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CHAPTER Two

DISCRIMINATION BETWEEN MIDDLE AND EXTREMES
(MADHYANTA-VIBHAGA)

1. Introduction

Having paid homage to the founder of this science,
Son of the well-gone,

And also to its expositor for people like me,

May I now endeavour to analyse its meaning.!

This is how Vasubandhu opens his commentary (bhasya) on
Madhyanta-vibhaga-karikd. To begin a literary work with a prayer,
or paying homage to one’s teachers, or, at least, with a noble
thought, is traditional in India. Accordingly, Vasubandhu
right in the beginning of his commentary devotes this stanza to
the honour of the founder (pranetr) and the expositor (vaktr) of -
this = science (fastra). By the term prapetr Vasubandu means
Maitreya,? who is generally accepted as the founder of the
Yogacara system. The same Maitreya is then qualified as “‘son
of the well-gone™ (sugata-aimaja), an epithet of any Bodhisattva.
“The well-gone” (sugata) refers to the Buddha himself, and
therefore suguta-atmaja means the son of the Buddha. According
to Sthiramati, Maitreya is called “son of the Buddha’ either
because he shares the intuitive knowledge (nirvikalpaka-jiidna)
of the Buddha, or because he is born in the latter’s lineage.®

1. Sastrasya-asya prapetaram-abhyarhya sugata-Gtmajam
Vaktiram ca-asmad-adibhyo yatisye’rtha-vivecane. MV KB. (Introduction)

2. Karika-$dstrasya-arya-maitreyah prapeti. MVKBT. (Introduction)

3. ... nirvikalpaka-jfidna visesa-Gtmakah sugatah, taj-janitatvannirvikalpasya
Jjnanasya. Tasmat-tasmin va jatah sugata-atmajah. Athavi sugata-aimand jaah iti
sugata-Gtmajah. Yatha-uktam sitra-antare jito bhavati tathi-gata vamse tad-atmaka-
vastu pratilabhad-iti. MVKBT (Introduction).
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By the expositor (vakér) of this science is meant Vasubandhu’s
own brother Asanga. As legend has it, the Yogacara system was
revealed to Asanga by Maitreya, and the former then wrote it
down in the form of verses.! Thus hc is aptly called the uaksr
(expositor or spokesman) of this science ($astra), contained ix‘1
the Madhyanta-vibhaga-karika. The central thesis of this text
claims to be a middle position between the two extreme views,
namely, the extreme realism of the Sarvdstivadins and the extreme
relativism of the Madhyamikas. Hence the title Madhyants-
vibhaga-karikd, which means “The Verses on Discrimination
between Middle and Extremes’. ‘

The various topics discussed in this book are stated in MVK
I1.1:

[MVK I1.1] The definition,
The coverings,
The truth,
Meditation of the opposite,
Its stages,
Attainment of result,
And the pre-eminence of the path.2

Commenting on this stariza Vasubandhu says:

These are the seven topics discussed in this science.

They are namely the definition, the coverings, the truth,
meditation of the opposite, stages of that meditation, attain-
ment of result, and, seventhly. the pre-eminence of the path.3

Of these seven topics the first one makes the subject-matter
of the first chapter of Mrdhyanta-vibhdga-karika, entitled “A
Chapter on Definitions”.4 which, along with its commentary

1. Vaktdram-iti . . . sa punar-arya-asangah. Tasya hi-idam $astram abhivyaktam,
dkhydtam ca-arya-maitreya-adhisthandt-dharma-santanena. I1bid.

2. Laksapam hi-Gortis-tattvam pratipaksasya bhavana

Tatra-avastha phala-praptir-yana-anuttaryam-eva ca. MVK 1.1.

3. Iti-ete sapta-artha ki asmin Sastra upadifyante, Yad-uta—laksapam, Gvaranam,
tattvam,  pratipaksasya  bhavand, tasyim-eva ca pratipaksa-bhavandyim-avastha,
phalapraptih, yana-anuttaryam ca saptamo’rthah. MVKB 1.1

4. laksana-pariccheda. The term laksapa, literally meaning a “sign”,
«mark’® or “characteristic”’, is technically used to mean a <“definition™ or a
“scientific description”. :
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by Vasubandhu, I propose to analyse in the following pages.
This chapter tries to define, or rather describe, reality in its
pbenomenal as well as absolute aspects. Consequently this
chapter may be subdivided into two main sections:

(i) Verses 2-11, dealing with reality in its phenomenal aspects.
This section may be entitled ‘the imagination of the
unreal’ (abhiita-parikalpa). The central theme of this
section is that reality as it is experienced by one in the
state of samsdra is there owing to ‘the imagination of the
unreal’ (abhiita-parikalpa). In other words, it establishes
that the form of subjectivity and objectivity, under which
alone things are experienced, are ‘imagination of the
unreal’.

(ii) Verses 12-23, dealing with reality in its absolute aspects.
This section may be entitled ‘the emptiness’ ($inyata).
The central theme of this section is that reality in its
absolute state is empty {$finya) of subject-object distine-
tion, or rather that .it is beyond subject-object charac-
terization.

2. The Iinagination of the Unreal

Terms explained

Verse 2, which opens the main discussion, makes a few
crucial statements, which along with Vasubandhu’s commentary
on them, should be considered the key-stones of the whole
system. ‘“There, beginning with the definitions, [the text]
says’’:

[MVK I1.2] There exists the imagination of the unreal,
There is no pair,
But there is emptiness,
Even in this there is that.?

This stanza contains four clear statements which I consider to
be the key-stones of the entire system. Those statements are:

1. Abhdta-parikalpo’sti dvayam tatra na vidyate
Sanyata vidvate tu-atra tasyam-api sa vidyate,. MVK. 1.2
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(i) an assertion of the imagination of the unreal: abkiiia-
parikalpo’sti,
(ii) a negation of duality: dvayam tatra na vidyate,
(iii) an assertion of emptiness: Sinyaid vidyate tu-aira,
(iv) an assertion of the co-existence of the imagination of the
unreal (abhiita-parikalpa) and the emptiness (Sanyat ):
tasyam-api sa vidyate. '

These four statements involve three key-terms, namely:

(i) the imagination of the unreal (abhfita-parikalpa),
(ii) pair (dvayam), and
(iii) emptiness (Siinyata).

A correct understanding of these three key-terms leading up to
a correct understanding of the above four key-statements will
provide all necessary clues to the understanding of the entire
system of Vasubandhu. Now Vasubandhu himself has explained
~ those terms and statements in his subsequent commentary as
follows:

There, the imagination of the unrea’ means the discrimination
between the graspable and the grasper. The pair is the
graspable and the grasper. Emptiness means that state of
the imagination of the unreal which is lacking in the form
of being graspable or grasper. Even in this [ emptiness ]
there is that, namely, the imagination of the unreal. Thus,
when something is absent in a receptacle, then one, [seeing ]
that receptacle as devoid of that thing, perceives that recep-
tacle as it is, and recognizes that receptacle, which is left
over, as it is, namely as something truly existing here. Thus,
the definition of emptiness is shown to imply no contradiction.?
I may now reconstruct verse 2 along with Vasubandhu’s

1. Tatra-abhita-parikalpo grakya-grahaka-vikalpah. Dvayam grahyam grahakam
ca. Sinyata tasya-abhita parikalpasya grahya-grahaka-bhavena virahitatd. Tasyam-api
savidyata iti-abhita-parikalpah. Evam yad yatra ndsti tat fena Sianyam-iti yathd-
bhitam samanupafyati, yat punar-atra-avaSistam bhavati tat sad-iha-asti-iti yathi-
bhatam prajandti-iti-aviparitam Sianyatd-loksapam-udbhdvitam bhavati, MVKB, 1.2,



Discrimination Between Middle and Extremes 31

commentary on it as follows:

There exists the imagination of the unreal,!

namely, the discrimination

between the graspable and the grasper.?

However, there is no pair,?

such as the graspable and the grasper.4

There is instead emptiness,5

which means that state of the imagination of the unreal,
which is lacking in the form of being graspable or grasper.®
Even in such emptiness

there exists the imagination of the unreal.”

Thus, when something is absent in a container,

the latter is then perceived as such;

also, what is left over there, namely the container,

is then recognized as such,

namely, as uncontradictably existing there:

this indeed is the defining characteristic of emptiness.8

The meaning of the three terms, abhitaparikalpa, dvayam and
Sanyatd, is now unambiguously clear:

Abhiita-parikalpa, the imagination of the unreal, means the
discrimination (vikalpa) between the graspable (grahya) and the
grasper (grdhaka). This implies that whatever Vasubandhu
traces to imagination (parikalpa) is the discrimination (vikalpa)
between the graspable and the grasper, and whatever he
describes as mental construction (kalpita) and therefore unreal
(abhita) , is primarily such discrimination, and the consequent

Abhata-parikalpo’sti. MVK 1.2,
Tatra-abhita-parikalpo grahya-grahaka-vikalpah, MVKB 1. 2.
Duvayam tatra na vidyate, MVK 1. 2.
Doayam grakyam grihakam ca. MVKB 1.2,
$ anyata vidyate tu-atra. MVK. 1.2.
. Sanpata tasya  abhita-parikalpasya  grahya-grihaka-bhivena  virahitats.
MVKB 1.2.

7. Taspam-api sa vidyate. MVK 1. 2; tasyam-api sa vidyata iti-abhiita-
barikalpah. MVKB 1,2,

8. Evam yad yaira ndsti tat tena finyam-iti yatha-bhitam samanupasyati, yat
bunar atra-avasistam bhavati tat sad iha-asti-iti yatha-bhitam prajananti-iti-aviparitam
Sinyatd-laksanam-udbhavitam bhavati. MVKB 1. 2.

SR
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forms of graspability (grahyatva) and grasperhood (grahakatva).
In other words, the distinction between graspable and grasper,
and the forms of graspability and grasperhood, under which
things are experienced; are all mere imagination, and therefore
unreal (abhiita), too. Then, ultimately what Vasubandhu will
describeas “‘mere representation of consciousness’ (vijiapti-matra)
turn out to be the graspable-grasper forms and the distinction
between them.

Duvaya, the pair, means the graspable and the grasper. Hence,
wherever Vasubandhu uses the term dvaya, it must be taken to
mean the duality between graspable and grasper. There are
many instances in ‘which Vasubandhu has used the term dvayam
without giving any explanation.! In all such cases dvayam means
the duality between grasper and graspable. Consequently,
denial of duality (dvayam or dvitva) in Vasubandhu’s system
does not all mean denial of the multiplicity of beings, as is the
case in Sankara’s advaita-system. In this latter system, for exam-
ple, the statement ekam-eva advitiyam (one only without a second),
means that there is only one being having no other being than
itself. Here, therefore, the denial of duality, expressed by the
term a-dvitiya amounts to the denial of the multiplicity (bahutva)
of beings. But in Vasubandhu’s system the denial of duality
(expressed by terms like dvayam tatra na vidpate MVK 1. 2,
advayatvena yac-ca asti TSN 13, dvaya-abhava-svabhava TSN 16,
asaddvaya-svabhdva TSN 18, etc.) means only that a thing in
its absolute state of existence is devoid ({@inya) of subject-object
duality, or that it is lacking in the forms of subjectivity and
objectivity ( grahya-grahaka-bhdvena virahitatd). Sankara is speaking
about the absence of a second being (advitiya-vastu), while
Vasubandhu is speaking about the absence of a dual nature (asad- -
dvaya- svabhdva) referring to each individual being. Incidentally,
it might have been the tendency to read Sankara’s meaning of
adpitiya into Vasubandhu’s use of asad-dvaya-svabhdva that 12d
many later interpreters o understand Vasubandhu’s system as
monistic idealism.

Sanyta, the emptiness, means basically the state of existence,
which is émpty of grasper-graspable characterizations. §inyatd,

_ 1. For example, TSN 4, 10, 13. etc.
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therefore, refers to the thing as it is (yatha-bhita), and is
otherwise called ‘suchness’ (tathatd). Thus, Sinyatd, meaning
the thing unqualified by subjectivity and objectivity, is far
from suggesting any kind of nihilism. Again, what is denied
of reality in its absolute state of existence, is not plurality of
beings, but only the duality between subjects and objects, or
rather the dualistic mode of apprehension that is based on
graspable-grasper characterization. Also, what is attributed to
mental construction is this duality between subjects and objects,
not the plurality of beings. Vasubandhu in his commentary
has interpreted S$inyatda with reference to abhiita-parikalpa:
«Emptiness means that state of the imagination of the unreal
which is lacking in the form of being graspable or grasper.”!
But ‘the imagination of the wunreal’ itself has been defined
as “the discrimination between the graspable and the grasper.’?
Therefore, the state in which ‘the imagination of the unreal”
is lacking in the forms of the graspable and the grasper, would
mean the cessation of the ‘imagination of the unreal’ itself.
Thus $anyatd ultimately means that state of existence which is
empty of ‘the imagination of the unreal’and of the consequent
subject-object distinction. Therefore to realize the absolute
state of existence, namely, fiinyatd, one has only to stop imagin-
ing (i.e. mentally constructing) the unreal forms of subjecti-
vity and objectivity.

Let me now explain the meaning of the four statements
mentioned above :

Firstly, there is an assertion of the imagination of the unreal:
abhita-parikalpo’sti. This in effect is a strong declaration of the
fact that the imagination of the unreal is an undeniably real
experience for one in the state of samsdra, namely that one in
the state of samsdra is bound to construct mentally the unreal
fOfms of subjectivity and objectivity, and then to see every-
thing as endowed with those forms.

Secondly, there is an emphatic negation of duality: dvayam
latra na vidyate. This implies that the imagination of the unreal,
which means the discrimination between the graspable and the

1. See note 6 on p. 31.
2. See note 2 on p. 31.
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grasper,! has only phenomenal value, and therefore is real only
on the level of sampsdra. As long as one is in the state of samsdra
one goes on discriminating between graspable and grasper, and
treats things as if they are endowed with the forms of graspabi-
lity and grasperhood. But in fact graspability and grasperhood
are only subjective forms of experience, and therefore do not
belong to things as such (yatha-bhiia), and for that matter
there is no duality between graspable and grasper.

Thirdly, there is an assertion of emptiness: §iinyatd vidyate
{u-gtra. This refers, as already explained, to the suchness
(tathatd) of things, which is empty of subject-object character-
izations. While the imagination of the unreal, and the conse-
quent subject-object duality are inevitable parts of samsaric
experience, in the state of nirvdpa one no more imagines the
unreal forms of subjectivity and objectivity, and no more
perceives things as grouped into subjects and objects. Thus in
the absolute state of existence there is emptiness of subjectivity
and objectivity.

Fourthly, there is an assertion of the co-cxistence of the
imagination of the unreal and the emptiness: tasyam-api sa
vidyate. A literal translation of this statement would be, “Even
in this [emptiness] there is that [imagination of the unreal
subjectivity and objectivity 1. This is, as Sthiramati says,?
an explanation of the “mystery” of samsdra as follows: that
things in their pure nature are neither subjects nor objects is a
fact; but in the state of samsdra the pure nature of things is
obscured by the imagination of the unreal; therefore, even in
this emptiness, i.e. inspite of the fact that things are empty of
subject-object characterizations, there is that imagination of
the unreal, which obscuring the real nature of things accounts
for samsaric experience, namely the experience of things as
discriminated into subjects and objects.

According to Sthiramati there are four ways of understand-
ing the present stanza:

First of all, it is a refutation of the blanket-denial of every-
thing (sarva-apavada-pratisedhartham). The propounders of this

1. Tatra abhita-parikalpo grahya-grahaka-vikalpah. MVKB 1.2
2. Sece below from the next paragraph onwards.
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latter theory, whom Stcherbatsky identifies as the Madhya-
mikas,! held that all elements are devoid of own-nature in all
respects (sarva-dharmah sarvatha nihsvabhdvalk), just as the horn of
a hare is devoid of own-nature.? Against this view the present
stanza asserts the reality of ‘the imagination of the unreal’ and
of ‘the emptiness’, both having own-nature in one way or
another. The imagination of the unreal has own-nature3
which will be later identified as para-tantra svabhdva;* and the
emptiness has own-nature in the absolute sense of the term,’
which will be later identified as parinispanna-svabhava.® The
emptiness though always present is obscured by the imagina-
tion of the unreal. Therefore one in the state of samsdra does

not realize it, and this inability to realize it explains the

bondage in which one is.”

Secondly, it is directed against those who held that colour
etc. are substances (dravyatvena santi) existing independently
of mind and mental factors (citta-caittdf).® According to
Stcherbatsky the reference here is to the Sarvastivadins.?
Against them the first line of the stanza should be interpreted
to_mean that what substantially exists is the imagination of
the unreal, not colour etc. Why ? Because there is no pair of
subjects and objects.’® Here Sthiramati is making a very

1. Th. Stcherbatsky, trans., Madhyanta-vibhdga : Discourse on Discrimina-
tion between Middle and Extremes, (Bibliotheca Buddhica XXX, 1936; reprint,
Calcutta : Indian Studies, Past and Present, 1971), p. 41

2. Kecit-virudhanti sarva-dhogmah carvatha nihsvabhdvih fasavisapa-vad-ityatah
sarva-apavida-pratisedharthamdha ab;,,;;ta_parikal{zo’sti-iti. MVKBT 1.2

3. Avnuia-parkaipo’sti-iti. Svabhdvatah iti vakyasesah. 1bid

4 Abhata-parikalpal para-tantra-svabhdvah. MVKB 1.6

5. Paramdrthatah svabhivah. MVKBT 1.2

6. Grahya-grihaka-abhkdvah [= $anyatdl parinispannal svabhdvah. Ibid
7. yasmac—nhunyatayam-apz-abhutapa"kal,bo vidvate  tqsmad bhavanto na

muktah. MVKBT 1.2

8. Citla-caiitebhyo’nyatra rapddayo dravyatvena
bratisedhartham-aha . . . Ibid

9. Th. Stcherbatsky, trans., Madhydnta-vibhiga :
tion between Middle and Extremes, (Bibliotheca Buddhica XXX,
Calcutta: Indian Studies, Past and Present, 1971), pp. 42-43

10. .. .ndsti rapam tad-abhitaparikalpa-yyatiriktam dravyata iti. Kim karapat ?

