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Abstract: Directly or indirectly, by way of scriptural commentary or philosophical
investigation, dependent origination (pratityasamutpada) plays an important role in
several of Kamalasila’s works. His interpretation is remarkably consistent. As earlier
“Yogacara-Madhyamika” authors such as Srigupta, Jiianagarbha and Santaraksita,
Kamaladila regards dependent origination as one of the characteristic features of
genuine conventional reality, non-origination (anutpada) being characteristic of ulti-
mate reality/truth. Genuine conventional reality and ultimate reality correspond to the
two modes — conventional and ultimate — of dependent origination in the $SaT, a
commentary whose purpose was to provide the $$a with a Madhyamika interpretation.
Although it seems to leave no room for the Madhyamaka and culminates in a Yogacara
analysis of reality, the TSP likely is no exception to this, as its mangala’s indebtedness to
Nagarjuna already suggests. Close comparative and intertextual analysis reveals that
the intention underlying the TS(P) was to provide a description of true conventional
reality, i.e., the domain of dependently originated though ultimately essenceless entities
similar to magical horses and elephants. As a corollary, Santaraksita and Kamalasila
attempted to “purify” it from pseudo-entities, i.e,, non dependently originated fictions,
or, equivalently, entities with incongruous causes (visamahetu), such as a rabbit’s horn,
the self, and God. In this perspective, the TS(P) can be read as a detailed philosophical
propedeutics to a Madhyamika analysis of reality, cognition, and truth.

Keywords: dependent origination (pratityasamutpada); Kamalasila; Madhyamaka;
Tattvasangraha(panjika); two truths
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Dependent origination arguably constitutes Buddhism’s most essential doctrine, the
importance of which is mirrored in its eventual incorporation into the scenario and
contents of the Buddha’s awakening,' Its centrality can also be seen from the fact that
its two declensions, the progressive (anulomajtas]) and the retrogressive (pratiloma
[tas]), encapsulate Buddhism both as an explanation and as a therapy of suffering. For
whereas the twelve limbs in progressive order account for the rise of suffering,
i.e., pollution/defilement (sariklesa), the same twelve limbs considered in retrogressive
order account for the elimination of suffering and its causes, or, equivalently, for
purification (vyavadana). Dependent origination can thus be regarded as the very
matrix of the noble’s truths: whereas truth no. 2 originates in the progressive sequence,
truth no. 3 is connected to the retrogressive order.” This is likely what Kamalasila had
in mind in the verse opening his commentary on the 5@, one of Buddhism’s most
authoritative sources on dependent origination: “Having bowed to the King of Dharma
who, by indicating that an entity arises in dependence, pronounced what is truly
excellent and what is not excellent, [I] will explain as [I am] able the meaning of the
Young Rice Plant [Sutra].” The essential identity between dependent origination and
Dharma both as the law governing phenomena and as the teaching revealing it is best
reflected in the sitra’s most famous statement, viz., “he who sees dependent origi-
nation sees the Dharma, [and] he who sees the Dharma sees the Buddha.”*

Given the importance of the topic, one can legitimately be curious about the way in
which one of Indian Buddhism’s most outstanding representatives, Kamalasila
(740-795), understood dependent origination. For not only did he write on epistemology
while commenting on $antaraksita’s (725-788) TS; again in the footsteps of his teacher,
Kamalasila was a staunch advocate of what came to be labelled “Yogacara-Madhya-
maka,” a doctrinal stance that permeates several of his most outstanding contributions,
the MAP, the three BhKs, and the $SaT, not to speak, of course, of the Mcn:ihyamaakc?eloka.5

1 See Eltschinger 2019: 196-201.

2 As Lamotte 1977: 281 points out, while explaining the four noble truths, AN 1.176-177 (Bodhi 2012:
269-270) resorts to the so-called Dharmacakrapravartanasttra for truths no. 1and 4, but reproduces
the standard wording of the anuloma and pratiloma sequences for truths no. 2 and 3, respectively.
3 $SQT 450,3-6: /gan gis dnos po brten *byun bstan pa yis/ [yan dag mchog dan mchog myin bka’ stsald
pa/ [chos kyi rgyal po de la phyag ’tshal te/ [sa lu ljan pa’i don ni ji nus bsad/. Translation Schoening
1995:1.192-193. The interlinear gloss (in MS Pelliot Tibétain 553) explains that “what is truly excellent”
refers to dependent origination in retrogressive order, whereas “what is not excellent” refers to
dependent origination in progressive order (Schoening 1995: 1.192, nn. 8-9). For similar equivalences
in Theravada Buddhism, see Schoening 1995: 1.192-193, n. 9 (SN IL.4-5; Bodhi 2000: 536).

4 See below, n. 91. On this satra and its constitution, see also Schoening 1995: 1.4.

5 The interlinear gloss introduces Kamalaéila, the author of the $SQT, as a dbu ma’i mkhan po
(madhyamakopadhyaya?). See Schoening 1995: 1.192, n. 1. Note also Schoening 1995: 1.107: “Quite
possibly one of Kamalasila’s reasons for writing a commentary to the Salistamba Siitra was to
interpret it according to the Madhyamaka ‘ultimate/conventional’ analysis rather than the Yogacara
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Now, dependent origination features more or less prominently in all of these works,
either as their very topic (TS[P], $S0T) or as one of their most decisive articulations (MA
[V/P], BhK). How did Kamalasila, who wrote as a realist, an idealist, a Madhyamika, a
meditation teacher and a siitra commentator, contextualize and harmonize his views on
dependent origination? Is there, in Kamalasila’s treatment of the topic, a guiding prin-
ciple or a doctrinal “habitus” that would not be entirely determined by the works he
commented upon?

The present paper is based on the TSP, the MAP, the BhKs, and the SSGT, but does
not take the Madhyamakaloka into account, which remains a terra incognita in many
respects. Given the wealth of materials and the space at my disposal, I have chosen not
to integrate Kamalasila’s views on rebirth and the relation between action and its result
as they appear in chapters 9 (karmaphalasambandhapariksa) and 22 (Lokayatapariksa)
of the TSP. Although these materials provide valuable informations on the embryo-
logical and gnoseological aspects of rebirth, they are not directly relevant to dependent
origination as such. I have also refrained from taking the individual limbs/members
(anga, nidana) of dependent origination into the picture. Except for avidya, Kamalasila
has hardly anything to say about them outside the limited framework of his com-
mentary on the $Sa, where his ideas often reflect those of the work commented upon.
And while I have refrained from integrating ideas from the siitra proper, I have not
hesitated to include excerpts from Santaraksita when they proved more explicit, or
more synthetic, than Kamalasila’s own explanations, or when Kamalasila did not
comment upon them, with the (admittedly controvertible) implicit assumption that
Kamalasila shared his teacher’s views in such cases. My use of the $SGT almost entirely
relies on Schoening’s fine 1995 study and translation.

1 Dependent Origination in the
Tattvasangraha(paijika)

Dependent origination lies at the very heart of Santaraksita’s (and the Buddha’s !)
project as it is spelled out in the initial verses of the TS and their commentary.® In TS
5-6, Santaraksita claims to “compose the Tattvasangraha after paying homage to the
omniscient [Buddha] who, best among speakers, taught dependent origination
without resorting to any [supposedly] independent revelation [such as the Veda, and]
after making great compassion his very essence over innumerable great aeons out of

three-nature theory as in the Karika and the Tika.” According to BhK 1.207,7-8, the Buddha preached
the $st with a Madhyamika intention. See below, n. 68.
6 See already McClintock 2010: 95-111, and passim, and Matsuoka in the present volume.
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[his] desire for the welfare of the living beings (jagaddhita).”’ As TS 1-6—a deliberate
echo of Nagarjuna’s MMK®—make clear, Santaraksita’s epistemological agenda
turns out bo be in fact nothing but a defence of dependent origination, each of the
latter’s epithets in TS 1-5a picking up a specific topic of the Buddhist epistemologists’
philosophical program and polemics against the non-Buddhists, and a few, mostly
Sarvastivadin-Vaibhasika, Buddhists.® According to Kamala$ila, dependent origina-
tion is even implicity present in the title of the work, for tattva (lit. “reality,” “true
nature”), here in the plural, refers to the true characteristics of dependent origina-
tion (pratityasamutpadavisesandni)—being devoid of the operation of pseudo-causes
like the Sankhyas’ primordial nature, etc. (prakrtyadivyapararahitatvadi)—that are
enumerated in TS 1-5a."° $antaraksita’s treatise thus presents itself as a 3645-stanza
Compendium of the true properties (of dependent origination)."

Why should this eulogy (stotr/abhidhdnja, or worship, paja/bhidhana]) of the
Buddha center on the revelation of dependent origination (pratityasamutpadadesana)
and not on his innumerable other qualities?™® According to Kamalasila, dependent
origination is the very essence (pradhana) of the Blessed One’s jewel-like teaching
(pravacanaratna) insofar as it causes living beings to obtain (prapaka, prapana) eleva-
tion (abhyudaya), viz. good rebirth states (sugati), and the summum bonum (nihsreyasa),
viz,, liberation (apavarga). On the one hand, teaching dependent origination is
responsible for their confident certainty (sampratyaya) about the relationship between
actions and their results (karmaphalasambandha), a certainty which, by fostering good
moral conduct, is conducive to higher rebirth states. On the other hand, teaching

7 TS5-6: svatantrasrutinihsango jagaddhitavidhitsayd | analpakalpasankhyeyasatmibhittamahddayah //
yah pratityasamutpadam jagada gadatam varah | tam sarvajfiam pranamydyam kriyate tattvasan-
grahah /.

8 Cf. MMK, second “benedictory” stanza: yah pratityasamutpadam [...] | desayamasa sambuddhas
tam vande vadatam varam /. Whereas Nagarjuna’s eight epithets of pratityasamutpada epitomize
Madhyamaka metaphysics, Santaraksita’s dozen of epithets reflect the philosophical program of the
mature Buddhist epistemological tradition (See McClintock 2010: 88-91).

9 According to $SuT 456,17-18 (Schoening 1995: 1.207-208), the $Si, hence dependent origination, is
as unshakable by the non-Buddhists as a mountain is by the wind (the interlinear gloss claims that the
siitra, “by teaching the definitive meaning, is [unshakable], because it is not shaken by the views of
causelessness and dissimilar [causes] such as the non-Buddhists [hold]” [ries pa’i don ston pa yin bas
na mu stegs chan lastsogs pa myi ‘thun ba gyur lta ba dan rgyu myed par lta ba dag gis myi sgul ba’i
phyir ro //; translation Schoening 1995: 1.208, n. 1]). More generally, dependent origination remains
unfathomable for people who are not buddhas (SSuT 455,7-8; Schoening 1995: 1.202); meditation on
dependent origination is said to be common to §ravakas and bodhisattvas (SSuT 457,14-16; Schoening
1995: 1.209).

10 See TSPy 7,20-21/TSP¢ 8,23-24/TSPr D ze 138b5-6 (quite strongly diverging from the Skt.).

11 On the debates on the nature, the scope and the function(s) of the TS(P), see Ratié 2014: 163-167.
12 The present section relies on TSPk 10,8-23/TSPg 11,1-15/TSPr D ze 141a2-b3 and TSPy 15,15-16,4/
TSPy 15,23-16,6/TSPr D ze 146a3-b5.
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dependent origination causes those longing for liberation to gradually (through scriptural
learning, rational reflection and repeated meditative cultivation) understand the self-
lessness of the person and the selflessness of the factors (pudgaladharmanairatmya).”®
Teaching dependent origination, i.e., teaching the proper path to heaven and liberation
(aviparitasvargapavargopadesa), is thus the core of the Buddha’s perfection in altruistic
practice (parahitanusthanasampad) together with its means (upaya), i.e., insight (prajfia)
—defined as a yogin’s direct intuition of the dharmas (dharmesu saksaddarsitvam)—and
compassion (/mahdajkarund, krpa). The Buddha’s perfection in altruistic practice results
from the elimination of the two types of obstructions, i.e., the obstruction which consists of
all the defilements together with their after-effects and the obstruction to the knowable
(savasanasesaklesajiieyavaranaprahana), and distinguishes him from the bodhisattvas
and the sravakas, who, although they do teach dependent origination, do not reveal it
independently (svatas).

But acting for other peoples’ benefit (paranugraha), though only remotely and
derivatively comparable to the Buddha’s paradigmatic action, also characterizes
Santaraksita’s own endeavor as the author of a philosophical treatise.’* The action of
composing the TS, i.e., collecting (sangraha) the tattvas scattered (viprakirna) in
earlier teachers’ (parvacarya) works, aims at making simpleminded persons’
(mandadht) understanding of these tattvas easier (tattvasukhavabodha) so that they
can quickly obtain elevation and liberation (all astikas indeed agree that these result
from one’s knowledge of the tattva[s]). Now as Kamala$ila again insists, securing
them is due to truth (aviparydsa; for wrong notions [viparyasa] are the root[-cause]
of all pollution,” and the welfare of the living beings is contrary to pollution), truth
being nothing but complete confidence (abhisampratyaya) in the relation between

13 TSPy 10,17-18/TSPg 11,10-11/TSP D ze 141a7-bl: tadutpattau hy avidya samsarahetur nivartate |
tannivrttau ca tanmilam sakalam klesajfieydvaranam nivartata iti sakalavaranavigamad apa-
vargasampraptir bhavati /. “For when this [understanding of selflessness] arises, ignorance ceases,
which is the cause of transmigratory existence, and when this [ignorance] ceases, all obstructions—
those consisting of defilements and those to the knowable—, which have it as their root(-cause),
cease, [and] thus, thanks to the elimination of all obstructions, one obtains liberation.” According to
Kamalasila ($SQT 453,6-16; Schoening 1995: 1.198), the purpose (prayojana) of the $S is to eliminate
the two obstructions and to enter the apratisthitanirvanamarga, which basically consists of insight
and compassion.

14 This section is based on TSPy 9,9-21/TSP¢ 10,9-20/TSPt D ze 140a5 and TSPk 8,21-9,8/TSP¢ 9,25-10,9/
TSPy D ze 139b5-140a5.

