation, it does not imply that there is
such a thing having these as characteristics. Emptiness is nonsubstantial and
nonperceptible. As "nonsubstantially" does not indicate non-existence, but a denial that



things are real in themselves, so "non-perceptibility" does not mean a state of
unconsciousness; rather, it serves to check the inclination to substantialize phenomena
through conceptualization. Thus, "emptiness" itself is empty in both an ontological and an
epistemological sense: "it" is devoid of any self-sufficient being, and it is beyond both
designations "empty" and "non-empty." Only if both senses are kept in mind can we see how
Nagarjuna relates the "emptiness of the phenomenal world" to the "emptiness of any absolute
entity or assertion."

\          When emptiness works (yujyate) then everything in existence works;
\          If emptiness does not work, then all existence does not stork (xxiv. 14).

The "emptiness" which denies any absolute, self-sufficient being also establishes existence
(-- existence empty of any self-existent reality) through dependent co-origination;
emptiness is neither an absolute monism nor nihilism.

We can come to grips with the meaning of Nirvana as empty of all content by remembering that
the purpose of the term was to indicate "true freedom"—final release. It was first a
soteriological term -- with meta-physical overtones. Nagarjuna, following the insights of
the Prajnaparamita composers, held that the Abhidharma literature became so "tied up" with
explanations of the nature and process of Nirvana that freedom from mental fabrication could
not be realized. Nagarjuna attempted to break the bonds which even such a "righteous
concern" had by subjecting the notions to a devastating dialectic. In destroying the
illusion of self-beings Nagarjuna was establishing the freedom which came from existing
without attachment. It is this freedom which applies both to existence and Nirvana; for it
is not conceived as a self-contained state of existence in the sense of a realm into which
one "enters."

Fundamental to an understanding of Nirvana is the perception of the reality of "becoming"
for which Nirvana is the answer. If we see that the "becoming" is a fundamental ontological
category denying the static "being," then there is no need for a static ontological
substratum to undergrid a "process of becoming"; and the question of whether there "is" or
"is not"  something remaining when there is no longer fabrication of existence does not
apply. For Nagarjuna, common everyday living more often than not imposed an illusory
absolute character on the everyday events and "things" of life. He claimed that even the
concern for spiritual insight, could take on this illusory absolute character if Nirvana,
Tathagata, or ''emptiness" were regarded as self-existent realities. Another way of saying
this is that existence without a self-sufficient status is an empty relation (or empty
relations) which takes (take) on an illusory substantial quality when "self-existence"
(svabhava) is emotionally and perceptually attributed to it. Nirvana is realizing the true,
empty structure of becoming, which then becomes religiously "more," but metaphysically
"less" than "being" or "becoming."

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 6. Wisdom (Prajna) - 82]

The fourth concept which we are considering, and for which "emptiness" has particular
relevance, is "wisdom" (prajna). Wisdom is a "means of knowing" which releases a person from
the attachment to things. Within the context of our discussion regarding emptiness, wisdom
is the presupposition for, and the culmination of, the negation of self-sufficient entities.



The aim of wisdom is to melt the chains of greed and thirst for possession of "things." Or
to state the same thing from the viewpoint of a religious goal, its aim is to relate oneself
to all "things" in an empty relationship, i.e., in total freedom.

As the means of attaining total freedom, however, it is most susceptible to becoming a
binding force. If wisdom is "grasped" as a thing-in-itself, it will subtly be constructed
into a delusive mirage; if it is conceived as an absolute "view," it simply becomes one of
several mental constructions, and is susceptible to destructive dynamics of its own genius.
In considering wisdom, we must repeat the intention of MMK, xxiv (An Analysis of the Holy
Truths (aryasatya)). 8-10 to differentiate between the two kinds of truth on the one hand,
and, on the other, insist that Nirvana cannot be attained without the use of both. In the
context of emptiness, Nagarjuna claims, the wisdom of release dissolves the attachment to
"things" in the visible world (know through conventional truth) and dissolves the yearning
for some "ultimate reality" (realized through the highest truth).

In this chapter we will discuss Nagarjuna's denial that wisdom is knowledge about something
-- or somethings -- ultimately real, his denial that the use of the term "emptiness" implies
that he is articulating some absolute assertion, and his own use of conventional truth to
express the highest truth.

L3: [Wisdom Without an Object of Knowledge]

In previous chapters we have discussed in detail how Nagarjuna denied the independent
existence (svabhava) of visible entities. Thus the conclusions in MMK, iii (An Analysis of
"Vision" and Other Sense-Faculties). 7-8 and iv (An Analysis of the "Groups of Universal
Elements" (skandhas)). 4-5 indicate that there are no "things" or "causal relations" in
themselves. From xviii (An Analysis of the Individual Self (atma)). 7-8 and xxiii (An
Analysis of Errors (viparyasa)). 23 we learn that in the complete realization of emptiness
there is no differentiation, and that the differentiation made in the phenomenal world is
not to be confused with the truth which knows these differentiations as empty. The result of
the cessation of ignorance is expressed in xxiii (An Analysis of Errors (viparyasa)). 23:

\          23. From the cessation of error ignorance ceases;
\          When ignorance has ceased, conditioning forces (samskara) and everything else
cease.

True knowledge, however, should not be regarded as some absolute information which is
revealed every now and then. The knowledge of "emptiness" is not conceived as an expression
of "something"; it is not a proposition about something. Rather it is a power which
spontaneously operates throughout existence (or nonexistence, both or neither). This is
expressed in MMK, xviii (An Analysis of the Individual Self (atma)). 12:

\          12. If fully-developed Buddhas do not arise [in the world] and the disciples [of
the Buddha] disappear,
\          Then, independently, the knowledge of the self-produced enlightened ones
(pratyekaBuddha) is produced.

In fact the assertion of some independent reality "behind" the expression of knowledge would
preclude any knowledge of emptiness. Nagarjuna says:

\          24. If the path [of release] is self-existent, then there is no way of bringing
it into existence (bhavana);
\          If that path is brought into existence, then "self-existence," which you claim



does not exist.
\          25. When sorrow, origination, and destruction do not exist,
\          What kind of path will obtain the destruction of sorrow?
\          26. If there is no complete knowledge as to self-existence, how [can there be]
any knowledge of it?
\          Indeed, is it not true that self-existence is that which endures?

The "transforming knowledge" which is called wisdom is, then, a means to dissipate any
absolute notion about something (i.e. an antidote to clear the way for transcendence). R.
Robinson has clearly perceived the function of the term "emptiness" as Nagarjuna use it to
articulate absolute truth. He writes:

    Emptiness is not a term outside the expressional system, but is simply the key term
within it. Those who would hypostasize emptiness are confusing the symbol system with the
fact system. No metaphysical fact whatever can be established from the facts of language.
The question arises as to the relation between worldly truth and absolute truth. The term
"absolute truth" is part of the descriptive order, not part of the factual order. Like all
other expressions, it is empty, but it has a peculiar relation within the system of
designations. It symbolizes non-system, a surd within the system of constructs.

The concept "emptiness" attempts to answer the Indian spiritual search for the knowledge of
reality through an extension of the Buddhist insight that there is no reality in
things-in-themselves (anatman doctrine). The Mahaprajaparamita-sastra maintains that the
teaching of emptiness of the means both emptiness of beings (pudgala-sunyata) and emptiness
of the dharmas (dharma-sunyata). If the idea of an existing entity comes into mind, the
bodhisattva knows that it is an illusion. It is the essence of wisdom (prajna) to realize
that a disciple who has "attained the fruit of entering the Stream" has not attained
anything—neither dharma (truth)  nor the path of release. If a person should think so, he
would have a belief in a self (atman), an independently existing entity.

"Wisdom" in both the Abhidbarma and the Prajnaparamita writings meant "looking at things as
they are." However, whereas the Abhidbarma had tried to see the nonsubstantiality of things
by seeing the factors which composed them, the Prajnaparamita maintained that the factors
themselves were empty of independent reality, and that the notions of "path," "dharma," or
"Buddha" were meaningless if they designated entities which had particular and unique
characteristics (laksanas = "marks"). For instance in the Vajracchedika Prajnaparamita when
the Lord is telling his disciple Subhuti how "someone who has set out in the
Bodhisattva-vehicle should stand, how to progress, how to exert his thought," he says:

    Although innumerable beings have thus been led to Nirvana, no being at all has been led
to Nirvana. And why? If in a Bodhisattva the perception of a "being" should take place, he
could not be called a "Bodhi-being." And why? He is not to be called a Bodhi-being, in whom
the perception of a self or a being would take place, or the perception of a living soul or
a person. . .

    What to you think, Subhuti, can the Tathagata be seen by the possession of his marks?

    Subhuti: No indeed, O Lord, not by the possession of his marks can the Tathagata be
seen. And why? What has been taught by the Tathagata as the possession of marks, that is
truly a no-possession of no-marks.

   The Lord: Wherever there is possession of marks there is fraud, wherever there is



no-possession of no-marks there is no fraud. Hence the Tathagata is to be seen from no-marks
as marks.

Likewise, in the Heart Sutra the Buddha explains the manner by which the Bodhisattva
"attains" ultimate release. In the sixth sections he says:

    Therefore, O Sariputra, it is because of his non-attainmentness that a Bodhisattva,
through having relied on the perfection of wisdom, dwells without thought-coverings
[acittavarana]. In the absence of thought-coverings he has not been made to tremble, he has
overcome what can upset, ant in the end he attains to Nirvana.

In explaining the meaning of this paragraph, Edward Conze writes:

    What one had to do was not to rely on anything, worldly or otherwise, to let it all go,
to give the resulting emptiness a free run, unobstructed by anything whatever, or by the
fight against it. To stop relying on anything, to seek nowhere any refuge or support, that
is to be supported busy the "perfection of wisdom." The Perfection of Wisdom can, of course,
be equated with Emptiness, and so at this stage the Bodhisattva relies on nothing but
emptiness.

In conformity with the vision of ancient Buddhism, Nagarjuna denied that happiness in this
life or any other could result from an extreme. Regardless of the earnestness expressed in
any purificatory effort, if such effort were not aware of its own nonessential character, it
was simply fabricating more constricting action (karma). Indian Buddhism, by accepting an
ontology of "becoming"—in distinction to one of "being" -- made relatedness bear the weight
of its metaphysical considerations. By taking the burden of existence from "things" or
"elements" Buddhism emphasized the nonsubstantiality, the nonautonomy, of existence.
Nagarjuna stated this notion through the concept "emptiness," dissolving every particular in
a "negative identity." Even the notion of "emptiness" did not possess a peculiar ontological
status, so that when a Bodhisattva is to rely on emptiness, he does not rely on something
outside the description "emptiness"—of which the term "emptiness" might be considered the
property.

From this we see that wisdom, in the context of emptiness, negated any one-sided assertion
which required bipolar distinctions, e.g., production -- destruction, or reality—nonreality.
At the same time it maintained that entities and ideas were empty of self-existence. It
could do this because it did not regard emptiness as an object which had properties or as a
property of some essence. "Emptiness" can reveal the true nature of reality only when it is
used to eliminate the search for some ultimate, absolute "being." Then, in order that it is
not crystallized into an absolute being itself, "emptiness" loses its own designations as
the revelatory means.

The Ultimate Truth which is beyond "being" and "becoming", beyond "emptiness" and
"non-emptiness," is inexpressible. Yet, this last sentence should not suggest the illusion,
Nagarjuna would say, that there is "something" which is inexpressible. In traditional
Buddhist thought there is a group of topics called "the inexpressibles" (avyakata,
avyakstavastuni) usually enumerated in fourteen statements They concern the following
topics: whether the world is eternal or not, or both or neither; whether the Tathagata
exists after death, does not, or both, or neither; and whether the soul is identical with
the body or different from it. When these questions were posed before the Buddha, the Cula
Malunkya Sutta informs us, they remained unanswered. The Buddha, being conscious of the
interminable conflict in reason, refrained from giving either a definite "yes" or "no" to



any question. The "inexpressibles" represent a critical dialectic born from the rejection of
any absolute (dogmatic) verbal formulations. It is this same critical dialectic which
Nagarjuna elaborates in the Madhyamakakarikas —the dialectic which denies the ultimate
validity of any view.

As we have seen before, Nagarjuna appeals to the fact that the Tathagata (i.e., Buddha)
refused to state whether he existed after death or not (MMK, xv (An Analysis of a
Self-existent Thing (svabhava)). 17-18) in order to argue that one cannot say that Nirvana
exists or does not exist. As the Buddha's silence, so Nagarjuna's critical analysis of the
favorite notions of Buddhist philosophy and psychology served to redirect mental energies
which were caught in the net of discourse. However, Nagarjuna's analysis went further in
suggesting that logic as he applied it in the Karikas was a potent tool to cut into the net
of illusory metaphysical dogmas based on the inherent limitations of discursive thought.
Thus the logic which was the framework in which illusions were perpetuated was also the
mechanism which could reduce this framework to its proper usage—the expression of
conventional truth.

For Nagarjuna, the pursuit after final answers regarding the nature of Ultimate Reality was
sophistry (prapanca) . For him, these "final answers" were not to be found because there
were no essential self-determined questions. Since there was no "one to one" correlation
between concepts and their supposed referent, the inquiry into the nature of things is
endless. One can pile up (or chain together) inference upon inference, but this activity
does not lead to Ultimate Truth—and it never will -- because Ultimate Truth, in this method
of inquiry, is imagined to be the last of a series. Ultimate Truth, however, is not a fact
about an absolute "real", or even intuitive knowledge of such a "real." Such a "thing" does
not exist (ultimately). Ultimate Truth, rather, was a power for release from attachment to
such a phantom reality.

L3: [Wisdom Is Not a Self-susbstantiated Assertion]

Just as in wisdom there is no self-existent object of knowledge, so there is no assertion or
view which can claim to be an "eternal truth." That every view is ultimately false is a
corollary to the recognition that ultimate reality is not a thing to be "possessed."
Nagarjuna takes twenty-one verses in the Vigraha-vyavartani to show that there is no
self-existence (svabhava) of either object of knowledge or means of knowledge; each depends
on the other to produce knowledge. This work is structured to answer the questions relating
especially to knowledge and how it operates to reveal what is true. In it, Nagarjuna's
opponents try to show that Nagarjuna's denial of "self-existence" also negates his claim
regarding emptiness. He, on the contrary, asserts that words themselves do not effect the
negation of the self-existing assertion; all words simply serve the practical purpose of
expressing mundane (co-originated) notions. A word (i.e., nama = name) itself cannot be
regarded as having a self-existence (which would then have the power to effect a result).
Nagarjuna argues:

\          57. He who would impute a really existing name to a really existing thing
\          Could be refuted by you; but we do not assert a name.
\          58. And that [assertion]: "The name is unreal"—would that relate to a real or a
non-real thing?
\          If it were a real thing, or if it were a non-real thing—in both cases your entire
proposition is refuted.



Also in verses 64-69 Nagarjuna argues against specific kinds of demonstrations which presume
that they are negating a view that holds to the notion of self-existence. Knowledge,
therefore, does not have self-existence, and every assertion or view must be regarded as
betraying the truth of emptiness if it claims to articulate the truth.

A similar view was already articulated in the Prajnaparamita literature. In terms of gaining
Bodhisattvahood (an enlightened nature), the Astasahasrika Prajnaparamita recounts how the
Lord told his disciple SubSuti that no teaching (dharma) had self-existence, and that even
the perfect wisdom is empty:

    Subhuti: But, since the Lord has taught that all dharmas and all mental activities are
lacking in own-being, and empty,—how then can a Bodhisattva become one who is not lacking in
mental activities associated with perfect wisdom, or with all-knowledge?

    The Lord: If the mind of a Bodhisattva works on the fact that all dharmas are through
their own-being isolated and empty, and agrees that this is so, then he becomes one who is
not lacking in mental activities associated with perfect wisdom and with all-knowledge. For
perfect wisdom is empty, it neither increases nor decreases.

Almost immediately following the above explanation Subhuti asks in a series of questions
whether anything specifically can be designated about perfect wisdom. Two of these
questions, together with the Buddha's negation, are important for our discussion here:

    Subhuti: Does the emptiness of perfect wisdom course in perfect wisdom?

    The Lord: No, Subhuti . . .

    Subhuti: Can one apprehend in emptiness any dharma that course in perfect wisdom?

    The Lord: No, Subhuti.

Then, in a catechetical manner, the Buddha asks Subhuti a series of questions which results
in an expression of the nature of perfect wisdom (prajna):

    The Lord: Do you see that perfect wisdom, in which the Bodhisattva courses, as a real
thing?

    Subhuti: No, Lord.

    The Lord: Do you see as real that dharma which offers no basis for apprehension?
    Has that dharma by any chance been produced, or will it be produced, or is it
    being produced, has it been stopped, will it be stopped or is it being stopped?

Subhuti: No, Lord.

The Lord: This insight gives a Bodhisattva the patient acceptance of dharmas which fail to
be produced. When he is endowed with that, he is predestined to full enlightenment...

As Nagarjuna argued in the Vigraha-vyavartani that every word (nama) was without
self-existence, so in the Astasahasrika we find the explanation that "a thought can arise
only with an objective support" -- just as in the case of acts of will and deeds. This is
important for indicating that wisdom, which recognizes the emptiness of form (thought), is
not produced "with an objective support." Perfect wisdom, in its indifference to all (empty)
forms, does not assert a teaching; the only "answer" one can receive from wisdom (prajna) is
silence.



When words are used to express the highest truth, they do not have the restrictive function
which makes them useful in conventional speech. Thus, a proposition that declares "emptiness
is . . ." also means "emptiness" is not . . . ," and vice versa. In light of this rejection
that such universal propositions give information about Ultimate Truth, we can understand
Nigirjuna's final verse of MMK, xxv (An Analysis of Nirvana), the chapter which analyze
Nirvana:

\          24. The cessation of accepting everything [as real] is a salutary (siva)
cessation of phenomenal development (prapanca);
\          No dharma anywhere has been taught by the Buddha of anything.

The claim that "emptiness" is not a viewpoint is expressed by Nagarjuna at several places in
the Karikas. As early as the fourth chapter (An Analysis of the "Groups of Universal
Elements" (skandhas)) we find the claim that it is fruitless to argue either for or against
the reality of emptiness:

\          8. Whoever argues against "emptiness" in order to refute an argument,
\          For him everything, including the point of contention (sadhya) is known to be
unrefuted.
\          9. Whoever argues by means of "emptiness" in order to explain an understanding,
\          For him, everything including the point to be proved (sadhya) is known to be
misunderstood.

In xiii (An Analysis of Conditioned Elements (samskara)). 8 we find a classic expression of
the claim that the truth of emptiness cannot be restricted to a viewpoint:

\          8. Emptiness is proclaimed by the victorious one as the refutation of all
viewpoints;
\          But those who hold "emptiness" as a viewpoint—[the true perceivers] have called
those "incurable" (asadhya).

Finally, the verses in chap. xxiv (An Analysis of the Holy Truths (aryasatya)) which express
the damning spiritual result of misconstruing the truth of emptiness clearly have in mind
the degeneration of this highest truth to a mundane point of view, which is enmeshed in the
contradictions of everyday speech:

\          11. Emptiness, having been dimly perceived, utterly destroys the slow-witted.
\          It is like a snake wrongly grasped or [magical] knowledge incorrectly applied.
\          12. Therefore the mind of the ascetic [Guatama] was diverted from teaching the
dbarma,
\          Having thought about the incomprehensibility of the dharma by the stupid.
\          13. Time and again you have made a condemnation of emptiness,
\          But that refutation does not apply to our emptiness.
\          14. When emptiness "works," then everything in existence "works."
\          If emptiness does not "work," then all existence does not "work."
\          15. You, while projecting your own faults on us,
\          Are like a person who, having mounted his horse, forgot the horse!

Wisdom (prajna), while using man's intellect, is not to be equated with conceptual
knowledge; its true function is to drain away the attachment to the entities which are
fabricated by the mind and emotions. This capacity exists because the mind or consciousness
does not exist independent of the "objects of knowledge" that appear to be external to the



mind. From early Buddhism onward, the conscious mind (vinnana, vijnana) was understood not
as a faculty that existed independent of perceived objects, but as arising from the
interaction of "subjective" and "objective" elements. As every existing thing, the conscious
mind is something which has "become"; and the becoming is due to "food," i.e., a stimulus.
If the stimulus ceases, then "what becomes" ceases.

Wisdom is, in part, a concentrative exercise which dissolves the mental and emotional
attachment of the apparent mind to "things" (including ideas or assertions), for it is the
awareness that all "things" are empty. Wisdom can be a solution to the problems which are in
the very nature of existence because of the presupposition in Buddhism that one becomes what
he knows himself to be (or not to be) . The awareness of emptiness structures a kind of
becoming that leads to "no-becoming." The term bhavana ("coming into being") was used as the
term for the realization of the highest truth. There was no escaping the universally
conditioned character of existence expressed by "dependent co-origination." In her book
Buddhist Psychology Mrs. Rhys Davids has pointed out "wisdom" participates in mental
constructions but also purifies them. In explaining that ideas are part of the spiritual
"becoming," she writes:

    In their arising is involved creative, constructive effort. And this intuition or
insight, that effort of intellectual sympathy by which the mind can place itself within the
mobile reality of things. Panna [wisdom] was not simply exercise of thought on matters of
general knowledge and practice, nor was it dialectic, nor desultory reverie. It was
intelligence diverted by—or rather as-- concentrated  volition, from lower practical issues
till, as a fusion of sympathy, synthesis, synergy, it "made to become" that spiritual vision
which had not been before.

Emptiness is the basis for all becoming, since it is the "dependent co-origination" that
accounts for the production of phenomena; but "dependent co-origination" is not a principle
of determinism which necessarily perpetuates the attachment to existing things. Only when
the naturally "empty" constructions that compose existence are imbued with false notions of
self-existence (which also brings attachment to "things") do they become fetters that
produce frustration and turmoil (dukkha). Those who have realized the empty nature of
existence (or of themselves) evade the attachment that accompanies ignorance and thereby
become empty of any attachment. The importance of realizing emptiness for ending mental
construction and attachments is stated in the MMK, xviii (An Analysis of the Individual Self
(atma)). 5:

\          5. On account of the destruction of the pains (klesa) of action there is release
for pains of action exist for him who constructs them.
\          These pains result from phenomenal extension (prapanca); but this phenomenal
extension comes to a stop by emptiness.

To realize wisdom, then, is to refrain from constructing more pain.

L3: [Use of Verbalizing in Realizing Emptiness]

What is the relationship between Nagarjuna's logical arguments and the release from
attachments to existence? Since every viewpoint is empty (sunya) of self-existence
(svabhava), according to Nagarjuna, is not Nagarjuna's own denial of self-existence an empty
proposition? So his opponents argues and he readily agrees. However, Nagarjuna maintains
that the supposed victory of such an argument results from faulty reasoning. In the
Vigraha-vyavartani he takes up this problem directly. In verses 20-29 Nagarjuna rejects the



opponent's claim that his own denial constitutes a use of words as if they had
self-existence (svabhava). He argues that in his denial of self-existence he does not have
to assume what his opponents assume; rather, he maintains, both the claims of his opponents
and his own denials do not have self-existence; they both exist on the level of conventional
truth. His denial is like a phantom destroying another phantom. He ends his argument with
the verse:

\          29. If I would make any proposition whatever, then by that I would have a logical
error;
\          But I do not make a proposition; therefore I am not in error.

In verse 59 of this same work Nagarjuna insists that, since his denial does not presuppose
an opposite absolute claim, he is not making a proposition. When the opponent further argues
that Nagarjuna unwittingly presupposes an entity in order to deny it, Nagarjuna answers:

\          63. Since anything being denied does not exist, I do not deny anything;
\          Therefore, [the statement]: "You deny"—which was made by you—is a false
accusation.

In the next verse he affirms that his expression is simply to covey something, and the
mechanics of speech should not be construed to imply a power which negates some metaphysical
entity:

\          64. Regarding what was said concerning what does not exist: "The statement of
denial is proved without a word,"
\          In that case the statement expresses: "[That object] does not exist"; [the words]
do not destroy that [object].

The goal of complete unattachment through realizing the highest truth of emptiness, claims
Nagarjuna, is not a view and certainly not the negation of something which exists. Yet, in
order to be a means of release from mundane experience, "emptiness" must be expressed. As a
verbal expression it must participate in the limitations of mundane speech -- in fact it
capitalizes on the very nature of mundane speech, which operates through the projection of
opposites and discrimination. The negative dialectic which is so prominent in the Karikas
carries the principles of "opposites" and discriminating analyses to its limits, indicating
thereby that the notions used are simply verbal constructions of empty "becoming." By
criticizing every assertion which intends to bring the "reality of becoming" into the
confines of a dogmatic perspective, Nagarjuna expressed the traditional Buddhist affirmation
of the Middle Way. "Emptiness" was not meant as an expression of chaos without "rhyme or
reason," but, equally, it was not meant to refer to an absolute state of being from which
all phenomena arose, or to an absolute structure (logos) of existence.

The assertion in MMK, xxiv (An Analysis of the Holy Truths (aryasatya)). 10 that the highest
truth is not taught apart from the mundane activity is exemplified in the subject matter and
the manner of handling the materials in the Madhyamakakarikas. Nagarjuna uses a logical
analysis to criticize the views about mundane phenomena, e.g., "being dependent," "universal
elements," "what is gone to, the going, and what is not yet gone to." Also he subjects the
notions of ultimacy, e.g., Nirvana, the Four Holy Truths, and the Tathagata to the same
analysis as mundane phenomena. Both ultimate and mundane phenomena are shown to be empty
from the standpoint of the highest truth -- the highest truth which is beyond distinctions.
At the same time, according to the Karikas the emptiness of all phenomena becomes manifest
through the critical analysis of every viewpoint.



The Madhyamika school did not reject speech in order to affirm an absolute intuition. The
followers of this school, for instance, use the discursive tool of negation—negation which
did not admit (or affirm) the opposite of what was negated. They also used metaphors to
suggest an approximation of things as they really are, i.e., "emptiness." This would suggest
that no easy equation can be made between logical reasoning and mundane truth on the one
hand, and intuition and Ultimate Truth on the other. The ability of Ultimate Truth to
manifest itself through logical reasoning as well as intuition, furthermore, would be
consistent with Nagarjuna's recognition that "emptiness' applies both to mundane existence
and to ultimate reality. This recognition does not deny that the Ultimate Truth is beyond
all distinctions in the sense that no statement can reduce the vitality of what is actually
real to a proposition. It does stress the fact that discursive reason can be illusory if one
derives metaphysical content from the terms or logical structure of the discourse; or it can
be revelatory if used in a critical dialectic to indicate the nonabsolute quality of any
assertion.

What then does Nagarjuna mean when he says that there are two kinds of truth: the
world-ensconced truth (lokasamvrtisatya) and the Ultimate Truth (paramarthata) ? It appears
clear from MMK, xxiv (An Analysis of the Holy Truths (aryasatya)). 1-6 that the
world-ensconced truth refers to the practical understanding which is required to live. There
is a practical value in regarding tables and chairs as "things" (which do not disintegrate
because from an ultimate viewpoint they are considered to be empty of self-existence). It
also means affirming general and broad distinctions between good and bad, real and illusory,
and full and empty as practical distinctions. To say ''Gold is the same as dirt" is false
(a-satya) in the context of practical truth. Each of the two kinds of truth are valid when
correctly applied; and wisdom (prajna) is insight into the nature of things whereby the
proper means for knowing the truth is used in a given situation.

Nagarjuna did not say that the Ultimate Truth exists when the world-ensconced truth is
abolished. To the contrary, he maintained that existence which is known by the
world-ensconced truth is realized only when the Ultimate Truth of emptiness is affirmed. One
might say that "practical" truth is Ultimate Truth applied to daily living. For instance,
Nirvana known through practical truth is cessation of desire, while known through Ultimate
Truth, Nirvana is nothing in itself, just as "cessation" and "desire" are nothing in
themselves. Professor Robinson has expressed the relationship of the two truths in the
following way:

    Worldly, conventional or expressional truth means language and verbal thought. The
absolute truth is said to be inexpressible and inconceivable. Yet realization of this fact
depends on comprehension of expressional truth. All the doctrine taught by the Buddha are
compatible with emptiness; that is, emptiness describes every term in the system of
expressional truths.

In asserting that both truths participate in the emptiness of all things, we must not
underestimate the difference between them. The distinction between conventional truth
(world-ensconced truth) and highest truth in Indian thought in general (non-Buddhist as well
as Buddhist) intended to point to the two poles of (1) truth or clear perception, and (2)
ignorance or mistake. In conventional truth we perceive only an appearance, and the
difficulty is that we are prone to posit some kind of intrinsic value to this appearance. To
correct this illusion, a "higher vision" must be gained which can correct the apparent
truth.



At best, the mundane truth had only limited soteriological effect; it was an indirect
expression of truth. If thoughts of mundane "realities" were not imbued with an awareness of
their emptiness, they perverted the truth and posited a self-existence in the objects of
sense or imagination. It is this attachment to "things," towards which the mundane truth was
prone, that the truth of emptiness attempted to dispel. The mundane truth had value insofar
as it inaugurated the movement away from attachment to any specific object, which it might
do, for instance, in distinguishing between Nirvana and avidya (ignorance), or in dissolving
apparent entities into their elements (dharmas), as was done in the Abhidbarma thought. Yet,
it was only the ultimate understanding of truth which totally dissolved the attachment to
objects of desire.

Wisdom reveals the Ultimate Truth; but according to Nagarjuna, it uses mundane truth—which
in a different context hides the Ultimate Truth. How is this possible? According to
Nagarjuna, the Ultimate Truth both negates and brings to fruition the mundane truth at the
same time. Mundane truth is not rejected in the sense that it is replaced by another
"truth," but it is rejected in the sense that it is transformed into "no self-existent
truth." The things of the apparent world are not destroyed, but they are reevaluated in such
a way that they no longer have the power emotionally and intellectually to control human
life. Thus, discursive thought is used to analyze the factors of human experience whereby a
person perceived "things as they really are." Such an analysis, which probes the deep
meaning of what most people take for granted, is found in the Abhidharma literature and the
Mahayana commentaries. It indicates that wisdom has insight which conventional truth based
on hasty interpretations of apparent reality does not have. We should not forget that the
Mahayana schools, including the Madhyamika, accepted the discursive expositions found in the
commentaries (sastras, vrttis). Wisdom was expressed in the Karikas, also, through the use
of a critical dialectic, i.e., the negation of every assertion without admitting its
opposite.

The immediate followers of Nagarjuna's understanding wrestled with the role of reason in
attaining wisdom. There were two groups who called themselves Madhyamika who had different
interpretations of the exact function of reason: the Svatantrikas and the Prasangikas. The
Svatantrikas, represented by Bhavaviveka, recognized the intention of their opponent
arguments and tried to show by proper logical procedure that the opponents' arguments were
wrong. They, however, did not establish an alternate system of metaphysics since they did
not accept the condition that in refuting one view they must affirm the contrary. The
logical procedure applied only to conventional truth and in no way could "establish"
absolute Truth. It only denied the assertions of the metaphysicians by accepting the rules
of logic. That Nagarjuna accepted the rules of logic to defeat his opponents in the
Madhyamakakarikas and the Vigraha-vyavartani is quite evident. The use of logical inference
to deny each alternative of the tetralemma, for instance, is a major element in his
analysis. Further, Nagarjuna does not use logic to destroy logic. Logic is a means for
denying an understanding of life which is based on the improper inferences from the use of
words. The value of accepting the logical criterion of the opponent is that he can be
refuted in terms of his principles of meaning or he must be judged inconsistent with his own
principles.

The use of logic, however, in itself is not something of absolute value. If one tries to
hold logical relationships as an absolute norm for truth of reality, he is doomed to
failure. Logical and discursive thought as a process of meaning is a selective process, and
this selectivity prevents it from being able to express the totality of existence, or the



total human experience of existence. This principle of selectivity is both the strength and
weakness of discursive thought. On the one hand, it permits meaningful communication; on the
other, it limits the awareness according to habits of apprehension. It is the limiting
character of thought which the other Madhyamika group, the Prasangikas emphasized.
Therefore, such a representative of this group as Candrakirti did not recognize the
logician's order of understanding as having any validity at all when referring to Ultimate
Truth. For this group, Nagarjuna's critical dialectic served to reduce the logical procedure
to absurdity when it attempted to express Ultimate Truth. They held that the mystical
intuition was the only way of apprehending Ultimate Reality. This need not be interpreted in
a Vedantic sense of "unification" with the Absolute, since in Madhyamika thought there was
no radical bifurcation of the two planes of reality: the phenomenal and the absolute. Taking
the expressions of the two groups of Madhyamika followers as guides, it is clear that the
apprehension of emptiness involved mental comprehension, but not the ordinary comprehension
which distinguished one thing to the exclusion of other things.