Yasmdt “dvayam tatra na vidvate”. Tbid

santi iti yad darsanam tad-

Discourse on Discrimina-
1936; reprint,
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important point : the forms of subjectivity and objectivity in
which things are experienced, are mental constructions, and
therefore are not substances existing independent of mind and
mental factors. Colours etc., which are experienced as objects,
are only different modes of objectivity under which things are’
experienced, and for that matter have no reality independent
of mind and mental factors. Here what is to be particularly
noted is that when Sthiramati says that colour etc. are not
substances (dravya) other than mind and mental factors (citta-
caittebhyo 'nyatra), by colour’ etc. he means the different modes
of objectivity under which things are experienced, and not those
things themselves. That this is his meaning is clear from the
fact that the reason he gives for saying that colour etc. are not
substances existing independent of mind and mental factors, is
that “there isno pair’” of subjectivity and objectivity.! In
other words, what he says is that colour etc., since they
belong to the categories of subjectivity and objectivity, do not
have any reality independent of mind and mental factors. To
make the point clear I may formulate his argument as follows:

All forms of subjectivity and objectivity are but mental
forms, and therefore have no reality independent of mind
and mental factors.

Colour etc. are forms of objectivity under which things are
experienced.

Therefore, they, too, do not have any reality independent of
mind and mental factors. g

In short, whenever reality is denied to something, it invari-
ably refers to some of subjectivity or objectivity. So
Sthiramati continues his explanation in the following manner.
The imagination of the unreal is itself neither grasper of any-
thing nor is grasped by anybody. On the contrary, objectivity
and subjectivity are but abstract concepts. For colour etc. are
not grasped outside consciousness. Justas a dream, consciousness
produces the appearance of colouretc. . . . The graspable being
absent there cannot be the grasper either, forin the absence of the

1. See note 10 on p. 35
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graspable there is also the absence of the grasper. Therefore,
colour as an object of experience does not exist apart from the
imagination of the unreal. This does not mean that there is
nothing apart from the imagination of the unreal. For there
is indeed the emptiness which is the basis of purity. However, it
is obscured by the imagination of the unreal forms of subjecti-
vity and objectivity. Hence the state of bondage.!

Thirdly, the stanza endeavours to portray the middle position
between. the above-mentioned extremes. On the one hand it is
not an outright denial of everything (sarva-apavada), for there is
the assertion of the imagination of the unreal; on the other
hand it is not an indiscriminate assertion of everything, for the
pair of subjectivity and objectivity, which includes the sense-
objects such as colour etc. has been denied. Further, the assertion
of emptiness, which means the unreality of subject-object distinc-
tion, explains the meaning of non-substantiality (nairdtmya).
This latter theory does not mean “‘the absence of a person who
acts from within” (antar-yydpdra-purusa-rahitatd), but only the
absence of subject-object characterization.2 However, the state
of emptiness is obscured by the imagination of the unreal, and
therefore the state of bondage.®

Fourthly, the stanza brings home the distinction between the
two realms of existence, namely the realms of defilement (san-
klesa) and of purity (vyavadina) .2 The imagination of the unreal
belongs to the realm of defilement, for it is characterized by
illusion (bhranti) > That is, the imagination of the unreal is

1. Na ki abhita-parikalpah kasyacid grahako na-api kenacit grhyate. Kim tarhi
grahya-grihakatvam bhdva-matram-eva. Yato vijfidndt bahi rapidayo na grhyante.
Svapna-adivad  vijignam rupadyabhisam-utpadyate. . . .Grahya-abhive grahakasya-
abhavad grahye’sati grahako bhavitum na ywyate. Tasman-naripam-abhita-parikalpat-
brihag-asti. . . . Stnyatd vidyate tu-atra. . Sinyats ki visuddhi-lamband. Si ca
grahya-grahaka-rahitaid. . .abhitaparikalpa-avrtatvan-na grhyate. MVKBT 1.2

2. Anyair-antar-gydpara-purusa-rahitatd  dharmapam  Sanyata-iti-ucyate. Atah
Sunyata-apavada-pratisedhirtham  bhata-nairdtmya-khyapandrthaii-ca-ha :  Sanyata
vidvate tu-atra iti, MVKBT 1.2

3. For full text see MVKBT 1.2

4. Laksanam sariklesa-vyavadinad-anyan-nasti-iti-atah  sanklefa-vyavadina-laksa-
napradarsandrtham-éha. MVKBT 1.2

5. Abhata-parikalpa-svabhival sankleso bhranti-laksapatvat. Ibid
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of illusory character in thesense that the forms of graspable and

- grasper ( grahya-grahaka-akara) in which things appear (prakhyana)
donot belong to those things themselves (sva-atmani-avidya-
mdna) .} Emptiness of subject-object characterization, however,
is the very form (svariipa). of purity (vyavadana).? Conversely, too,
the very nature (svabhdva) of purity is such emptiness, for
purity means the absence of subject-object duality (duvaya-
abhdva-svabhdva) @ Thus, in short, abkiita-parikalpa and Sinyata
respectively stand for sasniklesa and vyavadana. Hence the follow-
ing equation may be made :

abhiita-parikalpa = grahya-grahaka-vikalpa = sariklesa = samsara.
Stinyatd = grahya-grahaka-vikalpa-abhdva = yyavadana = nirvana.

In the state of samsara one is under the illusion that the
subject-object duality is a genuine characteristic of things,* and
this exactlyis one’s bondage. '

Sthiramati has drawn two analogies to help one understand
the theory of abhita-parikalpa, the imagination of the unreal.
One is that of an illusory elephant made to appear by the
working of mayd. He says: “the graspable-grasper discrimina-
tion is like the [unreal] form of an elephant in mdyd in which
there is no such form”.5 That is, maya produces the form of an
elephant so that a piece of wood, for example, will appear
like an elephant. Maya, which is one’s power to produce such
fflusory forms, as such is devoid of the form of an elephant
(hasti-akara-§inya-maya) , for as such mayd is the power to produce
such forms, nat those forms themselves, nor does it exist in such
forms. Howevér,\sudl forms are within maya (...mayayam-iva hasti-
akarah), in the sense that their seeds (bija) or rather the ten-
dency (ovdsana) to create such forms, were already there within
oneself. The form of an elephant does not belong to the piece

1.  Sva-atmani-avidyamanena grahya-grahaka-dkarena prakhyanad-bhranti-svaripena
Jfidyate. Ibid

2. Vyavadina-svarapa- pradarsanartham-cha-Sanyata vidyate tu-atre-iti. Ibid.

3. Sanyata-svabhavo hi vyavadinam dvaya-abhava-svabhdvatvat. Ibid

4. Yadi dvayam nasti katham tasyam vidyamandyam loko bhranta iti Gha—tasyam-
api sa vidyate—iti. Ibid

5. Grahya-grahaka-vikalpo  hasti-akara-$inya-maydyam-iva hasti-akara-adayah.
MVKBT 1.2
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of wood, either, which appears as an elephant. In other
words, the piece of wood does not exist in the form in which it
appears to exist, namely in the form of an elephant.

Then, the working of abh#ita-parikalpa should be understood
on the above analogy. Abhita-parikalpa is one’s power to
produce unreal forms, namely the forms of subjectivity and
objectivity. It is called the abhiita-parikalpa, [the imagination
of the unreal, ] because by it, or in it, is imagined [ =mentally
constructed ] the unreal pair. By the térm abhiita is meant
that it [ = abhiitaparikalpa] does not exist as it is imagined,
namely in [ terms ] of subjectivity and objectivity. By the term
parikalpa is meant that the thing does not exist as it is imagined,
{namely in the form of a subject or object]. Thus its
definition that it is free of subject-object characterization, is
made clear.””? Thus the theory of abhiita-parikalpa is meant to
shatter one’s belief in the subject-object characterization of things.
About what comes under abhita-parikalpa Sthiramati continues:

Abhiita-parikalpa includes the entire range of citta and caitta
which are in accordance with samsdra. In particular, however,
it means the graspable-grasper discrimination. There, the dis-
crimination of the graspable refers to the consciousness which
appears as non-living and living beings; and the discrimina-
tion of the grasper refers to the consciousness which appears
as self and representation of consciousness.?

These words of Sthiramati may be explained as follows : The
abhiita-parikalpa includes everything (aviSesena) that is called
mind and mental factors, under the influence of which one
finds oneself in the state of samsara. They cease to operate at
the attainment of nirvdna (nirvana-paryavasanak). All such citta
and caittas can be subsumed under the forms of subjectivity,
and objectivity, and, therefore, abhita-parikalpa particularly

1.  Abhitam-asmin dvayam parikalpyate’nena va-iti abhata-parikalpah. Abhita-
vacanena ca yathd-ayam parikalpyate grahya-grahakatvena tatha nasti-iti pradariayati.
Parikalpa-vacanena tu-artho yatha parikalpyate tathd-artho na vidyate iti pradarsayati.
Evam-asya grahva-grahaka-vinirmuktam laksapam paridipitam bhavati. MVKBT 1.2

2. ... samsara-gnuripas-citta-caitta  avisesepa-abhita-parikclpah. Visesena tu
grahya-grahaka-vikalpah, Tatra grahya-vikalpo® arthasattva-pratibhasam. Grahaka-
vikalpa atma-vijrapti-pratibhasam. Ibid
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means the graspable-grasper distinction (grahya-grahaka-vikalpak).
Graspable-discrimination (grakya-vikalpa) refers to the form of
objectivity under which consciousness appears as non-living
and living beings (artha and satfva) , and the grasper-discrimina-
 tion refers to the form of subjectivity under which conscious-
ness (vijfidna) appears (pratibhasa) as self and representations
of consciousness (dtma and vijfiapir) .2
Explaining the terms grahya and grahaka Sthiramati again
‘says: ““Grahya means colour etc., and grdhaka means eye-con-
sciousness etc.? This is an important clue to the understanding
of the whole system. Colour etc., namely colour, taste, touch,
smell and sound, are the forms under which things are
experienced : they are mere forms of objectivity, and as such
they are unreal (abhiita); eye-consciousness etc., namely the
eight types of consciousnesses, are forms of an experiencing
subject: they are mere forms of subjectivity, and as such they
are unreal too. What I am trying to say is that unless colour
etc. and eye-consciousness etc. are summarized respectively as
forms of objectivity and subjectivity, their distinction into
grikya and grakaka, and the subsequent denial of their reality
will make no sense. Therefore Sthiramati’s statement means:

Colour etc. being mere forms under which things become
knowable (grahya), are mere imagination (parikalpa) and
therefore unreal (abkiita), too. Similarly, eye-consciousness
etc, being mere forms under which one becomes a knower
(grdhaka), are mere 1magmat10n (parikalpa), and therefore
unreal (abhiita), too. :

Thus, as I have already made it clear, whenever something
is denied reality, it is treated under the aspect of being a
knowable (grakya) or a knower (grahaka).

The second of the two analogies mentioned above is s that of
a rope appearing under the form of a snake. The message of
this analogy is that what is unreal (abhiita) in this case is the
nature of the snake (sarpa-svabhava) while the rope as such is
real. Similarly, the forms of subjectivity and objectivity, under

1. This point will be further explained under MVK 1.4
2. Tatra grahyam ripadi. Grahakam caksur-vijianadi. MVKBT 1.2
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which abhuta-parikalpa appear, are unreal, but not abkita-
parikalpa itself.r ‘That is, abhiita-parikalpa as such, i.e. short of
the forms of subjectivity and objectivity, is real. This state-
ment has two meanings: (i) abhiita-parikalpa, namely, that one
mentally constructs unreal forms, is an undeniably real fact
of samsaric existence, although those forms are themselves
unreal; (ii) what remains once the forms of subjectivity and
objectivity have been negated, namely $finyata, otherwise called
tathatd, is eternally (sarvakdlam) real. Thus having exploded
the myth of subject-object distinction two assertions can be
made about any individual: (i) as long as he is in the state
of samsira he is subject to the imagination of the unreal
(abhiita-parikalpa); (ii) in the state of nirvdna he realizes the
emptiness (§inyatd) of subjectivity and objectivity.?

Neither void nor non-void

Thus all that can be said with reference to any individual in
the state of samsara can be reduced to two statements : (i) an
assertion of the imagination of the unreal and of the absolute
state of emptiness; (ii) a negation of subjectivity and objecti-
vity. Tounderstand any individual these two statements, one
affirmation and the other negation, have to be put together.
Nothing is exclusively void ($@nya) nor exclusively non-void
(aStnya) .3 It is in avoiding these two extremes* that the Yoga-
carins claim to be holding a middle position.® Hence the next
stanza says:

[ MVK 1.3] Neither void nor non-void :
So is everything described,
That indeed is the middle path,

1. Grahya-grahaka-bhivena virahitats viviktatd hi-abhita-parikalpasya sinyata.
-Na lu-abhata-parikalpo’pi-abhavah yatha sinya rajjul sarpa-svabhavena-atat-svabhavat
sarvakalam $dnya, na tu rajju-svabhdvena tatha-iha-api. Ibid

2, Yat punar-avasistam tat-sat. Kim-punariha-avasistam ? Abhata-parikalpah
Sanyatd ca. Ibid

3. Sarvam na ekantena $inyam na ekintena asinyam, MVKB 1.3

4. antah, as in the title of the book, Madhya-anta-vibhiga.

5. Si ca madhyama-pratipad yad sarvam na-ekantena Sinyam  na-ekintena-
-asinyam. MVKB 1.3
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For there is existence as well as non-existence,
And again existence.l

Commenting on this stanza Vasubandhu says :

On account of the existence of emptiness, on the one hand,
and that of the imagination of the unreal, on the other, it
is .not void. And on account of the non-existence of the
pair of graspable and grasper, it is not non-void, either.
This description applies to everything whether conditioned
or unconditioned. The term ‘conditioned’ goes for what is
called the imagination of the unreal, while the term ‘un-
conditioned’ goes for what is called the emptiness. That
indeed is the middle path, for, on the one hand, there is the
existence of emptiness within the imagination of the unreal,
and, on the other, the existence of the imagination of the
unreal within the emptiness. It is therefore neither exclusively
void nor exclusively non-void. This reading is thus in accord-
ance with the scriptures such as Prajiig-paramita, [ where it is
said J: <all this is neither void nor non-void.’?

The statement, “So is everything described”,® deserves spe-
cial attention. Itimplies that the description that it is “Neither
void nor non-void” applies to every single being separately,
not to reality in general. In other words, here there is an
indication that the text is speaking about individual beings,.
not about a cosmic, monistic, reality. The Sanskrit term
translated as “every” is sarva. It could also be translated
as ““all”. In either case the term sarva stands for a multi-
plicity of beings. This observation of mine is confirmed by
Vasubandhu’s subsequent commentary. He says that the

V. Na sanyam na-api ca astnyam tasmat sarvam vidhiyate
Sattvad-asattvat sattvac-ca madhyama pratipac-ca sa. MVK 1.3

2. Na Sanyam Sanyataya ca-abhata-parikalpena co. Na ca-asunyam dvayena
grahyena grahakena ca. Sarvam-samskrtam ca-abhita-parikalpakhyam, asamskrtam ca
Sanyata-dkhyam. Vidhiyate nirdifyate. Sattvdd-abhﬂta-p_ar;'l.;alﬂfz‘ tasyam ca-abhiita-
parikalpasya sq ca madhyama pratipat. Yat sarvam pa-ekanitend. "Simyam, na-ekintena
asinyam. Evam-ayam pathal prajiiaparamitatisu-anulomito bhavati—Sarvamidam na-
fanyam na-api ca-asinyam-iti. MVKB 1.3

3. Tasmat. sarvam vidhiyate. MVK 1.3
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term sarvam in the verse stands for everything whether “condi-
tioned” (samskrta) or ‘‘unconditioned”’ (asamskrta). Division of
the entire (sarvam) range of elements (dharmak) into ‘‘condi-
tioned” and ‘‘unconditioned’’ goes back to the time of the
Buddha. Therefore, Vasubandhu’s interpretation of the term
sarvam as covering both the conditioned and the unconditioned
elements implies that he retains the original énalysis of reality
into so many individual elements. Then it is to each of those
individual elements that the description ‘“‘neither void nor non-
void” applies. Therefore, every individual element is envisaged
as having two aspects, one positive (affinya) and the other nega-
tive ($@nya).

The terms §finya and aSinya, here translated respectively as
““void” and ‘“‘non-void”’, too, need explanation. Linguistically
they are just opposites. However, in the present context they
are not quite so. Sanya evidently refers to the absence of subject-
object characterizations. Then one could rightly expect asinya
to mean the presence of such characterizations. That is not the
case, though. Instead, it refers to the existence of that to which
the subject-object characterizations are denied. In other words,
$anya means that something is devoid of subject-object charac-
terizations, while afinys means that the same thing, although
devoid of such characterizations, still exists. Similarly, accord-
ing to the present stanza, everything (sarvam) conditioned
(samskrta) as well as unconditioned (asamskrta) is devoid of
subject-object characterizations,! but still is an existing reality,
either as abkita-parikalpa or as Sinyatd. The conditioned ele-
ments exist as abhiita-parikalpa while the unconditioned. ones
exist as §inyatd.? Abhita-parikalpa, as has been explained in the
previous stanza, exists as an undeniable factor of samsdra, although
the forms of subjectivity and objectivity, in which it manifests-
itself, do not exist.?> Consequently, the conditioned elements,

1. Na-ginyam $idnyatayd ca-abhita-parikalpena ca. Na ca asanyam dvayena
grahyena grahakena ca. Sarvam samskrtam ca-abhata-parikalpa-akhyam, asamskrtam
ca $inyatakhyam. MVKB 1.3

2. Sarvam samskrtam ca-abhita-parikalpakhyam, asamskrtam ca Sinyati-akhyam
MVKB IL.3.

3. Abhata-parikalpo’sti, dvayam tatra na vidyate. MVK 1.2
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too, which make up the realm of abhita-parikalpa,! are undeni-
able!factors of samspm although the forms of subjectivity and
objectivity, in whlc,’h they manifest themselves, do not exist, and
therefore are unregl (abhfita). The point at issue will be clearer
1{‘\021:2?97{5&5 that “‘the abhuta-pankalpa includes everything
tha allpgt citta and caitta under the influence of which one
SadSonesell in the state of samsdra, and which cease to operate
at the attainment of nirvdna’’.? That is, what is presently treated
as ‘‘conditioned” should be referred to the same citta-caitia
complex. So ultimately it is those citta-caittas that are described
as samskrta-dharmas and as abhiita-parikalpa and finally as both
$inya as well as af@nya : they exist (afiinya) as undeniable
factors of samsdra, but are devoid ({iinya) of the forms of sub-
jectivity and objectivity in which they manifest themselves.

