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Abstract: The “middle way” (madhyama pratipad) is a concept of great significance
in Buddhism. For Mahayana philosophers, the concept of the middle way free from
the two extremes of superimposition (samaropa) and denial (apavada) has onto-
logical import. In the history of the development of Mahayana thought, we also see a
tendency to work out a dimension of the middle way related to yogis’ spiritual
cultivation and to combine it with the middle way’s ontological aspect. The eighth-
century Madhyamika thinker Kamala$ila is one whose theory of the middle way has
a close connection with his theory of spiritual cultivation. The purpose of this paper is
to explore Kamalasila’s view on the relationship between (1) the middle way that lies
between the two extremes of superimposition and denial, and (2) his theory of
spiritual cultivation. I first clarify Kamalasila’s definition of the two extremes of
superimposition and denial by examining his Madhyamakaloka and Madhyama-
kalamkarapafijika. Based on the knowledge thus gained, I then delve into the four-
teenth chapter of the Avikalpapravesadharanitika, a text where Kamala$ila clearly
reveals his take on the relationship between yogi’s meditative examination and the
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middle way of the two extremes of superimposition and denial. My conclusion is that
for Kamalasila, meditative examination from the perspective of Madhyamaka
ontology is the means to abandon the two extremes of superimposition and denial.
Moreover, the middle way itself consists in the attainment of non-conceptual
gnosis (nirvikalpajiiana) and the awareness obtained subsequently to that
(prsthalabdhajfiana), both of which result from such meditative examination.

Keywords: Kamalasila, Avikalpapravesadharanitika; madhyama pratipad; Mad-
hyamaka; meditation

1 Introduction

The “middle way” (madhyama pratipad) is a concept of great significance in Bud-
dhism. Beginning with Nagarjuna (fl. second century), the founder of the Madhya-
maka school of thought, the middle way is treated in connection with theories
regarding the reality of the world; in other words, for Mahayana philosophers, the
concept of the middle way has ontological import. In the history of the development
of Mahayana thought, we also see a tendency to work out a dimension of the middle
way related to yogis’ spiritual cultivation and to combine it with the middle way’s
ontological aspect. For example, in his commentary on verses 5.23-26 of the Mad-
hyantavibhaga, the Yogacara philosopher Vasubandhu (fl. fourth century) equates
non-conceptual gnosis (nirvikalpajiiana) with the middle way that lies between the
two extremes of superimposition (samdropa) and denial (apavada).! In Yogacara
theories of Buddhist spiritual training, non-conceptual gnosis — that is, cognition
free of all conceptual constructions (vikalpa) including that of the duality of subject
(grahaka) and object (grahya) — is the supramundane awareness where true reality
is directly realized, and thus what yogis should strive for.? The eighth-century

1 MVBh p. 70,11-12. According to this explanation, verses 5.23-26 of the Madhyantavibhaga are
expositions of the Ratnakiitasitra’s teaching of the middle way. The part of the Ratnakiitastitra on the
middle way is found in sections 52-63 of von Stael-Holstein’s 1926 edition of the Kasyapaparivarta.
After Vasubandhu, a tradition of commenting on the middle way in this Sitra as non-conceptual
gnosis was established, as a commentary on the Kasyapaparivarta ascribed by the Chinese Buddhist
tradition to the sixth-century Yogacara thinker Sthiramati shows: (Da baoji jing lun, T.1523,26.216¢19-
20) FrA L & P ], 48 M4 S, 10 S o> 3t

2 For the Yogacara classification of non-conceptual gnosis as supramundane (lokottara) cognition and as
an awareness free of the conceptual construction of subject and object, see, for instance, verse 14.28 of the
Mahayanasitralamkara and Vasubandhu’s comment thereon (MSABh p. 93,24-94,4). Of the treatises
attributed by the Buddhist tradition to Maitreya and Asanga, the section in the Dharmadharmatavibhaga
on non-conceptual gnosis and the eighth chapter of the Mahayanasamgraha are the two texts which deal



DE GRUYTER Kamalasila’s “Middle Way” = 119

Madhyamika scholar monk Kamalasila (ca. 740-795), whose thought was also deeply
influenced by Yogacara ideas, is another Indian Buddhist thinker who viewed yogis’
spiritual cultivation and the middle way that lies between the two extremes of
superimposition and denial as being related. Kamalasila makes this point particu-
larly clear in a text dealing with meditation and cognition resulting from meditation
that has not gained much attention from modern scholarship, specifically, the
fourteenth chapter of his Avikalpapravesadharanitika (hereafter APDhT), a com-
mentary on the Yogacara-inspired Mahayana sutra entitled Avikalpapravesadharant
(hereafter APDh).?

According to Tanji,* the two terms samaropa and apavada — which I translate
throughout this paper respectively as “superimposition” and “denial” — are used
together as referring to a pair of extremes for the first time in the Yogacara textual
tradition.” Vasubandhu defines them in his comment on verse 11.23 of the Mahaya-
nasttralamkara as follows: “For having known the nonexistence of what is not
existent, one does not commit superimposition; having known the existence of what
is existent, one does not commit denial.”® This definition amounts to saying that
when one erroneously takes what is not existent as existent, one commits super-
imposition by conceptually reifying the unreal;’ and that when one erroneously
takes what is existent as nonexistent, one commits denial by denying its existence.
After Vasubandhu, the two terms in this sense were adopted not only by Yogacara

with the idea of non-conceptual gnosis in a systematic manner. For a discussion of the former, see Mathes
1996; for the latter, see Arnold 2003. Cf. also Hakamaya 1985.

3 According to Matsuda (1996h: 89-90), who edited the Gilgit and Nepal Sanskrit manuscripts of the
APDh and produced a Japanese translation, the APDh was composed under the influence of Asanga
and Vasubandhu’s Yogacara thought. The earliest known quotation from it is found in Sthiramati’s (fl.
sixth century) Trimsikavijfiaptibhasya. The close textual relationship between the APDh and the
Yogacara treatise Dharmadharmatavibhaga, ascribed by the Tibetan Buddhist tradition to Maitreya,
has been noted and discussed in Matsuda 1996a and Mathes 2005: 12-13. Kamalasila’s APDhT is a
complete commentary on the APDh. The Sanskrit manuscript of the APDhT is lost; this work survives
only in its Tibetan translation and is preserved in the Bstan ‘gyur under the title ’Phags pa rnam par
mi rtog par ’jug pa’i gzungs kyi rgya cher ’grel pa. Throughout this paper, I will use the abbreviation
APDAT to refer to this Tibetan translation. Moreover, for brevity’s sake, I am not attaching an asterisk
to the reconstructed Sanskrit title of works originally written in Sanskrit but now extant only in
translation.

4 Tanji 2000.

5 In the same paper (2000), Tanji points out that samaropa and apavada also appear in the Lanka-
vatarasiitra. However, apavada there simply means the negative effect of samaropa.

6 MSABh p. 60,20-22: abhavasya hy abhavatvam viditva samaropam na karoti/bhavasya bhavatvam
viditvapavadam na karoti/. If not specifically stated, all translations given in this paper are my own.
7 The act of reifying a unreal thing is often also an act of superimposing that thing as being ultimately
existent on another thing. For instance, as Tanji points out (Tanji 2000: 348), in the Yogacara system of
thought, samaropa can mean superimposing the object on cognition.
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thinkers but also Madhyamika philosophers to refer to two extreme views regarding
the reality of the world that are to be abandoned. For example, in accordance with his
Yogacara position, Sthiramati used samdaropa and apavada to refer respectively to
the view of unreal conceptualized things as existent and the denial of the existence of
cognition.®? In contrast, Madhyamika philosophers such as Bhaviveka (fl. sixth
century) and Kamalasila considered samaropa and apavada from the perspective of
Madhyamaka ontology.”? These different understandings as to which view is samaropa
and which is apavada were a point of contention among Yogacaras and Madhyamikas
as can been seen in (among others) Bhaviveka’s Madhyamakahrdayakarika and
the auto-commentary Tarkajvala,'® his Prajfiapradipa,"* and Kamalasila’s Mad-
hyamakaloka.'? Given this background, Kamalasila’s way of relating his theory of
the middle way between the two extremes of samaropa and apavada to yogis’
spiritual practice in the fourteenth chapter of the APDhT is, in my view, of particular
importance in terms of the intellectual history of Indian Buddhism, for it presents a
Madhyamaka response to the question of the relationship between yogis’ spiritual
training and the middle way that is free from the two extremes of samaropa and
apavada.

Basing myself on the fourteenth chapter of the APDhT, the purpose of this paper
is to explore Kamalasila’s view on the relationship between (1) the middle way that
lies between the two extremes of superimposition and denial, and (2) his theory of

8 See Sthiramati’s Trimsikavijiiaptibhasya p. 110,4-7: tasmad adhyaropitarapatvad vikalpasya-
lambanam asad iti prattipattavyam / anena tavat samaropdntam parihrtyapavadantaparijihirsaya
aha / tenedam sarvam vijfiaptimatrakam iti / (“Therefore, the following should be known: ‘Because
conceptual constructs have [nothing but] a superimposed form, the object-support [of cognition,
which is a conceptual construct], does not exist.” After having refuted the extreme of superimposition
in this manner, intending to refute the extreme of denial, [the author Vasubandhu] says ‘All is mere
cognition.””) This statement shows that for Sthiramati, to take the object-support of cognition that is a
conceptual construct as existent is samdropa, and to take cognition as nonexistent is apavada. Cf. also
Azami 2006 that deals with the relationship between the ideas of samaropa and apavdda and the
Yogacara theory of three natures (svabhava) in the Samdhinirmocanastitra, the Yogacarabhiimi, the
Madhyantavibhdga, the Mahayanasitralamkara, and the Mahayanasamgraha.

