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>

The thesis comprises a critical introduction and complete

translation into English of the Chinese Buddhist text 'Chung-lun’

(Middle Treatise), T.1564, Kumarajiva's translation of a

commentary on Nagarjuna's mulamadhyamakakarika (Middle Stanzas)

by Vimalaksa (or Pingala), d#ted 409AD. The translation
consists of twenty-seven chapters corresponding to the divisions
of the karikasa. The notes to the translation discuss ideas,
arguments and allusions in the Treatise as well as textual 1issues

and points of translation.
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l.Introduction

1.1 The Chung—-lun (Middle Treatise)

The Chung-=lun or Middle Treatise is a Chinese text consisting of

1

a translation in four hundred and forty-nine verses of the

Madhyamakakarika , the 'Middle Stanzas' or 'Verses on the Middle

Doctrine' of the Indian philosopher-monk Nagarjuna (ca 150 - 250

AD), together with a prose commentary. This commentary, which

comprises the major part of the text, was composed originally in

an Indian or Central Asian language, although neither a text nor

a title of the original has been traced so far, but it was

revised, probably extensively, by the eminent Central Asian

translator and scholar Kumarajiva during the process of issuing

the Chinese version, the Chung-lun, in or about 409 AD in

2

Chang—an, the capital of China under the later Chin dynasty.

Notes to section 1.1

1.

Four hundred and forty-six if the rgpeated opening verses
(1vl,1v2) and the verse quoted from Aryadeva at 27/24 are
discounted.

The two sources for the date of issue of the text are the

notes at the end of T'an-ying's preface to the Chung—lun
(CSTCC,T.2145,p.77b8) and at the end of Seng—jui's Preface to

the Shih—-erh-men-lun (CSTCC,p./8a5) where the date is given

as Hung—-shih 11 (409AD). According to a note appended to
T'an-yi ng's preface to the Chung—-lun, Kumara jiva issued the

translatio n at the same time as the Shih—erh—-men—-lun
(T.1568). The date of 409 is not necessarily correct, but

it is the only date we have, and for a number of other



reasons both historical and textual set out in the discussion
of the authorship below, I think that it is probably

correct. However, other scholars have assumed that the
Chung—-lun was published earlier than 409, and that Kumarajiva
possessed a text of the Middle Stanzas from the time of his
arrival in Ch'ang-an. Prof. Tsukamoto Zenryu, for example,
believes that Seng—-chao 'drew upon' (Jap. insho, not inyo,
suru) a version of the Chung-lun for his work 'Prajha has no

knowing'. See Robinson, p.250,n.14, Tsukamoto,Z.(Ed.), Joron
Kenkyu, pp.lé44-5, My thanks are due to Prof. M. Saigusa for

clarification of this and other points relating to the
authorship of the Treatise.

1.2 The Text

The text used as the basis for the present translation is T.1564

in Vol. XXX of the Taisho Shinshu Daizokyo, which is the standard
Japanese edition of the Chinese canon, largely based on the
Korean Tripitaka. The Taisho text lists or incorporates variant
readings from a number of Chinese versions of the text. Many
changes could, of course, have taken place in the early stages of
transmission of the Chinese text, but the edited version of the

text in the Taisho Tripitaka shows remarkably few variants, and

most of these are obvious copying errors. In only one case (at

22¢15 —-see note 249 to the translation) where the stream—wimmer
is placed above the arhant in the spiritual hierarchy) was the
reliability of the text in all versions called seriously into
question. In several cases, where ambiguous readings seemed as
good as each other and Hatani, Ui or Walleser preferred variant
readings listed in the Taisho edition, I followed, as a rule, the

reading in the Korean text.



1.3 The Authenticity of the Middle Treatise

When the Middle Treatise is considered from the point of view of

its 'authenticity' as a statement in Chinese of Nagarjuna's

§ﬁnyav§da (teaching of emptiness), several questions are raised

in respect of the verses and the commentary, which may be

considered separately.

Firstly, are the verses in the Middle Treatise those of Nagarjuna

in the Middle Stanzas?

Secondly, is the translation of these verses accurate?

Thirdly, would a Chinese reader understand Nigarjuna's meaning

from reading the Middle Treatise verses?

And fourthly, is the commentary a reliable exposition of

Nagarjuna's views?
The answer to each of these questions is 'yes and no', as follows:

With regard to the first question, we do not know which verses
Nagarjuna wrote; we only have extant versions of his Middle

Stanzas in Chinese, Sanskrit and Tibetan. The Chinese text is
the earliest known text, and the Chinese version may be closest

to Nigarjuna's own words. It seems reasonable, however, Lo

assume that there are some errors in the Chinese, and that some
of these errors may be corrected from the Sanskrit or Tibetan

sources. Equally, there may be errors in the Sanskrit which

could be corrected from the Chinese and Tibetan texts, and so

on. There are minor differences in the placing and numbering of



verses in the Chinese, Sanskrit and Tibetan versions of the

Middle Stanzas, but the arrangement of verses in the Chinese has
as much claim to 'authenticity' as the arrangement of verses in
the Sanskrit and Tibetan versions, since no-one knows which

version is the earliest, or the most correct.

Regarding the second question, the translation of individual
‘verses 1s generally accurate, as noted above. This is not to

say, however, that the Chinese translation transmits every nuance

of the Sanskrit (or Central Asian) original, and omits every

wrong implication. In particular, terms like pu k'o te(cannot
be, untenable), ying(ought, should), yu(is), wu(is not), etc.,

are not used systematically to render specific Sanskrit terms.

Robinson, in Early Midhyamika in India and China, pp.33-88

conpares Nagarjuna's stanzas in chapter one as preserved in the

Middle Treatise and the Prasannapada with a view to determining

the accuracy of the Chinese translation. He states that

The Chinese is often more explicit than the Sanskrit, It
relies less heavily on anaphora and so is clearer. It
sometimes supplies explanatory phrases such as one finds in
the prose paraphrases of Sanskrit commentaries. In verses 6
and 11 the Chinese reflects Sanskrit variants which are as
good as, or perhaps better than, those in the extant

Sanskrit text., The Chinese copes successfully with

syntactic features ... it possesses a device for handling
the highly-important abstract—-noun suffixes.

As for the defects: There are several lexical mistakes, and

a number of renderings that misrepresent the meaning of the
original. The terms yu and wu do duty for all the
derivatives of as and bhu as well as for upapadyate,

yujyate, vidyate, and their negatives ... The worst defect
in this chapter and also in the other is the handling of the

logical operators - upapadyate, yujyate, and prasa jyate.
When the latter occurs, it is usually rendered by shih shi h
pu jan (this thing is not so/true) which fails to indicate



the exact sense — the ensuing of a logical consequence that

is unwelcome to the opponent. The translations of these
three terms are not consistent, however, and pu te (is not

got) may render na vidyate (is not found, does not exist) as
well as nopapadyate and na yujyate ... This confusion of the

existential, the modal, the logical and the eplstemological

prevents anyone who does not know the Sanskrit from grasping
the subtler points of the Lext.

But. Robinson's conclusion is that the reader 'will be more likely
to miss right ideas than to conceive wrong ones', and this broad

conclusion applies to the verses throughout the Treatise.