15 Cf. $SOT 479,15: phyin ci log ni kun nas fion mons pa mtha’ dag gi rtsa ba yin pas [...], “because
wrong notions (viparyasa) are the root(-cause) (miila) of all pollution (samastasariklesa?)” (see also
Schoening 1995: 1.256); cf. also BhK 1.197,4-5: prajiiaya ca sakalaviparyasaprahanan na samsare
vasthanam viparyasamilatvat samsarasya /. “And since all wrong notions are eliminated by insight,
he does not abide in transmigratory existence, because transmigratory existence has wrong notions
for its root(-cause).”
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action and its result (karmaphalasambandha) and the true understanding (avabodha)
of the two types of selflessnesses. As we have seen above, and as Kamalasila again
emphasizes, one’s complete confidence in karmic retribution and true understanding
of selflessness are caused by a treatise revealing (samprakasaka) dependent origination
in a proper way, again through the sequence (krama) of learning scriptures, rationally
reflecting upon them and mentally cultivating soteriologically relevant contents. People
who have eliminated neither of the two forms of the personalistic belief act by wrongly
interpreting the psychophysical series as a substantial unity (santatim ekatvenadhya-
vasdaya). On the contrary, those best among ordinary people (prthagjanakalyana) who
comprehend the true nature of things (tattva) by rationally and scripturally (yuk-
tyagama) understanding momentariness and selflessness, learn the law of dependent
origination (pratityasamutpadadharmata) and act accordingly, i.e., perform good deeds
(Subhakriyd) in a way that fosters their and other peoples’ good.™

What exactly is dependent origination?'” To make an idea, let me quote the most
famous and most ubiquitous canonical description of the pratityasamutpada, a text

16 According to TSPk 183,18-27/TSPg 162,1-10/TSPr D ze 256al-5. The compound pratityasa-
mutpadadharmata (Tib. rten cin *brel bar *byun ba’i chos fiid) is liable to several interpretations,
notably “[learn that mental events] have dependent origination for [their] property.”

17 Due to Matsuoka’s masterly treatment of the subject (Matsuoka, forthcoming), I refrain from
dealing here with Kamalasila’s important etymological remarks in TSPk 15,10-15/TSP¢ 15,17-23/TSPy D
ze 146al1-3. As shown by Matsuoka, Kamala$ila insists that pratityasamutpada and pratityasa-
mutpanna point to the same entities (the skandhas, etc.) but according to two alternative descriptive
modes, the first focusing on just the property (dharma) of origination to the exclusion of other
differentiating features (bheda), the other focusing on the property-bearer (dharmin) without setting
aside other differentiating features. To put it otherwise, “origination“ as a property is by no means
distinct from the originated entities themselves, and the difference is purely conventional. In doing
so, $antaraksita’s commentator follows Dharmakirti’s ideas on these alternative descriptions, a key
point of his apoha theory.* Here is Kamalasila’s terse and innovative explanation: “The aggregates’,
etc., arising in dependence on, i.e, relying on causes [and] conditions, this is [what we call]
‘dependent origination.’ Here is [Santaraksita’s] point: {The Blessed Buddha] who taught the ag-
gregates, etc., (as being) arisen (utpanna) by force of causes [and] conditions.” Even if [in this
expression,] ‘origination’ is presented as [if it were] distinct [from the originated aggregates, etc.], itis
nonetheless nothing but the dependently originated (pratityasamutpanna) entity itself that is pre-
sented in this way as one wishes to know just the exclusion of all other differentiating features. Or [we
say)] samutpada because it originates, [with the primary affix] GHaN [i.e., -a] in the sense of an agent
(kartari) because it is said [in A 3.3.113] that ‘the affixes called krtya and the affix lyut are diversely
applicable and have other senses than those taught before.™* Therefore, [samutpada forms] a
compound with the word pratitya either of the supsupa type [according to A 2.1.4], or due to being [of]
the maytira-vyamsaka [type according to A 2.1.72] ***»**** *See PV(SV) 1.59-62 (Eltschinger et al. 2018:
55-60) and PV 2.97-99 (Matsuoka forthcoming, [9-11], with literature). **A 3.3.113, translation Vasu
1997: 1.524 (cf. Renou 1966: 1.243). ***A 2.172, translation Vasu 1997: 1.253 (cf. Renou 1966: 1.100, and
Renou 1984: 121-122 [§96B]); the list of “irregularly formed tatpurusa compounds” comprises several
expressions with an absolutive as the first member: pitvasthiraka, bhuktvasuhita, prosyapaptyan, etc.



DE GRUYTER Kamalasila’s Views on Dependent Origination = 189

Kamalasila was well aware of for having commented on it in his $S0T,"® for quoting
from it while commenting on TSy 544/TS¢ 543," and, not implausibly, for being a
Mlasarvastivadin well versed in his monastic order’s Vinaya:*°

[Here is dependent origination considered in progressive order:] when this exists, this comes
into existence; due to the arising of this, this arises.”* Namely, with ignorance for their condition,
the karmic constructions arise; with the karmic constructions for its condition, consciousness
arises; with consciousness for their condition, name-and-body arise; with name-and-body for

***RTSPy 15,10-15/TSPg 15,17-23/TSPy D ze 146a1-3 (for the Tibetan, see Matsuoka forthcoming, [3, n.
14]): hetiin pratyayan pratitya samasritya yah skandhadinam utpadah sa pratityasamutpadah | etad
uktam bhavati | hetupratyayabalenotpannan skandhadin yo jagadeti | yady api® samutpada iti vya-
tirekiva nirdesas tathdpi pratityasamutpannam eva vastu bhedantarapratiksepamatrajijiasayam®
tatha nirdisyate | yadva samutpadyata iti samutpadah krtyalyuto® bahulam iti vacanat kartari ghafi |
tatah pratityasabdena supsupeti mayaravyamsakaditvad va® samasah | asamastam eva va /. “Note
TSPy “di ltar yan for yady api. ®Note TSPy Ses par ‘dod pas (jijfiasaya?). ®krtyalyuto TSPx: krtyaluto
TSPs. TSPy va: TSPs om. va. On traditional explanations of the expression pratityasamutpada, see
the references in Matsuoka forthcoming [4, n. 15], to which La Vallée Poussin 1913: 48-49 and
MacDonald 2015: 11.18-38 can be added.

18 See i.a. SSUT 463,1-465,8 (Schoening 1995: 1.221-223).

19 See below, n. 27.

20 SBhV 1.127,1-129,16 narrates the recently awakened Buddha’s “discovery” (Gnoli) of dependent
origination (in my opinion, the passage does not necessarily exclude that the Buddha discovered
dependent origination earlier). The passage opens as follows (SBhV 1.127,1-6 ['Dul ba, D ria 38a4-6)):
atha bhagavan yathabhiramyam mucilindasya nagarajasya bhavane vihrtya yena bodhimilam teno-
pasankrantah | upasankramya prajfiapta eva trnasamstarake nisannah paryankam dabhujya rjum
kayam pranidhaya pratimukham smrtim upasthapya saptaham ekaparyankendatinamayatidam evam
dvadasangam pratityasamutpadam anulomapratilomam vyavalokayan [...]. “Then the Blessed One,
having remained as long as was agreeable [to him] in the place of Mucilinda the king of snakes, went to
the foot of the tree of awakening. Having arrived [there], he sat on a [previously] arranged mat [made]
of grass, assumed a sitting posture with the legs doubled under the buttocks, fixed his body upright,
directed his attention in front of him and spent seven days in this sitting posture, contemplating the
twelve-membered dependent origination in progressive and retrogressive order [...].”

21 In TSPy 173,6-8/TSP¢ 153,15-17/TSPr D ze 250a3-4, Kamalasila explains conditionality/“con-
ditionedness” (idampratyayata; see also TSPy 182,15/TSP¢ 161,4/TSP; D ze 255a5) by resorting to a famous
logion: yathoktam asti karmdsti phalam karakas tu nopalabhyate ya iman skandhan niksipaty anyams
ca skandhan upadatte ‘nyatra dharmasariketat | tatrayam dharmasanketo yadutasmin satidam bhavaty
asyotpadad idam utpadyata iti /. “As [was] stated [by the Blessed One], ‘Action exists [and its] result
[also] exists, but an agent does not exist(/is not perceived), who would give up these constituents [at
death] and take up new ones [at birth], except for a [mere] convention[al designation/metaphor] for the
[dependently arisen] dharmas (dharmasanketa) [themselves. And] here is this convention[al desig-
nation/metaphor] for the [dependently arisen] dharmas, i.e., when this exists, this comes into existence;
due to the arising of this, this arises.” On this logion from the Paramarthasinyatasitra, see Lamotte
1976: 1998, SWTFE, s.v., and Eltschinger 2010b: 323, n. 102; see also AKBh 468,24-26. For interpretations of
this twofold formulation, see AKBh 138,28-139,24 on AK 3.28 (La Vallée Poussin 1923-1931: 11.81-83); for
Dharmakirti’s opinion, see PV 2.49 and Franco 1997: 227-230.
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their condition, the six sense bases arise; with the six sense bases for its condition, contact
arises; with contact for its condition, feeling arises; with feeling for its condition, craving arises;
with craving for its condition, clinging arises; with clinging for its condition, becoming arises;
with becoming for its condition, rebirth arises; with rebirth for their condition, aging, death,
sorrow, grief, suffering, dejectedness and mental disturbance arise. Such is the origin of this
entire great®* mass of suffering. [And here is dependent origination considered in retrogressive
order:] when this does not exist, this does not come into existence; due to the cessation of this,
this ceases to exist. Namely, due to the cessation of ignorance, the karmic constructions cease to
exist; due to the cessation of the karmic constructions, consciousness ceases to exist; due to the
cessation of consciousness, name-and-body cease to exist; due to the cessation of name-and-
body, the six sense bases cease to exist; due to the cessation of the six sense bases, contact ceases
to exist; due to the cessation of contact, feeling ceases to exist; due to the cessation of feeling,
craving ceases to exist; due to the cessation of craving, clinging ceases to exist; due to the
cessation of clinging, becoming ceases to exist; due to the cessation of becoming, rebirth ceases
to exist; due to the cessation of rebirth, aging, death, sorrow, grief, suffering, dejectedness and
mental disturbance cease to exist. Such is the cessation of this entire great mass of suffering.®

To the best of my knowledge, Kamala$ila never explicitly refers to either the pro-
gressive or the retrogressive order in the TSP. However, two passages at least pre-
suppose the two modes of dependent origination, the one accounting for pollution
and the one accounting for purification.”* In TS 496, an opponent claims that the

22 In $S0T464,9 and 11 (Schoening 1995: 1.223), Kamalasila explains kevalasya with bdag dan bdag gi
dan bral ba, “devoid of ‘I’ and ‘mine,” and mahatah with thog ma myed pa, “beginningless.”

23 $Sa 71,1-17 = SBhV 1.127,6-22 ('Dul ba, D na 38a6-b4): yadutasmin satidam bhavati; asyotpadad
idam utpadyate; yadutavidya*pratyayah samskarah; samskdarapratyayam vijiidnam; vijiidnapra-
tyayam namartpam; namartpapratyayam sadayatanam; sadayatanapratyayah sparsah; sparsa-
pratyaya vedand; vedandpratyaya trsnd; trsnapratyayam updadanam; updadanapratyayo bhavah;
bhavapratyaya jatih; jatipratyaya jaramaranasokaparidevaduhkhadaurmanasyopayasa ami bha-
vanti** evam eva*** kevalasya mahato duhkhaskandhasya samudayo**** bhavati; yadutasminn
asatidam na bhavati; asya nirodhad idam nirudhyate; yaduta*****vidyanirodhat samskaranirodhah,;
samskaranirodhad vijiiananirodhah; vijfiananirodhdn namarapanirodhah; namariapanirodhdt
sadayatananirodhah; sadayatananirodhat sparsanirodhah; sparsanirodhad vedananirodhah; veda-
nanirodhat trsnanirodhah; trsnanirodhad upadananirodhah; upadananirodhad bhavanirodhah;
bhavanirodhaj jatinirodhah; jatinirodhaj jaramaranasokaparidevaduhkhadaurmanasyopayasa ni-
rudhyante; evam eva*** kevalasya mahato duhkhaskandhasya nirodho bhavati. *yadutavidya- SBhV:
yad idam avidya- $SS0. **aml bhavanti SBhV: sambhavanti $Su. ***eva SBhV: eva om. $Si.
****_skandhasya samudayo SBhV: -skandhasyotpado $St. *****yadutasminn asatidam na bhavati;
asya nirodhad idam nirudhyate; yaduta- SBhV: yadutasminn asatidam na bhavati; asya nirodhad idam
nirudhyate; yaduta- om. $S1.

24 S$SOT452,1-7: yons su Ses par bya ba’i drios po gari Ze na | rtend cin *brel par *byur ba lugs su *byur ba
dan [ lugs sumyi ’byun ba ste | de yan Ses rab kyis ses par bya ba yin bas yons su Ses par bya ba Zes bya
ste [ ’dis kun nas fion mons pa’i de kho na [ fion mons pa dan las dan tshe’i mtshan fiid dan [ rnam par
byan ba’i de kho na rten cin ’brel par *byun ba lugs su myi ’byun ba’i mtshan fiid kyan bstan to (/. “What
is the subject to be comprehended [in the sitrayg]? [It is] progressive (anuloma) and retrogressive
(pratiloma) dependent arising; because it, moreover, is to be known by discriminating insight
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Buddhist position on samsara and nirvana is unintelligible insofar as “one moment is
tied by the iron chains of desire, etc., in the prison of existence, while another, [being]
untied, is liberated.”* Here is Santaraksita’s reply to the objection that the distinction
between bondage and liberation is illegitimate:

[The limbs consisting of] ignorance, etc., are regarded here as bondage inasmuch as they are the
effects [of those preceding them] and the causes [of those following them in the series. As for]
liberation, it is held to be the mind’s immaculate condition due to the elimination of the [said limbs].Z’

Kamala$ila explains:

Nowhere for us are bondage and liberation established as relying on one single [continuous]
person, for [according to us, there is] no one [who could be] established as being bound and
liberated. It is just that the conditioning factors from ignorance to rebirth and death are
conventionally designated as ‘bondage’ inasmuch as they are the causes of the arising of
suffering. And thus is it said: ‘Such is the origin of this entire great mass of suffering.’ And what is
called ‘iberation’ is the mind’s (dhi) immaculate condition once ignorance, etc., have been
eliminated due to the knowledge of tattva, as is said: ‘Transmigratory existence is nothing but
the mind (citta) perfumed by defilements such as desire, [while] that very [mind] delivered from
these [defilements] is referred to as the end of existence.’?®

As we can see, Kamala$ila’s explanation, though it remains, like Santaraksita’s verse,
doctrinally neutral as regards the interpretation of the individual limbs (notably
avidya) and their interrelations, clearly resorts to the two opposite sequences of

(prajia), [it] is called ‘[the subject] to be comprehended’; by this is indicated the reality (tattva) of the
all-pervasive defilements (sariklesa)—the defining characteristic of the defilements (klesa), karma,
and life (@yus)—and the reality of purity (vyavadana)—I[that is,] the defining characteristic of
retrogressive dependent arising.” Translation Schoening 1995: 1.195; see also below, n. 47, and above,
nn. 2-3.