Prajna (wisdom), which permitted one "to see things as they really are," was significant
from a religious point of view since one "became" what one knew. In summary we would say
that the insight into the emptiness of all things destroyed illusion; for this illusion was
created by positing self-existence on "things" distinguished by perception or imagination.
Wisdom was not itself an ultimate view, nor was it an assertion about an absolute being.
Wisdom was the practice (carya) of dissolving the graping-after-hoped-for-ultimates either
in the phenomenal world or the realm of ideas. To know "emptiness" was to realize emptiness.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L1: [PART III.  STRUCTURES of RELIGIOUS APPREHENSION in INDIAN THOUGHT]

L2: [CHAPTER 7. The Mythical Structure - 101]

From the discussion in the previous chapters we have seen how Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness"
redefined the problem of realizing the truth within Buddhist doctrine. The next three
chapters are devoted to examining the process of symbolizing religious truth, chapter 9
dealing with the structure of religious apprehension reflected in Nagarjuna's use of
"emptiness." By comparing his use of words with other expressions in the Indian religious
milieu, we hope to focus on the significance of his particular contribution to the Indian
religious tradition.

L3: [The Problem of Apprehending Religious Truth]

Our concern with structures of religious apprehension emerges from the general problem of
knowing religious truth. It is the kind of problem with which Rudolf Otto wrestled in his
book The Idea of the Holy. The problem is how to express the Inexpressible, or, in Professor
Otto's terms: How to conceive the nature of God. His answer is that there is an a priori
human experience which ultimately is the same in all religious experiences. This a priori
factor requires that both the object of experience (mysterium tremendum et fascinans) and an
emotional-rational apprehension posess a sui generis character called "religious." For him,
the object is conceptually known by "ideograms," i.e., concepts or symbols taken from the
"natural sphere" of experience which illustrate, without exhaustive rendering, the meaning
of the "wholly other." The true religious knowledge, however, is intuitive and of a
different order than the knowledge obtainable from the use of specific symbols. This way of



knowing is based on an ontological commitment to two spheres of reality: the "natural
sphere" and the "wholly other," the latter being both transcendent to and immanent in the
former.

Professor Otto makes two epistemological assumptions in giving his explanation of how human
beings apprehend and express the Ineffable: (1) Words which pertain to the nature of reality
have some sort of absolute entity as their referent, and (2) the conceptual symbols which
express a religious vision represent a secondary order of apprehending the a priori
structure of religious apprehension, which is characterized by a feeling of mystery before
the uncanny, and of fear before the awe-ful.

This interpretation seems to be particularly applicable to some religious expressions while
it hardly provides an adequate means for explaining the basis of meaning in others. The
differences in religious apprehension, we suggest, do not result simply from choosing
certain "ideograms," i.e., metaphors or analogies, in preference to others; it is rather the
way words function in expressing religious truth which determines more important differences
than the choice of terms. The various ways in which words are used are themselves indicative
of differences in religious apprehension, for they provide an effective norm for the meaning
which is available in a verbal expression. In an expression this internal norm for meaning
and truth reflects a certain "structure of religious apprehension" which can be described
and compared with other epistemological structures.

The process of symbolization includes physiological, subconscious, and social determinatives
as well as "mental" factors (e.g., rational thought, image formation, and imagination). A
full discussion of the symbolization process would involve a lengthy analysis of the roles
player by non-linguistic elements. In this study, however, we will limit the meaning of the
term "symbolization process" to the conscious articulation of religious truth as it is
recorded in existing texts.

Our purpose is to go beyond an observation that to speak of God as "a warrior" is a
metaphorical use of the term, or that every term referring to God is only an analogy to
human life. We are trying to analyze why a symbol can be regarded as meaningful by some men
and not by others, or why concepts related to one another in a specific way reflect
particular affirmations concerning Ultimate Reality. Likewise, our attempt to distinguish
different processes of symbol formation must be differentiated from defining grammatical
rules if the latter are regarded as the mechanical relationship between concepts. Linguistic
conventions of grammar are indeed important forces in constructing conceptual meaning;
however, the "logic of symbolic formulation" which we will discuss is different from
grammatical rules in that it provides the context of conceptual experience for the
individual's use of grammatical rules. Thus, two individuals could hear a grammatically
correct statement and gain quite different meanings from it because each presupposed a
different process ("logic") by which the concepts are related.

When analyzing the symbolization process we will not simply note the number of times a term
is used, nor identify every expression in a body of literature with a particular
symbolization process. It is clear from a general survey of early Hindu thought that there
are different ways of articulation within a body of writings such as the Vedic hymns or the
Upanisads. Because symbolization is a learned process, different processes can be used
unwittingly by the same person. While this fact makes the task of understanding religious
speech more complex, it also suggests the agility of the human mind.



In selecting religious expressions for study, we will use only a representative number from
various types of expression in the Indian milieu. Our examples are taken from Vedic hymns,
the Bramanas, Upanisads, Bhagavad-gita, and Buddhist philosophical thought with the
intention of pointing out how differences in religious views correlate with particular kinds
of symbolization processes. This is not to suggest that these are the only ways of
symbolizing religious truth. We do intend to indicate that there is more than one such
process, and that Nagarjuna's use of the term "emptiness" cannot be reduced either to a
mythical or intuitive structure of religious expression.

L3: [Two Characteristics of the Indian Religious Milieu]

Since all our examples were used in the Indian religious context, they share common general
characteristics. One of the most important is that knowledge was considered to be valuable
insofar as it transformed life. The religious seer had become Ultimate Truth and therefore
possessed transhuman power. Knowledge was not valued in itself as an abstract understanding
of existence; it was sought for its power to transform chaos to order or bondage into
freedom.

This fact did not prevent the truth-seekers from constructing elaborate and wbtly argued
metaphysical systems (as seen in the Buddhist Abhidharma literature). Indeed, it gave an
urgency to the effort of knowing one's own nature and/or the nature of reality. However,
often the "intuitive" structure of religious apprehension prevailed, in which no value was
placed on concepts or particular symbols for knowing the truth. At the base of the
argumentation was the awareness that Ultimate Truth could not be expressed in words but
could be realized within the person. Knowledge meant a dramatic change in the individual who
no longer belonged to this world; the true (real) man replaced the man was now "dead."
Professor Eliade states the importance of such metaphysical knowledge in the following way:

    [Metaphysical knowledge] necessarily implies a consequence of a mystical nature: rebirth
to a nonconditional mode of being. And this is liberation, absolute freedom.

Religious truth, then, was a means of transformation; and the philosopher's apprehension
involved a rejection of the natural (i.e., apparent) word in order to participate in the
unconditioned dimension of reality.

Each of the three structures of apprehension which we shall discuss also participates in the
religious activity which Maryla Falk has suggested is the "peculiar apex-form of conscious
experience" of Indian religious thought. This is the process of transforming reality through
the transformation of consciousness. She describes the nature of this process in the
following way:

    [Its nature is] the experience of cosmic consciousness of self, equating the reality of
the psyche with the reality of the cosmos, and, in the speculative issues, investing the
latter with the constituent laws of the former.

Interestingly, this kind of soteriological process can either deny the efficacy of words and
thought as valid revelatory mechanisrns, or emphasize the efficacy of special words and
phrases for establishing the "real" because they participate in the very essence of that
reality. The epitome of the latter is expressed in the Brahmanical tradition, where the word
(vac) has the power to create. Professor J. A. B. van Buitenen describes at least one way in
which the word is a creative force when he writes:

    Vac and Braman, it seems, both stand for the powerful and powerfully creative word that



creates a thing in its individuality by pointing it out and thus distinguishing it from the
common stuff it is made of. He who names uses the power of naming to create.

The fact that religious knowledge is more than "mere words," then, can be manifested either
in a rejection of the use of words in favor of intuition or in the particular use of words
for manifesting the reality itself.

L3: [Three Structures of Religious Apprehension - 105]

In articulating "the real," religious expression operates within a framework of thought
which has one of several epistemological orientations. Each moves within a kind of
consciousness, i.e., a structure of apprehension; and this consciousness is informed by an
internal norm of meaning through which the truth is articulated and verified. By analyzing
the way in which words are used in a structure of apprehension we hope to indicate that the
nature of religious language permits a variety of processes or structures for knowing (and
becoming) reality. Such an analysis will provide insight into elements forming the context
of religious apprehension in which, and over against which, Nagarjuna uses the term
"emptiness" to express ultimate reality. In using this term together with his critical
dialectic, Nagarjuna expresses a religious vision which must be distinguished from the
"intuition of Ultimate Reality" that denies the phenomenal world as real, and from the
notion that there is Ultimate Reality which is activated to take material forms by the
creative force of sacred words or sounds.

Each of the three different structures of apprehension that we will discuss requires its own
norm of meaning based on the way words are used to reveal truth. The three are termed: (1)
"mythical" (i.e., sacramental, magical), (2) "intuitive," and (3) "dialectical." Our concern
with these structures will not be to give an exhaustive analysis of each, but to indicate
two elements in the process of symbolization which help determine the kind of meaning
available to each structure. These two elements are (1) the implicit norm of meaning
involved in the use of words, and (2) the process or "logic" of language through which a
meaning-complex is formed. In the "mythical" form of apprehension particular (sacred) words,
phrases, or stories themselves are the creative powers of "the real" which can be known in
existence. The words are part of a ritual activity whereby the mundane and profane world is
sacralized, i.e., given a structure of being which is based on an eternal archetype. Both
the intuitive and mythical structures of apprehension use words in a descriptive way, for
they presume that there is a referent having static ultimate ontological status as a
correlate to the descriptive term. In the "intuitive" structure of apprehension, however,
words are used simply as analogies which refer to something intrinsically different from
them. The "real" is apprehended as the totality of all particular phenomena, which requires
a mode of apprehension different from mental apprehension. In the third structure of
apprehension, exemplified by Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" in the context of his critical
dialectic, neither the totality of all individual phenomena nor particular forms are the
object of apprehension. We hope to show how this expression combines certain elements of the
"intentional" and "mythical" apprehension, while making a radical shift in the use of words
by denying the implicit theory of meaning which requires an extra-lingual referent of a word
for meaning.

L3: [The Implicit Norm of Meaning]

The first element of the symbolizing process which we will discuss is the implicit norm of
meaning. The norm of meaning found in the structures of apprehension in this and the next



chapter might be called a "relational norm of meaning." Here the practical meaning of a word
or statement is derived from its relationship with a referent outside the language system.
The fact that the mythical and intuitive expressions, attempt to say something about
ultimate reality as an absolute reality -- an entity over against which a person defines
himself and all existence—is the very basis of the affirmation of its transforming power. By
using the verbal symbols as images, representations, and substitutes for that which is not a
symbol (i.e., the Ultimate Reality itself), the meaning of the symbols is possible through
their relation to that extra-lingual reality. Within these symbolizing processes is the
implicit judgment that the "real," or the "true," has its ontological status outside the
symbol used to articulate it, and therefore the corollary is that symbols have only a
derivative reality based on the "real" to which they refer.

In a relational norm of meaning, words and phrases have meaning by presupposing something to
which these utterances refer. While this point may appear trivial—because many people today
and throughout the ages have claimed meaning for words in religious discourse on the grounds
that they refer to Ultimate Being—it does provide part of the dynamics which control the
symbolization process of much religious discourse. It becomes crucial to call attention to
this element in dealing with a religious expression such as "emptiness," since Nagarjuna
explicitly denies that he uses this term with such a norm of meaning. Nagarjuna's use of
language allows him the freedom from the ontological implications connected with assuming a
"real" behind symbolic reality.

Once the relational norm of meaning establishes that the primary function of words is to
denote something, the relation of the expression to the inexpressible "real" becomes the
primary problem; for this "reality," known emotionally as the mysterious and awesome, is
beyond the normal usage of everyday speech. How is the ontological ground of existence to be
realized in the existential, limited, conceptual framework of those who use language? The
solution to this problem has taken (at least) two different forms in Indian thought, each of
which, we suggest, is coincidental with a type of symbolization process. In the practical
solution for relating the symbol to reality one of two regulatory processes or "logics" has
operated to express the reality. The two kinds of symbol-combination processes are called in
this study the "logic of mutual exclusion" and "logic of convergence," each applying to one
structure of religious apprehension: the former to the "mythical" and the latter to the
"intuitive" one. The former will be the object of study for the remainder of this chapter.

L3: [Words as Paradigms in the "Logic of Mutual Exclusion"]

In the mythical structure of apprehension words are the tools for realizing Ultimate
Reality. Certain words are regarded as paradigms or symbols whose very form and/or nature
reveals the basic structure of existence. Because certain words have the power to bring
forth the ultimately real, they are regarded as having exclusive intrinsic value over
against other words. Thus, in this context, religious validity depends on the recognition
that these particular words have an exclusive function in revealing Ultimate Truth. The
words themselves are regarded as having an inherent relation to divine reality, and thereby
become "hierophanies." This way of symbolizing religious reality has been described by
Mircea Eliade in Cosmos and History. The two main features of this structure of religious
apprehension are that (l) the symbol itself structures or forms the Ultimate Reality in
existence, and that (2) while ganing its creative force through bridging the levels of the
"sacred" and the "profane" it does so by an exclusive use of a particular symbol, e.g.,
through reproducing a celestial archetype or repeating the acts of the gods.



The paradigmatic use of words presupposes that there are two levels of reality: the divine
and human. The divine (or Ultimate) Reality is that reality which provides the basis or
pattern for whatever reality there is in human existence. Thus, the paradigmatic use gains
its meaning in part by referring to a reality beyond itself. However, the nature of the
relation between the symbol and the reality is for the paradigm quite different from that
found in the analogy, as we will see in the analysis of the intuitive structure of
apprehension. The paradigm itself participates in the true or real structure of existence,
so that the verbal (or material) symbol expresses (or even emits) the "power of being"
either by its intrinsic nature or by its form. By structuring the mass of potential reality,
the symbol or "name" establishes existential reality, since it is the initiation of the
ultimate structure (or activity) of life. Because the symbol possesses an ultimate
structure, it becomes the unique bearer of ultimate reality for those who use the symbol.
Inherent in the symbol is the mechanism for distinguishing the "holy" from the "profane."
The linguistic character of this mechanism we have called the "logic of mutual exclusion."

L3: [The Mythical Structure of Religious Apprehension in the Brahmanic Sacrifice]

One of the most dramatic uses of the mythical structure of religious apprehension is found
in the meaning-context of the sacrifice. A good example of this is found in the Bramanas,
where the "logic of mutual exclusion" is presupposed, and symbols serve as paradigms for
creating existential reality. Within the sacrificial mode of religious thinking three items
give evidence of the logic of mutual exclusion and the use of a paradigmatic symbol: (1)
reality is produced in human existence through the repetition of previous divine action; (2)
the physical appointments -- the ground, altars, fire, sacrificial fuel—plus the time
involved are the "real" in distinction to "non-real"; and (3) the priests, in their official
capacity, are the liaison between one world and the other, while their very words or sounds
are vitalized by a creative quality not found elsewhere.

The Bramanas represent an elaborate form of priestly thinking. The "logic of mutual
exclusion" is evident in Satapatha-Brahmana I. 1. 1. 4-6  when the rationale for entering
into a vow of the sacrifice is based on the absolute difference between the "holy" and the
"profane":

4. Twofold, verily, is this, there is no third, viz., truth and untruth. And verely the gods
are the truth, and man is the untruth. Therefore in saying ... "I now enter from untruth
into truth," he passes from the men to the gods.

5. Let him [the sacrificer] then only speak what is true; for this vow indeed the gods do
keep, that they speak the truth; and for this reason they are glorious: therefore is he who,
knowing this, speaks the truth.

6. In entering upon the vow, he becomes, as it were, non-human; ... and as, in fact, he now
[after the sacrifice] again becomes man, let him the therefore divest himself (of the vow)
with the text: "Now I am he who I really am."

The difference between the sacrificial activity and the everyday sequence of events is that
sacrifices are imitations of an original divine act. This is explicitly stated in the
explanation of the full-moon sacrifice found in Satapatha-Brahmana I. 6. 4. 12 and 13 where
the sacrificial performance is regarded as a re-enactment of the demon Vrtra's slaughter by
the god Indra.

12. The full-moon oblations, assuredly, belong to the Vritra-slater, for by means of it



Indra slew Vritra; and this new-moon oblation also represents the slaying of Vritra, since
they prepared that invigorating draught for him who had slain Vritra.

13. An offering in honour of the Vritra-slayer, then, is the full-moon sacrifice. Vritra,
assuredly, is no other than the moon; and when during that night (of new moon) he is not
seen either in the east or in the west, then he (Indra) completely destroys him by means of
that (new moon sacrifice), and leaves nothing remaining of him. And, verily, he who knows
this, overcomes all evil and leaves nothing remaining of evil.

Another instance showing this is found in Satapatha-Brahmana VII. 5. 2. 5 where the
sacrifice is a re-enactment of the sacrifice of animals done by the creator of the world,
Prajapati:

5. Now the same thing which the gods did is done here. The animals do not, indeed, want to
run away from him [the priest]; but when he does this, it is because he wants to do what the
gods did.

The re-enactment of a divine pattern was important as the point in time and space where two
distinct realms, the sacred and profane, met. Every time that a sacrifice was held there was
a hierophany. On an ontological level, this meant that existence was being constructed in an
otherwise meaningless, chaotic realm. The myth and ritual represented the infusion of
structure, i.e., order and meaning, which is real because it originated in an unconditional
plane, illud tempore. Satapatha-Brahmana X. 1. 4. 1 explicitly indicates that man himself—in
this case the person paying for the sacrifice—can become real like the gods by imitating
them:

1. Now, at the beginning, Pragapati was (composed of) both these, the mortal and the
immortal—his vital airs alone were immortal, his body mortal: by this sacrificial
performance, and by this order of proceeding, he makes his body uniformly undecaying and
immortal. And in like manner is the sacrificer (composed of) both the mortal and the
immortal—his vital airs alone are immortal, his body mortal: by this sacrificial
performance, and by this order of proceeding, he makes his body uniformly undecaying and
immortal.

The above quotation not only indicates the importance of bringing into existence the lasting
reality which is not found in common everyday experience, but also indicates the manner by
which reality comes into the plane of existence. This is sacrificial activity. This fact of
constructing reality in the immediate present is something that is often taken for granted,
and therefore students of religious life fail to see its significance as evidence of a
particular kind of articulation concerning the absolute reality. The action, the
construction, the doing-something, is one evidence that a real break exists between reality
and only apparent reality. The desire for correcting this absence of reality, which is one
of the major attitudes of religious thinking, indicates that what exists before the
heirophany is radically different from what follows. The structure of religious apprehension
involved here requires that real and nonreal are radically different; so if man wants to be
possessed of the qualities of reality, he must do something or have something done for him
which will reverse the existing process.

The action which accomplishes "the reversal" in the Bramanas is, of course, the sacrifice
performed by the priests. The sacrifice, indeed, at times appears to have autonomous power
in distinction to any power given from a transcendental plane. After all, it was the
performance of the sacrifice by Prajapati which gave him his immortality. Thus, while the



sacrifices are repetitions of the actions by the gods, the gods are not considered to be
self-sufficient beings who bestow favors "at will"; they use the means of the sacrifice to
become real themselves. This important force within the sacrifice is seen in an apology for
the performance of the Agnihotra. In Satapatha-Brahmana II. 2. 4. 18 we read:

18. By offering, those gods were produced in the way in which they were reproduced, by it
they gained that victory which they did gain: Agni conquered this world, Vayu the air, and
Surya the sky. And whosoever, knowing this, offers the Agnihotra, he, indeed, is produced in
the same way in which they were then produced, he gains the same victory which they then
gained;—indeed, he shares the same world with them, whosoever, knowing this, offers the
Agnihotra. Therefore the Agnihotra should certainly be performed.

The importance of sacrificial action is highlighted in the prominent equation of Prajapati's
creation of the world with the sacrificial creation. In creating the world, Prajapati became
exhausted; his own being was depleted. Through sacrifice (agni) he was restored, and thus
the preservation (continual creation) of the world is dependent on the sacrificial action.
Satapatha-Brahmana I. 6. 3. 35-37 informs us:

35. After Pragapati had created the living beings, his joints (parvan) were relaxed. Now
Pragapati, doubtless, is the year, and his joints are the two junctions of day and night
(i.e., the twilights), the full moon and new mom, and the beginnings of the seasons.

36. He was unable to rise with his relaxed joints; and the gods healed him by means of these
havis-offerings: by means of the Agnihotra they healed that joint (which consists of) the
two junctions of day and night, joined that together; by means of the full-moon and the
new-moon sacrifice they healed that joint (which consists of) the full and new moon, joined
that together; and by means of the (three) Caturmasyas . . . they healed that joint (which
consists of the beginnings of the seasons, joined that together).

37. With his joints thus repaired he betook himself to this food,—to the food which is here
(offered) to Pragapati; and he who, knowing this, enters upon the fast at the very time (of
full moon), heals Pragapati's joints at the proper time, and Pragapati favours him.

This same emphasis in sacrificial construction can be found also in the Agnichayana
sacrifice, Satapatha-Brahmana VI. 1. 2. 12 and 13.

The action of the sacrifice is beneficial and constructive because it is "the holy," the
"absolutely other," the real itself. In the moment of sacrificial activity, the holy is
manifested; it gives structure to chaos; the appeal ground on which the priests and
sacrificer walk is holy ground; the appeal to the gods brings them into physical proximity.
One of the passages declaring in ontological terms the quality-change in the sacrificer is
found in Satapatha-Brahmana IX. 5. 1. 62:

62. And, indeed, he [the sacrificer] who carries about Agni becomes pregnant with all
beings, and with all gods; and he who builds him when he has not been carried about for a
year kills all beings in the form of an embryo.

In Satapatha-Brahmana X. 1. 3. 3-5 there is an identification between the bricks and mortar
of the fire altar and Prajapati, the creator of all living beings:

3. The Gods gathered him [Prajapati] from out of this (earth): that part of him which was in
the water, they gathered as water, and that which was in this, (they gathered) as clay.
Having gathered together both clay and water, they made a brick, whence a brick consists of



both clay and water.

4. And, indeed, these five forms (bodily parts) of him are mortal -- the air on the mouth,
the skin, the flesh, the bone, and the marrow; and these are immortal—the mind, the voice,
the vital air, the eye, and the ear.

5. Now, that Pragapati is no other than the Fire-altar which is here built up, and what five
mortal parts there were of him, they are the layers of earth; and those which were immortal
they are these layers of bricks.

Since the sacrifice is the point of contact between profane and sacred time, it must have
within it the elements of the cosmos as well as the "eternal." In Satapatha-Brahmana X 1. 1.
2 and 3 the relation of the cosmos to Prajapati through sacrifice is expressed in the
following terms:

2. Now, that Pragapati who became relaxed is the year; and those joints of his which became
released are the days and nights.

3. And when Pragapati who became relaxed is this very Fire-altar which here is built; and
those joints of his, the days and nights, which became relaxed are no other than the
bricks;—thus, when he lays down these (in the layers of the altar), he thereby restores to
him those joints of his, the days ant nights, which had become relaxed: and thus it is even
in this (building of the altar) that this Yagus is built up and secured (for Pragapati).

We also find the archaic imagery of the "navel of the world" in the sacrifice as the
indication that the physical locus of the sacrifice is the point of contact with divine
reality. In Satapatha-Brahmana I. 1. 2. 22 the instruction is given for the advaryu priest
to place the rice used in the sacrifice in a particular place "with the text . . . 'on the
navel of the earth I place thee' for the navel means the centre, and the centre is safe from
danger: for this reason he says, 'On the navel of the earth I place thee.' " This
distinction of the place at which the gods contact man is noted also in Satapatha-Brahmana
I. 1. 1. 11 which suggests, besides, that there is a "boundary" around the human time into
which the gods move. The instruction concerning the proper action of the sacrificer on the
eve of the performance of the sacrifice declares:

11. Let him sleep that night in the house of the Ahavaniya fire or in the house of the
Garhapatya fire. For he who enters on the vow approaches the gods; and he sleeps in the
midst of those very gods whom he approaches. Let him sleep on the ground; for from below, as
it were, one serves one's superior.

The logic of mutual exclusion operates in designating the radical distinction between the
sacred and profane, emphasizing the exclusive claim that specific symbols and acts have
creative power. Beside the sacrificial act and the physical elements, the priest and the
words of the sruti (the sacred hymns and explanations which are heard) are regarded as
having innate spiritual power. The priest is the mediator between the human and divine
spheres. The divine quality of the priest is noted, for instance, in Satapatha-Brahmana I.
2. 4. 3; also Eggeling brings this out in his description of the new-moon sacrifice. He
writes that after the sacrificer has chosen the Brahmin who will superintend the ceremony,
the Brahmin answers:

I am the lord of the earth, I lord of the world, I lord of the great universe (mahabhuta)!
earth! ether! heaven! O God Savitri, thee they choose for their Braman, their lord of prayer
(Brihaspati).



The particular words themselves which are used in the sacrifice have a creative power. Thus
there follows in the above description a prayer to dispel the powers of the rakshas, the
evil ones who are lurking about to effect destruction through the misuse of sacrificial
speech. The precision with which everything must be done is frequently attested to, for any
omission would work havoc. Indeed, every word uttered during the sacrifice has ontological
implications, and the Bramanas go into detail accounting for every word, every syllable, and
the number of syllables in a word. This attempt is based on the understanding that certain
words have a creative quality, and the commentators use various techniques of word analysis
to relate the sacrificial activity with experienced life. The extent to which they go is
seen in Satapatha-Brahmana XI. 1. 6. 13:

13. Pragapati bethought himself, "Verily, I have created here a counterpart of myself, to
wit, the year; whence they say, 'Pragapati is the year'; for he created it to be a
counterpart of himself inasmuch as 'samvatsara (year),' as well as 'Pragapati,' consists of
four syllables, thereby it (the year) is a counterpart of him."

We might summarize the material discussed so far by giving general characteristics of the
expressions which typically use a logic of mutual exclusion. First, such expressions
emphasize the distinction between the "holy" and the "profane." Secondly, this way of
thinking is formulated through narrative; it reflects activity. The action of the sacrifice
is correlated to divine action in a given sequence; there is a "before" and an "after."
Thirdly, there is the understanding of Reality in terms of divine beings who act. This last
point is significant especially in recounting the origins of the world. When reality is seen
through the mythical structure of apprehension, there is often a "creation myth" to account
for existence as it is. The Reality in which the gods themselves subsist—from the viewpoint
of the intuitive structure of apprehension—is not the focus of interest. The articulation
begins with the attitude of the world's dependence on something which comes before it, and
the place to begin the religious speech is with the original point of contact between heaven
and earth. Wherever there is the tendency to emphasize one or all of these characteristics,
there, we suggest, a logic of mutual exclusion and a paradigmatic use of symbols is in
force.

L3: [Mythical Structure of Apprehension in the Vedic Hymns]

In the early Indian religious tradition the mythical structure of apprehension was not
limited to the Bramanas. It is found already in the Vedic hymns and prayers, and to a
limited extent in the Upanisads and in the epics. In the Atharvaveda the power of words and
ritual acts in depicted as the source of all being. The prayers, charms, and imprecations
presuppose that evil forces actively engage in opposing good forces in the three-level
cosmos. The magical use of words is a practical means to destroy as well as create, to curse
as well as bless. The following charm found in Atharvaveda X. 3. 1-3 expresses the
importance of a prescribed activity to repulse evil.

1. This varana [is] my rival-destroying, virile (vrsan) amulet; with it do thou take hold of
thy foes, slaughter thy injurers (durasy-) .
2. Crush them, slaughter, take hold; be the amulet thy forerunner in front; the gods by the
varana warded off the hostile practice (abhyacara) of the Asuras from one morrow to another.
3. This amulet, the varana, all-healing, thousand-eyed, yellow, golden -- it shall make thy
foes go downward; do thou, in front, damage them that hate thee.

Also in Atharvaveda IV. 6. 1-3 a charm against the harmful effect of poison is based on



repeating divine events:

1. The Braman was born first, with ten heads, with ten mouths; he first drank the soma; he
made the poison sapless.
2. As great as [are] heaven-and-earth by their width, as much as the seven rivers spread out
(vi-stha), [so far] have I spoken out from here these words (vac), spoilers of poison.
3. The winged (garumant) eagle consumed (av) thee first, O poison; thou hast not intoxicated
(mad), thou hast not racked (rup) [him]; and thou becamest drink for him.

The fact that the reciter of the charms and hymns addresses the object is an indication of
the potency which is supposed to be intrinsic to the recitation itself. In other words,
here, at the time and place when the words are voiced, is "the real"; it is a creative force
dispelling the evil force.

The Rgveda, also, sometimes expresses the nature of reality through a "mythical structure."
The efficacy of the sacrifice, for instance, is seen in IX. 3. 6-8. This hymn to Soma (the
name of a plant, its juice which was used in the sacrifice, and a deity) praises the juice's
wealth-producing power:

6. Praised by the sacred bards, this God dives into waters, and bestows
Rich gifts upon the worshipper.

7. Away he rushes with his stream, across the regions into heaven,
And roars as he is flowing on.

8. While flowing, meet for sacrifice, he hath gone up to heaven across
The regions, irresistible

In this hymn, as in other examples of a mythical structure of apprehension the imagery
presents a spatial differentiation between the realm of the immortals and human life, and a
localization of the immortal and beneficient power in an active person.

While most of the Vedic gods have no concrete personalities or "histories," a few are
depicted with these qualities in varying degrees. The most colorful personality among the
gods is Indra. From various references we learn that he is young and impulsive; he enjoys
drinking and is a "born fighter." His most renowned feat is slaying of Vrtra, the serpent
which enclosed the fertilizing rains. While in many of the hymns addressed to Indra we do
not find an appeal to Indra as a god who answers prayer, the recollection of his feats has
the power to reenact the deed in its cosmic context. Viewed from this perspective, Indra is
a positive creative power who grants fertility, wealth, and prosperity through his
accomplishments. The following excerpts from two hymns, for instance, show a human
dependence on the past and continuing actions of Indra, the Magnanimous One:

I. 7. 2. Indra hath ever close to him his two bay steeds and word-yok car,
Indra the golden, thunder-armed.

3. Indra hath raised the Sun on high in heaven, that he may see afar :
He burst the mountain for the kine [streams of water].

L 11. 5. Lord of the thunder, thou didst burst the cave of Vala rich in cows.
The Gods came pressing to thy side, and free from terror aided thee.

L3: [Mythical Structure in the Upanisads]



Brahmanic thought is usually contrasted with Upanishadic thought, and in general this
contrast can be sustained. However, the Upanisads have been regarded from their composition
forward as the culminating interpretation of the Brahmanic sacrifice. They are "the final
chapters" of the Brahmanic commentaries. While in the Upanisads the ritual activity of the
sacrifice is no longer considered efficacious for knowing brahman, the sacrifice is
"interiorized" within the individual who practices a spiritual disciplines all of life is
viewed as the cosmic sacrifice which is being "performed" continually (without explicit
ritual activity), and the religious concern is to perceive the power of existence (brahman)
in all things. While much of the Upanishadic articulation concerning reality presupposes
"the One," and the religious effort is to know the Self which exists from eternity, the
importance of tapas (austerity, heat) and initiation articulated in the Maitri and Katha
Upanisads suggests that the nature of reality is not found through discovery as much as
through creation. This would suggest that yogic apprehension participates to some extent in
a mythical structure of apprehension.

In Maitri Upanisads the ritual performance is accepted as a valid means of articulating the
contact between the human and divine realms. The important thing for the one who engages in
religious practice, however, is to understand the sacrifice properly—that is, as a
meditative exercise. In Maitri Upanisads I. 1 the reinterpretation is evident:

A sacrifice to Brahman, indeed, is the laying (of the sacrificial fire) of the ancients.
Therefore let the sacrificer, having laid these fires meditate on the self. Thus, verily,
does the sacrifice become complete and flawless.

The sacrificial action is transformed into meditations and austerity. Tapas (heat) which is
produced by mental concentration is the correlate of the sacrificial fire which served as
the point of contact between gods and men.

In a comparatively early Upanisads such as the Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad the practice of
pranayama (breath-control) takes the place of sacrifice. in I. 5. 23 the sacrificial effort
is described:

Verily, what those (functions) undertook of old, even that they accomplish today. Therefore
let a man perform one observance only. He should breathe in and breathe out wishing, "Let
not the evil of death get me." And when he performs it, let him try to complete it. Thereby
he wins complete union with that divinity and residence in the same world with him.

Here we see that the author is attempting to express a new understanding of the sacrifice,
using the Brahmanic imagery and the logic of mutual exclusion in this mythical structure of
religious apprehension.