On rare occasions Kumarajiva's rendering of the verses is clearly
wrong. For example, in 1lvl3, Kumarajiva apparently

mistranslates gzaéta-samasta (separately and together) by
lﬁeh-kuang (briefly and at length), and in 24v18 he translates
sunyata (emptiness) by wu (nonexistence). Both of these mistakes
are in fact corrected by glosses in the commentary. In some
cases Kumarajiva's version is substantially different from the
extant Sanskrit. For example, 24v40 in the Sanskrit reads;'One
who sees all things as arising in dependence sees suffering and
its origin, its cessation and the path to its cessation as they
truly are', whereas Kumarajiva has: 'This is why it is said in

the sutras/ That if you perceive the dharma of causality/ Then

you can perceive the Buddha./And perceive suffering,

accumulation, cessation and the Way. On other occasions the

v

Middle Treatise version may be a more reliable version of the
original than has come down to us in the Sanskrit or Tibetan.
Robinson asserts that the meaning is often clearer in Chinese

than in Sanskrit (this is clearly illustrated by the often



considerable divergence amongst the different Western—language
translations of the Sanskrit and Tibetan karika) but it should be
said that this clarity in the Chinese version may be illusory,
since by the very nature of the language, ambiguities in the
Chinese verses have often to be resolved one way or the other by

reference to the commentary before any meaning for the verse as a

whole can be appreciated.

In reply to the third question, 'would a Chinese reader
understand Nagarjuna's meaning from reading the Middle Treatise

verses?’', this hypothesis remains untested, since in Chinese the

Middle Stanzas are never found without an accompanying

commentary. Indeed, traditional Sino—-Japanese Buddhist

scholarship made no distinction between the 'Middle Stanzas' and
the 'Middle Treatise'. Both were (and still are), referred to as
'the Chung—-lun (Jap. Churon). But a Chinese reader would hardly
be able to understand pthe verses without the commentary. An

example of the difficulty in understanding verses on their own is
provided by 14v5, which runs (even in English translation, which

is already to some extent an interpretation):

Difference is difference because of difference.
Difference without difference is not difference.

If a dharma issues from a cause,
That dharma does not differ fom its cause.

The meaning of 'difference' can only be determined in this case

by reference to the commentary.



Fourthly, in answer to the question 'Is the commentary a reliable
exposition of Nagarjuna's views?', we may say that the commentary
1s both less, and more, than a reliable exposition. On the one

hand the commentary fails, in the same way as the

verse~translations, to bring out some of the finer meanings of

the Sanskrit. It sometimes employs similes which do not work

very well and are perhaps unworthy of Nagarjunma, and it often
confuses the epistemological and ontological frames of reference
when speaking of emptiness. On the other hand, the commentary
adds much to what Nagarjuna says. It emphasises and expounds
ideas that are not conveyed in the verses, such as the reasons
for Nagarjuna writing the Middle Stanzas, and the purpose of
individual chapters, and there are many other additional features
of the commentary outlined bglow in the 'survey of contents’',
But its particular contribution is that it places the whole of
Nagarjuna's discussion of Midhyamika in a
Mahayanist context, critical of the vehicle of the é;évakas.
This is in sharp contrast to Nagarjuna's verses which make no
reference to the Mahayana. The 'Mahayanisation' of Nagarjuna is
perhaps the most obvious means by which the commentary diverges

from Nagarjuna's own views, but it is a two—edged sword. The

commentary makes Nagarjuna a Mayahanist, in the developed sense
in which Mahayana was understood in fifth-century China, which he
is not; but it also shows Nagarjuna's philosophy as Mahayanist,

which it has to be in order to survive within Mahayana Buddhism.



1.4 Previous Translations of the Treatise

Although the Treatise is mentioned in several bibliographies of
Madhyamika works, its content is more or less neglected in

Western studies of Madhyamika. Nevertheless it has been

translated, in full and in part, into Western languages and of
course into Japanese.' The first translation of any part of the
‘Treatise into English was a rendering of Chapter 25 (on Nirvana)
by the missionary and Buddhologist Samual Beal, which appeared in
The Indian Antiquary of 18811, some thirty-seven years after
Burnouf had first introduced Candrakirti’s ve;sion of Madhyamika
to Europe in his 'Introduction a 1'Histoire du Bouddhisme

Indien'.2 Beal's translation of 25v]l ran:

If all things are unreal,
Then how is 1t possible to remove

From that which does not exist
Something which, being removed, leaves Nirvana?

In 1911 and 1912 Max Walleser produced translations of,
respectively, the Tibetan Akutobhaya and the Chung-lun. These
translations have remained the only complete version of either

text in a Western 1anguage.3 Walleser's German translation is

virtually unannotated and has not been found helpful in preparing
an English translation. In 1928 Miyamoto, Shoson, then a student
at Oxford, presented a D.Phil. thesis entitled 'A Study of

Nigarjuna' which included an incomplete translation of the



Treatise in an excellent English style. Soothill, in his
Dictionary of Chinese Buddhist Terms actually records that 'an
English translation (of the Middle Treatise) by Miyamoto exists
and publication is promised' (p.111), but the translation was
apparently never completed, and ends abruptly at 20v7.

Miyamoto's translation is mentioned in Streng's bibliography3

but appears to be otherwise unknown, even to Buddhist scholars in

Japan.a

In the 1930's two Japanese versions (not translations) of the
Treatise were produced within the space of a few years by Ui,
Hakuju in the Kokuyaku Daizokyo series, and by Hatani, Ryotai in
the Kokuyaku Issaiky'é',5 using the technique known as

kaki-kudashi bun in which the characters in their Chinese

meanings are rearranged and supplemented with hiragana to form

Japanese sentences which Buddhist scholars can read. The present
translation however is done directly from the Chinese; where the
Chinese was difficult I referred to the Japanese versions and
when (as was often the case), the Japanese versions faithfully
preserved the ambiguities of the original, I referred to the

translations of Miyamoto or Walleser.

I have tried to avoid using Sanskrit terms except, following

standard practice, in those cases where Sanskrit terms have

become English terms, or where the Chinese transliterates, rather
6

than translates them. The style of the present translation

has emerged naturally and I think that it reflects Kumarajiva's



plain form; 1f it reads like a translation this 1s at least
partly because the Treatise 1s itself a translation. The
vocabulary 1s as consistent as I could make it while preserving a
readable style, and as far as possible I have followed the rule
that someone reading the English translation who is familiar with
Kumarajiva's style should be able to reconstitute an
approximation of the original with reasonable ease. I have
interpolated, distorted and supplemented the text as little as
possible, with the hope that the result is both readable and

accurate.



Notes to section 1.4

1. Beal,S. 'The Chong-lun or Pranyamﬁla—gistra—ffka of
Nagarjuna' in The Indian Antiquary, Vol.10,1881,pp.87-89.

2. The reference to Burnouf is in Robinson, Early Madhyamika,
p.3.

3. Walleser, M.Die Mittlere Lehre Nagarjuna's, Heidelberg,

1911.1912.