25 TS 496ac: ragadinigadair baddhah ksano °‘nyo bhavacarake* | abaddho mucyate canyah [...] /.
*_carake MSS (Shiga 2022: 154, n. 74): -varake TSPy, TSPs.

26 TSPy 184,13/TSPg 162,27-28/TSPy D ze 256b3: bandhamoksavyavasthanam anupapannam.

27 TSy 544/TS¢ 543: karyakaranabhutas ca tatravidyadayo matah /| bandhas tadvigamad ista* muktir
nirmalata dhiyah /[/. *ista TSPg: isto TSPy.

28 TSPy 184,17-22/TSP¢ 162,31-163,7/TSP1 D ze 256b3-6: na hi kvacid asmdakam ekapurusadhikaranau
bandhamoksau prasiddhau | kasyacid badhyamanasya mucyamanasya casiddheh™ | kevalam avi-
dyadayah samskara jaramaranaparyanta duhkhotpadahetutaya bandha iti vyavahriyante | tatha
coktam evam asya kevalasya mahato** duhkhaskandhasya samudayo*** bhavatt****ti | tesam ca-
vidyadinam tattvajfianad vigatau satyam ya nirmalata dhiyah sa muktir***** ity ucyate [ yathoktam
cittam eva hi samsaro ragadiklesavasitam | tad eva tair vinirmuktam bhavanta iti kathyata******iti .
*casiddheh TSPk (TSPy): yasiddheh TSPg. **mahato MS ] (Shiga 2022: 181, n. 246), TSPy chen po: heto MS
Pa, hetor TSPy, TSPs. ***samudayo em. (Shiga 2022: 181, n. 246, TSPt skye bafr ’gyur ro], SBhV):
samuddyo TSPys. ****See above, n. 23. *****nirmuktir TSPs (Shiga 2022: 182): muktir TSPg.
werkkTnidentified (though ubiquitous) quotation.,
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dependent origination: whereas the twelve limbs in progressive order are the cause
of suffering, i.e., bondage, their gradual elimination on account of tattvajiiana is the
cause of the cessation of suffering, i.e., liberation.

Let me now consider an excerpt from the TS in which Santaraksita presents what
can be regarded as a Dharmakirtian understanding of the two modes of dependent
origination (Kamalasila contents himself with a few notes on these important stanzas):

Due to the vision of all dharmas being selfless that was revealed by Him [i.e., the Buddha], the
multitude of defilements arisen from the personalistic false view cease to exist. The false view of
a [substantial] living being comes into existence with the seeing of self and one’s own for its
aspect, and when the conceit of ‘T’ and ‘mine’ is [in activity], all defilements come into existence.
Now the counteragent of the false view of a [substantial] living being is this [very] intuition of
selflessness. When it has become coessential [to the mind] due to [its] repeated practice, it ceases
to exist, and the [whole] mass of the defilements that are rooted in this [false view of a sub-
stantial living being] disappears for want of a cause. [But] when this [whole mass of the
defilements] is missing, existence (bhava), which has it for its cause, does not arise anymore.
Complete/definitive release from it*® is what is referred to as ‘liberation,’ so that (atas) the vision
of selflessness is the entrance gate to the supreme bliss.*

This passage provides a very good summary of Santaraksita’s and Kamalasila’s views
on dependent origination in the TS(P) and fully testifies that, as far as this treatise is
concerned (at least provisionally; see below), the two authors fully endorse Dhar-
makirti’s understanding of ignorance and dependent origination.*!

Even if pratityasamutpada related concepts (anuloma/pratiloma; twelve limbs) do
not explicitly appear, the wording and the syntax of this passage are clearly reminiscent
of dependent origination: ablative + niVRT- (= na BHU-/niRUDH-)/praVRT- (= BHU-/
utPAD-), locative + (vi)niVRT-/na JAN- (= na BHU-/niRUDH-)/[praVRT- (= BHU-/utPAD-)
hetu, mula, udbhiita-; tasminn asati..., etc. Like Dharmakirti S$antaraksita and

29 Note TSPk 905,13-14/TSP¢ 766,7/ TSPt D ’e 314a3: tesam klesanam tasya va punarbhavasyatyantam
punarutpattito vimuktih... , “complete release from the rearising either of these defilements or of
rebirth.” Cf. NBh 22,1 on NS 1.1.22: tena duhkhena janmanatyantam vimuktir apavargah /. NV 81,2:
tena Sariradina duhkhena*tyantiko viyoga iti /. *duhkhena- MS J[aisalmer]: duhkhantena- Ed.

30 TSk 3488-3492/TS¢ 3487-3491/TSt D ze 127a5-6: samastadharmanairatmyadarsandt tatprakasitat /
satkayadarsanodbhiitaklesaughasya nivartanam /| atmatmiyadrgakarasattvadrstih pravartate* |
aham mameti mane ca** kleso ’sesah pravartate |/ sattvadrkpratyanikam ca tan nairatmyanidarsa-
nam | abhydasat satmyam dayate tasmin sa vinivartate [/ tanmiilaklesarasis ca hetvabhavat pra-
hiyate*** | tasminn asati taddhetur na punar jayate bhavah |/ tadatyantavinirmuktir****
apavargas***** ca kirtyate | advitiyasivadvaram ato nairatmyadarsanam /. *Note TSy /bdag dan bdag
gir’dzin lta can/ [yod pa’i stobs la ’jug par gyury; stobs la is certainly to be emended, perhaps to ita ba.
**Note TSy ria rgyal gyis, suggesting manena. ***prahiyate em. (TSP med par °gyur); cf. TSg prati(hi?)
yate: pratiyate TSys. ****-vinirmuktir em. (McClintock 2010: 220, n. 530) TSPy, TSPy (rnam grol ba):
-vinirmukter TSy¢. *****Cf. NSQ 1.1.22: tadatyantavimokso ’pavargah (TSPx 905,14/TSPg 766,8).

31 See Eltschinger 2010a: 28-48 and Eltschinger 2014: 278-292.
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Kamalas$ila regard the personalistic belief (satkayadrsti-darsana) as the root-cause
(mula, nidana, hetu) of all defilements,* hence of entanglement in samsara and
suffering.® Their vocabulary is as rich as Dharmakirti’s and earlier accounts: belief in/
false view (drsti, darsana, graha) of self and one’s own (atmatmiya; i.e., what supposedly
belongs to the pseudo-self), of a (substantial) living being (sattva), etc. The mass/multi-
tude (ogha, rasi, ganah) of the defilements and minor defilements (klesopaklesa, dosa)
include desire (manifesting as [akarena] attachment [abhisvangal]), hostility (dvesa,
manifesting as malice [pratighatal), delusion (moha, manifesting as self and one’s own
[atmatmiya)), conceit (mdna, manifesting as pride [unnati]), arrogance (mada), envy
(irsyd), stinginess (matsarya), etc.** Though in outline, this accounts well for the pro-
gressive sequence of dependent origination, i.e., for ignorance and craving as the
remote and proximate causes of suffering, which Kamalasila variously describes
as rebirth, etc. (jatyadi), samsara, and the threefold suffering consisting in
physical and/or psychological pain, change (for worse) and being conditioned
(samskaradiduhkhatritaya).®® As for the reverse order, which defines Buddhism
as a medicine, it relies on the identification (and subsequent cultivation) of the
antidote or counteragent (pratipaksa, pratyanika, badhaka) of the (remote) cause
of defilements and suffering, the personalistic false view. How to determine the
nature of this antidote? According to Kamalasila, who relies here on Deven-
drabuddhi’s and $akyabuddhi’s elaborations on PV 2.133cd-136,°

from knowing the nature of the cause [of defilements], one distinctly ascertains that the antidote
to this [cause] is that thing (vastu) that has an object-support and an aspect that are contrary
(viparitalambanakara) to it. Now, the vision of selflessness is [its] antidote since it has an object-
support and an aspect that are contrary to that.*’

In other words, the vision of selflessness and the false view of a self are in a relation
of mutual contrariety/annulment (badhyabadhakabhava), of counteragency

32 TSPx 906,21/TSP¢ 767,14/TSP D ’e 315a3: klesamiuillam sattvadrstir eva /.

33 Samsarais defined as the five transmigratory destinies (gati) in TSk 3350/TS¢ 3549, listed in TSP 916,1-
3/TSPg 775,2-4/TSP+ D ’e 320bl thereon (narakapretatiryagdevamanusyabhedena paficagatyatmakah
samsarah). For eloquent (though pretty standard) descriptions of suffering in the five destinies, see BnK 1.
188,6-189,8 (Adam 2002: 118-120) and BhK 2.7,14-11,1 (Adam 2002: 183; see Goshima 1983: 8 for Sanskrit
parallels).

34 See TSPy 872,16-17/TSPg 739,15-16/TSPy D ‘e 287a6-7.

35 See TSPy 872,1-4/TSP¢ 738,31-739,3/TSP1 D ‘e 286b6-287al.

36 See Eltschinger 2005: 401-405, and especially PVP D che 56a5-6/P che 64a2-3 (Eltschinger 2005:
402, n. 32) with PVT P fie 143b5 (Eltschinger 2005: 402, n. 32); see also Eltschinger 2009: 48-49, and
Eltschinger 2014: 253-254.

37 TSPk 873,22-24/TSP¢ 740,16-18/TSPy D ’e 288b1-2: [...] hetusvariipajiianad eva yat tadvipar-
italambanakaram vastu sa tasya pratipaksa iti sphutam avasiyata eva [ nairatmyadarsanam ca tatra
viparitalambanakaratvat pratipaksah [...] /.
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(vipaksapratipaksabhdva),® contradictory with each other (anyonyavirodha), so that
the repeated practice of that thing whose nature is contradictory to the cause of the
defilements (svahetuviruddhasvabhavapadarthabhyasa) is the means to eliminate
them (ksayopaya).*® Teaching selflessness, the true antidote of evil, is what distin-
guishes the Buddha from all other teachers:

[The Blessed One,] having pointed out that evil (adharma) consists of [defilements] such as
desire and what[ever] originates from them, taught, in order to eliminate it, that [its] antidote is
nothing but the perception of selflessness inasmuch as it is contradictory to its cause, the
perception of a self; but contrary to treatises such as [those] of Kapila, etc., he did not teach
[physical practices] such as ablutions and fire oblation, which are not [in the least] contradictory
to the [purely psychological] cause of [evil].*°

2 On the Relationships between the Individual
Limbs

To the best of my knowledge, Kamalasila commits himself only once concerning the
type of relations obtaining between the twelve limbs of dependent origination, and

38 See TSPy 874,21-23/TSP¢ 741,8-11/TSP1 D ‘e 289a7-b2.

39 See TSPk 873,19-22/TSP¢ 740,13-15/TSP1 D ’e 288a7-b1. Note also $S0T 464,12-465,4: ma rig pa las
stsogs pa 'gag payan rten cin ’brel par "byun ba Zes ji skad du bya | smras pa | ’di ni fies pa myed do |/ ’dir
de myed par dgag pa lani/ marig pa las stsogs pa dgag pa Zes brjod par byas pa ma yin kyi/ sman bcud
kyis len zos pa bZin du [ lam goms par byas pa’i stobs kyis | ma rig pa dan myi ‘thun ba’i gnas *byun ba’ |/
gan rig pa skye ba de ni ’dir ma rig pa ’gag pa Zes bya ste | ’dir ram | ’dis ma yin bar gyur pa brjod par
byas pa/marig palas stsogs pa’gag pa’i phyir ro [/ de bas na gor nas gon du ’du byed las stsogs pa dan
myi ‘thun ba’i gnas ’byun ba fiid *dir ’du byed la stsogs pa ‘gag par blta’o //. “[Objection:] Though
ignorance and so forth ceases, ‘dependent arising’ is [still] called thus, [‘dependent arising, even
when there is cessation, not arising]. Answer: This is without fault. Here, the statement that igno-
rance and so forth ceases is not an existential negation, but, just like taking a medicinal elixir, by the
power of having cultivated the path, the arising knowledge (vidya), which is the antidote to igno-
rance, is here called ‘ignorance ceases’; because on this or by this [Noble Path], ignorance and so
forth, which was called ‘that which comes to an end,” ceases. Therefore, it will be seen that the
conditioning factors and so forth [up the list of twelve components] cease at the very arising of the
antidotes of conditioning factors and so forth.” Translation Schoening 1995: 1.223. On the meaning of
paryudasa- vs. prasajyapratisedha in this context, see Schoening 1995: .91 and 223, n. 3.