In the Katha Upanisad the metaphysical speculation concerning reality is put into a
narrative framework which involves a type of initiation for Naciketas, a lad seeking to
discover the meaning of sacrifice. He asks Yama, the lord of the dead, to reveal the
mysteries of life to him. His second request concerns the meaning of the sacrifice, and in
answering the question, Yama articulates how the realms of heaven and earth meet through the
sacrificial fire (in a manner much like that found in the Brahmanas). To be sure, this
serves as an introduction to Naciketas' all-important third question, but the point here is
that this frame of reference is not entirely foreign to the Upanisads. While this Upanisad
expresses that the Self pervades every particular thing, it also maintains the importance of
yogic activity for attaining Truth. The mental comprehension and knowledge of Reality are
not enough. The description of the nature of existence given in Katha Upanisad is not a



pseudo-natural-science, but instruction for action that negates activity.

L3: [Mythical Structure in the Bhagavad-Gita]

The final area of Indian religious thought which will be  briefly considered here is the
epic literature. The synthetic character the Gita with its heterodox formulations make an
analysis of the symbolization processes very complex. We will simply point out a few clear
examples of expressions conceived through a mythical structure of apprehension.

First, it is important to note the narrative structure in which the Lord Krsna manifests his
full glory to the hero Arjuna. While various speeches by Krsna expound his all-pervading
character, God is known through an individual being who at times is seen to be absolutely
different from all  other beings. Through Krsna himself the fullness of glory is manifested.
Verses 44-45 of chapter xi relate Arjuna's reaction to the hierophany:

44. Therefore, bowing and prostrating my body,
I beg grace of Thee, the Lord to be revered:
As a father to his son, as a friend to his friend,
As a lover to his beloved, be pleased to show mercy, O God!

45. Having seen what was never seen before, I am thrilled,
And (at the same time) my heart is shaken with fear;
Show me, O God, that same form of Thine (as before) !
Be merciful, Lord of Gods, Abode of the Worldl!

Here is a hierophany completely different from the claim expressed by Krsna when he says he
can be seen in all things. In fact Krsna explicitly  declares the exclusive nature of this
experience in distinction to Arjuna's day-to-day experience (XI. 52):

52. This form that is right hard to see,
Which thou hast seen of Mine,
Of this form even the gods
Constantly long for the sight.

Also the "theistic" understanding of the whole universe structured in Krsna is consistent
with the mythical structure of apprehension, in which divine beings are at the opposite pole
from natural existence.

The mythical structure of apprehension is again evident in Krsna's ex planation of the
sanctity of Arjuna's fighting. Arjuna, he says, should go into battle with a clear
conscience because he is following the divine pattern established by Krsna. In chapter iii
Krsna says to Arjuna:

23. For if I did not continue
At all in action, unwearied,
My path (would) follow
Men altogether, son of Prtha.

24. These folk would perish
If I did not perform action,
And I should be an agent of confusion;
I should destroy these creatures.

The imagery of the relationship between god and man in bhakti-yoga (discipline of devotion)



is that of changing from one realm of existence to another. In chapter xii Krsna says:

6. But those who, all actions
casting on Me, intent on Me,
With utterly unswerving discipline
Meditating on Me, revere Me,

7. For them I the Savior
From the sea of the round of deaths
Become right soon, son of Prtha,
When they have made their thoughts enter into Me.

In chapter ix Krsna defines the good from the bad actions according to the act of worship by
the individual person. That is to say, morality is defined by this one ultimate commitment.

30. Even if a very evil doer
Reveres Me with single devotion,
He must be regarded as righteous in spite of all;
for he has the right resolution.

In the foregoing examples of a mythical structure of religious apprehension in Indian
thought we have tried to indicate that the symbol expressing "the real" itself is a
formidable force in establishing the real. The symbol is a paradigm for human existence. In
using the paradigm the religious person structures, and thereby "makes," existential
reality. This use of the symbol is accompanied by the recognized need of forming,
structuring, making the reality as the technique for knowing the "real." It also presupposes
that there are two realms of reality: an ultimate reality, the divinely established realm;
and the human reality, that which is established on the pattern of the divine. Given this
presupposition, the paradigmatic nature of the symbol has crucial significance, for only the
particular symbol which expresses the ultimate reality can establish the human reality. It
alone can be the point of contact between the human and divine levels of reality. The
efficacy of mental structures and the clear distinctions of the real and nonreal are
important considerations in much of the Indian religious apprehension.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 8. The Intuitive Structure - 122]

In contrast to the mythical structure of apprehension, the intuitive structure provides
meaning through combining concepts that we would be regarded either as logically
inconsistent or as idolatry in the logic of mutual exclusion. For instance, in the intuitive
structure, absolute reality might be known as both "being" and "nonbeing," "here" and yet
"not here", or as God and man. The intention of the expression is revealed by the paradox
caused through the "convergence" of the two (or more) qualifiers, and it is the relationship
itself that the meaning is formulated. The concept functions only as an analogy (rather than
as a paradigm) which must be combined with other analogies to hint at or reflect the "real"
which is totally other than any symbol. In this symbol-combination process every symbolic
expression is a limitation, and in part a misapprehension of the "totally other." Mental
activity, using concepts and symbols, is regarded as preparatory to the real mode of knowing
the Unconditioned intuition.



Two well-known examples of this kind of expression found in the Upanisads are the
declaration "tat tvam asi" ("you are that [ultimate reality]"), and the assertion that
brahman (Ultimate Power) and atman (individual self) are one. In both these examples the
religious meaning arises from the convergence of two terms which by themselves have opposite
meanings. To relate these terms through a logic of mutual exclusion would result in a
logical fallacy or a meaningless phrase. However, such a phrase can be meaningful within the
"logic of convergence" because it operates by a symbolizing process which seeks to oppose
the "normal" logical pattern. The presupposition is that the truth of the Unconditioned
Reality cannot be expressed through any one symbol, so the convergence of terms can at least
point to the "otherness" of the Unconditioned.

When we read that the Self is brahman, the All, the Self is not merely another name for
brahman The Self is the atman, the particular expression of the Real. The meaning of this
affirmation is not the tautology "brahman is brahman." The logic of convergence which is
indicated here is affirmed by the contention of the religious writers that the proper
understanding of these affirmations requires special insight. Indeed, even on a strictly
empirical level one would have to agree since the meaning context found in everyday speech
must be redefined to understand this kind of religious speech. Likewise, when we read that
the self is smaller than a mustard seed and greater than the earthy this does not suggest
that "smaller" means "greater." Rather, the meaning of this statement obtains from the logic
of convergence, which requires that the terms -- opposites by definition -- are placed in
juxtaposition.

L3: [Reality as Eternal Being]

The use of the logic of convergence has complementary ontological implications. The "real"
is assumed to be something existing, something which "is there." It is an eternal absolute
which is to be discovered. It is not something constructed in existence on the basis of a
divine, i.e., Absolute, archetype as is the case in the mythical, or sacrificial, use of
words. It is certainly true that when a person "awakens" to the Ultimate Truth, he attains a
new ontological status; but the "real" was there within him all the time. The method of
knowing through discovery correlates with the ontological character of the "real." This
character is one of static "being." And because the "real" is, it does not manifest itself
exclusively in particular times and places but in every element of existence. Every term
used to express It shares in the insufficiency of conditioned existence to announce the
Unconditioned. Yet, every term finds its ultimate source in the Unconditioned potential, so
the mere fact of its existence bespeaks an intrinsic relationship with this reality.

L3: [Upanishadic Use of Conceptual Symbols as Mere Analogies]

There are many examples of this structure of religious apprehension in the Upanisas. Because
any particular conceptual expression does not contain the fullness of the "real," the
purpose of these expressions is to evoke the desire in the disciple for discovering in
himself the transcendent reality. In this attempt it is clear that the ultimate reality is
beyond any particular name and form—indeed, beyond all names and forms. Explicit recognition
of this is given in Chandogya Upanisad VII. 24. 1:

Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the
infinite. But where one sees something else, hears something else, understands something
else, that is the small (the finite).

Again, in the same upanisad (VI. 1. 4):



Just as . . . by one clod of clay all that is made of clay becomes known, the modification
being only a name arising from speech while the truth is that it is just clay [so is that
teaching by which the unhearable becomes heard].

In the Katha Upanisad is a list of the progression from the sense to the Supreme, indicating
that the highest human faculty of discernment must be transcended in order to realize the
unmanifest Spirit. Katha Upanisad I. 3. 10 and 11 maintain:

10. Beyond the senses are the objects (of the senses) ant beyond the objects is the mind;
beyond the mind is the understanding and beyond the understanding is the great self.

11. Beyond the great self is the unmanifest; beyond the unmanifest is the spirit. Beyond the
spirit there is nothing. That is the end (of the journey); that is the final goal.

These quotations are indicative of the undifferentiated character of Ultimate Reality. Every
perception, cognition, concept, and attitude is limited because it differentiates. The
individual conscious awareness of being must be transcended in order to experience the
Unmanifest. From the above examples it is clear (1) that the terms used to described
Ultimate Reality are often self-contradictory, and (2) that no particular words have an
exclusively valid quality for expressing this reality.

Because Reality is conceived as being beyond all particular expression, a specific task is
given to those who approach truth in this way. This task is to describe in the best manner
possible—under the restrictions they have set themselves—the Reality which is beyond
comprehension and the conceptual means of knowing. Among the most common symbols used to
express the "real" are "brahman" and "atman." Both are the world-ground: the objective
realization is called brahman, the subjective realization is called atman. In the
articulation of this world-ground it is important to note that it is regarded as an
established thing; it is. Thus, the descriptions have the burden of declaring that the
particular is the whole; the Self (atman) is eternal, all, ultimate. This is seen, for
instance, in Katha Upanisad I. 2. 18:

The knowing self is never born; nor does he die at any time. He sprang from nothing and
nothing sprang from him. He is unborn, eternal, abiding and primeval. He is not slain when
the body is slain.

In Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad II. 5. 15 the self is professed to be the all:

This self, verily, is the lord of all things, the king of all beings. As all the spokes are
held together in the hub and felly of a wheel, just so in this self, all beings, all gods,
all worlds, all breathing creatures, all these selves are held together.

Again, in the same upanisad (IV. 4. 13) we find:

Whoever has found and has awakened to the self that has entered into this perilous
inaccessible place (the body), he is the maker of the universe, for he is the maker of all.
He is the world; indeed he is the world itself.

Chandogya Upaninisad III. 13. 7 describes the convergence of the Ultimate with the self by
placing the self within the description of the Ultimate:

The light which shines above this heaven, above all, above everything, in the highest worlds
beyond which there are no higher, verily, that is the same as this light which is here
within the person.



In these expressions we see the description of reality through a dialectic combination of
concepts. The above quotations declare that the self within the individual is only
apparently limited when in reality it is everything. Whether the subject of the verse is the
atman experienced within a person or is the unconditioned brahman, the Ultimate Reality is
regarded as coextensive with the personal inner life. This is expressed through a paradox
based on converging two normally incompatible concepts.

L3: [Inadequacy of Concepts Necessitates Use of Intuition]

Because reality is thought to be within the individual, subjective reflection is granted as
a valid method of knowing. Though there is no systematic presentation of yoga in the
Upanisads, there are clear indication that a mental-psychic discipline is required for
realizing Ultimate Reality in present existence. As was indicated above, every concept is
only a partial expression of reality and thus a hindrance to knowing the Absolute Truth;
therefore, it is a major concern to get beyond perceiving multiplicity. In Katha Upanisad
II. l. 10 and 11, for instance, we read:

10. Whatever is here, that (is) there. Whatever is there, that, too is here.
Whoever perceives anything like manyness here goes from death to death.

11. By mind alone is this to be obtained. There is nothing of variety here.
Whoever perceives anything like variety here, goes from death to death.

The method of controlling the mind in order that it focuses on only one thing is given
pictorial expression in the chariot parable of Katha Upanisad I. 3. 3-9. In the following
quotations we see how control of the senses leads to understanding:

4. The senses, they say, are the horses; the objects of sense the paths (they range over);
(the self) associated with dhe body, the senses and the mind -- wise men declare—is the
enjoyer.

9. He who has the understanding for the driver of the chariot and controls the rein of his
mind, he reaches the end of the journey, dlat supreme adobe of the all-pervading.

The knowledge of Brahman, the cosmic ground, is through inner concentration of life power;
but this by no means indicates that reality is located in the subjective aspect of man to
the exclusion of the objective. The whole point of inner control is to realize the one
Reality pervading each particular manifestation of this Reality. Therefore, not only is the
logic of convergence required to express reality as a "thing,' but it is necessary also to
insure that this reality is seen, or known to be, in everything that is.

L3: [Many Terms Serve as Analogies for Undifferentiated Reality]

When words have the function of analogies reflecting the Unconditioned, the ontological
presupposition is that every particular entity of existence stands in relation to the Real,
yet is radically different from it. This all-pervading quality of the real is demonstrated
both in descriptions of this all-pervading quality within everyday existence, and in the
expression of creation as an impersonal automatic process. Sections 9, 10, and 11 in Chapter
vi of Chandogya Upanipad describe the essential reality in every particular phenomenon. In
each of these three sections a different metaphor is used to express how the self is in
every part of existence even if it is not recognized there. The claim is that just as honey
is made from the "juices of many trees," as every river flows to become the ocean, as every
branch of a mighty tree is part of a living organism, so that "subtle essence," the Self, is



in everything in the world. Sections 12 and 13 of the same chapter are illustrations of the
broken seed from a Nyagrodha tree and of salt in water, indicating that though imperceptible
by the organs of sight, the essence of the Nyagrodha tree was in the seed, and the essence
of the salt was in the water. The lesson in each of these instances, says the sage Uddalaka
Aruni to his son Svetaketu, is:

That which is the subtle essence, this whole world has for its self. That is due true. That
is the self. That thou art, Svetaketu.

Even more explicitly, in Katha Upanisad II. 2. 2 various manifestations of the Self are
enumerated:

He is the swan (sun) in the sky, the pervader in the space (between earth and heaven), the
priest at the altar, the guest in the sacrificial jar (house). He dwells in men, in gods, in
the right and in the sky. He is (all that is) born of water, prung from the earth, born of
right, born of mountain. He is the true and the great.

Another expression of this same point is found in Katha Upanisad II. 2. 9:

As fire which is one, entering this world becomes varied in shape according to the object
(it burns), so also the one Self within all beings becomes varied according to whatever (it
enters) and also exists outside (them all).

L3: [The World Is the Natural Process of Ultimate Reality]

The manifestation of the real in all existing elements required that the sacramental rites
would be considered as part of the whole expression of reality; but in terms of the creation
process, the sacramental activity involving priests would no longer construct the "real" as
in the case of the mythical structure of apprehension found in the Brahmanas. The Upanisadic
authors who used the logic of convergence in their articulation of the Ultimate Reality
interpreted the sacrifice broadly, making the whole of life into a sacrifice and the sacred
acts performed by the priests only one particular manifestation of the reality within the
cosmic sacrifice. The Chandogya Upanisad expressed this meaning of sacrifice. The udgitha
chant, for instance, is equated with life breath (I. 2); the sacred syllable aum is the
essence of the sacrifice and thus all knowledge (I. 1 ); the Rg verses and the Sama verses
are correlated with cosmic elements: earth, atmosphere, air, sun (I. 6 and 7); the sections
of the Vedas are correlated with sections of the earth and with aspects of creative power
(III. l-S ) . The creative power evoked in the sacrificial actions according to a mythical
structure of apprehension is here diffused into all of existence. Everything is part of a
cosmic sacrifice—every action, even every breath (V. 19-23).

Just as the logic of convergence permits a new interpretation of the Vedic sacrifice, so it
aids in articulating an alternative understanding of the primal creation. Rather than
expressing creation through a narrative of divine activity, the manifestation of Ultimate
Reality "in the beginning" is regarded as a self-generating process. Since "the All" is in
everything as an established principle, the creation of what is now known to be particular
entities is a continual production evolving from the creative energy of reality. In
Chandogya Upanisad VI. 2. l and 3 it is claimed:

l. In the beginning . . . this was Being alone, one only without a second.

3. It thought, May I be many, may I grow forth. It sent forth fire. That fire thought, May I
be many, may I grow forth. It sent forth water.



Here it should be noted that creation includes a static principle of reality and the
activity of a creator. Thus, "It" --pure being which is undifferentiated -- performs the
activity of thinking. This assertion is comprehensible only in the context of a logic of
convergence. The generation from the undifferentiated to the single self, i.e., to
multiplicity, is articulated in different ways. Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad I. 2. l-5 describes
the generation of the world in the following manner:

l. There was nothing whatsoever here in the beginning. By death indeed was this covered, or
by hunger, for hunger is death. He created the mind, thinking "let me have a self" (mind).
Then he moved about, worshiping. From him, thus worshiping, water was produced . . .

2. Water, verily, is arka. That which was the froth of the water became solidified; that
became the earth. On it he rested. From him thus rested and heated ... his essence of
brightness came forth (as) fire.

4. He desired, let a second self (body or form) be born of me. He, hunger or death, brought
about the union of speech by mind. What was the seed there became the year . . .

5. With that speech, with that self he brought forth all this whatsoever exists here, (the
hymns of) the Rig Veda, (the formulas of) the Yajur Veda and (the change of) the Sama Veda,
the metres, the sacrifices, man and cattle ...

In such a developmental understanding of existence there is a bipolarity within the whole.
That is, there is a recognition of a mutually interdependent duality pervading existence;
both parts, however, are derived from the unity of all things, yet not identified with it.
In Chandogya Upanisad III. 19 this division of the one into two complementary parts is
represented by the cosmic-egg creation motif. Verses l and 2 declare:

l. The sun is Brahman -- this is the teaching. An explanation thereof (is this). In the
beginning this (world) was non-existent. It became existent. It grew. It turned into an egg.
It lay for the period of a year. It burst open. Then came out of the eggshell two parts, one
of silver, the other of gold.

2. That which was of silver is this earth; that which was of gold is the sky. What was the
outer membrane is the mountains; that which was the inner membrane is the mist with the
clouds. What were the veins were the rivers. What was the fluid within is the ocean.

Or Brhad-aranyaka I. 4. 3 formulates this bipolar aspect of the unity in all things thus:

3. He [the self], verily, had no delight.... He desired a second. He became as large as a
woman and a man in close embrace. He caused that self to fall into two parts. From that
arose husband and wife. Therefore, as Yajnavalya used to say, this (body) is one half of
oneself, like one of the two halves of a split pea. Therefore this space is filled by a
wife. He became united with her. From that human beings were produced.

In such a way all diversity is seen to emanate from a unified reality, both from the
perspective of a metaphysical account of being and from a narrative account of creation.

While the Upanisads formulate most clearly the affirmation which utilize the intuitive
structure of religious apprehension, there are evidences of it also in the Vedic hymns, the
epic literature, and even a few indications in the Brahmanas. By focusing our attention on
the expression dedaring (1) reality as established-being which cannot be adequately
described in any or all terms, and (2) the existence of the ultimate and eternal reality in
every particular phenomenon, we can see the extent to which the logic of convergence and the



analogical use of terms are formative forces in various religious expressions of India.

L3: [Logic of Convergence in the Rgveda]

When considering the use of a logic of convergence in the Rgveda we should note several
general elements. First, the gods called upon, for the most part, do not have a personality
or individual characteristics. Indra alone is a deity having a history of acts. The numerous
hymns to Agni and Soma, and the hymns to Savitar, Visvadeva, and Damn, while addressed to
individually named gods, reflect a disconcern for particularizing any one god in an
exclusive way. As early as Max Mueller, the distinction between theism as known in the
Judeo-Christian tradition and "kathenotheism" was recognized by Western scholars. The use of
the term "kathenotheism" emphasizes the characteristic of especially the early forms of
Indian theism which applies divine attributes in such a way that a given deity may be
regarded as absolute reality at one moment, while another deity may be so designated at
another moment. To be sure, certain gods are associated with particular functions, such as
Soma and Agni, often regarded as messengers to the gods or providers of blessings;
Mitra-Varuna provide order, and the Maruts are comrades for the warriors in battle. On the
other hand, often the gods referred to in the hymns seem to be interchangeable; no one name
of a god is regarded as the only means by which to address the true reality.

Another element indicating the use of an intuitive structure of religious apprehension in
some Vedic hymns is the principle of order: Rta. Rta is a principle; it has no prayer
directed to it, and it is not the object of cult practice. This principle of order is
accepted as operating through the different dimensions of existence: the physical order of
the universe, the order of sacrifice, and the moral law of society. Thus not all Vedic hymns
articulate reality through a mythical (or sacramental) use of words. It is also interesting
to note the general lack of concern in the Rgveda for demons as compared with the attention
given them in the Atharvaveda. Instead of a mutually exclusive principle for symbolizing
reality, which requires active demonic forces as well as divine beings, much of the
expression of the Rgveda pertains to the already existing structures of existence.

With these general considerations in mind, let us look at the evidences of this structure of
symbolizing. There are various (less ancient) hymns which, while acknowledging the gods,
indicate the awareness that there is something more fundamental than these divine beings.
For instance, Rgveda I. 164.4 and 6 ask:

4. Who hath beheld him as he sprang to being, seen how the boneless One supports the bony?
Where is the blood of earth, the life, the spirit? Who may approch the man who knows, to ask
it?
6. I ask, unknowing, those who know, the sages, as one all ignorant for sake of knowledge,
What was that One who in the Unborn's image hath established and fixed firm these world's
six religions?

In Rgveda III. 54. 8b-14 is the appeal to many names of gods with the suggestion that there
is one all-pervading being. This attempt to describe the Indescribable through many terms is
characteristic of the intuitive structure of apprehension. The religious poet chants:

8b. one All is Lort of what is fixed and moving, that walks, that flies, this multiform
creation.
9. Afar the Ancient form of old I ponder, our kinship with our mighty Sire and Father,
Singing the praise whereof the Gods by custom stand on the spacious far-extended pathway.
10. This land, O Heaven and Earth, to you I utter: let the kind-hearted hear, whose tongue



is Agni, Young,
Sovran Rulers, Varuna and Mitra, the wise and very glorious Adityas.
ll. The fair-tongued Savitar, the golden-handed, comes thrice from heaven as Lord in our
assembly.
Bear to the Gods this song of praise, and send us, then Savitar, complete and perfect
safety.
12. Deft worker, skilful-handed, helpful, holy, may Tvashtar, God, give us those things to
aid us.
Take your delight, ye Ribhus joined with Pushan: ye have prepared the rite with stones
adjusted.
13. Borne on their flashing car, the spear-armed Maruts, the nimble Youths of Heaven, the
Sons of Order,
The Holy, the Sarasvati, shall hear us: ye Mighty, give us wealth with noble offspring.
14. To Vishnu rich in marvels, songs and praises shall go as singers of the road of Bhaga,
The Chieftain of the Mighty Stride, whose Mothers, the many young Dames, never disregard
him.

Here we see that the manifestation of Ultimate Reality is not localized in any one religious
symbol. To be sure we do not get the expression of knowing the all-pervading reality by
subjective, inner reflection as in the Upanisads. However, the point here is that through a
kind of kathenotheism the gods often tend to "flow" into one another. Also, the use of
natural phenomena in various hymns such as soma, fire, the sun, wind, speech, dawn, earth,
and heaven as explicit manifestations of divine power and productivity bespeaks an essential
unity between the Ultimate Reality and its manifestation.

Likewise, the complete immanence and transcendence of reality is one of the major concerns
of the famous Purusasukta. This is apparent in the first four verses of this hymn, Rgveda X.
90.

1. Thousand-headed was the Purusa, thousand-eyed, thousand-footed. He embraced the earth on
all sides, and stood beyond the breadth of ten fingers.
2. The Purusa is this all, that which was and which shall be. He is Lord of immortality....
3. Such is his greatness, and still greater than that is the Purusa. One fourth of him is
all beings. The three-fourths of him is the immortal in Heaven.
4. Three fourths on high rose the Purusa. One fourth of him arose again here (on this
earth). Thence in all directions he spread abroad....

Also, in one of the Rgveda hymns we find the explanation of the beginning of existence to be
a process rather than an act by divine being. The question of what came before the
distinction of a thinking cosmic self, or the origin of the male-female principle of
productivity, is important for the writer of this hymn since the object of concern is the
nature of Ultimate Reality. Rgveda X. 129, the "Hymn of Creation," expresses  perplexity
over the origin of existence, but refers to the primal essence as a unified reality without
any distinctions. The seer articulates the Ultimate Reality, which is behind (and before)
the phenomenal world, by placing various descriptive terms in juxtaposition to one another:

l. Non-being then existed not nor being:
There was no air, nor sky that is beyond it.
What was concealed? Wherein? In whose protection?
And was there deep unfathomable water?



2. Death then existed not nor life immortal;
Of neither night nor day was any token.
lfy its inherent force the One breathed windless:
No other thing than that beyond existed.

3. Darkness there was at first by darkness hidden;
Without distinctive marks, this all was water
That which, becoming, by the void was covered
That one by force of heat came into being.

4. Desire entered the One in the beginning:
It was the earliest seed, of thought the product . . .

5b. Creative force was there, and fertile power:
Below was energy, above was impulse.

Another Vedic expression of creation uses the imagery of bipolar elements as aspects of a
single totality. Rgveda I. 185 is a hymn to Dyaus (heaven) and Prthivi (earth). Here heaven
and earth are considered to be the father and mother of everything. In this hymn to Dyaus
and Prthivi we see how the heaven-earth polarity complement each other. In the first two
verses of Rgveda I. 185 this is expressed in the following way:

1. Which was the former, which of them the later? How born? O sages, who discerns? They bear
of themselves all that has existence. Day and night revolve as on a wheel.
2. The two footless ones that go not uphold many a germ that goes and has feet. As a son in
his own parents lap, may Heaven and Earth protect us from fearful evil.

The expression of the origin of existence as a process, the recognition of the all-pervading
essence manifested in all created things, the use of various names and descriptions to call
upon the Lord of all, and the expression of an eternal order within which all change and
action operate -- these evi dences suggest that a process of symbolization like that found
in the Upanisads is also operating in various parts of the Rgveda.

L3: [The Combination of Structures of Religious Apprehension in the Rgveda]

In viewing examples of Vedic expression in both the last and present chapters we see that a
combination or alternation of symbolization processes is possible in the same literature.
There is, however, a particular "thrust" or emphasis which is dominant in a particular
expression. In the above mentioned hymn to Dyaus and Prthivi the major principle of
articulation is a logic of convergence since the dominant mode of considering reality is
with imagery that expresses a continuum of gods and man, of the divine realm and human
realm. The fact that these Vedic hymns were used in the sacrifice suggests the complex
character of religious expression as well as the probability of composition at various
times, and on different occasions.

Two of the best examples of the combination of these two conceptual processes in single
hymns are the well-known Rgveda expression of creation, Rgveda X. 121 and X. 90. In the
former there is one verse out of the ten which indicates the divine action—suggesting a
mythical structure of apprehension:

5. Through whom the mighty heaven and earth have been fixed, through whom the sun has been
established, through whom the firmament; who in the middle sky measures out the air—what God
with our oblation shall we worship?



For the most part, however, the other verses contain imagery which indicates a continuum, a
never changing relationship, between man and the powers of creation.

In the Purusasukta, Rgveda X. 90, from the sixth to the sixteenth verse, the articulation of
creation depicts the action of the gods in the sacrifice of Purusa. This is summed up in the
last verse with the words:

With the sacrifice the Gods sacrificed the sacrifice. These were the first ordinances. These
great powers reached to the firmament, where are the ancient Sadyas, the Gods.

While it is true that this hymn is pantheistic in describing how the elements of the
sacrificial offering became the elements of the universe, the point here is that a
particular and distinct contact between the divine and human realms is expressed. Also the
relationship between the realms is seen in imagery of beings who act according to a sequence
of events wich can be recorded. These characteristics suggest that a logic of mutual
exclusion forms the basic epistemological presupposition for these verses.

L3: [Intuitive Structure of Apprehension in the Brahmanas and the Bhagavad-gita]

Just as both structures of religious apprehension are found in the Rgveda, the intuitive
structure of apprehension can be found in the Brahmanas and Bhagavad-gita. While the
mythical structure is dominant in the Brahmanas, there are instances of an analogical use of
symbols correlating with a logic of convergence. For instance, Satapatha-Brahmana XI.  1. 6.
1 and 2 describe "the beginning" of existence in terms of a process grounded in a single
reality:

1. Verily, in the beginning this (universe) was water, nothing but a sea of water. The
waters desired, "How can we be reproduced?" They toiled and performed fervid devotions, when
they were becoming heated, a golden eggs was pro duced. The year, indeed, was not then in
existence: this golden egg floated for about as long as the space of a year.

2. In a year's time a man, this Pragapati, was produced therefrom; and hence a woman, a cows
or a mare brings forth within the space of a year; for Pragapati was born in a year. He
broke open this golden egg. There was, indeed, no resting-place: only this golden egg,
bearing him, floated about for as long as the space of a year.

It is clear that within the above quotation there is a mixture of types of symbolizing
processes; however, the articulations based on a logic of convergence are clear in the
expression that Prajapati, i.e., the element of differentiation, comes from an egg, the
symbol of basic, organic unity.

More forcefully than this priestly commentary, however, the Bhagavad-gita uses the logic of
convergence to symbolize the correlation of Ultimate Reality and ethical injunctions. The
concern for description of established eternal reality as being in all existence and yet
beyond it is clear in such an explanation as given by Krsna in chap. iii. 16 and 17:

16. Of what is not, no coming to be occurs;
No coming not to be occurs of what is;
But the diviting-line of both is seen,
Of these two, by those who see the truth.

17. But know that that is indestructible,
By which this all is pervaded;
Destruction of this imperishable one



No one can cause.

The impossibility of capsulizing reality in any manifestation of reality is stated in chap.
viii. 24-26 where Krsna declares:

24. Unmanifest, as having come into manifestation
Fools conceive Me,
Not knowing the higher essence
Of me, which is imperishable, supreme.

25. I am not revealed to every one,
Being veiled by My magic trick-of-illusion;
'Tis deluded and does not recognize
Me the unborn, imperishable,—this world.

26. I know those that are past,
And that are present, Arjuna,
And beings that are yet to be,
But no one knows Me.

In chap. x of the Bhagavad-gita, Krsna, as the reality which pervades all existence, lists
for Arjuna a variety of manifestations by which the eternal power of being is known. In this
account the logic of convergence is dearly shown by the juxtaposition in which the Eternal
is placed in reference to every particular element of existence. Krsna speaks:

19. Come then, I shall tell thee—
Since My supernal-manifestations are marvelous
Regarding the chief ones, best of Kurus;
There is no end to My extent.

20. I am the soul, Gudakesa,
That abides in the heart of all beings;
I am the beginning and the middle
Of beings, and the very end too;

21. Of the Adityas I am Visnu,
Of lights the radiant sun,
Of Maruts I am (their chief) Marici,
Of stars I am the moon.

22. Of Vedas I am the Sama Veda,
Of gods I am Visava (Indra),
Of sense-organs I am the thought-organ,
Of beings I am the intellect.

Indeed, as Krsna goes on to enumerate in the next twenty verses, he is the true nature of
everything.

The continual and continuing process of the existential realization by the eternal essence
is also part of the articulation in the Bhagavad-gita. Krsna explains this
manifestation-process in chap. iv by saying:

6. Tho unborn, tho My self is eternal,
Tho Lord of Beings,



Resorting to my own material nature
I come into being by My own mysterious Power.

Here is the explanation of manifested Ultimate Reality in terms of process. Not only are all
existing phenomena real because of the eternal essence in which they are grounded, but
intrinsic to Ultimate reality is the continuing process of becoming concrete in existence.

The examples given above indicate how the analogical use of words and the logic of
convergence are used for expressing certain characteristics of Ultimate Reality. In summary,
these symbolizing mechanisms are especially suited to apprehend and express Ultimate Reality
as an eternal essence. This essence is apprehended through any particular phenomenon (or
concept), since the Ultimate Reality, by definition, pervades every particular expression.
On the other hand, no expression is adequate to bear the fullness of reality which must be
finally known by a nonsymbolical means: intuition. Therefore, the knowledge of Ultimate
Truth is available to man through an innate mechanism which transcends human mental
structures.

The "intuitive structure of religious apprehension" is basically that which concerned Rudolf
Otto when he gave his explanation of the relation between the mysterium tremendum et
fascinans and the human symbolical awareness of this "other" through an "ideogram." Otto's
explanation of the process of apprehension presupposes the characteristics of the
expressions which we have just given. Ontologically, the Real is regarded as an absolute
entity which is the object of the religious awareness. Epistemologically, there is a mode of
apprehension which is uniquely related to the object of awareness, i.e., the holy as an a
priori category in the mental process. Also, symbols and concepts—the "ideograms" -- are
secondary means for apprehending the real nature of the holy; they are conditioned phenomena
participating in the limitation of anything conditioned and can serve only as stimulants to
evoke the sui generis awareness of the holy. The limitation of words is coupled with the
judgment that Reality pervades all human beings and is a latent force waiting to emerge.