Similarly, §inyatd exists in the absolute sense of the term, but
is eternally devoid of subject-object characterizations. Conse-
quently, the unconditioned elements, which make up the realm
of $inyatd,® exist in the absolute sense of the term, but are eter-
nally devoid of subject-object characterizations.

Thus everything (sarvam), whether conditioned (samskrta) or
unconditioned (asamskrta) , the former under the aspect of abh#ita-
parikalpa and the latter under the aspect of $anyatd, is rightly
described as “neither void nor non-void” (na §iinyam na-api ca
asiinyam).

Abhiita-parikalpa and $iinyatd, theoretically speaking, refer to
mutually excluding modes of existence, namely samsdra and
nirvana. But in a concrete individual undergoing the samsdra
experience those two modes co-exist, so to speak, abhiita-parikalpa
overshadowing and obscuring (dvarana) $anpatd. An individual
undergoing the state of samsdre combines in himself abhiita-
parikalpa and $anyatd, samskrta-dharmas and asamskria-dharmas,
sarklesa and vyavadana, samsara and nirvapa. All dharmas, samskrta
as well as asamskrta, which constitute his being, are each Sinya
as well as asinya, as explained above. At the dawn of nirvana,

L. samskrtam ca-abhita-parikalpakhyam. MVKB 1.3

2. .. .nirvape-paryavasinih  samsdra-anur apas-citta-caitta  avisesena-abhila-
parikalpah. MVKBT 1.2

3. Asamskrtam ca $inyatd-akhyam. MVKB 1.3
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samskrta-dharmas, which are the same as citta-caittas cease to
exist, and for that matter so do abhiita-parikalpa, sarklesa and
samsdra. It is this co-existence of abhiita-parikalpa and Sanyata,
a point already emphasized in stanza 1.2, that Vasubandhu has
in mind when he says: “On the one hand, there is the existence
of emptiness within the imagination of the unreal, and, on the
other, the existence of the imagination of the unreal within the
emptiness.”” Then by shedding the covering (dvarapa) of abhiita-
parikalpa one attains the state of Sinpatd, which is the same as

niroana.

Forms of the imagination of the unreal

The next stanza is a further inquiry into the particular forms
of the imagination of the unreal. It has already been said that
the imagination of the unreal expresses itself in two primary
forms, namely the forms of subjectivity and objectivity. How-
ever, each of those primary forms may have different secondary
forms. What are such secondary forms ? This is the question
discussed in the next stanza. Vasubandhu calls it the “own-
definition” (svalaksapa) of the imagination of the unreal. The
previous two stanzas gave a positive definition (sal-laksapa) and
a negative definition (asal-laksana) of the same imagination of
the unreal. Positively it was defined (or rather described) asan
existing reality,? and negatively as not having within itself the pair
of subjectivity and objectivity.® However, what particular forms it
takes was not clearly discussed, except that Vasubandhu in his
commentary said that ““the imagination of the unreal means the
discrimination between the grasper and the graspable”.? Hence,
thus having stated the positive and negative definition of the
imagination of the unreal, now [ the author ] gives its own defini-~
tion.”’® As for the distinction between the positive definition

1. See note 2 on p, 42.

2. Idam sattvena laksyate iti saltvam-eva sal-laksapam. Abhiata-parikalpo vidyata
iti-anena-abhita-parikalpasya sattvam pradarsayati-iti-arthah. MVKBT 1.4

3. Evam-asativena  laksygp, 44 gsattvam-eva-asal-laksapam.  Tat punar-yad
gnihya-grdhaka—bhdvena-amttvm,,,__,,a,mdd_abhﬁm-parikalpe dvayam  nasti  tasmad-
abhitaparikalpo’ pi dvaydtmand gisei-iti-ytham bhavati. MVKBT 1.4

4. Tatra-abhita-parikalpo grahya-grihaka-vikalpah. MVKB 1.2

5. Evam abhita-parikalpasya sal-laksapam-asal-laksanam ca khyapayitva sva--
laksapam khyapayati. MVKB 1.4



46 A Buddhist Doctrine of Experience

and the own-definition Sthiramati says that the former is

only a general (samdnya) assertion while the latter is a parti-

cular (vifesa) one,! implying that the positive definition was

concerned with only a general assertion of the reality of the

imagination of the unreal, while the own-definition is going to

-give more particulars about the same imagination of the unreal.
Now, the first part of the stanza reads as follows:

[MVK I1.4] Under the appearance of things inanimate,
Living beings, self and representations of con-
sciousness
Is born the consciousness.?

Commenting on these lines Vasubandhu says:

In the form of colour etc. the consciousness appears as inani-
mate things, and in that of five senses it appears as living
beings. These five senses refer to one’s own as well as others’
streams of existence. The appearance of consciousness as self
is the same as defiled thought, because it is associated with
self-delusion etc. The representations of consciousness are
otherwise called the sixfold consciousness.3

According to Sthiramati this passage answers two questions.
The first one is concerned with the possibility of having sense-
knowledge. It has been said in the previous stanzas that
although there is the imagination of the unreal, there is no
graspable-grasper duality. How then could there be sense-knowl-
-edge, which necessarily presupposes the duality between grasp-
able objects and grasping subjects ? This question, says Sthira-
mati, is answered by the present stanza saying that it is the
abhiita-parikalpa itself which appears in the different forms of

1. Ko vifeso'sti sal-laksana-svalaksanayoh ? Sal-laksapam hi samanyam. Sva-
laksanam tu visesah. MVKBT 1.4

2. Artha-sattva-atma-vijhiapti-pratibhisam prajayate Vijiiana. . . MVK 14

3. Tatra-artha-pratibhasam yad rupadi-bhavena pratibhisate. Sattva-pratibhasam

yat pafica-indrivattvena-sva-para-santanayoh. Atma-pratibhasam klistam manah, dima-

mohadi-samprayogat. Vijfiapti-pratibhisam sad vijianani. Nasti ca-asya-artha-iti artha-
sattvapratibhzimwa—andka"ratvdt, dtma-vijfiapti-pratibhasasya ca vitatha-pratibhisatvat.
Tadabhavat tad-api-asad-iti yat grahyam ripadi, pafica-indriyam, manah, sad-vijhidna-
;vuﬁjﬁakam caturvidham tasya grahyasyabhavit tadapi grahakam vijidnam asat.
MVKB 1.4
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subjectivity and objectivity.! Here Sthiramati obviously means
that the above said four appearances of consciousness, namely
artha, sattva, datma and vijfiapti, and the consciousness itself, are
different forms of subjectivity and objectivity in which the
abhiita-parikalpa expresses itself. I shall return to this point later.

The second question which Sthiramati thinks the present
stanza answers is the following. It has been positively. said that
there exists the imagination of the unreal. But its own-nature
remains to be explained. It has also been said that there is no
subject-object duality at all. If so it remains to be explained
how one has still the passion for making a distinction between
the graspable and the grasper, and how one can be led to believe
that there is no duality.?2 These problems are solved, says
Sthiramati, by the present stanza as follows. The own-nature
of abhiita-parikalpa is consciousness (i.e. the abhiita-parikalpa is
of the nature of consciousness). The same consciousness is to
be understood together with its associates. However, primarily
it is consciousness, The same consciousness, which is bound up
with the appearances of artha, sattva etc., is itself the passion
for the graspable-grasper distinction.> What Sthiramati says
may be put in other words: abhiita-parikalpa for all practical
purposes is the same as consciousness (vijfiana), including its
associates (samprayoga), namely, citta and caittas. This conscious-
ness, or more specifically, the citfa and caittas, is always the
consciousness of something, either artha, or sativa or atma or
vijfiapti, and therefore appears as if split into two parts, one of
subjectivity and the other of objectivity, and thus accounts for

1. Yadi sva-laksanam-andkhyitam-aira kim syat ? .. .grahya-grahaka-rahitata-
abhita-parikalpa-matrata-iti-uddisiam. Tasya-abhita-parikalpa-matratayam-indriya-
visaya-vijfianam yatha-vyavasthitam (tathd) na jhayata (iti). Abhita-parikalpa-
pratibhisa-bhedena  tad-vyavasthiti-jiiapandrtham-abhita-parikalpasya  sva-laksanam
khyapayati. MVKBT 1 .4

2. ... abhiita-parikalpo’sti-iti-anena  tat-sattva-matram  jfigyale, na tu tat-
svabhavah, Dyvaya-abhave’pi  yad grahya-grahaka-abhiniveda-karanam na jhayate,
dvayam ca nasti-iti yatah pratiyate tad-api na-uktam-iti-atah-tat-pratipadandrtham-
dha. Ibid

3. Tatra vijiianasvabhave bhittaparikalpah. Tac-ca vijfidnam  sa-samprayogam-
abhipretam. Pradha tu vijiia grhitam. Sa eva grahya-grahaka-abhiniveso-
artha-sattva-adi-pratibhasa-nibandhah. 1bid
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one’s passion for graspable-grasper distinction (grahya-grahaka-
abhiniveSa), and leads one to believe that there is really the dis-
tinction between the subjects and objects.

Before proceeding further I must make one point clear. That
consciousness appears in the form of different objects is the basic
contention of the present stanza. This should not be understood
to mean that there are no things other than consciousness. On
the contrary, it means only that what falls within the range of
experience are different forms of consciousness, while the things-
in-themselves remain beyond the limits of experience. For
example, when a rope is mistaken for a snake, it is the form of
snake, which is being experienced, that can be explained as a
mental form, while the rope itself remains outside that expe-
rience. That just the same is the message of the present stanza
is clear from a similar example cited by Sthiramati which is as
follows. One may mistake a stump for a man. There, one is
projecting one’s past experience of map on 1o the stump before
one, and thus making oneself unable to recognize the stump as
such. Similarly, says Sthiramati, ‘the ignorant people mistake
the different forms of consciousness for things other than con-
sciousness, just as people with bad eyes mistake their own mental
images for hair, egg etc.’?

- It is obvious that the present stanza is dealing with the ordi-
nary categories of experience/thought, namely consciousness
(vijfiana) , non-living beings (artha), living beings (sattva), self
(dtma), and representations of consciousness (vijfiapti). Analyz-
ing those categories the stanza says that they are different forms
of subjectivity and objectivity, and as such being different
appearances of consciousness itself they do not represent things
in themselves. I shall now explain how those categories can be
interpreted as different forms of subjectivity and objectivity.
The central point is that they present themselves to thought/
experience either as subject or as object of some experience.
Thus, first there appears consciousness as the subject of all the

1. Katham asati-arthddau vijfianam tad-abhasam-udpadyate ? Na hi puruse asati

prthag-artha-astitvena-abhinivisante taimirikasya kesapdukadivat. Ibid
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other four categories.! That is, consciousness is invariably the
consciousness of either self or ideas or living beings or non-
living beings. Apart from being the subject of those other cate-
gories consciousness is nothing, and therefore it makes sense
only as an experiencing subject. Again, self and the representa-
tion of consciousness are contrasted with living beings and non-
living beings as subjects and objects. Self defined as defiled
thought (klistam manak, literally meaning impassioned thought)?2
is described as the subject of passions such as ego-delusion, ego-
belief, ego-desire and ego-pride,? all these passions having living
and non-living beings as their objects.* In other words, self is
a bundle of passions which presuppose external beings as their
objects. The representations of consciousness stand for the six-
fold consciousness, namely the five sense-consciousnesses (indriya-
vijignani) and the thought-consciousness (mano-vijiidnam). Being
consciousness none of them has any meaning without reference
to the respective objects, either animate or inanimate. So they
are essentially in the form of subjects. Finally, living and non-
living beings are there as objects of either self, or one or another
form of consciousness. By living being are meant those which
are endowed with five senses. Such beings ultimately represent
one’s own as well as other people’s streams of existence.® What
is important here is that those “persons” (or streams of existence )
are experienced only as objects of one’s consciousness and
passions. Similarly the non-living beings, which can be reduced
to sense-data (i.e., colour etc.), are presented to consciousness
through the senses.® As they appear, they, too, have the form of
objects of consciousness, the latter appearing either as self or as
representations of consciousness.

1. Cf. .. .tad-grahyam ripadi, pafica-indrivam, manal, sad-vijiana-sanjiakan
catur-vidham tasya grahyasya . . . tadapi grahakam vijfianam . . . Ibid.

2. atma-pratibhasam kiistan manah. MVKB 1.4 .

3. Atma-pratibhasam klistam manah, dtma-mohadi-samprayogad-iti klistasya
manasa atma-mohena-atmadrst yd-atma-trsnayd-asmimanena ca nityam samprayuktatvat,
lesdm-ca  atma-alambanatvdd-yuktam  atma-pratibhasatvam  klistasya  manasah.
MVKBT 1.4

4. Because underlying these passions (klesas) is the I-consciousness as
opposed to other objects. ‘

5. Sattva-pratibhdsam yat pafica-indriyattvena sva-para-santinayok. MVKB 1.4

6. Tatra artha-pratibhasam yad-rapadi-bhavena pratibhasate. Ibid
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The remaining part of the stanza under discussion, and its
commentaries by Vasubandhu and Sthiramati, evaluate those
categories and show how, under the aspects of subjectivity and
objectivity, they are false and unreal:

[MVK 1.4 cont’d.] There is nothing as its [i.e. consciousness’s]
object,
And thus that object being absent
That [consciousness ], too, is non-existent.!

What the author says here could be differently put as follows:

Consciousness makes sense only with reference to its object
(artha).

There are no such objects.

Therefore there is nothing called consciousness either.
Vasubandhu now in his commentary on the above lines
examines and explains the minor premise of the argument,
namely that there areno such objects. The objects (artha)
referred to are evidently the categories of self, representations
of consciousness, living beings and inanimate things, all of
which have been spoken of in the former part ofthe stanza as
appearances (pratibhdsa) of consciousness itself. Now, then,
what is meant Dby saying that there are no such objects ? In
what sense are those four objects absent ? Here is the answer
given by Vasubandhu:

The appearances of inanimate things as well as of living
beings are devoid of form; likewise -the appearances of
seif and representation of consciousness are not in the way
they appear to be. This is why it is said that there is indeed
nothing as its [ i.e. consciousness’s ] object. That is, the four
kinds of graspables—namely, (i) colour etc., (ii) the five
senses, (iii) thought, and (iv) the sixfold consciousness—are
absent. Thus the graspable being absent, the grasper,
namely the consciousness, too, is non-existent.?

1. ... ndsti ca-asya-arthas-tad-abhavat tad-api-asat. MVK 1.4

2. Nasti-ca-asya-artha iti  artha-sattva-pratibhdsasya-andkdratvat, §tma-
vijiiapti-pratibhisasya ca vitatha-pratibhasatvat. Tad-abhavat tadapi-asad-iti yat tad-
grahyam rapadi, pafica-indriyam, manah, sad-vij #iana-safijfiakam catur-vidham tasya
grahyasya-abhavat tadapi-grahakam vijianam-asat. MVKB 1.4
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The main concern of this passage is to show in what sense
the five categories of experience are unreal. And the whole
thrust of the argument derives from contrasting conscious-
ness as the grasper with the other four categories as the
graspables. And the argument itself may be summarized as
follows: graspability being a fake concept, grasperhood, too,
docs not make sense. How is then graspability a fake
concept ?

First of all Vasubandhu distinguishes between inanimate and
living beings on the one hand, and self and representations of
consciousness on the other. Then he says that the former pair
is absent/non-existent (abhdva) because they have no form. The
Sanskrit term translated here as ‘form’ is @kdra. In the
ordinary language it means ‘orm’, ‘or ‘shape’ or ‘frame’.
But in an epistemological context, such as the present one,
it stands for the form in which a thing is perceived or grasped,
and therefore can be better translated as ‘objective frame’
or ‘objectivity’. That in the present context dkdra means
‘objectivity’ is clear from Sthiramati’s subsequent commentary.
He gives two interpretations:

(i) In the first instance, for him @kdre means ‘the mode in
which an object is grasped’.! In other words, for him dkara
means prakdra, this latter term being the one employed by
Indian logicians to denote ‘the way or mode in which .an
object is experienced.’? Sthiramati then says that both inani-
mate and living beings do not have such a prakara (objectivity)
in which they could be grasped. Why? Becausc they only
appear in the form of graspables (grdhyaripena prakhyanat).?
Here are Sthiramati’s own words:

A form [dkara] indeed is the mode in which an object
[ alambena] is grasped, for example, as an impermanent
thing ctc. Neither of them [ i.e. inanimate and living beings],

1. grahana-prakarak. See note 1 on p. 52,
} 2. For example Annambhatta’s Tarka-sarigraha, (Varanasi : ‘Lhe
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Serics, 1966), pp. 14-15, defines frue expericnce  as
“that which presents the object in the form in which it really is”’ (tad-vati
tad-prakarako’ nubhava yatharthah).

3. sa [akirah] ca anayoh {artha-sattva-pratibhdasayel)] nisti grahva-ripepa
brakiyanat. MVKBT 1. 4
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however, has such a mode, because they only appear in the
form of graspables. Therefore, the phrase ¢‘because they
have no form’ means ‘because they have no graspability’.?

This denial of dkdratva has to be understood in the light of,
and on the model of, the denial of the pair (dvayam) in the
second stanza. In the light of it, for my analysis of the
denial of dvaya showed that “whenever reality is denied to
something, it invariably refers to some form of subjectivity and
objectivity” (see above p. 36), or that “whenever something is
denied reality, it is treated under the aspect of being a knowable
(grdhya) or a knower (grahaka)” (seé above p. 40). Therefore
in. the present case, too, the denial of akaratva has to be
understood with reference to forms of subjectivity and
objectivity, and, as I have already explained, it definitely
refers to the form of objectivity. Again, on the model of the
denial of doaya, for denial of dvaya means that neither abhiita-
parikalpa nor Sinyaid has within itself the duality between
subjectivity and objectivity, and that such a duality is altogether
illusory just as the form of a magical elephant. Similarly, the
denial of dkdratva (i.e. the form of objectivity, whichis one of
the above-mentioned pair, dvaya), too, should be understood to
mean that neither appearances of consciousness as living and
non-living beings, nor the things (no matter living or non-
living) in themselves have dkdratva, and that dkdraiva is
altogether illusory as the form of a- magical elephant.

