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“A remarkable, trailblazing monograph, philologically sound and brilliantly analyzed. Kevin Vose soars with an eagle’s penetrating sight over the vast Madhyamaka landscape, taking the reader from the Indian sources of the school’s later Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika divide to a panoramic view of the logical and epistemological routes that contributed to the development of the Svātantrika position, and finally across the Himalayas to Tibet, to the opposing cliffs of the interpretative chasm. Vose’s investigation, however, goes beyond clarifying the issues involved in the historical Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika debate. Highlighting the Prāsaṅgika understanding of emptiness, he exposes the problems inherent in the contemporary skeptical, semantic, deflationist, and conventionalist interpretations of Madhyamaka. This impressive contribution is essential reading for all interested in Madhyamaka.”


—ANNE MACDONALD, Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia, Austrian Academy of Sciences


“Scholars will admire Vose’s clear, detailed, oftentimes groundbreaking investigation of primary sources—including newly accessible works of Patsab and others found in the “bKa’ gdams gsung ’bum” collection—and Vose’s deep critical engagement with contemporary etic Mādhyamika studies. This is a significant contribution to our understanding of Indian and Tibetan Mādhyamika thought in general. It is required reading for scholars interested in the later evolution of the Mādhyamika school in India and its reception in Tibet.”


—JOHN NEWMAN
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Introduction: The Divisive Nature of Logic in the Middle Way


SOUTH ASIAN RELIGIOUS philosophies share the insight that things are not what they seem. The deceptive nature of phenomenal reality ensnares us in both cognitive and behavioral morasses: we buy into false appearances and, on that basis, are plagued with distressing emotions and engage in counterproductive actions. A significant part of the solution, then, is to see how things really are. Nāgārjuna (ca. 150–250) argued that the true nature of things is, despite appearances to the contrary, empty. His analysis of the empty nature of things, which must be understood to overcome our suffering, sparked a host of classical interpreters in India, China, and Tibet, and many more across the modern world. Just what emptiness means became both soteriologically essential and highly contentious.


Tibetan followers of Nāgārjuna’s Middle Way routinely speak of two versions of his tradition, which they distinguish by the logical techniques used to prove the emptiness of all things. Three Indian commentaries on Nāgārjuna’s Fundamental Stanzas on the Middle Way (Mūlamadhyamakakārikā) serve as the sources for this distinction. In explication of Nāgārjuna’s famous opening stanza that denies that things arise from themselves, from other things, from both themselves and other things, or without causes, Buddhapālita (fl. ca. 500) used the argumentative technique of adducing the absurd consequences (prasaṅgas) of taking any of these four positions on how things come into being. Bhāviveka (ca. 500–570) criticized Buddhapālita for his failure to offer an inferential proof supporting each of Nāgārjuna’s four claims. Bhāviveka provided his own, using the inferential form developed by the seminal Buddhist logician Dignāga (ca. 480–540), who incidentally did not hold Nāgārjuna’s Middle Way view. Finally, Candrakīrti (ca. 570–640) defended Buddhapālita’s form of argument, claiming that it was used exclusively by Nāgārjuna himself; he further rejected Bhāviveka’s adoption of inferential proof, arguing that inference is a poor tool to prove emptiness. Candrakīrti labelled Bhāviveka’s inference svatantra, which (as we will explore in chapter 1) primarily designates the inference as supporting one’s own position, distinguishing it from an argument that solely refutes the opponent. At root, then, the difference between Buddhapālita and Candrakīrti on one hand and Bhāviveka on the other concerns which form of argument can be useful for advancing the Middle Way view of emptiness. While there is much to explore in these logical distinctions, a pressing question that arises out of Candrakīrti’s exposition is whether the respective use of these forms of argument portend divergent understandings of emptiness itself.


While Candrakīrti’s case for rejecting Bhāviveka’s form of inference and using Buddhapālita’s method seems to have been largely ignored in India, these two ways of arguing in support of emptiness became two schools of the Middle Way in Tibet. Svātantrikas use svatantra inferences to demonstrate emptiness; Prāsaṅgikas eschew this kind of inferential proof in favor of prasaṅga arguments that point out the absurd consequences of believing that things are not empty, thereby forcing opponents to relinquish those false beliefs. Tibetans developed a wealth of literature that sifts through Candrakīrti’s complex analysis of these argumentative forms with the aim of recovering just what was at stake in his assertion of the prasaṅga method. Much of this literature validates Candrakīrti’s approach but differs over whether his logical method signals a divergent—and more accurate—understanding of emptiness. Over time, we find two major readings among Tibetans of the differences separating Svātantrikas and Prāsaṅgikas. In one, the two versions of the Middle Way only differ on the logical grounds from which their labels stem: one group adheres to the necessity of employing svatantra inference, while the other recognizes the futility in doing so and instead uses logical consequences.1 On the other hand, Gelukpa (dge lugs pa) scholars from the fifteenth century onward maintain that the use of svatantra inference implies subtle misconceptions about the meaning of emptiness: while they would not recognize it, Svātantrikas mistakenly trade in a logic that embraces intrinsic nature (svabhāva), the very thing that emptiness is meant to overcome. Given the soteriological necessity of a correct understanding of the emptiness of things, in this latter perspective only one version of the Middle Way can in the end be considered true; the distinction between the two versions becomes crucial.


The division of the Middle Way into Prāsaṅgika and Svātantrika has been known to Western scholarship for over one hundred years, owing to the pioneering work of La Vallée Poussin and Stcherbatsky, and has become standard in textbook accounts of Buddhism. Like Nāgārjuna’s work itself, the nature of the difference between the two schools has frequently been interpreted in light of the philosophical interests of the scholar in question. In Stcherbatsky’s (1927) Kantian portrayal of the Middle Way, Nāgārjuna’s “radical monism” was advanced either by Bhāviveka’s “sophisms” or, more properly, by Candrakīrti’s “purely negative method.”2 Robert Thurman’s (1984) Wittgensteinian reading spoke of the “Dogmaticist Centrist” and “Dialecticist Centrist” schools, with the latter clearly preferable to the former. The contemporary fashion of depicting the Middle Way as Skepticism, a “family” of philosophers ancient and modern that includes Wittgenstein, now offers a distinction between “Academic” and “Pyrrhonian” forms of the philosophy, adopted by ancient Greeks and analogously upheld by Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti.3 Whether from close readings of Candrakīrti’s arguments against Bhāviveka’s inferential procedure and the absence of any real rebuttal from Svātantrikas or from the influence of Gelukpa presentations, a century of scholars—particularly philosophically minded interpreters—have endorsed the superiority of Candrakīrti’s perspective, characterizing his version of the Middle Way as the preferred reading on any number of contemporary concerns.


What one sees in the difference between Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika largely depends on how one understands svatantra. Just what about inferential proof did Candrakīrti find so objectionable? The word itself consists of a reflexive prefix sva-, “self-” or “own-,” and -tantra, a word here designating “dependence” or “power”: “self-dependent,” “independent,” and “self-powered” are rough translations. One might understand Candrakīrti’s critique of inference as turning on the issue of what exactly followers of Nāgārjuna’s philosophy of emptiness uphold. As we will explore in chapter 1, Candrakīrti first rejects the use of svatantra inference because Mādhyamikas (those who uphold the Middle Way) have no “position” or “thesis.” This latter denial, which quotes Nāgārjuna’s own similar statement, has itself given classical and contemporary interpreters much to puzzle over, particularly whether the emptiness of all things itself ought to be considered a thesis. In brief, Candrakīrti’s rejection of svatantra inference may simply deny that a Mādhyamika has any need for an inferential proof “supporting one’s own [position]” or “dependent on one’s own [position]” given that the Middle Way simply has no position. While one would still need to explain why emptiness is not a position, Candrakīrti in this understanding would say nothing more than that Nāgārjuna’s followers have no need for a logical procedure supporting their own views but only for an argumentative form that refutes opponents. However, one might construe svatantra as picking out something about inference itself, rather than the uses to which it might be put. In this, the Gelukpa reading, Candrakīrti rejects an inference that is “self-powered” or “autonomous,” a form of logic that has its “own power”; this kind of inference would have “intrinsic nature,” making it the kind of thing that the Middle Way constitutively rejects.4 Candrakīrti’s criticism here would insinuate that Bhāviveka, while believing himself to be a loyal follower of Nāgārjuna, engages in a self-defeating logic, one that attempts to prove the emptiness of all things but implicitly excepts itself—inference and its underlying conditions of verification would have to be not empty.


For all its importance in Tibetan considerations of the Middle Way, strangely few Indian Buddhists speak of svatantra inference, let alone conceive of differing versions of the Middle Way centered on its use or disuse. As is by now widely acknowledged, Candrakīrti’s critique of Bhāviveka’s logical procedures did not lead Mādhyamikas to subdivide their school into Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika camps until centuries after his death. For all his eloquence, Candrakīrti’s words fell on deaf ears, provoking no discernable response from his Indian contemporaries. On the other hand, we know the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika division had become widespread in Tibetan accounts of the Middle Way by the fifteenth century, and from there was read back into the Indian tradition, as though Candrakīrti’s writings occasioned a monumental shift in the Middle Way. Somewhere in the hundreds of years separating Candrakīrti and the near-ubiquitous Tibetan embrace of Prāsaṅgika, Mādhyamikas split the middle.


This book tells us where the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika distinction came from and what it meant to those who created it. The issues came to a head only in the twelfth century and primarily in Tibet. This period saw a renewal of Tibetan intellectual and ritual traditions as Tibetans crossed the Himalayas in search of Buddhist literature that had been overlooked or simply did not exist during the initial flourishing of Buddhism in Tibet in the eighth century. The intellectual trends of the great Buddhist monasteries of northeast India and Kaśmir influenced these intrepid Tibetan translators, who brought home a vast array of texts, most prominently tantras and philosophical texts. This literature and the ritual, intellectual, and institutional practices promoting it would in turn serve as the foundations for the Himalayas’ enduring religious orders. In this milieu, two seminal figures rescued Candrakīrti’s writings from obscurity and promoted his version of the Middle Way: Patsab Nyima Drak (Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, ca. 1070–11455), the Tibetan translator of Candrakīrti’s major works, and the Kaśmiri Jayānanda, who sojourned in central Tibet before composing the only known Indic commentary on Candrakīrti’s Entrance to the Middle Way (Madhyamakāvatāra) in the Tangut kingdom. Patsab’s compositions provide the earliest known discussion of Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika, detailing a host of reasons for the latter’s superiority. Jayānanda explains the problems with Svātantrika and extols Candrakīrti’s alternative, without using the term Prāsaṅgika to label it. Both studied in Kaśmir in the late eleventh century, with Patsab reportedly spending twenty-three years there. Patsab’s text that distinguishes Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika positions at length claims to be a record of his Kaśmiri teacher Hasumati’s (also known as Mahāsumati) explanations, with whom he made the initial translation of Candrakīrti’s Clear Words (Prasannapadā). On one hand, Tibetan scholars habitually claim an Indian precedent for their views, and so we might understand Patsab’s attribution of his innovations in this light. On the other hand, if Patsab were simply fishing for an Indian authority, we would expect him to aim higher than this little-known figure. Jayānanda’s composition surely postdates Patsab’s texts and could have been influenced by his time in Tibet. But if we take Patsab at his word, at least some Kaśmiri scholars in the eleventh century made a Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika distinction.


The distinction gains steam among Patsab’s and Jayānanda’s Tibetan disciples. Khutön Dodé Bar (Khu ston Mdo sde ’bar), who collaborated with both Patsab and Jayānanda, examined Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika approaches to a range of crucial issues. In his commentary on Candrakīrti’s Prasannapadā, Shang Thangsakpa (Zhang thang sag pa ’Byung gnas ye shes), a disciple of Patsab, portrayed Svātantrika as falling outside Nāgārjuna’s Middle Way, which followers of Candrakīrti alone uphold. Maja Jangchup Tsöndrü (Rma bya Byang chub brtson ’grus, d. 1185), based on his work with Patsab, Jayānanda, and Khutön, distinguished Svātantrika from Candrakīrti’s “Great Madhyamaka.” When elevating Candrakīrti’s views—whether under the Prāsaṅgika label or another—over Svātantrika, all five of these figures zero in on the operations of their respective logical forms, as expected. Each additionally draws in concerns that would seem only tangentially related to the issue of which argumentative technique is consistent with the Middle Way, extending the debate to the status of ultimate truth (paramārthasatya) and the nature of awakening. Indeed, their broad range of concerns raises the question of why they identify misguided and correct versions of the Middle Way according to their respective forms of logical proof and not, say, their views on the continuity of consciousness from ordinary sentient being to awakened buddha.6 As we will explore, our first Prāsaṅgikas closely tie the argumentative forms, svatantra and prasaṅga, to the wider concerns of those who employ them: the underlying issues in Prāsaṅgikas’ accusations are just how emptiness is realized and what kind of state results from this realization. For them, Svātantrika represents an inferior understanding of emptiness and a misconception of the Buddhist path.


Unlike Candrakīrti’s own texts, those of his twelfth-century promoters both led to an enduring and widespread school of the Middle Way and occasioned vociferous rebuttal from supporters of positions long studied in Tibet. Śāntarakṣita (725–88) and Kamalaśīla (ca. 740–95), who would come to be known as Svātantrikas, helped found central Tibet’s monastic and philosophical traditions in the eighth century. Their reading of the Middle Way, which integrated insights from the epistemological (pramāṇa) and Yogic Practice (yogācāra) traditions, dominated Tibetan thinking for centuries. The major Middle Way text of Jñānagarbha, often portrayed as Śāntarakṣita’s teacher, was also highly influential, along with the works of Śāntideva, which were also translated into Tibetan in the eighth century. At the same time Patsab toiled on his translations of Candrakīrti, Ngok Lotsāwa (Rngog lo tsā ba Blo ldan shes rab, 1059–1109) established a remarkably successful philosophical curriculum at Sangphu Neutok (gsang phu ne’u thog) Monastery, based in part on the longstanding Middle Way approach of Jñānagarbha, Śāntarakṣita, and Kamalaśīla. It is this version of the Middle Way, not Bhāviveka’s, that early Prāsaṅgikas attacked and that had living adherents who fought back. In twelfth-century Tibet, the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika dispute was a live debate with an uncertain outcome.


Surely, none of the Mādhyamikas that Candrakīrti’s supporters maligned saw themselves as compromising Nāgārjuna’s philosophy in their use of svatantra inference. That Mādhyamikas such as Bhāviveka and Śāntarakṣita would be committed to the view that all things are empty of intrinsic nature and would yet omit from “all things” the logical process through which that conclusion might be demonstrated would seem highly unlikely. Our early Prāsaṅgikas will prove themselves to be close readers of Indian texts, including those of Dharmakīrti (ca. 600–660) and his commentators that frequently serve as Śāntarakṣita’s sources. They surely engaged in the kind of “internal history” that Tillemans, drawing on Lakatos, describes, trading in “logical deductions of what could have been said, given the key ideas of the philosopher in question, . . . [the] stretching of terminology, [the] imposition of concepts which have no obvious textual justification.”7 That Candrakīrti’s revivers analyzed what Śāntarakṣita’s use of inference reveals about his understanding of emptiness must be appreciated—we would be remiss if we took Tibetan scholarship as offering a literal reading of Indian authors and would risk missing both their learned insights into this literature and their creative recasting of it. The real question, then, is not whether Bhāviveka, Śāntarakṣita, and the many Mādhyamikas following them overtly champion certain nonempty foundations of knowledge and the conventional world, but whether they understand svatantra inference in such a way that implies that it functions “independently” or “under its own power,” producing conclusions that compel the assent of all reasonable people.


In order to answer this question, we must attend to the textual stratigraphy that our early Prāsaṅgikas build upon and in turn comprise. This “natural history” approach attempts both to treat each textual layer on its own terms and to ask questions of it that would only arise in subsequent layers.8 Sifting through the textual layers allows us to grasp a given Mādhyamika’s concerns and to explore the resources in that thinker’s work that subsequent generations might bring to life in new ways. We can see what each layer adds to the previous, tracing the development of Mādhyamikas’ understanding of what the use of a given form of logic reveals about their central claim of emptiness. This approach will explain how twelfth-century Mādhyamikas split the middle with the creative use of centuries of Indian Middle Way and epistemological thinking. Further, attention to these layers reveals the agency of early Tibetan scholars: rather than an inevitable march of the “correct” form of Madhyamaka to its primacy of place in Tibet, we see active debates, equally reasonable and true to tradition, that produced an enduring divide. Laying aside the inevitability of Prāsaṅgika in turn allows us to evaluate just how effective an interpretation of the Middle Way it is and, in keeping with its twelfth-century adherents, to take Svātantrika seriously.


The bedrock on which Prāsaṅgikas build, to no surprise, is Candrakīrti’s evaluation of Bhāviveka’s procedure for proving that things do not arise. Even here, careful excavation remains warranted: while Candrakīrti problematized “svatantra inference,” Bhāviveka may have been the first to use the expression (and he certainly predates Candrakīrti); we will see in chapter 1 that these foundational figures meant different things by it. And an earlier-still layer serves as the touchstone for both—namely, Dignāga’s logic. While one struggles to find any response to Candrakīrti from Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla, their work develops the Middle Way integration of epistemological thinking in important ways. Their textual layer, explored in chapter 2, presupposes Dharmakīrti’s revolutionary revision of Dignāga’s epistemology. We turn at key points to Dharmakīrti and his Indian interpreters, opening vistas on broader epistemological debates that Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla advanced. Rather than return to the butt of Candrakīrti’s complaints, twelfth-century Prāsaṅgikas aimed their rebuke at Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla and their Tibetan supporters. Given Prāsaṅgikas’ animosity toward what they termed “Svātantrika,” Śāntarakṣita’s and Kamalaśīla’s epistemology—beyond their explication of the inferential procedure for realizing emptiness—requires our careful consideration; just what about their understanding of human knowledge might rule them out of the Middle Way?


With these Indian layers in place in the first two chapters, we turn to Patsab’s resuscitation of Candrakīrti. With Patsab, Jayānanda, and their disciples, not only do we find a clear rift between competing visions of the Middle Way but we also see svatantra expanded beyond Candrakīrti’s rejection of a logical form to a broad repudiation of the Buddhist epistemological enterprise, made with close consideration of Dharmakīrti and his heirs. Chapter 3 explores these early Prāsaṅgikas’ rationale for why Mādhyamikas cannot employ svatantra inference and how svatantra epistemology contravenes the emptiness of things. Building on Candrakīrti’s rationale, our thinkers will highlight two crucial problems: the lack of any thesis in the Middle Way that could be proven by inference and the impossibility of any entity, about which a Mādhyamika and an opponent might argue, appearing in the same way to both parties. Chapters 4 and 5 explore how our Prāsaṅgikas develop these issues, which their hands tie closely to issues of cognitive development, soteriology, and awakening. Chapters 6 and 7 examine Patsab’s overt critique of the noetic failings of svatantra inference, in which he claims that it simply cannot produce knowledge of emptiness, and his positioning of prasaṅga reasoning as crucial to realizing emptiness. Chapter 8 shows Jayānanda similarly arguing against svatantra inference’s ability to generate salvific knowledge and offering a Candrakīrti-inspired alternative to awakening and buddhahood. Throughout these chapters, we will consider the Svātantrika response, given voice by the Tibetan scholars Gyamarwa Jangchup Drak (Rgya dmar ba Byang chub grags, fl. twelfth century) and Chapa Chökyi Sengé (Phya pa Chos kyi seng ge, 1109–69). Twelfth-century Tibetans—and one Kaśmiri—created separate schools of Madhyamaka with disparate understandings of emptiness. These are the figures who split the Middle Way.


Why have the origins of this monumental shift in Buddhist thinking been ignored for so long? The simple reason is that, up until quite recently, we lacked the resources to understand it. What makes the present investigation possible are the newly available texts of many of the figures instrumental to creating the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika divide. Scholarly access to the vast collection of rare manuscripts in Drepung Monastery’s Temple of the Sixteen Arhats (’bras spungs dgon pa, gnas bcu lha khang), assembled under the aegis of the Fifth Dalai Lama (Ngag dbang blo bzang rgya mtsho, 1617–82), continues to revolutionize our understanding of Tibetan religious and intellectual history in many areas.9 In addition to cataloging this library, the Paltsek Research Institute has worked heroically to make these works available by publishing reproductions of manuscripts in thematic collections spanning Tibet’s history and religious orders.10 One such collection, the Collected Works of the Kadampas (bka’ gdams gsung ’bum), comprising at present four thirty-volume installments, provides a wealth of literature from some of the most important Tibetan philosophers of the Middle Way in the formative period of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Up until the time of Sakya Paṇḍita (Sa skya paṇḍi ta Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan, 1182–1251), Kadampa scholars held a virtual monopoly on the Middle Way and epistemological traditions; famous masters from all other Tibetan orders studied these topics with Kadampas. The Kadampas themselves contained multitudes: far from stamping any doctrinal orthodoxy, the crucial debates that split the Middle Way took place among scholars affiliated with the Kadampa order. The Collected Works of the Kadampas gives us access for the first time to Patsab Nyima Drak’s compositions, pro-Candrakīrti texts from Khutön Dodé Bar and Maja Jangchup Tsöndrü, and Svātantrika-oriented works from Gyamarwa Jangchup Drak and Chapa Chökyi Sengé.11


Patsab Nyima Drak’s works provide crucial insight into a watershed event in Middle Way philosophy, the transmission of Candrakīrti’s major works to Tibet. Patsab’s translation of the Prasannapadā, made initially with Hasumati in Kaśmir and revised with Kanakavarman in Lhasa, gave Tibetans access for the first time to the source of the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika divide.12 But Candrakīrti himself only criticized svatantra inference and promoted prasaṅga reasoning; he did not split the middle. Patsab’s own writings help us uncover how these disparate forms of logic became distinct schools of the Middle Way. He wrote the earliest known Tibetan commentary on the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, very much inspired by Candrakīrti, and composed a “difficult points” commentary to the Prasannapadā, the first of its kind in any language.13 As we have seen, Patsab attributes the former text to Hasumati’s teaching; Yoshimizu suggests that Hasumati’s explanations led to Patsab’s retranslation of Nāgārjuna’s text to accord with their translation of the Prasannapadā.14 After explaining “the meaning of the words” of Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza, the text launches a wide-ranging investigation of how to prove the Middle Way teaching of emptiness; Patsab considers “Substantialist” objections to emptiness, and discusses the Svātantrika procedure for proving it and the (correct) Prāsaṅgika method.15 The latter text, which Yoshimizu concludes must have been written in Tibet on the basis of Kanakavarman’s tutelage, provides a blow-by-blow account of the Bhāviveka-Candrakīrti “debate” and provides a detailed treatment of Candrakīrti’s critique of both the non-Buddhist Nyāya school’s and Dignāga’s presentations of epistemology.16 Taking the form of a “difficult points” treatment allows Patsab to expand certain passages of the Prasannapadā into several points, while he passes over other passages with scarcely a comment; his sense of which points are difficult can be at odds with that of a present-day reader. These manuscripts retain archaic spellings and are rife with errors and omissions; not infrequently they point obliquely to an intellectual milieu about which we know quite little. In brief, they must be treated with care.17 With a critical eye on the manuscripts’ readings, we can trace Patsab’s allusions to epistemological issues that have not previously entered scholarly consideration—classical or contemporary—of the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika debate. His lengthy stay in Kaśmir and his further studies with the Kaśmiri teachers Tilakakalaśa and Kanakavarman, who accompanied him on his return to Tibet sometime after the year 1100 (perhaps significantly later), provided him with insights not limited to Candrakīrti’s reading of the Middle Way and left him steeped in the broad South Asian intellectual tradition. The contribution Patsab’s works make to our understanding of how Candrakīrti’s version of the Middle Way gained ascendency, despite the difficulties the manuscripts pose, cannot be overstated.