Thus the intuitive structure of religious awareness resolves in one way the problem of how
human beings conceive the nature of God. Likewise, the mythical structure of religious
apprehension resolves it in another way. Each assumes that there is an objective referent
for the concepts used to express Ultimate Truth. On the other hand, each of these structures
regards the function of concepts (symbols) in an opposite manner. For the mythical
structure, particular words or expressions have an exclusive value in bringing the Ultimate
Reality into existence. For the intuitive structure, all words are merely analogies which
can, at best, only stimulate the intuitive awareness of Ultimate Reality.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 9. Nagarjuna's Dialectic Structure - 139]

We have already suggested that the symbolic structure of religious apprehension provides
certain possibilities and limitations for knowing religious truth. One of the elements of
this structure is the "logic" or principle of relating notions in a meaning-complex. A
second element is the "implicit norm of meaning." It is this latter element that most
clearly distinguishes Nagarjuna's apprehension from the two structures discussed previously;
for Nagarjuna does not use words to refer to an Absolute Reality that is independent of the
language system. In this chapter we want to show how Nagarjuna's denial of an independent



objective referent for his symbol "emptiness," along with its correlate of the "negative
dialectic," provides a vehicle for apprehension different from the mythical and intuitive
structures discussed above.

L3: [Nagarjuna and Contemporary Language Analysis]

Nagarjuna's use of words for articulating Ultimate Truth would find champions in
contemporary philosophers of the language analysis school such as Ludwig Wittgenstein or P.
F. Strawson. The point of agreement between the second-century Buddhist philosopher and the
contemporary language analyst is that metaphysical propositions do not provide the knowledge
that is claimed by systematic metaphysicians. Words and expression-patterns are simply
practical tools of human life, which in them-selves do not carry intrinsic meaning and do
not necessarily have meaning by referring to something outside the language system.
Wittgenstein suggests that language is like a game, and the meaning of a word or phrase
depends on the "rules" which one learns "to play this game." The meaning of a word or phrase
does not depend on finding some objective thing to correspond to the term; meaning depends
on recognizing the use of words, i.e., the "rules of the game." The importance of this
understanding of the nature of meaning is that it removes the necessity for finding a
presupposed referent of a symbol or "name," and it denies that a single ontological system
based on the logical principle of the excluded middle is a necessary requirement for an
integrated world view. Such a position, denying a necessary objective referent for
meaningful words, also denies that the metaphysical problem of relating the "ones essence to
the "many" forms is important for learning about the nature of existence.

By labeling the problem of relating expression to the nature of reality as artificial,
Wittgenstein intends to clear away misunderstanding about the use of words, which previously
has taken the form of metaphysical problems. He wishes to correct the misapprehension
caused, in part, by similarities between forms of expression applied to different contexts.
His intention is explicitly stated when he writes:

116. When philosophers use a word—"knowledge," "being," "I," "proposition," "name" - and try
to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always  ask oneself: is the word ever actually
used in this way in the language-game which is its original home?— What we do is to bring
words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use.

118. Where does our investigation gee its importance from, since it seems only to destroy
everything interesting, that is, all that is great and important? (As if it were all the
buildings, leaving behind only bits of stone and rubble.) What we are destroying is nothing
but houses of cards ant we are clearing up the ground of language on which they stand.

Throughout the Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein argues that metaphysical inferences
are simply fabrications based on a misconceived notion  about how meaning is available. The
proper role of philosophy is to clarify the use of words as they are used in specific
contexts rather than build "castles in the air."

P. F. Strawson, in an essay entitled "On Referring,"  deals directly  with the referent of a
term or expression from the standpoint of language analysis. He insists that not all
statements mention or refer to a particular thing, and the same expression can have various
usages in different contexts. He writes:

The same expression can have different mentioning-uses, as the same sentence can be used to
make statements with different truth-values. "Mentioning," or "referring," is not something



an expression does; it is something that someone can use an expression to do.

The meaning of an expression, he continues, is not to be equated with an object, even if the
sentence functions to refer to something. The most important contention for our discussion,
however, is that the meaning derived from the relationship between the subject and predicate
of a statement does not require a transcendent explanation. The functional distinction
between the subject and predicate, Strawson explains, has suggested such philosophical
problems as the relation between the particular and universal, and between substance and
quality; but by clarifying the conventions of use for the subject and the predicate, the
"problem" arising from their relation will be dissipated.

While this viewpoint does not necessarily imply that there is no  transcendent reality, it
does deny that a transcendent reality is proved as a necessary corollary of meaning. It
would also deny that the limitation of human thought necessitates affirming an a priori
element in human thinking to correlate with an absolute objective reality beyond every
conceptual form, as Rudolf Otto suggests. Likewise it denies that there is an intrinsic
quality in specific archetypal forms which correlates with the "deepest experiences" common
to all men, as suggested by Mircea Eliade.

In a manner similar to the contemporary language analyst, Nagarjuna denies that all words
gain their meaning by referring to something outside of the language system; he maintains
that the relationship between words in a statement (e.g., subject and predicate; the person
acting, the action, and the object acted upon) are only of practical value and not
indicative of ontological status. At the same time we must call attention to a major
difference regarding the purposes which Nagarjuna and the language analysts have in
analyzing language. As the above quotation from Wittgenstein stated, his purpose is to
"return" the language used for metaphysical discourse to its everyday use. Wittgenstein, in
clarifying the use of words, seeks to untangle the habits of thought that he feels are
producing the metaphysical puzzles. On the other hand, the purpose of Nagarjuna's analysis
is to indicate something about the nature of reality. For him, an insight into the use of
words is important because words either fabricate or begin to dissolve the "chains of
existence." While both Wittgenstein and Nagarjuna maintain that metaphysical systems are
mental constructs produced to a large extent from an extension of functional relationships
of words, the purpose for dissolving the attachment to these mental constructs is different
in the mind of each writer. Both deny that an ontological structure in itself exists
corresponding to any mental concept or rational structure; however, for Wittgenstein this is
a concern for a small group of people interested in such problems—who call themselves
philosophers—while for Nagarjuna it is a religious concern which affects (and effects) the
salvation of all existing beings.

L3: [Conceptual Meaning Dependent on Use of Words]

Nagarjuna's views on wisdom (prajna) have been given in some detail in Chapter 4. Here we
will only summarize the most relevant portions which reveal his epistemological
presuppositions. The most important element is his insistence that the meaning of words,
i.e., "names," is derived from the relationship which one word has with other words, not
from an intrinsic relationship with an existent objective referent. In distinction to a
"relational norm of meaning" we will term Nagarjuna's practice as having a contextual norm
of meaning." Thus, in the statement "The goer is going to that which is gone to"
(representing a subject, the action, and the object of action) the "goer," the "going to,"
and "that which is gone to" do not represent independent realities; rather, these words have



meaning through the relationship of the "goer" to "the golfing to" and to the other our
experience of "going." This analysis is an example of Nagarjuna's rejection of extending
practical distinctions into metaphysical distinctions. He holds that all objects of sense
and imagination are formed because they are "named"; people themselves contribute to the way
experienced life can be known. Even the concepts and terms used in the early Buddhist
analysis of existence, e.g., skandhas, dhatus, dharmas, are, in part, products of the
naming-process and not the "real elements" behind the phenomenal world. This naming, it must
be remembered, has practical value for day-to-day living, but is the cause of illusion if
extended for use in knowing Ultimate Truth.

In the Vigraha-viavartani, Nagarjuna explicitly denies that his argument, or any statement,
has validity because of a supposed ontological basis outside the language system. The
insight that all things are "empty" means that things have phenomenal reality through their
interrelation, and not because they "express" or "reflect" an absolute essence of a thing
which exists somewhere. In verse 22 of this work Nagarjuna states:

\          22. Whenever existing things exist by nature of their interdependence, this is
called "emptiness";
\          For whenever existing things exist by nature of their interdependence, they lack
self-existence.

Therefore, even his own argument against self-existence of things is like a phantom. He
continues in the next verse

\          23. Just as a phantom created by magic can create another phantom by magic,
\          So would that-which-is-negated stand [in relation to] the negation.

Nagarjuna also denies that giving a name to part of existent makes it more real than
something else. The "naming" and "repeating" of essential actions and forms, which we saw to
be crucial in the mythical structure of religious apprehension, is here explicitly denied.
Even "nirvana", "wisdom," or "emptiness" do not refer to universal or particular "things"
having independent and absolute ontological status. They, rather, are practical terms which
can be useful to direct a person away from greed and attachment to "names." They themselves,
however, must not become objects of attachment—as if they were self-existent absolutes
(svabhava).

Nagarjuna criticises the abhidharmic analysis of the factors (dharmas) of existence because
he rejects the assumption that these factors axist as such and can be known by an accurate
description of attributes. First of all, he maintains, there is no such self-existent thing;
secondly, the relationship between the attribute and its referent cannot be substantiated as
a necessary relationship. The presupposition of a substance as the basis for an attribute,
yet separate from it, is entirely unjustified. Logical definition belong to popular
convention (samvrti), and the logician misuses these conventions when he draws metaphysical
conclusions from them. Throughout the Vigraha-vyavartani, Nagarjuna argues against the
logician's presupposition of a substantive ontological basis as a corollary to his
propositions and of an intrinsic relationship between true propositions and reality. In
verses 57 and 58, for instance, Nagarjuna answers his opponent who accuses him of
unconsciously regarding his (Nagarjuna's) denial of self-existence as more real than the
affirmation of self-existence by saying:

\          57. He who, when [regarding] a name as having real existence, asserts : "[A name]
has self-existence"—



\          Such a one you could refute. [But] we do not assert that a name has
[self-existence].
\          58. And that [assertion]: "The 'names is unreal" is neither existing as a reality
or a non-reality.
\          If it were a reality, or if it were a non-reality—in either case your thesis is
refuted.

While keeping in mind this "contextual norm of meaning," we can summarize how words
expressing Ultimate Truth function in Nagarjuna's writing under two points. First, there is
no "paradigmatic use of words" as found in the mythological structure of religious
apprehension. The Ultimate Truth is not established through a particular symbol, which
presents the nature of Ultimate Reality in itself. As we have seen in MMK, xxii. 11, even
"emptiness" is not such a symbol. Secondly, because there is no self-existing objective
referent, Nagarjuna’s distinction between the view which binds man and that which permits
his release does not result in two levels of reality. Chapter xxv, verse 20, explicitly
states:

\          20. The extreme limit of Nirvana is also the extreme limit of the course of
phenomenal existence (samsara).
\          There is not the slightest bit of difference between these two.

Indeed, he cannot be said to use a "logic of mutual exclusion" as we have defined it
previously.

L3: [Interrelationship of Practical truth and Highest Truth]

Nagarjuna does, however, distinguish between the way of release and the way of becoming
"bound." This is possible on the grounds that there are two forms of understanding:
world-ensconced truth and the highest truth, referred to in chap. xxiv. 8-10. Those who
accept words as literal representations of "real entities" will become emotionally and
intellectually attached to the "names" and thereby simply produce more fabrication of
name-entities. Those who know that words together with the emotional attachment accompanying
mental distinctions are "empty" of real self-existence become unattached to the
name-entities. The distinction, then, is not one that refers to specific characteristics or
a unique essence. Rather, it is a difference of attitude or awareness about oneself in
relation to existence. It is foremost an epistemological difference, which becomes an
ontological difference insofar as knowledge determines what one becomes.

The two-truth system of understanding is common to several forms of classical Indian
religious knowledge which have accepted yogic techniques for realizing that knowledge. The
attempt to turn the senses away from the flux of daily existence, expressed in yogic
postures and physical psychical discipline, and the development of extraordinary powers have
a common place in Upanisadic, Jain, and Buddhist traditions. Indeed, the Buddhist sacred
writings admit the powers of ascetics, whether they follow the Buddhist path or not;
however, claim the Buddhists, those outside the Path cannot attain release because they have
never perceived for themselves the true nature of existence. "The ultimate truth is not
taught apart from practical behavior" (MMK, xxiv. 10), so, according to Nagarjuna, the
structure of apprehending Ultimate Truth is crucially related to the patterns of
thinking-available to man-in-existence. The difference which the structure of apprehension
makes in attaining liberation can be seen, for instance, by comparing one of the ontological
presuppositions of Samkhya-Yoga with the denial of this presupposition by Nagarjuna. In the



former view both "substance" (prakrti) and spirit (purusa) are considered to be real and
eternal. Liberation is achieved in realizing the purusa as distinct from the complex of
psycho-mental experiences which forms the notion of the ego and which resulted from the
confusion of purusa with prakrti. Nagarjuna, on the other hand, maintains that such
realization does not effect release for both a phenomenal and a transcendental entity are
empty of self-existence. In MMK, xviii. 3 and 4 he writes:

\          3. He who is without possessiveness and who has no ego - he, also, does not
exist.
\          Whoever sees "he who is without possessiveness" or "he who has no ego"  [really]
does not see.
\          4. When "I" and "mine" have stopped, then also there is not an outside nor an
inner self.
\          The taking on [of elements] (upadana) is stopped; on account of that destruction,
there is destruction of very existence.

Thus the nonattachment about which Nagarjuna speaks is quite different from that found in
Samkhya-Yoga.

L3: [Relation of the "Logic of Convergence" to Nagarjuna's Dialectic Structure of
Apprehension]

Nagarjuna's use of a two-truth system of understanding might suggest that his structure of
apprehension is identical to the intuitional means of apprehension as described in the last
chapter. This may appear to be the case since the "highest truth" transcends the attachment
to any form, while "practical truth" depends on mental distinctions and relationships.
Nagarjuna does use, we would hold, a "logic of convergence" inasmuch as the meaning of
"emptiness" is derived from the convergence of attributes in such statements as: "Emptiness"
neither exists nor does not exist, nor both exists and does not exist at the same time, nor
neither exists nor does not exist. It is also indicated by the "negative dialectic" applied
to important concepts throughout the Karikas. A major difference between Nagarjuna's
negative dialectic and the Upanishadic analogic use of words, however, is that unlike the
"Neti, Neti" ("not [this], not [that]) expression in the Upanisads there is no inexpressible
essential substratum which the negations attempt to describe. For Nagarjuna, in place of the
Brahman-Atman is anatman (no-individual entity). The purpose of Nagarjuna's negations is not
to describe via negativa an absolute which cannot be expressed, but to deny the illusion
that such a self-existent reality exists.

By recognizing the importance of the fact that Nagarjuna regards the term "emptiness" to be
without an objective referent, we can perceive how he avoided the charge of nihilism—as well
as eternalism. Nagarjuna's claim that things (bhava) in the world of consciousness are empty
is not the claim that they do not exist in the world of consciousness. He is not saying that
the true eternal state of reality is a blank; the calmness of nirvana does not refer to an
ontological stratum beneath or behind the flux of experienced existence. Rather, there is
only one state of existence: that things rise and dissipate through dependent
co-origination. This is the state suggested by "emptiness," whether one regards the flux of
existence by means of conventional truth, or whether one realizes that there is no
independent and absolute principle of origination and dissipation by means of highest truth.
If despair or a superficial skepticism result from the teaching of "emptiness," there is
still a grasping after some kind of self-existent reality, and the truth of emptiness has
not been realized.



For the same reason that Nagarjuna's structure of apprehension is not based on the intuition
of an essence of reality, it is not based on a claim of reason as a universal principle of
validity. Logic, therefore, is not a final appeal of knowing the truth. Logic and inference
cannot aid knowledge of emptiness so long as they construct propositions that claim
universal validity, for an attempt at constructing such a proposition—which requires
presupposing a necessary relationship between every individual object of knowledge and all
possible objects within the universal "class" - is incompatible with the dependent
co-origination of all things. This, of course, is not to say that Nagarjuna denied the
validity of logic or rational structures for correcting error; in the Karikas the phrase "it
logically follows that . . ." is used throughout, and the Vigraba-vyavartani can be
considered a defense of his own use of logic despite his denial that logic has an absolute
nature. The point here is that Nagarjuna's denial of any independent Absolute Reality
included a denial of the absolute position of reason.

It is only when emptiness prevails, i.e., when there is no independent, self-existing
essence or principle, that reason or intuition can be effective (MMK, xxiv. 14). Only when
words and intuitions are not regarded as representing some objective entity can they be seen
as efficient forces in the rise and dissolution of "things." Language, logic, and objects of
knowledge are not based on some substance or essence, but on dependent co-origination. We
have indicated in Chapter 4 that "dependent co-origination" is not simply an absolute
principle of cause and effect. This term indicates a reciprocal cause and effect without any
absolute or necessary progress of time involved—there is only a relative "before" and
"after", or "cause" and "effect." Even the phenomenal world cannot be reduced to a single
absolute logical explanation. To perceive the lack of any self-existence requires a leap out
of our everyday intellectual habits which posit, often unconsciously, a self-existent
reality for the objects of perception and mental distinctions. In order to change these
habits he who would perfect wisdom uses meditational exercises. Neither concepts nor logic,
then, are used by Nagarjuna in relation to an Absolute Reality which they might reflect;
they are not "analogies" for specific realities. Rather, they are practical means for
influencing other people who may be forced, by their own canons of validity, to analyze the
codependent nature of their bases for knowledge.

L3: [The Usefulness of Logic in Nagarjuna's Dialectic]

The usefulness of words and rational structures for knowing Ultimate Truth is to expose the
absurd implications of an absolute rational system for understanding existence. In the
Madbyamakarikas, Nagarjuna makes full use of logic in his "negative dialectic." This
dialectic, however, is not simply a destructive force which clears the ground for a
constructive formulation of truth, nor even a dissipation of the fog surrounding an essence
of truth or reality. The dialectic itself provides a positive apprehension, not of a
"thing," but of the insight that there is no independent and absolute thing which exists
eternally, nor a "thing" which can be constructed. The dialectic itself is a means of
knowing. Dr. T. R. V. Murti has summarized the technique of the dialectic for perceiving the
fullness of life, despite the limitations of concepts, in the following way:

    The dialectic is a passage, a movement, from concept to concept; it is at once creative
of newer, more comprehensive and higher concepts. It is a negative and a positive function
of Reason. It presses each concept (e.g., Being), squeeze out all its implications, as it
were; and at this stage it becomes indistinguishable from its very opposite (Non-Being). But
through this negation there arises a new concept. And as this concept has been engendered by
its opposite, it is richer in content, and includes the previous one. Negation is not total



annulment but comprehension without abstractions.

In denying the counter-thesis as well as the thesis, Nagarjuna seeks to establish a
technique of apprehension which is less prone to positing a svabhava (a self-existing
entity) than that found in the formulation of a proposition.

As the above quotation suggests, the dialectic continually leads from concept to concept
without finding an absolute concept which reveals the Ultimate Truth. How, then, is the
Ultimate Truth of pain and dissipation of pain to be realized? There is no ultimate essence
of existence (like the eternal unuttered Word (vac) or the pure purusa (spirit) which is to
be known through an intrinsic relation to it. The denial of an atman or even nirvana as an
eternal, distinctive entity precludes an ontology which relates every particular phenomenon
to a universal essence by an inherent quality known through a faculty of apprehension
unrelated to reason. The emptiness of all visual or ideal objects is known by the
self-negating character of logical inference and the ever enlarging indifference to a
"grasp" of that which is supposed to be an essence of changing existence. Thus the dynamics
of the dialectic is an effective force for realizing the emptiness of things. Can the
dialectic, then, be regarded as a principle of relativity, thereby becoming a "dynamic
absolute" corresponding to a static essence? No, the dialectic is never an independent force
or first cause, but is operative only in relation to phenomenal or ideal entities. It is the
spiritual answer to the problem of grasping after self-existent entities. It is the means of
quelling the pain found in existential "becoming" which results from longing after an
eternal undisturbed entity.

In Nagarjuna's negative dialectic the power of reason is an efficient force for realizing
Ultimate Truth. In this way it is unlike the analogy (as we discussed its relation to the
intuitive structure of apprehension) which appeals to a "higher" and very different means of
apprehension. It, rather, shares the efficient nature of the paradigmatic use of words. The
difference between the efficacy of the dialectic, and the paradigmatic use of words in a
mythical structure of apprehension, is immediately apparent, however, since the absolute
order of reality presupposed in the latter is not found in the dialectical use of words. The
efficacy of the dialectic is not to "create" an existential reality on the basis of an
eternal (divine) order established in illo tempore. It does, however, "effect" the emptiness
of phenomenal entities through its removal of the illusion that there are self-existent
entities. In this way the negative dialectic both carries on and destroys the activity of
discriminating, of defining, and inferring. In this way we can see how Nagarjuna can say
that the highest truth exists in dependence on everyday activities while yet transcending
and purifying it.

Instead of denying reason as such, Nagarjuna claims that reason can be effectively used to
deny the assumption that words or logical relationships have an intrinsic nature. Time and
again in the Karikas he uses logic to force his hypothetical opponent to infer an
undesirable consequent. Logic, therefore, becomes a tool to break open the semantic fetters
with which the logicians have bound themselves. The concept of logic, as all other
name-entities, Nagarjuna claims, is not some kind of substantive energy whose nature
automatically binds human experience. The fact that it so often does is not based on some
inherent quality, but is based on its misuse. It can be used to free man from pain and greed
when it helps to demonstrate the emptiness of things. Then its effect is to dissipate the
illusory self-existence of entities, rather than to multiply the attachments to more
entities.



The negative dialectic and the articulation of ultimate reality as "empty" are two aspects
of the same structure of religious apprehension. They are meant to suggest neither an
absolute principle of destruction (nihilism) nor an absolute essence (eternalism). This
becomes clear when we recognize that Nagarjuna uses words without presupposing they have
objective content in a realm of existence more real than mental images, and that he regards
the relationship between mental symbols to be empty of a suigeneris ontological status. The
ontological framework which corresponds to these epistemological presuppositions is the lack
of an independent "ego" (anatman) in visible or ideal entities, and that the only "nature of
reality" we can know is that which arises in reciprocal relation to something else
(pratitya-samutpada). These ontological presuppositions, of course, are articulated from the
mundane-truth point of view, since from the highest-truth perspective there neither is nor
is not an atman, and there neither is nor is not "origination depending on something else."

By not presupposing that the term "emptiness" or the "negation of self-existence" has a
distinct objective referent, Nagarjuna denies that asking questions about the relation of
"the universal" to "the particular" (the nature of dharmas) and about the relation of cause
and effect (the nature of karma) is valid. That is, he denies the validity of these
questions for spiritual release. To pursue answers for these questions is foolish since they
are based on incorrect assumptions about the nature of existence. Only by recognizing the
emptiness of self-existence can one escape the semantic nets of speculative questions. The
apprehension and articulation of emptiness is the attempt to avoid either the reduction of
life to a unit or to a multiplicity. The Buddhist insight into the "actual" character of
existence requires an awareness of the mental processes themselves, for there could be no
true knowledge if the mind is caught by its own mechanism. The Buddhist Path is not to be
equated with asceticism, mental concentration, or philosophical assertions; but it could not
avoid these activities as means for personal realization of the Truth.

By raising the question of the symbolic structure of religious apprehension we can see how
the meaning of a religious insight is different from others which share some of its
elements. The difference between knowing truth through the Brahmanic ritual, the Upanishadic
meditation on the true atman, and the apprehension of emptiness is much more profound than a
difference in the form of expression. The difference is rooted in the mechanics of
apprehending a religiously meaningful thought.

In each of the three structures of religious apprehension which we have discussed, words and
human thought processes are regarded to be inadequate for expressing the highest truth.
However, the very way in which symbols have been used provides a difference in the nature of
apprehension. The mythical structure of apprehension makes use of the paradigmatic force of
words, forming the religious truth through the use of special words or a myth. The intuitive
and dialectical structures of apprehension negate the paradigmatic use of words because of a
presupposition that every particular is not, by definition, expressive of the full Truth.
Each of these latter structures, however, denies the validity of the paradigmatic use of
words for entirely different reasons. The intuitive structure presumes an absolute essence
or "universal" which can be known only through a unique means of perception unlimited by
particular forms. On the other hand, the dialectic denies both the absolute "particular" and
"universal" loci of apprehension because it denies the absolute referent which is presumed
in the former two structures of apprehension. Also, by identifying the flux of existence
(samsara) and nirvana by a "negative identity," Nagarjuna denies the ontological
presuppositions required for the mechanics of a "hierophany." The illud tempus does not
exist as such, nor is there a real efficacy of certain words or of repetition of a myth



shich established the real. In distinction to the intuitive structure which presumes
absolute, transcendental reality pervading every "particular," the dialectic of Nagarjuna
presumes no "absolute" in relation to a "particular," but empty structures of particulars.
The "reality' of metaphysics or mystical meditation is just the construction of mental and
emotional relationships.

The intuitive structure moves toward a synthesis; the dialectic structure moves toward a
radical analysis. To express this descriptively, we would say that the mythical structure
articulates the Truth as a "particular form," the intuitive structure as a "universal
sensitivity" and the dialectical structure as an "empty mental relationship." The most
important word here is "empty" because it denies the context in which the question of truth
can be meaningfully answered through a particular expression or a universal intuition. The
most forceful expression of such an empty relationship is silence, though not just any
silence or silence as such. It is a silence not of ignorance, or hostility, or even awe, but
of wisdom (prajna) which is indifferent to formulation or rejection of formulation. There
such silence is not understood, there a negative dialectic (which calls into question even
its own dialectical process) may be effective. If the dialectical structure of apprehension
is not understood, then a symbol is used which most suggests the lack of an independent
Absolute. Nagarjuna used the conceptual symbol "emptiness."

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L1: [PART IV. THE SIGNIFICATION of RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE]

L2: [CHAPTER 10. The Religions Meaning of "EMPTINESS" - 155]

When interpreting the religious meaning of "emptiness" we must keep two things in mind. one
is that the theoretical expression, the conceptual articulation of Ultimate Truth, is not
the total manifestation of the Buddhist Path. There are other aspects contributing to the
Path traditionally grouped under the rubrics of morality (sila) and concentration (samadhi).
The second thing is that the Buddhist Path was never simply a moral code, a devotional
practice, or a psycho-mental discipline; it always presupposed the "right view" which was,
in part, an apprehension of the nature of existence.

In this chapter we want to examine the particular religious nature of Nagarjuna's
apprehension that all things are empty. Our interpretation has two foci: one is to indicate
the soteriological relevance of the epistemological presuppositions discussed in Part III
above; the second is to point out the religious significance of Nagarjuna's apprehension of
"emptiness" expressed through the imagery of enlightenment, freedom, and relationship.

L3: [The Religious Intention of Nagarjuna's Expression]

The religious intention can be distinguished from metaphysical, ethical, or aesthetic
concerns only relatively; for religion, metaphysics, ethics, and aesthetics are interrelated
dimensions of life. Without going into the question of the nature of religious expression
here, we intend to interpret "emptiness" as religious in the sense that Nagarjuna uses this
term with a soteriological purpose, i.e., "emptiness" is used as "a means of ultimate
transformation." Historically, we have seen that the Buddhist writers in both the Abbidharma
and Prajnaparamitas sought to analyze existence and formulate statements for the sake of
alleviating suffering, and it is beyond question that Nagarjuna was following this



intention. It is this practical concern which provided the religious thrust for his detailed
(and sometimes wearisome) analysis of concepts. Implicit in the religious character is not
only the aim of release; a religious view or activity is itself a means for ultimate
transformation. Religion is a means for transforming human existence in two senses: 1) it is
the power for achieving the transformation, i.e., it is not only an idea or hope, but claims
to be expressive of the very nature of reality; and 2) it is a practical technique for
achieving the transformation. The dialectical activity of the Madhyamakakarikas, informed by
the wisdom (prajna) of indifference to logical proof or refutation, is
reality-being-realized.

Another aspect which we must consider is the Indian Buddhist vision of salvation through
knowledge, which is being articulated by Nagarjuna. The term "emptiness" (or its correlates
"nothingness," "voidness," "undifferentiatedness," "non-duality," "relativity," to name the
more widely used terms) is also found in other Indian (and non-Indian) religious
expressions, but the meanings are not the same. For instance, "voidness" in a mythical
structure of apprehension is used to indicate the chaos of existence which preceded creation
through the divine myth or symbol. Before creation, everything existed in a "void" state;
and before the "new creation" (achieved either individually or through periodic rituals)
there was spiritual chaos. In this context "voidness" means "meaninglessness"—the lack of
purpose, truth, and reality—which is characterized by despair and tumult. Or, in the
intuitive apprehension, the "void" is the undifferentiated ultimate ground of reality; it is
the eternal womb of potentiality from which every particular phenomenon comes and to which
it ultimately returns. Here the ontological aspect is its character as the productive center
of everything; as such it is known through its awesome, yet fascinating, mystery for which
discursive knowledge is inadequate and for which symbolical language is merely suggestive.
In the dialectic apprehension of Nagarjuna, however, voidness is both the true understanding
of existence and the expression of the true nature of existence which is without an ultimate
ground. It is not the expression of the mysterious Real, known by indirect reflections
through symbols and concepts; rather, it is "all-knowledge,"  the dissipation of the mystery
which gives confidence and a sense of humor to those full of turmoil and anxiety. These
differences in the possible role of the term "emptiness" suggest that its soteriological
significance must be understood within its proper structure of religious apprehension.

The significance of understanding "emptiness" in the context of a "Buddhist" and a (wider)
"religious" concern becomes clear when we recall that Nagarjuna maintains that he is
expressing the true interpretation of the Buddha's "Way." A religious teaching is something
which requires a commitment to a vision of "how to walk" amid the difficulties of existence.
Thus the criterion of validity for Buddhist teaching is not simply the consistency of
rational propositions, but its effectiveness for realizing spiritual freedom. La Vallée
Poussin makes a valid point in The Way to Nirvana when, discussing the alternative meanings
which scholars have given to Nirvana," he says: "Buddhism is not an orthodoxy, a coherent
system of dogmas; it is rather a practical discipline, a training." Therefore a key term
like nirvana had various facets which are expressed for various purposes; and the validity
of each of these facets did not depend on formulating a "clear and distinct idea" about
something which could then be investigated empirically. Statements about nirvana or any
metaphysical statements were not meant to be unassailable semantic pillars on which to
construct a system of necessary propositions; rather they were mental prods to induce an
apprehension which was validated by its success in putting an end to suffering.

L3: [Religious Importance of Nagarjuna's Restatement of the Buddhist Anatma Doctrine]



In Part II we mentioned certain points in which Nagarjuna's apprehension of "emptiness"
reinterpreted earlier understandings of central Buddhist concepts (dharma,
pratiotya-samutpada, nirvana, and prajna). We could summarize the reinterpretation by saying
that he denied the religious value of the distinctions whereby former Buddhists had defined
existence and release from existence. Thus he avoided the problem inherent in defining the
nature of actions and their consequence. By emphasizing the "fabricated" character of all
distinctions he stressed the interrelated nature of existing things and expressed a
cosmological framework in which the "natural" force of interrelatedness (i.e., emptiness,
dependent co-origination) works in everyday affairs for the release of all creatures. In
basing his understanding of existence on a denial of an eternal self-sufficient reality
Nagarjuna was expressing a Buddhist meaning of enlightenment or spiritual freedom rather
than a Hindu or Jain understanding. Yet, with an emphasis of interrelatetness between every
conceivable existing element, he also repeated the early Buddhist vision which, from his
point of view, had retained some element of a self-existent reality in the way it was
expressed.

Having inherited a fund of Buddhist concepts and modes of thoughts, Nagarjuna attempted to
put them into a new light by maintaining that all visible and ideal entities were empty of
self-existence. The "new light" meant, in part, restructuring the pattern of apprehension
which allowed the concepts to become windows opening on new vistas. It was not simply
substituting certain symbols for others or declaring the inadequacy of any symbol which
constituted the transforming (releasing) significance of Nagarjuna's apprehension of
emptiness. It was rather the extension of the Buddhist epistemological presuppositions,
whereby the very structure of knowing permitted a freedom from attachment to fabricated
entities.

The discipline of the Buddhist Path from the beginning had dealt with the problem of human
greed at the level of unconscious (or "natural") drives, including the subtle drive to make
distinctions. Nagarjuna attempted to deepen this insight by pointing out that Buddhist
"doctrines" (metaphysical-psychological viewpoints) were subject to the same limiting forces
as any distinctions which made an ultimate claim on man; therefore the systematic
articulation of the Path could not be equated with the means of release provided by the
Path. Only by recognizing that the dharma, the Path, and the Buddha were not ultimate
entities to be grasped by intellectual or meditative techniques could one be free from the
attempt to possess an Ultimate as well as be free from the sorrow resulting from not
attaining that illusory "Ultimate."