9 For adiscussion of Bhaviveka’s use of the two terms of samdropa and apavada and its implications,
see Eckel 1985; 2008: 68. Kamala$ila’s view on samaropa and apavada is the subject of section 2 of this
paper. It is worth mentioning that another two important Indian Madhyamika thinkers, Candrakirti
and Jianagarbha, also adopted the two terms and used them in a Madhyamaka manner. For a
discussion of Candrakirti’s use in his Prasannapada, see Tanji 2000; 352ff. For a brief account of
Jiianagarbha’s in his Satyadvayavibhangavrtti, see Eckel 1992: 36-37.

10 See Eckel 2008: 213ff.

11 See Eckel 1985.

12 See the part of the Madhyamakaloka edited and translated in Keira 2016, where Kamalasila
refutes the Yogacara theory concerning the reality of the world by charging it with falling into the two
extremes of samdropa and apavada.



spiritual cultivation. This paper will first deal with how Kamalas$ila defines super-
imposition and denial and the middle way. Materials to be examined include pas-
sages from the section of his Madhyamakaloka on two realities (satyadvaya), and
from his Madhyamakalamkarapafjika, a commentary on his teacher Santaraksita’s
(ca. 725-788) Madhyamakalamkara, including the auto-commentary. I will then
provide an account of the teachings of the APDh which form the background of the
fourteenth chapter of the APDhT. After this, I will look at the fourteenth chapter of
the APDhT. My discussion of this chapter will also be based on knowledge concerning
Kamalasila’s theory of meditative cultivation gained from his Bhavanakramas.

2 Kamalasila’s Ontology and His Definition of the
Middle Way

The basic structure of Kamalasila’s ontology is his theory of two realities. A Mad-
hyamika philosopher, Kamalasila upholds the belief that Madhyamaka’s funda-
mental doctrine — that everything is without intrinsic nature (nihsvabhava) —
describes the ultimate reality (paramarthasatya). In Kamala$ila’s view then, ulti-
mately nothing exists as a real entity. But, like other Madhyamika philosophers, he
also holds that dependently originated things — namely things arising in depen-
dence on causes and having causal efficacy (arthakriya) — exist as customary reality
(samvrti). According to him, “What is without a cause in the customary [world] does
not arise even in the customary [world], like a [completely nonexistent] hare’s horn
and the like. But what has a cause does arise, even though from the ultimate point
of view, it is false, like illusions and reflections and so on.”*® In other words,
dependently originated things are customarily real, though owing to their lack of
intrinsic nature, they are ultimately unreal. Moreover, in Kamalasila’s view, they
are fine in the form in which they appear as long as they are not critically inves-
tigated (*avicararamaniya/avicaritaramaniya) from the ultimate perspective.’* In

13 BhK I p. 218,22-25: [...] yasya samvrtydpi karanam nasti sa samvrtyapi notpadyate / yatha sasa-
visandadi / yasya tu vidyate sa paramarthato ’liko ’pi samutpadyate eva / yatha mayapratibimbadi /.
This statement is also found in a section of the Madhyamakaloka where Kamalasila argues for the
customary existence of phenomena (dharma) that arise dependently (see Keira 2004: 106-107), and in
the APDhT (D139a1-2/P166a5-6).

14 Kamalasila obviously holds the same view as his teacher Santaraksita who expresses this view in
verse 64 of the Madhyamakalamkara (hereafter MA = Ichigo 1985). Santaraksita states that customary
reality (samvrti) is in essence (1) that which is fine as long as it is not critically investigated; (2) that
which is characterized by arising and destruction; and (3) that which has causal efficacy (MA 64: ma
brtags gcig pu nyams dga’ zhing // skye dang ’jig pa’i chos can pa // don byed pa dag nus rnams kyi /
rang bzhin kun rdzob pa yin rtogs //). As Ichigo has pointed out (Ichigo 2016: 171-174 and 183-187),
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the Madhyamakaloka, Kamalasila makes this point clear in his definition of *samvrta
(“customary”), a word he uses to refer to customary entities:

Because of being produced by [erroneous cognition], all entities that are made manifest by it
[i.e., erroneous cognition], and are [ultimately] false, are said to be merely customary. More-
over, [erroneous cognition], arising due to the maturation of erroneous latent inclination
(*vasana) since beginningless time, makes manifest [ultimately false entities] to all sentient
beings as if [they] really [possessed] an intrinsic nature of existence. Therefore, all entities that
are [with] the false nature owing to thinking activities of [erroneous cognitions] are stated to be
just customarily existent (*samvrtisat). On one hand, they do not really [possess] an intrinsic
nature of existence, for like appearances (*pratibhdsa), they are not truly real. On the other
hand, they are not absolutely nonexistent — like a hare’s horn — for they appear in a fine form
as long as they are not critically investigated.”

This statement also shows another important aspect of Kamalasila’s ontology
according to which the appearance of customary entities is due to the working of
erroneous cognition (*bhrantabuddhi). Erroneous cognition then is the ground of
their appearance. Kamalasila defines it as customary reality (samvrti). In the
sentences of the Madhyamakaloka immediately preceding the just-quoted state-
ment on *samvrta, Kamalasila states the following:

$antaraksita (as well as Kamalasila) follow Jiianagarbha in the definition of customary reality. For a
detailed discussion of verse 64 of the Madhyamakalamkdra and the source and influence of the
threefold characterization of customary reality therein, cf. also Eltschinger’s paper in the current
journal issue.

15 MA D228h1-4/P254a4-8: de las byung ba’i phyir des nye bar bstan pa’i dngos po brdzun pa thams cad
ni kun rdzob pa kho na’o (na’o D: na P) zhes bya’o // de yang thog ma med pa’i ’khrul pa’i bag chags
yongs su smin pa’i dbang gis byung la/ des kyang srog (srog P: grog D) chags thams cad la yang dag par
dngos po’i ngo bo (ngo bo D: btag P) nyid lta bur nye bar ston par ’gyur te/de’i phyir de dag gi bsam pa’i
dbang gis dngos po brdzun pa’i ngo bo thams cad ni kun rdzob tu yod pa kho na’o zhes bya’o // ’di dag
yang dag par dngos po’i ngo bo nyid kyang ma yin te (te D: ste P)/ ji ltar snang ba de kho na nyid ma yin
pa’iphyirro//ribong gi rwa bzhin du gtan med pa’i ngo bo nyid kyang mayin te/ma brtags nadga’ ba’i
rnam (rnam P: dam D) par snang ba’i phyir ro//. For the statement “de’i phyir de dag gi bsam pa’i dbang
gis dngos po brdzun pa’i ngo bo thams cad ni kun rdzob tu yod pa kho na’o zhes bya’o,” see also MAP p.
197,4-6: ’khrul ba’i blo’i bsam pa’i dbang gis brtags pa’i bdag nyid du gnas pa’i phyir de la yod pa ni kun
rdzob yin no //. Cf. also Hitomi 2005: 26-27. Abhayakaragupta’s Munimatalamkdra contains excerpts
from the section of the Madhyamakaloka on customary reality. According to Kand and Li’s Sanskrit
edition (2017: 11), the passage corresponding to the above quotation reads: tadbhavatvad va sarva
etadupadarsita vyalika bhavah samvrta ucyante / sa candadivibhramavasandparipakavasad asato
bhavato bhavan sata ivopadarsayanty upajayate sarvapranabhrtam yatas tasmad abhiprayavasat
sarva evalikaripa bhavah samvrtisanta ucyante / na punar esam bhavato bhavartpatvam, yathap-
ratibhasam atattvat / napi sasavisanavad atyantabhavaripata, avicararamantyakarena pratibhd-
sandt //.
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Erroneous cognition that superimposes a form opposite to the [true state of entities] upon
entities actually devoid of intrinsic nature is called “customary [reality],” because it works as if
true reality (*tattva) were concealed, [i.e.,] covered, [beneath] it or by it.*°

A few lines later, he elaborates further on his view on customary reality:

To explain: The nature superimposed on all entities by cognitions endowed with a false image,
and which is like the nature ascribed to illusory men and the like by people with erroneous
cognition, is called customary reality. [In contrast,] the nature of all entities thoroughly
ascertained [by means of] correct valid knowledge, and which is like the nature ascribed to
exactly the [same] illusory men and so on by those with non-erroneous cognition, is the ultimate
reality.”’