The works of Patsab’s collaborators and disciples likewise prove crucial to discerning the issues this new movement brought to the fore. Chizuko Yoshimizu introduced the scholarly world to Shang Thangsakpa’s commentary on Candrakīrti’s Prasannapadā, the earliest complete commentary on the text in any language; she has published two installments of a critical edition of the text with Hiroshi Nemoto and Kazuo Kano, working from the only known manuscript of it that was discovered by Leonard van der Kuijp in Beijing.18 Thomas Doctor explored Maja Jangchup Tsöndrü’s newly available Middle Way composition and his long-circulating commentary on Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, both championing Candrakīrti’s viewpoint.19 James Apple discovered Khutön Dodé Bar’s examination of the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika divide in an unattributed text in the Collected Works of the Kadampas.20 These works by “second-generation” Prāsaṅgikas greatly improve our understanding of issues that Patsab may only allude to and show how interpretation of Candrakīrti developed—and softened—over the course of the twelfth century. Pascale Hugon’s monumental scholarship on Chapa Chökyi Sengé helps us to see the other side of this debate: as a defender of Buddhist epistemology and the central importance of inference for realizing emptiness, Chapa draws our attention to key problems in Prāsaṅgika.21 My indebtedness to my colleagues will be readily apparent throughout this volume.


Collectively, Candrakīrti’s revivers and detractors press a much more radical portrayal of his Middle Way than one finds in most contemporary presentations of his work. Highlighting, rather than sugarcoating, core elements of Candrakīrti’s views—his utter mistrust of human consciousness, his hostility toward philosophical epistemology, his austere vision of the culmination of the Buddhist path—positions early Prāsaṅgikas as more straightforward interpreters than we find in the Gelukpa tradition. The great sway the Gelukpa reading of Candrakīrti has over contemporary scholarship in turn skews portrayals of the divide in the Middle Way. The long absence of texts from twelfth-century Svātantrikas, who were the first Buddhist philosophers to put forward sustained arguments against Candrakīrti’s views, likewise has conditioned scholarship toward Prāsaṅgika’s superiority. With the wealth of materials now available, a re-evaluation is in order. Are Candrakīrti’s supporters right about Svātantrikas’ realist tendencies? Or have they taken the Middle Way down a dangerous path of nihilism? Should contemporary philosophically minded interpreters valorize Candrakīrti, or might there be a better way? Before answering these questions, we must turn to a much more basic question about these debates: what is inference that it would be at the center of such controversy?22


What Is Inference?


Buddhist philosophy widely champions the importance of logical reasoning, positioning it as a key component in the progression from ignorance to awakening. Ignorance, as Buddhists conceive of it, is beginningless and consists in the false grasping that things—most prominently, we ourselves—are permanent and have a self. Ignorance is also adventitious; one eradicates it by cultivating wisdom. The classical model speaks of three kinds of wisdom, respectively arising from hearing Buddhist teachings, reflecting on their veracity, and meditating on their meaning.23 Reflecting connotes reasoning: simply hearing that things are impermanent or that one has no self will not overcome ignorance; rather, one must be convinced by the reasons supporting these claims.24 This reasoned discernment in turn serves as the object of intensive contemplative cultivation that eventually eradicates false conceptions.


Buddhist philosophers, then, have a great deal to say about reasoning. The seminal Buddhist epistemologists, Dignāga and Dharmakīrti, are virtually synonymous with it. Dharmakīrti’s advancements on Dignāga’s formative contributions in time positioned him as the touchstone for Buddhist conceptions of knowledge. The distinctions between Dignāga and Dharmakīrti matter to the initial part of this investigation, as Candrakīrti directly criticizes Dignāga’s epistemology but does not respond to Dharmakīrti’s work, giving no indication that he knew it. When examining Candrakīrti’s critique of svatantra inference, then, we must keep in mind Dignāga’s formulation of the inferential process. When we turn in the bulk of the book to Candrakīrti’s supporters, Dharmakīrti’s philosophy (and sometimes the innovations of his commentators) forms the butt of criticism. Dignāga and Dharmakīrti structure their major philosophical insights as investigations of valid cognition (pramāṇa), which Dignāga famously does not define, leaving the task to Dharmakīrti. The measure of validity for Dharmakīrti is a given moment of cognition’s being “nondeceptive” (avisaṃvādin), which he immediately links to its causal efficacy (arthakriyā).25 This latter expression takes on two senses, which we can think of as input and output models of validity: a valid cognition arises, directly or indirectly, from an object that is its cause—its validity stems from its connection to the cause-and-effect world; in turn, a valid cognition has the ability to effect one’s aims—it can cause one to reach the object that one seeks. These two depictions interlink: a cognition’s reliability in aiding us derives from that cognition’s causal connection with real objects; a valid cognition is caused by a real thing and causes one to attain (or avoid) that real thing.


Dignāga and Dharmakīrti espouse only two kinds of valid cognition, perception (pratyakṣa) and inference (anumāna), which each know distinct kinds of objects. Perception, the valid cognition par excellence, arises directly from the momentary particulars (svalakṣaṇa, more literally, “individual characteristics”) that constitute the cause-and-effect world; perception gains its reliability on account of being caused by the particulars that are its object. Inference, however, has only an indirect connection with the causal world. Being conceptual in nature, it knows universals (sāmānyalakṣaṇa), the “generic characteristics” that, among other things, allow us to identify a momentary phenomenon as being of a certain type, having qualities shared with other members of that type. Most conceptual cognitions are not considered valid: delinked from the cause-and-effect world, conceptions could be utterly imaginary; even the conceptual recognition of the sense data that perception provides fails the test on account of superimposing a false unity on the discrete particulars that perception has already delivered. Inference likewise is erroneous about or incongruent (bhrānti) with its object, owing to this superimposition of a fixed unity onto distinct momentary things.26 However, it is a unique kind of conceptual cognition that provides us new information about real things hidden (parokṣa) from our senses; its status as valid cognition stems from how it is formed and its ability to direct us to real objects.


An inference has three components: a subject (dharmin) about which one inquires; a property (pakṣadharma) that one wishes to establish as present or absent in that subject; and a logical reason (hetu or liṅga) that will prove that subject has or lacks the property to be established. Dignāga identified three characteristics (trairūpya) that a reason must possess in order to produce a valid inference: it must be a property of the inferential subject, it must entail the property to be proved, and it must not be entailed by the negative of the property to be proved.27 The inferential subject is frequently explained as the locus of both the property to be proved and the reason, the classic example being that if one perceives smoke (the reason) on a distant mountain (the subject or locus), one can infer the presence of fire (the property to be proved) on that mountain. When applied to cases more pressing for Buddhist logicians, the locative function of the subject becomes metaphorical: knowing that a pot (the subject) is a product (the reason), one can infer that the pot is impermanent (the property to be proved). In these cases, the first attribute of a valid reason, “being a property of the [inferential] subject” (pakṣadharmatā), signifies a substance-property relationship between the subject and reason that, through logical entailment (vyāpti), establishes that the subject also possesses the property to be proved.


Inference, being a form of valid cognition, properly speaking is a mental event. Dignāga more specifically termed this reasoned awareness “inference for one’s own benefit” (svārthānumāna)—one uses the inferential process to gain knowledge that will be helpful in a given pursuit. The same logical relationships, however, can be used to demonstrate a proposition to someone else; this is “inference for the benefit of another” (parārthānumāna).28 In addition to sharing the same logical structure, inferential reasoning and inferential proof form a linked chain: one attempts to prove to another what one has already realized oneself; if successful, one’s proof will generate in that person an inferential cognition—new knowledge that can benefit them.


One of Dharmakīrti’s most important developments of Dignāga’s epistemology is the nature of logical entailment.29 Dignāga’s reliance on the “co-presence” (anvaya) and “co-absence” (vyatireka) of the reason property and the property to be proved suggests the inductive character of his logic. If one has seen smoke and fire together in a fireplace, say, and has never seen smoke in the absence of fire, one can justifiably conclude that the smoke rising from a distant hill will be accompanied by fire—one has inferred the presence of fire. Dharmakīrti portrayed the relationship between reason and property to be proved as having deductive certainty, speaking of the “inseparable connection” (avinābhāva) between the two. How can one be certain that smoke always and only will be found with fire? A logical nexus between reason and property to be proved will obtain when an “essential connection” (svabhāvapratibandha) between the real-world entities that undergird the two exists.30 That is, if two entities have an essential connection of one of the two forms—if they are in a relationship of causality (tadutpatti) or identity (tādātmya)—then the concepts abstracted from those entities will have an inseparable connection: the concepts will form a logical nexus that warrants inference. As Steinkellner puts it (speaking of essential connection to be the “ontic foundation” of valid inference), “the ontic foundation ‘restricts’ (ni-√yam) the inseparable connection (in the sense of ‘being inseparably connected’) only to such concepts that are related to instances of reality which are connected by essence or nature.”31


Valid inference, then, arises from only three kinds of reason, with the first two classified by the kind of essential connection undergirding them.32 An effect reason (kāryahetu) is grounded in causality: it entails the property to be proved because that property is its cause; the “smoke” establishes “fire” because it is caused by it. A nature reason (svabhāvahetu) is grounded in identity: it entails a property that is of the same nature as it; Buddhists understand the reason “being a product” and the property “impermanence” to be of the same nature.33 The third category, nonperception reasons (anupalabdhihetu), too, gain their logical certitude from these same two forms of essential connection. Dharmakīrti states, “The absence of a cause or of a nature is evidence for the denial of something. For only these two, being ruled out, rule out that which is connected to them.”34 In order to serve as a valid reason, the thing not observed must have an essential connection with the thing deemed absent. On the strength of the two forms, a nonperception reason will negate a property that is its effect or that is of the same nature: the absence of fire serves as reason to infer the absence of smoke; the absence of any trees in an area becomes reason to infer the absence of oak trees in that area.35 In sum, Dharmakīrti ties inferential logic to relationships in the real world.


Both Dignāga’s and Dharmakīrti’s formulations of inference will prove problematic when put in service of the central Middle Way claim of emptiness. Candrakīrti’s attack on Bhāviveka’s adoption of Dignāga’s inferential method to prove emptiness turns both on questions of logical justification and how emptiness can be known—Candrakīrti will take issue with both “inference for one’s own benefit” and “inference for the benefit of another.” Candrakīrti’s revivers take aim at Dharmakīrti’s contention that real-world relationships undergird inference, questioning whether emptiness—or anything else—is part of a real world at all. These critiques turn on how we are to understand emptiness. Should emptiness be considered a property of things such that a given inferential subject can be inferred to possess it? Or should we understand emptiness to negate things themselves?


All Mādhyamikas recognize the central role reasoning plays in overcoming false beliefs about reality. At issue here is just what kind of reasoning will be effective, or even possible, both in disproving rival philosophical theories and in recognizing the way things really are. “Reasoned reflection” (yukticintā) is essential, but is inference? Nāgārjuna’s texts certainly exhibit a deep engagement with rationality. But what kind of reasoning did Nāgārjuna use? And should we take his choice of argumentative form to be programmatic, instructing his followers on the logical technique appropriate to his claims? As we will see in the following chapter, Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti understood Nāgārjuna’s method quite differently, giving future generations plenty of fuel to stoke the notion that they represent competing interpretations—even separate schools of thought—of the Middle Way.





1. This generalization conceals a great deal of complexity and nuance in the Svātantrika-Prāsaṅgika presentations of non-Gelukpa Tibetan scholars. For some of this complexity, see Cabezón and Dargyay’s (2007, 177–201) translation of Gorampa’s (Go rams pa Bsod nams seng ge, 1429–89) views and Brunnhölzl’s (2004, 341–92) investigation of the Eighth Karmapa, Mikyö Dorjé’s (Mi bskyod rdo rje, 1507–54) understanding.


2. Stcherbatsky (1927/1965, 67) understood “Mahāyāna Monism” to find final form in Buddhapālita and Candrakīrti’s “condemnation of all logic for the cognition of the Absolute”; the latter “succeeds in driving Bhāvaviveka’s school into the shadow.”


3. Garfield (2002) sketches the Skeptical family of philosophers, including Candrakīrti and Tsongkhapa (Tsong kha pa Blo bzang grags pa, 1357–1419), while Dreyfus and Garfield (2011) equate Academic Skepticism with Svātantrika and Pyrrhonian Skepticism with Prāsaṅgika.


4. As we will discuss in chapter 3, the pioneer of Tibetan Madhyamaka studies, Jeffrey Hopkins, coined the translation “autonomous inference” to encapsulate the Gelukpa sense that this kind of inference operates under its “own power.” When spelled out in more detail, the Gelukpa accusation will implicate the procedure through which an inferential reason is determined to be valid—the “triply characterized” (trairūpya) reason.


5. Van der Kuijp (2020, 420–24) points out that Patsab’s commonly repeated birth year of 1055 stems from later Tibetan traditions (van der Kuijp points specifically to Mangthö [Mang thos Klu grub rgya mtsho, 1523–1596] as the source of this belief) that understood Patsab to be the rebirth of Atiśa (982–1054), who in turn was claimed to be the rebirth of Candrakīrti. Given that Patsab continued to be active during Jayānanda’s years in central Tibet, likely the 1140s (see Vose 2009, 53–54 and van der Kuijp 2020, 425), 1055 is unlikely for his birth. Van der Kuijp (2020, 425–26) uses the fact that Patsab worked with some of the same Kaśmiri scholars as Ngok Lotsāwa (Rngog lo tsā ba Blo ldan shes rab, 1059–1109) and the fact that Sharawa (Sha ra ba Yon tan grags, 1070–1141) sent students to study Madhyamaka with Patsab to place Patsab’s birth in the 1070s. This may have further implications for Patsab’s teaching career in Tibet. Patsab and Ngok indeed operated in similar circles in Kaśmir, working with some of the same Kaśmiri masters (see Vose 2009, 48–49). Ngok reportedly left western Tibet for Kaśmir in 1076. Some of Patsab’s translations—the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, Madhyamakāvatāra, and Madhyamakāvatārabhāṣya—can be dated to the reign of Harṣa (1089–1101), suggesting that his own travels to Kaśmir began later than Ngok’s. The colophon of Patsab’s translation of the Prasannapadā does not mention the ruler but does give the same location (kha che’i grong khyer dpe med kyi dbus || rin chen sbas pa’i gtsug lag khang [= Ratnaguptavihāra in Śrīnagar; see Naudou 1980, 210]) and collaborator (Hasumati/Mahāsumati) for his initial translation of that text as is found in the colophon to the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā. However, if we are to take seriously the claim that Patsab spent twenty-three years in Kaśmir, he may not have returned to Tibet until sometime around 1115, not 1101 (as surmised in Lang 1990, 134 and Vose 2009, 48). This would help explain the relatively late floruit of his teaching activities in Tibet but at the cost of introducing a new mystery: what was he doing in Kaśmir from roughly 1101–15 if not translating?


6. In fact, some Tibetan authors divided the Middle Way on such alternative grounds. As discussed in Vose 2010a, 312–14, the third Sakyapa (sa skya pa) hierarch Drakpa Gyaltsen (Grags pa rgyal mtshan, 1147–1216) labels competing Middle Way camps “Continuum-Cutting Utterly Nonabiding [Mādhyamikas]” (rgyun chad rab tu mi gnas pa) and “Union Utterly Nonabiding [Mādhyamikas]” (zung ’jug rab tu mi gnas pa), two groups that he then equates with Prāsaṅgika and Svātantrika, respectively (see his Rin po che’i ljon shing, 21.4.1–22.1.3 [= 42b.1–43a.3]). The cessation or continuation of consciousness upon realizing emptiness was one of the central disputes among twelfth-century Mādhyamikas, and so, to at least one author, “Continuum-Cutting” and “Union” better expressed the nature of the divide than Prāsaṅgika and Svātantrika.


7. Tillemans 1983, 312, drawing on Lakatos 1970. Tillemans there analyzes Tsongkhapa’s reading of Śāntarakṣita’s Madhyamakālaṃkāra, in which Tsongkhapa argues that Śāntarakṣita accepts intrinsic nature on the conventional level.


8. I use the natural history metaphor in the roughly Lyell sense of geologic stratigraphy, rather than the Humean sense of what sorts of mental processes are innate to human beings (or even to those humans who identify as Mādhyamikas).


9. Durcher 2020 offers an overview of this collection with an attempt to trace details concerning how the collection was assembled in the seventeenth century.


10. The catalog of the 24,000+ volumes is Dpal brtsegs bod yig dpe rnying zhib ’jug khang, ’Bras spungs dgon du bzhugs su gsol ba’i dpe rnying dkar chag (Beijing: Mi rigs dpe skrun khang, 2004).


11. Shang Thangsakpa’s commentary on Candrakīrti’s Prasannapadā was not included in the Collected Works of the Kadampas but was discovered by Leonard van der Kuijp in the Tibetan Library of Beijing’s Cultural Palace of Nationalities and is being critically edited by Chizuko Yoshimizu and Hiroshi Nemoto; see the introduction in Yoshimizu and Nemoto 2013. The relationship of this manuscript to the library in the Temple of the Sixteen Arhats is unknown. In the same Beijing library, van der Kuijp also discovered a manuscript of one of Chapa Chökyi Sengé’s Middle Way compositions, edited in Tauscher 1999 under the title Dbu ma śar gsum gyi mthoṅ thun. A second manuscript of that text (bearing the title Dbu ma de kho na nyid kyi snying po), along with a host of Chapa’s Middle Way and epistemological texts, is included in the Collected Works of the Kadampas.


12. We must allow for the possibility that at least fragments of a translation of the Prasannapadā earlier than Patsab’s circulated in Tibet. Van der Kuijp (2020) attempts to trace references in Tibetan literature to an “old translation” and a “new translation” of the Prasannapadā, the latter of which would seem to be Patsab’s. The evidence for an earlier translation is scant: Chomden Rikpai Raldri (Bcom ldan Rigs pa’i ral gri, 1227–1305) makes reference in a list of Naktso Lotsāwa’s (Nag tsho lo tsā ba Tshul khrims rgyal ba, 1011–64) translations to dbu’ ma’i tshig ’jug gnyis don dam par stod pa, which van der Kuijp points out (2020, 428n42) must refer to three texts, “dbu’ ma’i [1] tshig [2] ’jug gnyis [3] don dam par stod pa.” We know that Naktso translated the stanzas of the Madhyamakāvatāra and find references to his translation of Candrakīrti’s autocommentary (a translation that does not appear to have survived), making those two texts the most likely referents of ’jug gnyis. Given that probability, it is indeed tempting to read tshig as tshig gsal, the Prasannapadā. Don dam par stod pa must be the Paramārthastava attributed (by Candrakīrti, among others) to Nāgārjuna. The earliest use of an “old translation” of the Prasannapadā (tshig gsal ’gyur rnying) that van der Kuijp (2020, 432–37) uncovered is by the fifteenth-century disciple of Tsongkhapa, Kunkhyen Lodrö Rinchen Sengé (Kun mkhyen Blo gros rin chen seng ge), whose only reference to the “old translation” occurs in Candrakīrti’s comments to the opening stanza of the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā. I have not found any Tibetan authors in the years prior to Patsab’s translation referencing the Prasannapadā, nor any twelfth-century references to a translation other than his. Could Naktso have translated at least part of the text, with that translation gone missing for hundreds of years and yet recovered by the fifteenth century? Or rather (and perhaps more likely), could Naktso have referred to the Prasannapadā’s discussion of the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā’s opening stanza when translating the cognate passage in the Madhyamakāvatāra (that is, stanza 6.8ab)? We know that Jayānanda, at that very point in his massive commentary to the Madhyamakāvatāra, quoted long passages from the Prasannapadā’s explication of Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 1.1, with the Tibetan translation of those passages bearing little resemblance to Patsab’s translation. In any case, it is with Patsab and his disciples and collaborators that we first see Candrakīrti’s distinction between svatantra inference and prasaṅga reasoning serving as the basis for a Madhyamaka divide into Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika.