The religious significance of "emptiness" is comparable that of "anatman," for both are
expressions of dependent co-origination. They  delineate the existential situation in which
man attains release. That is to say that man is released from bonds made by man himself; for
there are no eternally established situations or absolute elements which man must accept as
part of existence. The person who accepts the emptiness-teaching regards life's sorrows as
his own construction and knows that he must desist from constructing them in order to be
released from sorrow. It is very important to understand that the apprehension of emptiness
does not assert the annihilation of things. At the other extreme, it is just as important to
recognize that there is no substantive entity which might be considered eternal or the
"first cause." Even "emptiness" is not such an absolute. The grammatical character of
Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" is revealing in that it is always used adjectivally.
"Emptiness" is always the emptiness of something; or "emptiness" is always the predicate of
something, e.g., co-dependent origination of existence or the highest knowledge of



no-self-existence. As we indicated earlier, however, "emptiness" as a designation is not
regarded as an ultimate qualifier—since the relation between the "subject" and its
"qualifier" is only an artificial one.

Emptiness not only expresses the situation of existence which makes release possible, but
also expresses that man should not be unconsciously bound by his means of knowledge. Thus
"emptiness," as a means of knowing, denies that one can intuit the absolute nature of things
(for there is no such thing from the highest perspective) and denies that logic, as an
immutable law of inference, can provide more than practical knowledge. Logic is only a crude
rule-of-thumb method of perceiving some of the causes and conditions which converge in the
formation of even the simplest phenomenon. In fact, only when the awareness of "emptiness"
is dominant can logic itself be useful for apprehending truth, for then one is aware that
logic is dependent and not absolute. Emptiness, the state and awareness of infinite
relatedness, becomes the broad context in which logic, as one mental activity, has some
validity.

The faculty of religious knowledge which transcends both logic and mysticism is wisdom
(prajna); at the same time, wisdom uses discursive mental structures together with a
mystical awareness of the inadequacy of logical and empirical knowledge. The soteriological
significance of using both logic and an intuitive ascension into "higher" realms of thoughts
as practical techniques is that salvation is immediately at hand but not identical to the
present situation. Spiritual life is lived in practical life, within the structure of
existence, but without the bondage of these structures. The awareness of "emptiness" is not
a blank loss of consciousness, an inanimate empty space; rather it is the cognition of daily
life without the attachment to it. It is an awareness of distinct entities, of the self, of
"good" and "bad" and other practical determinations; but it is aware of these as empty
structures. Wisdom is not to be equated with mystical ecstasy; it is, rather, the joy of
freedom in everyday existence.

The salutary knowledge of emptiness is not salutary because it expresses the nature of
Ultimate Reality that exists in a level beyond existence either in the form of a myth or by
a via negative. To understand the salutary character of wisdom is to carry the equation of
knowledge and being to its most profound significance. There is no "being" outside of "being
designated." Therefore the aim of religious knowledge is not to relate a fact, or a feeling
which exists somewhere in the abstract (e.g., "truth"), or a concrete phenomenon (e.g.,
love), to the individual back consciousness, nor is it to melt the frozen distinctions of
conceptions back into some preexisting element. The knowledge sought by Nagarjuna is the
becoming unattached to the claims which existing phenomena individually and collectively
were making on him. This saving knowledge of "things" does not pertain to their
characteristics or their essence; it is the recognition that they exist dependent on a host
of other things and therefore could not have a false or a real hold on him. "Beingness"
evaporates; only the awareness of "becoming" remains, and this ''becoming" has no ultimate
control, for it is a dependent product resulting from the combination of imagination and
objects of sensation. By recognizing that "becoming" is only an empty structure, there is
neither hatred nor desire for it. The "necessity of karmic forces" is true only for the
ignorant; the enlightened, by their awareness of emptiness, are released from the forces
which are effective only due to improper understanding.

The importance of the epistemological presuppositions for the salutary knowledge of
emptiness can be summed up by reiterating Nagarjuna's argument against "self existence"
(svabhava). If sorrow (dukkha) were real in its own nature, it could not change; therefore



it could not be eliminated. If nirvana were real in its own nature, it would be unrelated to
existence-in-flux; therefore, it could not be achieved. These propositions, however, are not
simply clever agnostic arguments; they bespeak a religious vision which denies any
self-existent Absolute having ontological priority before anything else. They ask the hearer
to make radical changes, not in propositions about the "real," but in the epistemological
presuppositions which determine practically the criterion by which he will judge the
validity of religious truth.

L3: ["Emptiness" as Enlightenment]

The religious significance of "emptiness" has various facets. Here we would like to focus on
three kinds of imagery which reveal the particular nature of this transforming (religious)
force: "enlightenment" as an expression of its epistemological character, "freedom" as an
expression of its psychological character, and "relatedness" as an expression of its
cosmological or ontological character. The apprehension of emptiness was "enlightenment,"
the recognition of things as they really are. In Part II we amplified the importance of the
equation between "knowledge" and "becoming," so here we need only recall that this in itself
established a framework in which wisdom (prajna) provided a soteriologic answer. Ultimate
release from the attachment to karma (action, effects of action) was only for the wise,
those who were not deluded by their own desires and mental constructions. Knowledge was
power, power not for making, but power for not making. This lack of "making" was the
purifying power which put an end to the klesas (desires, evils). Ultimate release (nirvana)
was the nonreplenishing of fuel for the flames of hate and greed; and it was the awareness
and discipline of not replenishing the fuel which was "wisdom." Both the right view and the
right effort were requirements for enlightenment.

In terms of "enlightenment," the apprehension of emptiness was an answer to the religious
problem of "becoming real." By seeing things as they really are, and not as they seem, the
enlightened beings (Buddhas) could avoid the sorrow which resulted from living in a state of
ignorance. Wisdom was not easy to obtain, and the Buddha used the imagery of seeing with a
"wisdom eye" to distinguish the ultimate mode of apprehension from the everyday mechanics of
seeing. To understand "emptiness" was the most complete knowledge possible, for it provided
the enlightened beings with power to avoid the limitations of existence. Nagarjuna's
expression of emptiness is religiously important as a power of salvation, for despite the
nihilistic and negative connotations given it by its opponents, it served as a positive
means to realize the "true" and "real" for its adherents.

Throughout this study we have emphasized that "emptiness" is not an object of knowledge in
the sense that one could know its qualifications. It might be helpful here to summarize the
uses of negation in general speech which are different from Nagarjuna's negation of
self-existence, i.e., his affirmation of emptiness. Nagarjuna's negation is not:

1. the negation of the existence of a particular, e.g., "There is no desk";
2. a negative predicate, e.g., "Pleasure is not grief," or "Bhutathathata is not anything,"
whereby there is the denial of a predicate;
3. the abstract concept of "nothingness," as the opposite to being or "somethingness"-in
-general;
4. a conjecture or hypothetical negation whereby something which is usually considered to
exist is denied;
5. a blank of unconsciousness which would be equal to a state of dreamless sleep or (by
conjecture) death.



All these negations assume that there is an entity or a state known by characteristics, and
either the characteristics or the entity is denied. None of these negations are identical to
Nagarjuna's dialectical negation, since his negation is an attempt to reconceive the
epistemological presuppositions on which the aforementioned negations are based.

The soteriological importance of this negation as its attempt to divert the religious man
from longing after or desiring an eternal, unchanging, self-existent Ultimate. It is another
form of the Buddha's silence which was the answer aimed at averting inappropriate questions.
Only on the most elemental level of understanding can "emptiness" be regarded as a
characteristic of things; and then it is used to indicate that that things are not what they
appear to be. To see them as "empty" is to see them in actuality; and this knowledge, when
it forms the criterion of evaluation, dissipates a concern to know or "possess" things as
they seem to be. Thus, the expression of "emptiness" is not the manifestation of Absolute
Reality, the revelation of the Divine, but the means for dissipating the desire for such an
Absolute.

The enlightenment of knowing that things are empty is not an agreement to the "fact of
emptiness," but the relaxation from striving to learn facts as if they were of ultimate
importance. We must, however, reiterate that this denial of metaphysical propositions for
expressing Ultimate Truth did not sanction the admission of any and every view as equally
useful for release or a purely nonintellectual apprehension of the Truth. Nagarjuna's
apprehension is definitely a perspective for interpreting and evaluating life. Nagarjuna's
denial is not a denial of a "Way of release," as suggested by his opponents; it is a denial
that propositions about "reality" ultimately aid the religious student in knowing what the
conditions of existence actually are. The student is asked to redefine his basic questions
since the concerns with essences and attributes do not apply to the actual situation.

Moreover, Nagarjuna's expression through dialectical negation is intended to indicate
something about the nature of religious (soteriological) knowledge. That is, that Truth does
not begin or end in declarative statements, which can either be affirmed or denied. It is
only when the questions of Truth affect the existence, the attitudes, and choices of a
person that they are more than speculative reflection. If we use the term "attitude" to
indicate the complex of symbolic patterns, sensitivities, and emotional reactions of an
individual, we would say that religious truth has as much to do with attitudes as with the
relationship between the concepts in a declarative statement. Here it is well to recall that
the dialectic of the Madhyamakakarikas and the arguments of the Vigraba-vyavartani are
"aids" in realizing emptiness—very important aids, but only aids none the less. These aids
plus meditational techniques were to promote the "ultimate indifference" which was to
pervade the mind, feelings, and activities of the religious student. "Emptiness" is an
answer to the quest for enlightenment when it promotes a practical solution to the problem
of sorrow.

Nagarjuna's answer to the problem of negating sorrow was a form of therapy which sought to
clarify the basis for self-understanding at the most profound level. Nagarjuna stood in the
tradition of the Abhidharma writers insofar as he analyzed the factors which produce sorrow;
but in his dialectical negation he dramatically opposed the abhidharmic attempt to classify
systematically these factors as if they were ''real entities." Nagarjuna regarded the
analysis of mental-emotional processes, which ended in classifications of distinctive
qualities, as a technique which did not release the religious student from the emotional and
intellectual concerns with apparent (empty) things. Being aware of emptiness was sarvajnata
(all-inclusive understanding) because it expressed the real nature of knowing (as being



empty) and remedied the harmful mis-apprehension of self-existent things. Thus to know
emptiness was to perceive things as empty of independent and self-established selves. Such
an awareness, when fully developed, was felt as a tranquility arising out of the
indifference to distinctions.

L3: [Emptiness as Freedom]

The psychological dimension of apprehending "emptiness" can be seen through the imagery of
"freedom." An awareness of emptiness was soteriologically important, in part, because it
promoted freedom from existence and from self through recognizing the illusory nature of the
claims and an expansion of awareness. This is a freedom which applies to the conflict and
confusion arising from an attempt to follow an absolute norm. All particular things lost
their claims to intrinsic value by means of the "negative identity" to which the awareness
of emptiness subjected them. At the highest level this freedom was unclouded by biases and
recognized by the absence of inner conflict. It was freedom from emotional compulsions which
limited a full and complete appreciation of every condition which structures a choice.
"Dwelling in emptiness" meant living in an openness to experience.

The awareness of emptiness provides this freedom in that objects or forces which make an
absolute claim on the individual are seen as empty. As this awareness grows, there is a
continual process of detachment from these claims and an expansion of awareness. This is a
freedom which applies to every moment of existence, not to special moments of mystical
escape to another level of being, nor to the freedom attained by priestly activity at a
sacred time and place. The relation of Nagarjuna's thought to the Prajnaparamita literature
would suggest that the freedom attainable through knowing emptiness was a progressive one
which grew with spiritual practice. The awareness of emptiness, hopefully, would extend
eventually into every area of mental-emotional awareness. To know things as they actually
are, frees the mind of presuppositions and the emotions from attachments. Thus this freedom
is also a purification process; it removes such evils as hatred, fear, greed, or anxiety
which accompany attachment. By realizing that the desires with their "cause" and "effect"
were empty, the person who realized emptiness was free from their force; they neither
seduced him nor were they repulsive to him. For Nagarjuna, spiritual pollution was not
something inherent in existence, conceived as a different mode of being from nirvana; it
was, rather, a living in captivity to the idea of absolute distinctions, to the idea of
self-existent and unchangeable natures.

The notion of freedom from the flux of existence is a correlate to the notion of freedom
from self. The self, defined as the continuity of intentions, actions, and results in a
designated locus, is seen to have no substantial nature which can possess characteristics,
and cannot be considered as a prime cause or an end result. Religiously the awareness of
emptiness, as an extension of the anatman notion, precludes an appeal to an absolute inner
experience of the Real in the sense that the yogin wishing to follow the teaching of
Chandogya Upanisad seeks to know "the Self." Even the dharmas which constitute the
phenomenal "self" are empty of any ultimate force. The freedom from self means, in part,
freedom from the false criteria for knowing the truth. When the false criteria are
dissipated, the emotional attachments to the entities known by these criteria also are
dissipated, and thereby a person is free from the net of his own construction. Thus the loss
of self does not come about so much through absorption into something, but through an
"emptying" of what seemed to be ultimately real.

It may be helpful to see the religious significance of the awareness of emptiness, i.e., of



the emptying process, as a parallel to the destruction of idolatry in the prophetic
religions. As idolatry consists of attachment to (or worship of) something other than Him
who is the Lord of life and truth, so, for Nagarjuna, the grasping after a self-existent
reality which actually was empty (i.e., dependently co-originated), was an attachment to
illusory existence. In both cases there is an ultimate (practical) attachment to that which
is not in actuality Ultimate. The purpose for suggesting this parallel, however, is to make
the point that the awareness of emptiness as a means of salvation does not conceive of a
real evil to be destroyed, a real destruction, nor a real destroyer of evil; the "reality"
consist of the awareness that evil, destruction, and a destroyer are mental constructions
which at an elementary level can be helpful to point to the path of release, but which, in
themselves, do not have a power to effect anything.

This "emptying process" which is directly concerned with understanding the factors by which
existence (including the self) is constructed, intends to be free from "idolatry" in the
most profound sense. All objects of desire, whether they lead to immediate pleasure or pain,
are considered empty of the power to sustain themselves. Even the object of the most sincere
religious devotion is to be regarded as "empty"; for if every object of apprehension (and
desire) is a constructed entity, then one's "god" is also constructed in part by mental
fabrication and is an illusory "absolute foundation" based on one's own views. Thus every
structure of apprehension is denied validity in itself and granted "dependent validity,"
i.e., empty, phenomenal validity. Here we must repeat that when "emptiness" is regarded as
an absolute idea, it also takes the form of an idol (in claiming self-existence) and must be
dissipated. If "emptiness" is regarded as an object to be "seized," it becomes something
less than ultimate which perverts true freedom (MMK, xxiv. 11).

The feeling of bliss in those whose attitude is "emptiness" comes in part from the
equanimity which results from the release of everything which requires defense at all costs.
The apprehension of emptiness is a solution to all problems, not because "a solution" has
been found, but because the problems have ceased to be "problems" (MMK, xiii. 8). This kind
of soteriological "answer" is made possible by avoiding the assumption of a one-to-one
correlation between a verbal expression and a non-lingual referent. The denial of an
absolute reality operates to disintegrate a hierarchy of values based on an absolute
"ground." It is the disintegration of the individual self which is salutary insofar as one
realize that the "self" is simply a conflux of related experiences and that there is, in
actuality, nothing to disintegrate. "That which is related" itself has no self-existing
elements (for there are no svabhava dharmas); there is only "emptiness" as an awareness of
"things arising dependently." By recognizing that this awareness is not the assertion of an
absolute structureless-ness (chaos), we can see how Nagarjuna rejected the charge that
"emptiness" was synonymous to nihilism or a state of uncaused origination (ahetutva). An
"empty structure" of apprehension is one which is useful in the moment-by-moment existence
but is not claimed as an absolute principle. Truth, then, is not a statement which claims
validity because of its intrinsic relation with an actually real entity, but is an
indifference to every such claim.

L3: [Emptiness as the Relatedness of All Existing Things]

The late Professor Junjiro Takakusu summed up the main problem of Buddhism as the
"extinction of human passion, because this distorted state of mind is considered to be the
source of all the evils of human life." By keeping this in mind we can properly discuss a
third dimension of the religious significance of "emptiness": the concern for radical
relatedness. This cosmological or ontological dimension is very important for understanding



Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness," not as a metaphysical theory but as an attempt to get to the
basis of the problem of suffering.

The ability to alleviate suffering required an understanding of existence, and among the
professional students in the Path, e.g., the students of Abhidharma, the central problem in
understanding existence was that of cause and effect. With his dialectical negation,
Nagarjuna deepened the understanding of the Buddhist recognition of ''no-independent-self"
(anatman). He suggested a third alternative to a metaphysical monism and pluralism:
"emptiness" (sunyata). Sunyata has been translated as "relativity" by the Russian
orientalist Stcherbatsky. The danger in this translation is that it expresses only a
metaphysical principle as it applies to particles of existence or different phenomena in
existence. It is true as far as it applies to the conditionedness of phenomenal existence:
but "emptiness" is a term relating to both the mundane sphere of truth (regarding phenomenal
existence) and to the highest spiritual truth. Indeed, as a religious term, "emptiness"
expresses an understanding of existence, for only when it deals with life as experienced by
man can it be a means of salvation. However, the understanding of existence is no end in
itself. When one knows the emptiness of existence to the extent that theories about the
"coming and going" of existence are irrelevant, then the significance of "relatedness" for
spiritual release becomes apparent.

Sunyata is both relatedness and emptiness; it stands "between" the absolute and the
conditioned phenomena. Just as much as sunyata is not an eternal unconditioned sphere of
being, so it is not simply the conditioned constructs of existence. Rather, the perspective
of sunyata, as "apprehending in an empty manner," recognizes all phenomenal existents as
depending on something else and recognizes the ideal notions of "universals" as empty of
self-existent reality. If we use the symbolism of a circle, with its center and
circumference, we would suggest that "emptiness" is represented neither by the center (from
which all points on the circumference radiate) nor by the points at the end of the radius.
Nor is it even the relationship between the center and the circumference; but it is the
recognition that "center," "circumference," and "radius" are mutually inter-dependent
"things" which have no reality in themselves—only in dependence on the other factors.
"Emptiness," then, as an expression of a cosmological concern, is not a principle of
relativity, but "things standing in dependence on other things."

The religious significance of this cosmological view is, on the one hand, that the object of
salvation, the means of salvation, and the subject attaining salvation are "empty" of an
absolute nature; and on the other hand, that salvation of one person is meaningless, for
that person does not exist except in dependence on a host of other existents. Here we cannot
go into the development of the bodbisattva ideal in Mahayana Buddhism except to suggest that
Nagarjuna's denial of self-existent entities extended the possibility for a concern for
salvation of all beings. Existence and the progress of salvation were meaningless for
Nagarjuna if they were constituted of independent, self-sufficient entities. The alleviation
of suffering could not apply only to some single individual entity, since such an "entity"
could not come into existence or change. Release from the bonds of karma was feasible for
"one" only if it involved a relationship to "all". Thus, perfect wisdom, as apprehended in
"emptiness," was a perfect comprehension of the relationship between the one who suffers,
the suffering, and the alleviation of suffering.

The importance of "emptiness" for transforming action (karma) from a binding force to a
liberating one is seen when we realize that emptiness does not destroy everyday life but
simply perceives its nature as being empty. Thus the ideal is not dissolution of the



structures of existence, but the awareness that these structures are empty, i.e., that they
exist in mutual dependence. The ability for the notion of karuna (compassion, pity) to play
a growing role in the expression of Mahayana Buddhism is not so surprising if we remember
Nagarjuna's cosmology of relatedness which was a correlate to the denial of self-sufficient
entities. It is also important here to emphasize that this relatedness was not a static
principle; rather, "relatedness" is the situation of active change. This understanding of
sunyata, expressed from the mundane point of view, is the basis of a "becoming" ontology
which moves either for the binding, polluting, and illusory activity, or for the releasing,
purifying, and enlightening activity. Thus the bodhisattva, i.e., one whose being consists
of enlightenment (bodhi), can be seen to have an awareness of emptiness while directing the
spiritual energy of the dis-integrating character of emptiness toward all beings.

To state the cosmological significance of the saving knowledge of "emptiness" a little
differently, we might suggest that the relatedness-emptiness character applies as much to
the factors of existence (dharmas) as it does to wisdom (prajna). Ontology and epistemology
merge, since "to know" is "to become." What is known as "intrinsic relatedness" in the
impersonal concern with dharmas is known as "compassion" (karuna) in the personal
relationship between living beings. Just as "things" exist in an empty fashion, i.e., in
dependence on something else, so living beings "become" in an empty fashion, i.e., in
relation to the welfare or pain of someone else. "Man," therefore, does not exist as an
isolated being in any sense; he is part of the universal activity of becoming—an "empty"
activity which can therefore be transcended in the recognition of emptiness. In this
awareness of "emptiness" there is no end of existence-in-flux (samsara), for there is no
beginning. There is simply the "becoming" of visible and ideal things in dependence on other
things which form complexes of attachments or are dissipated in nonattachment. The
attachments take the forms of "idolatrous" constructions of Absolutes and egocentricity; but
these are dissipated in the awareness of the intrinsic interrelatedness of all "things".

In summary, "emptiness" is used by Nagarjuna to express the religious insight that living
beings are "saved" from their own selves and the claims of existence by appreciating the
interrelatedness of everything in existence. The skepticism of every ultimate claim is an
affirmation that man (and every living creature) exists in dependence on others in the most
fundamental way; and it provides a means to deal with particular claims to ultimacy as well
as with life's exegencies which cause pain. Since all visible and ideal entities are
regarded as empty of self-sufficiency, there can be no universally valid ultimate human
experience. There is, however, according to Nagarjuna, a universally valid means for
avoiding all claims to ultimacy, and this is the awareness of their emptiness. This means
permits release from "thirsting after" (illusory) ultimates, and converts the activity of
"becoming" from binding constructions to liberating disintegrations. This disintegration is
emptying one's self of selfishness and thereby losing spiritual energies for releasing all
beings from attachment to false "selves."

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [CHAPTER 11. Religious Knowledge as a Means for Ultimate Transformation - 170]

After examining specific images which provided the context for understanding "emptiness"
religiously, we now want to indicate certain factors in the nature of religious statements
made evident by such analysis of Nagarjuna's expression. These factors which become apparent



inexpressing emptiness may take different forms or be overshadowed by other factors in other
religious expressions; therefore an articulation of these factors can add to an
understanding of the nature of religious life.

L3: [The Soteriological Character of Religious Expression]

Various approaches have been taken in discussing the nature of religious life. In our
approach we feel an identity with the phenomenologists, who seek to understand religious
phenomena both within their own historical contexts and as a universal human activity. A
recent expression of this concern is found in the writings of Joachim Wach. In his lectures
on the history of religions, Professor Wach systematically presented four criteria of
religious experience and delimited three forms of religious expression: theoretical,
practical, and sociological. When briefly discussing different approaches to the study of
religious phenomena he mentioned that the phenomenological approach requires a recognition
of the "intention" of an act in order to understand it. He stated:

As with any other mental act, it is the intention (intentio in the scholastic sense) which
characterizes the religious act.

Without taking exception to any of the formal criteria which Wach suggested for religious
experience, we hold that the "intention" or "concern" evidenced in religious phenomena is as
important for recognizing the religious character of phenomena as the formal elements. The
"intention" of religious expression forms the focus of this chapter.

A considerable portion of nondevotional Buddhism is often considered an anomaly in the study
of "religious" life because it denies or at least reduces the significance of divine Being.
Nagarjuna's expression of "emptiness," as the term articulating Ultimate Truth, is an
extreme example of nondevotional Buddhism. If the assertion of an absolute (divine) Being is
a requisite for "religious" thinking, then Nagarjuna's affirmation of "emptiness" can be
regarded merely as an interesting philosophical position of extreme skepticism. We, however,
have interpreted this expression as religious on the ground that it has a soteriological
intention. Here we are using the term "soteriological" in a broad sense to mean "ultimately
transforming"; and it is this transformation which is seen in terms "purifying," "becoming
real," "being free," and "knowing the truth" in various religious traditions all over the
world. The intention of religious life is to provide a means to correct an experienced
deficiency in human existence, a radically salutary power by which man is saved from
himself. Isofar as a soteriological intention is an essential factor of religious life,
Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" can be understood as religious.

To understand the "theoretical expression" as found in the texts attributed to Nagarjuna, we
must be conscious that this expression is part of a religious effort that pervades every
area of human life. Buddhism is a "way of life," and Nagarjuna's articulation is more than a
set of propositions; it is the articulation of a vision which seeks to release human beings
from suffering, i.e., to "save" them. Because of this soteriological context, the statements
are not ends in themselves. Rather, they provide the means for "awakening" the truth of
emptiness in a person. The theorical expression can be considered as one of the modes,
together with others, such as ritual, sociological, and psychological modes, of expression
which has its own mechanism for apprehending religious meaning. The mechanisms of logic,
dialectical negation, and an implicit norm of meaning have been discussed at length
previously; and it is seen that for our interpretation, they have importance insofar as they
establish a "means of salvation." Whereas these mechanisms operate effectively in different



kinds of life situations, they have "religious" significance when they are used with the
intention "to save." (In the same way, the intention of the people performing a ritual or
engaging in social relationships is crucial in determining the "religious" significance of
the actions.)

By emphasizing the "intention" as the essential element of religious expression, we would
reduce the importance of some specific doctrine or proposition as the qualification of a
religious expressions Thus it is not necessary to assert the existence of an Ultimate Being
in order to have a religious statement. A religious statement is not an objective entity to
be examined without regard to its soteriological context; if it is, it becomes a "mere
theory." In discussing religious truth, D. G. Moses has correctly seen that the validity of
a religious statement is not established objectively previous to its agreement by an
adherent, but is established when a person makes the decision for accepting a religion
vision. He writes:

Religious views are not merely theoretical constructions of the mind but ways of practical
bending of the will, involving choices and decisions.

The theoretical expressions form one mode of apprehending and expressing that vision whereby
a man is radically transformed. Because a religious experience involves many interrelated
facets of a person, religious statements reflect a whole complex of relationships which are
affected by this apprehension of saving truth.

The soteriological character of religious statements involves the means of relating an
absolute value to a relative criterion of judgment. Religious Truth asserts that it is the
culmination of all "truths"; yet, at the same time, it participates in the limited
expression of "truths." The imperative of religion Truth is an absolute one which
incorporates an ultimate value judgment in the imperative. Thus Nagarjuna's expression of
the "emptiness" of everything implies that the means of apprehending things in an empty
manner is a necessary factor in knowing Ultimate Truth. The proof for truth comes neither
from logic nor from religious authority; the truth is established, rather, when a person
disciplines himself with the means of release which is inherent in being aware of emptiness.
Seen in this light, Nagarjuna's dialectical negation is an essential part of his religious
apprehension and not just an unfortunately obtuse form of expression.

L3: [The Necessarily Limited Expression of the Transcendent]

While presenting a normative approach for salvation, a religious statement nevertheless
shares in the characteristics of all statements. In this respect the Ultimate must share in
the limitation of existence; it must take on "form" even if that form is the negation of
form or the denial that any form can realize Ultimate Truth. Since religion is a most
practical form of life intending to fulfill man's highest purpose (however that is defined
in specific religious expression), it is not surprising that religious insight inclines
toward human expression. This means that the Transcendent Reality assumes the limited form
of expression and is known through the particular "means of salvation" which are
intrinsically related to the attainment of the transformation. This practical character of
religious expression gives the "means of salvation" or "the Way" a normative quality, for
the content of Truth is inescapably bound to the norm for knowing the Truth. Therefore every
religious expression has a dual front: the inner and outer. The outer front, whereby the
religious expression is related to all other expressions, has an absolute character—for it
is the "means of salvation." The inner front, whereby a devotee recognizes that the



religious expression is a finite attempt to suggest the Infinite, has a relative
character—for the Ultimate is never completely bound by the means of knowing the Ultimate.
It is in this regard that Nagarjuna could be consistent in expending effort to establish
logically the absence of a self-sufficient nature of anything, and yet assert that
ultimately "emptiness" was not an absolute term and that the "way" must be discarded.

The recognition of the practical nature of religious statements has led various students of
religious symbols to address themselves to the problem of the relation between the religious
experience and the symbolic formulation of this experience. With this impetus for analyzing
religious expressions, the interest is shifted from a comparison of symbols and doctrines to
an analysis of the concept-patterns which apprehend and organize the stream of human
experience into meaningful symbolic structures. From the wide scope of problems involved in
this concern we would like to draw attention to a few insights provided by such a study,
that are particularly apropos to our elaboration of the soteriological nature of religious
statements.

The devotee's self-consciousness of the transcendent nature of the religious concern
disallows the judgment that a religious expression is simply a form of psychological need or
a social force. By his intention to express an ultimate insight into the nature of reality
for the purpose of radically transforming individuals, the religious adherent establishes
formal properties of the expression (which may or may not be accepted by the "outsider")
that must be recognized before the devotee's meaning can be ascertained. Likewise, the
religious man establishes the validity of the religious Truth through his own involvement in
it, which means that his mental and emotional processes have assumed a certain pattern to
know this Truth. Through a choice of words and mental structures that are enlivened by an
emotional impetus, he forms "the true expression of reality," which, as he personally knows,
has the power of bringing about a new life.

One of the foremost students of the process of religious thinking during this century, Ernst
Cassirer, showed in a systematic way how different sensitivities and thought patterns
formulate meaning in different ways. He indicated how the mythical consciousness has its own
principle of validity in comparison to an empirical-logical consciousness. Also, despite the
similarity between myth and religion, Cassirer maintained that there is a fundamental
difference which makes possible a new spiritual dimension in religion. This difference is
that religion displays an overt recognition that sensuous signs and images are limited means
for determining religious meaning and always remain inadequate to it. One of the most
developed forms of the consciousness of this inadequacy is the articulation of the Ultimate
through negation.

A more recent study of the processes of religious apprehension is found in R. L. Slater's
Paradox and Nirvana. Religious paradox, Slater says, is a prime example of combining
elements in myth-formation and discursive formulations. It is a product of the reflective
religious consciousness which is dramatically aware of the limitations of discursive
formulation. He writes:

Whenever religious faith ventures furthest with bold affirmation, it is obliged in the last
resort to express this affirmation in negative as well as in positive terms.

The paradox as a "mode of expression" is therefore common in various religious traditions,
for it reflects a self-consciousness of human involvement in apprehending Ultimate Truth.
The awareness of the insufficiency of symbolic structures together with the necessity of



articulation is integral to the religious knowing-process. The recognition of this fact
leads to the affirmation that the nature of reality apprehended has a transcendent quality
which can be acknowledged in finite apprehension but not "comprehended" by it.

L3: [Religious Apprehension as a Means of transformation]

In light of these considerations, a religious statement is seen to express a situation
rather than analyze and describe "something." It includes 1) an awareness of the deficient
character in human existence (often given in terms of pollution, blindness, or chaos) plus
2) the means to transform this deficiency. It is the exclamation that this transformation is
necessary and possible for man to fully realize his true capacity. As we mentioned before,
the religious man never admits that his expression is simply a feeling, an "ideal," or a
means of communal identification; he maintains that his religious vision expresses "the way
things are." But the situation expressed is not an "objective" description to be identified
with practical work-a-day distinctions and definitions. A religious statement is always an
expression of a living experience and meaning, whose validity is open to an internal
judgment but not to an external one. A religious statement requires religious life as the
context for establishing its meaning. Ninian Smart has correctly observed:

We cannot discuss the proposition of a doctrinal scheme without looking also not only to the
surrounding pronouncements which throw light on them, but also to the religious activities
which give them life and point.

Because of this quality of religious expression, there exists a tension between the
principle of validation for its statements and the objective verification based on
common-knowledge facts.

The religious man, then, claims that he not only finds meaning through his religious
statements, but expresses "things as they really are." This claim raises the question of
truth in religious statements. We have discussed the close relationship between
epistemological presuppositions and the kind of transcendent reality which can be
apprehended through different kinds of linguistic formulations in Part III. The fact that
religious statements claim to deal with the very "nature of things" involves an
identification between this nature and the means for knowing it. If the "real" world is
known through the mythical and ritual use of words, for instance, the apprehension of that
world requires a different epistemological structure than the "real" world which is
non-differentiated and beyond any possible mental or emotional structure. The metaphysical
propositions, which represent one area of religious understanding, form as mental
crystallizations of the epistemological structures and thereby, in turn, reinforce an
epistemological structure by labeling certain organizing factors of apprehension as the true
nature of things.

In light of the soteriological function of religious life, one of the most important
purposes of religious statements is to establish a "way of salvation." This emphasis on
providing "a means" is to be seen in distinction to the generally recognized purpose of
stating the truth. The point here is that the truth expressed is dependent on the means of
knowing it, and that the dynamic force for the soteriological claim of the religious
statement is found in the means of knowing and not in the myth or doctrine itself. The
importance of the knowing-process as a determining factor in formulating a personally
meaningful religious statement is succinctly expressed by Professor Bernard Meland:

By the very nature of its procedure [the mental process] imposes an instrumental structure



upon experience, which is at once more expressive of meaning, and emptied of meaning....
This intensified meaning, while it yields clearer and more adequate understanding of the
data in focus, excludes all meaning, or all possible meaning, relevant to the wealth of data
outside of the instrumental structure brought into operation by cognitive activity.