4. Until 1982.

5. See the Bibliography, under Ui and Hatani.

6. In translating Sanskrit terms (i.e. where the Chinese has a
technical term having only the meaning 6f the Sanskrit which
it translates), I have tried where practicable to conform
with Conze's translations in his Materials for a Dictionary

of the Prajnaparamita Literature



2 The Problem of the Authorship of the Middle Treatise

2.1 Traditional Attribution to Pingala

Information about the Treatise and its author prior to its
translation into Chinese is limited. The Middle Treatise has no
particular recoverable Sanskrit title; 1t is only one of many
commentaries on Nagarjuna's 'Middle Stanzas' written by Indian
and Central Asian monks after his death.jﬁ We know something

of the circumstances of its translation into Chinese however from
the preface by Kumarajiva's contemporary and disciple

Seng—jui*z which is preserved in the Ch'u-san-tsang-chi-chi
(‘1‘.2145).3 In his preface Seng-jui states that the

commentary and verses were revised by Kumarajiva before

translation, because the original text had a number of faults in

it. According to Seng-jui:

The (text) that we are now issuing is the commentary by
the Indian Brahman named Pin-chia-lo "ﬁ. ﬁﬂ % (or
Pin-lo-chia; see below), in the Ch'in language
'Blue-eyes’ (Ch'ing-mu \%7 @ ) . Though he believed and
understood the profound Dharma, his language 1s not
elegant and apposite. The Dharma-master (Kumarajiva)
edited and amended all the errors, deficiences and

redundancies in it, interpreting it according to the



stanzas, so that the principles are definitive, though in

some places the language is not entirely excellent.A"

For later reference, it should be noted that the Chinese does not
specify whether both of Ch'ing-mu's eyes are blue, nor does it
specify whether Ch'ing-mu 'believes and understands the true
Dharma' (that is, is still living) or whether he 'believed and
understood the true Dharma' (at the time of writing the
commentary) . How we translate the preface depends upon who we
believe Ch’'ing-mu was, and whether he was contemporary with

Seng-jui, even perhaps known to hin.

In the version of Seng-jul's Preface to the Middle Treatise which
appears in Taisho Vol.XXX (see the translation of this Preface
reproduced on pp.ii-iv of Vol.2 of this thesis), Ch'’ing-mu
'blue-eyes’ 1s said to be the name by which Pin-chia-lo, the
commentator, is known in the Ch'in language, or Chinese. Here
is the crux of the problem of the authorship of the Chung-lun,
for no Sanskrit reconstruction of the syllables pin-chia-lo means
'Blue-eyes’'. Since this problem has not been satisfactorily
resolved, it is often ignored. The traditional reconstructed
Sanskrit reading of pin-chia-lo has been Pingala, so for instance
Prof. Nakamura refers to the Chung-lun as "Pingala (f% (gl )'s
commentary".5 This reading of pin-chia-lo as Pingala dates
back at least to 1898 when Suzuki Daisetsu, writing in the

 Journal of the Buddhist Text Society, identified Blue-eyes with

~

"Pingala-netra, otherwise called Kanadeva or Candrakirtti”. °



Five years later, however, Takakusu Junjiro pointed out that

Ch'ing-mu means blue-eyed, whereas Pingala means tawny, or

. ]
reddish-brown. In fact, salid Takakusu, 'Blue-eyes’' meant

4

C;ndrakfrti, otherwise known as Aryadeva; there was never a
Pingala. In 1937, by which time no-one believed that the
seventh-century Candrakirti was responsible for the fifth—century
Chung-lun, Teramoto, Enga tried to show that Ch'ing-mu was
so-called on account of his one blue-eye. The other eye was
different, being tawny-coloured. Ch'ing-mu, according to
Teramoto, was another name for Kanadeva, the squint-eyed, also
Aryadeva. S

This ingenious solution would have been preferable had Max
Walleser not already pointed out, in the introduction to his 1911
German translation of the Chung-lun, that pin-chia-lo is only a
conjecture of the editors of the 1881 Tokyo edition of the
Chinese tripitaka, and that all the oldest sources give the
syllables of the transliterated name in the order pin-lo-chia,
which is also the reading preserved in the Ch'u san-tsang-chi-chi

version of Seng-jui's Preface in the Taisho tripitaka.

Walleser is not correct in saying that all the oldest sources
have pin-lo-chia, for the Korean tripitaka on which the Taisho 1is
based has pin-chia-lo in Seng-jui's preface. This means that
the Korean Tripitaka and the 'three editions' of the Sung, Yuan
and Ming have preserved different traditions about Ch'ing-mu's

name since, probably, the twelfth century. Both readings are



very old, and unfortunately it is not possible to know which

reading is the 'original’ one; it is of course possible that

both are wrong.

2.2 Pingalakkha and Vimalaksa

The name 'pin-lo—chia' Walleser reconstructed in two possible
ways; as Pingalakkha (a Prakrit form of Pingalaksa), or as
Vimalaksa. Walleser pointed out that no person named
Pingalakkha is encountered in the father copious Tibetan

histories of Buddhism, and he suggested that Vimalaksa,

Kumarajiva's vinaya-master in Kucha, who came to Ch'ang-an to
join Kumarajiva in 406 AD, could have been the author of the

commentary, perhaps revising an earlier commentary, traces of

which surivive in the Tibetan Akutobhayé'.9

However, Walleser thought that this Vimalaksa, whose biography is
preserved 1n the Kao-seng-chuan came from Kabul, whereas
Ch'ing-mu is said to be an Indian Brahman. Moreover Ch'ing-mu
in Chinese means 'blue-eyed’', whereas Vimalaksa in Sanskrit means
'pure-eyed’. If Ch'ing-mu was indeed Vimalaksa, said Walleser,
then Seng-jul made a mistake in the colour-word 'ch'ing’,
substituting 'blue’ é”i for 'pure’ /1% or, 1f the author were
called Pingalakkha, then Seng-jui confused the Sanskrit words for
'blue’' and 'tawny'. Robinson follows roughly this line of
argument in his brief discussion of the author’'s identity. He

b

suggests that through a scribe's error, the water radical ., was



g3

omitted from the character ch'ing @ of ch'ing-mu, and that the

N A

character should have been ch'ing /@ meaning °'pure’. In this
case Ch'ji 5 3 imala
ing-mu ;g \> would mean Vimalaksa (pure. eyes).

According to Robinson, however, this Vimalaksa need not be
Kumarajlva's vinaya-master, for "it is not a rare type of name
and probably designated some otherwise unknown Indian”. 10
However, for both these solutions a residual problem remains;

why is Vimalaksa's name transliterated in the Kao-seng-chuan, the

'Biographies of Eminent Monks' by the syllables

T
pei-mo-lo-ch'a ‘? FZ“ N Y and not, as in the Preface to the

g /. B

Middle Treatise, by pin—lo—Chia ‘ié-’ /ﬁ’if {‘hﬂ ? Like Walleser, f:f’
- K
Y

Robinson answers that inconsistencies are not rare 1in
Kumarajiva's works, although strictly speaking, of course, only

the term Ch'ing-mu appears in works by Kumarajiva, and that only

marginally in the title colophon of the Chung-lun. The
characters pin-lo-chia appear in Seng-jui's Preface to the
Chung-lun, and pei-mo-lo-ch’'a in Vimalaksa's biography in the

Kao-seng—-chuan. 11

Some definite pieces of information emerge from this review of
the debate so far. One is that the original reading of
Ch'ing-mu's Indian name may be constructed either from the
syllables pin-lo-chia, or from pin-chia-lo. The second 1s that
all] the solutions to the problem of Ch'ing-mu’s identity based on
the reading‘pin—chia-lo have involved the supposition that a
mistake, — either by Kumarajiva, or by Seng-jui, or by some

unknown scribe — has been made, although the only verifiable



alteration to the text seems to have been the one made in 1881
when the editors of the Tokyo edition of the canon changed
Pin-lo-chia to pin-chia-lo. Walleser offers two possible
renderings of the syllables pin-lo-chia, Pingalakkha, and
Vimalaksa, but neither of these translates into 'Blue-eyes’.