(i1) A Second interpretation of dkdra given by Sthiramati
is that “gkara is the experience of subject. But no such experience
of cither of them [i.e. inanimate or living beings] is there.
Therefore, they are formless in the sense that there is no per-
ception of them.””? These words of Sthiramati imply a down-

1. Akaro hi-alambanasya-anityadi-ripena grahaka-prakarah. Sa anayor-nast
grihya-ripepa prakhyanat. Ato-anakiratvad-agrahakatvid-iti- arthah. MVKBT 1.4.
In this passage agrihakalvat has been translated as “because they have no
graspability.” Grahakatva in normal situations would mean ‘grasperhood”
which does not fit in with the present context. As the suffix ka can also refer
to objectivity it is here accordingly translated, as in the term kdrapaka.

2.  Alambana-samvedanam va akarak. Tac-ca tayor nasti iti upalabdhi-abhavad
angkarah. MVKBT 1. 4.
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right denial of experience of a thing, whether inanimate or
living, as itis in itself. What is thought to be experienced is
only the appearance (pralibhasa) of consciousness (wijiiana),
which under the aspect of knowable (grahya) is as illusory as
the form of a magical elephant, and therefore docs not alto-
gether exist (atpanta-abhiva Cf. TSN. 11).

Thus the above two interpretations of @kdra amount to the
same conclusion, namely that the form in which a thing is
thought to be grasped is purely imagined (parikalpita), and
therefore is no sure guide to the thing-in-itself. It is in this
sense, and only in this sense, that Vasubandhu’s system can
be called idealism. It by no means implies that there is nothing
apart from ideas or consciousness.

Now coming to Vasubandhu’s evaluation of the categories of
self and the representations of consciousness, he has said that
they are ‘false appearances’. The Sanskrit term translated
as ‘false appearance’ is vitatha-pratibhasa, which literally means
‘appearance of something in a false manner’. That means, the
appearance of self and the representations of consciousness as
objects (artha) of consciousness is false. Why ? Sthiramat
explains: “The other two objects, namely self and representa-
tions of consciousness manifest {prakhyina) themselves as graspers
(grahaka-ripena), but take on the false appearance of graspables,
and for that matter are absent {@bhdva).l In other words sclf,
and representations of consciousness stand for forms of subjecti-
vity, as I have already explained above on pp. 48ff. Therefore,
their appearance (pratibhdsa) as objects (artha) of consciousness
(vijfiana) is false (vitatha), and for that reason (kdranam) is
said to be absent, too. How their manifestation as graspers
(grahaka), too, are illusory is already made clear, for all forms
of subjectivity have been described as altogether non-existent.
Further, for them to be graspers there should be some objects
which they can grasp. Living as well as non-living beings
could be such graspable objects. But it has already been said
that the graspability of living and non-living beings just does
not exist. As graspable objects the living and non-living beings

. Natu-anyayor-grihya-ripena prakhyanad-anakaral;  vitathapratihasatvam-
eca-artha-abhave karapam-uktam. MVKBT L4
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are altogether non-existent (afyanta-abhava). Thus the graspable
objects being absent, the term ‘‘grasping subjects” becomes
meaningless and redundant. Itisin this sense that self and
representations of consciousness are said to be absent. Sthira-
mati says: ‘“The graspable objects being absent, the appear-
ances of both sclf and representations of consciousness, which
manifest themselves as grasping subjects, are false.”?

Sthiramati has one more explanation for the false appearance
of self and representations of consciousness as graspables. He
says: ,

False appearance means the absence of the objects in the

way they are imagined to be there by the consciousness. False

appearance is thus owing to false basis [ =object], justasa
false rumour about the presence of a tiger etc. is owing to
false basis.?

Thus there are things independent of consciousness, although
they are not in the manner they are nmagined by the grasp-
ing subject.

After having thus established the non-beingness (absence) of
the categories of self, representations of consciousness, inani-
mate beings and living beings, the authors now call one’s
attention to consciousness, of which the former four are seem-
ingly the objects. However, now that those objects (artha) are
proved to be absent (abhdva), it is no longer sensible to call
consciousness a subject.®> Hence consciousness as a subject,
too, is so much absent. It does not get at anything other than
its own forms. In a way its own subjectivity itself is one of its
own constructions. Sthiramati says:

The objects being absent, there is no consciousness of them
either. Consciousness is that which knows objects. Therefore
in the absence of objects there cannot be the act of knowing
as well. Thus, since objects are ~ absent, consciousness, too,
as a knowing subject, is non-existent,?

1. Grahya-abhdve dvayor-atma-vijfiapti-pratibhasayor-grahaka-dkdrena  prakhyanat
vitatha-pratibhasatvam. MVKBT 1.4

2. Yatha vijidnena-arthalh parikalpyate tathd-arthasya-abhivo vvaghradi-sruti-iva
vitatha-alambanatvad-vitatha-pratibhasata.  Ibid.

3.  Artha-gbhavad-vijiigtrivena  vijanam-asat. MVKBT 1.4

4.  Artha-abhdvdi-tad-vijiianam-asat.  Vijanati-iti-vijianam  grahya-abhdive vija-
nand-api ayuktam. Tasmdd-artha-abhavad-vijiiatrtvena vijiidnam-asat. Ibid.



Discrimination Between Middle and Extremes 55

The above analysis could be summarized as follows. The
categories of consciousness, self, representations of consciousness,
living beings and inanimate beings, insofar as they fall with-
in the range of experience, are all but subjective constructions,
and for that reason unreal, too. Those categories are experienc-
ed as one or other form of subjectivity and objectivity, and as
such do not represent the things-in-themselves (things in their
suchness). The things-in-themselves (i.e. the things in their
suchness) are beyond the range of experience, because they do
not have the forms of subjectivity and objectivity, under which
alone experience is possible. Those categories, subjective forms
as they are, are experienced either as subject or as objects.
Categories of inanimate and living beings, insofar as they are
objects of experience are absent/unreal, because they do not
have objectivity (andkdratvat). Categories of self and the re-
presentations of consciousness insofar as they are objects of
experience, are likewise only mentally constructed forms and
are therefore unreal, having nothing to do with things-in-them-
selves. Self and representations of consciousness insofar as
they are subjects of experience, too, are mentally constructed
forms, and therefore unreal, and as such are false appearances
of consciousness. Consciousness itself insofar as it is subject
of experience is unreal and non-existent. Thus, in short,
whatever is referred to assubject or object is mere subjective
construction, and therefore unreal; things-in-themselves are
neither ' subjects nor objects.

Summarizing the discussion so far stanza 1.5 says:

[ MVKI.5] Thercfore its being the imagination of the unreal
Remains established.?

For Vasubandhu the meaning of these lines are so clear
that he does not bother to elaborate it. According to Sthiramati’s
commentary the term “its’’ (asya) stands collectively for the
four appearances of consciousness mentioned in the previous
stanza.2 The term “therefore’ (atal) refers to what has been

1. Abhata-parikelpatvam siddham-asya bhavati-atah. MVK 1.5
9. Abhita-parikalpatvam-ca tesam caturnam cijiiananam siddham. MVKBT L5
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said in the previous stanza, namely that ‘the objects being
absent, the knowing consciousness, too, is non-existent’.! Thus
the meaning of the above lines turns out to be as follows :

On the basis of what has been said in the previous stanza
It becomes established that the four objective categories,
Namely, artha, sattva, dtma and vijiiapti,

Insofar as they are thought to be objects,

Are but imagination of the unreal.

According to Sthiramati the term <¢therefore”’(atak) may
refer also to what is subsequently said in the same stanza,
namely,

[MVK 1.5 cont’d ] For it is not so,
It is not altogether absent, either.?

commenting on which Vasubandhu says,

For its existence is notthe way it appears to be. It is not
totally absent, either, because there is the production of
illusion only.?

Here the pronoun ““it” evidently refers to the fourfold appear-
ance of consciousness. It appears to be objects (artha) of
consciousness, which it is not (na tatha). Itis not altogether
absent, ecither (na ca sarvathd-abhdvall). Why not ? ““Because
there is the production of illusion-only” says Vasubandhu.
Illusion (bhranti) does not mean the absence of the appear-
ance of a particular form, says Sthiramati, but the absence of
its essence (@tmatvena-abhava).* For example, when a rope
appears in the form of a snake, that it appears in that formis a
fact, while it does not have the essence of a - snake. Similarly
that there are appearances of consciousness as objects is an
undeniable fact, while they do not really exist as objects. In

1. dita iti anantarokidd-hetor-artha-abhivit-tadapi-asad-iti. Ibid

2. Na tathi servatha-abhavat. MVK L5

3. Yasmin-na tathi-aspa bhavo yathd pratibhisa utpadyate. Na ca sarvathd
abhavo bhranti-matrasva-utpadat. MVKB 1.5

4. atmatvena-abhdvo na tu yad-dkdrena pratibhisate tena bhrantir-ucyate mdyd-vat.
MVKBT 1.5
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other words, there is illusion of objects,! although there is no
objectivity itself. Why should one recognize the existence of illu-
sion at all ? Vasubandhu himself has raised this question: “why
not admit the absence of that illusion itself ?’2 His answer is,
“For otherwise there would be neither bondage nor liberation,
which would imply the denial of the facts of defilement and
purity.”® This is, according to Vasubandhu, the interpreta-
tion of the final part of the stanza, which says,

[ MVK 1.5 cont’d.] From its cessation results liberation.?

The entire discussion can be summarized as follows: That
there is the imagination of the unreal, which gives rise to the
illusion that there are graspable, enjoyable, objects,® is a
fact. And this has to be accepted as a fact, so that the
distinction between samsara and nirvdpa may be explained:
cessation of the imagination of the unreal, and of the conse-
quent illusion of objectivity, explains nirvana/mukti, and the non-
cessation (apariksina) of the same explains samsdra/bandha.®
Facts of defilement and purity, too, are similarly explained:
state of samsaraf/bandha is characterized by defilement (sazklesa)
while that of nirvdna/mukti is characterized by purity (vyeva
dana).” ‘“Therefore”, concludes Sthiramati, ‘“the imagination
of the unreal as well as the absence of the pair [of subjecd-
vity and objectivity] should necessarily be recognized” .3

1. Bhranti-vijhianasya sad-bhavin-na  sarvathi-abhava. 1Ibid.

2. Kim-artham punas-tasya {bhrantimatrasya] abhdva eva na isyate ? MVKB
15

3. Yasmad-anyathd na bandho na moksah = prasidhyed-iti  sanklesa-apavada-
dosah  syat. MVKB 1.5

4. .. Ta-ksayan-muktir-isyate. MVK L5

3. grahya-grahakatvena  bhrantir-udbhasita. MVKBT 1.5 grahya-grahaka-
pratibhasam-utpadpate. Ibid

6. Tat-ksayan-muktir-isyate.  Tasmin-ca-apariksine  bandha  iti-arthad-uktam
bhavati. Ibid

7. ..evam sati nityal sanklesa syat. Tatha ca  nirvapa-abhdvah. Fvam
ca  bhranti-matrasya-api-abhive sanklesa-abhavo npityam-ca yyavadanam  prasajyate.
MVKBT. L5
8. Ato’vasyam-abhita-parikalpa-bhivo’bhyupagantavyo dvaya-abhavas-ca. MVKBT.,
L5



58 i A Buddhist Doctrine of Experience

Thus, observes Sthiramati, on the one hand denying the grasp-
able-grasper duality, and, on the other, asserting the fact of the
imagination of the unreal, the present stanza is simply restat-
ing what has already been said in MVK 1.2: “There exists the
imagination of the unreal; however there is no pair”.1

The imagination of the unreal in relation to the three natures

The next stanza relates the idea of the imagination of the
unreal to that of the three natures, namely, the absolutely
accomplished, the other-depehdent and the imagined.
According to Vasubandhu the very purpose of this stanza is
to show that the idea of the imagination of the unreal includes
that of the three natures. He says: “Thus having stated the
own-definition of the imagination of the unreal, now the
[author] states its inclusive definition. It shows, how,
there being only the imagination of the unreal, there could be
the inclusion of the three natures.””? The stanza reads:

[ MVK1.6] The imagined, the other-dependent,
And the absolutely accomplished,
Are derived respectively from
The objects, the imagination of the unreal,
And the absence of the pair.?

In other words, the imagined, -the other dependent, and the
absolutely accomplished natures refer respectively to the objects
(artha), the imagination of the unreal (abhitta- parikalpa) and the
absence of the pair (dvaya-abhdva) of subjects and objects. So
Vasubandhu has the following commentary on this stanza:

The object is the imagined nature, the imagination of the
unreal is the other-dependent nature, and the absence of the

1. Evam grahya-grahaka-abhavat-tat-pratibhasa-vijfiana-sad-bhavac-ca ryat-
piarvam pratijiiatam, abhita-parikalpo’sti  dvayam tatra na-vidvate (1.2), ifi tat-
prasiddham-iti-pradariayan-dha- MVKB 1.5

2. Evam-abhita-parikalpasya  sva-laksapam  khyapayité  sangraha-laksanam
khyépayati. Abhiita-parikalpa-mitre sati yatha trqyapam svabhavanam  saigraho-
bhavati. Ibid. 1.6

3. Kalpitah para-tantras-ca  parinispanna-cva ca.

Arthad-abiita-kalpdc-ca  dvaya-abhavic-ca  desitah. MVK 1.6
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graspable-grasper duality is the absolutely accomplished
nature.l

This is an explanation of the three natures in terms of the
imagination of the unreal. Sthiramati puts it clearly as follows:

That the imagination of the unreal is lacking in the graspable-
grasper duality has already been said. But it is not just the
absence of such duality. The same imagination of the unreal
is, moreover, the other-dependent, because it depends on
causes and conditions. The same imagination of the unreal,
again, is the imagined, because it manifests itself in the forms
of graspables and graspers, forms which do not exist within
the imagination of the unreal itself. Also, the same imagina~
tion of the unreal is the absolutely accomplished, because it is
lacking in the graspable-grasper duality. Thus the three
natures are included in the same imagination of the unreal.
Thus, by referring to the imagination of the unreal,
is shown that reality which should first be known, then
abandoned, and finally realized.?

What the three natures stand for is now quite clear :

First, there is the fact of the imagination of the unreal, which
in effect is the act of discriminating between subjects and
objects. It is this act of discrimination between subjects and
objects that is described as the other-dependent nature,
“because”, says Sthiramati, ““its birth depends on causes and
conditions’’.? It means that one is forced to discriminate between
subjects and objects because of the forces (samskdras) and

1. Arthah parikalpitah svabhavah.  Abhita-parikalpah  paratantrah svabhavah.
Grahya-grahaka-abhivah  parinispannah svabhdvah. MVKB 1.6

2. Atra hi-abhita-parikalpasya  dvaya-rahitatd  gréhya-grahaka-abhava  uktah.
Na tu dvayasya abhava-matram.  Evam-abhiita-parikalpa-eva hetu-pratyaya-paratan-
tryat paratantrah. Sa eva grihya-grahaka-ripena sva-atmani-avidvamanena prakhyanat
parikalpitah. Sa eva grahya-grahaka-rahitatvat  parinispannal. Evam  acbhita-
barikalpe trayah svabhivali sangrhitah. Elena-abhita-parikalpam-anidya parijneyam,
barijiidgya  prahataypam, parijfidva saksit-kartavyam ca vastu sandarsitam - bhavati
MVKBT 1.6

3. Para-tantrah,  para-vasah, hetupratyaya-pratibaddha-janmakatvat. MV~
KBT 1.6
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habits (vdsands) of one’s past deeds (karma), which function
as the causes (hetu)and conditions (pratyaya) of the imagination
of the unreal.

Secondly there are the appearances of the same imagination
of the unreal as graspable and grasper (grahya-grahaka-pratibhasam) .
It is such appearances of the graspables and graspers that are
called the imagined nature. “For”, says Sthiramati, “‘the
graspable as well as the grasper are devoid of own-nature, and
therefore unreal too. However, they are imagined to be exist-
ing, and therefore called the imagined. Again, although subs-
tantially non-existent, still they do exist from the practical
point of view, and therefore are said to have own-nature.””?
What exactly, then is the imagined nature ? It is the objects
(artha),? or rather those which are thought to be objects of
consciousness. Here the reference is clearly to the fourfold
appearance of the consciousness referred to in stanza I. 4.
Hence Sthiramati says, “Here artha stands for colour etc., eye
etc., self and the representations of consciousness. They do not
exist within the imagination of the unreal, and thus being non-
existent they are called the imagined nature.”3

Thirdly, there is that state of the same imagination of the
unreal, which is lacking in the duality between subjects and
objects. It is this subject-object distinctionless state that is called
the absolutely accomplished nature, ‘“because”, says Sthiramati,
“this state of existence is unconditioned and unchangeably
accomplished” .4

The negative definition further explained

The negative definition (asal-laksapa) of the imagination of
the unreal, namely that it is lacking in subject-object duality,

Abhita-parikalpah para-tantra-svabhdval iti, parair-hetu-pratyayais-taniyyate, jan-
yale, na tu svayam bhavali iti paraianirah. Ibid

1. Gralpam  grahakam  ca svabhdva-Sinyatvad-abhitam-api  astilvena  iti
parikalpyata ucyate. Sa punar-drayyaio’san-api vyavehdrato’sti iti svabhava ucyate.
Ibid

2. Arthalh parikalpitah svabhivah. MVKB 1.6

3. ..artho’tra rapdidayas-caksuradaya-atma  vijfiaptayas-ca  kalpitena  sva-
bhavena-abhiita-parikalpe nasti-iti-asan parikalpitah svabhava ucrate.” MVKBT 1.6

4.  Ya-abhita-parikalpasya  dvaya-rahitaté  sa  parinispanna-svabhavah, tasya-
asamskrtateat, nircikaratvena  parinispannatvat.  Ibid.
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has already been stated. Now the question is how one can realize
it. The next stanza answers this question. Introducing it Vasu-
bandhu says, “Now is shown a definition which can be used as
an instrument in comprehending the negative definition of the
same imagination of the unreal.””? Sthiramati further comments,
“The imagination of the unreal, unaware of the negative defini-
tion, works in favour of the defilement of klesa, karma and janma.
Hence the present stanza to show an instrument of knowing the
negative definition.”’? The stanza says:

[MVK I.7] Depending upon perception
There arises non-perception,
And depending upon non-perception
There arises non-perception.?