From these excerpts from the Madhyamakaloka, it is reasonable to infer the
following: In Kamalasila’s view, although dependently originated entities are
without intrinsic nature and thus do not possess absolute reality, they do have a
customary nature of existence. This customary nature is superimposed by erroneous
cognition. In other words, dependently originated entities are in essence nothing
other than erroneous cognitions. Nevertheless, they appear to ordinary people as if
they had their own intrinsic nature. Kamalasila’s explanation in his Madhya-
makalamkarapafijika of *samvrta, according to which customary entities exist in the
form of having a nature imputed to them owing to thinking activities of erroneous

16 MA D228a7-b1/P254a2-3: dngos po yang dag par (par P: pa D) ngo bo nyid med pa dag la yang de las
bzlog pa’i rnam par sgro ’dogs par (par D: om. P) ’khrul pa’i blo gang yin pa de ni kun rdzob ces bya ste/
*di ‘am *dis de kho na nyid kun tu sgrib pa lta bur byed ’gegs pa lta bur byed pa’i phyir ro //. The part in
the Munimatalamkara corresponding to this statement reads: (Kand and Li 2017: 11) nihsvabhavesv
api bhavato bhavesu ya viparitakaradhyaropint bhranta buddhih (buddhih em.: buddih Kano and Li
2017) sa samvrtir ucyate / samvriyate cchadyata ivasyam anaya va tattvam iti krtva /. Cf. also Hitomi
2005: 26. A similar expression of this definition of samvrti in Kamalasila’s works is also found in his
comment on verse 63 of the Madhyamakalamkara. See MAP p. 197,3-4: 'khrul ba’i blos dngos po’i de
kho na nyid bsgribs pas blo *khrul ba thams cad ni kun rdzob yin no // (“Because true reality of entities
is concealed hy erroneous cognition, all erroneous cognitions are customary reality”).

17 MA D229a1-3/P254b7-255al: “di ltar sgyu ma’i skyes bu la sogs pa la ’khrul pa’i rnam par shes pa
dang ldan pa’imi dag gis gzhag (gzhag D: bzhag P) pa’i ngo boji lta ba de (de D: om. P) bzhin du dngos
po thams cad la yang brdzun pa’i rnam pa can gyi shes pas sgro btags pa’i ngo bo gang yin pa de ni
kun rdzob kyi bden pa’o zhes tha snyad (snyad D: snyad la P) gdags la/ sgyu ma’i skyes bu la sogs pa
de nyid la rnam par shes pa ma ’khrul pa can dag gis gzhag (gzhag D: bzhag P) pa’i ngo bo ji lta ba de
bzhin du dngos po thams cad la yang dag pa’i tshad ma yongs su gtan la phab pa’i ngo bo gang yin pa
de ni don dam pa’i bden pa yin no //. Cf. MMA (Kano and Li 2017: 11-12) tatha hi mayapurusadau yad
bhrantajfianasamamgibhir narair avasthapitam riapam, tadvat sarvapadarthesu yad altkakar-
ajfianasamaropitam tat samvrtisatyam iti vyavahriyate / tatraiva ca maydpurusdadau yathanupa-
plutavijiianair avasthapitam riipam tadvat sarvapadarthanam yat samyakpramanapariniscitam
ripam tat paramarthasatyam //.
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cognition, also supports this inference.’® Moreover, this is in accord with Kamalasila’s
adherence to the Yogacara theory of mere-cognition as a step leading to Madhyamaka’s
fundamental doctrine of the absence of intrinsic nature in everything.”
Kamala$ila’s theory of customary reality and customary entities can be said to be
a combination of the Yogacara theory of mere-cognition and the Madhyamaka
position on dependently originated entities.”> With this combination, Kamalasila
asserts the customary reality of dependently originated entities by defining them as
appearances of erroneous cognition, while at the same time upholding the Mad-
hyamaka principle that all things, including dependently originated entities, are
devoid of intrinsic nature. This is of great import to Kamalasila’s philosophical-
religious project, which declares that although dependently originated entities lack
intrinsic nature, since they are customarily real, their capacity to produce effects
such as perceptions (pratyaksa) is not denied. Therefore, Kamalasila’s Madhyamaka-
oriented metaphysics does not contradict our everyday experience of perceptions.
Nor does it leave Buddhist spiritual practice without purpose, for in the customary
world defilement (samklesa) and purification (vyavadana) are indeed possible. In his
comment on verse 64 of the Madhyamakalamkara and the accompanying auto-
comment, following Santaraksita’s definition of customary reality,” Kamalasila
further distinguishes between true customary reality (*tathyasamvrti; yang dag pa’i
kun rdzob) and false customary reality (*mithyasamvrti; log pa’i kun rdzob).
According to him, true customary reality has the following features: (1) it is char-
acterized by dependent origination; (2) it is able to produce effects; (3) it is well
known, even to a cowherd. In contrast, false customary reality is defined as mere
verbal expressions (*Sabdavyavahdra)® All of this amounts to saying that

18 MAP p. 197,4-6 (ad MA 63): ’khrul ba’i blo’i bsam pa’i dbang gis brtags pa’i bdag nyid du gnas pa’i
phyir delayod pa ni kun rdzob payin no //(“Because of existing as [having] a nature imputed owing to
thinking activities of erroneous cognitions, [that which] exists there is customary.”).

19 Cf Kajiyama 1978.

20 As stated in n. 14, Santaraksita and Jfianagarbha also hold the same view.

21 For Santaraksita’s definition of customary reality, see n. 14. From his auto-comment (MAV p. 204,
1-3) where he refers to “true customary reality” (*tathyasamvrti; yang dag pa’i kun rdzob), it is clear
that he uses the term samvrti in the sense of true customary reality. Cf. also Ichigo 2016. The idea of
true customary reality is also found in Jiianagarbha’s Satyadvayavibhangakarika, see Ichigo 2016:
185-187.

22 Atthe beginning of the part of his Madhyamakalamkarapafijika being discussed here, Kamalasila
points out two possible views on customary reality. He says: “Since the ultimate nature is negated, is
what is established as the customary nature of entities considered as the customary [reality] con-
sisting in verbal expressions, or is exactly that [which is characterized by] dependent origination,
able to produce effects, and well known even to a cowherd, referred to as the customary reality by
conventional designation? These are the two alternatives.” MAP p. 203,1-5: ci ste don dam pa’i rang
bzhin bkag pas dngos po rnams kun rdzob pa’i ngo bor bzhag pa gang yin pa de ci sgra’i tha snyad kyi
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dependently originated entities that have the above-mentioned features are true
customary reality; they are distinguished from mere verbal expressions that are
false customary reality.”

In his auto-comment on verse 64 of the Madhyamakalamkara, Santaraksita cites
the famous verse 24.18 of Nagarjuna’s Milamadhyamakakarika (hereafter MMK) on
the middle way to justify his definition of customary reality. The Tibetan text**
corresponds to the Sanskrit text of MMK 24.18, which reads:

yah pratityasamutpadah sunyatam tam pracaksmahe /
sa prajilaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyama //

Dependent origination we declare to be emptiness.
It [emptiness] is dependent designation; just that is the middle way.”

In his comment on this quotation, Kamalasila reveals his view of the ontological
aspect of the middle way. He reads pratityasamutpadah as pratityasamutpanna,
which refers to dependently originated entities,”® and interprets the verse as follows:

Because dependently originated entities are without ultimate intrinsic nature, they are called
emptiness. But it is not [the case that they are thus called] because of being similar to a
[completely nonexistent] hare’s horn. Therefore, [our everyday experiences] such as visual
perception are not contradicted. The phrase “It [emptiness] is dependent designation” means
“precisely that customary reality” because [both] words “dependent” (upadaya) and “designa-
tion” (prajfiapti) are synonyms of customary reality. [...] “Just that is the middle way” means
“because the two extremes of superimposition and denial are avoided, just that is stated to be
the middle way that [is free] from that [i.e., superimposition] and that [i.e., denial].”*’

bdag nyid kyi kun rdzob par ’dod dam/’on te rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba don bya ba byed pa gnag rdzi
yan chad la shing tu grags pa de nyid brda’i dbang gis kun rdzob kyi sgrar brjod ces bya ba rtog pa gnyis
so //. According to Kamalasila’s comment that follows, the first view describes the false customary
reality, while the second describes the true customary reality.

23 Keira and Eltschinger also point out in their papers included in the current journal issue that
Kamala$ila considers dependently originated entities as constituting true customary reality.

24 MAV p. 204,7-10: rten cing ‘brel par gang ’byung ba// de ni stong pa nyid du bshad // de ni rgyur byas
gdags pa ste // de nyid dbu ma’i lam yin no //.

25 For a discussion of the meaning of this verse in the context of the MMK and various in-
terpretations of it, see Oetke 2007 and Keira’s paper included in the current volume.

26 This interpretation of pratityasamutpdada echoes his etymological explanation of this word in the
Tattvasamgrahapaiijika. See Matsuoka (2022).

27 MAP p. 205,6-15: rten cing ’brel bar ’byung ba’i dngos po rnams kho na don dam pa’i rang bzhin
dang bral ba’i phyir stong pa zhes bya’i ri bong gi rwa dang ’dra ba’i bdag nyid kyi phyir ni mayin no //
des na mthong ba la sogs pa dang mi ’gal lo // de ni rgyur byas gdags pa ste zhes bya ba ni kun rdzob de
nyid ces bya ba’i tha tshig ste/rgyur byas pa dang gdags pa’i sgra ni kun rdzob kyi rnam grangs yin pa’i
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This interpretation is far from being easily understood, and a discussion of how
Kamalasila construes MMK 24.18 that would include a comparison of his under-
standing with those of other commentators on the MMK would go beyond the scope
of this paper.?® However, Kamalasila’s intention to read his theory of two realities
into MMK 24.18 is evident. In his comment Kamalasila expressly points out that when
he speaks of dependently originated entities as emptiness, he is denying an ultimate
intrinsic nature but not negating their customary reality that is experienced in
everyday life. In his view, this is the middle way that is free from the two extremes of
superimposition and denial. Based on Kamalasila’s interpretation of MMK 24.18, I
think it is reasonable to say that for Kamalasila, the extreme of superimposition is to
superimpose something as being ultimately existent on dependently originated
entities,” and the extreme of denial is to deny the customary existence of those
entities. This will become more clear in my discussion below of Kamalasila’s
commentary on the APDh.