13. As noted in Dreyfus and Tsering 2010, these reproduced manuscripts—along with a brief text on “the relationship between the chapters” (le ’brel) of Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā—form a single bundle. The three texts of the bundle are numbered sequentially: the first page of the second text, “the relationship between the chapters” text, is numbered 53; and the first page of the third text, Patsab’s “difficult points” commentary on the Prasannapadā, is numbered 55. Strangely, each folio side of all three texts contains two columns of text; eleven lines per column is standard. The three texts, then, were treated as forming some kind of a whole from an early point. The bundle is cataloged in volume 11 of the Collected Works of the Kadampas as though the bundle was a single text. The collection editors provide running page numbers on each folio side, as they do for each volume. A section of the first text, Patsab’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā commentary titled Dbu ma rtsa ba’i shes rab kyi ti ka bstan bcos sgron ma gsal bar byed pa, has been published under the title Thal bzlog ’grel pa as part of a collection of texts bearing two titles: on the volume cover it is called Grub mtha’ ris med kyi mkhas grub dag gi zhal gsung thor bu phyogs bsgrigs, while on the title page it is Sngags rdzogs dbu ma’i skor gyi dpe dkon thor bu’i rigs phyogs bsgrigs. This Thal bzlog ’grel pa corresponds to pp. 37.ii.11–56.ii.5 in Sgron ma gsal bar byed pa, reproducing the section in dbu can without much effort to edit the text. Patsab’s fourth available work, also found in volume 11, is a “summary” (bsdus don) of Candrakīrti’s commentary on Āryadeva’s Four Hundred Stanzas (Catuḥśataka); while the collection editors list the text as a commentary on the Catuḥśataka, the first line indicates Candrakīrti’s role: 206.1: slob dpon zla ba grags pa’i zhal snga nas ’dzad pa 4 brgya pa’i ’grel pa la bsdus pa’i don. The bundle of three texts and the fourth text bear the markings that appear to be a cataloging system used by the librarians who assembled the collection held in the Temple of the Sixteen Arhats; on that cataloging system, see Durcher 2020, 129. The three-text bundle—at least as reproduced—does not indicate phyi or nang to tell us whether the manuscripts originated from “outside” or “inside” Drepung Monastery; the fourth text bears phyi, indicating that it was taken from another library. The evidence that these manuscripts are Patsab’s compositions that Dreyfus and Tsering present—the age of the manuscripts, the attribution to Hasumati, with whom Patsab worked—can be strengthened intertextually. We will see cases in which his disciples refer to his arguments, arguments which we can now locate in these texts. Further, as Yoshimizu adduces (2016a, 654–55), Patsab’s “difficult points” commentary on the Prasannapadā speaks of readings from both a “Kaśmiri manuscript” (kha che’i dpe) and an “Indian manuscript” (rgya dpe) of the Prasannapadā, while the colophon of Patsab’s translation of the Prasannapadā similarly references a Kaśmiri manuscript and an “eastern borderlands” (nyi ’og shar phyogs) manuscript. This further strengthens the identification of Patsab as the commentary’s author.


14. Yoshimizu 2016a, 650–53. Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā was translated into Tibetan in the “early diffusion” (snga dar) period by Chokro Lui Gyaltsen (Cog ro Klu’i rgyal mtshan) and a certain Jñānagarbha. Saito (1995, 90–91) has shown that these early translators took Avalokitavrata’s subcommentary on Bhāviveka’s Prajñāpradīpa as their guide to the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā.


15. Patsab’s Dbu ma rtsa ba’i shes rab gyi ti ga | bstan bcos sgron ma gsal bar byed pa (Lamp Illuminating the Treatise: A Commentary on “Wisdom,” the Fundamental [Stanzas] of the Middle Way) spans 30.i.1–132.ii.11 in volume 11 of the Collected Works of the Kadampas. His comments on Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza span 37.ii.11–56.ii.5 (nearly 20 percent of the work); following his lengthy discussion of Prāsaṅgika’s superiority over Svātantrika (which concludes at 53.i.11), he treats Bhāviveka’s critique and Candrakīrti’s defense of Buddhapālita.


16. Patsab’s Tshig gsal ba’i dka’ ba bshad pa | bla ma tshong dpon pan di ta’i gdam ngag (Explanation of the Difficult Points of the Prasannapadā: The Instructions of the Teacher Merchant Paṇḍita) spans 137.i.1–203.i.10 in volume 11 of the Collected Works of the Kadampas. His comments on Candrakīrti’s explanation of Nāgārjuna’s first stanza span 146.i.5–159.ii.4 (just over 20 percent of the work). Some of Patsab’s comments are lost due to scribal error: his treatment of a section of the Prasannapadā corresponding to 183.4–193.1 in MacDonald’s edition has been lost. In those passages, Candrakīrti concludes his critique of Bhāviveka’s method of refuting “arising from self” and begins his criticisms of Bhāviveka’s refutation of “arising from other.” We know from Patsab’s topical outline (sa bcad) that he had more to say about these topics. Yoshimizu (2016a, 654–57) astutely reasons that given that (1) the colophon of Patsab’s translation of the Prasannapadā speaks of revising his initial translation in Tibet with Kanakavarman with the aid of a manuscript from “the eastern borderlands” and that (2) Patsab’s commentary speaks of both a “Kaśmiri manuscript” and an “Indian manuscript” of the Prasannapadā, the commentary must have been written after acquiring this “eastern borderland” manuscript, pointing to a composition of the text in Tibet and an identification of “the Teacher Merchant Paṇḍita” with Kanakavarman.


17. In my citations of texts from this period, I provide the manuscript reading as is, retaining archaic spellings, conventions (such as the use of numerals for syllables), and contractions, and provide corrected readings where necessary. I refer to the page numbers introduced by the collection editors, followed (in the case of Patsab’s texts) by “i” or “ii” to indicate the column, and then the line number. On the peculiarities of Patsab’s manuscript, see Kamarid 2019.


18. Yoshimizu and Nemoto 2013 and Yoshimizu, Nemoto, and Kano 2018.


19. Doctor 2014 and Mabja Jangchub Tsöndrü and Dharmachakra Translation Committee 2011.


20. Apple deserves all credit for identifying Khutön’s text in vol. 64 of the Collected Works of the Kadampas, as the text itself has no author statement, and the editors of the collection were not able to identify it. Apple’s synopsis and translation of the text is in Apple 2018b, with his rationale for attributing it to Khutön on p. 947.


21. Hugon’s publications investigate Chapa’s epistemological and Middle Way writings, which became plentiful with the publication of the initial thirty volumes of the Collected Works of the Kadampas. Previously, Tauscher 1999 edited one of Chapa’s Middle Way texts, which Vose 2009 explored.


22. Readers familiar with the basics of Dignāga’s and Dharmakīrti’s epistemology need not delay from turning to chapter 1.


23. For classical Indian presentations of śrutamayīprajñā, cintāmayīprajñā, and bhāvanāmayīprajñā and an exploration of how cintā came to be associated with reasoning (yukti) and valid cognition (pramāṇa), see Eltschinger 2010b.


24. Eltschinger 2010b, 454–58 details the identification of reflection with reasoning in Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośa) and early Yogācāra literature, with the Stages of the Disciples (Śravakabhūmi) speaking of four kinds of reasoning, one of which is “reasoning that proves by means of arguments” (upapattisādhanayukti).


25. Dunne 2004 provides an insightful overview of Dharmakīrti’s views on valid cognition and the two varieties he accepts, perception and inference, with copious use of explanations from Devendrabuddhi and Śākyabuddhi. His discussion of validity spans pp. 252–79. The key passage is Pramāṇavārttika 2.1abc: pramāṇam avisaṃvādi jñānam arthakriyāsthitiḥ | avisaṃvādanaṃ. As Dunne points out, drawing on Nagatomi’s seminal scholarship, arthakriyā has two meanings, only one of which is captured by the translation “causal efficacy”; “accomplishment of a goal” better evokes the second meaning (Dunne prefers “telic function” for this second sense). Dunne (2004, 255n50) notes that Devendrabuddhi reads sthiti as “cognition” (rtogs pa); Manorathanandin (ca. 1040–1100) reads it as “suitability” (yogyatā). Finally, Dharmakīrti posits a further quality that valid cognition possesses, “illuminating a [previously] unknown object” (Pramāṇavārttika 2.5c ajñātārthaprakāśo vā). Dunne (2004, 254–55) reads this as a second qualification valid cognitions must have; others, including Franco (1997, 47), read this as an alternative definition.


26. Tillemans (1999, 8–11) has suggested “incongruent” as a translation of bhrānti/bhrānta in this context, as it captures both the sense of distortion that concepts introduce and the accuracy Dharmakīrti attributes to inference. It also avoids the confusion of calling inference valid, nondeceptive, and erroneous.


27. The reason entailing the predicate and not being entailed by the opposite of the predicate more formally is expressed as the co-presence (anvaya) and co-absence (vyatireka) of the reason and predicate properties in, respectively, all similar (sapakṣa) and dissimilar (vipakṣa) classes. Examples (dṛṣṭānta) of co-presence and co-absence are also considered by Dignāga to be a necessary part of the inferential process; with Dharmakīrti, the necessity is unclear. For an exploration of Dignāga’s inferential process, see Hayes 1988; for a concise and lucid summary of shared South Asian perspectives, see Dunne 2004, 26–35.


28. The second and third chapters of Dignāga’s Pramāṇasamuccaya treat svārthānumāna and parārthānumāna, respectively. The fourth chapter of that work takes logical examples as the theme.


29. A good introduction to the basics and background of Dharmakīrti’s development of this issue, including an overview of Dignāga’s treatment of it, can be found in Gillon and Hayes 2008, 356–66. Much of the remainder of that article concerns a translation and unpacking of Dharmakīrti’s view.


30. Dharmakīrti explains “essential connection” in his autocommentary to Pramāṇavārttika 1.1 (Gnoli 1960, 2.19ff.; translated in Hayes and Gillon 1991, 4–5) and develops how essential connections lead to logical certainty in Pramāṇavārttika 1.15 and following (Gnoli 1960, 10.26ff; translated in Gillon and Hayes 2008, 341ff). I use Steinkellner’s (2008) translations for svabhāvapratibandha and avinābhāva. As he explains (particularly, 195–98), an “essential connection” indicates a relationship between two real things; this connection creates a “restriction of inseparable connection” (avinābhāvaniyama) between the concepts drawn based on those real things. Inference, being a conceptual activity, uses the inseparable connection, which can be equated with the “logical nexus” between reason property and property to be proved.


31. Steinkellner 2008, 196.


32. Dharmakīrti explains the three types of reasons and their “inseparable connections” in Pramāṇavārttika 1.1 and his comments to the stanza. For a translation, see Hayes and Gillon 1991, 2–5.


33. Dharmakīrti offers the example that one comes to infer “this is a tree because it is a śiṃśapa tree” (Pramāṇavārttikasvavṛtti, Gnoli 1960, 2.15; translated in Hayes and Gillon 1991, 4). Just why one would need to make such an inference is the subject of much debate, classical and current; Hayes and Gillon (1991, 41–43) offer a summation of the debate. In brief, such a relation allows one to infer one property of an individual from the presence of another property of that same individual; the classic Buddhist use, “the pot is impermanent because of being a product,” allows one to use a property easier to understand, “being a product,” to infer a property more difficult to understand, “impermanence.”


34. Pramāṇavārttika 1.29ab and autocommentary (Gnoli 1960, 19.23–19.25): hetusvabhāvābhāvo ’taḥ pratiṣedhe ca kasyacit | hetur | tāv eva hi nivartamānau svapratibaddhaṃ nivartayata iti. This translation is from Gillon and Hayes 2008, 351.


35. Here again, the rationale for why one would need to infer these states of affairs is contentious; Kellner 2001 offers an excellent study of many details of anupalabdhi reasons.
















1. Logic and Its Emptiness: Sources of the Conflict


OUR INVESTIGATION OF Madhyamaka schools and what the Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika labels might imply about their respective conceptions of emptiness must begin with a more basic task. For all of its importance in Tibet, the term svatantra rarely appears in Indian Buddhist discussions of Madhyamaka or epistemology. The touchstone for any examination of svatantra must be Candrakīrti’s denial that a Mādhyamika could employ svatantra inference in the effort to refute opponents’ views or to advance one’s own position. The widespread Indian nonresponse to Candrakīrti may in part explain why the term is so seldomly seen.36 Candrakīrti’s elevation in Tibet to the premier interpreter of Nāgārjuna’s philosophy obscures the foundational question: just what did Candrakīrti mean by svatantra? The question becomes more pointed when we recognize that Candrakīrti was one of very few Indian authors to use the term svatantra to modify a logical form. Further, the figure whom Candrakīrti criticized for using svatantra inference, Bhāviveka, uses the expression himself, but in quite different contexts from Candrakīrti’s practice. What, then, does svatantra inference actually mean in this formative debate? This chapter examines Bhāviveka’s and Candrakīrti’s conceptions, with the aim of gaining a first-order understanding of svatantra, what the term primarily denotes, an understanding that will serve us well in seeing the second-order extensions of what the use of svatantra might imply. While we will detect divergences in their respective notions, we will see a broad agreement between Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti on what a svatantra inference is, with Dignāga’s conception of inference guiding them both.





What Is Svatantra? Bhāviveka’s Commentarial Narrative



The locus classicus for Madhyamaka debates on logical method is Candrakīrti’s defense of Buddhapālita from the accusations of Bhāviveka, with the relevant statements of these three Mādhyamikas appearing in their respective commentaries to the opening words of Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, “Not from self, not from other, not from both, and not causelessly do any things ever, anywhere arise.”37 “From self” is widely read as referring to the Sāṃkhya doctrine of satkāryavāda, holding that effects exist in latent form within their respective causes even prior to manifesting—that is, as Mādhyamikas read it, things arise from themselves. In explaining why things cannot be produced “from self,” Buddhapālita adduces two absurd consequences that would eventuate from such a position—namely, that production would be senseless (if a thing existed already, there would be no point in it producing itself again) and endless (a thing that could produce itself without change would never cease producing itself).38 Bhāviveka then criticizes Buddhapālita for “not stating a reason and example.”39 While the textual and interpretive difficulties posed by these passages and Candrakīrti’s rendering of them in his Prasannapadā are many,40 we can at least note that Buddhapālita does state reasons: Things are not produced from self because (if they were) their production would be senseless and endless. His reasons are in the form of prasaṅgas, or “consequences,” however, which adduce logical contradictions that ensue from the opponent’s claim. In this formulation, a central feature of inference as defined by Dignāga, that the reason be a property of the inferential subject (pakṣadharmatā), can not be met due to those reasons not being accepted by Buddhapālita as properties of things. Since Buddhapālita does not accept the arising of things to be senseless and endless, Bhāviveka faults him for not forming a valid inference and offers his own proof statement: “Ultimately, the inner sense spheres do not arise from self because they exist, like consciousness (caitanya).”41 Bhāviveka can accept that the inner sense spheres exist (as does his Sāṃkhya opponent), at least conventionally, and so his reason—unlike Buddhapālita’s—is a property of the subject. He further adds an example in which the entailment between “existence” and “not produced from self” can be endorsed by both parties: for Bhāviveka, a moment of consciousness arises from a previous moment of consciousness and from its object, neither of which is “self”; for Sāṃkhya, caitanya—being the ever-present nature of “spirit” (puruṣa)—does not arise. With these improvements, Bhāviveka forms a valid inference.


An argument by consequence can become an inferential statement through logical contraposition: the negative of the reason becomes the inferential predicate, while the negative of the consequence becomes the inferential reason. Bhāviveka seems to consider this option, as he avers that Buddhapālita’s argument by consequence would force him to accept that “things are produced from other because their production is fruitful and finite”—a clear contradiction of Nāgārjuna’s declaration that things are not produced from other.42 We can forgive Bhāviveka for not accurately contraposing Buddhapālita’s words as given, as this would yield the nonsensical statement, “things’ production is fruitful and finite because they are not not produced from self.” Rather, Bhāviveka’s statement of contraposition assumes that Buddhapālita argues, “things’ production is senseless and endless because [according to you] they are produced from self,” a fair rendering of Buddhapālita’s point.43 However, Bhāviveka may still operate a bit unfairly here when contraposing this argument by consequence, as “not from self” need not mean “from other”—being commentators to Nāgārjuna, Buddhapālita and Bhāviveka would both seem to be clear that denying one option does not commit one to the other. Trickier still, it may not be the case that Bhāviveka even intends to criticize Buddhapālita for a poor consequence and its contraposition, as Bhāviveka complains that Buddhapālita put forward “words that offer an occasion [for an opponent’s rebuttal].”44 When quoting and criticizing Bhāviveka, however, Candrakīrti renders Bhāviveka’s “words that offer an occasion” as “the statement of a consequence”; that is, Candrakīrti believes that Bhāviveka faults Buddhapālita for a poorly constructed consequence and contraposition.45


While we might suspect misconstrual on top of misconstrual, a closer look at Bhāviveka’s critique shows that Candrakīrti simply adds precision to Bhāviveka’s complaint. Bhāviveka could indicate that Buddhapālita leaves himself open to opponent criticism on any number of grounds, and yet the problem he adduces concerns the implication of Buddhapālita’s statement when presented as a proof that fits Dignāga’s model of logic. Further, Bhāviveka offers this same criticism of Buddhapālita’s argument against production from other, in which the latter again offers an absurd consequence by way of a reason: “[Things] also do not arise from other. Why? Because it would follow that everything would be produced from everything.”46 Bhāviveka notes that Buddhapālita’s “words that offer an occasion [for an opponent to criticize]” in this case would either lead to the proof statement, “things are produced from self, both self and other, or causelessly because something is produced from something,” or—if left as it is—the reason, “it follows that everything would be produced from everything,” would constitute neither proof nor refutation.47 This passage underscores that the fault Bhāviveka imagines the opponent adducing against Buddhapālita’s argument by consequence concerns the latter’s use of hypothetical reasoning, and the need to contrapose it in order to make a valid proof. Bhāviveka presents the contraposition of Buddhapālita’s statement (fair or not) as a contradiction of Madhyamaka principles and notes that if it is not contraposed, the consequential structure—if things were as you say, a logical contradiction would follow—would not prove anything. The simplest explanation of the latter criticism is that the reason in an argument by consequence lacks one of the three characteristics of validity: it is not a property of the subject and so cannot even effect proper refutation. Bhāviveka repeats this criticism of Buddhapālita later in his text, directly stating that “words that offer an occasion [for an opponent to criticize]” do not constitute either proof or refutation.48 Candrakīrti, then, correctly read Bhāviveka’s criticism of Buddhapālita: “words that offer an occasion” must be taken as “words that express a logical consequence, which requires contraposition in order to constitute either proof or refutation, which in turn leads to contradiction with one’s own position and further objections from the opponent.”49 We can be clear that Bhāviveka finds consequences categorically lacking; proof and refutation require inference.


We must recognize, though, that Bhāviveka did not criticize Buddhapālita for not stating a svatantra inference. While Bhāviveka’s Prajñāpradīpa offers some of the only instances of the expression found in Indian Buddhist literature, the text does not fault Buddhapālita’s argument against production from self for its failure to put forth a svatantra inference, nor does it use the expression when advancing Bhāviveka’s own inferential argument against Sāṃkhya.50 Examining where Bhāviveka does use the expression offers clarity on what he understands svatantra to pick out about inference. Yotsuya detects four passages in which Bhāviveka speaks of svatantra inference in his Prajñāpradīpa.51 The first occurs in chapter 9, in which Bhāviveka comments on Nāgārjuna’s arguments against the existence of a person who would “appropriate” the aggregates that constitute a living being. Bhāviveka explains that in this chapter, Nāgārjuna demonstrated that the appropriator-person is natureless by refuting the opponent’s reasons for the existence of an appropriator-person and stating svatantra inferences.52 In the twelve stanzas that comprise Nāgārjuna’s brief chapter, we see the back-and-forth characteristic of the text as a whole: Nāgārjuna offers an opponent’s statement, points out the logical problems with the position, offers the opponent further chances to clarify, and refutes those refinements, finally concluding that the appropriator-person cannot exist.53 While Bhāviveka does not parse the stanzas into “refutation” and “svatantra inference,” attention to Nāgārjuna’s language can give us some clarity about where Bhāviveka sees the distinction. Nāgārjuna’s first two counterarguments (in stanzas 3–5 and 7–9) take the form of hyptheticals: if things were as you say they are, the following absurdities would eventuate.54 Stanzas 10–11, however, could reasonably be structured as inferential thesis statements and, in the latter case, as including a reason for the thesis. Stanza 10 declares that the appropriator-person does not exist among the elements; given that the appropriator-person does not exist, stanza 11 continues, those aggregates supposedly appropriated by it cannot exist.55 Nāgārjuna’s first statement does not function as a hypothetical—it does not restate an opponent’s claim but puts forward Nāgārjuna’s own position, which then serves as a reason for a further claim: the aggregates do not exist either.56 In Bhāviveka’s view, then, Nāgārjuna’s stanzas state svatantra inferences when they put forth theses of the likes of “The person does not exist” and “The aggregates do not exist” and (sometimes) offer reasons for those theses.


In addition to the inferences that he detects in Nāgārjuna’s stanzas, Bhāviveka’s comments structure the back-and-forth between Nāgārjuna and his opponent as a series of inferential statements. The first two stanzas become the opponent’s thesis statement, with reason and example; the third stanza, in which Nāgārjuna rhetorically asks how an appropriator-person could be conceived prior to the existence of the appropriated aggregates, becomes a counter-inference: an appropriator does not exist prior to the appropriated because it is to be conceived (and so would require the appropriated aggregates in order to be conceived).57 Nāgārjuna’s hypotheticals likewise serve as the bases for Bhāviveka’s inferences: stanza 9 points out that if the opponent imagines that an appropriator of sight is different from an appropriator of hearing (in order to escape the difficulties incumbent upon claiming that a single appropriator exists prior to all sense faculties), then the opponent would have to accept a multitude of selves for each person; Bhāviveka turns this into an inference disproving that one appropriator could be different from another.58 Nāgārjuna’s stanzas that Bhāviveka portrays as his svatantra inferences likewise feed further inferences on Bhāviveka’s part. Stanza 10, referenced above, in which Nāgārjuna denies that an appropriator-person could be found among the elements, impels Bhāviveka’s longer-winded proof, “It is not reasonable for the appropriator that appropriates the appropriated elements to appropriate the appropriated seeing and so forth because of being a different appropriation from those, just like the appropriator of the elements in a different continuum.”59 Ames has brought attention to Bhāviveka’s claim that Nāgārjuna’s stanzas use few words but establish many inferences.60 Bhāviveka would fulfill his commentarial role by both identifying Nāgārjuna’s inferences and supplying his own. He uses the term svatantra to distinguish Nāgārjuna’s inferences from his consequential arguments but does not need to make this clarification with his own arguments, which throughout take the shape of inferences.