This seems about as far as we can go without assuming a fault in

the tradition. What other evidence is available?

2.3 Review of the Evidence

Kumarajiva arrived in Ch'ang-an and began his translation work in
4014AD.12' According to Robinson, "the order in which works
were translated corresponds roughly to how highly Kumarajiva
valued the texts, perhaps with the exception of the dhyana texts
requested by Seng-jui".lB' If so, then the delay of eight

years - from 401 to 409 - in the production of translations of
the Chung-lun and the Shih-erh-men-lun represents a remarkable
exception to this rule. The Hundred Treatise (Pai-~lun, T.1569)
which belongs to the same Madhyamika genre as the Chung-lun and
the Shih-erh-men-lun was translated in 402, immediately after
Kumarajiva's arrival, and revised in 404..]'4 Why not also the
Chung-lun, which was a more important and systematic statement of
Eﬁnyavida? The usual answer is one inferred from Seng-jui's
remark in the Preface that Kumarajiva had to alter the phrasing,

remedy various deficiencies and (re)interpret Ch'ing-mu's

commentary according to the meaning of the stanzas before issuing



it as a translation. Most scholars have assumed that Kumarajiva
had a copy of the original version of the Middle Treatise text
when he came to Ch'ang-an, but in fact there is no evidence for
this. "As two Madhyamika texts (Chung-lun and Shih-erh-men-1lun)
are mentioned in Kumarajiva's biography in the episode of his
conversion to Mahayana" says Robinson, "they are established as
sufficiently precious to him that he would naturally (sic) have
taken his copies with him (to Ch'ang-an), or have carried them in
his memory,""l'5 but it goes without saying th;t if Kumarajiva

did carry the Chung-lun in his memory he would not need to spend
eight years correcting it. However, it seems unlikely that
‘Kumﬁrajfva did spend eight years revising a text as important to
his understanding and exposition of Mahayana as the Chung-1lun.

He was dissatisfied with his first version of the Hundred
Treatise but he revised it within two years. The Great
Perfection of Wisdom Treatise (T.1509) which has occupied Prof.
Lamotte for forty years 1is twenty-five times the length of the
Chung-lun, and it includes a great deal of Kumarajiva's own work
of editing and revision 1© as well as all the difficult
Madhyamika terminology. Kumarajiva translated it in about two
years.l/ It took him less than five months to translate the

Lotus Sutra. Thus a long delay of eight years in publishing a
translation of the Chung-lun simply does not fit in with
Kumarajiva's pace of work. Moreover, the evidence suggests that
the text arrived late in Ch'ang-an, perhaps only a short time

before it was published 1n 409. Amongst the textual evidence

supporting this view is the absence of direct quotations from the



Chung-lun in any work produced in Ch'ang-an before 409, when the
Chung-lun appeared. The Great Perfection of Wisdom Treatise of
course contains many verses which refer to, or echo, the contents

of the Chung-lun, but a comparison shows that whatever borrowing

took place was completed before the work was translated into

. o (5 B,
13 More significantly, Seng-chao l\; %- in his 406

Chinese.
AD treatise 'Prajna has no knowing'-ﬁa% Jfé ﬁ 9‘%‘7 é% and later
works shows hardly any knowledge of the Middle Treatise, and
relies for his understanding of Madhyamika on the Hundred
Treatise and Great Perfection of Wisdom Treatise. Seng-chao was
a disciple of Kumarajiva and we may assume that he received

direct instruction in Madhyamika ideas from Kumarajiva, but he

does not quote directly from either a Sanskrit or Chinese version
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of the Middle Treatise. This strongly suggests that no

written text of the Middle Treatise was available during the
first five or six years of Kumarajiva's stay in Ch'ang-an, and
lends support to the historical evidence of a date of 409 AD for
the tr;nslation of both the Middle Treatise and the Twelve Topic

. 20
Treatise.

If we suppose, as a working hypothesis, that the text of.the
Chung-lun which Kumarajiva revised and issued in 409 was brought
to Ch'ang-an some years after Kumarajiva himself arrived there,
the otherwise inexplicable delay in translation of this important
text is explained. Can the late arrival of the text in

Ch'ang-an, however, throw any more light on the problem of 1its

authorship?



2.4 Vimalaksa the Vinaya-Master

1f, follpwing one of Walleser's suggestions, we tentatively
identify the author as Vimalaksa, Kumarajiva's old Vinaya-master
from Kucha, then we have a date for the arrival of Vimalaksa in
Ch'’ang-an, (perhaps bringing his copy of NEgErjuﬁa’s Middle
Stanzas with his own commentary), of 406 AD. This would give
- Kumarajiva between two and three years, amongst the pressure of
other work, to substantially revise Vimalaksa's commentary and
complete the translation into Chinese. Vimalaksa was an Indian
monk from Kashmir (not Kabul, as Walleser wrongly supposed) and
he was a specialist in the Sa.rv'ist"ivio:la‘Vina:gra...':2'1 Since
Madhyamika was not his special interest it may be doubted whether
he would write a commentary on Nagarjuna's verses. However, he
had a close attachment to Kumirajiva,rclose enough to bring him
to Ch'ang-an after a long separation, and it is quite possible
that he was amongst those converted to Mahayana by Kumarajiva in
Kucha. If he was amongst the seventy or so monks who, according
to Chi-tsang's sources, tried their hand at a commentary on the
22

verses we would certainly expect the result to be exactly as

Seng-jul describes it; the work of a non-specialist,

badly-phrased and containing various errors and omissions which

Kumarajiva had to repair. At the same time if Vimalaksa,
Kumarajiva's old teacher, was actually present at the time when
the Treatise was issued in Ch'ang-an and Seng-jui published his
preface, we would expect Seng-jui to say exactly what he does,

namely that imperfections in the writing-style of the author in



no way reflect on his understanding of Buddhism. How otherwise
could Seng-jui know that, despite all the errors and omissions,
Ch'l ng-mu "believes and understands the profound

| &

/¢ = ) U\
dharma" % Hz % ;f\ ?

2.5 The meaning of Ch'ing-mu

There remains, however, the problem of the meaning of the name.

Pin-lo-chia may be a transliteration of Vimalaksa, but Vimalaksa
" ’ N | ’ 9 - i‘ ﬁ

means 'pure eyes' whereas Ch'ing-mu 7z £l means 'blue-eyes’.

Despite the various solutions put forward, however, it is not .