3 The APDh’s Teachings on Eliminating and on
'Examining “Appearances” (nimitta)>°

The central teaching of the APDh is on eliminating nimittas as a means of realizing
true reality (dharmadhatu).®® This idea of eliminating nimittas is based on the

phyirro//[...1// de nyid dbu ma’i lam yin no zhes bya ba ni sgro ’dogs pa dang skur pa ’debs pa’i mtha’
gnyis spangs pa’i phyir / de nyid de dang de las dbu ma’i lam du gsungs so zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go //.
28 For such a discussion, I refer the reader to Keira’s paper in the current journal issue.

29 According to Kamalasila’s interpretation of MMK 24.18, the extreme of superimposition is to
superimpose an ultimate intrinsic nature on dependently originated entities. However, as we shall
see in section 4.1.1 below, in the fourteenth chapter of the APDhT, Kamala$ila explicitly points out that
the content of superimposition also includes properties. This actually proves Keira’s observation he
made in his study of the structure of Kamalasila’s arguments for the absence of intrinsic nature in the
Madhyamakaloka that Kamalasila’s philosophy negates not only ultimate intrinsic nature but any
nature and property superimposed as being ultimately existent on phenomena. See Keira 2004: 31-32.
Cf. also Tillemans 2004.

30 In the APDh, nimitta always appears together with vikalpa in the form of the compound vikal-
panimitta. Modern studies concerning the APDh, including translations, usually construe this com-
pound as a genitive tatpurusa, taking nimitta to be subordinate to vikalpa. For instance, Matsuda
1996b: 101 translates vikalpanimitta as “43 5 D J& [5]” (“cause of vikalpa”); Goméz 1983: 409 renders it
as “signs of discrimination.” However, according to Kamalasila’s commentary, nimitta is vikalpa. In
other words, the compound is a karmadharaya. Kamalaéila makes this point clear at APDhT D133a2/
P159al: de bas na rnam par rtog pa ni mtshan ma’o zhes thams cad du gsungs te / (“Therefore,
conceptual construction (vikalpa) is everywhere said to be nimitta.”).

31 APDh-M pp. 94,18-95,20.
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illusionist worldview of Mahayana Buddhism and can be traced back to the Paii-
cavastu (“Five Categories”) theory in the Bodhisattvabhiimi of the ViniScayasam-
grahani of the Yogacarabhiimi.** The Paficavastu theory defines nimitta as “the thing
which is the basis of designation.”*® Following this definition, all manifold things in
the world that ordinary people can name and describe, including physical and
mental phenomena as well as abstract concepts, fall into the category of nimitta.
Thus, nimitta refers to both phenomena and abstract concepts.* According to this
theory, nimittas are not ultimately real entities, they only appear to be substantial
objects. It is in this sense then that I translate nimitta as “appearance.” Moreover,
appearances and subjective conceptual constructions (vikalpa) condition each other.
The true reality (tathatd) behind appearances, however, is free of conceptual con-
struction and beyond language. Therefore, to realize true reality, the yogi has to
eliminate all appearances by cultivating in meditation correct cognition (samyagj-
fiana) of the ultimate (paramartha).® This illusionist worldview and the idea of
eliminating appearances as a crucial step towards the realization of the true reality
occupy an important position in Yogacara thought. This is evidenced by a long
passage in the eighth chapter of the Samdhinirmocanastitra on the classification and
elimination of appearances,® and by a reference in the Dharmadharmatavibhaga, a

32 The Paficavastu theory presents a system of analyzing the world and classifying all of its aspects
into the five categories of nimitta, naman (“name”), vikalpa (“conceptual construction”), tathata
(“true reality”), and samyagjfiiana (“correct cognition”). For an in-depth study of this theory, see
Kramer 2005.

33 See Kramer 2005: 69 [2.1]: rgyu mtshan gang zhe na/ mdor bsdu na/ mngon par brjod pa’i tshig gi
gzhi’i gnas su gyur pa’i dngos po gang yin pa’o //.

34 The term nimitta is polysemic in Indian Buddhist literature. It can mean “characteristic feature”
or “characteristic appearance” of a thing, “sign,” “mark,” “cause,” and so on. As Schmithausen has
pointed out (Schmithausen 1969: 120 n. 67), it is also used to refer to phenomena that are bearers of
characteristic features or appearances. Moreover, in a Mahayana context, such as the Paficavastu
theory under discussion, nimitta in the sense of phenomena has the implication that phenomena,
whether physical or mental, are (at least co-)conditioned by subjective conceptual construction
(vikalpa) and are ultimately illusory (cf. also Schmithausen 2007: 201 under 2.a). It should be noted
that abstract concepts are also considered to be nimitta in this sense. The following statement from
the Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsya makes this point clear: (ASBh p. 14,15-16) nimittani ripam vedand
yavad bodhir iti prapaficitani (“Nimittas are manifold conceptual constructs, [including] material
form, feeling, and up to [the concept of] awakening.”).

35 For the Tibetan text on the practice of realizing true reality and eliminating appearances, and a
German translation, see Kramer 2005: 93-94 and 164166 [3.5.1-3.5.4.1], and Sakuma 1990: 183-190. Cf.
also Kramer’s account of this part at p. 47.

36 See SNS pp. 107 §29-109 §30 and Lamotte’s French translation at pp. 224-226 (Lamotte 1935). For a
discussion of this passage and the eighth chapter of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra in connection with
the Paricavastu theory, see Kramer 2005: 56-57. According to Schmithausen (Schmithausen 2007: 236),
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treatise ascribed by Tibetan Buddhist tradition to Maitreya, to the elimination of
appearances as an aspect through which non-conceptual gnosis is understood.*”

In the APDh, eliminating all appearances is said to be the path to the non-
conceptual sphere (avikalpadhatu), that is, to true reality or its synonym dhar-
madhatu.®® This satra classifies all appearances into four kinds. According to
Kamalasila’s commentary, appearances are by nature conceptual constructs (vikalpa).*
One of the four kinds of appearances includes the five aggregates (skandha) of material
form (rapa), feeling (vedana), ideation (samjfia), conditioning factors (samskara),
and consciousness (vijfiana); the other three are appearances that consist of abstract
concepts.

In the section on eliminating appearances, the APDh teaches “non-mentation”
(amanasikara) as a method of eliminating appearances.®® A later section deals with
another method, namely examining appearances.*! This section, which forms the
basic text of the fourteenth chapter of the APDhT, contains a description of the
manner of examination that is to be applied to each and every kind of appearance,
and a description of the cognitions resulting from such an examination. In what
follows — offered here as a representative example — I shall describe the issue of
“examining appearance consisting in material form.”

The APDh describes the manner of examination with a series of the formulae: iti
carativikalpe carati (“When one engages in thinking [...] one engages in conceptual
construction”). What stands before iti are positive or negative assertions concerning
material form. These assertions are given here in the order in which they appear in
the APDh, and are grouped according to Kamalasila’s classification (which I will
discuss below in sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2).

(A) My body (rapa). Body of others.

(B) This material form exists.

(C) Material form arises. It ceases. It is defiled. It is purified.
(D) Material form does not exist.

the thought presented in that chapter of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra seems to be more advanced than
the Paficavastu theory.

37 See DhDhV pp. 83,19-84,3.

38 Cf. Kamala$ila’s explanation of the term avikalpa in the title of the APDh as referring to dhar-
madhatu: (APDhT D123b3-4/P147b1-2) de ltar na ’di la rnam par rtog pa med pas (pas P: pas /D) rnam
par mi rtog pa’i chos kyi dbyings zhes bya’o / (“Because of being free of conceptual constructions, the
non-conceptual realm of reality is referred to in the [title of the APDh] that way.”).

39 See also n. 30.

40 APDh-M pp. 94,18-95,20.

41 APDh-M pp. 97,22-99,10.
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(E) Itdoesnot exist by intrinsic nature (svabhava). Nor does it exist as a cause (hetu).
Nor does it exist as a result (phala). Nor does it exist as activity (karman). Nor
does it exist as connection (yoga). Nor does it exist as function (vrtti).

(F) Material form is mere cognition.