We see this same separation from hypothetical reasoning in Bhāviveka’s next use of the term “svatantra inference.” In chapter 10 of the Prajñāpradīpa, he explains Nāgārjuna’s refutation that fire and fuel could be mutually distinct and yet still come into contact in the manner, as his opponent suggests, of a man and woman. Nāgārjuna argues that if fire and fuel were distinct in the sense of mutually excluding one another—if being fire excluded being fuel in the way that being a man excludes being a woman—then fire might contact fuel.61 Bhāviveka notes that Nāgārjuna’s logic points out the fault in the opponent’s thinking using hypothetical reasoning—if fire and fuel were mutually exclusive, as the opponent claims, the argument might work, but clearly they are not, as fire and fuel are frequently found together, in the same spot—and so his argument does not constitute a svatantra inference.62 Bhāviveka describes Nāgārjuna’s argument with the term, “[words] that offer an occasion,” the expression denoting consequential logic that we saw him criticize Buddhapālita for employing in commentary to stanza 1.1. (Clearly, hypothetical reasoning has its place; Bhāviveka would have it that stanza 1.1 simply was not the place.) This would point to the hypothetical nature of fire and fuel being different in the sense of mutually exclusive, which—as Bhāviveka’s comments make clear—one might misconstrue as Nāgārjuna’s own reason if he were understood to set forth a svatantra inference (he might be taken to say, “fire contacts fuel because they are different”).63 This passage of the Prajñāpradīpa, then, offers a clear demarcation between prasaṅga and svatantra logic. Nāgārjuna uses both in Bhāviveka’s estimation, and so the commentator must clarify which is being employed in order to make sense of a given passage.


Bhāviveka’s third use of the expression “svatantra inference” occurs in his introduction and conclusion to chapter 13, which he tells us Nāgārjuna composed for the sake of teaching that composite things are natureless, “by way of answering opponents’ refutations and demonstrating faultless svatantra inferences.”64 Nāgārjuna begins that chapter of the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā by stating, “The Blessed One declared that whatever has a deceptive character is false, and that all composite things have a deceptive character and therefore are false.”65 In the next stanza, Nāgārjuna informs us that by this, the Buddha taught emptiness.66 Nāgārjuna then entertains an Abhidharma-style objection that with this declaration the Buddha did not teach the emptiness of all things, only the falsity of things like the person. Nāgārjuna replies that the Abhidharma notion, that dharmas are the real building blocks of everyday objects and themselves possess an intrinsic nature that underlies change, cannot hold up to analysis; this would seem to be what Bhāviveka points to as Nāgārjuna “answering opponents’ refutations.”67


Here again, Bhāviveka structures several of Nāgārjuna’s stanzas in inferential form, beginning with the chapter’s opening stanza, which he rephrases as, “Ultimately, inner entities are empty of nature because of having a deceptive character, like, for instance, a woman’s body that an illusionist emanates.”68 One can easily appreciate what Bhāviveka saw in that stanza: the Buddha’s first statement—“whatever has a deceptive character is false”—forms the “forward entailment” between reason and predicate, while “all composite things have a deceptive character” shows that the reason is a property of the subject; Bhāviveka only needs to gloss “false” with “empty of nature” and provide an example to have a complete inferential statement.69 He caps his comments to this stanza by noting that in it, Nāgārjuna “teaches an inference that demonstrates naturelessness.”70 It would seem, then, that chapter 13 begins with what Bhāviveka characterizes as a svatantra inference.


Bhāviveka likewise rephrases stanzas 4 and 5 in this same chapter as inferences. The fourth stanza has Nāgārjuna’s Abhidharma objector arguing that if dharmas did not have intrinsic nature, then there could be no basis of change; Nāgārjuna characteristically responds that if anything had intrinsic nature, there could be no basis of change.71 Bhāviveka turns this into competing inferences, with the opponent arguing, “Ultimately, entities have nature because they change,” and Bhāviveka responding, “It is not reasonable for nature to change because nature does not deteriorate.”72 This counter-inference begins what must be Nāgārjuna’s “answering opponents’ refutations”; answers can take the form of inferences. Nāgārjuna’s next stanza, again part of his answer, reads, “The thing itself does not change, nor does something else, for a youth does not age, nor does the aged age.”73 Bhāviveka identifies this as two theses and two concordant examples, which he assembles into two proof statements that “undermine the opponent’s own inference”: “It is not feasible for something abiding by its very nature to change because of not discarding its prior nature, just as, for instance, the young do not become old” and “That which has a nature of being old, having a character discordant from its prior character [of being young], does not change because of having [already] reached the status of having a discordant character, like, for example, the aged.”74 Bhāviveka’s logic turns on the incompatibility of intrinsic nature, which in the Madhyamaka understanding cannot alter, and change—or, more literally, “becoming other”; if something “became other,” it would have to lose its intrinsic nature, in which case such a nature really could not be intrinsic. With this restructuring, we may be able to detect a contrast between svatantra inference and this present case of inferences that “undermine the opponent’s own inference.” While structurally similar, Bhāviveka’s labels distinguish two uses that inference can serve: to disprove the opponent and to make one’s own case.


The final passage in which Bhāviveka discusses svatantra inference, in Prajñāpradīpa chapter 22, exhibits a similar contrast between refutation and inferences stating one’s own case, although the relationship between these two uses may become blurred. Bhāviveka introduces the passage in question as Nāgārjuna’s argument against the Buddhist Vātsīputrīya position that the Buddha can be designated in dependence on his aggregates, even though his nature is inexpressible as either the same as or different from the aggregates.75 Similar to his analysis of a person that could appropriate the aggregates in chapter 9, Nāgārjuna responds that no relationship of appropriator-appropriated can pertain between the Buddha and the aggregates.76 As is his wont, Bhāviveka explicates Nāgārjuna’s logic with formal inferences; he concludes the passage by offering an inference that “illuminates the meaning of [Nāgārjuna’s] words: the [Buddha’s] five aggregates do not contain a person because of being products, like, for example, a pot,” and further notes a range of reasons that could be substituted for “being products,” including “being dependent arisings” and “being impermanent.”77


Following all this, the Vātsīputrīya opponent puts forth the inference, “Ultimately, the Tathāgata indeed exists because the Tathāgata did not proclaim that he does not exist,” noting that this constitutes “a svatantra inference and therefore is an inerrant refutation of the contradictory reason.”78 We can be clear what Bhāviveka’s opponent means by “svatantra,” as this inference attempts to make the Vātsīputrīya’s own case for why the Buddha really does exist. What remains less clear is the relationship between the inference and “an inerrant refutation.” The most straightforward reading would have the very reasoning that advances the opponent’s own position at the same time constituting a refutation of Bhāviveka’s series of inferences. After all, if the opponent’s reasoning is valid, it would prove the very opposite of what Bhāviveka attempts to prove and so would be a refutation of his arguments. The “contradictory reason,” then, would point out that Bhāviveka’s reason does not prove what he thinks it proves: the Buddha’s aggregates being products (or dependent arisings, or impermanent) does not necessitate that the Buddha does not ultimately exist, because the Buddha’s relationship to the aggregates is simply inexpressible.79 Bhāviveka, of course, denies the Vātsīputrīya claim, stating that his opponent’s reason has a contradictory meaning that renders his claim illogical; therefore, there is no refutation, nor is there a svatantra inference.80 We can see why Bhāviveka would claim that the opponent’s reason—“because the Tathāgata did not proclaim that he does not exist”—has a contradictory meaning: that the Buddha did not hold forth on a particular topic provides no logical warrant for taking one side or another on that issue. Dismissing the opponent’s reason would then seem to be sufficient to deny the opponent’s claim of refuting Bhāviveka and of setting forth an inference that proves his own case.81


Between the two—the Vātsīputrīya claim to have a svatantra inference and Bhāviveka’s denial of it—we see the term svatantra denoting an inference that attempts to prove one’s own position, just as the prior passages have suggested. While prior instances had Bhāviveka employing the expression in a commentarial role—determining where Nāgārjuna should be understood to put forth an inference supporting his own position as opposed to passages where he refuted or responded to an opponent—here we see the contrast in argumentative purpose brought to bear on an opponent’s logic. The functional distinction remains even if “refuting an opponent” and “proving one’s own case” come to refer to the same argument. Rather than clarifying Nāgārjuna’s intentions, Bhāviveka applies the contrast here to debate procedure: one will want both to undermine opposing positions and to establish one’s own. As in chapter 13, the refutation takes the shape of an inference; in this case, the inference is both a would-be svatantra and an attempted refutation of the opponent.


All of this suggests that for Bhāviveka, svatantra is mainly a commentarial tool used to distinguish stanzas that offer an inferential demonstration of Nāgārjuna’s own position from those in which he simply points out logical fallacies in opponents’ views. The term, then, would indicate that Nāgārjuna offered an inference “of his own accord” or “through his own power,” as opposed to an argument put forth “in dependence” on an opponent’s false view. The reflexive sva- prefix refers not to the inference but to the person constructing the inference; the inference is not “powered by itself” but is impelled by one’s own view rather than the opponent’s. In fact, while I use the expression “svatantra inference,” the word more properly does not modify inference at all. As Yonezawa points out, the term must be taken adverbially, as is indicated by the grammar of most, if not all, of Bhāviveka’s passages.82 The chapter 9 passage would have Nāgārjuna “stating an inference of his own accord,” while the chapter 13 passage likewise has him “demonstrating a faultless inference of his own accord”; the chapter 10 passage would deny that Nāgārjuna “demonstrated an inference of his own accord.”83 The final passage, lacking a term such as stating or demonstrating, has the Vātsīputrīya claiming, “that is an inference of our own accord,” while Bhāviveka simply denies that it is.84 The commentarial function of the term explains why Bhāviveka did not redundantly label his own inferences svatantra; as a commentator, his job would include supplying inferences at every turn, all of which (save for his framing of opponents’ inferences, which are clearly labelled as such) would express his own position.85


This perspective also explains why Bhāviveka does not use the term svatantra in his comments on the opening stanza of Nāgārjuna’s text. We can recall that Bhāviveka criticized Buddhapālita for failing to state a reason and example—he stated consequences rather than a valid inference. Bhāviveka did not criticize him for not stating a svatantra inference, nor does he claim that Nāgārjuna’s stanza itself constitutes a svatantra inference. Bhāviveka—and even Candrakīrti—states that Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza puts forth theses.86 For Bhāviveka, these are surely the theses of inferences. His criticism of Buddhapālita, then, makes perfect sense: Nāgārjuna did not state a reason or example for his inferences, so it is the commentator’s job to fill these in. The fact that Bhāviveka did not label Nāgārjuna’s statement a svatantra inference, or ask Buddhapālita for one, can be explained simply by the commentarial function of the term: Nāgārjuna (in Bhāviveka’s estimation) did not use consequential-style, hypothetical reasoning in that chapter, and so there would be no reason to distinguish some stanzas as offering svatantra inferences.87 The perceived absence of consequential reasoning would make Buddhapālita’s insertion of it in his own explication all the more inappropriate.


Taking svatantra as a commentarial tool used to narrate Nāgārjuna’s arguments, it becomes difficult to sketch a plausible distinction between the structure of inferences that set forth one’s own position, marked svatantra, and those that refute opponents: as inferences, they have the same structure but simply play different roles. The inference that Bhāviveka fleshes out from Nāgārjuna’s thesis—“the inner sense spheres are not produced from self because they exist, like consciousness”—does not differ in kind from the inferences he labelled svatantra elsewhere, such as stanza 9.11’s argument that the appropriated aggregates do not exist, owing to the fact that the appropriator-person does not exist. Both state negative theses, supported by reasons. We might detect a structural difference between chapter 13’s svatantra inference, “Ultimately, inner entities are empty of nature because of having a deceptive character” and its inferences that refute, “It is not reasonable for nature to change because nature does not deteriorate” and “It is not feasible for something abiding by its very nature to change because of not discarding its prior nature.” The blanket denials that constitute the theses of these refutations, however, could easily be rephrased with no change in meaning (“nature does not change,” “something abiding by its nature does not change”). The chapter’s third refuting inference takes this more familiar phrasing: “That which has a nature of being old, having a character discordant from its prior character [of being young], does not change because of having [already] reached the status of having a discordant character.” Further, however the thesis is worded, the three characteristics of Dignāga-style inferential reasons pertain in all these cases. It remains possible that what distinguishes the refuting inferences is their subject, nature, something that the Mādhyamika does not accept to exist at all. This would make these inferences guilty of having an unestablished basis (āśrayāsiddha), as a nonexistent subject cannot have the reason as its property—it cannot have any properties! As we will see below, Candrakīrti makes this very charge against Bhāviveka’s inference, “the inner sense spheres are not produced from self because they exist,” even though Bhāviveka would acknowledge that the inner sense spheres do exist (conventionally) and so can have properties such as “existing.” Given that Bhāviveka offered these refutations as inferences—with no attempt to nuance the subject as something only the opponent would accept—it seems unlikely that he saw any difference in their structure.


In the end, all the inferences that Bhāviveka finds in Nāgārjuna’s work and all that he supplies himself take the shape of “inference for the sake of others” as Dignāga defined it. Bhāviveka considers these necessary to prove one’s own theses and disprove those of opponents. What Bhāviveka was looking for in Buddhapālita’s exegesis then was simply a Dignāga-style inference that refuted the Sāṃkhya doctrine that effects exist in their causes. He acknowledges cases where Nāgārjuna uses hypothetical reasoning and so must see value in this logical form. It could well be that Bhāviveka understands Nāgārjuna’s consequential logic to set up, or even imply, inferences—which Bhāviveka then supplies. A consequence can point out logical fallacies, undermining the opponent’s case, but an inference is needed to prove the opponent wrong. As we will see in the following chapter, Dharmakīrti portrays the use of prasaṅgas in very much this way. Undermining the opponent with hypothetical logic and proving one’s own case with inference are both valid procedures; in Bhāviveka’s view, Nāgārjuna did both.



Candrakīrti’s Rejection of Svatantra



In his defense of Buddhapālita and attack on Bhāviveka, Candrakīrti labels the kind of inference that Bhāviveka found problematically absent in Buddhapālita and the kind of inference that Bhāviveka himself used to refute Sāṃkhya “svatantra inference.” The Prasannapadā applies the svatantra label to three of Bhāviveka’s argumentative tools: inference (anumāna), thesis (pratijñā), and formal argument (prayoga).88 All of these occur in Candrakīrti’s treatment of the opening words of the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā; no mention is made of the passages of this text that Bhāviveka called svatantra inference, even to dismiss Bhāviveka’s assertion. All of this suggests that Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti understood svatantra in different ways, and so we now examine the latter’s usage.


Given that Candrakīrti makes no clear statement as to what he means by svatantra, we must piece together his rationale for rejecting the logical form to tease out his understanding of it. The first reason he provides implies an understanding of svatantra inference quite similar to Bhāviveka’s own. Candrakīrti states, “It is not reasonable for Mādhyamikas themselves to compose svatantra inferences due to not asserting other positions,” and immediately supports this contention with Nāgārjuna’s and Āryadeva’s famous denials of a thesis (pratijñā) and position (pakṣa), respectively.89 The context of Candrakīrti’s statement—Nāgārjuna’s denial of production from the four alternatives (catuṣkoṭi), of which Candrakīrti here explains the first, the denial of production from self—dictates that we understand his reference to “other positions” as the other three alternatives: production from other, from both self and other, or causelessly. The use of svatantra inference might be warranted if Mādhyamikas asserted production from other, for instance. The fact that Bhāviveka understood the denial of production from self to be an absolute negation (prasajyapratiṣedha) rather than an implicative negation (paryudāsapratiṣedha) that would deny production from self in order to affirm another alternative indicates that Bhāviveka should not insist here on a svatantra inference.90 This would imply that a svatantra inference attempts to demonstrate one’s own position. As all Mādhyamikas must recognize that Nāgārjuna foreclosed production from all four alternatives, one cannot employ svatantra inference here.


As noted above, both Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti refer to Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza as the statement of theses. For Bhāviveka, these are the theses of inferences, to which Bhāviveka supplies reasons and examples. Bhāviveka did not term these svatantra inferences due to the lack—in his opinion—of any kind of contrasting logic on Nāgārjuna’s part; without any kind of hypothetical reasoning or logic aimed only at countering the opponent’s claim, Bhāviveka had no need to note that these are inferences put forth “on [Nāgārjuna’s] own accord.” They are simply inferences. In denying that Mādhyamikas have any position here and implying the kind of statement that would qualify as a position—say, “things are produced from other”—Candrakīrti might be taken to say that svatantra inferences require a positive statement, some kind of position on how things are. In this reading, Nāgārjuna’s negations—statements on how things are not—themselves would not be positions.91


Candrakīrti, however, suggests a broader meaning of svatantra. He notes that since the Mādhyamika does not state svatantra inferences, no svatantra thesis, such as Bhāviveka’s thesis that “the inner sense spheres are not produced from self,” can be employed.92 Here, we learn that a svatantra inference need not state a positive thesis but could also use a negative thesis, even when the negation is understood to be an absolute negation—an absolute negation can still qualify as a svatantra thesis. While Bhāviveka does not speak of svatantra theses, the idea would seem consistent with his understanding: a svatantra inference attempts to prove a thesis that represents one’s own view, whether a positive or negative statement. Candrakīrti’s nuancing of the grammar, deploying svatantra adjectivally rather than adverbially, does not introduce a significant change from Bhāviveka’s perspective—an inference stated “of one’s own accord” would demonstrate a thesis “of one’s own” and would be an inference “supporting one’s own [position]” or “dependent on one’s own [position]” (depending on how one construes the dependence relationship).93


Candrakīrti’s reasoning for introducing the term svatantra in his commentary to Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza, however, does represent a significant departure from Bhāviveka’s understanding. If the primary meaning of svatantra inference is simply an inference that attempts to demonstrate one’s own position, Bhāviveka’s call for Buddhapālita to state an inference could certainly be read as Candrakīrti does, as a demand for a svatantra inference supporting the claim, “things are not produced from self”; so too, Bhāviveka’s inference supporting, “the inner sense spheres are not produced from self.” The question then is why Candrakīrti would qualify these inferences as svatantra when Bhāviveka did not. For Bhāviveka, the term contrasts the uses to which inference is put; what does the term contrast for Candrakīrti?


Candrakīrti provides a further answer in his defense of Buddhapālita, offering a different kind of inference. After rejecting the need for Buddhapālita to state a svatantra inference when disproving production from self, Candrakīrti explains that Buddhapālita did in fact provide “a homologous example acknowledged by the opponent” and “an inference contradictory for Sāṃkhya, [accepted] only by them.”94 In sketching this inference, Candrakīrti uses Buddhapālita’s own explanation of his argument, in which the latter notes that in saying, “Things do not arise from self because their production would be senseless and endless,” we are to understand that “things” means “already existent things” and “production” means “production again.”95 Candrakīrti formulates this to say, “Things do not arise from self because the production again of things existing in their own nature is senseless.”96 Superficially, this might seem no different in form from Bhāviveka’s inferential statement, “The inner sense spheres are not produced from self because of existing.” However, Candrakīrti’s reformulation of Buddhapālita—true to Buddhapālita’s statement—uses for its reason an expanded version of the absurd consequences that arise from the opponent’s claim. This consequence-as-reason contrasts two of the Sāṃkhya opponent’s claims: on the one hand, the opponent claims that unmanifest entities require production, even though they already exist (a sprout exists in unmanifest form within a seed); on the other hand, Sāṃkhya claims that manifestly existent things, like a pot on a table in front of one, do not require further production. Thus far, though, we do not have an inference—we have consequences that mitigate against production from self.


The clarified consequence drives the formal inference that Candrakīrti claims to have been present all along in Buddhapālita’s argument, a five-membered inference, of which Candrakīrti states (3) the example: a manifest pot, which the Sāṃkhya opponent admits exhibits the reason property, existing, and the property to be proved, not requiring production; (4) the application: an unmanifest pot also has the reason property, existing; and (5) the conclusion: because an unmanifest pot exists, it does not require production.97 From these, we can easily derive the first two parts, (1) the thesis: unmanifest things, such as pots, do not require production; and (2) the reason: because they exist. Where Buddhapālita’s consequence-as-reason points out the contradiction between “already existing” and “requiring further production,” the formal proof constructs a subject-reason relationship that only Sāṃkhya acknowledges using an example that both parties accept: both can accept that manifestly existent pots do not require production, but only the Sāṃkhya claims that unmanifest pots exist. Since the manifest and unmanifest equally exist according to Sāṃkhya, the lack of requiring production that existence entails should apply to both. Where the argument-by-consequences points out the internal contradiction in the opponent’s claims, the inference uses one claim—that things exist in unmanifest form—to reach a conclusion that the opponent cannot accept. Where the argument-by-consequences might allow the opponent to abandon either “the nonproduction of [manifest] existents” or “the existence of effects in their causes” to avoid contradiction, the inference appears to rule against production. However, the fact that the opponent cannot accept this conclusion effects the abandonment of the doctrine that the reason clause stipulates: Sāṃkhya must relinquish the belief that effects exist in their causes. The inference, then, uses a reason that only the opponent accepts to be a property of the subject in order to establish a property that neither party can admit to be a property of the subject. Like the argument-by-consequence (“It follows that things’ production would be senseless and endless because they are produced from self”), the inference structures an idiosyncratic claim of the opponent as a reason to advance an unacceptable property. This inference, functioning like a consequence, is of a different kind than Bhāviveka’s argument that Candrakīrti terms svatantra inference.


Candrakīrti contrasts the inference formulated from Buddhapālita’s words, using a reason accepted only by the opponent, with a svatantra inference that is “established for both” parties to the debate.98 He returns to this distinction when defending his logical form from the charge of “subject failure,” a problem that occurs when attempting to predicate properties of nonexistent subjects. As we will explore below, Candrakīrti accuses Bhāviveka’s svatantra argument with just this fault, which typically arises for Buddhist logicians when attempting to disprove utterly fictional entities. Candrakīrti notes that “subject failure” applies to svatantra inferences—and so he does not employ them—but not to “our inferences which result in refuting an opponent’s thesis.”99 He effects negation with inferential subjects and reasons accepted only by the opponent, a procedure that he defends as being the way of the world on account of its similarity to legal proceedings: an accuser’s (here likened to Bhāviveka setting forth an inference) perspective cannot determine a defendant’s guilt, but the defendant’s (here, the Sāṃkhya’s) own admission of guilt will suffice.100 Candrakīrti contrasts this procedure with Dignāga’s characterization of inference, in which proof and refutation must be accomplished with an inferential subject and reason accepted by both parties.101 As Candrakīrti sees it, Bhāviveka’s insistence on a logical procedure in which subject and reason must be established for himself is beside the point and makes him susceptible to the fault of subject failure; Candrakīrti uses a subject and reason established for the opponent, evading the problem of what is established for him and aiming instead at what is germane—the opponent’s beliefs.