40 TSPy 878,8-11/TSP¢ 744,1-3/TSPy D ’e 302a6-7: [...] ragadirupam tatprabhavam ca*dharmam™**
uddisya tatprahandya tannidanatmadarsanavirodhena nairatmyadarsanam eva pratipakso desito na
tu kapiladisastravat tannidanaviruddhah snanagnihotradir upadistah /. *ca- em. (TSPy dan; cf. PVSV
109,1-2): va- TSPy/TSPs. **’dharmam em. (TSPt chos ma yin pa): dharmam TSPy/TSPs. Cf. PVSV 109,1-3
and Eltschinger 2007: 105-109 and 223.
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this not in the TSP, but in the SSGT. Let me briefly review it here before turning to
Kamalasila’s views as a Madhyamika thinker:

Here the first three [of the twelve components of dependent arising: ignorance, conditioning
factors, and consciousness] are the projecting components (aksepakanga). Name-and-form, the six
sense-bases, contact, and feeling are the projected components (aksiptarniga). Craving, attachment,
and existence are the manifesting components (abhinirvartakanga). Birth is the manifested
component (abhinirvrttyanga). Old age and death is the affliction component (adinavariga). In that
case, the projecting component indicates the distant cause (vidirahetu). The manifesting
component indicates the proximate cause (Gsannahetu). Without those two, birth will not occur,
therefore [the cause] is taught to be two-fold. By karma, which arose from the cause of ignorance,
infecting (paribhavita) consciousness, birth is projected into the future. Then, because craving and
attachment activate that karma, birth will become manifest. Therefore, because from that which
projects and that which is projected and [from] that which [causes manifestation and that which]
is manifested comes affliction, because only twelve components have been indicated, there were
precisely twelve components, neither more nor less. Earlier, intermediate, and later are,
respectively, two, eight, and two; in that [connection], others state the components by positing in
three groups as just mentioned in order to counter delusion.****

As noted by Schoening, Kamala$ila refers here to two alternative models whose
loci classici are Asanga’s AS and Vasubandhu’s AK(Bh).*® Following Kritzer’s
terminology, the first, Yogacara model,** entails “two lifetimes and one round
of causation,” whereas the second, which predominantly belongs to the

41 According to AK 3.25cd and AKBh 133,20-134,4 (La Vallée Poussin 1923-1931: I1.67-68), this second
model, or “Three-lifetimes/Twofold Causation System” (see below), is aimed at getting rid of delusion
(sammoha) concerning the past, the future, and the present.

42 SSUT 465,9-466,8: 'di la dar po gsum ni ‘phen pa’i yan* lag go /| myin dan gzugs dan skye mched drug
dan | reg pa dan tshor ba rnams ni ’phans pa’i yan lag go // sred pa dan len pa dan srid pa dag ni mnon
par sgrub pa’i yan lag go /| skye ba ni mrion par bsgrubs pa’i yan lag go /| rga si ni fies dmigs kyiyan lag
go /| de la’phen pa’iyan lag gis nirin ba’i rgyu bsthan to /| mnon bar bsgrub pa’iyan lag gis ni fie ba’i rgyu
bsthand to |/ de griis myed na skye ba ’grub par myi ‘gyur te  de bas na rnam pa gfiis su bsad do |/ ma rig
pa’irgyu las byurt ba’i las kyis rnam par Ses pa la bsgos pas | ma ‘ons pa na skye ba ‘phans par ‘gyurro /|
de nas sred pa dan len pa ghiis Kyis las de bskul pas skye ba mrion par ’grub par ’gyur te | de bas na gan gis
gan 'phen cin 'phans pa de yan [ gan gis grub pa de las fie dmigs su 'gyur bas yan lag bcu giiis kho nar
bstan pa’i phyir yan lag bcu giiis fiid du gyurd te | myi fiuro myi man no (| gZzan dag ni sna ma dan bar ma
dan phyi ma rnams su griis dan brgyad dan gfiis go rims bZind te | de la rmons pa rnam par bzlog pa’i
phyir bstand par dum bu gsum du rnam par ’jog pas yan lag rnams brjod do //. *yan em.: yan Ed.
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.224-225.

43 Schoening 1995: 1.91. See AK 3.20 and AKBh 131,3-16 (La Vallée Poussin 1923-1931: I1.60-62). 1
refrain here from providing any explanation concerning the well-known second model. Kamalasila’s
passing mention of it likely reflects his general aversion for Sarvastivadin-Vaibhasika ideas.

44 For a Yogacara-cum-alayavijfidna account of this model, see La Vallée Poussin 1928-1929: 11.481-
501; for a genealogy of this model, see Kritzer 1999: 67-92.
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Sarvastivada,” involves “three lifetimes and two rounds of causation.”*® Both
models distribute the twelve limbs into “defilement” (klesa = avidya, trsna, upa-
dana), “action” (karman = samskara, bhava), and “(re)birth” (janman [or “result,”
phala, or “substance,” vastu] = vijiidna, namaripa, sadayatana, sparsa, vedand,
jati, jaramarana).*” According to the “Yogacara” model, avidya, samskara, and
vijiana (“projecting members”) as well as trsnd, upadana, and bhava (“actual-
izing members”) belong to one life, whereas namaripa, sadayatana, sparsa, and
vedana (“projected members”) as well as jati and jaramarana (“actualized
members”) belong to the next life.** What the projecting members — “con-
sciousness impregnated by actions preceded by ignorance of the [Noble]
Truths™® — are projecting are in fact not the actual namarupa, sadayatana,
sparsa, and vedand, but their seeds (bija), i.e., future birth in a purely virtual
form. For these seeds to be actualized in the next life, the present-life actualizing
members, i.e., the vijidna under the sway of craving and clinging, are required,
which actualize birth, old age, and death “in a group of beings that is distin-
guished [according to] the various destinies, classes of beings, etc.”>® If I under-
stand well, this amounts to Kamalasila’s statement to the effect that, “[b]y karma,
which arose from the cause of ignorance, infecting consciousness, birth is pro-
jected into the future. Then, because craving and attachment activate that karma,
birth will become manifest.”! According to the ASBh, “mention of birth and old
age and death [is made] for the sake of [causing] aversion by referring to the three
characteristics of conditioned things.”>*

45 See Kritzer 1999: 69. Does the interlinear gloss ascribe this position to the “Sravaka Sautrantikas”
(Ran thos mdo sde pa dag)? See Schoening 1995: 1.225, n. 1.

46 Kritzer 1999: 71 and 69, respectively. Kritzer (1999: 90) also names the first model “The Two-
lifetimes/Singlefold Causation System.” This model is alluded to in AKBh 131,16-18 (La Vallée Poussin
1923-1931: 11.62).

47 In SSGT 452,4-5 (Schoening 1995: 1195 [see above, n. 24]; see also p. 90), Kamalasila regards
“pollution” (sarklesa) as consisting (laksana) of defilement (klesa), karman, and ayus (tib. tshe). See
La Vallée Poussin 1913: 35-36, AK 3.26ab and La Vallée Poussin 1923-1931: 11.68; on the various
classifications of vijidna (“fruitional” [Kritzer; pratisandhivijfiana] in the Sarvastivada system and
Xuanzang’s Siddhi [La Vallée Poussin 1928-1929: 11.482], but of causal character in the AS), see Kritzer
1999: 68—69.

48 Kritzer 1999: 71, and AS 26,7-9 in Kritzer 1999: 28.

49 According to ASBh 31,13-14: (andagatajanmabhinirvrttaye) satyesv ajfianaptirvakena karmand
cittavasanarthena, translation Kritzer 1999: 28.

50 ASBh 31,20-21: antarasmin gatiyonyadibhedabhinne nikayasabhage, translation Kritzer 1999: 29.
51 See above, n. 42.

52 ASBh 31,21-32,1: jatijaramaranavacanam samskrtalaksanatrayadhikarenodvejandartham, trans-
lation Kritzer 1999: 30.
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3 Dependent Origination in the
Madhyamakalankara(paiijika) and
Bhavanakramas

Kamalasila’s understanding of dependent origination as a Madhyamika philosopher
raises more problems than his position in the TSP. He is the author of a lengthy
treatise, the Madhyamakaloka, of which important parts remain unedited and un-
studied. As for his commentary on Santaraksita’s MA, it consists of discontinuous
notes on selected terms and passages and hardly reflects its author’s opinion. To
show that, at least in the passages of interest to me, Kamalasila’s Madhyamika
thought does not significantly differ from Santaraksita’s, I shall quote somewhat
lengthy excerpts from Kamalasila’s BhKs. These testify to the latter’s strong
indebtedness to $antaraksita’s thought and dialectical strategy in the MA, although
the actual and/or ideal audiences of the two works must have been fairly different.

In MA 2-62, Santaraksita mercilessly applies the “neither-one-nor-many”
(ekaneka) argument to the allegedly real entities (atoms, etc.) postulated by the
Vai$esikas, the Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas. This critical analysis reveals that
all entities, since their natures are neither unitary nor multiple, are ultimately
essenceless. “As a consequence,” says Santaraksita, “these entities have a purely
conventional character.”> According to him, “since all entities are unable to with-
stand critical analysis (vicaraksama) by the aforementioned argument (yukti), they
just have the nature of being fine when not analyzed (avicararamaniya), like
magically created elephants, horses, and men.”>* But, one may object, “isn’t this
conventional nature [mere] nonexistence (abhava?)? If it is [just] nonexistence, it is
contradictory with [these entities’ empirically] observed (drsta) and [generally]
accepted (ista) causal efficacy (arthakriya).”> MA 64 is intended as an answer to this
criticism: “One should understand that conventional [truth] (samvrti) is in essence (1)
that which is fine only when not analyzed (avicaraikaramantya?), (2) that which is
characterized by arising and destruction (utpattivinasadharma?), and (3) that which

53 MA 63ab: /de phyir drios po “di dag nif [kun rdzob kho na’i mtshan fiid *dzin/. For translations, see
Ichigo 1985, CXLII = 1989: 213 and Blumenthal 2004: 139.

54 MAV 196,6-8: ji skad bsad pa’i rigs pa dag gis dnos po thams cad ni brtag mi bzod pa’i phyir ma
brtags na fiams dga’ ba kho na’i bdag fiid kyi rio bo *dzin te [ sgyu ma’i glan po che dan rta dan mi la sogs
pa bZin no //.

55 MAV 202,1-3: 0 na ci ste kun rdzob kyino bo *di ci dros po med pa yin nam/ gal te ’di drios po med pa
yin na ni mthon ba dan ’dod pa’i don byed pa dan ’gal lo Ze na /. Here are Kamaladila’s rather
insignificant comments on drsta and ista (MAP 203,20-21): mthon ba ni mig girnam par ses pa la sogs
pas fiams su myon ba’i phyir ro [/ *dod pa ni ji ltar fiams su myorn ba bZin nes pa’i phyir ro //. Let it be
reminded here that causal efficacy is the hallmark of existence in Dharmakirti’s system.
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is capable of producing an effect(/fulfilling [human] expectations, arthakriyasa-
martha?).”>® As Eckel and others have pointed out, Santaraksita’s threefold charac-
terization of conventional reality is likely indebted to slightly earlier Madhyamika
thinkers,”” and has become standard in later accounts of conventional truth.>® Ac-
cording to him, correct/true convention (yan dag pa’i kun rdzob, samyaksamvrti?),
far from owing just to verbal convention (Sabdavyavahara?), consists in the empir-
ically observable and generally accepted dependently originated entities.>® As
Kamalasila emphasizes in BhK 1,

56 MA 64:/ma brtags gcig puiams dga’ Zin/ [skye dan ’jig pa’i chos can pa/ [don byed pa dag nus rnams
kyi/ [ran bZin kun rdzob yin rtogs/. My translation is indebted to Ichigo 1985, CXLII ~ 1989: 213; see also
Blumenthal 2004: 141.

57 See Eckel 1987: 40-43 and Tillemans 2016: 12 and 23. In his TAV, $rigupta (late 7™ c.?) states that a
conventionally real entity “satisfies only when it is not analyzed; from such a thing something else
seems to arise, and such things produce just this kind of effective action” (TAV, D ha 41b1: /ma brtags
geig pu fiams dga’ ste/ /de *dra las byun de bZin no/ /dnos po de dag de lta bu’i/ /don bya de dan de byed
do/. Translation Eckel 1987: 63, n. 49). Jiianagarbha (early 8" c.?) also claims that “[the relative]
corresponds to appearances, so it must not be analyzed. Something is contradicted if, when analyzed,
it turns out to be something else. [Objection:] Explain why one thing appears to be caused by another?
[Reply:] It is just that one thing appears to be caused by another. What more is there to say?” (SDV vv.
21-22: [ji ltar snan bZin rio bo’i phyir/ /'di la dpyad pa mi’jug go/ [rnam par dpyod pa byed na don/ /|gZan
du son bas gnod par ‘gyur/ [ci yi phyir na rgyu 'di las/ /der snan ba ’di smra bar byos/ [’di ’dra ’di ni rgyu
'di las/ /snan ste ci Zig smra bar bya/. Translation Eckel 1987: 41; see $antaraksita’s useful Pafijika on
these two stanzas in SDVP 122,6-123,2.) Jianagarbha’s ideas on causation are reminiscent of Can-
drakirti’s. In the PrP, the latter states that “the world, not having launched an investigation (vicara)
[into whether things arise] from self [or] other, etc., presumes [merely] this much: an effect arises
from a cause” (PrPryp 27,4-5 = PrPayp 171,2-4: loko [...] svatah parata ityevamadikam vicaram
anavatarya karanat karyam utpadyata ity et@vanmdtram pratipannah //, translation MacDonald
2015:1.99; see also Eckel 1987: 63, n. 49, also referring to MAv 6.35, on which see La Vallée Poussin 1910:
315).

58 Eckel refers to (1) the Deutero-Bhaviveka/Bhavya’s (?) MRP 1.4 (D tsha 260a2): /snan ba tsam gyi*
kun rdzob yin/ [chu Sin gi ni phun po bZin/ /ma brtags fiams dga’i mtshan fiid can/ /rgyu las skyes dan
don byed nus/. *gyi em.: gyis D. “The [genuine] relative truth of the confined outlook /Is, however, like
the pith of plantain (kadaliskandha) /When you do not examine it, it affords pleasure. /And it is
causally produced and efficient.” Translation Lindtner 1981: 170, quoted in Eckel 1987,137-138, n. 104.
(2) Atisa’s (982-1054) SDA v. 3: /ma brtags gcig pu fiams dga’ ba’i/ [skye ba dan ni ’jig pa’i chos/ |don byed
nus dan ldan pa nif [yan dag kun rdzob yin par ’dod/. “A phenomenon (dharma) which arises and is
destroyed, which only satisfies when it is not analyzed (avicararamaniya), and is capable of efficiency
(arthakriyasamarthyavat)—is maintained to be genuine relative truth.” Translation Lindtner 1981:
193, quoted in Eckel 1987: 63, n. 49.