(G) Just as material form does not exist, so cognition appearing as material form
does not exist.*

Examining appearance consisting in material form in the above manner is stated to
result in the following cognitions:**

Sons of good family! On account of which [examination of appearances in that manner] a
bodhisattva mahasattva does not apprehend material form. Nor does he apprehend cognition
appearing as material form. Nonetheless, he does not make all cognitions vanish completely.
Nor does he apprehend any phenomenon apart from cognition.*

Concerning the APDh’s description of the manner of examining appearances, two
points are to be made. First, this description might have been modeled on the
statements of the Prajfiaparamitasiitras on the correct exercise of the perfection of
insight (prajfiaparamita) that contain the formula saced [...] iti carati nimitte carati
“When one engages in thinking [...], one engages in [grasping] nimitta”).** According to
Vetter,*® these statements teach that any assertion, even the Abhidharmic analysis of
the five aggregates and the assertion that the five aggregates are empty, is not the
perfection of insight because it entails a grasping of appearances that should be
avoided. Therefore, only one who does not engage in thinking any assertion engages

42 See APDh-M pp. 97,25-98,4: yo mama riipam iti carati vikalpe carati / paresam riipam iti carati
vikalpe carati/ rapam idam iti carati vikalpe carati / ripam utpadyate / nirudhyate / samklisyate /
vyavadayata iti carati vikalpe carati / nasti riupam iti carati vikalpe carati / svabhavato ’pi nasti /
hetuto ’pi nasti/ phalato ’pi nasti/ karmato ’pi nasti/yogato ’pi nasti/ vrttito ’pi nasti riapam iti carati
vikalpe carati / vijiaptimatram rapam iti carati vikalpe carati / yatha ripam ndsti tatha rapapra-
tibhasa vijfiaptir api nastiti carati vikalpe carati /.

43 1 confine my discussion of the cognitions resulting from examining appearances to this passage,
as those immediately succeeding it describe modes of cognition that are beyond the scope of this
paper.

44 APDh-M p. 98,5-7: yatas ca kulaputra bodhisattvo mahdasattvo riapam (riupam em. according to the
parallel expression at APDh-M p. 99,1: ripam iti APDh-M) nopalabhate / rupapratibhasam api vij-
fiaptim nopalabhate / na ca sarvena sarvam vijflaptim viprandasayati (vipranasayati according to
APDh-G and the occurrence of this term in a similar sentence at APDh-M p. 99,2-3: viparinasayati
APDh-M)/ na canyatra vijiiapter kamcid (kamcid according to APDh-G and APDht D5a2/P5a8: anyam
karicid APDh-M) dharmam upalabhate /.

45 See, for instance, the Astasahasrika Prajiiaparamita pp. 57,10-58,2.

46 Vetter 1984, see particularly pp. 502-503.
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in the perfection of insight, as one does not engage in grasping appearances.”
Though the APDh does not contain any reference to the perfection of insight,
Buddhist thinkers familiar with the Prajfiaparamitastitras such as Kamalasila would
have understood its formula — iti carati vikalpe carati — as pointing out the same
doctrine of not engaging with anything in a conceptualized form.

The second remarkable point of the APDh’s description of the manner of
examination is that the order of the statements in the iti-clauses presents a hierar-
chical way of considering phenomena that moves from the view of phenomena as
substantial individual entities to the view of phenomena as mere cognition.

4 The Fourteenth Chapter of the APDhT

Kamalasila takes the APDh’s description of the manner of examining appearances to
be an exposition of the APDh’s method of eliminating appearances. As Higgins has
pointed out,”® in the part of the APDhT on the APDh’s section on eliminating
appearances,”® Kamalasila argues that the intended meaning of the method that is
called in this section “non-mentation” (amanasikara) is “consideration of what is real
(bhutapratyaveksa).”*° In Kamalasila’s theory of meditative cultivation as presented

47 For a discussion of these statements, cf. also Takehashi 1991; Breet 1992: 212-213.

48 Higgins 2006: 258-259 provides a summary of Kamalasila’s arguments for his interpretation of the
method called “non-mentation.” Cf. also Mathes 2005: 13 and 2010: 7, where Mathes points out a
strategy Kamalasila uses in those arguments, that is, that he “restricts the literal meaning of ama-
nasikara to the fruit of one’s deep insight (vipasyana) practice.”

49 lLe, the seventh chapter of the APDhT, D130b5-137a2/P156a5-163h7.

50 See APDhT D131a5-b3/P156b7-157a6. Concerning the translation of the term bhiitapratyaveksa in
Kamalasila’s usage, grammatically there are two ways of construing this Sanskrit compound. One is
to take it as a karmadhdaraya. Its first member bhiita then is an adjective and can mean “true,”
“correct,” and “real” and so on. The other is to analyze it as a genitive tatpurusa and understand bhiita
as a noun denoting something which is true/correct/real. While the two ways of analysis are
grammatically possible, Kamalagila's explanation of the bhiita in this compound in the Bhavanak-
rama III as referring to pudgaladharmanairatmya (“selflessness of persons and phenomena”) pro-
vides a strong textual support for the second interpretation. BhAKIII p. 5,17-8: bhittapratyaveksand ca
vipasyanocyate / bhiitam punah pudgaladharmanairatmyam /. As for the second member of the
compound, namely the verbal noun pratyaveksa, Adam (Adam 2008: 196-197) and Kellner (Kellner
2020: 50-51) have pointed out that owing to the spectrum of the meanings of the verbal root +/iks of
the noun that ranges from “to look at” to “to think,” this noun can mean an act having both a
perceptual aspect (“to look at”) and an intellectual aspect (“to reflect upon”). Adam translates it
accordingly as “discernment,” while Kellner offers the rendering “consideration.” I here follow
Kellner’s translation for the reason that according to Kamaladila’s account of the process of
bhuitapratyaveksa in the Bhavanakrama 111 (BhK III pp. 5,20-8,17), this process consists of a series of
analytical thinking in the form of examining progressively subtler purportedly existent things under
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in his Bhavanakramas, consideration of what is real is the decisive factor in the
arising of non-conceptual gnosis.” It consists of meditative analytic examination of
purportedly existent entities (including persons (pudgala), material and mental
phenomena) according to reasonings establishing their selflessness (nairatmya) and
lack of intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavatd), and is the characteristic of reflective
meditation (vipasyand) and associated with insight (prajfia).”> Moreover, Kamalasila
holds the view that when the yogi has practiced consideration of what is real, he will
not apprehend (upa-+/Ilabh) any intrinsic nature of those things being examined,
which amounts to a non-apprehension of those things.® The basic meaning of the
consideration of what is real in the APDhT is the same as in the Bhavanakramas. That
is to say, in Kamalasila’s view, the yogi should eliminate appearances by examining
them in reflective meditation according to reasonings establishing their selflessness
and lack of intrinsic nature, and such examination results in a non-apprehension of
appearances.’* Now, in the fourteenth chapter of the APDhT,” in commenting on the
APDN’s description of the manner of examining appearances, Kamalas$ila further
elaborates on the rationale behind such meditative examination. At the very
beginning of the chapter, he asserts that the yogi should perform the examination in
such a way that he abandons the extremes of superimposition and denial, and thus
enters the middle way.*®

the guide of reasonings proving their selflessness. And “consideration” is a term that in my view can
better convey the senses of “looking at,” “thinking,” and “examination” at the same time.

51 BhKIII p. 17,6-14.

52 BhKIII p. 5,17: bhutapratyaveksand ca vipasyanocyate. Immediately after this statement, Kama-
lasila describes the process of practicing consideration of what is real (BhK III pp. 5,18-8,17) that is
presented in a slightly different manner in the Bhavanakrama I as the process of cultivating insight
born from meditation (BhK I pp. 210,5-211,20). Cf. also Kellner 2020: 62-63.

53 BhK I p. 214,7-14: [...] samahitasya prajiiaya niriipayatah sarvadharmanam anupalambhah /
[...]/tatha hiyada prajfiaya nirtipayan na kimcid bhavasvabhavam upalabhate yogi, taddsya naiva
bhavavikalpo bhavati / abhavavikalpo °pi tasya nasty eva / (“When [the yogi], absorbed in medi-
tation, has performed examination with insight, he does not apprehend all phenomena. [...] To be
precise: When the yogi, having performed examination with insight, does not apprehend any
intrinsic nature of [purportedly] existent things, then he does not form the concept of existence at
all”). See also BhK III p. 8,12-13: prajfiaya ca nirdpayatah sakalavastusvabhavanupalambhat
prajfiottaradhyayt bhavati /.

54 See APDhT D132a6-b2/P158a4 and D131b2-3/P57a3-6.

55 APDhT D142a6-145b5/P170a7-174b1.

56 APDIT D142b2-3/P170b4-5: 'dir ni mtha’ gnyis spangs shing (shing D: zhing P) ci nas kyang dbu ma’i
lam la ’jug par ’gyur ba de ltar so sor brtag (brtag D: brtags P) par bya’o [...1//.