Bhāviveka, for his part, makes clear that he follows Dignāga’s dictum: his statement, “the inner sense spheres do not arise from self because they exist, like consciousness,” offers a reason that is a property of the inferential subject—both a Mādhyamika and a Sāṃkhya accept that “the inner sense spheres exist”—and an example that both parties acknowledge as both existing (the reason property) and not arising from self (the property to be proved).102 When faulting Buddhapālita for “not stating a reason and example,” Bhāviveka cited only Buddhapālita’s “concise statement,” without accounting for the “explanatory statement” that Candrakīrti used to flesh out an inference.103 We cannot be certain then whether Bhāviveka understood his charge of “not stating a reason” to refer only to the concise reason, “their production would be senseless” or to the detailed version, “the production again of things existing in their own nature is senseless.” We can be certain, however, that the charge itself indicates that in Bhāviveka’s view, Buddhapālita’s argument lacked a reason that is a property of the inferential subject: in both the concise and expanded versions, Buddhapālita has not advanced any property (positive or negative) that things have; he has only told us that the Sāṃkhya claim is incoherent—which in Bhāviveka’s view, does not suffice.


For Bhāviveka, svatantra distinguishes instances in which Nāgārjuna sets forth an argument in support of his own case, as opposed to an argument that simply refutes the opponent—it picks out a particular use of Dignāga-style inference. This distinction does not capture Candrakīrti’s usage. We cannot explain the difference between Bhāviveka’s “The inner sense spheres are not produced from self because of existing” and Buddhapālita–Candrakīrti’s “Unmanifest things, such as pots, do not require production because they exist” simply in terms of the role the respective arguments play; both refute the opponent’s claim. Instead, the structure of the inferences explains the distinction Candrakīrti sees: for Candrakīrti, a svatantra inference has a reason that both proponent and opponent accept as a property of the subject and that entails a further property that both parties must accept—that these are properties of an existing subject must also be assured. In his alternative form of inference, only the opponent accepts that the reason is a property of the subject—and so only the opponent must accept the existence of the subject—while the property that the reason entails cannot be accepted by either party. For Candrakīrti, svatantra inference is Dignāga’s inference; his own inference takes a different form.


As we will see in chapter 3, later tradition codifies Candrakīrti’s alternative to svatantra as “opponent-accepted inference” (gzhan la grags pa’i rjes dpag, paraprasiddhānumāna). This kind of language—and, indeed, the sources of the label in Candrakīrti’s explanation of his form of inference—raises the question of intention: if svatantra denotes an inference that attempts to prove one’s point (even when one’s point is an absolute negation) using a logic that commits both parties to its truth, does this alternative logic likewise prove a truth or does it merely refute an opponent’s claim? Oetke more subtly expresses this as a question of whether Candrakīrti’s argumentative form would lead to the conclusion that a given doctrine cannot be asserted by a given party or to the conclusion that a given doctrine is in reality not true. He objects to terming Candrakīrti’s alternative logic “opponent-accepted inference” (or the like) on the grounds that (1) “opponent-accepted” smacks of ad hominem—it suggests, in his view, that Candrakīrti aims to disallow the opponent to assert a particular doctrine (he also terms this “immanent refutation”), rather than to disprove the truth of the doctrine—and (2) Candrakīrti’s logical form simply is not inference as broadly understood in South Asia but is something altogether different.104 Candrakīrti’s Tibetan revivers will both emphasize the radically different form of his logic and portray it as pointing out the contradictions implicit in opponents’ false beliefs, thereby eliminating those beliefs.105 They are certainly right to characterize Candrakīrti’s arguments as turning on logical contradiction; it is a fair assumption that Candrakīrti intends his opponents to relinquish their false views. This does not necessitate that either Candrakīrti or his supporters understand “opponent-accepted” as indicating an ad hominem argument, however. As we have seen, the opponent’s assertion forms the subject-reason relationship in Candrakīrti’s arguments, leading to an undesired corollary of the assertion. If this were only a matter of what the opponent can or cannot assert, either of the opponent’s two contradictory beliefs that an argument-by-consequence pits against one another could be given up. When the inference form of his argument expresses the undesired corollary as the property of the probandum, it becomes clear that the faulty assertion itself (the existence of the effect in its cause) must be relinquished, as the corollary—namely, that an effect is not produced—violates common sense. Oetke’s sense that Candrakīrti targets false doctrines rather than (or in addition to) those who hold false views is borne out by this inferential form.106


But can we call it inference? The simple answer is that Candrakīrti does so. Oetke’s examination of the logical machinations, however, amplifies the divide between Candrakīrti’s arguments and those he terms svatantra. Inference (Oetke prefers to speak of it as modus ponendo ponens) operates on two assumptions, both of which require real-world exemplification: the observation or nonobservation of a particular property in a particular locus forms the first characteristic of a valid inferential reason, while the second and third characteristics appeal to the co-presence and co-absence of that particular property (the reason property) with another property that is predicated of the same locus. Oetke terms these “pragmatic assumptions” (or “P-assumptions” for short), pointing to inference’s dependence on the real-world verification of these two assumptions.107 He understands Candrakīrti’s use of svatantra as picking out just these kinds of assumptions: “[A] claim has to be established depending on P-assumptions (pertaining to states-of-affairs in the phenomenal world) including situations in which the proponent does not intend to commit himself to the truth of those assumptions.”108 Svatantra, for Oetke as for my portrayal of Candrakīrti’s understanding of it, encompasses all inference constructed according to the standard model, a la Dignāga. Given that Candrakīrti rejected this very model of inference, it would be problematic to portray him as endorsing some form of it. More specifically, conceiving of Candrakīrti’s alternative logic as inference in the Dignāga sense would imply that Candrakīrti accepts the need for the two “pragmatic assumptions” to be verified in order for the conclusion to be accepted as true: a valid cognition would have to certify that “an unmanifest pot exists” and that “existing entails not being produced,” which would be impossible; the former statement is just the opponent’s assertion that the argument targets—it cannot be verified because it is not true.


Candrakīrti’s logic trades not on two pragmatic assumptions but on a singular logical assumption. As we have seen, arguments by consequence (Oetke prefers reductio ad absurdum) use an opponent’s assertion to adduce a logical contradiction; this logical contradiction drives the refutation of the opponent’s assertion. The success of the argument does not depend upon the opponent’s assertion or any appeal to the phenomenal world but only upon the logical assumption of noncontradiction.109 When this logical structure adopts the guise of inference, we see the opponent’s assertion forming the subject-reason relationship and the logical assumption driving the entailment: the unmanifest pot’s not being produced because of its claimed existence depends upon the logical assumption that what already exists is not produced. This assumption is not solely the opponent’s but “represents a principle that holds good ‘in every possible world.’ . . . [It] is something which nobody can reasonably deny.”110 This same undeniability must apply equally to the argument’s intended conclusion, that unmanifest entities do not already exist, that effects do not exist in their causes. Candrakīrti, then, rejects svatantra inferences and theses—which are identified with the standard model of inference, requiring real-world instantiation—not because he has nothing to prove but because “a more comprehensive notion of making claims of truth is required,” one that can operate on purely logical assumptions without recourse to beliefs about the phenomenal world.111


Oetke’s analysis brings the distinct mechanisms of svatantra inference and Candrakīrti’s alternative into stark relief: Candrakīrti does not simply modify standard-issue inference but endorses a different form of logic. While we can appreciate that “opponent-accepted inference” may seem to paper over this distinction, to paraphrase Fezzik I don’t think that phrase means what Oetke thinks it means, or rather, it need not. In reading this expression as “immanent refutation” (in the manner of Hegel?), Oetke casts it as a form of logic in which only the opponent can accept its premises and conclusion, including the singular logical assumption—only the opponent could accept the argument’s entailment that “already existing” entails “not being produced (again).”112 We must be mindful, however, that Candrakīrti himself speaks of his reason and example—and the inference itself—as accepted (prasiddha) by the opponent; but he does not use this label for the logical entailment, which is, as Oetke points out, something no reasonable person can deny. Candrakīrti’s inference, then, uses both a reason that the opponent accepts as a property of the subject (this the Mādhyamika cannot accept) and entailments that appeal to a commonly held logical principle, a principle that does not rely on real-world exemplification. “Opponent-accepted” refers to the first characteristic of a valid reason, not to the latter two characteristics.113 As we will see, Candrakīrti’s revivers will make the case that Prāsaṅgika logic operates with reasons in which all three characteristics are opponent-accepted; their claim, however, will require nuance, as they too acknowledge logical necessity. Candrakīrti’s supporters will also maintain that Prāsaṅgikas do not assert the conclusions of their argument—these do not become their theses. Their reasons for this claim extend well beyond Candrakīrti’s considerations and cannot be easily read backward into his work. Nor does their denial of a thesis imply the denial that the nonexistence of the entities and properties that the opponent accepts, now logically disproven, constitutes a true state of affairs. While Candrakīrti’s arguments trade on the opponent’s assertion for the subject-reason relationship, a valid logical relationship (Oetke’s logical assumption) forces the opponent to accept an unwanted entailed property that in turn forces the relinquishment of the false claim: valid logic, acceptable to both parties, forces acknowledgment that the claim is not true. So long as we are clear that this is what “opponent-accepted inference” is—an alternative logic in the manner of an argument by consequence that can be made to look like inference but operates only on logical necessity rather than real-world exemplification—there would seem no reason to give up on Candrakīrti’s own label for it.


With the main thrust of Candrakīrti’s distinction placed on logical form rather than function, portraying svatantra as picking out an inference that supports one’s own position also may be misleading.114 The fact that Candrakīrti supports his initial rejection of it by explaining that Mādhyamikas have no other positions suggests that it indeed identifies an inference lodged to prove one’s own case. He continues to identify problematic inferences with this term, even when contrasting them to his own kind of inferences, distinguished by both their function—only refuting others—and their logical form. In highlighting the distinct argumentative structures, svatantra comes to denote a subject-reason relationship that the user of the inference supports, rather than a relationship that relies only on the opponent’s claim. We might fairly say that the dependency relationship denoted by -tantra has been reversed: speaking to the use of inference, svatantra gives us “an inference supporting one’s own [assertion]”; speaking to the logical structure, svatantra denotes “an inference using [a reason] supported by oneself.” While this Dignāga-style inference finds its grounding in real-world relationships, Candrakīrti’s labelling it svatantra does not yet suggest “independent inference” in the sense of “inference supported by independent [entities],” which would require a double use of -tantra (but not sva-). Rather, real-world exemplification of the subject-reason relationship must be understood as implicit in “[a reason] supported by oneself”—if one asserts that the subject-reason relationship holds good, one must be able to point to cases of the relationship that anyone can recognize.


Logic for an Empty World


With clarity on what he means by svatantra inference and “our inferences,” we are in a position to ask why Candrakīrti insists that his form of logic is the only acceptable method for distinctively Madhyamaka purposes. For it is not the case that Candrakīrti advances opponent-accepted inference as an alternative to svatantra—it is not simply a viable option but the only form of inference Mādhyamikas can use. Bhāviveka understands inference to be necessary in all cases, whether to refute an opponent’s claim or to prove one’s own; he is, indeed, “fond of inference” (priyānumāna).115 And to be clear, while svatantra denotes a particular use of inference in Bhāviveka’s nomenclature, all of his inferences qualify as svatantra as Candrakīrti uses the term—svatantra is coextensive with Dignāga-defined inference. Candrakīrti regards Bhāviveka’s inference, with its absolute negation as the property to be proved, “the inner sense spheres are not produced from self because of existing, like consciousness,” as a svatantra inference, one having a subject-reason relationship that Bhāviveka endorses and entailments that are exemplified in the real world. What could be wrong with Bhāviveka upholding the existence of sensory cognition? And why would adducing consciousness as a case of an existing thing that entails being “not produced from self” be problematic? We must probe deeper into Candrakīrti’s rationale.


Two of Candrakīrti’s excursuses offer explanations. Given that Candrakīrti’s opponent-accepted inference lacks one of the three requirements of Dignāga-style inferential reasons, that the reason be a property of the subject for both parties, it could be that Candrakīrti adopts this logical form because it eschews the substance-property relationship that underlies this requirement. Later in the Prasannapadā’s comments to Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza, Candrakīrti critiques this very problem in relationship to Dignāga’s portrayal of the two kinds of objects of the two kinds of valid cognition, perception and inference. If, as Dignāga claims, the object of perception is the particular character (svalakṣaṇa) and the object of inference is the generic character (sāmānyalakṣaṇa), this suggests that these two characters must be characters, or properties, of something. Candrakīrti proceeds to deny any permutation of the character-characterized (property-substance) relationship, pointing to the fault that all ways of describing such a relationship must present character and characterized as inherently other, rather than as dependently arisen phenomena.116 If we read this discussion back into his critique of a svatantra inference’s subject-reason relationship—as well as the subject-predicate relationship of the thesis that he disavows—he may there charge Dignāga’s logic with accepting that subjects, predicates, and reasons are not dependently arisen phenomena but, in fact, would come to be inherently other. No Mādhyamika could accept this kind of logic. Indeed, Candrakīrti points out to Bhāviveka that “all inferences with reasons put forward as properties of substances have reasons and so forth that are unestablished from one’s own side, and so all proofs, indeed, are destroyed.”117


Candrakīrti provides further reason to make this transposition. Prior to his engagement with the pramāṇa theories of Nyāya and Dignāga (and all still within his comments to the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā’s opening stanza), Candrakīrti wraps up his analysis of production from any of the four possibilities by contrasting these four with the conventional establishment of things through mere conditionality (idampratyayatāmātra): any of the four positions on production would amount to espousing intrinsic nature; mere conditionality, however, avoids this by holding to the mutual dependence (anyonyāpekṣa) of cause and effect.118 Then, at the conclusion of his analysis of the relationship between valid cognition and its objects, he declares that, for the world, these are established in dependence on each other (parasparāpekṣaya).119 The former statement marks a transition between what we can fairly think of as ontological and epistemological concerns: Candrakīrti moves from considering how things are produced to analyzing how knowledge of things arises. These are, however, not disparate concerns; knowledge of things in the end is itself among the things that cannot be produced in any of the four alternative ways but must rest on the surface of mere conditionality. In this latter statement, Candrakīrti makes just this point: knowledge, a knower, and what is known can only be said, like all things, to arise in mutual dependence.


Candrakīrti’s rationale that holding any position on production would endorse intrinsic nature at first blush points simply to the fact that such a position would specify how things really are. Applying this critique to the production of inferential knowledge, we would read the acceptance of the property-substance relationship that undergirds Dignāga-style inference as endorsing that the inferential subject and its reason property must be the same or different (or both, or neither). Just as one cannot stipulate any of the four alternatives when speaking to the production of things, any way of conceiving of the subject-reason relationship would endorse an intrinsic nature. Likewise, any entity that exemplifies the entailment would have a reason property and a predicated property that would have to be of the same nature as or of a different nature from itself—any choice would endorse the intrinsic nature of the entity. In this reading, the implication of Candrakīrti’s critique would be that svatantra inference, with its insistence on a reason being a property of the inferential subject, by way of which one comes to know that the predicate is also a property of that subject, would fail to produce knowledge in the way Dignāga claims. If subject and its reason and predicated properties were intrinsically the same, everyone would know the predicated property simply by knowing the subject—our familiarity with the sense faculties would give us knowledge of their emptiness. If subject and reason were intrinsically different, they could not interact but would be frozen in their otherness, never producing reasoned knowledge.120


A rejection of the subject-property relationship offers one explanation of why Candrakīrti claims that svatantra inferences with their svatantra theses have no place among Mādhyamikas. If that explanation must range somewhat far afield, a simpler and very much related rationale lies closer at hand, in Candrakīrti’s explication of Bhāviveka’s “subject failure.” Here, we learn that the property-substance relationship breaks down because there simply are no substances to have properties. As noted above, Candrakīrti charges Bhāviveka with forming an inference in which the predicate and reason have an unestablished basis owing to the fact that the subject does not exist for both parties to a debate.121 While this problem typically must be dealt with when a Buddhist attempts to disprove things like creator gods, which (in the Buddhist view) do not exist at all, here it is Bhāviveka’s seemingly innocuous “inner sense spheres” that Candrakīrti believes to be problematic. He attempts a variety of readings of Bhāviveka’s subject in order to see how it could be acceptable to both the Sāṃkhya and the Mādhyamika such that it could avoid failure. The fact that conventionally a Sāṃkhya would hold the inner sense spheres to exist substantially but a Mādhyamika would regard them as existing imputedly would mean that they do not agree on a common inferential subject, and so—for one side or the other—the basis would not be established.122


It would seem strange though to require the two sides to agree on how the subject is established at the outset, particularly given that the status of things is precisely what is up for debate. Candrakīrti finally examines the notion that the subject might be established for both parties in a prereflective sense, without regard for either side’s philosophical positions.123 This in fact is just what Bhāviveka holds.124 Candrakīrti, however, rejects this too, pointing out that in the negation of production, the subject—constituted only by mistake (viparyāsa)—deteriorates (pracyuti) due to its predicate.125 One who realizes “not produced from self (other, both, and neither)” overcomes the mistaken belief in things like the inner sense spheres. The subject, then, should already be unestablished for Bhāviveka the Mādhyamika and, should the logic be convincing, will become unestablished for the Sāṃkhya opponent. The basis for the predicate and reason deteriorates under the very analysis the svatantra inference advances and so results in an unestablished basis, first for the Mādhyamika (when coming to understand this) and then for the opponent (once convinced of the mistaken nature of the subject). The notion that the subject could function for both sides prereflectively vanishes because, Candrakīrti tells us, “mistaken and unmistaken [cognitions] are different.”126 Once a Mādhyamika overcomes the mistake that constitutes the subject, which would occur prior to demonstrating this to someone else, there can be no commonly held subject. We can notice Candrakīrti moving here from consideration of how the inferential subject is established—conventionally or ultimately—to a concern with how the subject appears. He claims that even when we set aside concerns with the conventional establishment of the subject (substantially or imputedly), the mistaken appearance of the subject to the opponent still prevents it from being shared. His rejection of this prereflective subject, owing to the difference between erroneous and true seeing, plays on the multiple senses of saṃvṛti: rather than “conventional” establishment, he points us to “obscuring” vision. An obscurational subject disappears for one whose “eye of wisdom” has been purified, yet it remains for those who have yet to understand the subject’s emptiness.127


The absence of the subject for a realized Mādhyamika implicates the logical process in two significant ways. The obvious problem is Candrakīrti’s point in this passage: the Mādhyamika can accept neither the subject-reason relationship nor the subject-predicate relationship: there is no subject to serve as the basis for the reason and predicate. The inference will be faulty on technical grounds. Indeed, the passage cited above, in which Candrakīrti rejects “all inferences with reasons put forward as properties of substances” stems from his analysis of Bhāviveka’s subject failure. Further, and by extension, there will be no things to exemplify these relations. Candrakīrti’s critique of Dignāga-style inference objects to its reliance on real-world entities to adduce instances of a given logical relationship—what Oetke terms inference’s dependence on “pragmatic assumptions.” In Candrakīrti’s view, this requirement will be impossible to fulfill when nonproduction is at stake; as Oetke puts it, “proofs require reference to facts which cannot be acknowledged by a Mādhyamika, at least not under the aspect of his conception of ultimate truth.”128 The same refined vision that sublates the inferential subject will likewise undermine all supposedly real things. Candrakīrti’s opponent-accepted inference, on the other hand, merely uses the opponent’s basis in order to show that it does not hold up to analysis. Causing the deterioration of the opponent’s basis is precisely the point and does not require the Mādhyamika to see the basis as the opponent sees it or to adduce any real-world entities to exemplify the logic. Candrakīrti requires only a logical assumption—the entailment between a reason and its logical outflow. Given that subject failure must concern those logicians who attempt to prove the nonexistence of utterly fictional entities (as Buddhists regard such things as the god Īśvara), Candrakīrti’s leveling this charge against Bhāviveka, where the subject is the seemingly innocuous inner sense spheres, suggests that Candrakīrti widens the scope of problematic inferential subjects: in the attempt to prove emptiness inferentially, all subjects become equally unreal. Only opponent-accepted logic will be appropriate, as it does not require the Mādhyamika to unlearn emptiness or to unsee what has been seen.129


One might become suspicious of Candrakīrti’s appeal to a refined Buddhist view as a factor undermining conventional logic. As we noted, he purports to leave behind consideration of the substantial or imputed existence of the inferential subject, entertaining the proposition that the subject be considered in generic terms, not specifying either party’s views. Candrakīrti’s rejection of this proposal on the grounds that obscuring and unobscuring vision are incommensurable replaces consideration of how the subject is established with an account of two parties’ respective levels of cognitive refinement. Does the Mādhyamika’s realized mind amount to a kind of ultimate analysis? Is Oetke correct to link the failure of an inference of nonproduction to the Mādhyamika’s conception of ultimate truth? Have we really left tenets behind?