59 See MAV 204,1-3. In MAP 205,2-3, Kamala$ila mentions isvaradi as an example of “incorrect
convention” (log pa’i kun rdzob, mithyasamvrti?). Note also MAV 210,16-18, where causally effica-
cious entities are regarded as correct/true convention, whereas pseudo-entities such as the pudgala
are mere words (Sabdamatra).
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that which has no cause even at the conventional level does not arise even at the conventional
level, like a rabbit’s horn, etc. But it is certainly the case that, even if it is ultimately unreal, that
which has [such a cause] arises [at the conventional level], like a magical illusion, a reflection,
etc. And it does not follow that a magical illusion, etc., is ultimately real if it is dependently
originated at the conventional level, because it does not withstand critical analysis. Therefore,
the entire world is comparable to a magical illusion.®°

In MA 65-66ab, Santaraksita also makes clear that “even that which is fine when not
analyzed implies the production of similar successive effects conditioned by their
own successive causes. Therefore, it is also correct to say that it would be impossible
for conventional truth to be causeless.”® It is simply so that the causes (svahetu) in
dependence on which these entities arise are just fine only when they are left
unanalyzed.®? However, critical analysis has made abundantly clear that entities are

60 BhK 1.218,20-219,2: yasya samvrtydpi kdranam ndsti sa samvrtydpi notpadyate | yatha
Sasavisanadi/ yasya tu vidyate sa paramarthato ’liko 'pi samutpadyata eva | yathda mayapratibimbadi |
na ca mayadeh samvrtya pratityasamutpade paramarthato vastutvaprasangah | tasya vicaraksa-
matvat | atah sarvam eva mayopamam jagat /. See also Adam 2002: 149. Dependently originated
entities and pseudo-entities of the type of a rabbit’s horn are also contrasted in MAP 205,6-7: rten cin
’brel par ’hyun ba’i drios po rnams kho na don dam pa’i ran bZin dan bral ba’i phyir ston pa Zes bya’i ri
bon girwa dan ’dra ba’i bdag fiid kyi phyir nimayin no (/. “Dependently originated entities are termed
‘empty’ because they are devoid of an ultimately real own nature, but not because they are (-atman)
comparable to a rabbit’s horn.”

61 MA 65-66ab: /brtags pa ma byas fiams dga’ ba’an/ /bdag rgyu sna ma sna ma la/ /brten nas phyi ma
phyi ma yil ['bras bu de ’dra ’byun ba yin/ /de phyir kun rdzob rgyu med na/ [run min Zes pa’an legs pa
yin/. Translation Ichigo 1985, CXLII = 1989: 213, modified; see also Blumenthal 2004: 143. Note also MA
84-87: [rgyu dan ’bras bu’i dnos po nif [kun rdzob tu ni mi bzlog pas/ [kun nas fion mons rnam dbyan
sogs/ [rnam par gZag pa ’khrugs pa med/ /’di ltar rgyu dan ’bras bu yi/ /chos *di rnam par gZag pas na/
[tshogs rnams dri ma med pa yan/ |gZun *di fiid la run ba yin/ [rnam par dag pa’i rgyu las ni/ /’bras bu
rnam par dag pa ’byun/ [...] de bZin rnam pa dag ma yin las/ /'bras bu rnam dag ma yin ’byun/ [...].
“Since causal relation is not denied in conventional truth, there is no confusion as to the distinction
between defilement (sarnklesa) and purification (vyavadana). Indeed, since the law of causal relation
has been established, it is also possible in our system [to gather] the pure equipment [of merit and
wisdom; punyajfianasambharal. A pure effect results from a pure cause. [...] Likewise, an impure
[effect] results from an impure [cause]. [...].” Translation Ichigo 1985, CXLIV =~ 1989: 219-221; see also
Blumenthal 2004: 164. Note also BhK 2.55,8-11: [...] ’di sfiam du chos ’di dag thams cad don dam par no
bo fiid med pa fiid yin du zin kyan | kun rdzob tu rnam par gnas pa fiid do de lta ma yin na las dan ’bras
bu *brel pa la sogs pa ji ltar rnam par gnas par ‘gyur [ bcom ldan *das kyis kyan dros po skye ba kun
rdzob tu dam pa’i don du ran bZin med ces bka’ stsal to //. “[The yogin] thinks [as follows]: ‘All these
dharmas, although they are ultimately devoid of own nature, do subsist conventionally. Otherwise,
how would the relationship between action and result, etc., be established? The Blessed One has also
said: ‘Entities arise conventionally, [but] in reality they are devoid of own nature.” For parallels and
hypothetical sources, see Goshima 1983: 57; see also Adam 2002: 213.

62 According to MAV 210,18-19: de Ita bu de la yan brjod pa’i tshul gyis brtags pas dpyad mi bzod pa’i
ran girgyu la brten nas ’hyun na rgyu med par ji ltar *gyur |. Note MAP 211,16-17: brjod pa’i tshul gyis
Zes bya ba ni gcig dan du ma’i ran bZin ston pa fiid du bstan pas so //.
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ultimately devoid of own nature. As Santaraksita himself says, “ultimately, even
subtle entities cannot (anupapanna) be established (parinispanna) because they are
devoid either of a unitary or of a multiple nature in the way pointed out above.”®
Now essenceless entities cannot be said to be dependently originated or to produce
any effect. This is why Santaraksita, combining the result of logical arguments
(pramanaphala) and the meaning of scriptures (agamartha),** claims that “there is
no entity that can be established in reality. Because of that the tathdgatas preached
the non-production (anutpdda) of all dharmas.”® As Kamala$ila has it, “the meaning
[of Santaraksita’s verse] is thus that the blessed buddhas have said that, since no
entity whatsoever is established in reality, all dharmas are unarisen (anutpanna).”®®

In his BhKs, Kamalasila devotes considerable space to showing that entities are
ultimately unarisen. According to him, “the real/true nature of entities should be
[mentally] cultivated after one has analyzed [it] through the insight born of
reflection [operating] by means of reasoning and scripture. Now, entities’ [real/
true] nature is ascertained by both scripture and reasoning as being ultimately
unarisen.”®” After quoting from various authorities (Aryadharmasangiti, Arya-
buddhasangiti, Aryasatyadvayavibhdaga, Prajiiaparamita, Hastikaksyasiitra [BhK
1.200,5-6 = MAV 222,16-19], Pitaputrasamagamasitra [BhK 1.200,7-9 = MAV 228,8-
12]), Kamalasila resumes his analysis:

[The real/true nature of entities] had first to be analyzed in this way by means of scripture. But since
the meaning of scripture cannot be denied by opponents [when it has been] corroborated by
reason(ing), [the real/true nature of entities] has to be analyzed by means of reason(ing) as well. The
reason(ing) [in question] is briefly stated here. The arising of [real] things could be either without a
cause or with a cause. To begin with, [their arising can]not [be] causeless, because one observes that
they are [purely] occasional. Indeed, since they do not differ [insofar as they are] independent of
[any] cause (Tib. rgyu la mi ltos par bye brag med pa’i phyir), why would [these] things not appear
(bhaveyuh, Tib. *hyun) everytime and everywhere in [exactly] the same way as [they appear] at the
time of [their empirically observable] arising? Or, since they are not different from [what they are
at] the time when they do not exist, they cannot appear (Tib. *hyur bar mi rigs so) at all even at the

63 MAV 222,5-6: yan dag par na dnos po phra rab kyan yons su grub par mi 'thad de | ji ltar bstan pa’i
tshul gyis gcig dan du ma’i ran bZin dan bral ba’i phyir ro J/.

64 According to MAP 223,2-4: ’dis ni tshad ma’i *bras bu lun gi don dan sbyar ba’am [ luri gi don tshad
ma’i *bras bu darn shyor bar byed do //.

65 MA 69: /de phyir yan dag fiid du na/ /dnos po gan yan grub pa med/ /de phyir de bZin gsegs rnams
kyis/ /chos rnams thams cad ma skyes gsuns/. Translation Ichigo 1985, CXLII = 1989: 215; see also
Blumenthal 2004: 146.

66 MAP 223,4-7: des na don ni gan gi phyir dnos po ‘ga’yan yan dag par bsgrub pa med pa de’i phyir chos
thams cad ma skyes pa’o Zes bya [ba] sans rgyas bcom ldan “das kyis gsuns so Zes bya ba *di yin no //.
67 BhK 1.198,19-199,2: tasmdc cintamayya prajiiaya yuktyagamabhyam pratyaveksya bhiitam eva
vastusvarapam bhavaniyam [ vastinam svariipam ca paramdrthato ‘nutpdada evagamato yuktitas ca
niscitam /.
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time of [their expected] arising. Thus, to begin with, [their arising] cannot be causeless. Nor [can
they be endowed] with a cause, for, to begin with, they are not born from a permanent cause such as
God [as it is] postulated by the non-Buddhists, because one observes that [they arise] in succession.
Now [something] whose cause is complete (vikalakarana, Tib. rgyu ma tshan ba med pa’i rgyw’i ‘bras
bu) cannot arise in succession, because it does not depend [on anything]. Nor does God, etc., [which
is causally] capable by itself, depend on [anything] else, because it cannot be provided any assis-
tance by other [things] inasmuch as it is permanent[, hence immutable], and because one cannot
depend on [something] that does not provide [any] assistance. As a consequence, because they are
empty of any [causal] capacity, [pseudo-causes] such as God are just as essenceless as the son of a
barren woman, etc, for an entity is causally capable [by definition] (arthakriyasamarthatvat, Tib.
dnos po ni don byed nus pa’i mtshan fiid yin na). As [has just been] examined, these [entities] have no
capacity to [produce] any effect in succession. Nor [does such an entity have a capacity to produce it
all] at once, for, having produced all of its effect at one time, if it were capable of producing [it
according to its very essence], then [its] effect would arise (utpattiprasangah, Tib. skye bar ‘gyur ro)
after this just as [it did] before since [its causally] capable nature would continue [unaffected]. Or if it
did not continue, it would turn out to be impermanent due to the loss of its previous nature.
Therefore, there is no entity that can be said to be permanent. [...] As a consequence, these [entities]
cannot arise from a permanent [cause]. Nor [can they arise] from an impermanent [cause], for, to
begin with, inasmuch as [what is] past and [what is] future with regard to them is not real (avastu),
they cannot be produced by it (na tavat tato janma yuktam, Tib. de las skyes Zes bya ba mi run no),
because they would turn out to be causeless. Nor [can they be born] from [something] present,
because neither contemporary nor noncontemporary [entities] can be produced by it. To explain: to
begin with, that which is contemporary [with it cannot be produced by it], because the effect would
be as established (nispanna, grub pa) as the nature of [its] cause inasmuch as it would occur
simultaneously with it. Nor [can] that which is not contemporary [with it be produced by it], because
if it arose with an interval of time (kalantaravyavadhana), it could be born from [something] past,
etc. (atitadeh, Tib. ’das pa la sogs pa las). [And] even if it were born [from a noncontemporary cause]
without any interval [of time], if it were entirely contiguous [with the cause], then, since all
moments would be included in a single moment, an aeon would have the [same] duration of a
[single] moment—as a composite whole (pinda) would have the size of a [single] atom if an atom
aggregated [with another] in its entirety. But if [it were only] partly [contiguous with the cause], then
it would [inevitably] follow that a [single] moment would have parts. [Moreover, these entities] do
not arise from themselves, because this hypothesis is included in the ‘causeless’ hypothesis, and
because it is contradictory [for entities] to operate on themselves. Nor are they born from both
[themselves and others], for the two [types of] problems raised by both theses would follow.
Therefore, these things are ultimately unarisen, but since [their] arising conventionally exists, there
is no contradiction with scripture, etc. And thus spoke the Blessed One: ‘{Although] entities do
conventionally arise, they are ultimately essenceless. The error concerning essenceless entities is [to
be] regarded as ‘convention.” And such was the reason(ing) intended by the Blessed One in [siitras]
such as the Salistamba, because a production by themselves, by others, by both [themselves and
others] and without a cause is negated [there].*®

68 BhK 1.200,9-202,8 (BhK 11 D ki 28b6-29Db5): evam tavad dgamatah pratyaveksantyam [ yuktyd hi
sthirtkrtasyagamarthasyanyair* apohitum asakyatvat | ato yuktyapi pratyaveksaniyam | tatra
santksepato yuktir ucyate [ utpado bhavanam ahetuko va syat sahetuko va | na tavad ahetukah
kadacitkatvadarsanat | karananapeksa hi visesabhavad utpadakalavat sada sarvatraiva ca bhavah
kim na bhaveyuh | abhavakalad avisesad va utpadakale ’pi naiva bhaveyuh [ evam tavan na nirhetuko
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Now, do the conventional, dependently originated entities merely consist of the mind
and concomitant mental factors (cittacaitta), or are they also external (bahya) to the
mind?®® According to Santaraksita, “that which is cause and effect is nothing but
cognition.””® In other words, idealism, or mind-only, provides the most consistent
description of conventional reality, a position already endorsed by earlier “Yogéacara-
Madhyamika” philosophers such as Srigupta and Jiidanagarbha. But the Yogacara
analysis that discards external entities does not go far enough in that it does not
question the very existence of the mind. Subjecting the mind to the same critical
investigation as external entities, i.e., asking whether it ultimately has a unitary or a
multiple nature, is Santaraksita’s last philosophical step, which he spells out in the
famous v. 92: “Based on [the standpoint of] mind-only one must know the