132 =—— Chiou DE GRUYTER

4.1 Kamalasila’s Commentary on the APDh’s Description of the
Manner of Examination

Kamalasila explains those assertions constituting the content of the iti-clause of the
formula iti carativikalpe caratito be the extremes of superimposition and denial that
are to be abandoned. He classifies the positive assertions (A, B, C, and F)*’ into the
category of the extreme of superimposition and the negative assertions (D, E, and G)
into the category of the extreme of denial. The former consists of two sub-categories,
namely the extreme of superimposition of a person that includes the assertions “my
body” and “body of others” (A), and the extreme of superimposition on phenomena
that includes the remaining positive assertions (B, C, F).>® The extreme of superim-
position on phenomena is further divided into superimposition of an intrinsic nature
(*svabhava; ngo bo nyid) on phenomena and superimposition of specific properties
(*visesa; bye brag) on phenomena.>

4.1.1 Assertions Which are the Extreme of Superimposition

Kamalasila’s comments on each of those assertions (groups A, B, C, and F) belonging
to the category of the extreme of superimposition usually only contain very brief
explanations of why they are classified into those groups. For example, in the case of
the two assertions (A) “my body” and “body of others’,” Kamalagila simply says:
“Because the clinging to mine (*atmiyagraha) with regard to material form, etc.
arises on the ground of the clinging to a self (*atmagraha).”®® This short account
indicates that when writing the comment, Kamalasila must have supposed that his
readers were already well-equipped with knowledge regarding the two kinds of
clinging and their relationship with superimposition. Such discussions can be found

57 Here and in the following, the letters given in brackets refer to the groups into which the
assertions are grouped in section 3 above.

58 APDNIT D142b3-4/P170b6: de la sgro ’dogs pa’i mtha’ ni rnam pa gnyis te/ gang zag tu sgro 'dogs pa’i
mtha’ dang/ chos su sgro *dogs pa’i mtha’o //. The Tibetan translations of the two sub-categories, gang
zag tu sgro ’dogs pa’i mtha’ and chos su sgro ’dogs pa’i mtha’, have the same syntactical structure. I
render the former as “the extreme of superimposition of a person,” and the latter as “the extreme of
superimposition on phenomena,” because according to Kamalas$ila’s philosophy, a pudgala, being
unreal both ultimately and customarily, is the content of superimposition in the sense of reification,
and phenomena, being real as customary entities, are the bases on which things are superimposed as
being ultimately existent. See my discussion in section 4.1.1.

59 APDIT D142h5/P170b7-8: chos su sgro *dogs pa’i mtha’ yang rnam pa gnyis te/ ngo bo nyid du sgro
’dogs pa dang / bye brag tu sgro ’dogs pa’o //.

60 APDIT D142b4-5/P170b7: bdag tu *dzin pa’i sgo nas gzugs la sogs pa la bdag gir ’dzin pa kun tu (tu P:
du D) ’byung ba’i phyir ro //.
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in Kamalasila’s other works (as well as in other sources). For instance, in a passage in
the last chapter of his Tattvasamgrahapafijika, Kamalasila explicitly points out that
the view of a self (atmadarsana), which is tantamount to the clinging to a self, is the
cause of the clinging to mine.®! Moreover, refuting the existence of a self and a person
that Kamala$ila held to be identical with a self is one of the topics of Kamalasila’s
philosophical treatises.® In other words, according to Kamalasila’s philosophy, a self
and a person are thoroughly unreal, whether on the ultimate or the customary level
of analysis. What the view of a self is involved with is nothing more than a verbal
designation.®® Therefore, the two assertions “my body” and “body of others” are the
extreme of superimposition of a person for they are based on the clinging to mine
and the clinging to mine is grounded in the clinging to a self that entails reifying a
completely nonexistent self or person by verbal designation. This category of the
extreme of superimposition of a person also indicates that in Kamalasila’s philoso-
phy, reifying something completely unreal as real is an act of superimposition
(samaropa).

Kamalasila’s explanations of the remaining positive assertions (B, C, and F),
i.e., “This material form exists” and “Material form arises,” etc., are also very concise.
He points out that these assertions are the extreme of superimposition because they
falsely attribute an intrinsic nature or specific properties to phenomena that phe-
nomena do not possess from the ultimate point of view. Kamalasila classifies the
assertion (C) “This material form exists” into the sub-category of superimposition of
an intrinsic nature on phenomena.®* This classification amounts to saying that when
making or thinking this assertion, one is not considering material form according to
its true nature, that is, of being without intrinsic nature; on the contrary, one is
erroneously taking material form as having an intrinsic nature. From this
perspective, the meditative examination of phenomena according to reasonings
establishing their lack of intrinsic nature can be said to be the counteragent to the
superimposition of an intrinsic nature on phenomena and the connected production

61 TSPgy p.1053,15-16 (ad TSy, 3337) = TSP p. 870,16-18 (ad TSk 3338): tasmad anadikalikam (-kalikam
TSPgy: -kaltnam TSPy) purvapurvasajatityabhyasajanitam atmadarsanam datmiyagraham prastte, tau
catmatmiyasneham (catmatmiya- TSPsy: catmiya- TSPg), so ’pi dvesadikam ity // (“Therefore, since
beginningless time, the view of a self that has arisen through the cultivation of each preceding similar
[view] produces the clinging to mine. And those two [produce] the love of ‘I’ and ‘mine.’ And that [love
of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ produces] aversion and so on.” The translation is from McClintock 2010: 194. I have
substituted “view of a self” and “clinging to mine” respectively for her renderings “vision of a self”
and “perception of mine” for the sake of consistency of terminology in this paper.

62 Kamalasila’s most detailed treatment of this issue is found in his Tattvasamgrahapafijika on
verses 336-349 of the Tattvasamgraha. He also gives a lengthy discussion on this issue in his com-
mentary on the Vajracchedikasiitra. See Saccone’s paper included in the current journal issue.

63 Cf. also the part of section 2 of this paper on true customary reality and false customary reality.
64 APDhT D142b5/P170b8: gzugs ’di yod do zhes bya ba ni ngo bo nyid du sgro ’dogs pa’o //.
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of the thought “This material form exists.” In Bhavanakrama 111, it is stated that
“When [the yogil, having examined the intrinsic nature of phenomena in the manner
[that phenomena’s lack of intrinsic nature is proved], does not apprehend [an
intrinsic nature], then he does not form the concept ‘something exists.” Nor does he
form the concept ‘something does not exist.”®® The end of the formation of the
concept “something exists” is tantamount to abandoning superimposition of an
intrinsic nature on that thing.

While Kamalasila’s comment on the assertion “This material form exists” as
superimposition of an intrinsic nature on phenomena clearly echoes his accounts in
the Bhavanakramas, his comment here in the APDhT on the four assertions (C),
“Material form arises,” “It ceases,” “It is defiled,” and “It is purified,” as superim-
position of specific properties on phenomena®® deals with an issue not touched upon
in the Bhavanakramas. That is, taking customarily acceptable properties of phe-
nomena, namely properties caused by dependent origination such as arising,
ceasing, and so on, to be their real properties involves superimposition. In the
APDhT, to explain this kind of superimposition, Kamalas$ila resorts to the idea of
non-arising (anutpada). He says: “Since material form, etc. are not arisen from the
very beginning, from the ultimate point of view, arising and ceasing and so on are
impossible.”®” This explanation needs some further clarification. According to
Kamalasila’s metaphysics, all phenomena are not arisen because they are not really
established.®® Therefore, since all phenomena are not arisen, from the ultimate
perspective, there is no dependent origination nor are there any properties caused
by dependent origination. Kamalasila makes this point clear in his interpretation in
the Madhyamakaloka of the imagined nature (parikalpitasvabhava) of the three
natures (trisvabhava) taught in the Samdhinirmocanasitra:*®

65 BhKIII p. 8,3—4: sa evam dharmandam svabhavam upapartksamano yada nopalabhate, tadastiti na
vikalpayati nastiti na vikalpayati /. Cf. BhK I p. 214,12-14: tatha hi yada prajfiaya nirtipayan na kimcid
bhavasvabhavam upalabhate yogi, tadasya naiva bhavavikalpo bhavati /.

66 APDIT D142b5/P170b8-171al: tshig lhag ma bzhi po ni bye brag tu sgro ’dogs pa ste /.

67 APDhT D142h5-6/P170b8-171a1: tshig lhag ma bzhi po ni bye brag tu sgro dogs pa ste/gzugs la sogs
pani gzod (gzod D: bzod P) ma nas ma skyes pa’i phyir don dam par skye ba dang ’gag pa la sogs pa mi
srid do //.

68 Cf. MAP p. 223,4-7 (ad MA 69): des na don ni gang gi phyir dngos po ’ga’ yang yang dag par bsgrub
pa med pa de’i phyir chos thams cad ma skyes pa’o zhes bya sangs rgyas bcom ldan *das kyis gsungs so
zhes bya ba *di yin no //.

69 The other two natures are dependent nature (paratantrasvabhava) and perfect nature (par-
inispannasvabhava). The idea of the three natures constitutes the core of the Yogacara ontology and is
established as corresponding to the idea of a triple absence of nature (that is, absence of nature with
regard to characteristics (laksananihsvabhavata), with regard to origination (utpattinihsvabhavata),
and in the sense of ultimate reality (paramarthanihsvabhavata)). In the Madhyamakaloka, Kama-
ladila reinterprets the three natures and the corresponding three kinds of absence of nature



DE GRUYTER Kamalasila’s “Middle Way” = 135

That which is superimposed as the ultimate essential nature, such as permanence and imper-
manence, on the dependent nature (*paratantrasvabhava) that is not different from illusions
and other similar things, is the imagined nature. And because [imagined nature] is not estab-
lished as [having] characteristics as they are imagined, it is determined as the absence of nature
with respect to characteristics (*laksananthsvabhavata) [...] Therefore, because all phenomena
lack the ultimate characteristics as they are posited such as being impermanent, they are not
arisen. Because of [not arising], they do not cease. For this reason, they are primordially peaceful
(*adisanta). Therefore, they are naturally thoroughly extinguished (*prakrtiparinirvrta).”