The radical difference between a realized Mādhyamika’s view of the ordinary world and that of a potential debate opponent does not indicate equivocation of levels of analysis, but it points to a vision of emptiness not assumed by Bhāviveka or, as we will see in the following chapter, by Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla. Dropping any consideration of ultimate or conventional—after detailing why neither consideration would exonerate Bhāviveka’s attempted inference against production from self—suggests an everyday, worldly perspective and recalls Candrakīrti’s claims that Nāgārjuna’s refutation of production from all four alternatives does not contravene the ways of the world. Still chiding Bhāviveka for qualifying his inference against production from self with the word ultimately—despite the fact that production from self can be rejected both ultimately and conventionally—Candrakīrti claims that the world just knows that effects come from causes, without analyzing whether effects arise from self or from other.130 That the world rests in this superficial perspective does not give weight to their conclusion but indicates a shared ignorance that conceals how things really are; analysis reveals that no account of causality will succeed. After treating all four alternative accounts of production, Candrakīrti concludes, “Therefore, this has been proven: there is no arising. Since arising is impossible, dependent arising qualified by nonarising and so forth is established.”131 The worldly perspective that causes give rise to effects is undermined by a realized perspective that there simply is no causality. When Candrakīrti appeals to the difference between mistaken and unmistaken cognition as undermining any possibility of a shared reality that could support inferential practices, he invokes just this divide between those from whom reality is concealed and those who know it. Oetke’s conclusion that the Mādhyamika’s conception of ultimate truth sublates inference must be clarified: the underlying problem is Candrakīrti’s conception of the scope of emptiness—those who realize it do not return to a world shared with the unlettered masses but no longer perceive everyday entities. Inferential subjects do not appear because knowledge of emptiness has eradicated their only support, ignorance. Dependent arising, the mere conditionality in which “this arises from that,” satisfies the world but not the realized Mādhyamika, who knows it to be nonarisen, unceased, and quiescent from the beginning.132




Candrakīrti may well not understand any difference between his view of emptiness and that of Bhāviveka. He may in fact attempt to enlist Bhāviveka in his version of emptiness, as he points out that Bhāviveka makes a similar point in an analysis of the failings of an opponent’s inference. In response to an opponent proffering an inference in support of the contention that inner things arise, Bhāviveka appeals to the nonexistence of arising in the perspective of “the yogi’s eye of wisdom” as grounds for the inference failing. Candrakīrti’s point in calling attention to this passage would seem to be that Bhāviveka recognizes that a realized Mādhyamika knows that emptiness sublates the arising of inner things (as well as outer things) and so should acknowledge that inference will not work when arising or nonarising is at stake. However, Bhāviveka makes clear that the absence of arising invokes ultimate analysis: that the arising of things does not exist ultimately—that it would not appear to a yogi absorbed in emptiness—does not imply that the conventional world is sublated by emptiness.133 For Bhāviveka, the ultimate nonexistence of arising would not prevent its conventional establishment, nor would it prevent the kind of tenets-free approach to inference that Bhāviveka advances.134 While the tenor of Candrakīrti’s arguments against Bhāviveka’s inferential procedure suggest that he intends to reform Bhāviveka of his fondness for inference by reminding him of their shared commitments, Candrakīrti’s rationale for rejecting inference advances a vision of emptiness that Bhāviveka does not uphold. Bhāviveka makes clear that emptiness indeed is the ultimate, but he admits also certain teachings and mental states that accord with emptiness and so may be spoken of as ultimates: these include the teaching of nonarising and the wisdoms arisen from hearing, thinking, and contemplating.135 Nāgārjuna’s teaching of nonproduction and the inferential practices that support it, as well as inferential cognitions that may arise from those practices, take not the ultimate perspective that sees only emptiness but a quasi-ultimate perspective that accords with the emptiness of things but operates on conventional entities and conventional logical relationships.136 For Bhāviveka, emptiness does not preclude this process; it does not undermine the conventional world. Candrakīrti may wish to remind Bhāviveka of their shared commitments but in fact offers a more sweeping conception of emptiness. For Candrakīrti, having left behind considerations of ultimate and conventional, ignorance constitutes everyday objects and conceals emptiness; emptiness cures ignorance and so erodes the everyday. No shared perspective will be possible.


Candrakīrti’s rejection of svatantra inference identifies three characteristics of this logical form, all of which become faults when put in service of Madhyamaka pursuits. Svatantra inferences put forward theses—whether positive or negative—whereas Mādhyamikas assert no theses of this kind. Svatantra inferences use reasons that both parties acknowledge to be properties of the inferential subject and to be demonstrable in the everyday world, whereas a logical form that points out the opponent’s contradictions constitutes both a more effective strategy and the only method befitting Madhyamaka’s signature claim. Finally, svatantra inferences require inferential subjects that both parties accept, whereas the negation of production subverts any such subject. These three qualities are intertwined: Candrakīrti’s objections to a Mādhyamika holding a thesis and to using a reason that is a property of a given inferential subject amount to a rejection of the substance-property relationships between the subject and its probandum and reason and to the possibility of these relationships being exemplified in the everyday world; in the end, his critique hinges on a rejection of the reality of the subject itself. With each refinement, the rationale for disuse grows progressively stronger. Much of Candrakīrti’s rationale amounts to chiding his fellow Mādhyamikas to adopt a more efficacious logical form: we may recall that he wraps up his discursus on proper argumentation with a comparison to worldly legal practice, noting that a defendant might be exonerated or found guilty on the strength of witness testimony that both plaintiff and defendant accept or by the defendant’s own testimony, but never by way of the plaintiff’s claims alone. If the opponent’s perspective is the crucial piece, why go through the trouble with a reason that could be established for both? The degeneration of the inferential subject, however, rules out the very possibility that mutually established svatantra inferences could demonstrate emptiness, as Candrakīrti understands it. With this, inferences of one’s own become not simply cumbersome and ineffective but impossible in the Madhyamaka pursuit.


From Commentary to Philosophy


At a primary level, Candrakīrti’s critique of Bhāviveka concerns the appropriate role of a commentator. Bhāviveka’s use of the term svatantra reflects his understanding of Nāgārjuna’s arguments: in some places, Nāgārjuna refutes his opponent; in others, he uses an inference to put forward his own position. Often, given the brevity of his stanzas, Nāgārjuna’s inferences do not take full form; Bhāviveka obligingly completes them and provides many more of his own to support Nāgārjuna’s case. Bhāviveka criticizes Buddhapālita for not fulfilling the commentator’s role of making overt what Nāgārjuna’s text implies. Nāgārjuna states his thesis that things are not produced from self; Buddhapālita should supply the inference’s reason and example. Candrakīrti, however, categorically denies that Nāgārjuna (or any of his followers) has a thesis of this kind and so would not advance an inference that attempted to prove it. Rather than take on Bhāviveka’s claims that Nāgārjuna offered inferences of his own in chapter 9 or 13, Candrakīrti gets to the point right out of the gate: his comments on the text’s opening stanza reject the need for and possibility of inferences of one’s own in the demonstration of emptiness. Where Bhāviveka saw Nāgārjuna’s “few words” to offer “many inferences,” Candrakīrti claims, “As a general rule, the Master refuted opponents’ positions solely by way of stating the incurrence of consequences.”137 Bhāviveka allowed that Nāgārjuna sometimes offered hypothetical arguments, but at other points put forward inferences of his own. Candrakīrti would have it that Nāgārjuna only used consequences. Further, he rejects Bhāviveka’s requirement that commentators state inferences to advance an argument, claiming that Nāgārjuna—in his autocommentary to the Vigrahavyāvartanī—did not do so.138 His advance of opponent-accepted inference arose from Buddhapālita’s comments, not Nāgārjuna’s own words, acknowledging that a commentator will indeed sometimes take up a procedure that looks like inference-for-other in order to elucidate Nāgārjuna’s points but may only use this particular kind of inference (one that functions like arguments by consequences), owing to the very meaning of emptiness.


The commentarial term that Bhāviveka uses to point out when Nāgārjuna makes his own case undergoes a subtle change in meaning when Candrakīrti denies that Mādhyamikas use it. For both commentators, Dignāga’s conception of inference-for-other undergirds their own thinking about the logical form. By “inference,” Bhāviveka simply means “inference as Dignāga defines it”; a svatantra inference denotes Dignāga’s logic put in service of advancing one’s own claim.139 Bhāviveka identifies a plethora of inferences in Nāgārjuna’s text and in his own that he does not label svatantra, as there is no reason to do so—there is nothing against which to contrast them. In Bhāviveka’s hands, svatantra designates the role that an inference plays. For Candrakīrti, Dignāga-style inference becomes coextensive with svatantra inference, as there is always another (better) option: opponent-accepted inference. So long as the reason is a property of the inferential subject, a requirement that carries with it use of substance-property relations and acceptance of prereflectively existing subjects, the inference is svatantra. If it lacks that requirement but still has theoretically valid entailments between the reason and property negated (rather than real-world exemplified relationships), the argument can be structured as an opponent-accepted inference. Svatantra for Candrakīrti points to the structure of the inference, not simply the role an inference plays.


This raises two further questions: Why did Candrakīrti use the expression svatantra inference and not simply use Dignāga’s label, declaring inference-for-other off limits to Mādhyamikas? Candrakīrti certainly was not above calling out Dignāga by name.140 Secondly, in critiquing Bhāviveka’s use of svatantra inference, did Candrakīrti wish to remind him of Madhyamaka commitments or to kick him out of the club? That is, did he see Bhāviveka’s use of Dignāga’s logic as committing him to non-Madhyamaka beliefs?


One reason for Candrakīrti not labelling problematic inference simply as “inference-for-other” could be that he saw his opponent-accepted inference as by and large conforming to Dignāga’s procedure but modifying it in crucial ways for Madhyamaka use. Yoshimizu has shown that Candrakīrti adopts Bhāviveka’s structuring of Nāgārjuna’s opening stanza, according to which Nāgārjuna desires to teach what he himself has ascertained and so sets forth his four theses negating production for the sake of proving these insights to others; she sees Candrakīrti rejecting only Bhāviveka’s explication of the logic through which the four negative theses are to be established—he replaces Dignāga’s inference-for-other with reasoning-for-other.141 This point, while well taken, does not solve the problem, as it is just the logic that is at stake in Candrakīrti’s distinction between svatantra and other-accepted inferences, and, as we have seen, the difference in structure is substantial owing to Candrakīrti’s conception of emptiness.


Candrakīrti takes the term svatantra from Bhāviveka in order to point out to him—or, better, to his living followers—that the Madhyamaka case cannot be made on Dignāga’s terms. The term svatantra, then, would point to peculiarly Madhyamaka concerns—Nāgārjuna’s universal emptiness and his disavowal of a thesis. Candrakīrti provides nuance to this denial, showing how Dignāga’s logic cannot be adopted for Madhyamaka pursuits without incurring significant faults. Lacking a thesis of this kind and rejecting the common establishment of reasons and subjects, a proper Mādhyamika will employ inferences that only refute others’ theses and that use reasons that would not pass the first of Dignāga’s three criteria of validity. After his lengthy engagement with Dignāga’s epistemology, which follows his prolonged critique of Bhāviveka’s Dignāga-derived inferential procedure, Candrakīrti offers his own definition of a worldly conception of inference: a cognition of an object beyond the senses that has arisen from a reason that does not deviate from the probandum.142 That is, he endorses the logical entailment between reason and predicate but leaves out the requirement that the reason be a property of the subject. Svatantra, on the other hand, is a term that highlights these problematic features.


Candrakīrti’s development of svatantra does still retain the semantic scope of Bhāviveka’s usage. A svatantra inference is independent of the opponent’s views; it depends on one’s own acceptance of the relationships between subject, predicate, and reason and the real-world existence of the entities that these point to, and that is the problem Candrakīrti detects. He does not fault Bhāviveka for using an inference that is autonomous or self-propelled, that uses a reason for which the three characteristics are established by their own nature or by their own power.143 While -tantra can take on a variety of meanings, including “powered” or “propelled,” the modifier sva- refers to the person advancing the inference, just as we saw with Bhāviveka, not to the inference itself. The inference is not independent of any party’s position; it is not an autonomous, free-floating entity that can strike at will and command the assent of any reasonable person. Rather, svatantra inference is independent in a fairly trivial sense: it does not depend on an opponent’s false view. For Candrakīrti, unobjectionable inference depends on the opponent’s claims, taking that assertion as the basis for logical absurdities that in turn demonstrate the claim’s falsity. The translation “independent inference” does not capture this distinction as well as “inference of one’s own,” “proponent-dependent inference,” or, employing a quite different reading of –tantra, “inference [accepted] in one’s own (sva) [mental] continuum (tantra).”


Finally, beyond his failure to recognize that Dignāga-style inference cannot prove Nāgārjuna’s declarations, does Bhāviveka (in Candrakīrti’s eyes) violate the central Madhyamaka claim of emptiness? In my reading, much of Candrakīrti’s criticism takes a reformist tone—he reminds Bhāviveka of certain commitments that place Dignāga-style inference out of bounds and advances a logical form that he sees as both more effective and consistent with those commitments. I have suggested that he may not have recognized that Bhāviveka did not share his understanding of emptiness. When seen in hindsight, however, one could portray the persistence of svatantra inference as implying divergent and eventually competing interpretations of Madhyamaka. Given that Indian Mādhyamikas continued to use Dignāga’s inference-for-other and further developed the logic on the basis of Dharmakīrti’s thinking—by and large ignoring Candrakīrti’s criticisms—one could easily depict these figures as having missed Candrakīrti’s warning and, instead, advancing their own reading of Nāgārjuna’s philosophy. The perceived divergence would be particularly sharp on the issue of what emptiness implies about conventional truth: Mādhyamikas who persist in using svatantra inference must understand emptiness as leaving intact unanalyzed appearances, on the basis of which one can stake claims and exchange reasons; those who eventually came to champion Candrakīrti’s cause would have saṃvṛti “covering” over the way things are, obscuring any attempt at a commonly held understanding of the ordinary world that would allow shared logic to reveal its true nature. We will see Candrakīrti’s later interpreters amplify this difference, with some claiming that those who use svatantra inference—Svātantrikas—are not even Mādhyamikas, let alone second-rate members. They will develop what is implicit in Candrakīrti’s criticisms of svatantra inference, that this logical form violates the Madhyamaka disavowal of intrinsic natures.





36. On the Indian “silent treatment” in response to Candrakīrti, see Vose 2009, 17–39, which argues that Candrakīrti was broadly ignored until interest in his work was rekindled around the year 1000, some three hundred years after his death.


37. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 1.1 (Ye 2011, 12): na svato nāpi parato na dvābhyāṃ nāpy ahetutaḥ | utpannā jātu vidyante bhāvāḥ kvacana kecana ||. See also Siderits and Katsura 2013, 18.


38. Buddhapālita Mūlamadhyamakavṛtti ad 1.1 (Saito 1984, 2:10.11–10.14): de la re zhig dngos po rnams bdag gi bdag nyid las skye ba med de | de dag gi skye ba don med pa nyid du ’gyur ba’i phyir dang | skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur ba’i phyir ro |. Walleser 1913–14, 11.5–11.8 reads the same. The second criticism, skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur ba’i phyir, can also be understood as “because production [would entail] an infinite regress”; as Ruegg (2002, 25n8) points out, thug pa med pa commonly translates anavasthā, “infinite regress,” a sense that would also fit here. However, as Buddhapālita explains that if something existent were produced, it would never not be produced (gal te yod kyang skye na nam yang mi skye bar mi ’gyur bas de yang mi ’dod de |), I opt for “endless.” Candrakīrti’s Prasannapadā understood Buddhapālita’s second criticism of satkāryavāda as “the fault of over-extension” (MacDonald 2015, 1:140.5–140.6: atiprasaṅgadoṣa); see MacDonald 2015, 2:53n17 for a discussion of this issue.


39. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 49a.6: de ni rigs pa ma yin te | gtan tshigs dang dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir dang |. Bhāviveka’s critique of Buddhapālita is translated in Ames 1993, 222–23.


40. For discussions of these difficulties, including Gelukpa understandings of them, see Hopkins 1996 [1983], 455–98 and Tillemans 1992, 315–26. Both show that the Gelukpa rendering of Buddhapālita’s prasaṅga differs from the words in the latter’s text; the Gelukpa reformulation takes a proper prasaṅga form, using the opponent’s tenet as a reason for an unwanted entailed property: “Things’ production is senseless and endless because [according to you] they are produced from self.”


41. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 49a.2–49a.3: sbyor ba’i tshig tu ’gyur ba ni don dam par nang gi skye mched rnams bdag las skye ba med par nges te | yod pa’i phyir dper na shes pa yod pa nyid bzhin no ||. Translated in Ames 1993, 221–22.
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43. Bhāviveka’s contraposition of Buddhapālita assumes the statement that Gelukpa authors attribute to Buddhapālita.


44. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 49a.7: glags yod pa’i tshig.


45. MacDonald 2015, 1:141.6: prasaṅgavākyatvāc . . . Ames (1993 and 2003) translates Bhāviveka’s text as though it reads as Candrakīrti quotes it, rendering glags yod pa as “prasaṅga-argument” or “undesired consequence.” Tillemans (1992, 320) points out that, on the other hand, Bhāviveka’s commentator Avalokitavrata did not understand a contraposed consequence to be at issue. Ruegg (2000, 253) takes Bhāviveka’s point not as formal contraposition but as “implicative reversal, namely that a negation of production from self would imply the affirmation of production from an other.” For more, see Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 49a.6ff; Ames 1993, 222ff; MacDonald 2015, 1:141–42 and 2:54–56; Hopkins 1996 [1983], 460–68; and Tillemans 1992, 318–24. As discussed below, consequence and contraposition are just what are at issue.


46. Buddhapālita Mūlamadhyamakavṛtti ad 1.1 (Saito 1984, 2:10.18–10.19): gzhan las kyang skye ba med de || ci’i phyir zhe na | thams cad las thams cad skye bar thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir ro |.


47. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 50a.6–50a.7: glags yod pa’i tshig yin pa’i phyir bsgrub par bya ba dang | sgrub pa bzlog pa byas na dngos po rnams bdag gam gnyis sam rgyu med pa las skye bar ’gyur ba dang | ’ga’ zhig las ’ga’ zhig skye bar ’gyur ba’i phyir phyogs snga ma dang ’gal bar ’gyur ro || gzhan du na yang thams cad las thams cad skye bar thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir ro zhes bya ba de la sgrub pa dang sun dbyung ba gnyis med pa’i phyir |. Translated in Ames 1993, 225–26 and discussed in Ames 2003, 47–48. T. Watanabe 2013 draws attention to the parallel structure of Bhāviveka’s critique of Buddhapālita’s argument against production from other and its implication for Bhāviveka’s complaint against Buddhapālita’s case against production from self.


48. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 98b.3: glags yod pa sgrub pa dang | sun ’byin pa’i khongs su ma gtogs pa’i phyir dang |. . . . The wider passage, commenting on Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 6.5, is translated in Ames 2003, 43–44.


49. On the basis of T. Watanabe’s (2013) demonstration that Bhāviveka’s reliance on Dignāga’s logic shows that Bhāviveka does see the problem with Buddhapālita’s argument as Candrakīrti relayed it, Tillemans (2016, 100–102) recommends that we ignore Avalokitavrata’s reading of Bhāviveka as complaining about something other than a consequence and contraposition; Tillemans shows that Bhāviveka’s critique fits the contraposition model and undermines Ruegg’s (2000, 253) contention that Bhāviveka’s critique of Buddhapālita does not concern formal contraposition but “implicative reversal.”


50. Ames 1993 translates the first chapter of the Prajñāpradīpa; a translation of Bhāviveka’s argument against production from self in his Madhyamakahṛdaya can be found in C. Watanabe 1998. Eckel 2008, 49–62 offers a broad view of Bhāviveka’s argumentative method.


51. Yotsuya 1999, 48–54 discusses these four passages, which total five instances of the expression—two are found in chapter 13 of the Prajñāpradīpa and read very similarly.


52. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 129a.7–129b.1: de la ’dir rab tu byed pa’i don ni nye bar len pa po yod pa’i gtan tshigs sun dbyung ba brjod pa dang | rang dbang gis* rjes su dpag pa brjod pas | nye bar len pa po ngo bo nyid med pa nyid du bstan pa yin no ||. Translated and discussed in Yotsuya 1999, 49. *The Peking edition (158b.6) reads gi here; this discrepancy will be discussed below.


53. An English translation and explanation of this chapter can be found in Siderits and Katsura 2013, 99–107.


54. The Sanskrit (Ye 2011, 150–54) makes this structure clear, using yadi in the first half of stanzas 4, 7, 8, and 9 and bhaviṣyanti (stanza 4) or bhavet (stanzas 8 and 9) in the second half.


55. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 9.11 (Ye 2011, 156): darśanaśravaṇādīni vedanādīni cāpy atha | na vidyate ced yasya syur na vidyanta imāny api ||. Siderits and Katsura 2013, 106: “Seeing, hearing, and the rest, and feeling and the rest—if that to which these belong does not exist, surely they too do not exist.”


56. Indeed, Bhāviveka presents the clause as a reason; in his reading, the only uncertainty denoted by the conditional is whether the opponent has come to accept that the appropriator-person does not exist—if the opponent accepts this, it becomes the reason for the nonexistence of the aggregates. Prajñāpradīpa, 129a.1: gal te ji ltar ’dod pa de bzhin no zhe na | de’i phyir | gang gi yin pa gal te med || de dag kyang ni yod pa min ||.


57. Prajñāpradīpa, 124a.5–124b.1 treat stanzas 9.1–9.2, explaining that 9.1 sets forth the Vātsīputrīya opponent’s thesis (de ni pha rol pos dam bcas pa nye bar bzhag pa yin no ||), while 9.2 is presented as an alternative inference supporting the opponent’s cause; Prajñāpradīpa, 125a.1 rephrases stanza 9.3 as an inference.


58. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 9.9 (Ye 2011, 154): draṣṭānya eva śrotānyo vedako ’nyaḥ punar yadi | sati syād draṣṭari śrotā bahutvaṃ cātamanāṃ bhavet ||. Siderits and Katsura 2013, 104: “But if the seer were itself distinct from the hearer and from the feeler, then when there was a seer there would also be a hearer, there would be a multiplicity of subjects.” Bhāviveka’s inference reads (Prajñāpradīpa, 127b.6–127b.7): ’dir yang skabs kyi don la phan pa nyid kyis rjes su dpag pa mtshon par bya ste | nye bar len pa po lhas byin gyi nyan pa po ni | lta ba po las gzhan ma yin te | rgyu dang ’bras bur ’brel pa’i nye bar len pa po yin pa’i phyir | dper na | lta ba po’i rang gi bdag nyid bzhin pas gzhan nyid du smra ba rnams la rjes su dpag pas gnod do ||.


59. Prajñāpradīpa, 128b.5–128b.6: ’byung ba nye bar blang ba nye ba len pa’i nye bar len pa po ni lta ba la sogs pa nye bar blang ba dag nye bar len par byed par mi rigs te | de dag las gzhan nye bar len pa yin pa’i phyir rgyud tha dad pa’i ’byung ba’i nye bar len pa po bzhin no zhes.