, - ;£-€a _
necessary for Ch'ing-mu & to translate as 'pure eyes' in
order to establish that Vimalaksa is Ch'ing-mu. In Vimalaksa's
biography in the Kao-seng-chuan the meaning of the Sanskrit name

- W

Vimalaksa is given as "pure (spotless) eyes"” f**j-; i)/ﬁ QE’\ . But
almost as an afterthought, the biographer adds that because
Vimalaksa actually had blue eyes (ch'ing-yen % ﬁé\ ) people at
the time called him "the blue-eyed Vinaya-master™ (ch’'ing-yen

| : = 4. L, —
1u-shih_é§ ﬂ€.4§£ T ). = 'Blue-eyes' has hitherto been
taken as a translation of a Sanskrit name 'pin-lo-chia', but it
seems not to be a translation, nor even a proper name, but a
descriptive nickname. If Ch'ing-mu is not a proper name, it

| . £ g e
makes no difference that ch'ing-mu % in Seng-jui's preface,
s}

and ch'ing-yen %_7' EF«' in Vimalaksa's biography, are synonyms for
'blue-eyes' rather than homophones. The translation of that

part of Seng-jui's preface which refers to Ch'ing-mu should

therefore be read as follows



The commentary which is now issued is by the Indian
Brahman Vimalaksa, called in Chinese 'Blue-eyes’.
Though he believes and understands the profound Dharma,

his language (in the commentary) was not elegant and

precise ...."

In this way, the identity of Ch’'ing-mu can be established without
recourse to the hypothesis that either Seng-jui, or Kumirajf;a,
or an unknown scribe made a mistake. One problem, however,
remains and this is the inconsistency between the transliteration
of Vimalaksa as pin-lo-chia in Seng-jui's preface, and its
rendering as pei-mo-lo-ch’a in Vimalaksa's biography in the
Kao-seng-chuan. Neither of these transcriptions 1s the
responsibility of Kumarajiva, but both seem to derive from
Seng-jui, whose Erh-ch'in-lu ;ﬁ‘ ,//f\é (Catalogue of
translations made under the former and later Ch'in) provided one
of the sources for Hui-chiao's sixth-century compilation of the

24 - .
Kao-seng—-chuan. Seng-~jui was with Kumarajiva from 401 AD

until Kumarajiva's death (in ?414), he participated in the
translation of the Middle Treatise in 409, and he became an
authority on Sanskrit phonology. We may assume from this that
Seng-jui would not be careless in rendering Sanskrit names, and
indeed this is one very good reason for believing that the
equation of pin-lo-chia with 'blue-eyes’ is not an error. On

the other hand, Seng-jui's concern with the problem of the



transcription of foreign names would presumably lead him to make
improvements in the system whenever possible. A new system of
deéling with Sanskrit words was developed by Seng-jui (alias
Hui-jui) in conjunétion with the layman Hsieh Ling-yun in
Ch'ang-an in 417-418. This might account for a discrepancy in

the records left by Seng-jui, who died more than twenty years

after Kumarajiva, in 436. 23

2.6 Implications

If Vimalaksa was the author of the Chung-lun, then Kumarajiva's
relationship to the writer of the commentary was that of a pupil
to his old teacher. On the other hand, we know that Kumarajiva
was an expert in Madhyamika from his other writings, whereas
Vimalaksa, though he had been Kumarajiva's vinaya-master in Kucha
before Kumarajiva was abducted by the Chinese in 383, was a
teacher of the vinaya and not a Madhyamika philosopher. It is
probable, though not certain, that he learned Madhyamika from
Kumarajiva, who had been converted to Mahayana some six years
earlier on the way back from his travels in India.26 We can
only speculate about Kumarajiva's attitude to a commentary
written by Vimalaksa, but we know already that Kumarajiva made
very thorough-going revisions to texts which were not canonical -
a practice exemplified in his treatment of the Great Perfection
of Wisdom Treatise (‘.1‘1...1509).:27 If the assessment of

Kumarajiva's relationship to Vimalaksa which I have outlined 1s

correct, then Kumarajiva was Vimalaksa's pupil in Vinaya, but his



teacher, or at least his equal, in éﬁnyavida.

It is thus doubtful whether Kumarajiva would consider himself
bound in any way to Vimlaksa's commentary on tﬂg stanzas, unless

perhaps he thought that parts of the commentary represented an

older tradition, traceable to Nﬁgirjuna himself. Before
Vimalaksa's arrival in Ch'ang-an, Kumarajiva may have been
prevented from issuing a Chinese translation of Nagarjuna's major
Madhyamika work because he did not have a manuscript of the
Middle Stanzas, but there is no reason to doubt his ability to
write a commentary of his own, given the verses upon which to
base his commentary. Enough is preserved of Kumarajiva's other
writings to show that his understanding of Madhyamika was
complete. With due respect to Vimalaksa (which is what he
receives in the preface by Seng-jui), it seems highly probable
that the Chung-lun comprises vefses by Nagarjuna and a commentary

which is almost wholly the responsibility of Kumarajiva.
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3.1 The Middle Treatise and the Prasannapada

As a work‘which 1s in large part a translation from a Sanskrit or
other Indic originall, the Treatise, from the point of view of
studies of Indian Buddhism, throws some light upon the
development of the Madhyamika commentarial tradition, subsequent
to Nagarjuna who wrote the Middle Stanzas, probably in the early
part of the third century AD, and prior to the later division
between the Svatantrika and the Priséhgika Madhyamikas which is
documentéd in the seventh-century commentary on the Middle

Stanzas, the well-known Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti

(Clear-Worded Exposition of the Middle Way) by the Indian

2 The Middle Treatise throws less light than could

Candrakirti.
perhaps be hoped for on the development of Indian Buddhist

thought in relation to Nagarjuna's Madhyamika position, because

Kumarajiva's emendations to the text, and the process of
rendering the text into Chinese have undoubtedly obscured the
true form of the original commentary, and it cannot therefore be
said with any certainty that the Middle Treatise version of
Hidﬂyamika really represents an interim stage in a linear
development of Indian Buddhist Madhyamika thought. All that we
can say with certainty about the text from the standpoint of the
Indian tradition is that the date of its translation, 409 AD,
gives us a fixed terminus ad quem for its composition, and it 1s

therefore definitely earlier than the Prasannapada. This,

however, does not tell us how much earlier than 409 AD the

original commentary was composed, nor what relationship the



original commentary, preserved in its revised form in the
Treatise, bears to lines of thought which culminated in
Candrakirti’'s efforts to reassert the prasangika (reductio ad
absurdum) interpretation of Nagarjuna's verses against the
arguments of Bhavaviveka and in support of the position of
Buddhapalita three or more centuries later. The problem of
finding out how the Middle Treatise fits in to the Indian
development of Madhyamika thought is not simply a matter of
reconstructing a Sanskrit text from Kumarajiva's Chinese, and
placing tﬁe newly-reconstructed Sanskfit into 1its appropriéte '
place within the Indian tradition, as has been attempted with
other of Kumarajiva's translations, for the process of revision
and translation, carried out by Kumarajiva, is, in practice, not

reversible. This is clearly shown by Richard Robinson in his

book Early Madhyamika in India and China, which focuses on the

problem of the ttansmission of Madhyamika from India to China,
via Kumarajiva's translations and expositions of Madhyamika in
the form of letters and treatises. Robinson takes, as an example
of Kumarajiva's translation method, the Sanskrit and Chinese
versions of Chapter One of Nagarjuna's verses (without
commentary), comparing their meanings when read from Sanskrit and
from Chinese. 1In many cases the meaning of the Chinese is simply
different from that of the Sanskrit. This happens for a variety
of reasons. The Chinese may have used a different Sanskrit
original from the Sanskrit (or Tibetan) versions we have now; the
Chinese may correct a wrong (or apparently wrong) Sanskrit word;

the Chinese translation may be in error; Chinese may have no



word(s) equivalent to certain Sanskrit terms (this is
particularly true of logical terms used in arguments by

Nagarjuna) or Kumarajiva may change a verse in order to make what

he thinks is the meaning clearer.