This quotation shows that in Kamala$ila’s view, phenomena that are dependently
originated entities, that is, the dependent nature,” do not have any ultimate char-
acteristic as people imagine and superimpose on phenomena. It is in the sense of
lacking any ultimate characteristic that Kamalasila states phenomena to be non-
arisen and negates the ultimate reality of dependent origination and properties
caused by dependent origination.”” Therefore, assertions attributing properties to
phenomena as the ultimate ones are the extreme of superimposition. From this
perspective, not only are the four assertions under discussion (“Material form
arises,” “It ceases,” “It is defiled,” and “It is purified”) examples of superimposition
of specific properties on phenomena but any Buddhist doctrinal statements on
phenomena such as “Material form is impermanent” should fall into this category of
superimposition, as the quotation above indicates.

Following the same line of thought, Kamalasila classifies the assertion (F)
“Material form is mere cognition” into the category of the extreme of superimposition,

according to his Madhyamaka-oriented ontology. See MAk pp. 87,26-92,18, and pp. 24-35 for Keira’s
Japanese translation. Cf. also Keira 2009.

70 MAg pp. 90,22-91,6: gzhan gyi dbang gi ngo bo nyid sgyu ma la sogs pa dang khyad par med pa de
nyid la rtag pa dang mirtag pa la sogs pa don dam pa pa’i rang gi ngo bor sgro ’dogs pa gang yin pa de
ni kun brtags pa’i ngo bo nyid do // de yang ji ltar kun brtags pa’i mtshan nyid du ma grub pa’i phyir
mtshan nyid ngo bo nyid med pa nyid du rnam par gzhag go//[...] de’i phyir chos thams cad mirtag pa
la sogs pa ji ltar rnam par gzhag pa’i mtshan nyid don dam pa pas stong pa’i phyir ma skyes payinno//
de’i phyir ma ’gags pa yin no// de’i phyir gzod ma nas zhi ba yin no // de’i phyir rang bzhin gyis yongs su
mya ngan las ‘das pa yin no /.

71 Kamalasila defines dependent nature as follows: (MAg p. 88,14-17) de la dngos po ma brtags na
grags paji ltar snang ba sgyu ma bzhin du brten nas byung ba gang yin pa de ni gzhan gyi dbang gingo
bo nyid yin no // de yang kun rdzob tu sgyu ma bzhin du gzhan gyi rkyen gyi dbang gis skye’i/ bdag nyid
kho na ni ma yin pas skye ba ngo bo nyid med pa nyid du rnam par gzhag ste/(“Of the [three natures],
dependent nature consists of the illusion-like dependently-originated entities that are accepted as
they appear as long as they are not critically investigated. Moreover, though it arises customarily, like
illusions, by force of conditions other [than itself], because it does not [arise] on its own, it is
determined as the absence of intrinsic nature concerning arising (*utpattinihsvabhavata). Cf. also
Keira 2016: 28,4-9.

72 Cf. section 2 of this paper. Cf. also Keira 2009: 17.
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for this assertion is based on the view of cognition as a real entity that is the extreme of
superimposition for the same reason as in the case of material form.”

4.1.2 Assertions Which are the Extreme of Denial

As mentioned in the introductory passage of section 4.1, Kamala$ila classifies all
those negative assertions concerning material form — namely, “Material form does
not exist,” “It does not exist by intrinsic nature,” “Nor does it exist as a cause,” “Nor
does it exist as a result,” “Nor does it exist as activity,” “Nor does it exist as
connection,” and “Nor does it exist as function” — into the category of the extreme of
denial. These assertions contain a denial of the existence of material form. The main
point of Kamalasila’s commentary on these assertions is that the denial should be
understood as a denial of only the qualifiers of each statement regarding the exis-
tence of material form, that is, “by intrinsic nature,” “as a cause,” “as a result,” “as
activity,” “as connection,” and “as function.” He interprets the assertion “Material
form does not exist by intrinsic nature” as negating intrinsic nature, and the
assertions from “Nor does it exist as a cause” to “Nor does it exist as function” as
negating specific properties.” This interpretation obviously echoes his philosophical
ideas as elucidated in 4.1.1 above, according to which intrinsic nature and ultimate
specific properties are products of superimposition. In other words, what is to be
denied is the intrinsic nature and ultimate specific properties superimposed on
material form. Kamalasila then points out that taking the denial in the assertions
under discussion as denying the customary existence of material form is the extreme
of denial.” But views of purely fictitious things such as a person as being completely
nonexistent do not fall into this extreme, since fictitious things do not even exist
customarily.”

73 See APDhT D143a4-5/P171b1-2: gzugs su snang ba’i (ba’i P: ba D) rnam par rig pa yang don dam par
ma skyes pas de yang gzugs bzhin du brdzun pa’i phyir de bas na gzugs la rnam par rig pa tsam (tsam
D: cam P) du mngon par chags pa 'di yang sgro btags pa’i mtha’ yin par bstan pa’i phyir /rnam par rig
pa tsam zhes bya ba la sogs pa gsungs so //.

74 APDhT D143a2/P171a5-6: ngo bo nyid kyis kyang med ces bya ba ni ngo bo nyid la skur pa’o // tshig
lhag ma Inga po ni bye brag la skur pa’o /.

75 APDhT D143a2/P171a6: 'di btags (btags D: brtags P) pa’i yod pa la skur na skur pa *debs pa’i mthar
’gyur ro //.

76 APDhT D142b7-143a1/P171a3-5: ji ltar gzugs la sogs pa’i chos rnams kun rdzob tu gnas pa de ltar
gang zag ni mayin no zhes bstan pa’i phyir gzugs la sogs pa (sogs pa P: om. D) btags pa nyid kyis yod pa
rnams la skur ba ’debs pa’i mtha’o zhes skur ba ’debs pa’i mtha’ zhes ston te/gang zag de ni kun rdzob
tu yang mi gnas pa’i phyir ro // (“|The Exalted One] explains the extreme of denial as the extreme of
denial of entities existing exactly as customary things such as material form, etc. in order to explain
that it isnot the case that a person [exists] in the way in which phenomena, namely material form and
so on, exist customarily, for a person does not even exist customarily.”).
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4.2 Kamalasila’s Commentary on the APDh’s Statements on
Cognitions Resulting from Examination

Kamala$ila interprets the APDh’s statements on cognitions resulting from the
examination of appearances as describing the entry into the middle way that is free
from the two extremes of superimposition and denial. In his interpretation, the
statements, “On account of which [examination of appearances in that manner] a
bodhisattva mahasattva does not apprehend material form. Nor does he apprehend
cognition appearing as material form,” mean: “Because when having examined from
the ultimate perspective, the yogi neither apprehends material form nor apprehends
cognition appearing as material form, therefore, in this case, he does not engage in
superimposition [anymore].””” In other words, in Kamalasila’s view, the yogi’s non-
apprehension due to examination from the ultimate point of view effects the
abandonment of superimposition. On the other hand, Kamaladila associates the
cognitive state expressed in the statement “Nonetheless, he does not make all cog-
nitions vanish completely” with the abandonment of denial.” Let me now discuss the
ideas and theories behind Kamala$ila’s brief comment on these statements from the
APDh.

As stated above, in Kamalasila’s theory of meditative cultivation, meditative
examination — according to reasonings that establish the absence of intrinsic nature
of all things, i.e., the ultimate truth in the Madhyamaka sense — results in a non-
apprehension (anupalabdhi) of an intrinsic nature of things being examined, or more
simply, a non-apprehension of things being examined.” Keira has pointed out that
Kamalasdila’s idea of such non-apprehension was influenced by Dharmakirti’s (fl.
seventh century) epistemology.?’ Put simply, such non-apprehension is not the mere
absence of apprehension but “a rationally founded non-apprehension”® that is an
apprehension other than (anyopalabdhi) the apprehension of an intrinsic nature. It
thus has the capacity to lead the yogi to the ascertainment (niscaya) that things being

77 APDhT D143a6-7/P171b4-5: gang gi phyir (gi phyir P: gis D) don dam par dpyad na/rnal ’byor pas
gzugs midmigs te/gzugs su snang ba’i rnam par rig payang mi dmigs pa de’i phyir ’di la sgro ’dogs par
mi byed do zhes bya ba tshig gi rjes so //.

78 APDhT D143a7-b1/P171b5-6: skur ba’i mtha’ la yang mngon par zhen pa med do // *di ltar rnam par
rig pa thams cad kyi thams cad du chud gzon (gzon em.: gson DP) pa ni ma yin no zhes bya ba ste /.

79 Cf. n. 53.

80 See Keira 2004: 47ff., where Keira discusses how Kamalas$ila in the Madhyamakaloka adapts
Dharmakirti’s theory of non-apprehension for his Madhyamaka philosophy and employs the idea of
non-apprehension to account for the yogi’s cognition of the absence of intrinsic nature of all things,
which is for Kamalasila a direct perception of yogis (yogipratyaksa) and non-conceptual gnosis. Cf.
also Tillemans 2013: 297-298 and Kellner 2020.