60. Ames 2003, 49, treating Prajñāpradīpa ad Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 6.4ab.


61. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 10.7 (Ye 2011, 170): anya evendhanād agnir prāpnuyāt kāmam indhanaṃ | agnīndhane yadi syātām anyonyena tiraskṛte ||. We again see the optative construction of hypothetical reasoning with yadi and āpnuyāt.


62. Prajñāpradīpa, 133b.4: shing las me gzhan nyid yin yang || shing dang phrad par ’dod la rag | ces bya ba ni | khyod ’dod pa ltar | bud med dang skyes pa dag bzhin du phrad par ’dod la rag na zhes glags yod pa’i sgo nas khas blangs nas lan ’debs par ’dod pa yin no || and 133b.6–133b.7: gzhan nyid du smra ba rnams kyi dam bcas pa la glags yod pa’i sgo nas yang dag par chos kyi khyad par bsal ba’i skyon yod par bstan pa yin gyi | rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa bstan pa ni ma yin no ||. Yotsuya 1999, 50–52 translates and discusses this passage.


63. Bhāviveka notes that the reason, being different in the sense of mutually independent, would be inconclusive if it were put forth as an inferential reason attempting to disprove that these “different” entities could contact one another; Prajñāpradīpa, 133b.5: gal te phan tshun ltos pa med pa dag gzhan yin pa’i phyir yul tha mi dad par ’byung ba’i mtshan nyid kyi phrad pa bsal bar gyur na ni | gtan tshigs ma nges pa nyid du ’gyur zhing |. That is, some “different” things contact one another; some do not.


64. Prajñāpradīpa, 153a.5–153a.6: rab tu byed pa’i don ni pha rol pos smras pa’i sun ’byin pa’i lan btab pa dang rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa kha na ma tho ba med pa bstan pa’i mthus ’du byed rnams | rnam pa las ngo bo nyid med pa nyid du bstan pa yin no ||. A similar statement occurs at the beginning of the chapter (147b.3): sun ’byin pa’i lan btab pa dang | rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa’i mthus ’du byed rnams rnam pa las ngo bo nyid med pa nyid du bstan pa’i don gyi dbang gis rab tu byed pa bcu gsum pa brtsam mo ||. Translated and discussed in Yotsuya 1999, 48–49.


65. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 13.1 (Ye 2011, 210): tan mṛṣā moṣadharmaṃ yad bhagavān ity abhāṣata | sarve ca moṣadharmāṇaḥ saṃskārās tena te mṛṣā ||. Siderits and Katsura 2013, 138: “The Blessed One said that whatever is deceptive in nature is vain and that all composite things being deceptive in nature, they are vain.”


66. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 13.2 (Ye 2011, 210): tan mṛṣā moṣadharmaṃ yad yadi kiṃ tatra muṣyate | etat tūktaṃ bhagavatā śūnyatāparidīpakam ||. Siderits and Katsura 2013, 139: “If the Buddha’s statement ‘Whatever is deceptive in nature is vain’ is true, then what is there about which one is deceived? This was said by the Blessed One for the illumination of emptiness.”


67. Nāgārjuna presents the objection in stanzas 13.3–13.4ab and counters with his analysis of change in stanzas 13.4cd–13.6; see Ye 2011, 212–14 and Siderits and Katsura 2013, 140–43.


68. Following his citation of 13.1cd, Bhāviveka repackages this “condensed statement” into a full-blown proof (Prajñāpradīpa, 148a.1–148a.2): de ni mjug bsdu ba’i tshig yin na || ’dir sbyor ba’i tshig ni don dam par nang gi dngos po rnams ni ngo bo nyid stong pa nyid yin te | slu ba’i chos yin pa’i phyir | dper na | sgyu ma mkhan gyis sprul pa’i bud med kyi lus bzhin no ||.


69. Indeed, Bhāviveka’s comments on stanza 13.1 end with a broad characterization of Nāgārjuna’s procedure, in which he avers that the treatise’s statements “generally” (phal cher) demonstrate both that the reason is a property of the subject and the forward concomitance of the reason and predicate in a phenomenon of similar class, but they do not provide a phenomenon of dissimilar class in which the mutual absence of reason and predicate can be seen and for this reason are “mere positions”; Prajñāpradīpa, 148b.5–148b.6: ’di na bstan bcos byed pa’i tshig dag ni phal cher chos mthun pa’i mtshan nyid dang | chos mi mthun pa’i mtshan nyid dang | gtan tshigs kyi mtshan nyid gsum kyis tha snyad byed de phyogs kyi chos nyid dang mthun pa’i phyogs la rjes su ’gro ba dang | mi mthun pa’i phyogs la med pas te | de’i phyir phyogs tsam zhig bstan to ||.


70. Prajñāpradīpa, 148b.6–148b.7: de ltar ngo bo nyid med pa nyid ston pa’i rjes su dpag pa bstan pa la. . . .


71. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 13.4 (Ye 2011, 212): kasya syād anyathābhāvaḥ svabhāvaś cen na vidyate | kasya syād anyathābhāvaḥ svabhāvo yadi vidyate ||. Siderits and Katsura 2013, 141: “Of what would there be alteration if intrinsic nature were not real? [Reply:] Of what would there be alteration if intrinsic nature were real?”


72. Prajñāpradīpa, 149b.2–149b.3: don dam par dngos po rnams ngo bo nyid yod de gzhan du ’gyur ba’i phyir ro || . . . ngo bo nyid yin pa gzhan du ’gyur ba nyid mi rigs te | ngo bo nyid ni nyams par mi ’gyur ba’i phyir ro ||.


73. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 13.5 (Ye 2011, 212): tasyaiva nānyathābhāvo nāpy anyasyaiva yujyate | yuvā na jīryate yasmād yasmāj jīrṇo na jīryate ||.


74. Prajñāpradīpa, 150b.2–150b.5: de nyid las ni gzhan ’gyur med || gzhan nyid la yang yod ma yin || . . . de dag ni dam bca’ ba gnyis nye bar gzhag pa yin no || gang phyir gzhon nu mi rga ste || gang phyir rgas pa’ang mi rga’o || zhes bya ba dag ni go rims bzhin du chos mthun pa’i dpe’i tshig gnyis yin no || ’dir sbyor ba’i tshig dag ni re zhig bdag nyid de nyid kyis gnas pa la ni gzhan du ’gyur ba mi ’thad pa nyid de sngon gyi rang bzhin yongs su ma spangs pa’i phyir dper na gzhon nu rgan po nyid du mi ’gyur ba bzhin no || sngon gyi mtshan nyid las mtshan nyid mi ’dra ba rgan po’i bdag nyid du gnas pa la yang gzhan du ’gyur ba med de | mtshan nyid mi ’dra ba’i gnas skabs thob pa’i phyir dper na rgas pa bzhin pas rgol ba rang gi rjes su dpag pa la gnod do ||.


75. Prajñāpradīpa, 211b.4–211b.6: gnas ma’i bu’i sde pa dag gis smras pa | de bzhin gshegs pa ni phung po rnams la brten nas gdags par bya ba nyid yin te | de ni de nyid dang gzhan nyid du brjod par bya ba ma yin pas phung po rnams kyi ngo bo nyid kyang ma yin la | gzhan gyi ngo bo nyid kyang ma yin te | de’i phyir de bzhin gshegs pa grub pas rjes su dpag pa ji skad bstan pas dngos po rnams ngo bo nyid med par ma grub bo ||.


76. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 22.5–7; Ye 2011, 372; Siderits and Katsura 2013, 244–45. Siderits and Katsura prefer to render the potential relationship between the Tathāgata and the aggregates as one of dependence, reasoning that the enlightened Buddha could not be said (by either side of the argument) to appropriate the aggregates.


77. Prajñāpradīpa, 212b.3–212b.4: de la ’dir tshig gi don gsal ba’i dbang gis rjes su dpag pa ni phung po lnga la gang zag med de | byas pa’i phyir dper na bum pa bzhin no || de bzhin du rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba nyid dang | mi rtag pa nyid dang | yang dag pa dang | log pa ba dang | the tshom can gyi shes pa’i yul nyid dang | dga’ ba dang | yongs su bdung ba’i rgyu nyid dang | bden par gtogs pa nyid la sogs pa’i gtan tshigs dag gi phyir ro zhes kyang brjod par bya’o ||. These comments follow stanza 22.7. Bhāviveka offers five separate inferences following 22.6 (Prajñāpradīpa, 212a.2–212b.1).


78. Prajñāpradīpa, 212b.4–212b.7: gnas ma’i bu’i sde pa dag yang phyir zlog par byed de | don dam par de bzhin gshegs pa yod pa kho na yin te | de bzhin gshegs pas med do zhes lung ma bstan pa’i phyir ro || . . . de’i phyir de ni rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa yin pas | gtan tshigs ’gal ba ’khrul pa med pa’i gnod pa yang yod do ||. This passage is translated and discussed in Yotsuya 1999, 52–54.


79. Yotsuya (1999, 53) understands gtan tshigs ’gal ba ’khrul pa med pa’i gnod pa yang yod do to refer to the Vātsīputrīya’s own reasoning, translating, “there is also the unerroneous refutation relating to [the fact that our] logical reason might be contradictory.” In his reading, a statement being a svatantra inference would mean (somehow) that its reason would not contradict its thesis; that is, svatantra inference would come to mean “valid inference.”


80. Prajñāpradīpa, 212b.7–213a.1: gtan tshigs kyi don ’gal ba nyid yin pa’i phyir | de ni rigs pa ma yin pas rtog ge phyi mas gnod pa yang med la | rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa yang ma yin no ||. This passage is translated and discussed in Yotsuya 1999, 53–54.


81. A potential hitch in my interpretation is exactly what Bhāviveka meant by rtog ge phyi ma. I translate the passage in question (see the previous footnote), “Since your reason has a contradictory meaning, that is not reasonable and so there is no refutation by the latter logic, nor is it an inference of your own.” I take “that” to refer to the opponent’s inference, “Ultimately, the Tathāgata indeed exists because the Tathāgata did not proclaim that he does not exist.” The “latter logic” that the opponent might imagine to refute Bhāviveka, then, would seem to be something other than that statement. However, Bhāviveka has his opponent follow the inference by spelling out the entailment, giving an example, and applying the logic to the present case: “Whatever does not exist the Tathāgata has proclaimed to be nonexistent, like, for example, the self imagined by the heretics. He did not proclaim that the Tathāgata does not exist” (Prajñāpradīpa, 212b.5–212b.6: gang yod pa ma yin na de ni de bzhin gshegs pas med par gsungs te | dper na mu stegs byed kyis yongs su brtags pa’i bdag bzhin no || de bzhen gshegs pa med pa ma gsungs te |). The “latter logic,” then, is actually the same as the former logic, the statement of thesis and reason.


82. Yonezawa 2019. While the Sanskrit of Bhāviveka’s text is not available, the Tibetan translation reads rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa in four instances, with only the chapter 9 passage reading rang dbang gis rjes su dpag pa; as noted above, the Peking edition of this reads rang dbang gi rjes su dpag pa, giving the possibility of an adjectival usage of svatantra. The expression is not found in Bhāviveka’s prior composition, the Madhyamakahṛdaya, which does exist in Sanskrit. When we turn to Śāntarakṣita’s and Kamalaśīla’s usage, we will see both the instrumental/adverbial svātantryeṇa sādhanaṃ and the nominative/adjectival svatantraṃ sādhanaṃ.


83. Prajñāpradīpa 129a.7: rang dbang gis rjes su dpag pa brjod pas; 153a.6: rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa kha na ma tho ba med pa bstan pa’i mthus . . . and 134b.6–7: rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa bstan pa ni ma yin no ||.


84. Prajñāpradīpa 212b.6–212b.7: de ni rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa yin pas and 213a.1: rang dbang du rjes su dpag pa yang ma yin no ||.


85. Ames 2003, 49–50 discusses Bhāviveka’s claim in chapter 6 of the Prajñāpradīpa that Nāgārjuna’s “few words” (tshigs nyung ngu) establish “many proof statements” (sbyor ba’i tshig du ma), a situation amply evidenced by the passages we have examined here. However, Ames there states that “Nāgārjuna never gives formal syllogisms”; as I argue above, it seems clear that Bhāviveka disagrees.


86. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 48b.4: ’di ni dam bcas pa’i spyi bkod pa yin no ||. After explaining the construction of the first stanza in relation to “no production from self,” Candrakīrti notes that the other three theses are to be constructed similarly (MacDonald 2015 1:139.2: evaṃ pratijñātrayam api yojyam ||)—clearly implying that Nāgārjuna sets forth four theses in that stanza.


87. The first chapter of the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā does not employ the yadi . . . bhavet construction we saw in its ninth chapter. It does pose several rhetorical questions to pick apart the notion of “production from other” but mainly makes a series of negations—“does not exist”—using present-tense verbs: na vidyante, na vidyate. See Ye 2011, 12–20 and Siderits and Katsura 2013, 18–29.


88. We will examine Candrakīrti’s use of svatantram anumānaṃ / svatantrānumāna, svatantrā pratijñā, and svatantraprayoga below. Candrakīrti speaks of Bhāviveka using svatantraprayoga at the point at which he turns from defending Buddhapālita’s procedure to attacking Bhāviveka’s method, charging the latter with “stating svatantra arguments merely desiring to show his skill in the science of logic, despite holding the Madhyamaka view” (MacDonald 2015, 1:167.1–167.2: tarkaśāstrātikauśalamātram ācikhyāsor aṅgīkṛtamadhyamakadarśanasyāpi yat svatantraprayoga-vākyābhidhānam). We might then try to find some kind of distinction in Candrakīrti’s usage of svatantram anumānaṃ / svatantrānumāna and svatantraprayoga, with the former referring to the logical procedure Bhāviveka criticized Buddhapālita for not using and the latter representing the procedure Bhāviveka himself uses. There seems, however, to be no such distinction, as the expression svatantram anumānaṃ returns further on in Candrakīrti’s attack on Bhāviveka. The two expressions, then, seem to be interchangeable in Candrakīrti’s usage.


89. MacDonald 2015, 1:145.4–146.1: na ca mādhyamikasya svataḥ svatantram anumānaṃ kartuṃ yuktaṃ pakṣāntarābhyupagamābhāvāt ||. Candrakīrti then quotes Catuḥśataka 16.25 (146.3–146.4): sad asat sadasac ceti yasya pakṣo na vidhyate | upālambhaś cireṇāpi tasya vaktuṃ na śakyate || and Vigrahavyāvartanī 29–30 (146.7–147.3): yadi kācana pratijñā syān me tata eṣa me bhaved doṣaḥ | nāsti ca mama pratijñā tasmān naivāsti me doṣaḥ || yadi kiñcid upalabheyaṃ pravartayeyaṃ nivartayeyaṃ vā | pratyakṣādibhir arthais tadabhāvān me ’nupālambhaḥ ||.


90. On Bhāviveka’s clarity that Nāgārjuna issues an absolute negation of production from self, see Prajñāpradīpa, 48b.6ff, beginning bdag las ma yin zhes bya ba’i dgag pa ’di ni med par dgag pa’i don du lta bar bya ste |. For a discussion of this issue, see Ruegg 2002, 19–24n6.


91. We will return to Candrakīrti’s reading of the problem with Bhāviveka’s thesis below and explore a range of interpretations on what kinds of theses are acceptable for Mādhyamikas in chapter 4.


92. MacDonald 2015, 1:147.5–147.7: yadā caivaṃ svatantrānumānānābhidhāyitvaṃ mādhyamikasya tadā kuto nādhyātmikāny āyatanāni svata utpannānīti svatantrā pratijñā |.


93. As Yonezawa 2019 points out, Candrakīrti uses svatantra adjectivally, rather than adverbially, to modify inference (svatantram anumanam) and thesis (svatantrā pratijñā). Yonezawa suggests that other instances in which Candrakīrti uses the label svatantra, which are compounded with inference (svatantrānumana) and proof (svatantraprayogavākya), might be taken adverbially, following Bhāviveka’s use. In chapter 3 we will see that Candrakīrti’s Tibetan translator, Patsab Nyima Drak, understands svatantra inference to be dependent on one’s own position, rather than to support one’s own position.


94. MacDonald 2015, 1:154.2–154.3: anena ca vākyena sādhyasādhanadharmānugatasya paraprasiddhasya sādharmyadṛṣṭāntasyopādānam |. MacDonald (2:77) translates, “And with this [explanatory] statement [of Buddhapālita’s], there is the appropriation of an example based on similarity of properties (sādharmyadṛṣṭānta) that is acknowledged by the opponent [alone] (paraprasiddha), [i.e., an example] with the property to be proved (sādhyadharma) and the proving property (sādhanadharma).” Candrakīrti goes on to explain how Buddhapālita’s statement contains a logical probandum and reason and concludes (1:156.3–156.5): evaṃ svātmanā vidyamānatvenopanayābhivyaktena punar utpādapratiṣedhāvyabhicāriṇā hetunā svata eva sāṅkh-yasyānumānavirodhodbhāvanam anuṣṭhitam eveti |. MacDonald (2:81) translates, “Thus, the bringing out for the Sāṅkhya of the [fact that his thesis is in] contradiction with an inference that is [accepted] just from [his] own [point of view] has definitely been effected by ‘[already] existing by own nature,’ the reason shown by the application, which does not deviate from [the probandum, i.e.,] the negation of re-arising.”


95. Buddhapālita Mūlamadhyamakavṛtti ad 1.1 (Saito 1984, 2:10.14–10.15): ’di ltar dngos po bdag gi bdag nyid du yod pa rnams la yang skye ba dgos pa med do ||.


96. MacDonald 2015, 1:155.4–155.6: na svata utpadyante bhāvāḥ svātmanā vidyamānānāṃ punar utpādavaiyarthyāt ||. This reflects Buddhapālita’s “explanatory statement” (vivaraṇavākya) of his previous “concise statement” (grahaṇakavākya), on which see MacDonald 2015, 2:77n166.


97. MacDonald 2015, 1:155.7–156.2: iha svātmanā vidyamānaṃ puro ’vasthitaṃ ghaṭādikaṃ punar utpādānapekṣaṃ dṛṣṭam | tathā ca mṛtpiṇḍādyavasthāyām api yadi svātmanā vidyamānaṃ ghaṭādikam iti manyase tadāpi tasya svātmanā vidyamānasya nasty utpāda iti ||. Candrakīrti does not here use the Sāṃkhya terminology “manifest” (abhivyakti) and “unmanifest” but speaks to “a pot situated in front,” that is, “before one’s eyes,” and “a pot existing in the state of a lump of clay”; he does use the Sāṃkhya terms in the passages that follow. See also MacDonald’s (2015, 2:80n173) construction of the five-membered inference.


98. Prior to formulating Buddhapālita’s words as an inference, Candrakīrti has his puppet Bhāviveka acknowledge that Mādhyamikas do not state svatantra inferences and thus do not attempt to prove or negate “by way of an inference established for both”; MacDonald 2015, 1:149.3–150.1: mādhyamikānāṃ pakṣahetudṛṣṭāntānām asiddheḥ svatantrānumānānabhidhāyitvāt svata utpattipratiṣedhapratijñārthasādhanaṃ mā bhūd ubhayasiddhena vānumānena parapratijñānirākaraṇam |; 2:68–69: “[It] may [indeed] be, since Mādhyamikas do not state independent inferences owing to the fact that propositions, reason and examples are not established [for them], that there is neither proof of the content of the thesis negating arising from self nor refutation of the opponent’s thesis by way of an inference established for both [parties of the debate]”.


99. MacDonald 2015, 1:186.4–186.6: svatantram anumānaṃ bruvatām ayaṃ doṣo jāyate | na vayaṃ svatantram anumānaṃ prayuñjmahe parapratijñāniṣedhaphalatvād asmadanumānānām |.


100. MacDonald 2015, 1:188.4–189.4, beginning kiṃ punar anyataraprasiddhenāpy anumānenāsty anumānabādhā || asti | sā ca svaprasiddhenaiva hetunā | na paraprasiddhena | lokata eva dṛṣṭatvāt |; 2:134: “[Question:] But is there sublation by inference even by way of an inference acknowledged [only] by one of the two [parties in the debate]? [Reply:] There is. That [sublation], however, [is effected] by way of a reason acknowledged only by [one]self (= only by the opponent), not by way of [a reason] acknowledged by the other [party] (= the Mādhyamika), since [we] look at [sublation] just from the point of view of the world.”


101. MacDonald 2015, 1:190.1–190.2: ya eva tūbhayaviniścitavācī | sa sādhanaṃ dūṣaṇaṃ vā | nānyataraprasiddhasandigdhavācīti |; 2:136: “Only that [reason], however, which expresses what is ascertained for both [parties in the debate amounts to] proof/a proving element or refutation/a refuting element, not [one] expressing doubt or what is established for [merely] one of the two [parties].” MacDonald (2:136–137n272) identifies the passage as Dignāga’s comments on Nyāyamukha stanza 2. She also points to Dignāga’s Pramāṇasamuccaya 3.11–3.12; Katsura (2009, 157, 160) has reconstructed the Sanskrit of these stanzas: dvayoḥ siddhena dharmeṇa vyavahārād viparyaye | dvayor ekasya sandehe dharmyasiddhau ca neṣyate || nāniṣṭer dūṣaṇaṃ sarvaṃ prasiddhas tu dvayor api | sādhanaṃ dūṣaṇaṃ vāsti sādhanāpekṣaṇāt punaḥ ||. MacDonald (2015, 2:69n147) translates, “Because one works [in a debate] with a property [of the subject] that is established for the two [parties in the debate], when [this property = the reason] is [assumed to be] the opposite for both or [even] one [of the parties], when [it is in] doubt [for both or for one] and when the property possessor (= subject) is not established [for both or for one], [it is] not accepted,” and (2:137n272), “Not all [hetus] are refuting elements [of a proposition] on account of the non-acceptance of [their being an attribute of the locus (pakṣadharmatā)] because [such a reason] requires further proving. But a [reason] that is accepted by both [parties in a debate] is a proving [element] or a refuting [element].”


102. Bhāviveka, Prajñāpradīpa, 48b.5–48b.6: ’dir phyogs kyi chos ni yod pa nyid yin par gzung ste | ’di ltar bdag las zhes bya ba ni bdag nyid yod pa la snyad gdags pa’i phyir ro || dpe ni bsgrub byar bya ba dang | sgrub pa’i chos kyi dbang gis te bsgrub par bya ba dang | sgrub pa’i chos grags pa dang ldan pa’i chos can gyi dpe yin pa’i phyir ro ||.