The result of these various transmutations of form and content
may be that the meaning of the original text is not reliably
transmitted by the translation, or that it is reliably
transmitted. Robinson, summing up the results of his comparison

concludes; "I do not think that the mistranslations prevent the

reader from understanding the Madhyamika system in the

aggregate. Individual verses are wrong or misleading, but there
1s sufficient repetition in the text that if the student takes
over-all consistency as his standard he will not be misled very
much by blemishes in the translations. He will be more likely to

L 4
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miss right ideas than to conceive wrong ones

Robinson's conclusion, which applies here to the rather narrow
field of Nagarjuna's verses themselves, 1is broﬁdly true of the
whole Middle Treatise. It may seem presumptuous to claim that we
can distinguish 'right ideas' in Madhyamika from wrong ones, but
insofar as we can know what Nagarjuna originally meant to say in
his Middle Stanzas. the Middle Treatise commentary, in aggregate,

preserves these 'right ideas' and leads the reader away from

Wwrong ones.

In fact, one of the major virtues of the Middle Treatise is that



it presents an exceptionally clear, uncluttered and readable
account of Nagarjuna's Madhyamika position, though this clarity
may be at the expense of many finer logical points and
connections which Nagarjuna presupposes and which Candrakirti, as
a logician, cannot allow to pass unnoticed. An example of the
differences between the two commentaries may be found.in the
opening remarks to Chapter Four, (the whole of the Prasannapada
and Middle Treatise versions of this chapter are presented for
comparison below). The Chinese opening remark is simply:
Question "The sutras state that there are five skandhas. What do
you say about this?" There are implicit assumptions here about
the authority of the Buddha's teaching as preserved in the
sutras, but these are not elaborated. Candrikfrti's preamble to
this chapter takes a different tack: "Some may argue that,

although vision and the other sense-faculties are not real, the

skandhas are, because they have not been explicitly denied. The
sense-faculties, however, belong to the skandhas and therefore

will exist as well. We reply that they would if the skandhas

were real » Here Candrakirti unpacks several of the

assumptions implicit in the Chinese question. The
sense—faculties, says Candrakirti, have already been shown to be
empty (in the preceding chapter three of Nagarjuna's Middle

Stanzas) but the skandhas have not been explicitly denied (read:

by the Buddha) and what is not explicitly denied is real.

Candrakirti here is referring to the Buddha’'s teaching that 'the
self' is no more than the agglomeration of the five skandhas.

It may be said authoritatively that the self is not real - but



the skandhas surely are ...? Moreover, pursues Candrakirti,
Presenting an imaginary opponent’'s view; if the skandhas are
real, the sense-faculties will be real as well, since the

sense-faculties belong to the skandhas. If this wereléo, it

would undo all of Nagarjuna's argument about the unreality of the

sense-faculties in Chapter Three. It may thus be seen that,
although the Middle Treatise's and Candrakirti's approach are the

same in substance, Candrakirti's commentary is both more complex

and more alert to logical connections and implications than the

Chinese commentary.

Notes to section 3.1

1. Nagarjuna wrote in Sanskrit. For a discussion of the
authenticity of the Chung-lun from this point of view, see
Gard, R.A. 'On the Authenticity of the Chung-lun', IBK
Vol.3,1,1954,pp.370-376

2. See Inada, K, Nagarjuna: Mulamadhyamakakarika p.24 for a
useful diagram of commentaries on the Stanzas, also

Nakamura, Hajime, Indian Buddhism, pp.236-/



3.2 Comparison of one chapter of The Middle Treatise and the

Prasannapada

The differences between the Middle Treatise and the Prasannapada
commentaries may be illustrated by a comparison of their

treatments of one chapter of Nagarjuna's karika. Chapter Four

is entitled 'Contemplation of the Five Skandhas' in the Middle
Treatise and 'Examination of the Skandhas' in the Prasannapada.

Chapter Four of the Prasannapada has been transiated into English

by Sprung in his 'Lucid Exposition of the Middle Way' (pp. 98 -

102), and into French by Jacques May in Candrakirti Prasannapada

Madhyamakavrtti, pp. 88 - 96, and it is these translations which

are used below in the comparison with my translation of the
Middle Treatise. A translation of Walleser's German translation
of the Tibetan Akutobhaya commentary on the Middle Stanzas is

also provided for comparison 1n the appendix.

Chapter Four is a brief and relatively straightforward statement

of the sinyavadin position on the skandhas, the 'five aggregates'

or what Sprung calls 'the constitutive factors of personal

existence'. The argument, in this chapter as in the whole work,

centres on causality and its ineffability. It first analyses
causality objectively from the point of view of éﬁnyavéda, then

addresses itself to the one who forms theories (views) about

causality, and finally turns to a consideration of the role of

emptiness as an instrument of debate and a means of liberation.



The comparison which follows takes the form of a synoptic

presgntation of the Middle Treatise and Prasannapada commentaries

in sections, each section followed by my comments. The Middle
Treatise follows a rather strict format in its presentation of

Nagarijuna's stanzas, presenting each verse as a whole and then
commenting on the whole verse, or on a group of verses taken

consecutively. The Prasannapada commentary often takes only a

line or section of one of Nagarjuna's verses as a starting—point

for its exposition of Madhyamika. Where this occurs, I have

adapted the notation used for the Middle Treatise so that, for

instance, 4v3(d) means the fourth line of verse 3 of Chapter 4,

and 4/3(a-b) means the commentary to the first two lines of the

same verse.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4/0 ' 4/0

Question: The sutras state that Some may argue that, although
there are five skandhas. What vision and the other

do you say about this? sense—~faculties are not real,

the skandhas are, because they

have not been explicity

denied. The sense-faculties

however, belong to the skandhas

and therefore will exist as

well.

We reply that they would if the



skandhas were real. With

reference to material objects

(rupa) Nagarjuna says:

Comments

The Chinese introduction is brief and to the point; the Buddha

has (authoritatively) taught that there are exist five skandhas.

How can a Buddhist deny this? The Sanskrit commentary* takes up

the topic just dealt with in chapter three, that of the six
sense—faculties of eye, ear, etc. and makes substantially the

same polnt but in a different way. The reality of the skandhas

has not been expliciftly denied (which can mean both that the
Buddha speaks of the five skandhas, and that they have not (yet)
been refuted by Nagarjuna), and as a consequence the earlier

refutation of the reality of the sense—faculties may not succeed,
since the sense—faculties' reality is contingent upon that of the

skandhas. The Chinese commentary thérefore frames the question

as 'what does it mean for the skandhas to exist?' , the Sanskrit

as 'the skandhas do not exist; in what way do they not exist?’



Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4vl 4vl

Form that is separate from the Objects are not perceived apart
cause of form from matter as their cause:

Is inconceivable. Matter as cause is not

A cause of form separate from perceived apart from objects.
form

Is inconceivable

Comments
The Sanskrit distinguishes matter from objects, the Chinese
speaks of form which has the meaning of physical form, but 'the

cause of form' is nbt a standard term and is not glossed in the
subsequent commentary. Where the Sanskrit has 'are not '
perceived', the Chinese has_pu_k'o te which 1 have rendered
'{nconceivable'. It may also mean 'never found' or, in a logical

sense 'untenable'. This term is used throughout the Middle

Treatise to render a number of logical operators in a way which

obscures any distinction between the logical and the ontological.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada
4/1 4/1

As for 'cause of form'. It is Here 'objects' means particular

like threads being'the cause of material objects (bhautika



the cloth. If you take away rupa) and their material cause

the threads, there is no cloth, (karana) are the four

and if you cast away the cloth, elements. One does not

there is no thread. The cloth perceive objects - the physical
is like form, the threads are particulars designated sights,
like its cause. sounds, smells, tastes and

touch—-separated from the four

elements and existing by

themselves as a piece of cloth
1s separate from a jar. And

matter as cause (rupa-karasa) is

not perceived existing by

itself apart from objects.

Comments

Both commentaries employ analogies to refute the notion that
particular forms (matter, material objects) can exist without
(material) causes. The Chinese employs the analogy of cloth to
show that the whole (form) is at least the sum of its parts (the
'cause of forms'), but without specifying what the cause of forms
refers to. The Sanskrit identifies the four elements as the

'matter' referred to in the verse; particular objects are not

perceived without the elements of earth, water, fire and air.

The Sanskrit analogy is a counter—example. Form and its cause
camot be divorced, they are interdependent and camot be
considered in isolation and unrelated as a cloth and a jar are

unrelated.



Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4v2 4v2

Form which existed separately If objects exist apart from
from the cause of form matter as their cause, objects
Would be form without a cause must be uncaused: but nothing
A dharma which exists without a is ever without a cause.
cause?

This is not correct.

Comments

This is a statement of Nagarjuna's axiom that all dharmas are

caused. The meanings are identical.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4/2 4/2

It is like a cloth existing As a piece of cloth, being
separately from its threads, another thing than a pot,

which would be a cloth without cannot be caused by the pot, so
a cause. Things which are objects — material particulars
uncaused and yet exist are not - cannot be caused by the four
found anywhere in the world. elements if thought of as

separate from them. But

'Nothing is ever without a
cause'. Therefore, because

causelessness is logically
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absurd, it cannot be accepted

that objects are separate from

matter as their cause.

Comments

The Middle Treatise passage quoted here which parallels

Candrakirti's commentary is only the first part of a longer

disquisition on uncaused dharmas (see below, 4/2 contd.). The

Middle Treatise employs the analogy of cloth and threads to show

that cause and effect of form are inseparable. There is an

appeal to empirical evidence here for proof that acausal events

do not happen, even though elsewhere empirical evidence is

regarded as unreliable (see n. 30 to the translation). The

following section of commentary (4/3) picks up this loose end and
eventually concludes that dharmas are by definition caused, which

is a logical argument. The Sanskrit avoids the empiricist trap -

it uses the analogy of cloth and pot to show that A (the pot) -

cannot cause B (the jar), if A is different from B. This is a
standard argument which is encountered again and again in the

Middle Treatise. Candrakirti then states that all things (i.e.

all dharmas) have causes. This is axiomatic or, as Candrakirti

expresses it, 'causelessness is logically absurd' (in Sprung's

translation. May translates: 'the evil of causelessness follows

as a necessary consequence' which is perhaps closer to the notion

of 'axiomatic').



Middle Treatise
4/2 (contd.)
Question: In the Buddha-Dharma,

in the doctrines of outsiders

(non-Buddhists) and in worldly

teachings there are dharmas
which are uncaused. Buddhism
has the three inactive

(dharmas) which, being inactive

are permanent and therefore
without causes. In the
non—~Buddhi st teachings they

have space, time, direction,

soul, atoms, nirvana and so

forth. In the teachings of the
ordinary world there are

emptiness, time, direction and

so on. These three dharmas,

being nowhere non—existent are

consequently called

' permanent'. Being permanent,

they are uncaused, so how can

you say that uncaused dharmas

do not exist in the world?



Reply: These 'uncaused dharmas'
only exist as figures of
speech. If we ponder and

analyse them we find they are

non—existent. If dharmas have
their being through causes and
conditions, we ought not to say
that they are uncaused. If they

have no causes and conditions,

then it is as we have said.

Question: Causes are of two
kinds: one is the actual cause,
the other is the 'figurative
cause'. These 'uncaused
dharmas' have no actual cause,
they merely have a figurative

cause, to make people know of

them.

Reply: Although they have

figurative causes, you are not

- correct. Just as “'space' is

refuted, in the (next chapter

on the )six elements, so the

remaining items will be refuted

later. Moreover, since even



visible things can be refuted,

how much more so atoms and

other invisible things? This is

why we state that there are no

uncaused dharmas in the world.

Comments

This extended discussion of 'uncaused' dharmas finds no parallel
|

at this point in the Prasannapada. It is a denial of the notion

of uncaused or unconditioned dharmas, the argument being simply
that 1f something is a dharma (and there is nothing which is not

a dharma) then it is the product of causes —-in other words, a

restatement of the fundamental Buddhist teaching of
pratitya-samutpada, dependent origination. The two assumptions

that a)dharmas are caused, and b)reality consists of dharmas,

when taken together leave no room for 'uncaused dharmas' such as
nirvana, space, time and so on (the 'unconditioned' dharmas of
the Abhidarmists and non-Buddhists). Nagarjuna abandons the

notion of unconditioned dharmas, and this is why he can

subsequently equate nirvana with samsara. A 'figurative cause’
(or 'revealing cause', see n. 86 to the translation) is put
forward by the opponent as an example of a cause which is not
really a cause - in other words, a device is proposed which would
enable the opponent to maintain that there are permanent
(uncaused) dharmas without thereby relinquishing dependent

origination. The Middle Treatise refuses to have anything to do

wflth this suggestion. Dharmas are dharmas, and the opponent is



referred to the next chapter where space (supposedly one of the
uncaused dharmas), will be refuted in exaétly the same way that
ordinary down-to-earth dharmas such as goers, eyes and tathagatas

are refuted in other chapters.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4/2 (contd.) 4/2 (contd.)

Question: If (we said that) Now, to show that matter as
the cause of form existed cause camoft exist apart from
separately from form, what objects, Nagarjuna says:

would be wrong with that?