Likewise the sensitivity to perceive religious meanings entails the sensitivity to perceive
certain religious meanings, in distinction to others. Thus there is a variety of "religious"
experience. The involvement of religious statements in the process of learning indicates why
a religious statement does not gain its significance as a literal proposition but as an
expression of an existential situation. It also indicates why the variety of religious
experiences can be considered an enrichment of religious truth rather than a denial of the
significance of the religious claim to ultimacy.

The importance of religious statements as operational determinants for a further development
of a religious apprehension is seen in the history of religious thought. The value judgments
made according to certain learned thought-patterns make available certain possibilities in
developing a religious insight and restrict other possibilities. For all religious people,
including the founders of religions, the specific religious apprehension which they express
results, in part, from learning contemporary symbols and principles of symbol-combination
which give meaning. A person is spiritually modified by the language and thought-complexes
which he inherits. Each religious vision has a potentially fertile language within the
context of a given meaning system, and this language is used to stimulate the apprehensions
of its adherents according to the possibilities permitted in the meaning-system .

A religious statement, then, while articulating a "truth," itself provides the means of
apprehending Truth by the way it structures the possibilities of apprehension. The symbolic
expression is recognized as a limited mechanism for revealing the religious vision and
cannot be considered an outer manifestation of a parallel inner structure; rather, it is a
crystallization of certain features of a potential in human experience. This potential for
religious apprehension takes a certain structure when it is "recognized" in the human
consciousness; and this structure of apprehension is developed and strengthened (or changed)
due to the language conventions which are used to articulate it and reflect on it. Not only
are certain symbols (words or terms) chosen in preference to others, but the way words are
considered to have meaning plays an important role in their usage for expressing religious
Truth. It is this practical nature of religious expression to lead people toward the Truth
by means of the "way" inherent in its expression that becomes of crucial significance in
revealing Ultimate Truth. Indeed, it denotes the fact of the ultimate and inexpressible
Truth, but this activity would be irrelevant religiously if it did not connote the way of
personal realization.

We must conclude, then, that human religious life does not provide a single "way of
thinking," i.e., only one structure of apprehension, which marks it as religious. Religious
expressions in the history of religious life have as many different ways of apprehending
"what is real" as there are ways of thinking. In fact a case could be made for the position
that no two religious apprehensions are absolutely identical; but this insight is not very
helpful in trying to interpret and compare different religious expressions in the vast
domain of religious life. It is more helpful to define broad similarities and differences
between the phenomena. Our analysis suggests that Nagarjuna's use of "emptiness" as a
religious term operates within a structure of religious apprehension different from two
other structures more commonly known in the West. If the nature of religious phenomena is to
be found essentially in one of the other structures, e.g., the mythical structure, then



"emptiness" will be seen only secondarily as a religious expression (probably as a
deteriorated, truncated, or extreme form of expression). We have suggested, however, that
this expression can be accorded full recognition as a religious term since its function is
soteriological. Nagarjuna's use of this term as a means of release from suffering
establishes it as an essentially religious term. The concern with the soteriological
character of religious statements has also directed our attention to the practical character
of the formulation of the statements, for the very way in which the symbolic formulations
gain their meaning establishes the kind of facts which are possible to affirm or deny. Thus,
the religious significance of religious statements is not so much the "facts" (i.e. a truth)
which they assert, but the means of apprehending (realizing) Utlimate Truth, which is
coextensive with the dynamics of salvation.

The recognition that religious statements are fundamentally a "means" of apprehending truth
has implications not only for a workable definition of what is "religious," but also for
understanding different religious expressions. Different religious expressions are neither
just different forms of the same way of thinking, as suggested by writers within
contemporary neo-Hinduism, nor do their differences indicate that religious statements are
curious speculations based on primitive assumptions as suggested in a positivist position.
Rather, by recognizing the involvement of religious apprehension in the common everyday
mechanism of learning, and the practical nature of religious assertions which intend to
direct the will as well as inform the intellect, we acknowledge important differences in the
understanding of existence, the nature of ultimacy, and the relation between men; and yet
grant that religious assertions have an inner validating principle for adherents to a
particular religious vision. It is important for the student of religious phenomena to be
aware of the fact that similar expressions about man, social relationships, Ultimate
Reality, release from worldy cares, etc., have different meanings in different contexts.
Nevertheless, having different "answers" to the problem of existence does not deny common
intentions and formal elements of religious phenomena.

If this concern with the symbolization process is important for the understanding of
religious life, it is all the more important for the theologian, who seeks to articulate a
religious vision for the salvation of others. The tools of the theologian are symbols and
thought-complexes, for theology is a symbolic expression of a means to Ultimate Truth. The
problem in symbolizing is basically one of apprehension and communication. By recognizing
that the ultimate value judgments made in religious statements are related to
epistemological presuppositions, the theologian will be conscious of the fact that the
process of symbolization itself is a force in communicating effectively to others. At the
same time the theologian must wrestle with the question of the nature of the religious
vision which he is propounding, to judge whether certain processes of symbolization distort
more than reveal the basic religious vision (i.e., the kerygma). The close relationship
between the symbolization process and religious apprehension means that certain
possibilities of religious meaning are accepted and others are denied in using one process
of symbolizing rather than another. Thus the process of symbolization is a significant issue
in apprehending and expressing religious meaning.

Being aware of the elements in the symbolizing process is important for understanding
religious phenomena. Not only does this aid in apprehending religious symbols and statements
in the manner used by an adherent to a religion, but it will provide a tool for getting a
more complete understanding of religious life than the adherent himself has. By analysing
the structure of apprehension peculiar to a religious expression and relating this to other



structures, the student of comparative religions has access to a richness of meaning that is
otherwise unavailable. The student of religious phenomena, by recognizing the importance of
epistemological presuppositions, will also gain a new dimension in his hermeneutical method.
He recognizes that he is himself involved in a symbolizing process in his own religious (or
irreligious) commitment, and therefore his own sensitivities are prone to interpret elements
in another religious apprehension along the lines of his own understanding. Not only is he
aware that the content of the religious apprehension which he is analyzing depends in part
on the epistemological structure of the adherent, but he is sensitive to the fact that his
own understanding of the adherent's religious insight depends on a particular form of
apprehension.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L1: [APPENDIXES]

L2: [Translation of Mulamadhyamakakarikas - "Fundamental of the Middle Way" by Nagarjuna -
181]

L3: [INTRODUCTORY VERSES]

\          "I salute him, the fully-enlightened, the best of speakers,
\          who preached the non-ceasing and the non-arising,
\          the non-annihilation and the non-permanence,
\          the non-identity and the non-difference,
\          the non-appearance and the non-disappearance,
\          the dependent arising,
\          the appeasement of obsessions and the auspicious."

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 1 - An Analysis of Conditioning Causes (pratyaya) (conditions) – 14 verses –
Causality, dependent origination, determinism, control]

\          #1.
\          Never are any existing things found to originate
\          From themselves, from something else, from both, or from no cause.

\          #2.
\          There are four conditioning causes
\          A cause (hetu) (1), objects of sensations (2), "immediately preceding condition,"
\          (3) and of course the predominant influence (4) there is no fifth.

\          #3.
\          Certainly there is no self-existence (svabhava) of existing things in
conditioning causes, etc;
\          And if no self-existence exists, neither does "other-existence" (parabhava).

\          #4.
\          The efficient cause (kriya – primary condition, root cause, motive) does not
exist possessing a conditioning cause,
\          Nor does the efficient cause exist without possessing a conditioning cause.
\          Conditioning causes are not without efficient causes,



\          Nor are there [conditioning causes] which possess efficient causes.

\          #5.
\          Certainly those things are called "conditioning causes" whereby something
originates after having come upon them;
\          As long as something has not originated, why are they not so long (i.e. during
that time) "non-conditioning-causes"?

\          #6.
\          There can be a conditioning cause neither of a non-real thing (1) nor of a real
thing (2).
\          Of what non-real thing is there a conditioning cause? And if it is [already]
real, what use is a cause?

\          #7.
\          If an element (dharma) occurs which is neither real nor non-real (4) nor both
real- and-non- real (3),
\          How can there be a cause which is effective in this situation?

\          #8.
\          Just that which is without an object of sensation is accepted as a real element;
\          Then if there is an element having no object of sensation, how is it possible to
have an object of sensation?

\          #9.
\          When no elements have originated, [their] disappearance is not possible.
\          Therefore it is not proper to speak of an ''immediately preceding condition";
\          for if something has already ceased, what cause is there for it.

\          #10.
\          Since existing things which have no self-existence are not real,
\          It is not possible at all that: "This thing 'becomes' upon the existence of that
other one."

\          #11.
\          The product does not reside in the conditioning causes, individually or
collectively,
\          So how can that which does not reside in the conditioning cause result from
conditioning causes?

\          #12.
\          Then the "non-real" would result from those conditioning-causes.
\          Why then would a product not proceed also from non-causes?

\          #13.
\          On the one hand, the product [consists in its] conditioning causes;
\          on the other hand, the causes do not consist of themselves.
\          How can a product [resulting] from [conditioning causes] not consisting of
themselves be consisting of those causes?

\          #14.
\          Therefore, that product does not consist in those causes; [yet] it is agreed that
a product does not consist of non-causes.



\          How [can there be] a conditioning cause or non-cause when a product is not
produced?

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 2 - An Analysis of "Going to" (change or movement) – 25 verses – The illusion
of continuity through change or movement]

\          #1.
\          [Nagarjuna:] That which is already gone to (gatam – goer after the going - iii)
\          is not that which is "being gone to" (gamyate);
\          more so, "that which is not yet gone to" (agatam – goer before the going - i)
\          is certainly not that "being gone to." (gamyate)
\          Also, the "present going to" (gamyamana – actual goer - ii)
\          without "that which is already gone to" and "that which is not yet gone to"
\          is not "being gone to".

\          #2.
\          [An opponent objects:]
\          Where there is activity (cesta - visible activity) there is a "process of going"
(gatis – real going process),
\          and that activity (visible activity) is in the "present going to" (gamyamane -
ii).
\          Then "process of going" (gatis - real going process) is inherent in the "present
going to" (gamyamane - ii)
\           [since] the activity (visible activity) is not in "that which is already gone
to" (iii) nor in "that which is not yet gone to." (i)

\          #3.
\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          How will the "act of going" (gamanam - visible activity & displacement) of
"present going to" (gamyamana - ii) be produced,
\          Since both kinds of the "act of going" (visible activity & displacement)
\           [as applied to an active process and to the activity of going through space]
simply are not produced (i.e. originating)
\          in the "present going to" (ii)?

\          #4.
\          Having the "act of going" (gamanam - visible activity & displacement) of "present
going to" (gamyamanasya - ii)
\          has necessarily resulted in a lack of "the present going to" (ii) of the "process
of going" (gati - real going process),
\          For the "present going to" (gamyamana - ii) is the "being gone to" (gamyate).

\          #5.
\          [Recognizing] the "act of going" (visible activity & displacement) of "present
going to" (ii)
\          results in two [kinds of] "acts of going" (gamanadvaya - visible activity &
displacement):
\          One by which there is "present going to" (gamyamana - ii),
\          the other which is the "act of going" (gamana - visible activity & displacement).



\          #6.
\          Two "goers" (gantarau) would fallaciously follow as a consequence of two "acts of
going," (visible activity & displacement)
\          Since certainly the "act of going" (visible activity & displacement) is not
produced without a "goer".

\          #7.
\          If there is no going (gamana) (i.e. gamana = "act of going") without a "goer"
(gantara),
\          How will the "goer" (ganta / self-existing subject) come into being
\          when there is no "going" (gamana) (i.e. gamana = "act of going")?

\          #8.
\          The "goer" does not go (move);
\          consequently a "non-goer" certainly does not go (move).
\          What third [possibility] goes (moves) other than the "goer" and "non-goer"?

\          #9.
\          It is said: "The 'goer' goes" (moves) How is that possible,
\          When without the "act of going" (gamana - visible movement) no "goer" is
produced?

\          #10.
\          Those who hold the view that the "goer" "goes" (moves) must [falsely] conclude
\          That there is a "goer" without the "act of going" (visible activity &
displacement) since the "act of going" (visible activity & displacement) is obtained
(icchata) by a "goer."

\          #11.
\          If the "goer" "goes" (moves), then two acts of going (visible activity &
displacement) [erroneously] follow;
\          [One is] that by which the "going on" (ganta) is designated, and [the second is]
the real "goer" (ganta / self-existing subject) who "goes"(moves).

\          #12.
\          The "state of going to" (gatum) is not begun in "that which is already gone to"
(gatam - iii), nor in "that which is not yet gone to" (agatam - i);
\          Nor is the "state of going to" begun in "present going to" (gamyamana - ii).
\          Where then is it begun?

\          #13.
\          "Present going to" (ii) does not exist previous to the beginning of the "act of
going," (visible activity & displacement)
\          nor does "that which is already gone to" (iii) exist where the "act of going"
(visible activity & displacement) should begin.
\          How can the "act of going" (visible activity & displacement) [begin] in "that
which is not yet gone to" (i)?

\          #14.
\          It is mentally fabricated what is "that which is already gone to" (gatam - iii),
"present going to" (gamyamana - ii) and "that which is not yet gone to" (agatam - i);
\          Therefore, the beginning of the "act of going" (visible activity & displacement)



is not seen in any way.

\          #15.
\          A "goer" does not remain unmoved (na tistati); then certainly the "non-goer" does
not remain unmoved.
\          What third [possibility] other than "goer" and "non-goer" can thus remain
unmoved?

\          #16.
\          It is said that a "goer" continues to be [a "goer"].
\          But how can that be possible,
\          Since a "goer"(ganta / self-existing subject) lacking the "act of going" (gamanam
- visible activity & displacement) is simply not produced?

\          #17.
\          [The "goer"] does not continue to be [a goer] as a result of "present going to"
(ii) or "that which is already gone to" (iii) or "that which is not yet gone to,"(i)
\          For then the act of going (gamana - visible activity & displacement) [would be]
origination while the "process of going" (gati - real going process) would be the same as
cessation.

\          #19.
\          And if the "act of going" (visible movement) and the "goer" are identical,
\          The fallacy logically follows that the "person acting" (kartus) and the action
(karma) are identical.

\          #20.
\          Alternatively, if the "goer" is different from the "process of going" (gati - -
real going process),
\          The "act of going" (gamana - visible activity & displacement) would exist without
the "goer" and the "goer" would exist without the "act of going." (visible activity &
displacement)

\          #21.
\          Neither the identity nor the essential difference is established (siddhi)
regarding the two [conceptions "goer" and "act of going" (visible activity & displacement)].
\          If these two [alternatives] are not established, in what way is [this problem] to
be understood?

\          #22.
\          The "goer" is defined by that which is in the "process of going" (real going
process);
\          he does not go to that [destination] which is determined by the "process of
going" (real going process)
\          because there is no prior "process of going". (gati - real going process)
\          Indeed someone goes somewhere.

\          #23.
\          The "goer" does not go to that [destination] other than that "process of going"
(real going process)- by which he is defined as "goer",
\          Because when one goes [somewhere] (i.e. else) two "processes of going" (real
going processes) cannot be produced.



\          #24.
\          A real "goer" does not motivate three kinds of "acts of going": [real, non-real,
and real-and-non-real];
\          Nor does a non-real ["goer"] motivate three kinds of motion.

\          #25.
\          Also, a real-non-real ["goer"] does not motivate three kinds of motion.
\          Therefore,
\          the "process of going" (gati - real going process),
\          the "goer" (ganta / self-existing subject)
\          and "a destination to be gone to" (gantavyam)
\          do not exist (inherently).

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 3 - An Analysis of "Vision" and Other Sense-Faculties (the sense-fields) – 9
verses – The six senses, direct perception, the six objects / world]

\          #1.
\          Vision, hearing, smelling, tasting, touching and thought
\          Are the six sense faculties.
\          The area of their concern is that which is seen [heard, smelled] and so forth.

\          #2.
\          Certainly vision does not in any way see its own self.
\          Now if it does not see its own self, how can it possibly see something else?

\          #3.
\          An understanding of vision is not attained through the example of fire [which,
itself, burns].
\          On the contrary, that [example of fire] together with vision is refuted by [the
analysis of] "present going to," "that which is already gone to," and "that which is not yet
gone to." (in Chapter 2)

\          #4.
\          When no vision occurs, nothing whatsoever is being seen.
\          How, then, is it possible to say: Vision sees?

\          #5.
\          Therefore, vision does not see, and "no-vision" does not see.
\          Nevertheless, it is explained that also the "seer" is to be known only by his
vision.

\          #6.
\          There is no "seer" with vision or without vision;
\          Therefore, if there is no "seer," how can there be vision and the object seen?

\          #7.
\          As the birth of a son is said to occur presupposing the mother and the father,
\          Knowledge is said to occur presupposing the eye being dependent on the visible
forms.

\          #8.
\          Since the "object seen" and the vision do not exist (independently, on their



own),
\          there is no four-fold [consequence]: knowledge, etc. [cognitive sensation,
affective sensation, and "desire"].
\          Also, then, how will the acquisition (upadana) [of karma] and its consequences
[i.e., existence, birth, aging, and death] be produced?

\          #9.
\          [Likewise] hearing, smelling, tasting, touching and thought are explained as
vision.
\          Indeed one should not apprehend the "hearer," "what is heard," etc. [as
self-existent entities].

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 4 - An Analysis of the "Groups of Universal Elements" (skandhas) (the
aggregates) - 9 verses – The five aggregates, explained/caused by their basic underlying
causes; emptiness of emptiness]

\          #1.
\          Visible form (rupa) is not perceived without the basic cause of visible form
(rupakarana);
\          Likewise the basic cause of visible form does not appear without the visible
form.

\          #2.
\          If the visible form existed apart from its basic cause, it would logically follow
that visible form is without cause;
\          But there is nothing anywhere [arising] without cause.

\          #3.
\          On the other hand, if there would be a basic cause apart from visible form,
\          The basic cause would be without any product; but there is no basic cause without
a product.

\          #4.
\          Just as when there is visible form no basic cause of form obtains,
\          So when there is no visible form no basic cause of form obtains.

\          #5.
\          Furthermore, it does not obtain that no visible form exists without a basic
cause,
\          One should not construe any constructs concerning the form.

\          #6.
\          Just as it does not obtain that the product is the same as the cause,
\          So it does not obtain that product is not the same as the cause.

\          #7.
\          Also, sensation, thought, mental conception, conditioned elements (samskara) and
\          All "things" (bhava) are to be dealt with in the same way as visible form.

\          #8.
\          Whoever argues against "emptiness" in order to refute an argument,
\          For him everything, including the point of contention (sadhya) is known to be



unrefuted.

\          #9.
\          Whoever argues by means of "emptiness" in order to explain an understanding,
\          For him, everything including the point to be proved (sadhya) is known to be
misunderstood.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 5 - An Analysis of the "Irreductible Elements" (dhatus) (the elements) – 8
verses – The irreducible elements defined by their basic characteristics]

\          #1.
\          Space does not exist at all before the defining characteristic of space
(akasalaksana).
\          If it would exist before the defining characteristic, then one must falsely
conclude that there would be something without a defining characteristic.

\          #2.
\          In no case has anything existed without a defining characteristic.
\          If an entity without a defining characteristic does not exist, to what does the
defining characteristic apply?

\          #3.
\          There is no functioning of a defining characteristic in a case where there is
[already] a defining characteristic or where there is not a defining characteristic.
\          And it can function in nothing except where there is a defining characteristic or
where there is not a defining characteristic.

\          #4.
\          When there is no related function (sampravrtti) (i.e. defining process), it is
not possible to have "that to which a defining characteristic applies."
\          And if "that to which a defining characteristic applies" is not possible, then a
defining characteristic cannot come into existence.

\          #5.
\          Therefore, "that to which a defining characteristic applies" does not exist (i.e
independently); and certainly a defining characteristic itself does not exist (i.e
independently).
\          Now, something does not exist without "that to which a defining characteristic
applies" and the defining characteristic.

\          #6.
\          If the existing thing (1) (bhava) does not exist, how then would the non-existing
thing (2) (abhava) come into existence?
\          And who holds: the existing-and-non-existing (3) thing which does not have the
properties of an existing-and-non-existing thing (4)?

\          #7.
\          Therefore space is
\          neither an existing thing
\          nor a non-existing thing,
\          neither something to which a defining characteristic applies (i.e. separate from



a defining characteristic)
\          nor a defining characteristic. (i.e. the same as a defining characteristic)

\          Also, the other five irreducible elements can be considered in the same way as
space.

\          #8.
\          But those unenlightened people who either affirm reality or non-reality
\          Do not perceive the blessed cessation-of-appearance of existing things.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 6 - An Analysis of Desire (raga) and One Who Desires (rakta)  --in the Context
of Their Separateness and Concomitance] (affection and the person affected) – 10 verses –
Concomitance, a person and his acquired strong habits, the concomitant factors of
consciousness]

\          #1.
\          If the "one who desires" would exist before desire itself, then desire may be
regarded.
\          When desire becomes related to "one who desires," then desire comes into
existence.

\          #2.
\          If there is no one who desires, how then will desire come into being?
\          [And the question] whether desire exists or does not exist likewise holds true
for the one who desires.

\          #3.
\          Further, it is not possible for both desire and the one who desires to be
produced concomitantly.
\          Indeed, desire and the one who desires come into being independent of each other.

\          #4.
\          Concomitance does not exist in that which is only one thing, [for] certainly
something which is only one thing cannot be concomitant.
\          But yet, how will concomitance come into being if there are separate (prthak)
things?

\          #5.
\          If concomitance applied to that which is only one thing, then that one "with
concomitance" would be that one "without [concomitance]."
\          If concomitance applied to separate things, then that one "with concomitance"
would be that one "without [concomitance]."

\          # 6.
\          And if concomitance applied to separate things, what is the proof for the
separation of both desire and the one who desires,
\          [Since] that which is non-separate is concomitant.

\          #7.
\          Or, if the separateness of desire and the one who desires really were proved,
\          Why do you imagine the concomitance of them both?



\          #8.
\          You postulate concomitance by saying: neither is proved separate from [the
other].
\           [And] you postulate separateness even more to prove concomitance.

\          #9.
\          Because separateness is not proved, concomitance is not proved.
\          What kind of separateness must exist for you to establish concomitance?

\          #10.
\          Thus there is no proof that the desire is concomitant with or not concomitant
with one who desires.
\          From [this analysis of] desire [it can be shown that for] every fundamental
element (dharma) there is no proof of concomitance or non-concomitance.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 7 - An Analysis of Composite Products (samskrta) (origination, duration, and
decay) – 34 – verses – The three stages of becoming: origination, duration / transformation,
cessation; impermanence of all products and moments of consciousness]

\          #1.
\          If origination (utpada) is a composite product, then the three characteristics
[of existence: "origination," "duration," and "dissolution"] are appropriate.
\          But if origination is a non-composite (asamstrta), then how [could there be]
characteristics of a composite product?

\          #2.
\          When the three are separate, origination of either of the other two
characteristics does not suffice to function as a characteristic.
\          If united in a composite product, how could they all be at one place at one time?

\          #3.
\          If origination, duration, and dissolution are other [secondary] characteristics
of composite products,
\          It is an infinite regress. If this is not so, they are not composite products.

\          #4.
\          The "originating origination" (utpadotpada) (i.e. the beginning of the
origination) is only the origination of the basic origination (mulotpada) (i.e. the
beginning of the product);
\          Also the origination of the basic [origination] (i.e. the beginning of the
beginning of the product) produces the "originating origination." (i.e. the beginning of the
origination)

\          #5.
\          But if, according to you, the originating origination (i.e. self-originating
origination) produces basic origination, (i.e. also causes the beginning of the product)
\          How, according to you, will this [originating origination] (i.e. self-originating
origination) produce that [basic origination] (i.e. the beginning of the product) if [it
itself] is not produced by basic origination (i.e. the beginning of the product)?

\          #6.



\          If, according to you, that which has originated through basic [origination] (i.e.
referring to the dependent originating origination) produces basic [origination], (i.e. like
affirming that the effect exist before the cause)
\          How does the basic [origination], which is yet unproduced by that [originating
origination] (i.e. self-originating origination), cause that [originating origination] (i.e.
self-originating origination) to be originated?

\          #7.
\          According to you, this, while originating, would certainly cause that to
originate—
\          If this, not being produced, would be able to cause origination.

\          #8.
\          [The opponent claim:]
\          As a light is the illuminator of both itself and that which is other than itself,
\          So origination would originate both itself and that which is other than itself.

\          #9.
\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          There is no darkness in the light and there where the light is placed.
\          What could the light illumine? Indeed illumination is the getting rid of
darkness.

\          #10.
\          How is darkness destroyed by the light being originated,
\          When the light, being originated, does not come in contact with darkness?

\          #11.
\          But then, if darkness is destroyed by a light having no contact with [darkness],
\           [A light] placed here will destroy the darkness of the entire world.

\          #12.
\          If the light illuminated both itself and that which is other than itself,
\          Then, without a doubt, darkness will cover both itself and that which is other
than itself.

\          #13.
\          If it has not yet originated, how does origination produce itself?
\          And if it has already originated, when it is being produced, what is produced
after that which is already produced?

\          #14.
\          In no way does anything originate
\          by what is being originated (ii),
\          by what is already originated (iii),
\          or by what is not yet originated (i)—
\          Just as it has been said in [the analysis of] "presently going to (ii)," "that
which is already gone to (i)" and "that which is not yet gone to (iii)."

\          #15.
\          When, in that-which-is-originated (iii), there is nothing which activates that
which is being originated (ii),
\          How can one say: That which is being originated (ii) [exists] presupposing that



which is produced?

\          #16.
\          Whatever comes into existence presupposing something else is without
self-existence (stabhava).
\          [As there is] an allayment of "being originated," so [also] of that which is
originated (iii).

\          #17.
\          If some particular thing which is not yet originated (i) is indeed known to
exist,
\          That thing will be originated. What originates if it does not exist?

\          #18.
\          And if the origination originates that which is being originated (ii),
\          What origination, in turn, would originate that origination? (i.e. infinite
regress)

\          #19.
\          If another origination originates that [origination], there will be an infinite
regress of originations.
\          But if non-origination is that which is origination, then everything [without
qualification] would originate.

\          #20.
\          It is not possible that what has originated either exists or does not exist,
\          Nor that what has not originated either exists or does not exist; this has been
demonstrated earlier.

\          #21.
\          The origination of something being destroyed is not possible;
\          And whatever is not being destroyed, that entity is not possible.

\          #22.
\          Neither an "entity that has endured (iii)" (sthitabhava) nor an "entity that has
not endured (i)" endures;
\          Not even something enduring (ii) endures.
\          And what endures if it is not originated?

\          #23.
\          Duration is not possible of a thing that is being destroyed.
\          But whatever is not being destroyed, that thing (bhava) is [also] not possible.

\          #24.
\          Because every entity always [remains in] the law of old age and death,
\          What entities are there which endure without old age and death?

\          #25.
\          The enduring quality of a different duration is as impossible as of that same
duration,
\          So the origination of origination is neither itself nor that which is other than
itself.

\          #26.



\          "That which has ceased (iii)" (niruddha) does not cease; and "that which has not
ceased (i)" does not cease;
\          Nor even "that which is ceasing (ii)."
\          For, what can cease [if it is] produced? (i.e. or if it is not really produced?)

\          #27.
\          Therefore cessation of an enduring entity is not possible.
\          Moreover, cessation of a non-enduring entity is not possible.

\          #28.
\          Indeed, a state [of existence] does not cease because of this state;
\          And a different state [of existence] does not cease because of a different state.

\          #29.
\          So, if the production of all dharmas is not possible,
\          Then neither is the cessation of all (i.e. any?) dharmas possible.

\          #30.
\          Therefore cessation of a real existing entity is not possible;
\          And certainly both an existing entity and a non-existing entity cannot be
possible in the same case.

\          #31.
\          Even more, cessation of a non-real existing entity is not possible.
\          Just as there is no second decapitation!

\          #32.
\          There is no cessation by means of itself; nor cessation by something other than
itself;
\          Just as there is no origination of origination by itself nor by another.

\          #33.
\          Because the existence of production, duration, and cessation is not proved, there
is no composite product (samskrta);
\          And if a composite product is not proved, how can a non-composite product
(asamskrta) be proved?

\          #34.
\          As a magic trick, a dream or a fairy castle.
\          Just so should we consider origination, duration, and cessation.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 8 - An Analysis of the Product (Karma) and the Producer (Karaka) (action and
agent) – 13 verses – Tetralemma, cycle of samsara, and Liberation]

\          #1.
\          A real producer does not produce a real product.
\          Even more so, a non-real producer does not seek a non-real product.

\          #2.
\          There is no producing action of a real thing; [if so,] there would be a product
without someone producing.
\          Also, there is no producing by a real thing; [if so,] there would be someone



producing without something produced.

\          #3.
\          If a non-existent producer would produce a non-real product,
\          The product would be without a causal source and the producer would be without a
causal source.

\          #4.
\          If there is no causal source, there is nothing to be produced nor
cause-in-general (karana).
\          Then neither do the producing action, the person producing, nor the instrument of
production (karana) exist.

\          #5.
\          If the producing action, etc. do not exist, then neither can the true reality
(dharma) nor false reality (adharma) exist.
\          If neither the true reality nor the false reality exists, then also the product
(phala) born from that does not exist.

\          #6.
\          If there is no real product, then there also exists no path to heaven nor to
ultimate release.
\          Thus it logically follows that all producing actions are without purpose.

\          #7.
\          And a real-nonreal producer does not produce in a real-nonreal manner.
\          For, indeed, how can "real" and "non-real," which are mutually contradictory,
occur in one place?

\          #8.
\          A real producer (kartra) does not produce what is non-real, and a non-real
producer does not produce what is real.
\          [From that] indeed, all the mistakes must logically follow.

\          #9.
\          The producer, who is neither real nor non-real, does not produce a product which
is either real or non-real,
\          Because of the reasons which have been advanced earlier.

\          #10.
\          The non-real producer does not produce a product which is not real, nor both
real-and-non-real,
\          Because of the reasons which have been advanced earlier.

\          #11.
\          And a real-non-real producer does not produce a product which is neither real nor
non-real.
\          This is evident from the reasons which have been advanced earlier.

\          #12.
\          The producer proceeds being dependent on the product, and the product proceeds
being dependent on the producer.
\          The cause for realization (i.e. Nirvana) is seen in nothing else.



\          #13.
\          In the same way one should understand the "acquiring" (i.e. of karma - upadana)
on the basis of the "giving up," etc. of the producer and the product.
\          By means of [this analysis of] the product and the producer all other things
should be dissolved.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 9 - An Analysis of "the Pre-existent Reality" (purva) (grasper and grasping) –
12 verses – No permanent owner of the six senses, perceiver before perception]

\          #1.
\          Certain people say: Prior to seeing hearing, and other [sensory faculties]
together with sensation and other [mental phenomena]
\          Is that to which they belong.

\          #2.
\          [They reason:] How will there be seeing, etc. of someone (i.e. as the subject
seeing) who does not exist?
\          Therefore, there exists a definite (vyavasthita) entity before that [seeing,
etc.].

\          #3.
\          But that definite entity is previous to sight, hearing, etc., and sensation, etc
--
\          How can that [entity] be known?

\          #4.
\          And if that [entity] is determined without sight [and other sensory faculties],
\          Then, undoubtedly, those [sensory faculties] will exist without that [entity].

\          #5.
\          Someone becomes manifest by something (i.e. like vision); something is manifest
by someone.
\          How would someone exist without something? How would something exist without
someone?

\          #6.
\          [The opponent admits:]
\          Someone does not exist previous to (purva) sight and all the other [faculties]
together.
\          [Rather,] he is manifested by any one of [them:] sight, etc., at any one time.

\          #7.
\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          But if nothing exists previous to sight and all the other [faculties] together,
\          How could that [being] exist individually before sight, etc.?

\          #8.
\          [Further,] if that [being] were the "seer," that [being] were the "hearer," that
[being] were the one who senses,
\          Then one [being] would exist previous to each. Therefore, this [hypothesis] is
not logically justified.



\          #9.
\          On the other hand, if the "seer" were someone else, or the "hearer" were someone
else, or the one who senses were someone else,
\          Then there would be a "hearers when there was already a "seer," and that would
mean a multiplicity of "selves" (atma).

\          #11.
\          When he to whom seeing, hearing, etc., and feeling, etc. belong does not exist,
\          Then certainly they do not exist.

\          #12.
\          For him who does not exist previous to, at the same time, or after seeing, etc.
\          The conception "He exists," "He does not exist," is dissipated.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 10 - An Analysis of Fire and Kindling (fire and fuel) – 16 verses – Non-duality
of self & the five aggregates of clinging; non-duality of dependent origination and
emptiness]

\          #1.
\          If fire is identical to its kindling, then it is both producer and product.
\          And if fire is different from kindling, then surely [fire] exists without
kindling (i.e. separate).