103. Bhāviveka only cites Buddhapālita’s “Things are not produced from self because their production would be senseless and endless”; Prajñāpradīpa, 49a.5–49a.6: ’di las gzhan ni dngos po rnams bdag gi bdag nyid las skye ba med de | de dag gi skye ba don med pa nyid du ’gyur ba’i phyir dang | skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur ba’i phyir ro zhes rnam par bshad par byed do ||.


104. Oetke (2006) frames his investigation of Candrakīrti’s logical procedure as a critique of MacDonald’s 2003 response to his 2003a critique of her translation (in MacDonald 2000) of a key passage of the Prasannapadā (found in MacDonald 2015, 1:149.3–152.5) in which Candrakīrti has Bhāviveka cede the attempt to disprove the opponent “by way of inference established for both” (ubhayasiddhena vānumānena) but still maintain that one must refute the opponent with an inferential procedure that uses a thesis, reason, and example. Candrakīrti, at least initially, rejects this proposal, stating (in MacDonald’s understanding) that it is incumbent upon the Sāṃkhya opponent to prove production from self via an inference, and that the Sāṃkhya’s inability to do so constitutes the best method of refuting their claim. Only later does Candrakīrti sketch his opponent-accepted inference, which sounds a great deal like the alternate procedure he had his puppet Bhāviveka propose. Interpretive complexities abound in this passage; MacDonald’s and Oetke’s respective arguments on grammatical constructions, textual emendations, and pronoun use are well worth pursuing. Oetke takes issue with MacDonald’s reading of Candrakīrti’s rationale for rejecting Bhāviveka’s proposal of opponent-accepted inference, understanding the need to advance an inference in support of one’s claims to be directed not at the Sāṃkhya—who will find it impossible to prove production from self via an inference (or any other strategy)—but a Mādhyamika. For what it is worth, Patsab Nyima Drak understands the argument to be aimed at the Sāṃkhya, as he notes, “The meaning of this [passage] is: In order to prove production from self, the Sāṃkhya is to state a justification which proves production from self to the Mādhyamika. The very non-stating of that invalidates their assertions by themselves; the very non-stating of a proof is a refutation” (Pa tshab Nyi ma grags, Tshig gsal ba’i dka’ ba bshad pa, 149.i.7–149.i.8 de’i don ni grangs can gyis rang la[s] skye ba bsgrub pa’i phyir | dbu ma pa la rang las skye ba’i grub pa’i ’thad brjod pa bya ba yin pa la | de ma brjod pa nyid kyis rang gi khas blangs pa la rang nyid kyis gnod pa sgrub byed ma brjod pa nyid kyis bkag pa yin no |). MacDonald’s explanation (2003, 143–81) of the rhetorical strategy Candrakīrti employed—having Bhāviveka, the Madhyamaka logician par excellence, suggest opponent-accepted inference with Candrakīrti begrudgingly accepting it, even though it was his intention to advance it all along—makes good sense. It may also be supported by Bhāviveka’s argument in chapter 13 of his Prajñāpradīpa, which we analyzed above. There, Bhāviveka states against his opponent, “It is not reasonable for nature to change because nature does not deteriorate.” It is only the opponent who accepts that “nature does not deteriorate”; Bhāviveka does not believe nature exists! So, it is possible that Candrakīrti did not put words in Bhāviveka’s mouth but took the idea of opponent-accepted inference from his text. It may be that Candrakīrti regards Bhāviveka’s form of opponent-accepted inference as still requiring real-world exemplification of the logical entailments and so still failing a Mādhyamika’s purposes—this might explain his rejection of Bhāviveka’s form of opponent-accepted inference, only to later endorse a procedure that is quite similar. Oetke’s larger points, as I understand them—that Candrakīrti proposes a logic categorically different from Bhāviveka’s svatantra inference and does so in order to prove the radical idea of emptiness by the only appropriate means—strike me as true to the author and, disputed passage aside, largely aligning with MacDonald’s presentation (throughout her translation) of Candrakīrti’s argumentative strategies and aims.


105. See, for instance, Patsab, Sgron ma gsal bar byed pa, 51.i.7–51.i.8: rngos kyi rgos pa ni chos can 1 la ’gal ba’i chos khas len pa la ’gal bar brjod la | brgyud pa’i rgos pa ni gzhan kyi log rtogs gcod pa’o |; “The explicit purpose is to state the contradiction in [the opponent] asserting contradictory properties in a single subject. The implicit purpose is to eliminate others’ wrong conceptions.”


106. Oetke 2006, 84 portrays Candrakīrti as putting forward “a proof which establishes a conclusion identical to the (logically) negated counterpart of the rejected proposition, such that the conclusion does not depend on any assumptions which are acknowledged as true only by advocates of the disputed proposition.” Also (p. 91), “according to the writer of the Prasannapadā, refutations, if they are not secondary, aim at establishing the negation of a proposition definitely and not as something which depends on assumptions made only by other people.”


107. Oetke 2006, 85–91 and 115–17; for instance (116): “[T]his proposition is treated as something which needs evidential support and that fact precludes the possibility of regarding it as an L-assumption which is not also a P-assumption” (an “L-assumption” is a logical assumption; as we will see, Oetke portrays Candrakīrti as trading only in these kinds of assumptions). . . . “[P]roofs of the sort of an anumāna must be based on evidence which can be obtained by ‘means of valid knowledge’ (pramāṇa).” Oetke does note (117n5) that “nature reasons” (svabhāvahetu) require only one “pragmatic assumption,” that the reason is a property of a given locus.


108. Oetke 2006, 126–27. This is Oetke’s “weaker” reading of svatantrā pratijñā; his stronger reading portends “assertions which are to be justified by positive evidence acknowledged as existing or as true by the proponent himself.” Consistent with my portrayal, in Oetke’s reading, the main import of svatantra for Candrakīrti is the structure of the logic rather than the question of whether it is employed to prove one’s own case.


109. Oetke 2006, 87–90 and 115–16.


110. Oetke 2006, 150. Oetke there calls this logical assumption “a ‘quasi-assumption’, i.e. it must be indisputable to such an extent that it can be treated akin to a (logical) theorem.” Further, this quasi-assumption “is not merely based on contingent circumstances, such as regularities that can be observed in the phenomenal world or the fact that particular people happen to believe that such a proposition is true.”


111. Oetke 2006, 128. Part of Candrakīrti’s presumed rationale for referring to his alternative logic as “inference” concerns the structure of his five-part argument, which includes the statement of a reason and a homologous example. Oetke’s claim (74) that in Candrakīrti’s logic a reason and example are “inessential” may have to be confined to the argument-by-consequence form (even though Oetke points to the passage in which Candrakīrti explains “our inferences” to support his contention), with the superfluousness of “a reason” being understood to be “a reason that both parties acknowledge to be a property of the subject.” Candrakīrti states reasons, just reasons that are not understood to be valid in the standard model of inference.


112. See Oetke’s characterization 2006, 141–51, particularly his conclusion (151), “If the assumptions represented by line 2 and 3 could only be acknowledged by an opponent (of a Mādhyamika) then—and only then—could Pc merely represent immanent refutations.” In his structuring of the argument, “line 2” states “something which arises from itself at some time has to exist prior to that time”; “line 3” reads “something which exists at some time does not originate again”; “Pc” references Candrakīrti’s argument itself.


113. I find nothing in MacDonald’s 2000 or 2003 characterizations of Candrakīrti’s logic—and nothing in her 2015 translation of the first chapter of the Prasannapadā—that disputes this conclusion; her use of the expression “other-acknowledged” to characterize Candrakīrti’s reason, example, and inference does not extend this status to the logical entailment nor, I think, to the conclusion. She writes, for instance (2015, 2:70n151), “An inference admitted only by the opponent does not require or imply any ontological commitment on the part of the Mādhyamika. This sort of inference consists of a subject, a reason and an example taken from the opponent’s own stockpile of approved and propounded entities, concepts and tenets, and is constructed in such a way that the opponent must accept its thesis; but its thesis will be in contradiction with another thesis of the opponent’s, in the present case with the Sāṅkhya thesis of arising from self. The contradiction made evident by the other-acknowledged inference will force the Sāṅkhya to relinquish the thesis of arising from self.” While Oetke’s disagreement with her reading of a particular passage (§28 in her edition and translation) serves as the ground of his analysis of Candrakīrti’s logic, that analysis strikes me as by and large consistent with her broader portrayal.


114. Oetke argues against this characterization on the grounds that Candrakīrti’s rejection of it would then amount to a rejection of any kind of assertion, whereas he does in fact have a position that he intends to prove, on the order of “It is not the case that there are things which originate from themselves” (2006, 129). Oetke suggests that if it were Candrakīrti’s intention to reject inference supporting an “independent thesis,” he would have contrasted svatantra with paratantra inference and theses, those which depend on others’ claims (129–30). However, this kind of contrast could easily be misconstrued given the usage of paratantra in the three natures (trisvabhāva) Yogācāra doctrine, in which paratantra denotes the dependent nature of things. The contrast with svatantra in such a misreading would suggest svatantra picks out an independent nature—that inference is not a dependent arising. This is, of course, just what later Tibetan interpreters will accuse Svātantrikas of upholding.


115. MacDonald 2015, 1:145.2–145.3: sarvathā priyānumānatām evātmana ācāryaḥ prakaṭayaty asthāne ’py anumānaṃ praveśayan |; 2:61: “Thus, the Master [Bhāviveka], introducing an inference even when it is inopportune, reveals nothing but his liking—at all costs—for inference.”


116. At the close of his comments on Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 1.1’s denial of production from self, Candrakīrti considers the character-characterized (or, definition-definiendum) relationship in terms of a definition of valid cognition, the objects of valid cognition, and perception; see MacDonald 2015, 1:246.4–276.1 (Sanskrit edition) and 2:224–94 (English translation). The passage is also translated in Ruegg 2002, 102–34 and Arnold 2005b; Arnold 2005a, 152–62 further analyzes this section of the Prasannapadā.


117. MacDonald 2015, 1:180.8–181.2: sarveṣv evānumāneṣu vastudharmopanyastahetukeṣu svata eva hetvādīnām asiddhatvāt sarvāṇy eva sādhanāni vyāhanyante |. MacDonald (2:119n242) points out, “ādi of hetvādīnām refers to the other parts of an inference, such as the example.”


118. MacDonald 2015, 1:236.10–237.2: idampratyayatāmātreṇa saṃvṛteḥ siddhir abhyupagamyate na tu pakṣacatuṣṭayābhyupagamena sasvabhāvavādaprasaṅgāt tasya cāyuktatvāt | idampratyayatāmātrābhyupagame hi sati hetuphalayor anyonyāpekṣatvān nāsti svābhāvikī siddhir iti nāsti sasvabhāvavādaḥ ||. MacDonald’s translation (2:200) reads: “The surface [level’s] establishment through mere conditionality is accepted [by us]; not, however, [an establishment] through acceptance of the fourfold position, because [that] would entail [our admitting] a doctrine [which posits that things are] endowed with own-being, and because that [acceptance of any of the four positions] is inappropriate. For when mere conditionality is accepted, owing to the mutual reliance of cause and effect, there is no establishment implying own-being. Thus, a doctrine [whereby things are posited as] endowed with own-being is not [maintained by us].”


119. MacDonald 2015, 1:275.8–275.9: tad evaṃ pramāṇacatuṣṭayāl lokasyārthādhigamo vyavasthāpyate || tāni ca parasparāpekṣayā sidhyanti |; 2:292: “Thus the world’s apprehension of objects is in this way established as being from the fourfold means of valid cognition. And those [means of valid cognition and their objects] are established in reliance on each other.”


120. As we will see in chapter 8, Jayānanda (in his comments to Madhyamakāvatāra 6.171–78; Madhyamakāvatāraṭīkā, 280a.5–285b.2) develops something close to this line of attack on those he labels Svātantrikas, charging them with upholding a form of logic that attempts to produce knowledge in others—svatantra inference becomes a case of production from other. Jayānanda’s charge has some basis in Dignāga’s claim that “inference-for-other” is stated “out of a desire to generate ascertainment in another similar to one’s own ascertainment”; see Pramāṇasamuccaya 4.6ab, 8b.7: rang gis nges pa bzhin gzhan la || nges pa bskyed par ’dod pa yis ||.


121. Candrakīrti accuses Bhāviveka of having two closely related faults: an unestablished locus (asiddhādhāra), which is a “fault of the proposition” (pakṣadoṣa), and an unestablished basis (āśrayāsiddha), which is a “fault of the reason” (hetudoṣa) and one kind of unestablished reason (asiddhahetu); see MacDonald 2015, 1:171.7–185.6, with the charge initially leveled at 171.8–172.1: svato ’siddhādhāraḥ pakṣadoṣa āśrayāsiddho vā hetudoṣaḥ syāt |. MacDonald’s translation spans 2:100–129.


122. MacDonald 2015, 1:172.8–173.2: ucyamāne ’pi parair dravyasatām eva cakṣurādīnām abhyupagamāt prajñaptisatām cānabhyupagamāt parato ’siddhādhāraḥ pakṣadoṣaḥ syāditi na yuktam etat ||. Here, Candrakīrti points out that the locus would be unestablished for the Sāṃkhya opponent if Bhāviveka put forward an imputedly existent inferential subject. If Bhāviveka put forward a substantially existent subject, it would contravene his own views. Candrakīrti here notes the fault of the proposition; the problem would also lead to a faulty reason.


123. MacDonald 2015, 1:173.3–174.5, which ends with the suggestion that “the mere [inferential] subject, stripped of qualifications, is apprehended” (dharmimātram utsṛṣṭaviśeṣaṇaṃ grahīṣyata iti).


124. Yotsuya (1999, 93n72) points to a passage in Bhāviveka’s Prajñāpradīpa (182b.5) in which Bhāviveka explains that the inferential subject must be taken generically (spyir), which in this passage argues against the subject being taken as an ultimate: tha snyad du bdag spyir khas blangs pa’i khyad par ma grags pa sel ba’i phyir skyon med do ||. See also the references MacDonald provides (2015, 2:104n216).


125. MacDonald 2015, 1:175.1–175.3: na caitadevam | yasmād yadaivotpādapratiṣedho ’tra sādhyadharmo ’bhipretaḥ | tadaiva dharmiṇas tadādhārasya viparyāsamātrāsāditātmabhāvasya pracyutiḥ svayam evānenāṅgīkṛtā |; 2:109–10: “But this is not the same, because this very [one, namely, Bhāviveka] himself has accepted that precisely when the negation of arising is intended here as the property to be proved, there is the loss of the property possessor, the locus of that [property], whose [ascribed] existence has been procured through sheer error.” The *Lakṣaṇaṭīkā, a twelfth-century series of glosses on several of Candrakīrti’s texts, equates pracyuti with abhāva—that is, the inferential subject becomes nonexistent when the ignorance constituting it is dispelled; see Yonezawa 2004, 122.


126. MacDonald 2015, 1:175.3–175.4: bhinnau hi viparyāsāviparyāsau |. As MacDonald (2:111n227) makes clear, Candrakīrti consistently employs viparyāsa and aviparyāsa as subjective states, using viparīta and aviparīta to speak of the corresponding objects of those subjects.


127. See also, slightly further in the Prasannapadā (MacDonald 2015, 1:176.7–177.1): yataś caivaṃ bhinnau viparyāsāviparyāsau ato viduṣām aviparyāsāvasthāyāṃ viparītasyāsambhavāt kutaḥ sāṃvṛtaṃ cakṣur yasya dharmitvaṃ syād iti. MacDonald (2:112) translates, “And because in this way error and non-error are [utterly] distinct, then, since what is mistaken cannot exist in the state of non-error of the wise, how [could there be] a surface-level visual faculty which might be the subject?” We will explore this further, with a range of interpretations, in chapter 5.


128. Oetke 2006, 91.


129. What the Mādhyamika sees is nonseeing, a point Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti both make. For an analysis of Candrakīrti’s understanding of “nonseeing” as developed by his lone Indic commentator Jayānanda, as well as the Yogācāra sources of this model, see Vose 2009, 112–20.


130. MacDonald 2015, 1:171.1–171.4: na cāpi svata utpattiṃ pratipannaḥ yatas tadapekṣayāpi viśeṣaṇasāphalyaṃ syāt | loko hi svataḥ parata ity evam ādikaṃ vicāramanavatārya kāraṇāt kāryam utpadyata ity etāvan mātraṃ pratipannaḥ ||; 2:99: “Nor is it the case that the world assumes arising from self, so that the qualification would be purposeful at least with reference to it; for the world, not having launched an investigation [into whether things arise] from self [or] other, etc., presumes [merely] this much: an effect arises from a cause.”


131. MacDonald 2015, 1:198.2–198.3: tasmāt prasādhitam etan nāsty utpāda iti | utpādāsambhavāc ca siddho ’nutpādādiviśiṣṭaḥ pratītyasamutpāda iti ||. My translation is based on MacDonald 2015, 2:152.


132. The Prasannapadā passage noted above, in which Candrakīrti contrasts production from any of the four alternatives with conventional/concealing “establishment through mere conditionality” in which cause and effect are mutually dependent, follows the just-cited passage and a discussion of sūtra sources supporting the Madhyamaka view. This superficial conception evaporates with the realization that all accounts of production fail; dependent arising becomes nonarising. Candrakīrti makes explicit the correlation between ignorance and contentment with mere conditionality in his Prasannapadā ad 8.12 (La Vallée Poussin 1970a, 189.1–189.3): laukikaṃ viparyāsam abhyupetya sāṃvṛtānāṃ padārthānāṃ marīcikājalakalpānām idampratya-yatāmātrābhyupagamenaiva prasiddhir nānyenety; “Assenting to worldly mistaken [cognition], the acknowledgment of conventional/concealing things—which are like water in a mirage—is through acceptance of mere conditionality, nothing else.” In addition to his comments on Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 8.12, Candrakīrti quotes that stanza in support of his explanation of mere conditionality in the present case; see MacDonald 2015, 2:200–201n402.


133. Candrakīrti quotes Bhāviveka’s Prajñāpradīpa (63a.4–63b.1) comments ad Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 2.1 at MacDonald 2015, 1:182.3–183.2. In Candrakīrti’s quote, Bhāviveka invokes the yogi’s perspective as follows (182.7–182.8): atha samāhitasya yoginaḥ prajñācakṣuṣā bhāvayāthātmyaṃ paśyata utpādagatyādayaḥ santi paramārthata iti sādhyate |. MacDonald (2:122) translates, “But if it is [sought to be] proved that arising and going, etc., ultimately exist for the [meditatively] concentrated yogi who with the eye of insight beholds the real nature of things, . . .” See also Ames’s (1995, 300–301) translation of this passage of the Prajñāpradīpa.


134. We may still ask Bhāviveka just why he invokes the yogi’s vision when criticizing the opponent’s inference, given that he has advanced a tenets-free procedure. We can ask related questions of Candrakīrti—namely, just who is prevented from engaging in debate owing to their realization of emptiness and why he envisions a realized Mādhyamika engaging in debate at all. We take up this issue in the greater depth in which it is treated by his interpreters in chapter 5.


135. Bhāviveka’s Prajñāpradīpa makes these points in comment to Mūlamadhyamakakārikā 24.8, giving multiple explanations of the compound paramārtha. He concludes (228a.5–228a.6), de ’gog pa dang rjes su mthun pa skye ba med pa la sogs pa bstan pa dang | thos pa dang | bsams pa dang | bsgoms pa las byung ba’i shes rab kyang don dam pa ste | don dam pa rtogs pa’i thabs kyi phyir phyin ci ma log pa’i phyir ro ||; “Teachings such as nonarising that accord with that negation, as well as the wisdoms that arise from hearing, thinking, and contemplating, are also ultimate; since they are methods for realizing the ultimate, they are nonmistaken.”


136. Bhāviveka’s Tarkajvālā explicitly connects quasi-ultimates, which later Mādhyamikas will term “concordant ultimates” or “figurative ultimates,” with inferential practices; see Iida 1980, 86–87.


137. MacDonald 2015, 1:164.1–164.2: tathā cācāryo bhūyasā prasaṅgāpattimukhenaiva parapakṣaṃ nirākaroti sma. . . . I am indebted to MacDonald’s translation, which makes sense of the potential conflict between bhūyasā (which would seem to indicate that Nāgārjuna stated prasaṅgas “for the most part” or “usually”) and prasaṅgāpattimukhenaiva (which would suggest that he “only” [eva] stated prasaṅgas); 2:88: “And in the same way, [in the Madhyamakaśāstra] the Master [Nāgārjuna] as a general rule (bhūyasā) refuted the proposition of the opponent (parapakṣa) exclusively by way of [the opponent’s] incurring of consequences. . . .” Candrakīrti proceeds to offer three Mūlamadhyamakakārikā stanzas (5.1, 4.2, and 25.4) to support his claim that Nāgārjuna operated in this way, all of which use the verb prasajyate/prasajyeta. One might conjecture that Bhāviveka did not label these prasaṅgas or distinguish them from arguments of Nāgārjuna’s own since their verbal structure makes this feature obvious. Candrakīrti, for his part, does not highlight the passages that Bhāviveka noted in which Nāgārjuna uses hypothetical arguments.


138. MacDonald 2015, 1:166.4–166.5: vigrahavyāvartanyām vṛttiṃ kurvatāpy ācāryeṇa prayogavākhyānabhidhānāt ||.


139. Of course, Bhāviveka would have to read Dignāga’s advancements back into Nāgārjuna’s supposed use of inference.


140. We see Dignāga mentioned by name, along with Vasubandhu and Dharmapāla, near the conclusion of Candrakīrti’s Madhyamakāvatārabhāṣya, which was composed prior to (and is cited in) the Prasannapadā; see La Vallée Poussin 1970b, 407.14.


141. Yoshimizu 2012 (2013): 420–29. Yoshimizu (430–32) does detail Candrakīrti’s utter rejection of ascertainment on the part of Nāgārjuna or any Mādhyamika, which certainly constitutes a significant departure from Dignāga’s system.


142. MacDonald 2015, 1:275.2–275.3: parokṣaviṣayaṃ tu jñānaṃ sādhyāvyabhicāriliṅgotpannam anumānam ||.


143. Shotaro Iida (1980, 291) rendered svatantrānumāna as “self-propelled argument.”
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