yuktah | napi sahetukah |/ tatha hi yas tavad** iSvaradis tirthikair nityo hetuh kalpitas tato bhava na
jayante kramenotpadadarsanat /| na tv avikalakaranasya kramenotpado yukto nirapeksatvat |
napisvaradeh svayam samarthasya parapeksa | nityatvena parair anupakaryatvat*** [ anupakarini
capeksa’yogat | ata evesvaradinam sarvasamarthyasanyatvad vandhyaputradivan nihsvabhavatvam
eva [ arthakriyasamarthatvad vastunah [ tesam kvacid api karye na kramena samarthyam yatha****
vicaritam [ napi yaugapadyena | tatha hi sarvakaryam sakrd utpadyottarakale ’pi yady utpattisa-
martha evasau***** tada punar api samarthasvabhavanuvrttau ptrvavat karyotpattiprasangah |
ananuvrttau va purvasvabhavaparityagad anityatvaprasangah [ tasman na nityam nama kificid vastu
vidyate [ [...] tasman****** na nityad esam utpado yuktah | napy anityat tatratitanagatayor avas-
tutvan na tavat tato janma yuktam [ ahetukatvaprasangat | napi vartamandt | samanasamanakalayos
tata utpadayogat / tatha hi na tavat samanakalam karanasvabhavalvalt karyasydpi tatsamana-
kalabhavitaya******* nispannatvat | napi bhinnakalam | kalantaravyavadhanenotpade ‘titader
evotpattiprasangat [ avyavadhanenapy utpade sarvatmana yady avyavadhanam tadaikasminn eva
ksane sarvaksananam anupravesat kalpasya ksanamatrataprasangah | yatha paramanoh sarvat-
mand samyoge pindasyanumatrataprasangah | athaikadesena******** | tada ksanasya savaya-
vatvaprasangah | svato ’pi notpadyante | nirhetukapaksenaivasya paksasya sangrhitatvat / svatmani
ca karitravirodhat | napy ubhayatah | ubhayapaksabhavidosadvayaprasangat********* [ tasmat
paramarthato ‘nutpannd evami bhavah********** | samvrtya titpadasya vidyamanatvan, nagama-
divirodhah | tatha coktam bhagavata — bhava jayante samvrtya paramarthe ’svabhavakah [ nih-
svabhavesu bhavesu bhrantih sa samvrtir mateti*********¥* [ iyam ca yuktir bhagavato ’bhipreta
Salistambadau |/ svatah parata ubhabhyam aheto$ ca janmanisedhat /. *Tib. has no equivalent of
anyair. **Tib. has no equivalent of tavad. ***Note Tib. de la (*tasya), with no equivalent in Skt.
****Note Tib. gon du for yatha. *****Note Tib. gal te de kho na bZin du de fiid bskyed nus na ni for yady
utpattisamartha evasau. ******Note Tib. de ltar re Zig (*evam tavat) for tasmat. *******According to
Tucci (p. 201, n. 2), the MS reads -bhavitasya, which is equally possible without any significant change
in meaning; Tib. (de dan dus gcig tu) ’hyun ste (grub pa’i phyir ro) is not unambiguous. ********Note
Tib. phyogs gcig gis phrad na ni for ekadesena. *********Note Tib. phyogs gfiis ka’i skyon ’du bar ’gyur
ba’i phyir ro for ubhayapaksabhavidosadvayaprasangat. **********Note Tib. dnos po 'di dag thams
cad for ami bhavah, *******+=*++ AS 10,429 (with variant readings).

69 See MAV 290,10-13.

70 MA 91ab: /rgyu dan ’bras bur gyur pa yan/ [Ses pa ba’ Zig kho na ste/. Translation Ichigo 1989,221 =
1985, CXLIV (with “cognition” for “knowledge”; see also Blumenthal 2004: 169.
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non-existence of external entities. Based on the standpoint [of the lack of intrinsic
nature of all dharmas] one must know that there is no self at all even in that [which is
mind-only].”” Before quoting several authorities to the effect that the mind is no less
unsubstantial than its objects, $antaraksita provides the following explanation:

Relying on the method of mind-only (cittamdtranaya?), one understands without difficulty that
[entities] accepted as external to the mind together with its associates (sasamprayuktacitta?),
self and one’s own (atmatmiya), object and subject (grahyagrahaka), etc., are devoid of own
nature. Although one already understands that the mind [itself] is devoid of own nature because
it is not self-arisen, when one knows this middle way that is devoid of all extremities, one
perfectly understands that it is devoid of own nature inasmuch as it has neither a unitary nor a
multiple own nature.””

To sum up, Santaraksita’s “final position involves the use of a Yogacara or Mind Only
framework for understanding conventional truths and a Madhyamaka framework
for ultimate analysis.””®

The transition to a Madhyamika analysis of the mind and its final rejection
features repeatedly in Kamalasila’s BhKs. Suffice it to quote two excerpts from BhK
2 and 3:

In this way [the yogin] should also cultivate the selflessness of the [allegedly real] dharmas. To
sum up, what is called ‘dharmas’ consists of the five constituents, the twelve sensory bases, and
the eighteen elements. Among them, the corporeal (riipin) constituents, sensory bases and
elements ultimately do not exist independently from the aspect of the mind (cit-
takaravyatirekena?), for having [first] divided them into atoms (paramanu) and [next]
considered the atoms themselves (api) [according to?] the nature of [their] parts (bhdga), one
cannot ascertain (avaDHR_,,s?) any nature [for them]. Therefore, it is the mind itself that, due to
[their] beginningless adherence to erroneous corporeality, etc., manifests itself to the infantiles
as corporeality as [if it were] externally distinct, like an appearance of corporeality perceived in
a dream. Ultimately, however, corporeality, etc., do not exist independently from the mind,
[and] thus he should analyse [things]. Thinking that the three worlds (traidhatuka) are nothing
but mind-only (cittamatra), and understanding thus that whatever is designated as ‘dharmas’ is
nothing but mind-only, having thoroughly considered [this], the nature of all dharmas is
thoroughly considered, this is the reason why he [now] also thoroughly considers the nature of

71 MA 92:/sems tsam la ni brten nas su/ [phyi rol dnos med ses par bya/ [tshul ’dir brten nas de la yan/
/$in tu bdag med Ses par bya/. Translation Ichigo 1989: 221 = 1985, CXLV; see also Blumenthal 2004: 171.
MA 92 is notoriously based on LAS 10.256 (also quoted in MAV 296,15-18 and BhK 1.210,7-8): cit-
tamdtram samdaruhya bahyam artham na kalpayet | tathalambane sthitva cittamatram atikramet /.
72 MAV 294,9-14: sems tsam gyi tshul la brten nas mtshuns par ldan pa dan becas pa’i sems las phyi rol
du ’dod pa bdag dan bdag gi dan gzun ba dan *dzin pa la sogs pa ran bZin med par tshegs med pa kho nar
rtogs so /| tshul ’dis* ni ran byun ba med pas sems de ran bZin med par rtogs su zin kyan | mtha’ thams
cad spans pa dbu ma’i lam *di rtogs na/ gcig dan du ma’i ran bZin dan bral bas ran bZin med par Sin tu
rtogs so //. *dis em. (see Ichigo 1985: 295, n. 5): 'di Ed. (MAV, MAP).

73 Blumenthal 2004: 169.
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the mind [itself]. The [yogin] analyzes [it] as follows. The mind cannot be ultimately real (satya?)
either. For if (yada), while apprehending aspects such as corporeality whose nature is unreal
(altka), it is the mind itself that appears with a manifold aspect (citrakara), then how could it be
real (satyata)? Just as [dharmas] such as corporeality have a nature that is neither unitary nor
multiple due to being manifold, in the same way the mind also has a nature that is neither
unitary nor multiple, since it is not distinct from them. Therefore, the mind is just comparable to
the nature of a magical illusion, etc. (mayadi). [The yogin] analyzes that just as the mind, all
dharmas as well are just comparable to the nature of a magical illusion, etc. Thus when he
thoroughly considers the nature of the mind with insight (prajfiayd), he ultimately perceives [it]
neither inside (adhyatmam?), nor outside (bahir?), nor both [inside and outside]; he perceives
neither a past mind, nor a future mind, nor a present mind. [...] Having thus understood that the
mind is without middle and extremes (madhydanta), he does not perceive any nature of the mind
whatsoever. He realizes that the mind with which he imagines (pariKLP-) [things] is as empty
(Sanya) as [these things]. And realizing this, he does not see (samanuDRS-) [any] nature of
corporeality, etc., [a nature] that has been established (siddha) [earlier] as a [mere] aspect of the
mind (cittakara).”

Then in order to realize the selflessness of the dharmas, [the yogin] should also analyze the
corporeal dharmas[, and this in the following way]: do these [dharmas] subsist independently
from the mind as ultimately existing [things], or is it [rather] the mind itself that appears with
the appearance of corporeality, etc., like an appearance in a dream state? Examining them [first]
“from the point of view of atoms (paramanusas), and [then] thoroughly considering the atoms
[themselves] from the point of view of their parts (bhagasas), he does not perceive these

74 BhK 2.37,24-43,23: chos la bdag med pa yan ’di ltar bsgom par bya ste | chos Zes bya ba ni mdor
bsdus na phun po lna dan | skye mched bcu gtis dart | khams bco brgyad do |/ de la phun po dan skye
mched dan khams dan gzugs can gan dag yin pa de dag ni don dam par na sems kyi rnam pa las gud na
med do |/ de dag rdul phrarab tu bsig la rdul phra rab rnams kyan cha $as kyi 1o bo fiid so sor brtags na
no bo fiid nies par bzun du med pa’i phyir ro /| de lta bas na thog ma med pa’i dus nas gzugs la sogs pa
yan dag pa mayin pa la mnon par Zen pa’i dban gis rmilam na dmigs pa’i gzugs la sogs pa snan ba bZin
du byis parnams la sems fiid gzugs la sogs pa phyi rol du chad pa bZin du snan gi | don dam par na 'di la
gzugs la sogs pa ni sems kyi rnam pa las gud na med do Zes dpyad par bya’o /| de ’di siam du khams
gsum pa *di ni sems tsam mo sfiam du sems sin | des de ltar chos brtags pamtha’ dag ni sems kho nayin
par rtogs nas de la so sor brtags na chos thams cad kyino bo fiid la so sor brtags pa yin no Zes sems kyi
no bo fiid la so sor rtog go /{ de *di ltar dpyod do /{ don dam par na sems kyan bden par mi ruri ste | gan gi
tshe brdzun pa’i no bo fiid gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa ’dzin pa’i sems fiid sna tshogs kyi rnam par snan
ba de’i tshe de bden pa fiid du ga la 'gyur | ji ltar gzugs la sogs pa brdzun pa de bZin du sems kyan de las
gud na med pas brdzun pa fiid do [ ji ltar gzugs la sogs pa sna tshogs kyi rnam pa yin pas gcig dan du
ma’i no bo fiid ma yin pa de bzin du sems kyan de las gud na med pa’i phyir gcig dari du ma’i no bo fiid
mayinno [/ de lta bas na sems ni sgyu ma la sogs pa’i no bo fiid lta bu kho na’o |/ sems ji lta ba de bZin du
chos thams cad kyan sgyu ma la sogs pa’i o bo fiid lta bu kho na’o Zes dpyod do || de de ltar Ses rab kyis
sems kyi no bo fiid la so sor brtags na don dam par sems ni nan du yan mi dmigs | phyi rol du yan mi
dmigs [ gfiis ka med par yan mi dmigs | ’das pa’i sems kyan mi dmigs [ ma ons payan mi dmigs [ da ltar
byun ba yan mi dmigs so /| [...] des de ltar sems mtha’ dan dbus med par khon du chud nas sems kyi no
bo fiid gan yan mi dmigs so /[ sems gan gis yons su rtog pa de yan ston par rtogs so // de rtogs pas sems
kyi rnam par bsgrubs pa’i fio bo fiid gzugs la sogs pa’i no bo fiid kyan yan dag par rjes sumi mthon no /.
See also Adam 2002: 203-206.
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[dharmas]; thus failing to perceive [them], he rejects the concepts of existence and nonexistence
(astinastitvavikalpa) and penetrates (avatarati, Tib. rtogs) the triple world (traidhatuka) as
[being] mind-only, not otherwise. [...] The following occurs to him: it is the mind itself that, due
to [their] beginningless adherence to erroneous corporeality, etc., manifests itself to the in-
fantiles with the appearance of corporeality as [if it were] externally distinct (bahir vicchinnam
iva, Tib. phyi rol du chad pa bZin du), like an appearance of corporeality perceived in a dream.
Therefore, the triple world is nothing but mind-only. Having ascertained that whatever is
designated as a dharma (sakalaprajfiapti, Tib. chos su gdags pa mtha’ dag; cf. Bhk 2.39,13 chos
brtags pa mtha’ dag) is nothing but mind-only, and having thoroughly considered this, the
nature of all dharmas is thoroughly considered; this is the reason why he [now] also thoroughly
considers the nature of the mind [itself]. The [yogin] analyzes [it] as follows. The mind as well is
ultimately unarisen, like a magical illusion. For if (yada), while apprehending (upagrahena, Tib.
’dzin par) aspects such as corporeality whose nature is unreal, it is the mind itself that appears
with a manifold aspect (citrakara), then since the [mind] is not distinct from this [aspect], how
could it be more real (satyatd) than corporeality? Just as [dharmas] such as corporeality have a
nature thatis neither unitary nor multiple due to being manifold, in the same way the mind also
has a nature that is neither unitary nor multiple, since it is not distinct from them. Neither does
the mind, when it arises, come from anywhere, nor does it, when it ceases, go anywhere, nor can
it ultimately owe its arising to itself, to something else, or to both [itself and something else].
Therefore, the mind is just comparable to a magical illusion, [and] just as the mind, similarly all
dharmas are ultimately unarisen, like magical illusions.”

The shift from a philosophical treatise (the MA/V/P) to a meditation handbook—
provided the BhKs are anything like that—is likely enough to explain the differences
in wording and doctrinal analysis. The progression in the argument is, however, the
same: ascertaining the ontological inconsistency of the dharmas, one comes to the
conclusion that these are mind-only, and applying the very same critical analysis to
the mind itself, one discovers that it is ultimately without a singular or a multiple
nature, and thus that it is empty and unarisen.