Vasubandhu interprets these lines as follows:
Depending upon the perception that there are only represen-
tations of consciousness, there arises the non-perception of
knowable things. Depending upon the non-perception of
knowable things, there arises the non-perception of the mere
representations of consciousness, too. Thus one understands
the nagative definition of graspable and grasper.4

This is rather the intellectual process whereby one attains to
the realization of the emptiness of subjectivity and objectivity.
First, one realizes that what have been taken to be objects “ are
only representations of consciousness. This realization of mere-
representations shatters one’s belief in objectivity. Then the
realization that there is no objectivity makes one give up one’s
belief in subjectivity as well, for this latter term makes sense
only with reference to objectivity. Absence of subjectivity means

1. Hdanim tasmin-eva-abhiita-parikalpe’sal-laksana-anupravesa-updya-laksanam
paridipayati. MVKB 1.7

2. Aparijitata-asal-laksano  hi-abhiita-parikalpah  klesa-karma-janma  sarnklesiya
sampravartate. MVKBT 1.7 ’

3. Upalabdhim-samasritya  nopalabdhili  prajayate

Nopalabdhim samasritya nopalabdhih prajayate. MVK 1.7

4. Vijaapti-matra-upalabdhim nisritya-artha-anupalabdhirjayate. Artha-anupalabdhim
nisritya  vijlapti-matrasya  api-anupalabdhirjayate.  Evam-asallaksapam  grahya-
grahakayoh pravisati. MVKB 1.7
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that there are not even mere-representations of consciousness,
because consciousness is meaningful only as a knowing subject.
Thus one finally realizes the emptiness of graspability and
grasperhood.

Sthiramati, too, makes the same point in a different way:

It [i.e. the object] is mere-representation of consciousness.

That is, the consciousness, which has no supporting object,

due to the maturing of its own seeds, appears in the form of
colour etc. There is no object like colour etc. actually existing.

Depending on such perception of the grasper, one compre-

hends the non-perception of the graspable...Just as the mind,

knowing that the imagined-graspable. does not exist outside

the consciousness, comprehends the absence of the graspable, -
so on the basis of the absence of the graspable, the absence

of mere-consciousness, too, is obtained. In the absence of

graspables, grasperhood does not make sense. For, the con-

ception of grasper is relative to that of the graspable ... For

the graspable and the grasperare never independent of each

other.!

“Thus”, concludes Sthiramati, ‘“‘one comprehends the nega-
tive definition, not of the imagination of the unreal, but of the
imagined forms, namely the forms of the graspable and the
grasper”’.2

The next stanza is almost a repetition of the previous one in
another fashion. The first half of the stanza reads:

[MVK I. 8] Therefore it remains established
That perception has the same nature
As non-perception.®

1. Idam-vijiapti-mitram-dlambana-artha-rahitam sva~bijaparipakad  ri-
padi-abhasam vijfidnam pravariate na iu  riapadiko’rtho’ sti-iti-evam  grahaka-upa-
labdhim nisritva grahya-anupalabdhim pravisati. . Yathé na  viianad bahil  pari-
kalpitam  grahyam-asti-iti  vijiiapti-matrali-balena  mano  grahya-abhdvam  pravisati,
tatha  grahya-abhava-balena vijiiapti-matrasya-apt  abhdvam-protipadyate.  Na
grahya-abhive grahakatvam yujyate. Gralyam apeksya  lad-grahakasya  vapastha-
panat. . .Grahya-grahakayol  paraspara-mirapeksatvat. MVKBT I

2. Evam-asal-laksanam  grahya-grahakayeh  parikalpita-rapayoh pravifati,
nag-abhittaparikalpasya-iti darfanam  bhavati. Ibid

3. Upalabdhes-tatah siddhd nopalabdhi-svabhavata. MVK 1.8
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Whercefore ? “‘Because™, says Vasubandhu, “‘there being no per-
ceivable things, there is no possibility of having perception
either”.! It must be particularly noted that Vasubandhu is
speaking about the absence of “‘perceivable objects” (upalabhya-
artha-abhdva) , not of things-in-themselves. There could well be
things-in-themselves, independently of the perceiving subject, but
they are not perceivable. And what are thought to be perceived
are not things as they are, but only one’s own mental
constructions. Hence the second half of the stanza:

[MVK I. 8 cont’d.] Therefore the sameness
Of non-perception and perception
Should be recognized.?

Wherefore ? “Because”, says Vasubandhu, “perception as such
is not obtained”.? He means that a perception is properly so
called (upalabdhir-upalabdhitvena) only when it reaches real objects
existing independently of the perceiving subject. As there is no
perception that reaches real objects, i.e. things-in-themselves,
no perception can be properly so called. Hence what is usually
called perception is in fact non-perception. Why then is it called
perception at all ? Vasubandhu continues his commentary,
“Though not having the own-nature of perception, still it is
called perception because there are the appearances of unreal
objects.”* That is, the so-called perceptions perceive the
unreal objects (abhita-artha-pratibhasa), and thus the name
‘perception’ is somehow * justified, too. What is ultimately
conveyed by this stanza is that, as Sthiramati notes, “‘to say
that one does not perceive objects is the same as to say that
one perceives only representation of consciousness.”’3

The next stanza is a further look at the contents of the
imagination of the unreal. Vasubandhu calls it the classification

Upalabhya-artha-abhave  upalabdhyayogat. MVK 1.8
- Tasmdc-ca samatld jiigya. nopalambha-upalambhayok. MVK 1.8
Upalabdhir-upalabdhitvena-asiddha
. Abhata-artha-pratibhasataya tu-upalabdhir-iti-ucyate’  nupalabdhi-svabhdva-
api sati. MVKB 1.8

5. Artha-anupalambhasya  vijnapti-matrati-upalambhasya  ca-satvid-avisesatah.
MVKBT 1.8
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definition (prabheda-laksanam). Introducing the first half of
the stanza he says, “Now follows the classification-definition of
the same imagination of the unreal”.! The first half of the
stanza reads:

[MVK 1.9] The imagination of the unreal
Is citta as well as caittas,
Belonging to all three worlds.?

Commenting on it Vasubandhu says that the three worlds.
refer to “the distinction between the worlds of passion, forms,
and formless beings”.? That the imagination of the wunreal
(abhuta-parikalpa) includes whatever is called ‘mind’ and
‘mental’ in western thought has already been repeatedly said.
The above lines are a clear statement of the same point: the
imagination of the unreal is nothing but the mind (citta) and
the mental factors (caittas), no matter to which of the three
modes of existence they belong.

Introducing the second half of the stanza Vasubandu
says, “Now follows the synonym-definition”.# It says how
citta and caittas operate, and therefore serves as a = synonymous
description of the imagination of the unreal. Hence the name
‘synonym-definition’ (paryaya-laksanam). It reads as follows:

[MVK 1.9 cont’d.] There, perception of objects is con-
sciousness, And perception of their qualities
is mental factors.5

Vasubandhu then comments :

Consciousness is perception of just the objects. The mental
factors, namely, feeling etc., are the perception of the quali-
ties of the same objects.®

1. Tasya-eva-idanim-abhiita-parikalpasya  prabheda-laksanam khyipayati.
MVKB 1.9 )
Abhata-parikalpas-ca citta-caittas-tridhatukah. MVK 1.9
Kama-riapa-ar ipya-avacara-bhedena.

Paryaya-laksapam khyipayati. MVKB 1.9
Taitra-artha-drstir-vijfianam tad-viese tu caitasah. MVK 1.9
Tatra-artha-matre  drstir-vijiianam. Arthavisese drsfis-caitasip vedana-
dayeh. MVKB L9

SRS
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Here one or two terminological clarifications are required.
First of all, what are referred to as consciousness (vijfidna) and
mental factors (caitasah) are respectively the mind (citta) and
mental factors (caittdh) mentioned in the first half of the same.
stanza. Secondly, what are referred to as objects (artha) and
their qualities (vifesa) are respectively what are otherwise
called bhiita and bhautikas. Bhiitas are just the objects (artha-
matra) in the sense that they do not refer to the qualities
(vifesas, characteristics) such as being pleasant, unpleasant
etc., while bhautikas are such qualities. Perception of bhiitaf
artha-matra is what is called vijfiana/citta, while perception of
their bhautikas|artha-viesa is called cetasajcaitta.l In both cases
it is just the imagination of the unreal (abhita-parikalpa-matra),
for the object (artha) perceived (drsta), no matter whether it
is bhiita/artha-matra or bhautikalartha-viSesa, is only imaginary or
rather mentally constructed (parikalpita-svabhava). So Sthiramati
says, ‘Citta and caittas operate with reference to the own-
nature and qualities of the things which though unreal are
imaginable. Citta and caittas, which are respectively the percep-
tion of the own-nature and qualities of objects,” are themselves
the imagination of the unreal, and therefore are synonyms of
the latter.’

The store-consciousness and the active consciousness

The next stanza introduces the distinction between the store-
consciousness  (alaya-vijiiana) and the active consciousness
(pravrtti-vijiiana). They are both viewed as functions of the
imagination of the unreal, and in that sense Vasubandhu has
named this stanza the activity-definition (pravrtti-laksapam) of
abhiita-parikalpa. Introducing the stanza . he says, ‘[ The next
verse ] states the activity-definition.”’® The stanza reads:

1. ...mdtra-Sabdo visesa-nirasarthah. Tena-agrhita-vifesa  vaslu-svariipamatra-
upalabdhir-iti-arthak. . .tatra-ahladeka-paritipakatvaviseso yas-tasya bhavasya yat-saum-

" anaspadisthanam tad-grahanam vedand. Stri-purusa-vyavahdra-laksano yo'rtha-visesas-tad-
grahapam’ safijiia. Evam-anye *pi yathd-yogam yojyah. MVKBT 1.9

2. Abhita-parikalpya-vastunah svabhiva-vilesa-parikalpanaya citta-caittanam pravyt-
tatvat.  Artha-svar apa-visesa-drstis-citta-caitta-abhita-parikalpas-ca-iti par - yaya - antar-
bhitah. MVKBT 1.9 ‘

3. Pravntti-laksapam ca khydpayati. MVKB 1.10
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[MVK L. 10] One is the source-consciousness,
And the other is the enjoyment-consciousness,
There, the mental factors are

Enjoyment, determination and motivation.!
Vasubandhu commenting on this stanza says:

The store-consciousness being the source of other conscious-
nesses s called the source-consciousness. The active conscious-
ness, which has the latter as its source, is called the enjoy-
ment-consciousness.  Enjoyment refers to feelings etc.,
determination to concept, and motivation to the conditioning
forces such as volition, attention etc., of consciousness.?

Sthiramati places this stanza and the following one in the
context of life-process. Pravriti for him means process/movement.
When it is applied to life, he recognizes two levels of move-
ment: (i) movement from one momens sp the next forming 2
series of moments which is responsible for defilements and
enjoyments in the present life; (ii) movement from one life to
the next, which is responsible for the defilements of klesa, karma
and janma. The present stanza, says Sthiramati, ““deals with the
former type of movement, leaving the latter for the nextstanza.

The concept of movement involves that of cause-effect rela-
tionship. In Buddhism, causality means, to put it rather naively,
one moment giving way to the next, or, in technical terms, the
rising of one moment depending on the previous one (pratitya-
samutpada). In any case such a view of causality presupposes
the distinction between the causal moment and the resultant
moment. There being only the imagination of the unreal
(@bhitta-parikalpa-matra) how could one account for the distinc-
tion between cause and result (ketu-phala-prabhedam)? This, -
according to Sthiramati, is the concern of the present stanza.®

1. Ekam pratyata-vijiidnam dvitiyam aupabhogikam
Upabhoga-pariccheda-prerakas-tatra caitassh. MVK 110
2. Alaya-vijfianam-anyesam  vijfdnandm  pratyayatvat  pratyaya-vijnanam. Tat-
pratyayam  pravrtti-vijiianam-aupabhogikam. Upabkogo vedana. Paricchedsh safijid.
Prerakah samskdrd vijfidnasya cetand-manaskdradayah. MVKB 1.10
3. Abhata-parikalpz-mitre’nyasya ca-abhive hety-phala-prabhedam na vijidyata iti
tad-pratipadandrtham pravrtti-laksapam-ca khyapayati. MVKBT 1.10



Discrimination Between Middle and E xtremes 67

According to him this stanza must be interpreted so as to
mean that it is the imagination of the unreal itself that appears
as both cause and result (hetuphal-bhavena) .! That is, the imagi-
nation of the unreal on the one hand appears as thestore-
consciousness, which functions as the causal source (fetu-pratyaya)
of the active consciousnesses;? the same imagination of the unreal
appears on the other hand as the resultantactive-consciousness.?
The sevenfold active consciousness is called enjoyment conscious-
ness (aupabhogikam vijidnam) because it leads to enjoyment
(upabhoga-prayojakatvat).* The mental factors (caitasajcaitta), too,
are part of the resultant consciousness.5

Thus what the whole stanza is trying to establish is that
every sort of consciousness, whether dlaya-vijiiana or pravrtti-
vijiidna or cailta, is an expression of the same imagination of the
unreal. Theimagination of the unreal, transforming itself into
various types of consciousness, each involving the subject-
object distinction, keeps one’s empirical f{ife going ffom
moment to moment. A stream of consciousness is what consti-
tutes the stream of samsaric existence, and this is made possible
by the continuous imagination of the unreal forms of subjectivity
and objectivity.

The life-circle

Now it remains to explain in terms of the same imagination
of the unreal how one moves from onelife to the next (janma-
antara-pravriti) . This is done in the next two stanzas, which
according to Vasubandhu, “state the defilment-definition™® of
the imagination of the unreal. It shows how by the operation of
the imagination of the unreal the defilements (sanklesa), namely
klesa, karma and janma, bring about the sufferings of the world.?

1. Anena hetu-phala-bhavena-abhiita-parikalpa iti laksanam. MVKBT 1.10
2. Tatra-ckam-iti-dlaya-vijianam Sesapam vijiiananam hetu-pratyayabhavena hetur-iti
pratyaya-vijfianam. Ibid.

3. Duvitiyam-aupabhogikam . .phalam iti vakya-Sesah. Ibid

4. Sapta-vidham pravrtti-vijiid ipabhoga-prayojakatvat  aupabhogikam. Ibid

5. Tatra vijiiane ye caitasas-te’pi tal-phalam-iti sambandhal. 1bid

6. Samklesa-laksanam-ca khyapayati. MVKB 1.11

7. Klesa-karma-janma-saiklesd  yathd pravartamand jagatal pariklesaya bhavanti
. dat-sanklesa-laksanam. MVKBT 1.11
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Thus it shows ““how, although there is no substantial self, solely
from the imagination of the unreal there arises the samsdra”.l

The stanzas under reference may be translated as follows:

[MVK 1.11-12] The world is oppressed/defiled?
(1) By being concealed,
(2) By being raised,
(3) Be being led,
(4) By being scized,
(5) By being completed,
(6) By being trebly determined,
(7) By enjoying,
(8) By being attracted,
(9) By being bound,
(10) By being orientated, and
(11-12) By beingsubjected to suffering.?

This clearly is the Yogacarin’s version of the twelve links
(nidana) of the chain of dependent origination (pratitya-samut-
pdda) , which explain the ever-reverting process of samsdra. The
Sanskrit word translated here as “world> is jagat. This term
literally means “moving” or ¢going”. So it is just another
word for samsdra, meaning “going round”. Sthiramati says,
““Fagat is that which keeps going”.4 Just like the term samséra,
the term jagat, too, although it ordinarily refers to the world as
a whole, for all practical purposes refers to the individual
beings who constitute that world. Therefore the above-described
process of oppression/defilment (sanklesa) by the twelve-linked

1. ZYathi-ca asati-api-dtmani  abhita-parikalpa-matrat  samsdrah prajayate
iti pradarsanartham khyapayati. Ibid. )

2. Sthiramati points out that the verb klifyate in this context may be
taken cither to mean pidyate (is oppressed)or to mean ng yyavadiyate (is made
impure): “klifyata iti. .pidyata iti arthah. Klifyata iti na yyavaddyata iti-apare”
MVKBT I.11. Sthiramati personally seems to prefer the first meaning,
namely, pidyate.

3. Chadanad-ropandc-ca nayandt samparigrahat

Pdranit tri-paricchedad-upabhogac-ca karsanat, MVK. 1.11
Nibandhandd-abhimukhyad dufkhandt klifyate jagat. MVK 1.12
4. Gacchati-iti jagat.- MVKBT,. L12
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process of dependent-origination should be understood as apply-
ing to each individual undergoing the experience of samsdra.
Vasubandhu interprets those twelve links as follows:

There,

(1)
(2)

(3)
(%)
(5)
(6)
(N
(8)
&)

(10)

‘by being concealed’ means ‘by being impeded by ignor-
ance from seeing things as they are’,

‘by being raised’ means ‘by the installation of the
impressions of deeds on consciousness by the condition-
ing forces’,

‘by being led’ means’ ‘by being taken by consciousness
to the place of re-birth’,

‘by being seized’ means ‘[ by bemg seized ] by the nrama
and riipa of egohood,

‘by being completed’ means ‘[ by being camplcted] by
the six organs’,

‘by being trebly determined’ means ‘[ by being trebly
determined ] by contact’,!

‘by enjoying’ means ‘by feeling’,

‘by being attracted’ means ‘[ by being attracted ] by
the desire for a new existence the seeds of which have
already been sown by previous deeds’,

‘by being bound’ means ‘[ by being bound] by the
inclinations towards sense-pleasure etc., which are con-
ducive to a new birth of the consciousness’,

‘by being orientated’ means ‘by making the deeds of
former existence tend to manifest their matured fruits
in a new existence’,

(11-12) ‘by being subjected to suffering’ means ‘[ by being

By

1.

subjected ] to birth, old age and death’.
all these is the world oppressed/defiled.2

Here ‘contact’ (sparfa) means ‘sensation’ which is trebly determined

(pariccheda) by indriya, visaya and vijiigna: (See MVKBT 1.1)

2.

Talra-

Chadanad—avidyayd yatha-bhita-darsana-avabandhanat.
Ropapat—samskarair-vijiiane karma-vasanayah pratisthapandt.
Nayanat—uijfianena-upapatti-sthana-samprapandat,
Samparigrahanat—ndma-ripena-atmabhavasya.
pirapat—sad-ayatanena.
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[ The same stanza continues: ]

[MVK 1.12 The oppressives/defilements,
cont’d.] Al proceeding from the imagination of the
unreal,
Could be classified
Either into three groups,
Or into two groups,
Or into seven groups.}

Vasubandhu’s commentary on these lines reads as follows:
The classification of the oppressives/defilements into three
groups is as follows:
1. Oppressive opressors, namely ignorance, desire and
inclinations;
2. Deed-oppressives, namely conditioning forces and exist-
ence/birth;
3. Birth-oppressives, namely the remaining members.
The classification of the oppressives/defilements into two
groups is as follows:
1. Causal oppressives/defilements which include the groups
of oppressive oppressors, and deed-oppressives;
2. Resultant oppressives which are the same as the birth-
oppressives. '
The classification of the oppressives/defilements into seven
groups refer to the seven kinds of causes such as:
1. cause of error, namely ignorance,
cause of sowing of seeds, namely conditioning forces,
cause of direction, namely consciousness,
cause of seizure, namely ngma-rips and the six bases,
cause of enjoyment, namely contact and feeling,

ko

Tri-paricchedit—sparsena.