\          #2.
\          A [fire] which is perpetually burning would exist without a cause, which is
kindling,
\          Since another beginning would be pointless; in this case [fire] is without its
object [i.e., burning of kindling].

\          #3.
\          [Fire] is without a cause, namely kindling, if it were independent of anything
else;
\          In which case another beginning would be pointless, and there is perpetual
burning.

\          #4.
\          If it is maintained: Kindling is that which is being kindled,
\          By what is kindling kindled, since kindling is only that [kindling]?
\          It is inherent existence that would make extinguishing / liberation impossible

\          #5.
\          [Fire], when different and not obtained [through kindling], will not obtain; not
burning, it will not burn later;
\          Without extinction, it will not be extinguished; if there is no extinction, then
it will remain with its own characteristics.

\          #6.
\          [The opponent claims:]
\          If fire is different from kindling it could obtain the kindling
\          As a woman obtains a husband, and a man [obtains] a wife.

\          #7.



\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          Though fire is different from kindling, it could indeed obtain the kindling,
\          On the condition that both fire and kindling can be reciprocally differentiated
[—but, this is impossible].

\          #8.
\          If the fire is dependent on the kindling, and if the kindling is dependent on the
fire
\          Which is attained first, dependent on which they are fire and kindling?

\          #9.
\          If fire is dependent on kindling, so is the proof of the proved fire.
\          Thus, being kindling it will exist without fire.

\          #10.
\          When a thing (bhava) is proved by being dependent on something else, then it
proves the other by being dependent [on it].
\          If that which is required for dependence must be proved, then what is dependent
on what?

\          #11.
\          If that thing is proved by being dependent, how can that which has not been
proved be dependent?
\          So, that which is proved is dependent; but the dependence is not possible.

\          #12.
\          Fire does not exist in relation to kindling; and fire does not exist unrelated to
kindling.
\          Kindling does not exist in relation to fire; and kindling does not exist
unrelated to fire.

\          #13.
\          Fire does not come from something else;
\          and fire does not exist in kindling.
\          The remaining [analysis] in regard to kindling is described by [the analysis of]
"that which is being gone to," "that which is gone to" and ''that which is not yet gone to."

\          #14.
\          Fire is not identical to kindling, but fire is not in anything other than
kindling.
\          Fire does not have kindling as its property; also, the kindling is not in fire
and vice versa.

\          #15.
\          By [the analysis of] fire and kindling the syllogism of the individual self
(atma) and "the acquiring" (upadana)
\          Is fully and completely explained, as well as "the jar" and "the cloth" and other
[analogies].

\          #16.
\          Those who specify the nature of the individual self and of existing things
(bhava) as radically different—
\          Those people I do not regard as ones who know the sense of the teaching.



*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 11 - An Analysis of the Past (purva) and Future Limits (aparakiti)  --of
Existence] (samsara) – 8 verses – Explaining samsara and “no-self” without using any
inherent dharma.]

\          #1.
\          The great ascetic [Buddha] said: "The extreme limit (koti) of the past cannot be
discerned."
\          "Existence-in-flux" (samsara) is without bounds; indeed, there is no beginning
nor ending of that [existence].

\          #2.
\          How could there be a middle portion of that which has no "before" and "after";
\          It follows that "past," "future," and "simultaneous events" do not obtain.
\          Birth and death are not separate / different, not simultaneous / the same.

\          #3.
\          If birth [is regarded as] the former, and growing old and dying [are regarded as]
coming into being later,
\          Then birth exists without growing old and dying, and [something] is born without
death.

\          #4.
\          If birth were later, and growing old and dying were earlier,
\          How would there be an uncaused growing old and dying of something unborn?

\          #5.
\          And a birth which is simultaneous with growing old and dying is likewise
impossible;
\          For, that which is being born would die, and both would be without cause.

\          #6.
\          Since the past, future, and simultaneous activity do not originate,
\          To what purpose [do you] explain in detail [the existence of] birth, growing old
and dying?

\          #7.
\          That which is produced and its cause, as well as the characteristic and that
which is characterized,
\          The sensation and the one who senses, and whatever other things there are --

\          #8.
\          Not only is the former limit of existence-in-flux (samsara) not to be found,
\          But the former limit of all those things is not to be found.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 12 - An Analysis of Sorrow (dukkha) (suffering) – 10 verses – Dukkha cannot be
caused by a personality, internal, external, both or neither]

\          #1.
\          Some say:
\          Sorrow (dukkha) is produced by oneself (i),



\          or by another (ii),
\          or by both [itself and another] (iii),
\          or from no cause at all (iv);
\          But [to consider] that [sorrow (dukkha)] as what is produced is not possible.

\          #2.
\          If it were produced by itself (i.e. self-causation), it would not exist dependent
on something else.
\          Certainly those "groups of universal elements" (skandhas) exist presupposing
these "groups."

\          #3.
\          If these were different from those, or if those were different from these,
\          Sorrow (dukkha) would be produced by something other than itself (i.e.
other-causation), because those would be made by these others.

\          #4.
\          If sorrow (dukkha) is made through one's own personality (i) (svapudgala), then
one's own personality would be without sorrow (dukkha);
\          Who is that "own personality" by which sorrow (dukkha) is self-produced (i)?

\          #5.
\          If sorrow (dukkha) were produced by a different personality (ii) (parapudgala),
\          How would he, to whom is given that sorrow (dukkha) by another after he had
produced it, be without sorrow (dukkha)?

\          #6.
\          If sorrow (dukkha) is produced by a different personality, who is that different
personality
\          Who, while being without sorrow (dukkha), yet makes and transmits that [sorrow
(dukkha)] to the other?

\          #7.
\          It is not established that sorrow (dukkha) is self-produced (i), [but] how is
[sorrow (dukkha)] produced by another (ii)?
\          Certainly the sorrow (dukkha), which would be produced by another (ii), in his
case would be self-produced (i’).

\          #8.
\          Sorrow (dukkha) is not self-produced (i), for that which is produced is certainly
not produced by that [personality].
\          If the "other" (para) is not produced by the individual self (atma), how would
sorrow (dukkha) be that produced by another?

\          #9.
\          Sorrow (dukkha) could be made by both [self and the "other"] (iii) if it could be
produced by either one.
\          [But] not produced by another, and not self-produced (iv) —how can sorrow
(dukkha) exist without a caused

\          #10.
\          Not only are the four [causal] interpretations not possible in respect to sorrow
(dukkha),



\          [but also] none of the four [causal] interpretations is possible even in respect
to external things (bhava).

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 13 - An Analysis of Conditioned Elements (samskara) (the real) – 8 verses –
Dukkha is not due to things that exist and are impermanent]

\          #1.
\          A thing of which the basic elements are deception is vain, as the glorious one
said.
\          All conditioned elements (samskara) are things that have basic elements (dharma)
which are deception; therefore, they are vain.

\          #2.
\          "If that which has deceptive basic elements is vain, what is there which
deceives?"
\          This was spoken by the glorious one to illuminate "emptiness."

\          #3.
\          [An opponent says:]
\          There is non-self-existence of things [since] a thing, by observation, [becomes]
something else. (i.e. impermanence)
\          A thing without self-existence does not exist—due to the emptiness of existing
things.

\          #4.
\          If self-existence does not exist, whose "other-existence" would there be?

\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          If self-existence does exist, whose "other-existence" would there be?

\          #5.
\          Just as there is no other-existence of a thing, so also [an-other-existence] of
something else is not possible—
\          Since a youth is not aging (jiryate), and since "who has already aged" is not
aging (jiryate).

\          #6.
\          If there would be an other-existence of a thing, milk would exist as curds.
\          [But] surely "being curds" will be something other than milk.

\          #7.
\          If something would be non-empty, something would [logically also] be empty
\          But nothing is non-empty, so how will it become empty?

\          #8.
\          Emptiness is proclaimed by the victorious one as the refutation of all
viewpoints;
\          But those who hold "emptiness" as a viewpoint—[the true perceivers] have called
those "incurable" (asadhya).

*******************************************************



L3: [CHAPTER 14 - An Analysis of Unification (samsarga) (combination) – 8 verses – The
inseparability of the three realms; or of body, speech and mind]

\          #1.
\          That which is seen, sight, and the "seer": these three
\          Do not combine together either in pairs or altogether.

\          #2.
\          Desire, the one who desires, and the object of desire have to be regarded in the
same way,
\          [As also] the impurities which remain and the three kinds of "base of sense"
(ayatana) which remain.

\          #3.
\          [Some hold:] There is unification (samsarga) of one different thing with another
different thing; [but] since the differentness
\          Of what is seen, etc. does not exist, those [factors] do not enter into
unification.

\          #4.
\          Not only does the differentness of that which is seen, etc. not exist,
\          Also the differentness of something coming from another does not obtain.

\          #5.
\          A thing is different insofar as it presupposes a second different thing.
\          One thing is not different from another thing without the other thing.

\          #6.
\          If one different thing is different from a second different thing, it exists
without a second different thing;
\          But without a second different thing, one different thing does not exist as a
different thing.

\          #7.
\          Differentness does not exist in a different thing, nor in what is not different.
\          When differentness does not exist, then there is neither what is different nor
"this" [from which something can be different].

\          #8.
\          Unification is not possible by [uniting] one thing with that one thing, nor by
[uniting] one thing with a different thing;
\          Thus, the becoming unified, the state of being united, and the one who unites are
not possible.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 15 - An Analysis of a Self-existent Thing (svabhava) (being and non-being) – 11
verses – The provisional and definitive teachings; a changing thing or being is not the
same, nor different]

\          #1.
\          The production of a self-existent thing by a conditioning cause is not possible,
\          [For,] being produced through dependence on a cause, a self-existent thing would
be "something which is produced" (krtaka).



\          #2.
\          How, indeed, will a self-existent thing become "something which is produced"?
\          Certainly, a self-existent thing [by definition] is "not-produced" and is
independent of anything else.

\          #3.
\          If there is an absence of a self-existent thing, how will an other-existent thing
(parabhava) come into being?
\          Certainly the self-existence of an other-existent thing is called
''other-existence."

\          #4.
\          Further, how can a thing [exist] without either self-existence or
other-existence?
\          If either self-existence or other existence exist, then an existing thing,
indeed, would be proved.

\          #5.
\          If there is no proof of an existent thing, then a non-existent thing cannot be
proved.
\          Since people call the other-existence of an existent thing a "non-existent
thing."

\          #6.
\          Those who perceive self-existence and other-existence, and an existent thing and
a non-existent thing,
\          Do not perceive the true nature of the Buddha's teaching.

\          #7.
\          In "The Instruction of Katyayana" both "it is" and "it is not" are opposed
\          By the Glorious One, who has ascertained the meaning of "existent" and
non-existent."

\          #8.
\          If there would be an existent thing by its own nature, there could not be
"non-existence' of that [thing].
\          Certainly an existent thing different from its own nature would never obtain.

\          # 9.
\          [An opponent asks:]
\          If there is no basic self-nature (prakti), of what will there be "otherness"?

\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          If there is basic self-nature, of what will there be "otherness"?

\          #10.
\          "It is" is a notion of eternity. "It is not" is a nihilistic view.
\          Therefore, one who is wise does not have recourse to "being" or "non-being."

\          #11.
\          That which exists by its own nature is eternal since "it does not not-exist."
\          If it is maintained: "That which existed before does not exist now," there
annihilation would logically follow.



*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 16 - An Analysis of Being Bound (bandhana) and Release (moksa) (bondage and
release) – 10 verses – No personal rebirths or Liberation]

\          #1.
\          When conditioned elements (dispositions, conditioning?) continue to change
(through rebirths?), they do not continue to change as eternal things (the same before and
after).
\          Likewise they do not continue to change as non-eternal things (different before
and after).
\          The arguments here is the same as for a living being.

\          #2.
\          If the personality would change when it is sought five ways in the "groups"
(skandha), "bases of sense perception" (ayatana), and the "irreducible elements" (dhatu),
\          Then it does not exist. Who [is it who] will change (i.e. transmigrate)?

\          #3.
\          Moving from "acquisition" (upadana) to "acquisition" would be "that which is
without existence" (vibhava).
\          Who is he who is without existence and without acquisition? To what will he
change (i.e. transmigrate)?

\          #4.
\          The final cessation (nirvana) of the conditioned elements certainly is not
possible at all.
\          Nor is the final cessation of even a living being possible at all.

\          #5.
\          The conditioned elements, whose nature (dharma) is arising and destruction,
neither are bound nor released.
\          Likewise a living being neither is bound nor released.

\          #6.
\          If the acquisition (upadana) were the "binding," that one [having] the
acquisition is not bound;
\          Nor is that one not having the acquisition bound.
\          Then in what condition is he bound?

\          #7.
\          Certainly if the "binding" would exist before "that which is bound," then it must
bind;
\          But that does not exist. The remaining [analysis] is stated in [the analysis of]
"the present going to," "that which has already gone to" and "that which has not yet gone
to."

\          #8.
\          Therefore, "that which is bound" is not released and "that which is not bound" is
likewise not released.
\          If "that which is bound" were released, "being bound" and "release" would exist
simultaneously.



\          #9.
\          "I will be released without any acquisition."
\          "Nirvana will be mine."
\          Those who understand thus hold too much to "a holding on" [i.e., both to the
acquisition of karma, and to a viewpoint].

\          #10.
\          Where there is a super-imposing of nirvana [on something else], nor a removal of
existence-in-flux,
\          What is the existence-in-flux there?
\          What nirvana is imagined?

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 17 - An Analysis of Action (karma) and Its Product (phala) (action and its
results) – 33 verses – The whole chain of karma formation and its fruits is empty, like a
magic trick]

\          #1.
\          The state of mind which is self-disciplined, being favorably disposed toward
others,
\          And friendship: that is the dharma; that is the seed for the fruit now and after
death.

\          #2.
\          The most perceptive seer [Buddha] has said that there is action (karma) as
volition and as a result of having willed.
\          The variety of acts of that [action] has been explained in many ways.

\          #3.
\          Thus, that action which is called "volition": that is considered [by tradition]
as mental;
\          But that action which is a result of having willed: that is considered [by
tradition] as physical or verbal.

\          #4.
\          Sound (1), gesture (2) and that which does not rest which is considered as
unknown (3),
\          Also the other unknown which is considered to be at rest (4);

\          #5.
\          That which is pure as a result of enjoyment (5), that which is impure as a result
of enjoyment (6),
\          And volition (7): these seven basic elements (dharma) are considered [by the
tradition] as the modes of action.

\          #6.
\          If an action [exists] by enduring to the time of its fulfillment, that [action]
would be eternal.
\          If [an action] were stopped—being stopped, what will it produce?

\          #7.
\          There is fruit (phala) when a process, a sprout, etc., starts from a seed;



\          But without a seed that [process] does not proceed.

\          #8.
\          Inasmuch as the process is dependent on a seed and the fruit is produced from the
process,
\          The fruit, presupposing the seed, neither comes to an end nor is eternal.

\          #9.
\          There is a product (phala) when a mental process starts from a thoughts;
\          But without a thought that [process] does not proceed.

\          #10.
\          Inasmuch as the process is dependent on a thought and the product (phala) is
produced from the process,
\          The product, presupposing the thought, neither comes to an end nor is eternal.

\          #11.
\          The ten pure "paths of action" are means for realizing the dharma.
\          And the five qualities of desired objects [i.e., desire to know the form, sound,
odor, taste, and touch of existence] are fruits (phala) of the dharma both now and after
death.

\          #12.
\          There would be many great mistakes if that explanation [were accepted].
\          Therefore, that explanation is not possible.

\          #13.
\          In rebuttal I will explain the interpretation which can be made to fit [the
facts],
\          That which is followed by the Buddha, the self-sufficient enlightened ones
(pratyekabuddha) and the disciples [of Buddha].

\          #14.
\          As "that which is imperishable" is like a credit [on an account statement], so an
action (karma) is like a debt.
\          [The imperishable is] of four kinds in its elements (dhatu) [i.e., desire, form,
non-form, and pure]; in its essential nature it cannot be analyzed.

\          #15.
\          [An imperishable force] is not destroyed qua destruction; rather it is destroyed
according to spiritual discipline.
\          Therefore, the fruit of actions originates by the imperishable force.

\          #16.
\          If [the imperishable force] were that which is destroyed by [usual] destruction
or by transference of action,
\          Fallacies [like] the destruction of action would logically result.

\          #17.
\          At the moment of transition that [imperishable force]
\          Of all identical and different actions belonging to the same element (dhatu)
originates.

\          #18.



\          That [imperishable force] is the dharma, having arisen by one action after
another in visible existence;
\          And it remains [constant] even in the development of all bifurcating action.

\          #19.
\          That [imperishable force] is destroyed by death and by avoiding the product
(phala) .
\          There the difference is characterized as impure and pure.

\          #20.
\          "Emptiness," "no annihilation," existence-in-flux, "non-eternity,"
\          And the imperishable reality of action: such was the teaching taught by the
Buddha.

\          [Nagarjuna refutes the above arguments:]
\          21.
\          Why does the action not originate?
\          Because it is without self-existence.
\          Since it does not originate, it does not perish.

\          #22.
\          If an action did exist as a self-existent thing, without a doubt, it would be
eternal.
\          An action would be an unproduced thing; certainly, there is no eternal thing
which is produced.

\          #23.
\          If the action were not produced, then there could be the fear attaining something
from "something not produced";
\          Then the opposite to a saintly discipline would follow as a fallacy.

\          #24.
\          Then, undoubtedly, all daily affairs would be precluded.
\          And even the distinction between saints and sinners is not possible.

\          #25.
\          Then an act whose development had taken place would develop again,
\          If an act, because it persists, exists through its own nature.

\          #26.
\          An action is that whose "self" (atman) is desire, and the desires do not really
exist.
\          If these desires do not really exist, how would the action really exist?

\          #27.
\          Action and desire are declared to be the conditioning cause of the body.
\          If action and desire are empty, what need one say about "body"?

\          #28.
\          [An opponent tries to establish an identifiable entity by saying:]
\          The man shrouded in ignorance, and chained by craving (trsna)
\          Is one who seeks enjoyment. He is not different from the one who acts, nor
identical to it.



\          #29.
\          [Nagarjuna answers:]
\          Since action is not "originated presupposing the conditions" nor fails to arise
from presupposing the conditions,
\          There is no one acting.

\          #30.
\          If there is no action, how could there be one who acts and the product of action?
\          And if there is no product, how can there be an enjoyer of the product?

\          #31.
\          Just as a teacher, by his magical power, formed a magical form,
\          And this magical form formed again another magical form—

\          #32.
\          Just so the "one who forms" is himself being formed magically; and the act
performed by him
\          Is like a magical form being magically formed by another magical form.

\          #33.
\          Desires, actions, bodies, producers, and products
\          Are like a fairy castle, resembling a mirage, a dream.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 18 - An Analysis of the Individual Self (atma) (the self and phenomena) – 12
verses – Nirvana is realizing the non-dual nature of the self and everything, beyond
causality, production, conceptualization, or the four extremes]

\          #1.
\          If the individual self (atma) were [identical to] the "groups" (skandha), then it
would partake of origination and destruction.
\          If [the individual self] were different from the "groups," then it would be
without the characteristics of the "groups."

\          #2.
\          If the individual self does not exist, how then will there be something which is
"my own"?
\          There is lack of possessiveness and no ego on account of the cessation of self
and that which is "my own."

\          #3.
\          He who is without possessiveness and who has no ego — He, also, does not exist.
\          Whoever sees "he who is without possessiveness" or "he who has no ego" [really]
does not see.

\          #4.
\          When "I" and "mine" have stopped, then also there is not an outside nor an inner
self.
\          The "acquiring" [of karma] (upadana) is stopped; on account of that destruction,
there is destruction of verse existence.

\          #5.
\          On account of the destruction of the pains (klesa) of action there is release for



pains of action exist for him who constructs them.
\          These pains result from phenomenal extension (prapanca); but this phenomenal
extension comes to a stop by emptiness.

\          #7.
\          When the domain of thought has been dissipated, "that which can be stated" is
dissipated.
\          Those things which are unoriginated and not terminated, like nirvana, constitute
the Truth (dharmata).

\          #8.
\          Everything is "actual" (tathyam) or "not-actual," or both "acts
actual-and-not-actual,"
\          Or "neither-actual-nor-not-actual":
\          This is the teaching of the Buddha.

\          #9.
\          "Not caused by something else," "peaceful," "not elaborated by discursive
thought,"
\          "Indeterminate," "undifferentiated": such are the characteristics of true reality
(tattva).

\          #10.
\          Whatever exists, being dependent [on something else], is certainly not identical
to that [other thing],
\          Nor is a thing different from that; therefore, it is neither destroyed nor
eternal.

\          #11.
\          The immortal essence of the teaching of the Buddhas, the lords of the world, is
\          Without singleness or multiplicity; it is not destroyed nor is it eternal.

\          #12.
\          If fully-developed Buddhas do not arise [in the world] and the disciples [of the
Buddha] disappear,
\          Then, independently, the knowledge of the self-produced enlightened ones
(pratyekabuddha) is produced.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 19 - An Analysis of Time (kala) (time) – 6 verses – No real space-time limits
of anything, no real space or time]

\          #1.
\          If "the present" and "future" exist presupposing "the past,"
\          "The present" and "future" will exist in "the past."

\          #2.
\          If "the present" and "future" did not exist there [in "the past"],
\          How could "the present" and "future" exist presupposing that "past?

\          #3.
\          Without presupposing "the past" the two things ["the present" and "future"]
cannot be proved to exist.



\          Therefore neither present nor future time exist.

\          #4.
\          In this way the remaining two [times] can be inverted.
\          Thus one would regard "highest," "lowest" and "middle," etc., as oneness and
difference.  (or "after," "before" and "middle", or "right," "left" and "middle" …)

\          #5.
\          A non-stationary "time" cannot be "grasped"; and a stationary "time" which can be
grasped does not exist.
\          How, then, can one perceive time if it is not "grasped"?

\          #6.
\          Since time is dependent on a thing (bhava), how can time [exist] without a thing?
\          There is not any thing which exists; how, then, will time become [something]?

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 20 - An Analysis of the Aggregate (samagri) of Causes and Conditions (cause and
effect) - 24 verses

\          #1.
\          If a product (phala) is produced through the aggregate of causes and conditions,
\          And exists in an aggregate, how will it be produced in the aggregate?

\          #2.
\          If a product is produced in the aggregate of causes and conditions,
\          And does not exist in the aggregate, how will it be produced in the aggregate?

\          #3.
\          If the product is in the aggregate of causes and conditions,
\          Would it not be "grasped" [i.e., located] in the aggregate? But it is not
"grasped" in the aggregate.

\          #4.
\          If the product is not in the aggregate of causes and conditions,
\          Then the causes and conditions would be the same as non-causes and
non-conditions.

\          #5.
\          If a cause, having given the cause for a product, is stopped,
\          Then that which is "given" and that which is stopped would be two identities of
the cause.

\          #6.
\          If a cause without having given the cause for a product is stopped
\          Then, the cause being stopped, the product would be produced as something derived
from a non-cause (ahetuka).

\          #7.
\          If the product would become visible concomitantly with the aggregate [of causes
and conditions],
\          Then it would logically follow that the producer and that which is produced
[exist] in the same moment.



\          #8.
\          If the product would become visible before the aggregate,
\          Then the product, without being related to causes and conditions, would be
something derived from a non-cause.

\          #9.
\          If, when the cause of the product is stopped, there would be a continuation of
the cause,
\          It would logically follow that there would be another production of the previous
producing cause.

\          #10.
\          How can that which is stopped, i.e., something which has disappeared, produce the
arising of a product?
\          How could a cause which is enclosed by its product, even though it persists,
originate [that product]?

\          #11.
\          Or if that [cause] were not enclosed by the product, which product would it
produce?
\          For the cause does not produce the product, having seen or not having seen [the
product].

\          #12.
\          There is no concomitance of a past product with a past cause, a future [cause] or
present [cause].

\          #13.
\          Certainly there is no concomitance of the present product with future cause, past
[cause] or present [cause].

\          #14.
\          Certainly there is no concomitance of a future product with a present cause,
future [cause] or past [cause].

\          #15.
\          If there is no concomitance whatever, how would the cause produce the product?
\          Or if a concomitance exists, how would the cause produce the product?

\          #16.
\          If the cause is empty of a product, how would it produce the product?
\          If the cause is not empty of a product, how would it produce the product?

\          #17.
\          A non-empty product would not be originated, [and] a non-empty [product] would
not be destroyed.
\          Then that is non-empty which will not originate or not disappear.

\          #18.
\          How would that be produced which is empty?
\          How would that be destroyed which is empty?
\          It logically follows, then, that which is empty is not originated and not
destroyed.



\          #19.
\          Certainly a oneness of cause and product is not possible at all.
\          Nor is a difference of cause and product possible at all.

\          #20.
\          If there were a oneness of the cause and product, then there would be an identity
of the originator and what is originated.
\          If there were a difference of product and cause, then a cause would be the same
as that which is not a cause.

\          #21.
\          Can a cause produce a product which is essentially existing in itself (svabhva)?
\          Can a cause produce a product which is not essentially existing in itself
(svabhava)?

\          #22.
\          It is not possible to have "what is by its nature a cause" (hetutva) of "that
which is not producing."
\          If "what is by its nature a cause" is not possible, whose product will exist?

\          #23.
\          How will that [aggregate of causes and conditions] produce a product when
\          That which is the aggregate of causes and conditions does not produce itself by
itself?

\          #24.
\          The product is not produced by the aggregate;
\          nor is the product not produced by the aggregate.
\          Without the product, how is there an aggregate of conditions?

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 21 - An Analysis of Origination (sambhava) and Disappearance (vibhava) (coming
to be and passing away) - 21 verses

\          #1.
\          There is no disappearance either with origination or without it.
\          There is no origination either with disappearance or without it.

\          #2.
\          How, indeed, will disappearance exist at all without origination?
\          [How could there be] death without birth?
\          There is no disappearance without [prior] origination.

\          #3.
\          How can disappearance exist concomitantly with origination?
\          Since, surely, death does not exist at the same moment as birth.

\          #4.
\          How, indeed, will origination exist at all without disappearance?
\          For, impermanence does not fail to be found in existent things ever.

\          #5.
\          How can origination exist concomitantly with disappearance?



\          Since, surely, death does not exist at the same moment as birth.

\          #6.
\          When two things cannot be proved either separately or together,
\          No proof exists of those two things.
\          How can these two things be proved?

\          #7.
\          There is no origination of that which is destructible, nor of that which is
not-destructible.
\          There is no disappearance of that which is destructible nor of that which is
non-destructible.

\          #8.
\          Origination and disappearance cannot exist without an existent thing.
\          Without origination and disappearance an existent thing does not exist.

\          #9.
\          Origination and disappearance does not obtain for that which is empty.
\          Origination and disappearance does not obtain for that which is non-empty.

\          #10.
\          It does not obtain that origination and disappearance are the same thing.
\          It does not obtain that origination and disappearance are different.

\          #11.
\          [You argue:] Origination, as well as disappearance, is seen.
\          [Therefore] it would exist for you.
\          [But] origination and disappearance are seen due to a delusion.

\          #12.
\          An existent thing does not originate from [another] thing;
\          and an existent thing does not originate from a non-existent thing.
\          Also, a non-existent thing does not originate from another non-existent thing;
\          and a non-existent thing does not originate from an existent thing.

\          #13.
\          An existent thing does not originate either by itself or by something different.
\          Or by itself and something different [at the same time]. How, then, can it be
produced?

\          #14.
\          For someone assuming an existent thing, either an eternalistic or nihilistic
point of view would logically follow,
\          For that existent thing would be either eternal or liable to cessation.

\          #15.
\          [An opponent objects:]
\          For someone assuming an existent thing, there is not [only] eternalism or
nihilism,
\          Since this is existence: namely, the continuity of the originating and stopping
of causes and product.

\          #16.



\          [Nagarjuna replies:]
\          If this is existence: namely, the continuity of originating and stopping of
causes and product,
\          It would logically follow that the cause is destroyed because the destroyed thing
does not originate again.

\          #17.
\          If there is self-existence of something which is intrinsically existing, then
non-existence does not obtain.
\          At the time of nirvana there is destruction of the cycle of existence
(bhavasamtana) as a result of the cessation.

\          #18.
\          If the last [part of existence] is destroyed, the first [part of] existence does
not obtain.
\          If the last [part of existence] is not destroyed, the first [part of] existence
does not obtain.

\          #19.
\          If the first [part of existence] were produced while the final part were being
destroyed,
\          There would be one thing being destroyed and being produced [both at the same
time].

\          #20.
\          If the one "being destroyed" and the one "being produced" cannot exist together,
\          Can someone be produced in those "groups of universal elements" (skandhas) in
which he is [also] "dying"?

\          #21.
\          Thus, the chain of existences is not possible in any of the tree times [i.e.
past, present, and future];
\          And if it does not exist in the three times, how can the chain of existences
exist?

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 22 - An Analysis of the "Fully Completed" (Tathagata) (the Buddha) - 16 verses

\          #1.
\          That one [who is "fully-completed"] is not the "groups of universal elements"
(skandha),
\          nor something other than the "groups";
\          the "groups" are not in him, nor is he in them;
\          The "fully completed" does not possess the "groups."
\          What, then, is the "fully completed"?

\          #2.
\          If the Buddha exists dependent on the "groups," then he is not "that which exists
by itself" (svabbava)
\          And how can he exist as something else (parabhava) ("other-existence") if he is
not "that which exists by itself" (svabbava)?



\          #3.
\          That which exists presupposing another existent thing is properly called a
"non-individual self" (anatma).
\          How will that which is a non-individual self become the "fully completed"?

\          #4.
\          And if there is no self-existence (svabhava), how would it have an
"other-existence" (parabhava)?
\          What would that "fully completed" [reality] be without either a self-existence or
other-existence?

\          #5.
\          If some kind of "fully completed" [thing] would exist without dependence on the
"groups,"
\          It is dependent now; therefore it exists dependent [on something].

\          #6.
\          There is no kind of "fully completed" [being] which is not dependent on the
"groups."
\          And whatever is not non-dependent—how will it become dependent?

\          #7.
\          There is nothing whatever that is dependent on [the "groups"] and there is no
thing whatever on which something does not depend.
\          There would not exist in any way a "fully completed" [being] without being
dependent on [the "groups"].

\          #8.
\          That [fully completed being] which does not exist by its actual reality (tattva)
or by some other reality (anyatva) according to the five-fold examination—
\          How is the "fully completed" [being] perceived by being dependent?

\          #9.
\          So when there is dependence, self-existence does not exist;
\          And if there is no self-existence whatever, how is an other-existence possible?

\          #10.
\          Thus "dependence" and "that which is dependent" are completely empty (sunya).
\          How is that empty "fully completed one" known through that which is empty?

\          #11.
\          One may not say that there is "emptiness" (sunya) (1)
\          nor that there is non-emptiness. (2)"
\          Nor that both [exist simultaneously] (3),
\          nor that neither exists (4);
\          the purpose for saying ["emptiness"] is for the purpose of conveying knowledge.

\          #12.
\          How, then, will "eternity," "non-eternity," and [the rest of] the Tetralemma
apply to bliss (santa)?
\          How, then, will "the end," "without end," and [the rest of] the Tetralemma apply
to bliss?



\          #13.
\          That image of nirvana [in which] the Buddha (Tathagata) either "is" or "is not"—
\          By him who [so imagines nirvana] the notion is crudely grasped.

\          #14.
\          Concerning that which is empty by its own nature (svabhava), the thoughts do not
arise that:
\          The Buddha "exists" or "does not exist" after death.

\          #15.
\          Those who describe in detail the Buddha, who is unchanging and beyond all
detailed description—
\          Those, completely defeated by description, do not perceive the "fully completed"
[being].

\          #16.
\          The self-existence of the "fully completed" [being] is the self-existence of the
world.
\          The "fully completed" [being] is without self-existence [and] the world is
without self-existence.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 23 - An Analysis of Errors (viparyasa) (the perverted views) - 25 verses

\          #1.
\          It is said that desire (raga), hate, and delusion are derived from mental
fabrication (samkalpa),
\          Because they come into existence presupposing errors as to what is salutary and
unsalutary.

\          #2.
\          Those things which come into existence presupposing errors as to what is salutary
and unsalutary
\          Do not exist by their own nature (svabhava); therefore the impurities (klesa) do
not exist in reality.

\          #3.
\          The existence or non-existence of the individual self (atma) is not proved at
all.
\          Without that [individual self], how can the existence or non-existence of the
impurities be proved?

\          #4.
\          For impurities exist of somebody, and that person is not proved at all.
\          Is it not so that without someone the impurities do not exist of anybody?