75 BhK 3.6,5-7,9 (BhK 3; D ki 58al-bl): tato rupino ’pi dharman dharmanairatmyadhigamaya
vicarayet [ kim ete cittavyatirekena paramarthasantah sthitah / ahosvic cittam eva ripadinirbhasam
svapnavasth@yam pratibhasavat pratibhasata iti | sa tan paramanuso nirtipayan paramaniams ca
bhagasah pratyaveksamano nopalabhate | tatha canupalabhamanas tesv astindastitvavikalpan
nivartayati | cittamatram ca traidhatukam avatarati nanyatha / [...] tasyaivam bhavati | cittam
evanadikalikavitathartipadyabhinivesavasat svapnopalabhyamanaripadipratibhasavad balanam
bahir vicchinnam iva rapadipratibhasam khyati | tasmac cittamatram eva traidhatukam | sa evam
cittam eva sakalaprajiiaptim niscitya tatra pratyaveksya ca sarvadharmanam svabhavah pratya-
veksito bhavatiti cittasvabhdvam api pratyaveksate | sa evam vicarayati | cittam api paramarthato
mayavad anutpannam | yada hy alikasvabhavarapadyakaropagrahena cittam eva citrakaram pra-
naikanekasvabhavas tatha cittam api tadavyatirekena naikanekasvabhavam [ napi cittam utpadya-
manam kutascid dgacchati | napi nirudhyamanam kvacid gacchati | napi svaparobhayatah para-
marthenasyotpado yuktah | tasman mayopamam eva cittam | yatha cittam evam sarvadharma
mayavat paramarthato ‘nutpannah /. See also Lamotte 1952: 341-342 and Adam 2002: 235-237.
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4 Dependent Origination in the
Salistambasdtratika

We are now in a position to understand the SSuT’s fundamental distinction between
the ultimate (don dam pa’i tshul) and the conventional modes (kun rdzob kyi tshul) of
dependent origination—a distinction which, as far as I can see, has no explicit basis
in the $Si itself. As Kamala$ila has it,

[d]ependent arising is to be understood in both the ultimate and conventional mode in order to
eliminate the extremes of superimposition and underestimation. If [one] meditates only on the
ultimate mode, [one] falls into the extreme of underestimation and dwells in an annihilation
view, or the nirvana of the §ravaka; if [one] meditates only on the conventional mode, [one] falls
into the extreme of superimposition; by [reason of that], if [one] meditates on both modes, by
avoiding both extremes, [one] enters into the middle way.”®

According to him,

although ignorance and so forth, just like an illusion (maydy) and reflection (pratibimbay) and
so forth, is dependent on causes and conditions, that which is unborn in the three times is here
the ultimate mode. Thus, [the Buddha] said, ‘An unborn dharma is true, but other dharmas are
false” Moreover, that [ultimate mode], because [it] transcends all conceptual proliferation
(prapaica), is the personal realization of the buddhas.”

76 SSUT 474,7-13: rten cin *brel par ’byun ba ni don dam pa dan | kun rdzob kyi tshul gfiis su Ses par bya
ste | sgro *dogs pa dan | skur pa’i mtha’ span ba’i phyir ro /| don dam pa’i tshul kho nar bsgoms na ni
skur pa’i mthar ltun Zin chad par lta ba’am [ fian thos kyi mya rian las *das pa la gnas par ‘gyur [ kun
rdzob kyi tshul kho nar bsgoms na ni sgro ’dogs pa’i mthar ltun bas | gii ga’i tshul du bsgoms na mtha’
ghiis spans pas dbu ma’i lam la Zugs par ‘gyur ro /[. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.242-243.

77 $SUT 475,1-6: ma rig pa las stsogs pa sgyu ma dar | gzugs briian las stsogs pa bZin du rgyu rkyen la
ltos pa yin mod kyi | dus gsum du yan gan ma skyes pa de ni ’dir don dam pa’i tshul te | de skad du myi
skye ba’i chos ni bden kyi | chos gZan ni brdzun no* Zes gsuns so /| de yan spros pa thams cad las *das
pa’i phyir sans rgyas rnams kyi so so ran gis rig pa’o //. *Dharmasangitistitra (see Schoening 1995: L.
244, n. 2 for references, including BhK 1.199,4-5: anutpadah satyam asatyam anye dharmah /).
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.243-244. Note also the following interlinear gloss (Schoening 1995:1.243,
n. 2, text and translation): da “dir ni snar je [sic] don dam pa’i tshul du ses par bya ba de bstan pa’i phyir
dkyus *di dag smos te [ de yan dper na sgyu ma laststogs pa yan [ snags dan sman darn rgyu rkyen gyi
sbyor ba las rta dan glan po che tsam du snan mod kyi [ de la rta dan glan po che lastsogs pa’i ran bZin
myed pas ma skyes pa de | don dam pa yin par bZin du ma rig pa lastsogs pa’i yan lag bcu gfiis kyan kun
rdzob du rgyu rkyen la bltos pa sgyu ma tsam du snan yan dnos fiid ran bZin myed pas ma skyes pa’i
[hole in paper] ni bden bas na don dam pa’i tshul Zes bya ba’o /|. “Now here, this was said at length in
order to indicate at first what is to be understood in the ultimate mode: that also, for example, even
illusions and so forth, from the application of mantras, medicine, and cause[s and] condition[s]
appear as just a horse and elephant, but in that [connection], because the horse and elephant and so
forth have no essential nature, [they] are unborn. Just as in the ultimate, even the twelve components
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As we can see, in the ultimate mode, dependent origination and whatever pseudo-
dharmas are held to be dependently originated are regarded as unarisen, their
arising and existence being comparable to those of elephants or horses created by
magical illusion. Kamala$ila thus reads his Madhyamika understanding of the two
truths or realities into the $Si. He introduces this distinction while commenting on a
statement of the Buddha to the effect that

he who, having seen dependent arising as permanent, without life, free of life, just as it is,
unerring, unborn, unarisen, not made, unconditioned, unobstructed, baseless, peaceful, fear-
less, not to be taken away, as an essential nature that is not pacified, who sees the Dharma also in
asimilar way as permanent, without life, free oflife, just as it is, unerring, unborn, unarisen, not
made, unconditioned, unobstructed, baseless, peaceful, fearless, not to be taken away, as an
essential nature that is not pacified, [he], having realized the Noble Dharma, by possessing
perfect wisdom, sees the Buddha, the body consisting of unsurpassable dharma(s).”®

Abiding as an unborn essential nature, dependent origination is permanent,” which
“indicates that even the three times, because the ultimate has a single taste, are
unchanging”®® and ubiquitous (khyab pa, vibhu?).®' Contrary to the non-Buddhists’
(bdag du smra ba, atmavadin) opinion, according to which “the self alone has life,”**
dependent origination has no essential nature by itself (ran gis bdag gi ran bZin ma
yin pa), hence no life.®* Additionally, dependent origination, which can be proved by
reasons (hetu), is not imagined (aparikalpita), and fully authoritative (tshad mas ma

such as ignorance, though conventionally appearing as mere illusions dependent on cause[s and]
condition[s], by actually lacking an essential nature, are unborn [hole in paper] by that truth is the
ultimate mode.”

78 $Sa 72,10-17: ya imam pratityasamutpadam satatasamitam ajivam nirjivam yathavad aviparitam
ajatam abhiitam akrtam asamskrtam apratigham andalambanam Sivam abhayam anahdryam
avyayam avyupasamasvabhavam pasyati, sa dharmam pasyati; yas tv evam satatasamitam ajivam
nirjivam <yathavad aviparitam gjatam abhiitam akrtam asamskrtam apratigham andalambanam
Sivam abhayam anaharyam avyayam*> avyupasamasvabhavam dharmam pasyati so ’nutta-
radharmasariram buddham pasyati, aryadharmabhisamaye samyagjfianad upanayenaiva. *This is the
reading corresponding to the Tibetan, which gives the whole list a second time; the Skt. simply reads:
ityadi parvavad, yavad. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.240-241. This statement is quoted by Maitreya as
an answer to the question (SSu 72,9): katham pratityasamutpadam pasyati [“How does he see
dependent arising?” For Kamalasila’s interpretation of this logion’s expressions, see $SuT 475,9-483,8
(translation in Schoening 1995: 1.245-264), of which some excerpts are provided below, nn. 79-88.
79 According to an interlinear gloss (quoted and translated in Schoening 1995: 1.245, n. 3): ma skyes
pa’i ran bZin du gnas pa ni rtag pa yin pas.

80 $SaT 475,10-11: dus gsum yan don dam par ro gcig pas ’gyur ba myed par bstand to //. Translation
Schoening 1995: 1.245.

81 According to SSGT 478,14 (Schoening 1995: 1.253-254).

82 $SUT 476,3: bdag kho na la srog. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.246.

83 Called “life” (jiva) by some non-Buddhists (SSGT 476,5-6; Schoening 1995: 1.246-247).
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nor par bsgrubs). It was created neither by a permanent cause such as God, because
such a cause “contradicts either gradual or instantaneous causal efficacy,”®* nor by
impermanent causes assembled in a complex, for these do not ultimately exist either
since they are “subject to investigation and dispute”® and immovable (g.yo ba myed
pa, acala?). Dependent origination is “empty of the aspects of grasped and grasper,”®®
objectless (analambana), i.e., beyond conceptual proliferation (spros pa myed pa,
nisprapafica?) and knowable only through transmundane cognition (jig rten las ’das
pa’i ye Ses, lokottarajfiana).®’ The ultimate mode of dependent origination is nothing
but true reality (tattva), i.e., the self-luminous (ran bZin gyis ’od gsal ba, prakrtya
prabhasvaram?) dharmadhatu, and as such provides “no occasion for adventitious
(agantukayz) defilements to arise, because one dwells in the nature of reality.”®
Seeing dependent origination in its ultimate mode amounts to seeing the ulti-
mate®® Dharma, “because everything on the ultimate [level] has one taste,” and the
Buddha, “because the just-mentioned ultimate has the essential nature of the body
consisting of dharma(s) (dharmasarira?).”®® Such is the ultimately true interpreta-
tion of the famous logion according to which “he who sees dependent origination [...]
sees the Dharma, and he who sees the Dharma sees the Buddha.”®! For indeed,

[h]e who understands the ultimate Dharma possesses perfect wisdom. He who possesses perfect
wisdom, because [he] dwells in the wisdom of sameness, does not conceive dependent arising,
the Dharma, and the Buddha to be different. Thus, if the yogi, because of possessing perfect
wisdom when the Noble Dharma is realized, sees the just-mentioned dependent arising, [he]
will see the Dharma and the Buddha.*?

84 SSUT 477,15-478,1: rim dan rim ma yin par don byed pa’i ’gal ba’i phyir ro /. More generally, see
$SaT 477,12-478,2 (Schoening 1995: 1.250-251).

85 $SUT 478,6-7: brtag cin brgal ba thun ba’i phyir ro //. More generally, see $ST 478,3-10 (Schoening
1995: 1.251-253).

86 SSUT 479,6-7: gzun ba dar “dzin pa’i rnam pas ston ba [...]. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.255.
87 $ST 479,9-10. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.255.

88 $SUT 483,1-2: de kho na’i bdag fiid du gnas pas glo bur gyi fion monis pa *byur: ba’i skabs myed do //.
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.263.

89 According to SSOT 484,5: don dam pa’i chos.

90 According to $SuT 483,10-13: [...] chos mthor ste | thams cad kyan don dam par ro gcig pa’i phyir ro
|/ sans rgyas bcom ldan *das kyan ji skad gsuns pa’i don dam pa chos kyi skw’i ran bZin yin pa’i phyiro /.
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.265.

91 $Sa 70,7-9: yo [...] pratityasamutpadam pasyati sa dharmam pasyati; yo dharmam pasyati sa
buddham pasyati [...] /. The statement is presented as a sittra in its own right in $Sa 70,7 and 10.
92 $SUT 484,6-13: gan don dam pa’i chos khon du chud pa de ni yan dag pa’i ye Ses dan ldan pa’o |/ gan
yan dag pa’iye ses dan ldan pa de ni mfiam pa fiid kyi ye ses la gnas pa’i phyir [ rten cin "brel par "byun ba
dan chos dari sans rgyas rnams la tha dad du dmyigs pa myed do // de lta bas na ‘phags pa’i chos mnon par
rtogs nayan dag pa’i ye ses dan ldan pa’i phyir rnal ‘byor pa des ji skad gsuns pa’i rten cin ’brel par *byun
ba mthon na chos dan sans rgyas mthon o [...] //. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.266-267.
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The internal contradiction apparently involved if one interprets dependent origination
as contaminated (sasrava) dharmas being causes and effects, the Dharma as the path
and nirvana, and the Buddha as a set of uncontaminated (anasrava) dharmas,” does not
exist, “because the Blessed One spoke with regard to the intention for sameness and the
allusion for the characteristic of the perfect (parini;spannalaksau_m).”94

But, one may ask, “[ilf this dependent arising, on the ultimate [level], is not the
assembling [of] causes and conditions, why is it called ‘dependent arising’?”** The
answer is to be found in the szitra itself: “Objection: Why [the name] ‘dependent arising’?
Answer: [It] possesses causes and possesses conditions, and is not causeless [nor] con-
ditionless. Therefore, [it is called] ‘dependent arising.””* The siitra immediately goes on

93 Having heard the siitra (see above, n. 91) and observed the Buddha’s subsequent silence, Sariputra
inquires about the meaning, i.e., the allusion (Schoening; abhisandhi) and the intention (abhipraya) of
the Buddha, for such an investigation is called for in case of a contradiction in a stitra. The point is that
“contaminated phenomena consisting of cause and result such as ignorance [the Blessed One] called
‘dependent arising’; the uncontaminated (anasrava) path and the unconditioned, nirvana, [the Blessed
One] called ‘Dharma’; the uncontaminated phenomena that render Buddhahood [the Blessed One]
called ‘Buddha’. If all these are mutually different in essential nature, how by seeing a dependent
arising [that is] unlike [the Dharma] will the Dharma be seen? How by seeing a Dharma [that is] unlike
[the Buddha] will the Buddha be seen? Therefore, just as perceiving form and sound and so forth [are
different], this also will be different.” (SSUT 462,2-11: ma rig pa las stsogs pa rgyu dan *bras bur gyurd pa
zag pa dan beas pa’i chos rnams nirten cin *brel par ‘byun ba’i sgrar gsuns | zag pa myed pa’i lam dan *dus
ma byas pa mya nan las *das pa ni chos kyi sgrar gsuns | sans rgyas su byed pa zag pa myed pa fiid kyi
chos ni sans rgyas kyi sgrar gsuris te [ de dag thams cad ni phan tshun ran bZin tha dad naji ltar myi ‘dra
ba’i rten cin ’brel par *byun ba mthon bas chos mthon bar gyur | ji ltar myi ’dra ba’i chos mthon bas sars
rgyas mthon bar ‘gyurd | de’i phyir gzugs dan sgra las stsogs pa mthon ba bZin du 'di yan tha dad par
‘gyur ro sfiam du bsams pa’o /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.218-219.) Somewhat later, Kamala$ila
defines “Dharma” as being twofold: “the Dharma of practice (pratipattidharma) and the Dharma of
result (phaladharma). The Dharma of practice is the Noble Eight-fold Path. [...] The Dharma of result is
two-fold by way of the distinction between conditioned (samskrta) and unconditioned (asamskrta). In
that [connection], the conditioned, being the four fruits of wholesome practice, [has] the essential
nature of the path of liberation. The unconditioned is nirvana [with the] defining characteristic of being
devoid of defilements.” (SSQT 468,2-9: “dir chos kyan rnam pa giiis su bsad de | bsgrub pa’i chos dar |
’bras bw’i chos so || bsgrub pa’i chos ni 'phags pa’i lam yan lag brgyad pa ste | [...] *dus byas dan 'dus ma
byas kyi bye brag gis ‘bras bu’i chos kyarn rnam pa gniis su’o |/ de la 'dus byas ni dge sbyon gi ’bras bu bZi
ste/ rnam par grol ba’i lam kyiran bZind no // *dus ma byas ni fion mons pa span ba’i mtshan fiid mya nan
las ’das pa’o [/. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.227-228.)