Upabhogat-—uvedanaya.

Karsanat—Tisnaya  karma-gksiptasya  punar-bhavasya.

Nibandhandt—upadinair-vijiignasya-utpatti-anuk slesu  kimadisu.

Abhimukhyat—bhavena kytasya karmapah  punar-bhave vipakadindya-abhimukhi-
karanat.

Dupkhanit—jatya jara-marapena ca pariklisyate jagat.

1. Tredha dvedha ca sarnklesal saptadhi-abhitakalpanst VK 1.12



Discrimination Between Middle and Extremes 71

6. cause of attraction, namely desire, inclination and
existence,

7. cause of unrest, namely birth, old age and death.

All these oppressives/defilements operate due to the imagina-
tion of the unreal.!

What is to be particularly noticed here is the fact that the
entire sanklesa, which is just another name for samsdra,? is traced
to the imagination of the unreal.3 This is so, because, as already
explained, the experience of samsdra[sariklesa is ultimately the
passion for graspable-grasper distinction,® which depends
entirely on the imagination of the unreal.5 Sthiramati derives
the same conclusion in a different way:

All these oppressives/defilements operate due to the imagina-
tion of the unreal, because the oppressives/defilements depend
on cilta and caittas, about which it has been said:

The imagination of the unreal
Is citta as well as caittas .
Belonging to all three worlds. (MVK 1.9)¢

1. Tredhd sankleSah—klesa-saniklesah, karma-sanklesah janma-sanklesas-ca. Tatra
klesa-sarkle$o’vidyd-trsnopddandni. Karma-sanklesal samskdrd-bhavas ca. Janma-sanklesin
Sesani-angani.

Duvedha sanklesah—Hetu-sanklesalh phala-sariklesas-ca. Tatra hetu-sarklesah klesa-
karma-svabhavair-angaih. Phala-sanklesas-ca Sesaih.

Saptadhd  sarklesah saptavidho hetuh : viparyasa-hetup, ak;epa—hetuh upanaya-
hetuh, parigraha-hetuh, upabhoga-hetuh, dkarsana-hetuh, udvega-hetus-ca. Tatra viparydsa-
hetur-avidya. Aksepa-hetuh samskarah. Upanaya-hetur-vijianam. Parigraha-hetur-nama-
riipa-sad-ayatane. Upabhoga-hetuh sparsa-vedane. Akarsana-hetus-trsnopadanabhavah.
Udvega-hetur-jati-jara-marape. ‘

Sarvas-ca-esa sankleso’bhita-parikalpat pravartata iti. MVKB I.12

2. See the equation above on page 38

3. Sarvasca esasankleso’bhita-parikalpat pravartate. MVKB L1.12

Also, Tredha dvedhd ca sanklesah saptadhd-abhita-parikalpanat. MVK 1.12

4. For example, see above pp. 38 ff

5. Abhita-parikalpo grahya-grahaka-vikalpah. MVKB 1.2 .

6.  Sarve-ca-ete sanklesa  abhita-parikalpdt  pravartante iti  citta-caitia-
GSrayatvat  sariklesasya. Uktam hi tat, abhita-parikalpas-ca citta-caittas-tridhatukah
(Ka. 1.9) iti. MVKBT L12 '
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The summary-meaning of the imagination of the unreal

Vasubandhu now winds up the discussion on the imagination
of the unreal by recalling the various definitions of it:

The ninefold definition, giving the summary-meaning of the
imagination of the unreal, has Y now] been explained. Those
definitions are, namely, positive definition, negative definition,
own-definition, inclusive definition, instrumental definition,
classification-definition, synonym-definition, activity-definition
and the defilment-definition.1 \

N

3. The Emptiness

From the next stanza onwards one has the discussion - on the
emptiness (S@nyatd), which has already been described as ¢“that
state of the imagination of the unreal which is lackingin the
form of being the graspable and grasper.”’? Introducing the next
stanza Vasubandu says, “Thus having explained the imagina-
tion of the unreal, the author now shows how the emptiness
should be understood.’’3

[MVK 1.13] About the emptiness
One should summarily know
Its definition,
Its synonyms along with their meaning,
Its classification,
And the reason? for its classification.b

1. Pindarthah punar-abhiita-parikalpasya navavidham laksapam paridipitam bhavati.
Sal-laksapam, asal-laksanam, sva-laksapam, sangraha-laksapam, asallaksana-anupravesa-
updya-laksanam, prabheda-laksanam, paryaya-laksapam, pravritilaksanam, sanklesa-
laksapant -ca. MVKB L[2

2. MVKB 1.2 See above page 30 and note 1 for the text.

3. Evam abhataparikalpam khydpayitvda yathda Sinyatd vijfieyd tan-nirdisati,
MVKB 1.13 »

4. The term translated here as ‘reason’ is sidhanam, which crdinarily
means ‘a proof’. However, as Sthiramati has pointed out, in the present
context it means ‘reason’ (yukti): sadhanam - $tnyataprabheda-pradarsane yuktih.
MVKBT 1.13 ’

5. Laksanam-ca-athaparyayas-tadartho bheda eva ca

Sadhanam-ca-iti vijficyam Sinyatgyah samdsatah. MVK I.13
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This is just an enumeration of the various topics that are
going to be dealt with in the subsequent stanzas. First of all
the author attempts a definition of the emptiness. “How the
definition of the emptiness is to be understood 7"

[MVK 1.14] The negation of the pair
Is indeed the assertion of such negation;
This is the definition of the emptiness.?

That is, when one denies the existence of the pair of subject
and object, it amounts to the assertion that there is no such
pair. In other words, to say that there is the absence of the
pair (dvaya-abhdvak) is the same as to say that there is the
presence of such absence (abhdvasya bhavah). Thus, by emptiness
is meant the positive state of existence in which there is no

place for the duality between subjects and objects. Vasubandhu
comments, ,

There is the negation of the pair of the graspable and gras-
per. The definition of emptiness then, is the assertion of
that negation. Thus, itis shown how the emptiness is to be
defined in negative terms. And, what those negative terms are,3

is further stated:

[MVK I.14 It is neither [ total ] assertion,
cont’d.] Nor [ total ] negation.?

«Why not [ total ] assertion ? Because there is the negation
of the pair of subject and object. Why not [ total ] negation ?
Because there is the assertion of the negation of that pair.

This indeed is the definition of the emptiness. Therefore, with
reference to the imagination of the unreal” the emptiness is:

1. Katham laksapam vijfieyam ? - MVKB 1.14

2. Duaya-abhavo hi-abhdvasya bhival fanyasya laksanam. MVK 1.14

3. Duvaya-grakya-grahakasya-abhavah.  Taspa  ca-abhivasya  bhavah  Sanya-
tayah laksapam-iti-abhava-svabhava-laksapatvam Sinyatiyah paridipitam bhavati. Yas-
ca-asau tad-abhdva-svabhdvah se—MVKB 1.14

4. Na bhavo na-api ca-abhavah. MVK 1.14

5. Katham na bhavah ? Yasmad dvayasya-abhdvah. Katham na-abhivah ?
Yasmid dvaya-abhivasya bhavah. Etac-ca ~ sinyatayah laksapam. Tasmaid-abhita-
parikalpat—MVKB 1.14
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[MVK I.14 Neither different [from the imagination of
cont’d. ] the unreal ],
"~ Nor identical [with the imagination of the
unreal].

Vasubandhu explains it as follows:

If different, it would imply that the ‘universal’ [ dharmata}
is other than the particular thing [ dharmas], which is un-
acceptable. For example, ‘impermanence’ is not otherthan the
impermanent things, and the state of suffering is not other
-than suffering itself. If identical, there would be no place for
purifying knowledge, nor would there be the commonplace
knowledge. Thus is shown a definition which states that
emptiness is that which is free from being different from
thatness.?

Thus, §anyatd stands to abhiita-parikalpa just as dharmatastands to
dharma, or anityald to anityadharma, or duhkhatd to duhkha. The
terms of these pairs are not quite different from each other, nor
quite identical with each other. Similarly $inyatd and abhiita-
parikalpa are neither quite different (na-prthak) from each other,
nor quite identical (na-¢ka) with each other. They are instead

. just two different modes of existence of the same individual:
Siinyatd refers to one’s mode of existence in the state of nirvanpa,
while abhita-parikalpa refers to one’s mode of existence in the
state of samsdra. Thusboth $inyatd and abhiita-parikalpa refer to
the same individual. They are not, however, identical with each
other. If, for example, §inyata were identical with abhiita-pari-
kalpa, it would mean either that one is always in the state of
samsara, characterized by abhiita-parikalpa and that, therefore,
the idea of purifying knowledge (vifuddhi-alambanam jiidnam), which
is believed to lead one to the state of nirvina, would make no
sense; or that one is always in the state of nirvana, and
that, therefore, commonplace/empirical/conventional knowledge

1. Na-prthaktva-eka-laksanam. MVK 1.14

2. Prthaktve sati dharmad-anya  dharmati-iti na yujyate, anityata-duhkhata-
vat. Ekatve sati visuddhi-glambanam jfignam na syat samanya-laksapam-ca. Etena
tattva-anyatva-vinirmuktam laksanam paridipitam bhavati. MVKB 1.14
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(samanya-laksanam jiianam), which is characteristic of samsira
experience cannot occur at all:! §@inyatd, then is the bare reality
(tattvam), characterized neither as subject nor as object. It
should be defined as nothing other than thatness.?

The next question is, “how is the synonym [of emptiness]
to be understood?’’® Hence the next stanza:

[MVKI.15] Suchness, the extreme limit of existence,
The uncaused, absoluteness,
The source-reality:
These are summarily the synonyms of
emptiness.*

.

The next stanza explains, “how is the meaning of these
synonyms to be understood ?*’%

[MVK 1.16] The synoymsrespectively mean [that the empti-
ness is]
Never otherwise,
Never falsified,
Never admitting a cause,
The object intuited by the sages,
And [that it is]
The source of the powers of the sages.®

Vasubandu interprets the above two stanzas as follows:

The emptiness is called suchness in the sense that it is never
otherwise insofar as it remains ever the same way. It is
called the extreme limit of existence in the sense that itis never
falsified, because it is never an object of doubt. It is called
the uncaused, because it does not admit for itself any cause,
for it is far from having any cause whatsoever. It is called the

1. Cf. MVKBT L14

2. Sanyata. .tattva-anyatva-vinirmukia-laksani. MVKBT 114

3. Katham paryiyo vijfieyah ? MVKB 1.15

4. Tathatd bhitakotis-ca-animittam  paramarthata
Dharma-dhatus-ca paryaya Sianyatayih samdsatah. MVK 1.15

5. Katham paryaya-artho vijneyah? MVKB IL:16 -

6. Ananyatha-aviparyasa-tan-niroddha-arya-gocaraih
Hetutvac-ca-arya-dharmdnam paryayirtho yathakramam. MVK 1.16
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absoluteness/the ultimate object, because it is the object of the
knowledge of the sages, meaning that it is the object of the
ultimate knowledge. It is called the source-reality, because
it is the source of the powers of the sages, meaning that
the powers of the sages have their origin depending upon it:

here the term dhatu is used in the sense of hetu, indeed.!

As I have already pointed out here there is no attempt to
describe emptiness in terms of consciousness, which would
justify the interpretation of the Yogacara system as idealism.?

Next, “how is the classification of the emptiness to be
understood™.3

[ MVK I1.17] Itis defiled and purified;*

“So is its classification. In what condition is it defiled, and
in what condition is it purified 8

[MVK I.17 Itis with and without impurities.®
cont’d. ]

That is, “when it is with impurities, then it is defiled, and

" when itis rid of the impurities then it is purified.””? Here the empti-
ness is considered as defiled ( saniklistd/samald)and pure (visuddhal
prahipamald). However, this classification of the emptiness raises
a problem, which Vasubandhu formulates as follows: “Getting
rid of the impurities once associated withit [i.e. emptiness]

1. Ananyatharthena tathata, nityam tathd-iti krtvd. Aviparyasi-rthena bhﬁta-kgti[z,
viparyasa-avastutvat. Nimitia-noirodharthena animittatvam, sarva-nimitta-abhivat. Arya-
jfldna-gocaratvat paramdirthal, parema-jidna-visayatvat. Arya-dharma-hetutoad dharma-
dhatih, arya-dharmdpam tadilambana-prabhavatvat. Hetu-artho hi-atra dhatu-arthah.
MVKB L.16

2. See above page 6.

3. Katham Sunyatdyah prabhedo jheyah ? MVKB 1.17

4. Sanklista ca visuddhd ca. MVK 1.17

5. Iti-asyah prabhedah. Kasydm-avasthiyam sanklista, kasyam-visuddhd ? MVKB
1.17

6. Samala nirmald ca sa. MVK 1.17

7. Yada saha malena vartate tadd sanklisti. Yada prahinamald tadé visuddha.
MVKB I.17
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implies that it [i.e. emptiness] is changing in character. How
is it then that it is still not impermanent ? Because its”1—

[MVK 1.17 Purity is understood
_cont’d.]  As the purity of elemental water,
Gold and space.?

That is, elemental water (abdhatu), gold, and space are pure
by nature. However, they can be made impure by the addition
of foreign matter. Such foreign matter cannot, however, change
their inner nature, but can only externally cover it, so to speak.
Moreover, to recover their original, pure, nature, one needs only
to remove that foreign matter, which will not imply any change
in the character of water or gold or space. Similarly, the
stanza argues, the factors which are thought to constitute the
impurities of the emptiness are only externals or accidentals
(dgantuka) which do not affect it substantjally. Nor does the
removal of these accidental impurities (dgantuka-malak) imply
any change in the character (dharma) of the emptiness. Vasu-
bandhu, interpreting the above lines says, “[ The purity of the
emptiness is recovered ] by shaking off the accidental impurities,
which does not mean a change in its own-nature™.3 - A

The next stanza is trying to classify the emptiness from
another point of view. Introducing it Vasubandhu says,

Here is another classification according to Wthh there are
sixteen kinds of emptiness:

(1) emptiness of internal [elements],

(2) emptiness of external [elements],

(3) * emptiness of internal as well as external [elements],
(4) emptiness of the great,

(5) emptiness of emptiness,

(6) emptiness of the absolute object,

(7) emptiness of the conditioned [ elements ],

l. Yadi samals bhatva nirmalé bhavati, katham vikira-dharminitvadanityd na
bhavati? Yasmad-aspap—MVKB 1.17
2. Abdhatuka-naka-kasi-Suddhivac-chuddhir-isyate. MVK 117
- 3. Agantuka-mala-apagamat, na tu tasydh svabhdva-anyaivam-bhavati. MVKB
7
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(8) emptiness of the unconditioned [ elements ],
(9) emptiness of the ultimate [ element],

(10) emptiness of the eternal [ element],

(11) emptiness of the unforsaken [ element ],

(12) emptiness of nature,

(13) emptiness of defining marks,

(14) emptiness of every power,

(15) emptiness of negation,

(16) . emptiness of negation as own-nature.!

This enumeration of the sixteen kinds of emptinesses is an
attempt to show that all kinds of characterizations are bound
to be only approximations, when they are applied to thingsin
themselves. There are different elements (dharmas), but their
characterizations as internal (adhyatma), external (bahya) etc., are
empty of meaning. The elements in their suchness are just
things - (vastiini) without any qualification. Their multipli-
city is accounted for not by different. predications, but merely
by numerical distinctions. ““That all elements are of non-dual
form, is the general definition of emptiness. The multiplicity
is shown on account of the numerical multiplicity of things, not
otherwise.”® This observation of Sthiramati is important.
Right in the beginning of this chapter it was made clear that
emptiness essentially consists in the absence of the duality bet-
ween subjects and objects. In other words, emptiness means
thatnothing can be characterized as subject or object. A strict
application of this concept of emptiness will demand that all
characterizations of things as such and such are to be avoided.
For, any characterization of a thing implies attribution of some
kind of objectivity to that thing. For example, when one says,
“This is good”, one is characterizing ‘“this” as ‘“‘good”. In so

1. Ayam-aparah prabhedah—sodasavidha Suanyatd. Adhyatma-$anyatd, bahirdha-
Sanyatd, adhyatma-bahirdha-$inyata, maha-$inyald, $anyat-$inyatd, paramdrtha-$inyata,
samskrta-$iinvatd, atyanta-Sanyald, anavaragra-Sunyatd, anavakdra-$anyatd, prakrti-
Sanyatd, laksana-$inyatd, sarva-dharma-§inyatd, abhdva-$anyatd,abhdva-svabhdva-stinyatd
ca. MVKB [.18

2. Simanya-laksanam $inyataydh sarva-dharmasya-advaya-svar ipatvam. Nanyatha
néndtvam sekyate dariayitum-iti-alo vastu-nindtvena tan-ndndtvam darsayati. MVKBT
1.18
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doing one is first of all envisaging a distinction between the
subject “this’ and its predicate “good”, which is just another
form of subject-object distinction. Secondly, one is claiming
that one has experienced <this” as “good”, which again,
presupposes the distinction between the experiencing subject and
the experienced object. Thus the characterization of “‘this” as
“good” wviolates the definition of emptiness as the absence of
duality in two ways: first by making a distinction between the
subject (i.e. “this”’), and the predicate (i.e. “good”), and
secondly by making a distinction between the experiencing
subject, and the experienced object. This applies to all the
sixteen characterizations mentioned by Vasubandhu. All those
characterizations may be valid and useful from a commonplace
( samurti|samanya-laksanajvyavaharika) point of view. But in the
abolute state of existence onec cannot think of any characteriza-
tions' which will distinguish the individual things (ovastiini)
from ' one another, although they are numerically different
things (vastu-nandtvam) . v X

“All those kinds of emptiness should be briefly understood”.2
Hence the next four stanzas.