81 This phrase is from Tillemans 2013: 297.
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examined are without intrinsic nature. According to Bhavanakrama I, the non-
apprehension gained through meditative examination from the ultimate point of
view is the only factor which enables the yogi to thoroughly abandon attachment
(abhinivesa) to existence and consequently to cease to form the concept “existent.”®
Non-apprehension is hence the characteristic of non-conceptual gnosis, for when the
concept “existent” is eliminated, the concept “nonexistent” and all other concepts/
conceptual constructions likewise cease to arise, as the concept of nonexistence is
dependent on the concept of existence and all other concepts/conceptual construc-
tions are built on the two concepts of existence and nonexistence.?* In the APDhT,
Kamala$lla basically says the same thing, but from another angle. As pointed out in
section 4.1.1 above, the meditative examination described in the Bhdvanakramas can
be said to be the counteragent to the superimposition of an intrinsic nature on
phenomena. It is also the counteragent to the superimposition of a person since, as
Kamalasila’s description in Bhavandkrama III of the practice of consideration of
what is real shows, having examined what is held to be a person according to the
principle of the selflessness of a person, the yogi comes to the ascertainment that “I”
and “mine” are false delusions.®” Though in the Bhavanakramas Kamalasila does not
deal with the superimposition of specific properties on phenomena that he specif-
ically refers to in the APDhT, he could also have considered meditative examination
according to reasonings proving the absence of intrinsic nature of all things to be the
means for the yogi to stop performing this superimposition, for it is dependent on the
superimposition of an intrinsic nature on phenomena.® That is to say, according to
Kamalasila, when the yogi has practiced meditative examination from the ultimate
point of view and does not apprehend an intrinsic nature of anything, all superim-
position ceases. Therefore in the APDhT, Kamala$ila explains the APDh’s statement
regarding the non-apprehension resulting from examining appearances to indicate
the cessation of superimposition without specifying which type of superimposition.
This also means that non-conceptual gnosis is a state where superimposition
completely comes to an end, as it is characterized by the non-apprehension of an
intrinsic nature of anything gained through meditative examination.

[ turn now to Kamalasila’s comment on the statement “Nonetheless, he does not
make all cognitions vanish completely” as indicating the abandonment of denial.

82 In other words, Kamala$ila takes the negation an- in the term “anupalabdhi” as an implicative
negation (paryudasapratisedha). See Keira 2004: 68-72.

83 BhK I pp. 211,22-213,9 and 214,12-14.

84 BhKI p. 214,15-22; BhK III p. 8,3-11. Cf. also MMK 15.5.

85 BhK III pp. 5,20-6,5.

86 The dependence of the superimposition of specific properties on phenomena on that of an
intrinsic nature on phenomena can be easily inferred from the idea that all concepts are dependent
on the concept of existence.
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According to Kamalasila, this statement means: “[The yogi] does not make cognitions
of material form, etc. vanish.”®’ At first glance, this interpretation seems at odds with
Kamalasila’s idea of non-apprehension that I have just addressed, because both non-
apprehension and not making cognitions of material form, etc. vanish are said to
result from meditative examination. How is it possible that the yogi, after having
practiced meditative examination, does not apprehend material form, etc. on the one
hand, and has cognitions of material form, etc. on the other?

Kamalasila leaves us a clue to the answer to this question in his comment on the
next statement of the APDh, “Nor does he apprehend any phenomenon apart from
cognition.” He explains: “The word ‘cognition’ in this [statement] is intended to mean
complete error (*bhranti), for the reason that [cognitions] display erroneous
objects.”®® Based on this explanation, Kamalasila further interprets this statement of
the APDh as follows: “All phenomena are just [those] consisting of a nature
conceptually constructed by mere erroneous [cognition]. Apart from it [ie., the
constructed nature], there is no independent intrinsic nature (*svabhava) in them.”®®
This interpretation indicates that Kamalasila understands the cognitions referred to
in the statement “Nonetheless, he does not make all cognitions vanish completely” as
those cognitions of phenomena in which the yogi is clearly aware that phenomena
have merely a nature superimposed by erroneous cognition. The idea behind
Kamalasila’s understanding is obviously his theory of the customary reality that is
discussed in section 2 above. According to this theory, although phenomena —
i.e., dependently originated entities — have merely a customary nature that is
superimposed by erroneous cognition, they appear to ordinary people as having an
intrinsic nature. In other words, as long as ordinary people do not critically
investigate phenomena, they regard phenomena as entities having an intrinsic
nature. Reading Kamalasila’s commentary against this theoretical background, it
becomes clear that here Kamalasila is not referring to ordinary people’s cognition
of phenomena but the yogi’s transformed cognition of phenomena. The trans-
formed cognition of phenomena would not be the supramundane non-conceptual
gnosis, as non-conceptual gnosis is characterized by the non-apprehension of
anything. The only candidate in Kamala$ila’s soteriology for being the transformed
cognition of phenomena is then the so-called “subsequently obtained awareness”
(prsthalabdhajfiana) that arises when the yogi reengages with the phenomenal

87 APDhT D143a7-b1/P171b5-6: *di ltar rnam par rig pa thams cad kyi thams cad du chud gzon (gzon
em..: gson DP) pa ni mayin no zhes bya ba ste/ gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam par rig pa chud mi gzon (gzon D:
gson P) to zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go //.

88 APDhT D143b2/P171b7:[...] ’dir rnam par rig pa’i sgra ni thams cad du ’khrul pa la dgongste/(/ D: //
P) phyin ci log gi don ston pa’i phyir ro //.

89 APDIT D143b2-3/P171b8: [...] chos thams cad ni ’khrul pa tsam gyis brtags pa’i bdag nyid kyi ngo
bor zad de/de ma gtogs par de dag gi rang bzhin rang gi rgyud ni gang yang med do zhes dgongs pa’o//.
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world after having experienced the absence of intrinsic nature of all things in non-
conceptual gnosis.”® In another section of the APDhT,” when commenting on the
APDN’s statement on the subsequently obtained awareness, Kamalasila explicitly
expresses his view that with this awareness, the yogi cognizes the phenomenal world
as being like illusions, mirages, dreams, and other similar things, clearly knowing
that phenomena appear to him in an illusory form.

5 Concluding Remarks

Kamalasila uses the concept of “middle way” to refer to a position or manner of
understanding that avoids the two extremes of superimposition and denial. Ac-
cording to his theory of the middle way, superimposition consists in reifying what is
completely nonexistent and fictitious, such as a person, and in superimposing ulti-
mate natures including intrinsic nature (svabhava) and specific properties on phe-
nomena, while denial consists in denying the customary existence of phenomena. In
Kamala$ila’s system of thought, the middle way between these two extremes thus
defined plays a significant role in his theory of spiritual cultivation. According to the
fourteenth chapter of his APDhT, the rationale behind the practice of meditative
examination is to have the yogi completely abandon these two extremes and
consequently enter the middle way. Meditative examination from the ultimate
perspective enables the yogi to stop all superimposition, which results in the elim-
ination of the concept of existence and all other concepts and conceptual thoughts.
But in practicing meditative examination, the yogi does not fall into the extreme of
denial since he does not consider phenomena as customarily nonexistent.
Kamalasila’s definition of the two extremes of superimposition and denial also
has bearing on his view of the cognitive nature of the two cognitions resulting from
meditative examination, namely non-conceptual gnosis and the subsequently ob-
tained awareness. For Kamala$ila, non-conceptual gnosis is a cognition that does not

90 Cf. BhK III p. 11,6-10: [...] punah punar antara sakalam eva lokam vyavalokya mayajalacan-
dropamapratibhasam avataret / tatha coktam avikalpapravese / lokottarena jiianenakasasamatalan
sarvadharman pasyati / prsthalabdhena punar mayamaricisvapnodakacandropaman pasyatiti /
(“When in the meantime, [the yogi] looks at the whole world repeatedly [...], appearances that are
like illusions and the moon in water would appear to him again [lit.: he would come down to
appearances that are like illusions and the moon in water]. Likewise, the Avikalpapravesa[dharani]
states that ‘With supramundane gnosis, one sees that all phenomena are like the expanse of space.
Moreover, with subsequently obtained awareness, one sees all phenomena as being like illusions,
mirages, dreams, and the moon in water.”).

91 APDhT D139b2-140a6/P166b8-167h7.
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apprehend an intrinsic nature of anything whatsoever, because it must be a state
free of superimposition, and according to Kamalasila, apprehending an intrinsic
nature is itself the superimposition of an intrinsic nature on something. In contrast,
the subsequently obtained awareness is cognition of phenomena, because it is
associated with the abandonment of the denial of the customary existence of phe-
nomena. This awareness — obtained after the experience of the absence of intrinsic
nature of all things in non-conceptual gnosis — differs from ordinary people’s
cognition in that it cognizes phenomena as being similar to illusions and the like,
clearly aware that phenomena possess only a superimposed customary nature that is
not other than erroneous cognition. Moreover, from Kamalasila’s equation of non-
conceptual gnosis and the subsequently obtained awareness with the abandonment
of the extremes of superimposition and denial, it is clear that for Kamalasila, the
middle way comprises both non-conceptual gnosis and the subsequently obtained
awareness. This view, based on Kamalasila’s Madhyamaka ontology, contrasts
sharply with the Yogacara idea that the middle way is non-conceptual gnosis.
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