94 $SUT 484,14-15: miiam pa la dgons pa dan yons su grub pa’i mtshan fiid la ldem por dgons par bcom
ldan “das kyis gsuns pas [...] /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.267. For a list of abhisandhis and
abhiprayas, see $SUT 461,13-20 (Schoening 1995: 1.218).

95 S$SUT 485,1-3: gal te rten cin *brel par *byun ba ’di don dam par rgyu dan rkyen rnams "dus byas pa
ma yin na ji’i phyir ’di rten cin ’brel par *hyun ba Zes bya ba [...] /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.269.
96 $Su73,1-3: pratityasamutpada iti kasmad ucyate | sahetukah sapratyayo nahetuko napratyaya iti
tasmat pratityasamutpada ity ucyate /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.268.
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quoting another widely celebrated logion, presented here as a brief characterization of
dependent origination (pratityasamutpadalaksana) by the Buddha:

[This] is the result of this conditionedness: ‘Whether tathdgatas arise or not, this nature of
dharmas remains.’ Up to: This which is the nature, the stability of dharmas, the invariable
principle of dharmas, the conformity to dependent arising, thusness, unerring thusness, unique
thusness, verity, truth, unerringness, and the right.%’

Let it just be reminded here that Buddhism consistently presents the Buddha as
having “awakened” to, and subsequently revealed, the true nature of things,
i.e, causality as the law governing phenomena independently of whether buddhas
appear or not in the world to disclose it, and eternally so. Now according to Kama-
lasila, this oft-quoted statement is nothing but a description of the conventional mode
of dependent origination, which he presents as follows:

Ultimately, this dependent arising is indeed an unborn thing, but nevertheless, conventionally,

just like an illusion or reflection, that which depends on various, particular causes and condi-

tions indeed exists as a conventional designation. Therefore, all the expositions [expounded] in
_scripture and [held] in the world are indeed not contradictory.*®

Kamalasila’s explanation is of course reminiscent of Madhyamika and, more
broadly, Mahayana ideas and examples we are now well acquainted with.

However, Kamalasila continues, the non-Buddhists (tirthika) misinterpret
dependent origination even at the conventional level by imagining (pariKLP-) it to
have the defining characteristics (laksana) of being causeless (nirhetuka?), having
wrong causes (visamahetu), etc.” This is why

97 $Si73,5-9: idampratyayataphalam, utpadad va tathdgatanam anutpadad va sthitaivaisa dharma-
nam dharmata [iti yavad yad idam] dharmata dharmasthitita [dharmdparinamataj pratityasamutpd-
danulomata tathata'vitathat@’nanyatathata bhitata satyata tattvam aviparitat@'viparyastateti.
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.268-269. For Kamalasila’s interpretation of this logion’s expressions, see
$SUT 487,6-488,18 (translation in Schoening 1995: 1.272-274).

98 $SUT 485,7-12: don dam par ni rten cir *brel par *byun ba ’di ma skyes pa yin mod kyi | ‘on kyan kun
rdzob du sgyu ma dan gzugs briian lta bur rgyu dan rkyen sna tshogs so sor nes pa la bltos pa tha sfiad
btags par yod pa fiid de [ de’i phyir gsun rab dan ’jig rten du rnam par bZag pa mtha’ dag myi ’gal ba fiid
do sfiam mo /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.270. Note also SSUT 512,15-19: de lta na ’di rten cin *brel
par ’byun bar ji ltar rigs sfiam ba la /| sgyu ma’i mtshan fiid gyi ran bZin dag la | Zes bya ba gsungs te |
dper na sgyu ma yan don dam pa ran bZin myed mod gyi rgyu dan rkyen ma tshan ba myed pa’i phyir
skye ba yod pa de bZin du dnos po thams chad ’gal ba myed do //. “In that case, should [someone]
wonder, ‘How is this dependent origination feasible? [Maitreya] said, ‘In those [dharmas] having the
essential nature of the mark of illusion.” For example, while indeed an illusion ultimately lacks
essential nature, there is creation [of an illusion] because the causes and conditions are not deficient;
similarly, all entities are without conflict [between their ultimate and conventional aspects].”
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.319.

99 According to SSGT 485,12-14 (Schoening 1995: 1.270).
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in order to refute all the non-Buddhist views, this [dependent arising] is established [to have] a
fivefold defining characteristic: [1] the defining characteristic of arising from causes, [2] the
defining characteristic of arising from many impermanent causes, [3] the defining character-
istic of arising without a self, [4] the defining characteristic of arising from efficacious condi-
tions, and [5] the defining characteristic of arising from agentless conditions.'®

As was to be expected, these five laksanas have strong polemical overtones. The first
one “undermine[s] the view that [entities] are causeless,”’*! a view ascribed to some
non-Buddhists from sitras onward. The second defining characteristic “undermines
the incongruous cause called ‘permanent whole’ (nityaikayz?),”'°* whereas the third
one dismisses the belief in a self and one’s own.'*® By the fourth laksana, “those who
assert that a result arises from a permanent [cause] that lacks potency are under-
mined.”’® Finally, the fifth defining characteristic “undermine[s] those who

100 S$SGT 485,14-486,6: mu stegs can kyi lta ba ma lus par dgag pa’i phyir ’di la mtshan fiid rnam pa lna
rnam par gZag ste [ rgyu dan bcas pa las *hyun ba’i mtshan fiid dan / myi rtag pa du ma’i rgyu las *byun
ba’i mtshan fiid dari / bdag myed par ’byun ba’i mtshan fiid dan [ nus pa’i rkyen las byun ba’i mtshan fiid
dan | byed pa myed pa’i rkyen las *byun ba’i mtshan fiid do //. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.270. To be
compared with AS 26,23-25 and ASBh 33,19-34,3 in Kritzer 1999: 54-56.

101 $SQT 486,8: ('dis ni) rgyu myed par lta ba bstsald to //. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.270.

102 $SUT 489,4: ('dis ni) rtag pa gcig pu Zes bya ba myi ’thun pa’i rgyu seld to //. Translation Schoening
1995: 1.275.

103 SSOT 489,11-490,5: de la byis ba rnams nan gi skyed mched rnams la ni bdag du mrion par Zend |
phyi’i rnams la ni bdag gir mnon par Zen te | ghi ga la yarn mnion par Zend pa span ba’i phyir | rten cin
*brel par byun ba rnam pa gfiis su bstand te [ bdag myed pa dan rten cin ‘brel par *byun bar phyi nan
mtshuns pa’i phyir ro |/ bdag yod na ni phyi dan nan rten cin ’brel par myi run ste | bdag byind kyis rlob
par rtag du fie bar gnas pa dan [ de’i ran bZin du gyurd pas | de bZin du rtag du yod par ’gyurro /. “In
that [connection], the childish are attached to the internal sense-bases as if [they were] the self [and]
are attached to the external sense-bases as if [they were whatever is referred to as] mine; in order to
abandon attachment to both those, dependent arising is explained to be two-fold: because self-
lessness and external [and] internal dependent are the same. If the self existed, external and internal
dependent arising would not be feasible because the self would abide permanently as the basis and
[entities] would be permanent.” Translation Schoening 1995: 1.275-276.

104 $SQT 490,12-13: gan dag rtag pa nus pa myed pa las *bras bu *byun bar brjod pa de dag bstsald to //.
Translation Schoening 1995: 1.277. SSUT 493,13-494,3: drios po rnams kyi rgyu dban phyug las stsogs pa
rtag pa ni/ res ’ga’ ’byun bas na myi ’thad de | rgyu ma ’tshan ba myed pa’i phyir ro /| rtag pa ni gZzan la
stod pa myed de | gZan kyis de la bstang myi dgos pa’i phyir ro /| rgyu dan rkyen de dag gi rgyuyan dban
las stsogs pa yin na ni ma tshan bar myi run ba’i phyir ro |/ de’i phyir res ’ga’ ’byun bas dban phyug gis
byas pamayin bar dgons pa’o /. “[...] because [results] occur [only] sometimes, a permanent cause of
entities, such as I§vara, is not right because the cause is not deficient. A permanent [cause] does not
depend on another [cause in order to produce a result], because another [cause] assisting that
[permanent cause] is not necessary. ['Not made by I$vara’ is said] because of the unsuitability that
[the cause] would [ever] be deficient should the cause of those causes and conditions be I§vara and so
forth; therefore, the [Buddha] intended that because [the result] arises [only] sometimes, [results] are
not made by I§vara.” Translation Schoening 1995: 1.284.



212 = Eltschinger DE GRUYTER

maintain that the cause possesses an agent.”'% This last aspect features repeatedly in
the §S0, according to which “it does not occur to the seed, ‘I produce the sprout.’ [...]
However, when there is a seed, the sprout is produced and appears.”'% Or else: “it
does not occur to ignorance, ‘I produce conditioning factors.”’” More generally, “the
sprout is not made by itself, not made by another, not made by both, not made by
[$vara, not transformed by time, not arisen from essential nature, nor born without a
cause.”’®® These and other (atman, purusa, etc.) wrong causes'® form a topos in
Buddhist and non-Buddhist literature from around the beginning of the first mil-
lenium CE. In a Buddhist environment, the list features a number of metaphysical
principles advocated by (largely idealized) opponents to account for the origin and
the nature of the universe, all of which are seen as unreasonable alternatives to
dependent origination.’

This has important consequences for the overall interpretation of Santaraksita’s
and Kamalasila’s religio-philosophical agenda in the TS(P). Remember that $anta-
raksita’s introductory verses (TS 1-5a), which provide the topical matrix of the whole
work, present the core of the Buddha’s dispensation, i.e., dependent origination, as
“devoid of the [causal] operation of [metaphysical principles] such as prakrti, isa,
both, [and] dtman.”™ While commenting on these expressions, Kamalasila first
explains that

among them, prakrti is the primordial matter consisting of [the three gunas] sattva, rajas, and
tamas, [as it is] imagined by the Sankhyas; isa is [the creator] God; ‘both’ [refers to] those two; dtman
refers to the puruga that is the agent of creation and resorption and to the other, [individual] one,
[the one] that transmigrates; ‘etc.” includes [principles] such as time. Their operation [means] their
being causes. ‘Free from it’ [means] devoid of their operation. Such is the meaning."*?

Immediately after this word-for-word explanation, Kamala$ila claims that

105 SSOT 491,15-16: (des ni) gan dag byed pa dan beas pa’i rgyur *dod pa de dag bstsald to J/. Trans-
lation Schoening 1995: 1.281.

106 $S 73,20-74,5: bijasya naivam bhavati: aham anikuram abhinirvartayamiti [...] atha punar bije
saty ankurasyabhinirvrttir bhavati pradurbhavah /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.278.

107 $Su 76,19-77,1: avidyaya naivam bhavati: aham samskardan abhinirvartayamiti. Translation
Schoening 1995: 1.289.

108 $Su 75,6-8: sa cayam ankuro na svayarkrto na parakrto nobhayakrto nesvarakrto na kalapa-
rinamito na catkakarandadhino ndapy ahetusamutpannah /. Translation Schoening 1995: 1.284.

109 According to SSGT 494,6 (Schoening 1995: 1.285).

110 See Eltschinger 2022: 95-97.

111 TS 1aby: prakrtisobhayatmadivyapararahitam...

112 TSPy 10,25-11,1/TSPg 11,18-20/TSPr D ze 141h3-142a2: tatra prakrtih sankhyaparikalpitam satt-
varajastamoripam pradhanam / iSa isvarah [ ubhayam etad eva dvayam [ atma srstisamharakaraka
ekah purusas tadanyas ca samsari [ adigrahanena kaladiparigrahah [ tesam vyaparah karanabhavah |
tena rahitam tadvyaparasiunyam ity arthah /.
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this is [what has been] stated by the Blessed One [himself]: ‘And the sprout is not made by itself,
not made by another, not made by both, not made by God, not arisen from Nature, nor
dependent on a single cause, nor born without a cause.” With this, [Santaraksita] alludes to [the
chapters dealing with] the critical examination of primordial matter, God, both, the absence of
cause, Sabdabrahman, and the self.""

The Buddha’s statement quoted by Kamalasila is none other than the $Su locus
referred to above."™ In the MA(V/P), the BhKs and the $SGT, these wrong causes are
consistently adduced as examples of erroneous convention (mithyasamvrti) and
dismissed as illegitimate components of dependent origination in its conventional
mode. From this, we can I think safely conclude that the pratityasamutpada Kama-
lasila and most likely Santaraksita himself have in mind in the TS(P) is true con-
ventional dependent origination, or, equivalently, true samvrti inasmuch as it is
characterized by dependent origination, causal efficacy, and provisionality, and ul-
timately consists in mind-only. This provides strong hermeneutic evidence for
interpreting these two Madhyamika philosophers’ non-Madhyamika work, the TS(P)
first and foremost, in a Madhyamika perspective, i.e., as a philosophical and
polemical propedeutic to a Madhyamaka understanding of reality.
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