[MVK 1. 18] There is the emptiness of the enjoyer,
Emptiness of the enjoyed,
Emptiness of the body [of the enjoyer and

enjoyed], '

Emptiness of the basic thing,

Emptiness of that by whichit [i.e. the emptiness
of the enjoyer etc.] is perceived,

Emptiness of the way in which it is perceived,
and

Emptiness of that for which it is perceived.?

Here the first six kinds of emptinesses correspond to the first
six of the sixteen emptinesses enumerated above by Vasubandhu,

He, therefore, says:

1. Sd-esa samdsato veditayys. MVKB 1.18
2. Bhoktr-bhojana-tad-deha-pratisia-vastu-Sinyatd
Tac-ca yena yatha drstam yad-artham tasy8 ganyats, MVK 1.18
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Here, the emptiness of the enjoyer means the emptiness of the
internal senses etc., the emptiness of the enjoyed means the
emptiness of the external elements, the emptiness of their
bodies, namely the fariras which are the basis of both the
enjoyer and the enjoyed, means the emptiness of the internal
and the external elements. The basic thing means the uni-
verse which is the basis [of the enjoyer, the enjoyed and
their bodies]. Its emptiness is called the emptiness of the great
because of the vastness of the universe. The emptiness of the
internal senses etc. is perceived by the knowledge of empti-
ness, whose emptiness is called -the emptiness of emptiness.
The emptiness of internal SNSEs is perceived as the absolute

object, whose emptiness is called the emptiness of the absolute
object.? ‘

The last kind of emptiness mentioned in the above stanza
(1.18) covers the last ten kinds of emptinesses on Vasubandhu’s
list. Explaining it Vasubandhu says,

The emptiness of that for which the Bodhisattva'attainé [ the
emptiness of the internal senses etc.] is the [final] kind of

emptiness. For what, indeed, is the emptiness of the internal
senses etc. attained 2

This question is answered as follows :

[MVK I.19] For the attainment of the twofold prosperity.?

That is, for the attainment of “the conditioned as well as
the unconditioned fortune”.¢ The emptiness of the conditioned
as well as the unconditioned fortune corresponds respectively

L. Tatra  bhoktr-fiunyata-  adhydtmikdni-dyataninyarabddha, bhojana-unyata
bakyani. Tad-dehas-tayor-bhokrtr-bhojanayor-yad-adhisfhanam - Sariram  tasya Sunyatd-
adhy@tma-bakirdha Sinyata-iti-ucyate. Pratista-vastu  bhajana-loka, tasya  vistirpa-
tvdc-chunyaté maha-Sanyata-iti-ucyate. Tac-ca-adhydtmika-dyatanidi yena Sinyam drstam
Sanyala-jiianena, tasya Sianyatd Sunyati-Sinyatd. Yatha ca drstam paramdrtha-akirena
tasya Sinyatd paramartha-sinyatd. MVKB L18

2. Yadartham-ca bodhisatvah prapadyate tasya ca Sinyatd. Kimartham-ca prapadyate ?
MVKB L. 18-19 »

3. Subha-dvayaspa praptyartham. MVK 1.19

4. Kusalasya samskrtasya-asamskrtasya ca. MVKB L.19
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to “the emptiness of the conditioned” and “‘the emptiness of
the unconditioned” on Vasubandhu’s list.

[ MVK 1.19 For the everlasting benefit of the living beings.?
cont’d.]

That is “for the ultimate benefit of the living beings”2, the
emptiness of which has been referred to by Vasubandhu as ‘the
emptiness of the ultimate element”.

[ MVK I1.19 And for not leaving the samsdara,3
cont’d. ]

That is, if one does not perceive the emptiness of the internal
senses etc., then “not seeing the emptiness of the eternal samsara,
one, being depressed, would rather leave the world.””* The
emptiness of ‘not leaving the samsdra’ has been referred to as
“the emptiness of the eternal [element]”.

[MVK 1.19 For the non-cessation of fortune.®
cont’d. ]

“Even in the absolute state of nirvdna there is something that
one does not give up, the emptiness of which is called the empti-
ness of the unforsaken.’’®

[MVK 1.20] For the purity of the lineage.’

“Lineage means nature, for it belongs to one’s own-nature.”’8
Its emptiness has been referred to as “‘the emptiness of nature”.

1. Sada sattva-hitiya ca. MVK 1.19

2. Atyanta-sattva-hitartham. MVKB 1.19

3. Samsara-atyajanartham. MVK 1.19

4. Anavaragrasya hi samsirasya $inyatim-apasyan khinnal samsiram parityajate.
MVKB 1.19 )

5. Kufalasya-aksayiva. MVK 119

6. Nirupadhifese nirvipe’pi  yan-na-avikirati nolsrjati lasya Sinyatd anava-
kara-sanyata-iti-ucyate. MVKB 1.19 .

7. Gotrasya ca visudhyarthan. MVK 1.290

8. Gotram-hi prakrtih, svabhavikatvat. MVKB 1.20
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[MVK 1.20 For attaining the defining marks.!
cont’d. ]

That is, “for attaining the marks that are characteristic of
great men.”? Its emptiness has been referred to as ‘‘the empti-
ness of defining marks”. :

[MVK 1.20 And for the purity of the powers of an enlight-
cont’d.] ened one.
Does the Bodhisattva attain the emptiness of
internal senses etc.®

Namely, for the purity of the powers such as “strength,
fearlessness, special endowments etc.”,4 the emptiness of which
has been referred to as “‘the emptiness of every power”. “Thus,
indeed, the fact of the fourteen kinds of emptiness should be
known,”’?

The last two kinds of emptiness are still to be explained,
which the next stanza does. “What other kinds of emptiness
are still there?”’s

[MVK1.21] The negation of pudgala and dharmas,
Is indeed one kind of emptiness there,
The existence of that negation in it [i.e. in
the enjoyer etc.]
Is another kind of emptiness.?

Vasubandhu explains this stanza as follows:

The negation of pudgala and dharmas is one emptiness. Another
kind of emptiness is the existence of that negation in the
above said enjoyer etc. These two kinds of emptiness are
explained at the end in order to make the definition of the

Laksana-yyafijana-iptaye. MVK  1.20

Mahipurusa-lakasapanam sa-anupyafijananam-prapiaye. MVKB 1.20
Suddhaye Buddha-dharamdapim bodhisattvah prapadyate. MVK. 1.20
Balavaisaradya-gvepikadinan. MVKB 1.20 :
Evam tdvac-caturdaddndm Siinyatanim yyavasthdnam veditavyam. MVKB 1.20
Ka punar-atra sunyata ? MVKB 1.21

Pudgalasya-atha dharmandm-abhivah Sinyatd-atra hi

Tadabhavasya sad-bhivas-tasmin sa Sinyatd-aparé, MVK 1.21

No @
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emptiness clear: in order to avoid the exaggeration of
pudgala and dharmas the emptiness is explained, on the one
hand, as the negation of pudgala and dharmas, and in order to
avoid the underestimation of their negation the emptiness is
explained, on the other hand, as having the negation of
[ pudgala and dharmas] for its own-nature. This is how the
classification of emptiness is to be understood.? Yy

Here, as it is clear from Sthiramati’s commentary, pudgala and
dharma stand respectively for the subjective (bhoktr-sammata) and
objective  (bhogya-sammata) aspects of experience. These two
aspects are merely imaginary (kalpita-laksana). Therefore they
are to be negated, and their negation is one kind of emptiness.
However, their negation does not mean nihilism. On the
contrary, it points to a positive state of existence which cannot
be characterized either as pudgala/bhoktr or as dharma/bhogya.
This positive state of existence, which has negation for its own-
nature (abhava-svabhdva) is the last and final sort of emptiness.?

These two kinds of emptiness have to be put together to cons-
truct a complete definition of emptiness. Why ? Sthiramati
answers as follows:

If fanyatd as the negation [of pudgala and dharmas] is not
mentioned [in the definition], it would mean that there is
indeed the existence of pudgala and dharmas, which in fact
are only of imagined forms. If, on the other hand, $finyatd as
having the negation [ of pudgala and dharmas] for its own-
nature is not mentioned, it would mean that there is not
even’ the emptiness. Such negation of the emptiness itself -

\. Pudgala-dharma-abhavas-ca $inyata.  Tad-abhavasya ca  sad-bhavastasmin
yathokte bhoktradau si anyd Sinyat-iti $anyata-laksana-akhyanaartham  dvividham-ante
$anyatdm vyavasthipayati-abhdva-§iinyatdm-abhiva-svabhdvasinyatim-ca, pudgala-dharma
semdropasya tac-chiinyatd-apavidasya ca parihdrartham yathakramam. Evam $unyatiyah
prabhedo vijieyah. MVKB 1.21

2. Tatra-adhyatmikesu-ayatanesu vipaka-vijfiana-svabhdvesu balandm bhoktrsammatesu
bhoktr-pudgalasya  kalpitalaksaninam ca caksuradingm-abhivas-tadabhivasya ca  sad-
bhavo’ adhyatma-§ inpatd. . MVKBT 1.21
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would mean the existence of the same pudgale and
dharmas.*

Therefore, it is necessary that the definition of the emptiness
includes both abkava-fanyata and abhdva-svabhava-$inyata as well.

Of the four topics mentioned in stanza I.13, the last one,
namely, ‘the reason for the classification of $finydtd’, now remains
to be discussed. This is what the next stanza does by showing
why $iinyatd has to be classified into defiled (saniklistd) and
purified (visuddhd), a classification mentioned in stanza I.17.
“How is the reason [ for such clasification] to be understood ?’’2

[ MVK 1.22] Ifitwere not [ever] defiled,
Then all living beings would be [ever]
liberated;
Ifit were not [ever] purified,
Then all efferts for liberation would be futile.

The meaning of this stanza is clear enough: it is necessary to
distinguish between the defiled and the purified aspects of the
emptiness, in order to explain the distinction between samsdra
and nirvana. One is in the state of samsdra when one experiences
reality, which is otherwise called emptiness, as defiled, and
one is in the state of nirpana when one experiences the same real-
ity as pure. So, §finyatd is considered defiled or purified depending
upon whether it is looked at from the sphere of samsira and
nirvana. Interpreting the above stanza Vasubandhu says :

If the emptiness of elements would not be defiled by the
accidental and secondary defilments, even when,no remedy is
appljed, then, since there are no defilements whatsoever, all
living beings would become liberated without any effort at
all. Again, if it would not become purified, even when some

1. Yadi-abhava-Siinyati nocyeta parikalpita-svaripayor-dharma-pudgalayor-astitvam-
eva prasajyeta. Yadi-abhava-svabhava-$unyatd nocyeta Sanyatdyah abhdva eva prasajyeta.
Tad-abhavacca pudgala-dharmayol pirvavad bhavah syat. MVKBT 121

2. Katham sadhanam vijfieyam? MVKB 1.22

3. Sanklista-ced bhaven-na-asau - mukias-syuk sayva-dehinah

Visuddha ced bhaven-na-asau vydyamo nisphalo bhavet. MVK 1.22
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remedy is applied, then the efforts towards liberation would
prove fruitless.!

In other words, the fact that some are not liberated while
others are, shows that the emptiness is looked at as defiled and
purified.

However, $iinyatd, considered in itself, is neither defiled nor
purified. It is defiled or purified only with reference to the
way it is looked at. As Sthiramati says:

There, the defilement is on account of the inclusion of the
sanklesa-dharma, and the purity is on account of the grasping of
the ovifuddhi-dharma. On the contrary, neither defilement nor
purity issues directly from Sanyatd, for the substance [dharmata]
depends for its manifestation onits attributes [ dharmas].2

What Sthiramati means by these words may be expressed
differently as follows: A substance (dharmald, reality) as such
is not perceived, but only in accordance with the attributes
(dharmas) imposed on it by the perceiver. If attributes of defile-
ments are imposed on it, then it will be perceived as defiled
(sanklista), and if attributes of purity are imposed on it, then
it will be perceived aspurified (viSuddha). It then follows that
the distinction between the defiled and purified modes of empti-
ness is only an epistemological one, and that the emptinessin
itself is neither defiled nor purified. This is explicitly stated in
the next stanza, which Vasubandhu introduces with the conjunc-
tion “however’™ to suggest its contrast from the previous
stanza.

[MVK I.23] Itis neither defiled nor undefiled,
Also, it is neither purified nor unpurified;*

1. Yadi sarva-dharmanim $inyata dgantukair-upaklesair-anutpanne’pi  pratipakse
na saiklisti bhavet, sarklea-abhivid-ayatnata eva muktdh sarva-sattvd bhaveyuh.
Atha-utpanne’pi pratipakse na visuddha bhavet, moksarthamdarambho nisphalo bhavet.
MVKB 1.22

2. Atra sanklesadharma-upadandt sarkleSo, visuddhi-dharma-grahanid visuddhif.
Na tu Sanyatayah saksat sankleso  visuddhir-vi-isyate, dharma-paratantratvad-dharm-
atiyih. MVKBT 1.22

3. Evam-ca krtva. MVKB 1.23

4. Na klista na-api va-aklista Suddhi-asuddha na ca-eva séa MVK 1.23
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“How is it that it is neither defiled nor unpurified ? It is
so by its very nature.”?

[MVK I.23 Because of the shining nature of citta;?
cont’d]

Evidently, this line does not fit in with the context, because
it abruptly suggests cifta to be another name for §iinyatd, the
absolute state of reality. Nowhere before, not even on the list of
the synonyms of iinyatd® was citta mentioned as another name
for $imyatd. On the contrary Vasubandhu has always used
the term citta to mean dlaya-vijfiana, or in  conjunction with
caitta. Therefore, the present line sounds very much out of
context. It is, therefore, difficult to believe that this is part of
the original text. S. Yamaguchi;, in hisedition of Madhyania-
vibhaga-tika (Nagoya 1934) does not in fact consider it as part
of the original stanza.* Th. Stcherbatsky treats it asa Scrip-
tural quotation = cited by Vasubandhu.f It is quite possible,
indeed, that the original line is lost, and that the present
one is only a Scriptural quotation occurring in Vasu-
bandhu’s commentary, as Stcherbatsky’s translation suggests
Even so the problem about considering citta as another name for
§@inyatd remains unsolved. Is it possible that Vasubandhu really
means that cittq is another name for filnyata? No, because it would
contradict his other passages which treat citfa only as alaya-
vijfidna, which operates only on the samsaric sphere. So, how
isone to understand the present line? Sthiramati, as if sensing
the problem, says that the term citia in the present context
should be taken to mean citta-dharmatd.® This interpretation

Katham na klists na-api ca-aSuddhd? prakrtyi-eva. MVK 1.23
Prabhasvaratvac-cittasya. MVK 1.23

Cf. MVK 1.15-16; (see above pages 75-76)

Cf. R. C. Pandeya, ¢d., Madhyania-vibhaga-Sisira, (Delhi, Varanasi,
Patna : Motilal Banarsidass, 1971), p. 49, note 4.

5. Cf. Th, Stcherbatsky, trans., Madhyanta-vibhiga: Discourse on
Discrimination between Middle and Extremes, (Bibliotheca Buddhica XXX,
1936; reprint, Calcutta : Indian Studies, Past and Present, 1971), p. 215.
The reference is possibly to Ariguttara-nikdya 1.10 : Prabhasaram idam cittam. .

6. Atra ‘ca citta-dharmati-eva citta-fabdena-ukta, cittasya-eva malalaksapatvat.
MVKBT 1.23

B 1
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solves the problem partly, for any element (dharma) in its abstract
state (dharmata) is for the Yogacarins another name for the
absolute state of f@nyatd. Consequently, the element citta, in its
abstract state of existence is no more the phenomenal intellect nor
the dlayavijiidna, but is the absolute state of fimyatd. It is just
like the case of abhita-parikalpa which, once it is rid of the
subject-object characterizations, turns out to be identical with
$finyatd. Thus, Sthiramati’s interpretation of ciita as citia-dhar-
matd somehow solves the problem at issue. However, it may be
still asked how the attribute ‘shining’ (prabhdsvara) can be validly
applied to citta, which here means citta-dharmata|$iinyata, for the
explanation of the different kinds of fanyata (stanzas 18-22)
implied that no attribute whatsoever can validly be applied to
the thing-in-itself, for which the term $inyatd stands.2 If so, how
can the attribute ‘shining’ (prabhasvara) be vmeaningfully
applied to citta-dharmata$iinpata. A possible answer to this
question may be that Vasubandhu, while quoting a traditional
passage, does not take the attribute ‘shining’ in its literal sense,
but only in its metaphorical sense of ‘par excellence.’ However,
I fgel that the entire line under discussion can be interpreted in
a much simpler way. That ‘the citta is of shining nature’ can
be understood literally to mean that citta, i.. dlaya-vijiana,® is of
shining nature (prabhdsvara) sd that, it leaves its reflections on
the things around, which conseqiiently would look different
from what they really are. Then the first three lines of the
present stanza would mean the following:

Stnyata is neither defiled nor undefiled,
Also, it is neither purified nor unpurified,
It is neither defiled nor unpurified
Because the defilements and impurities,
Which are attributed to §iinyata,

1. Suanyatd taspa abhita-parikalpasya grahya-grihaka-bhavena virahitatd. MVKB
1.2; see above pages 29 ff

2. See above pages 78fF

3. In fact in one of the Tibetan versions of this stanza the term used
is sems, which means dlaya-vijigna. Cf. Th. Stcherbatsky, -op. cit., p. 215,
note 162. *
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Are only reflections from citta,

Which is otherwie called dlaya-vijfiana.

This latter is shifiing in nature, and, therefore,

Can cause’its gwn defiled and impure contents to reflect on

sunyaia,
Which will consequently appear as defiled and unpurified.

The final line of the same stanza explains “how is it [i.e.
siinyata] neither undefiled nor purified ?*

[MVK 1.23 Because of the accidental character of the
cont’d.] defilements, 2

That is, the defilements attributed to Sinyatd are only some
accidentals which by no means affect it substantially. So the
Siinyata never really gets defiled or impure. Consequently the
removal of those defilements, which means only a change in
the perceiver, rather than in'the perceived fanyaid, canrot be
said to be an undefiling or purification of funyata

“Thus, the above-mentioned classification of emptiness [into
defiled and purified] is justified.”3

Finally Vasubandhu summarises the discussion on the empti-
ness as follows:

There, the summary-meaning of emptiness is to be under-
stood under two heads: one, the definition [of emptiness], and
the other, the establishment [of the same definition]. There,
definition is, again, twofold: positive and negative. The
positive definitionis likewise twofold: one, [the assertion
that emptiness is] neither assertion nor negation, two, [the
assertion that emptiness is] that which is free from being
different from thatness. By the establishment [of definition]
is to be understood the establishment of synonyms of emptiness

1. Katham na-aklisti na Suddha? MVKB 1.23
2. Klefasya-dgantukatvatah. MVK 1.23
3. Evam Sanyatayih uddistah prabhedah sadhito bhavati, MVKB 1.23
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etc. There, by the fourfold introduction of the emptiness
the following four definitions of it are intended : its own-
definition, operative-definition, defilement-purity-definition and
rationality-definition; thesedefinitions help one respectively
to get rid of uncertainty, fear, indolence and doubt.?