\          #5.
\          In reference to the view of having a body of one's own, the impurities do not
exist in what is made impure according to the five-fold manner.
\          In reference to the view of having a body of one's own, that which is made impure
does not exist in the impurities according to the five-fold manner.

\          #6.



\          The errors as to what is salutary and non-salutary do not exist as self-existent
entities (svabhavatas)
\          Depending on which errors as to what is salutary and non-salutary are then
impurities?

\          #7.
\          Form, sound, taste, touch, smell, and the dharmas: this six-fold
\          Substance (vastu) of desire, hate, and delusion is imagined.

\          #8.
\          Form, sound, taste, touch, smell, and the dharmas are
\          Merely the form of a fairy castle, like a mirage, a dream.

\          #9.
\          How will "that which is salutary" or "that which is non-salutary" come into
existence
\          In a formation of a magical man, or in things like a reflection?

\          #10.
\          We submit that there is no non-salutary thing unrelated to a salutary thing.
\          [And in turn] depending on which, there is a salutary thing; therefore, a
salutary thing does not obtain.

\          #11.
\          We submit that there is no salutary thing unrelated to a non-salutary thing,
\          [And in turn] depending on which, there is a non-salutary thing; therefore a
non-salutary thing does not obtain.

\          #12.
\          If "what is salutary" does not exist, how will there be desire [for it]?
\          And if "what is non-salutary" does not exist, how will there be hatred [for it]?

\          #13.
\          Even if the notion "What is permanent is in something impermanent" is in error,
\          How can this notion be in error since "what is impermanent" does not exist in
emptiness?

\          #14.
\          Even if the notion "what is permanent is in something impermanent" is in error,
\          Is not then the notion concerning emptiness, i.e., that it is impermanent, in
error?

\          #15.
\          That by which a notion is formed, the notion, those who have notions, and that
which is grasped [in the notion]:
\          All have ceased; therefore, the notion does not exist.

\          #16.
\          If a notion is not existing either as false or true,
\          Whose is the error? Whose is the non-error?

\          #17.
\          Nor do errors of someone who has erred come into existence.
\          Nor do errors of someone who has not erred come into existence.



\          #18.
\          And errors of someone who is at present in error do not come into existence.
\          Now you examine of whom do errors really come into existence!

\          #19.
\          How in all the world will errors which have not originated come into existence?
\          And if errors are not originated, how can there be someone involved in error?

\          #20.
\          Since no being is produced by itself, nor by something different,
\          Nor by itself and something different at the same time, how can there be someone
involved in error?

\          #21.
\          If the individual self, "what is pure," "what is eternal," and happiness really
exist,
\          Then the individual self, "what is pure," "what is eternal," and happiness are
not errors.

\          #22.
\          But if individual self, "what is pure," "what is eternal," and happiness do not
exist,
\          Then non-individual self, "what is impure," "what is impermanent" and sorrow
(dukkha) do not exist.

\          #23.
\          From the cessation of error ignorance ceases;
\          When ignorance has ceased, conditioning forces (samskara) and everything else
cease.

\          #24.
\          If any kind of self-existent impurities belong to somebody,
\          How in all the world would they be eliminated? Who can eliminate that which is
self-existent?

\          #25.
\          If any kind of self-existent impurities do not belong to somebody,
\          How in all the world would they be eliminated? Who can eliminate that which is
non-self-existent?

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 24 - An Analysis of the Holy Truths (aryasatya) (the noble truths) - 40 verses

\          #1.
\          If everything is empty, there is no origination nor destruction.
\          Then you must incorrectly conclude that there is non-existence of the four holy
truths.

\          #2.
\          If there is non-existence of the four holy truths, the saving knowledge, the
elimination [of illusion],
\          The "becoming" [enlightened] (bhavana), and the "realization" [of the goal] are
impossible.



\          #3.
\          If there is non-existence, then also the four holy "fruits" do not exist.
\          In the non-existence of fruit there is no "residing in fruit" nor obtaining.

\          #4.
\          When the community [of Buddhists] does not exist, then those eight "kinds of
persons" [i.e., four abiding in the fruit and four who are obtaining] do not exist.
\          Because there is non-existence of the four holy truths, the real dharma does not
exist.

\          #5.
\          And if there are no dharma and community, how will the Buddha exist?
\          By speaking thus, [that everything is empty] certainly you deny the three jewels
[i.e., the Buddha, the dharma, and the community].

\          #6.
\          You deny the real existence of a product, of right and wrong,
\          And all the practical behavior of the world as being empty.

\          #7.
\          We reply that you do not comprehend the point of emptiness;
\          You eliminate both "emptiness" itself and its purpose from it.

\          #8.
\          The teaching by the Buddhas of the dharma has recourse to two truths:
\          The world-ensconced truth (T1) and the truth which is the highest sense (T2).

\          #9.
\          Those who do not know the distribution (vibhagam) of the two kinds of truth
\          Do not know the profound "point" (tattva) (T3) in the teaching of the Buddha.

\          #10.
\          The highest sense [of the truth] (T2) is not taught apart from practical behavior
(T1),
\          And without having understood the highest sense (T2) one cannot understand
nirvana (T3).

\          #11.
\          Emptiness, having been dimly perceived, utterly destroys the slow-witted.
\          It is like a snake wrongly grasped or [magical] knowledge incorrectly applied.

\          #12.
\          Therefore the mind of the ascetic [Guatama] was diverted from teaching the
dharma,
\          Having thought about the incomprehensibility of the dharma by the stupid.

\          #13.
\          Time and again you have made a condemnation of emptiness,
\          But that refutation does not apply to our emptiness.

\          #14.
\          When emptiness "works", then everything in existence "works". (A)
\          If emptiness "does not work", then all existence "does not work". (B)



\          #15.
\          You, while projecting your own faults on us, (i.e. objectifying emptiness)
\          Are like a person who, having mounted his horse, forgot the horse!(i.e. a tool)

\          #16.
\          If you recognize real existence on account of the self-existence of things,
\          You perceive that there are uncaused and unconditioned things.

\          #17.
\          You deny "what is to be produced," cause, the producer, the instrument of
production, and the producing action,
\          And the origination, destruction, and "fruit."

\          #18.
\          The "originating dependently" we call "emptiness";
\          This apprehension, i.e., taking into account [all other things], is the
understanding of the middle way.

\          #19.
\          Since there is no dharma whatever originating independently,
\          No dharma whatever exists which is not empty.

\          #20.
\          If all existence is not empty, there is neither origination nor destruction.
\          You must wrongly conclude then that the four holy truths do not exist.

\          #21.
\          Having originated without being conditioned, how will sorrow (dukkha) come into
existence?
\          It is said that sorrow (dukkha) is not eternal; therefore, certainly it does not
exist by its own nature (svabbava).

\          #22.
\          How can that which is existing by its own nature originate again?
\          For him who denies emptiness there is no production.

\          #23.
\          There is no destruction of sorrow (dukkha) if it exists by its own nature.
\          By trying to establish "self-existence" you deny destruction.

\          #24.
\          If the path [of release] is self-existent, then there is no way of bringing it
into existence (bhavana);
\          If that path is brought into existence, then "self-existence," which you claim
does not exist.

\          #25.
\          When sorrow (dukkha), origination, and destruction do not exist,
\          What kind of path will obtain the destruction of sorrow (dukkha)?

\          #26.
\          If there is no complete knowledge as to self-existence, how [can there be] any
knowledge of it?
\          Indeed, is it not true that self-existence is that which endures?



\          #27.
\          As in the case of complete knowledge, neither destruction, realization, "bringing
into existence,"
\          Nor are the four holy fruits possible for you.

\          #28.
\          If you accept "self-existence," and a "fruit" is not known by its self-existence,
\          How can it be known at all?

\          #29.
\          In the non-existence of "fruit," there is no "residing in fruit" nor obtaining
[the "fruit"];
\          When the community [of Buddhists] does not exist, then those eight "kinds of
persons" do not exist.

\          #30.
\          Because there is non-existence of the four holy truths, the real dharma does not
exist.
\          And if there is no dharma and community, how will the Buddha exist?

\          #31.
\          For you, either the one who is enlightened (buddha) comes into being independent
of enlightenment,
\          Or enlightenment comes into being independent of the one who is enlightened.

\          #32.
\          For you, some one who is a non-buddha by his own nature (svabhava) but strives
for enlightenment (i.e. a Bodhisattva)
\          Will not attain the enlightenment though the "way of life of becoming fully
enlightened."

\          #33.
\          Neither the dharma nor non-dharma will be done anywhere.
\          What is produced which is non-empty? Certainly self-existence is not produced.

\          #34.
\          Certainly, for you, there is a product without [the distinction] of dharma or
non-dharma.
\          Since, for you, the product caused by dharma or non-dharma does not exist.

\          #35.
\          If, for you, the product is caused by dharma or non-dharma, be non-empty?
\          How can that product, being originated by dharma or non-dharma empty?

\          #36.
\          You deny all mundane and customary activities
\          When you deny emptiness [in the sense of] dependent co-origination
(patytya-samutpada).

\          #37.
\          If you deny emptiness, there would be action which is unactivated.
\          There would be nothing whatever acted upon, and a producing action would be
something not begun.



\          #38.
\          According to [the doctrine of] "self-existence" the world is free from different
conditions;
\          Then it will exist as unproduced, undestroyed and immutable.

\          #39.
\          If non-emptiness does not exist, then something is attained which is not
attained;
\          There is cessation of sorrow (dukkha) and actions, and all evil is destroyed.

\          #40.
\          He who perceives dependent co-origination (patytya-samutpada)
\          Also understands sorrow (dukkha), origination, and destruction as well as the
path [of release].

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 25 - An Analysis of Nirvana (nirvana) - 24 verses

\          #1.
\          If all existence is empty, there is no origination nor destruction.
\          Then whose nirvana through elimination [of suffering] and destruction [of
illusion] would be postulated?

\          #2.
\          If all existence is non-empty, there is no origination nor destruction.
\          Then whose nirvana through elimination [of suffering] and destruction [of
illusion] would be postulated?

\          #3.
\          Nirvana has been said to be neither eliminated nor attained, neither annihilated
nor eternal,
\          Neither disappeared nor originated.

\          #4.
\          Nirvana is certainly not an existing thing, for then it would be characterized by
old age and death.
\          In consequence it would involve the error that an existing thing would not become
old and be without death.

\          #5.
\          And if nirvana is an existing thing, nirvana would be a constructed product
(samskrta),
\          Since never ever has an existing thing been found to be a non-constructed-product
(asamskrta).

\          #6.
\          But if nirvana is an existing thing, how could [nirvana] exist without dependence
[on something else]?
\          Certainly nirvana does not exist as something without dependence.

\          #7.
\          If nirvana is not an existing thing, will nirvana become a non-existing thing?
\          Wherever there is no existing thing, neither is there a non-existing thing.



\          #8.
\          But if nirvana is a non-existing thing, how could [nirvana] exist without
dependence [on something else]?
\          Certainly nirvana is not a non-existing thing which exists without dependence.

\          #9.
\          That state which is the rushing in and out [of existence] when dependent or
conditioned—
\          This [state], when not dependent or not conditioned, is seen to be nirvana.

\          #10.
\          The teacher [Gautama] has taught that a "becoming" and a "non-becoming" (vibhava)
are destroyed;
\          Therefore it obtains that: Nirvana is neither an existent thing nor a
non-existent thing.

\          #11.
\          If nirvana were both an existent and a non-existent thing,
\          Final release (moksa) would be [both] an existent and a non-existent thing; but
that is not possible.

\          #12.
\          If nirvana were both an existent and a non-existent thing,
\          There would be no nirvana without conditions, for these both [operate with]
conditions.

\          #13.
\          How can nirvana exist as both an existent thing and a non-existent thing,
\          For nirvana is a non-composite-product (asamskrta), while both an existent thing
and a non-existent thing are composite products (samskrta).

\          #14.
\          How can nirvana exist as both an existent and a non-existent thing?
\          There is no existence of both at one and the same place, as in the case of both
darkness and light.

\          #15.
\          The assertion: "Nirvana is neither an existent thing nor a non-existent thing"
\          Is proved if [the assertion]: "It is an existent thing and a non-existent thing"
were proved.

\          #16.
\          If nirvana is neither an existent thing nor a non-existent thing,
\          Who can really arrive at [the assertion]: "neither an existent thing nor a
non-existent thing"?

\          #17.
\          It is not expressed if the Glorious One [the Buddha] exists (1) after his death,
\          Or does not exist (2), or both (3) or neither (4).

\          #18.
\          Also, it is not expressed if the Glorious One exists (1) while remaining [in the
world],



\          Or does not exist (2), or both (3) or neither (4).

\          #19.
\          There is nothing whatever which differentiates the existence-in-flux (samsara)
from nirvana;
\          And there is nothing whatever which differentiates nirvana from
existence-in-flux.

\          #20.
\          The extreme limit (koti) of nirvana is also the extreme limit of
existence-in-flux;
\          There is not the slightest bit of difference between these two.

\          #21.
\          The views [regarding] whether that which is beyond death is limited by a
beginning or an end or some other alternative
\          Depend on a nirvana limited by a beginning (purvanta) and an end (aparanta),

\          #22.
\          Since all dharmas are empty, what is finite? What is infinite?
\          What is both finite and infinite? What is neither finite nor infinite?

\          #23.
\          Is there anything which is this or something else, which is permanent or
impermanent,
\          Which is both permanent and impermanent, or which is neither?

\          #24.
\          The cessation of accepting everything [as real] is a salutary (siva) cessation of
phenomenal development (prapanca);
\          No dharma anywhere has been taught by the Buddha of anything.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 26 - An Analysis of the Twelve Components (dvadasanga) (the twelve spokes) - 12
verses

\          #1.
\          "What is hidden by ignorance (1)" (avidyanivrta) has caused the three kinds of
conditioned things (2) (samskara) to be made for rebirth —
\          By those actions it [i.e., " what is hidden by ignorance"] goes forward.

\          #2.
\          Consciousness (3), presupposing that which is conditioned (samskara), enters on
its course.
\          When consciousness is begun, the "name-and-form'- (namarupa) (4) is instilled.

\          #3.
\          When the "name-and-form" is instilled, the six domains of sense perceptions (5)
(ayatana) are produced.
\          Having arrived at the six domains of sense perceptions, the process of perception
begins to function.

\          #4.



\          Consciousness begins to function presupposing the eye, the visual forms, and
ability of mental association—
\          Presupposing "name-and-form."

\          #5.
\          That which is the coincidence (6) (samnipata) of visual form, consciousness, and
the eye:
\          That is sensual perception; and from perception, sensation (7) begins to
function.

\          #6.
\          "Craving (8)" (trsna) [for existing things] is conditioned by sensation.
\          Certainly [a person] craves for the sake of sensation.
\          The one who craves acquires the four-fold acquisition (9) (upadana)
\          [namely sexual pleasure, false views, ascetic morality and vows, and the doctrine
of self-existence].

\          #7.
\          When the acquisition exists, the acquirer begins to function (10) (i.e.
existence, becoming).
\          If he were someone without acquisition, that being would be released, and would
not exist.

\          #8.
\          That being is the five "groups of universal elements" (skandha). Because of a
being, birth (11) begins to function.
\          Growing old, dying, sorrow (dukkha) (12), etc., grief and regrets,

\          #9.
\          Despair and agitation: all this results from birth;
\          That "produced being" is a single mass of sorrows (dukkha).

\          #10.
\          Thus the ignorant people construct the conditioned things (samskara); [that is]
the source for existence-in-flux.
\          The one who constructs is ignorant; the wise person is not [one who constructs]
because he perceives true reality.

\          #11.
\          When ignorance ceases, the constructed phenomena do not come into existence.
\          A person's cessation of ignorance proceeds on the basis of "becoming"
[enlightened] through knowledge.

\          #12.
\          Through cessation of every [component] none functions;
\          That single mass of sorrow (dukkha) is thus completely destroyed.

*******************************************************

L3: [CHAPTER 27 - An Analysis of the Views (drsti) About Reality (dogmas) - 30 verses

\          #1.
\          Those [views] relating to the limits of the past reality are: "The world is
eternal," etc.,



\          [And "I have existed in the past," "I have not existed in the past," etc.]

\          #2.
\          The assertion: "I will not become something different in a future time,"
\          "I will become [something different]," and the alternative, etc., are relating to
an end [in the future].

\          #3.
\          [The assertion:] "I existed in a past time (1)" does not obtain,
\          Since this [present being] is not (i.e. "ii" is not the same as "i") that one who
[was] in a former birth.

\          #4.
\          Were he [in a previous birth], that individual self (atma) which he acquires [in
coming into existence] would be different.
\          Moreover, what kind of individual self is there without acquisition (upadana)?

\          #5.
\          If it were held that: "There is no individual self without the acquisition,"
\          Then the individual self would be [only] the acquisition or it is not an
individual self [at all].

\          #6.
\          The individual self is not the acquisition, since that [acquisition] appears and
disappears.
\          Now really, how will "he who acquires" become "that which is acquired?

\          #7.
\          Moreover, it does not obtain that the individual self is different from the
acquisition.
\          If the individual self were different, it would be perceived without the
acquisition; but [in fact] it is not so perceived.

\          #8.
\          Thus that [individual self] is not different from nor identical to the
acquisition.
\          The individual self is not without acquisition; but there is no certainty that
"It does not exist."

\          #9.
\          [The assertion:] "I have not existed in a past time (2)" does not obtain,
\          For that one [now living] is not different (i.e. "ii" is not different than "i")
from that one who was in a former birth.

\          #10.
\          If that [present person] were different, he would exist in exclusion of that
[former] one.
\          Therefore either that [former person] persists, or he would be born eternal!

\          #11.
\          -- note 4 : Verse 11 is not available in the Sanskrit test, but it is known from
the Tibetan translation

\          #12.



\          There is no existing thing which is "that which has not existed prior."
Therefore, the error logically follows that
\          Either the individual self is "what is produced" or it originates without a
cause.

\          #13.
\          Thus the view concerning the past which [asserts] "I have existed (1)," or "I
have not existed (2),"
\          Both ["existed and not existed"] (3) or neither (4): this does not obtain at all.

\          #14.
\          [The views:] "I will become something in a future time (1'),"
\          Or "I will not become (2') [something]," etc. (3') (4'), [should be considered]
like those [views] of the past.

\          #15.
\          If "This is a man, this is a god" [obtains], then eternity (i) exists,
\          For god is unproduced, and certainly something eternal would not be born.

\          #16.
\          If man is different from god, there would exist something non-eternal (ii).
\          If man is different from god, then a continuity does not obtain.(i.e. they cannot
be different)

\          #17.
\          If one part were divine and another part human, (i.e. a man with an eternal soul)
\          Then there would be something non-eternal [together with] that which is eternal
(iii); but that is not possible.

\          #18.
\          If something both non-eternal and eternal were proved,
\          Then, no doubt, something "neither eternal nor non-eternal (iv)" is proved.

\          #19.
\          If someone, having come from somewhere, in some way goes somewhere again,
\          Then there would be existence-in-flux with no beginning; but this is not the
case.

\          #20.
\          If someone who is eternal does not exist, who will exist being non-eternal,
\          Or who being both eternal and non-eternal, or devoid of these two
[characteristics]?

\          #21.
\          If the world would come to an end, how would an other-world come into existence?
\          If the world would not come to an end, how would an other-world come into being?

\          #22.
\          Since the continuity of the "groups of universal elements" (skandhas) [from one
moment to the next] functions like flames of lamps,
\          [The view:] "both having an end and not having an end" is not possible.

\          #23.
\          If the former ["groups"] would disappear, those [new] "groups" which are



dependent on those [former] "groups" would not arise;
\          Therefore, the world would come to an end (ii).

\          #24.
\          If the former ["groups"] would not disappear, these [new] "groups" which are
dependent on those [former] "groups" would not arise;
\          Therefore, the world would be eternal (i).

\          #25.
\          If one part were finite and the other were infinite,
\          The world would be both finite and infinite (iii); but this is not possible.

\          #26.
\          Therefore, how can it be that one part of "one who acquires" [karma] will be
destroyed, (i.e. the body – man?)
\          And one part not destroyed? (i.e. the very subtle mind -- the divine part?) This
is not possible.

\          #27.
\          How, indeed, can it be that one part of the acquisition [of karma] (i.e. the
learning stored in the body) will be destroyed,
\          And one part not destroyed? (i.e. the learning stored in the mind) That,
certainly does not obtain.

\          #28.
\          If the [view] "both finite and infinite" were proved,
\          Then no doubt, "neither finite nor infinite" (i.e. nothing at all) could be
proved.

\          #29.
\          Because of the emptiness of all existing things,
\          How will the views about "eternity," etc., come into existence, about what, of
whom, and of what kind?

\          #30.
\          To him, possessing compassion, who taught the real dharma
\          For the destruction of all views—to him, Gautama, I humbly offer reverence.

*******************************************************
*******************************************************
*******************************************************

L2: [Traduction of Vigrahavyavartani: AVERTING THE ARGUMENTS - 221]

A traduction of Vigrahavyavartani by Nagarjuna. The Sanskrit text used for this translation
is found in "The Vigrahavyavartani of Nagarjuna," E. H. Johnston and Arnold Kunst, eds.,
MCB, IX (July, 1951), 108-51.

L3: [PART 1 - The Arguments of the Opponents]

\          #1.
\          If self-existence (svabhava) does not exist anywhere in any existing thing,
\          Your statement, [itself] being without self-existence, is not able to discard
self-existence.



\          #2.
\          But if that statement has [its own] self-existence, then your initial proposition
is refuted;
\          There is a [logical] inconsistency in this, and you ought to explain the grounds
of the difference [between the principle of validity in your statement and others].

\          #3.
\          Should your opinion be that [your statement] is like "Do not make a sound," this
is not possible;
\          For in this case by a [present] sound there will be a [future] prevention of that
[sound].

\          #4.
\          If [your statement] were that: "This is a denial of a denial," that is not true;
\          Thus your thesis, as to a defining mark (laksanata) - not mine - is in error.

\          #5.
\          If you deny existing things while being seen by direct perception,
\          Then that direct perception, by which things are seen, also does not exist.

\          #6.
\          By [denying] direct perception inference is denied, as also Scripture and
analogy.
\          [As well as] the points to be proved by inference and Scripture and those points
to be proved by a similar instance (drstanta).

\          #7.
\          The people who know the modes of the dharmas know [there is] a good
self-existence of good dharmas.
\          As to the others, the application is the same.

\          #8.
\          There is a self-existence of liberation in those [dharmas] mentioned as
liberative modes of dharmas.
\          Likewise, there is that which is non-liberative, etc.

\          #9.
\          And, if there would be no self-existence of dharmas, then that would be "non-self
existence";
\          In that case the name (nama) would not exist, for certainly there is nothing
without substance [to which it refers].

\          #10.
\          If [one asserts:] That which is self-existent exists, but the self-existence of
the dharmas does not exist,
\          One should give the explanation concerning that of which there is self-existence
without dharmas.

\          #11.
\          As there must be a denial of something that exists, as [in in the statement:]
"There is not a pot in the house,"
\          That denial of yours which is seen must be a denial of self-existence that
exists.



\          #12.
\          Or if that self-existence does not exist, what do you deny by that statement?
\          Certainly, the denial of what does not exist is proved without a word!

\          #13.
\          Just as children erroneously apprehend that there is "non-water" in a mirage,
\          So you would erroneously apprehend a non-existing thing as deniable.

\          #14.
\          If this is so, then there is the apprehensions "what is apprehended" and the one
who apprehends,
\          Also the denial, "what is denied" and the one who denies-- six-all together.

\          #15.
\          However, if the apprehension, "what is apprehended" and the one who apprehends do
not exist.
\          Then is it not true that denial, "what is denied," and the one who denies do not
exist?

\          #16.
\          If denial, "what is denied," ant the one who denies do not exist,
\          Then all existing things as well as the self-existence of them are proved [since
you have eliminated their denial].

\          #17.
\          Because of non-self-existence there is no proof of any grounds [of knowledge];
whence are your grounds?
\          There is no proof of a "point" possible for you if it has no grounds.

\          #18.
\          If the proof of your denial of a self-existent thing is not a result of grounds
of knowledge,
\          Then my affirmation of the existence of a self-existent thing is proved without
grounds.

\          #19.
\          Or if you maintain: "The real existence of grounds is such that it is a
non-self-existent thing (asvabhava) this is not justified;
\          Because no thing whatever in the world exists lacking it own nature
(nishvabhava).

\          #20.
\          When it is mid: The denial precedes "what is denied," this is not justified.
\          [Denial] is not justified either later or simultaneously. Therefore
self-existence is real.

L3: [PART II - Nagarjuna's Reply to the Arguments of the Opponents]

\          21.
\          If any thesis does not bear on the totality of causes and conditions, or on them
separately,
\          Is not emptiness proved because of the fact that there is no self-existence in
existing things (1)?



\          #22.
\          The "being dependent nature" of existing things: that is called "emptiness."
\          That which has a nature of "being dependent"—of that there is a non-self-existent
nature.

\          #23.
\          Just as a magically formed phantom could deny a phantom created by its own magic,
\          Just so would be that negation.

\          #24.
\          This statement [regarding emptiness] is not "that which is self-existent";
therefore, there is no refutation of my assertion.
\          There is no inconsistency and [thus] the grounds for the difference need not be
explained.

\          #25.
\          [Regarding] "Do not make a sound"—this example introduced by you is not
pertinent,
\          Since there is a negation of sound by sound. That is not like [my denial of self
-existence] .

\          #26.
\          For, if there is prevention of that which lacks self-existence by that which
lacks self-existence,
\          Then that which lacks self-existence would cease, and self-existence would be
proved.

\          #27.
\          Or, as a phantom could destroy the erroneous apprehension concerning a phantom
woman that:
\          "There is a woman," just so this is true in our case.

\          #28.
\          Or else the grounds [of proof] are that which is to be proved; certainly sound
does not exist as real.
\          For we do not speak without accepting, for practical purposes, the work-a-day
world.

\          #29.
\          If I would make any proposition whatever, then by that I would have a logical
error;
\          But I do not make a proposition; therefore I am not in error.

\          #30.
\          If there is something, while being seen by means of the objects of direct
perceptions, etc.,
\          [It is] affirmed or denied. That [denial] of mine is a non-apprehension of
non-things.

\          #31.
\          And if, for you, there is a source [of knowledge] of each every object of proof,
\          Then tell how, in turn, for you there is proof of those sources.



\          #32.
\          If by other sources [of knowledge] there would be the proof of a source — that
would be an "infinite regress";
\          In that case neither a beginning, middle, nor an end is proved.

\          #33.
\          Or if there is proof of those [objects] without sources, your argument is
refuted.
\          There is a [logical] inconsistency in this, and you ought to explain the cause of
the difference [between the principles of validity in your statement and others].

\          #34.
\          That reconciliation of difficulty is not [realized in the claim:] "Fire illumines
itself."
\          Certainly it is not like the non-manifest appearance of a pot in the dark.

\          #35.
\          And if, according to your statement, fire illumines its own self,
\          Then is this not like a fire which would illumine its own self and something
else?

\          #36.
\          If, according to your statement, fire would illumine both its "own self" and an
"other self,"
\          Then also darkness, like fire, would darken itself and an "other self."

\          #37.
\          Darkness does not exist in the glow of a fire; and where the glow remains in an
"other individual self,"
\          How could it produce light? Indeed light is the death of darkness.

\          #38.
\          [If you say:] "Fire illumines when it is being produced," this statement is not
true;
\          For, when being produced, fire certainly does not touch (prapnoti) darkness.

\          #39.
\          Now if that glow can destroy the darkness again and again without touching it,
\          Then that [glow] which is located here would destroy the darkness in "every
corner" of the world.

\          #40.
\          If your sources [of knowledge] are proved by their own strength (svatas), then,
for you, the sources are proved without respect to "that which is to be proved";
\          Then you have a proof of a source, [but] no sources are proved without relation
to something else.

\          #41.
\          If, according to you, the sources [of knowledge] are proved without being related
to the objects of "that which is to be proved,"
\          Then these sources will not prove anything.

\          #42.



\          Or if [you say]: What error is there in thinking, "The relationship of these
[sources of knowledge to their objects] is [already] proved"?
\          [The answer is:] This would be the proving of what is proved. Indeed "that which
is not proved" is not related to something else.

\          #43.
\          Or if the sources [of knowledge] in every case are proved in relation to "what is
to be proved,"
\          Then "what is to be proved" is proved without relation to the sources

\          #44.
\          And if "what is to be proved" is proved without relation to to the sources [of
knowledge],
\          What [purpose] is the proof of the sources for you—since that for the purpose of
which those [sources] exist is already proved!

\          #45.
\          Or if, for you, the sources [of knowledge] are proved in relation to "what is to
be proved,"
\          Then, for you, there exists an interchange between the sources and "what is to be
proved."

\          #46.
\          Or if, for you, there are the sources [of knowledge] being proved when there is
proof of "what is to be proved," and if "what is to be proved" exist when
\          The source is proved, then, for you, the proof of them both does not exist.

\          #47.
\          If those things which are to be proved are proved by those sources [of
knowledge], and those things which are proved
\          By "what is to be proved," how will they prove [anything]?

\          #48.
\          And if those sources [of knowledge] are proved by what is to be proved, and those
things which are proved
\          By the sources, how will they prove [anything]?

\          #49.
\          If a son is produced by a father, and if that [father] is produced by that very
son [when he is born],
\          Then tell me, in this case, who produces whom?

\          #50.
\          You tell me! Which of the two becomes the father, and which the son-
\          Since they both carry characteristics of "father" and "son"? In that case there
is doubt.

\          #51.
\          The proof of the sources [of knowledge] is not [established] by itself, not by
each other, or not by other sources;
\          It does not exist by that which is to be proved and not from noting at all.

\          #52.



\          If those who know the modes of the dharmas say that there is good self-existence
of good dharmas,
\          That [self-existence] must be stated in contradistinction to something else.

\          #53.
\          If a good self-existence were produced in relation to [something else],
\          Then that self-existence of the good dharmas is an "other existence." How then,
does [self-existence] exist?

\          #54.
\          Or if there is that self-existence of good dharmas, while not being related to
something else,
\          There would be no state of a spiritual way of life.

\          #55.
\          There would be neither vice nor virtue, and worldly practical activities would
not be possible;
\          Self-existent things would be eternal because that without a cause would be
eternal.

\          #56.
\          Regarding [your view of] bad, "liberative," and undefined [dharmas], there is an
error;
\          Therefore, all composite products (samskrta) exist as non-composite elements
(asamskrta).

\          #57.
\          He who would impute a really existing name to a really existing thing
\          Could be refuted by you; but we do not assert a name.

\          #58.
\          And that [assertion]: "The name is unreal"—would that relate to a real or a
non-real thing?
\          If it were a real thing, or if it were a non-real thing—in both cases your entire
proposition is refuted.

\          #59.
\          The emptiness of all existing things has been demonstrated previously;
\          Therefore, this attack is against that which is not my thesis.

\          #60.
\          Or if [it is said]: "Self-existence exists, but that [self-existence] of dharmas
does not exist"—
\          That is questionable; but that which was said [by me] is not questionable.

\          #61.
\          If the denial concerns something real, then is not emptiness proved?
\          Then you would deny the non-self-existence of things.

\          #62.
\          Or if you deny emptiness, and there is no emptiness,
\          Then is not your assertion: "The denial concerns something real" refuted?

\          #63.



\          Since anything being denied does not exist, I do not deny anything;
\          Therefore, [the statement]: "You deny"—which was made by you—is a false
accusation.

\          #64.
\          Regarding what was said concerning what does not exist: "The statement of denial
is proved without a word,"
\          In that case the statement expresses: "[That object] does not exist"; [the words]
do not destroy that [object].

\          #65.
\          Regarding the great censure formerly made by you through the instance of the
mirage—
\          Now hear the ascertainment whereby that instance is logically possible.

\          #66.
\          If that apprehension [of the mirage] is "something which is self-existent," it
would not have originated presupposing [other things];
\          But that apprehension which exists presupposing [other things]—is that not
emptiness?

\          #67.
\          If that apprehension is "something which is self-existent," with what could the
apprehension be negated?
\          This understanding [applies] in the remaining [five factors:
\          "what is apprehended,"
\          the one who apprehends,
\          the denial,
\          "what is denied,"
\          and the one who denies];
\          therefore that is an invalid censure.

\          #68.
\          By this [argument] the absence of a cause [for denying self-existence] is
refuted—on the basis of the similarity [with the foregoing]:
\          Namely, that which was already said regarding the exclusion of the instance of
the mirage.

\          #69.
\          That which is the cause for the three times is refuted from what is similar to
that [given] before;
\          Negation of cause for the three times affirms emptiness.

\          #70.
\          All things prevail for him for whom emptiness prevails;
\          Nothing whatever prevails for him for whom emptiness prevails.
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