1. Tatra Sianyatayah pindartho laksanato vyavasthanata$-ca veditavyah. Tatra
laksanato bhava-laksapato’ bhabva-laksapatas-ca. Bhava-laksanam punarbhava-abhava-
vinirmukia-laksapatas-ca  tatve-anyatva-vinirmukta-laksapatas-ca. Vyavasthinam punah
barydyadi-vyavasthanato  veditayyam. Tatra-etayd caturprakara-desanaya  Sinyatdyah
sva-laksanam, karma-laksanam, sarklesa-yyavadana-laksapam, yukti-laksapam-ca udbhavi-
tam bhavati : vikalpa-trasa-kausidya-vicikitsinpasantaye. MVKB 1. (conclusion)






AprprENDIX 1

THE VERSES ON

DISCRIMINATION BETWEEN MIDDLE AND EXTREMES

AND

VASUBANDHU’S COMMENTARY ON THEM

[271*

(28]

A CHAPTER ON DEFINITIONS

Having paid homage to the founder of this science,
Son of the well-gone,

And also to its expositor for people like me,

May I now endeavour to analyse its meaning.

The definition,

The coverings,

The truth,

Meditation of the opposite,

Its stages,

Attainment of results,

And the pre-eminence of the path.

These are the seven topics discussed in this science. They are
namely the coverings, the truth, meditation of the opposite,
stages of that meditation, attainment of results, and, seventhly,
the pre-eminence of the path. There, beginning with the defini-
tions, [the text] says :

[29]

2. There exists the imagination of the unreal,

There is no pair,
But there is emptiness,
Even in this there is that.

*The numbers in square brackets refer to pages above where the respective
stanzas and passages are analysed.
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There, the imagination of the unreal means the discrimination
between the garspable and the grasper. The pair is the grasp-
ableand the grasper. Emptiness means that state of the imagina-
tion of the unreal which is lacking in the form of being graspable
or grasper. Even in this [emptiness] there is that, namely, the
imagination of the unreal. Thus, when something is absent in a
receptacle, then one, seeing that receptacle as devoid of that
thing, perceives that receptacle as it is, and recognizes that
receptacle, which is left over, as it is, namely as something truly
existing here. Thus, the definition of emptiness is shown to imply
no contradiction.

3. Neither void nor non-void :
[41] So is everything described,
That indeed is the middle path,
For there is existence as well as non-existence,
And again existence.

On account of the existence of emptiness, on the one hand,
and that of the imagination of the unreal, on the other, it is not
void. And on account of the non-existence of the pair of
graspable and grasper, it isnot non-void, either. This descrip-
tion applies to everything, whether conditioned or un¢onditioned.
The term ‘conditioned’ goes for what is called the imagination
of the unreal, while the term ‘unconditioned’ goes for what is
called the emptiness, That indeed is the middle path, for, on
the one hand, there is the existence of emptiness within the
imagination of the unreal, and, on the other, the existence of
the imagination of the unreal within the emptiness. It is
therefore neither exclusively void nor exclusively non-void.
This reading is thus in accordance with the scriptures such
as Prajna-paramita, [ where it is said ] : ““all this is neither void
nor non-void”’.

Thus having stated the positive and negative definition of the
imagination of the unreal, now the [author] gives its own-
definition :

4. Under the appearance of things inanimate,
[46] Living beings, self and representations of con-
sciousness,
Is born the consciousness.
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There is nothing as its [ i.e. consciousness’s] object,
And thus that object being absent
That [consciousness], too, is non-existent.

In the form of colour etc. the consciousness appears as inani-
mate things, and in that of five senses itappears as living beings.
These five senses refer to one’s own as well as other’s streams of
existence. The appearance of consciousness as self is the same as
defiled thought, because it is associated with self-delusion etc.
The representations of consciousness are otherwise called the
sixfold consciousness. The appearance of inanimate things as
well as of living beings are devoid of form; likewise the
appearances of self and representations of consciousness are not
in the way they appear to be. This is why it is said that there is
indeed nothing as its [ i.e. consciousness’s] object- That is, the
four kinds of graspables—namely, (i) colour etc., (ii) the five
senses, (iii)thought, and (iv) ‘the sixfold consciousness—are
absent. Thus the graspablebeing absent, the grasper, namely
the consciousness, too, is non-existent.

5. Therefore its being the imagination of the unreal
{55] Remains established,
For it is not so,
It is not altogether absent, either.

For its existence is not the way it appears to be. It is not
totally absent, either, because there is the production of illusion
" only, for '
From its cessation results liberation.

For otherwise there would be neither bondage nor liberation,
which would imply the denial of the facts of defilement and
purity.

Thus having'stated the own-definition of the imagination of
the unreal, now [ the author ] states its inclusive definition. It
shows how, there being only the imagination of the unreal, there
could be the inclusion of the three natures.

6. The imagined, the other-dependent,
[58] And the absolutley accomplished,
- Are derived [respectively ] from
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The objects, the imagination of the unreal,
And the absence of the pair.

The object is the imagined nature, the imagination of the
unreal is the other-dependent nature, and the absence of the
graspable-grasper duality is the absolutely accomplished nature,

Now is shown a definition which can be used as an instrument
in comprehending the negative definition of the same imagina-
tion of the unreal :

7. Depending upon perception

[61] There arises non-perception,
And depending upon non-perception

There arises non-perception.

Depending upon the perception that there are only representa-
tions of consciousness, there arises the non-perception of know-
able things. Depending upon the non-perception of knowable
things, there arises the non-perception of the mere representa-
tions of comnsciousness, too. Thus one understands the negative

definition of graspable and grasper.

8. Therefore it remains established
[62] That perception has the same nature
' As non-perception.

Because, there being no perceivable things, there is no possi-
bility of having perception either.

Therefore the sameness
Of non-perception and perception
Should be recognized.

Bacause perception as such is not obtained. Though not
having the own-nature of perception, still it is called perception
because there are the appearances of unreal objects.

Now follows the classification-definition of the same imagina--

tion of the unreal :
9. The imagination of the unreal

[64] Is ciita as well as caitias,
Belonging to all three worlds.
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[ The three worlds refer to] the distinction between the worlds
of passion, forms, and formless beings.
Now follows the synonym-definition :

There, perception of objects is consciousness,
And perception of their qualities is mental factors.

Consciousness is perception of just the objects. The mental
factors, namely, feeling etc., are the perception of the qualities
of the same objects.

The next verse states the function-definition :

. 10. One is the source-consciousness,

[66] And the other is the enjoyment-consciousness,
There, the mental factors are
Enjoyment, determination and motivation.

The store-consciousness being the source of other . conscious-
nesses is called the source-consciousness. The active conscious-
ness, which has the latter as its source, is called the enjoyment-
consciousness. Enjoyment refers to feeling etc., determination
to concept, and motivation to the conditioning forces such as
volition, attention etc., of consciousness.

[ The next two verses ] state the defilement-definition :

11. The world is oppressed | defiled

[68] (1) By being concealed,

(2) By being raised,

(3) By being led,

(4) By being seized,

(5) By being completed,

(6) By being trebly determined,

(7) By enjoying,

(8) By being attracted,

12. (9) By being bound,
[68] (10} By being orientated, and
(11-12) By being subjected to suffering.

There, (1) ‘by being concealed’ means ‘by being impeded by
ignorance from seeing things as they are’, (2) ‘by being raised’
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means ‘by the installation of the impressions of deeds on con-
sciousness by the conditioning forces’, (3) ‘by being led’ means
‘by being taken by consciousness to the place of re-birth’, (4)
‘by being seized’ means ‘[ by being seized] by the ndma and
riipa of egohood’, (5) ‘by being completed’ means ‘[by being
completed ]} by the six organs’, (6) ‘by being trebly determined’
means ‘[ by being trebly determined] by contact’, (7) ‘by enjoy-
ing’ means ‘by feeling’, (8) ‘by being attracted’ means -‘[by
being attracted ] by the desire for a new existence, the seeds of
which have already been sown by previous deeds’, (9) ‘by being
bound’ means ‘[by being bound] by the inclinations towards
sense-pleasure etc., which are conducive to a new birth of the
consciousness’, (10) ‘by being orientated’ means ‘by making the
deeds of former existence tend to manifest their matured fruits
in a new existence’, (11-12) ‘by being subjected to suffering’
means ‘[ by being subjected ] to birth, old age, and death’. By
all these is the world oppressed [ defiled.

This [ list of]

The oppressives [ defilements,

All proceeding from the imagination of the unreal,
Could be classified

Either into three groups,

Or into two groups,

Or into seven groups.

The classification of the oppressives/defilements into three
groups is as-follows : (1) oppressive oppressors, namely ignor-
ance, desire and inclinations; (2) deed-oppressives, namely
conditioning forces and existence/birth; (3) birth oppressives,
namely the remaining members.

The classification of the oppressives/defilements into two
groups is as follows : (1) causal oppressives/defilements which
include the groups of oppressive oppressors, and deed-oppres-
sives; (2) resultant oppressives which are the same as the birth-
oppressives.

The classification of the oppressives/defilements into seven
groups refer to the seven kinds of causes such as, (1) cause of
error, namely ignorance, (2) cause of sowing of seeds, namely
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conditioning forces, (3) cause ofdirection, namely consciousness,
(4) cause of seizure, namely nama and réipa and the six bases,
(5) cause of enjoyment, namely contact and feeling, (6) cause
of attraction, namely desire, inclinations and existences/birth,
and (7) cause of unrest, namely birth, old age and death.

All these oppressives/defilements operate due to the imagination
of the unreal.

The ninefold definition, giving the summary-meaning of the
imagination of the unreal, has [now] been explained. Those
definitions are, namely, positive definition, negative definition,
own-definition, inclusive definition, instrumental definition,
classification definition, synonym-definition, activity-definition
and defilement-definition.

Thus having explained the imagination of the unreal, the
author now shows how the emptiness should be understood :

13. About the emptiness
[72] One should summarily know
Its definition,
Its synonyms along with their meaning,
Its classification,
And the reason for its classification.

How the definition of the emptiness is to be understood ?

14. The negation of the pair
[ 73] Is indeed the assertion of such negation;
This is the definition of the emptiness.

There is the negation of the pair of the graspable and grasper.
The definition of emptiness, then, is the assertion of that neg-
ation. Thus, it is shown how the emptiness is to be defined in
negative terms. And, what those negative terms are, [is further
stated] : : : :

It is neither [total] assertion,
- Nor [total ] negation. '

Why not [total] assertion ? Because there is the negation of
the pair of subject and object. Why not [total] negation ?
Because there is the assertion of the negation of that pair. This
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indeed is the definition of the emptiness. Therefore, with
reference to the imagination of the unreal, the emptiness is :

Neither different from the imagination of the
unreal,
Nor identical with the imagination of the unreal.

If different, it would imply that the ‘universal’ [dharmata] is
other than the particular things [dharmas], which is unaccept-
able. For example, ‘impermanence’ is not other than the
impermanent things, and the state of suffering is not other than -
suffering itself. If identical, there would be no place for
purifying knowledge, nor would there be the commonplace
knowledge. Thus is shown a definition which states that empti-
ness is that which is free from being different from thatness.

How is the synonym [of emptiness] to be understood ?

15. ‘Suchness, the extreme limit of existence,
[75] The uncaused, absoluteness, .
The source-reality : .
These are summarily the synonyms of emptiness.

How is the meaning of these synonyms to be understood ?

16. The synonyms respectively mean that the empti-
ness is
[75] Never otherwise,
Never falsified,
Never admitting a cause,
The object intuited by sages,
And that it is
The source of the powers of the sages.

The emptiness is called suchness, in the sense that it is nevet
otherwise, and insofar as it remains ever the same way. It is
called the extreme limit of existence in the sense that it is never
falsified, because it is never an object of doubt. It is called the
uncaused, because it does not admit for itself any cause, for it
is far from having any cause whatsoever. It is called the abso-
luteness/the ultimate object, because it is the object of the
knowledge of the sages, meaning that it is the object of ‘the
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ultimate knowledge. It is called the source-reality, because it
is the source of the powers to the sages, meaning that the powers
of the sages have their origin depending upon it : here the term
dhdtu is used in the sense of hetu, indeed.

"How is the classification of the emptiness to be understood ?

[76] 17. It is defiled and purified;

" So_ is its classification. In what condition is it defiled, and in
what condition is it purified ?

It is with and without impurities.

When it is with impurities, then it is defiled, and when it is
rid of the impurities, then it is purified. Getting rid of the
impurities ‘ once associated with it, implies that it is changing in
character. How is it then that it isstill not impermanent ?
Because its

Purity is understood
As the purity of elemental water,
Gold and space.

[The purity of the emptiness is recovered] by shaking off
the accidental impurities, which does not mean a change in its
own-nature. .

Here is another classification according to which there are
sixteen kinds of emptiness: (1 Jemptiness of internal [elements],
(2) emptiness of external [elements], (3) emptiness of internal
as well as external [elements], (4) emptiness of the great, (5)
emptiness of emptiness, (6) emptiness of the absolute object,
(7) emptiness of the conditioned [elements ], (8) emptiness of the
unconditioned [elements] ,- (9) emptiness of the ultimate [ele-
ment], (10) emptiness of the eternal [element], (11) emptiness
of the unforsaken [element], (12) emptiness of nature, (13)
emptiness of defining marks, (14) emptiness of every power,
(15) emptiness of negation, (16) emptiness of negation as
own-nature.

All those kinds of emptiness should be briefly understood :

18. There is the emptiness of the enjoyer,
[79] Emptiness of the enjoyed,
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Emptiness of the body of the enjoyer and enjoyed,
Emptiness of the basic thing,
Emptiness of that by which it
[i.e. theemptinessof enjoyer etc.] is perceived,
Emptiness of the way in which it is perceived,
and
Emptiness of that for which it is perceived.

Here, the emptiness of the enjoyer means the emptiness of
the internal senses etc., the emptiness of the enjoyed means the
emptiness of the external elements, the emptiness of their bodies,
namely the Sariras which are the basis of both the enjoyer and
the enjoyed, means the emptiness of the internal and the
external elements. The basic thing means the universe which
is the basis of the enjoyer, the enjoyed and their bodies. Its
emptiness is called the emptiness of the great because of the
vastness of the universe. The emptiness of the internal senses etc.,
is perceived by the knowledge of emptiness, whose emptiness is
called the emptiness of emptiness. The emptiness of internal senses
is perceived as the absolute object, whose emptiness iscalled the
emptiness of the absolute object. The emptiness of that for which
the Bodhisattva attains the emptiness of the internal senses etc.,
is the final kind of emptiness.

For what, indeed, is the emptiness of the internal senses etc.
attained ?

[80] 19. For the attainment of the twofold prosperity,
[namely ], .the conditioned as well as the unconditioned
fortune,
For the everlasting benefit of theliving beings,
‘[ namely ], for the ultimate benefit of the living beings,
And for not leaving the samsara,

[ that is, otherwise], not seeing the emptiness of the eternal
samsara, one, being depressed, would rather leave the world.

For the non-cessation of fortune,

Even in the absolute staté of nirvdna there is something that
one does not give up, the emptiness of which is called the empti-
ness of the unforsaken. -
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[81] 20. For the purity of the lineage,
Lineage means nature, forit belongs to one’s
‘own nature.
For attaining the defining marks,

[thatis], for attaining the marks that are characteristic of
great men.

And, for the purity of the powers of enlightenment,
Does the Bodhisattva attain the emptiness of
internal senses etc.

[ namely ], for the purity of the powers such as strength,
fearlessness, special endowments etc. Thus, indeed, the fact of
the fourteen kinds of emptiness should be known.

What other kinds of emptiness are still there ?

21. The negation of pudgala and dharmas
[82] Is indeed one kind of emptiness there, ‘
' ‘The existence of that negation init [i.e. in the
enjoyer etc.]
Isanother kind of emptiness.

The negation of pudgala and dharmas is one emptiness. Another
kind of emptiness is the existence of that negation in the above
said enjoyer etc. These two kinds of emptiness are explained at
the end in order to'make the definition of the emptiness clear :
in order to avoid the exaggeration of pudgals and dharmas the
emptiness is explained, on the one hand, as the negation of
pudgala and dharmas, and in order to avoid the underestimation
of their negation the emptiness is explained, on the other hand,
as having the negation of pudgala and dharmasfor its own-nature.
This is how the classification of emptiness is to be understood.

How is the reason [for such a classification] to  be
understood ?

22. If it were not ever defiled,
[84] Then all living beings would be ever liberated ;
If it were not ever purified,
Then all efforts for liberation would be futile.
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If the emptiness of elements would not be defiled by the
accidental and secondary defilements, even when 'no remedy is
applied, then, since there are no defilements whatsoever, all
living beings would become liberated without any effort at all.
Again, if it would not become purified, even when some remedy
is applied, then the efforts towards liberation would prove
fruitless. -

However,

23. It is neither defiled nor undefiled,
[85] Also, it is neither purified nor unpurified;

How is it that it is neither defiled nor unpurified ? Itis so by
its very nature,

Because of the shining, nature of citia;

How is it neither undefiled nor purified :

Because of the accidental character of the
defilements.

Thus, the above-mentioned -classificationn of emptiness into
defiled and purified is justified.

There, the summary-meaning of emptiness is to be understood
under two heads : one, the definition [of emptiness], and the
other, the establishment [of the same definition] . There, defini-
tion is again, twofold : positive and negative. The positive
definition is likewise twofold : one, [the assertion that empti-
ness is] neither assertion nor negation; two, [the assertion that
emptiness is] that which is free from being.different from that-
ness. By the establishment [of definition] is to be understood
‘the establishmtent of synonyms of emptiness etc. There, by the
fourfold introduction ofthe emptiness the following four defini-
tions of it are intended: its own-definition, operative-definition,
defilement-purity-definition and rationality-definition; these
definitions help one respectively to get rid of uncertainly, fear,
indolence and doubt.
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