Reply:

Comments

These brief introductions to verse 3 demonstrate very clearly the
way in which the Middle Treatise is structured as a dialogue, the

Prasannapada as a monologue. The interlocutor in the Middle

Treatise represents the voice of the Abhidharmist, or the voice
of the sutras, the basic teachings of the Buddha. The questions
posed by the opponent are straightforward, and designed to elicit
some clearer meaning fﬁrom the brief and often aphoristic stanzas.
Candrakirti's task is somewhat different; he is defending his
understanding of Nagarjuna's 'original' insight against rival
commentators within the overall 'Madhyamika' tradition,

particularly Bhavaviveka. He has not only to make clear what



Nagarjuna originally said but also to anticipate and meet

objections to his interpretation put forward by dthers, including

those who take Nagarjuna as an authority. In the Middle Treatise
the presence of the commentator, whether Blue-Eyes or Kum‘a'raija;

is an unobtrusive one. In the Prasannapada the predominant volce
is that of Candrakirti, to such an extent, indeed, that the
formula 'Nagarjuna says...' or 'the master says ...' is even used

to introduce the remarks of Nagarjuna's putative opponent in the
karika.(see, for example, the opening verses of Chapter 24). The
author of the Middle Treatise does of course supplement both
Nagarjuna's argument and, we may suppose, Nagarjuna's world-view,
especially in respect of the Mahayanist content of the Treatise,
but the commentator's voice is seldom distinguishable from

Na garjuna's, when the Madhyamika point of view is being put, and

equally seldom distinguishable from the Abhidharmist's, when

objections are being framed.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4v3 4v3(ab)

If its cause existed, separate If matter as cause were

from form, separate from objects

Then this 'cause' would be 4/3ab

without an effect If, that is, matter as cause
If you are saying that there were separate from object as
are causes without effects, its effects, then, just as the
This circumstance does not frying pan taken as separate

exist. from the pot carmot be the




4/3
If we eliminate the effect, ie
'form', and merely have the

cause of form, this would be a

cause without an effect.

Question:

What is wrong with there being
a cause with no effect?

Reply:

Nowhere in the world do you
find a cause without an effect,
and why? It is by virtue of
its effect that we call
something a cause. If there is
no effect, how can you call it

3 cause? Moreover, if there is

no effect within the cause, why
should things not arise from
no—cause? This topic 1is
similar to that dealt with in -

chapter one, on the refutation

of causality. Therefore, no

cause exists without an effect.

cause of the pot, as if matter
as cause is conceived as

existing separated from its

effects.

4v3c

Matter as cause would be
without any effect.

4/3c

It would be effectless. The
condition for the causality of
a cause is that it produces an
effect. There is no production
of an effect if this is thought
of as separated from a material
cause unrelated to the effect.
Nagarjuna says that a cause
withoutt an effect, because it
does not cause anything, does

not exist, like the horns of a -

man or of a snake or of a horse.
4v3(d)
There is no cause without an

effect.



Comments

The Sanskrit commentary breaks up the verse and intersperses
sections of commentary. The Middle Treatise never does this; it
invariably presents the verses in their entirety which underlines
thé. fact that while the Prasannapada uses Nagarjuna's verses to

substantiate Candrakirti's argument, the Middle Treatise sees

itself rather as clarifying and restating what is considered to

be the authoritative statement of Madhyamika by Nagarjuna. The

Middle Treatise does of course regularly take up a verse line by
line in its commentary. Here, as in the previous section of
commentary, the Middle Treatise tends to emphasise the empirical,
the Sanskrit the logical. The Middle Treatise says that we do
not find effectless causes in the world (and that this is because
an effect implies a cause); the Sanskrit addresses itself only to
the incoherence of the notion of a cause with no effect. It is
an impossibility, driven home by the analogy of horns on a snake,
etc, The Middle Treatise commentary, perhaps anticipating v5,
raises the additional topic of things arising from no-causes, and
refers us to Ch 1 (1v3, 1lvl4 ff) where 'non—-causes' are said not
to exist anyway. This is evidence either of a rather mechanical
approach designed to exhaust all po sSibilities or, which is
perhaps more likely, evidence of the_Middle Treatise's concern
with the moral and soteriological implications of particular
theories of causality. If there were no causes and yet there

were effects, says the Middle Treatise at 1/3, "then giving alms

and keeping the precepts etc could drag you down into the he€lls,

while the ten evils and five rebellious acts could lead to

rebirth in the heavens, because there would be no causal link".



Middle Treatise

4/3 (contd.)

Moreover:

4v

If form were already existent,
then it would have no use for
'cause of form'. If form did

not exist then, too, it would

have no use for form.

4/4

In neither case is there a
cause for form. If form
pre—existed in the cause, the

cause would not be called the

cause of form. If no form

pre—existed in the cause, 1in

Prasannapada
4/3 (contd.)

Further, what is taken to be
the material cause of objects

must be taken as the cause

either of an object which

exists or of one which does not

exist. Nagarjuna says that

neither way is logically

possible.

4vi

Matter as cause of an object
which exists is not,logicallz

possible; matter as cause of an

object which does not exist is
not logically possible.

4/ 4

If an object is in being (sant)
that is, factually exists
(samividyamana), what would be
the point of its having a

material cause? If an object

is not in being, that is, does



that case, too, the cause would not factually exist, what could

not be termed the cause of form. be the meaning of its 'cause'?

What would one suppose such a
cause to be the cause 0f? So,
if an object does not exist,
lts cause is not logically
possible.

Comment

The Chinese version of the verse incorporates an empirical reason

for the (logical) incoherence of the notion of a material cause

. : . . b :
of an existent or nonexistent object. It does thlsfplacmg the

cause—~effect sequence firmly in a temporal context and asking
what need an already existing form would have for a cause. The

Sanskrit discussion does not require that cause-effect be seen as

a temnporal sequence in order for the logical point to be made,

and it may be considered a weakness in the Middle Treatise

commentary that it i$ only the 'temporal sequence' model of cause

followed by effect which is identified and refuted here although
other possible models of causality are later dealt with at length

in Ch 20 (see esp 20/7)

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4/4 (contd.) 4/4 (contd.)

Question: You may say: Although a

If both these cases are wrong, material cause of objectsis in

then what is wrong with there this way not logically



being simply uncaused form?

Reply:

4v5

For form to exist and yet be

uncaused -

This is altogether wrong.

For this reason one who has

insight

Should not analyse form.

4/5

Whether the effect inherent in
the cause, or whether no effect
inheres in the cause: such
matters remain inconceivable.
How much more so the existence
of form without cause? This 1is
why it is said: "for form to
exist and yet be uncaused -
this is altogether wrong , and
rherefore one who has insight

should not analyse form.

possible, nonetheless objects
exist in fact as effects and

because of their real existence

matter as cause will exist as
well. This would bé so 1f the
object as effect existed, but

it does not. So,

4v5(ab)

An object without a material
cause is not, repeat not,

logically Eossible.

4/5(ab)
How it is that there is no

material cause has been shown?

But if there is no material
cause, how could there be an 1
object as an effect which has
no cause? By the double
rejection of the not, repeat
not, 'Nagarjuna makes clear the

harmfulness of the view that

things can be without cause.

And thus, on being considered

&/



'Analyser' is a name for the
common man who, bound by
ignorance, desire and
attachment to form,
consequently develops from his
perverted views distinctions
and vain argument, speculating
that the effect inheres or does

not inhere in the cause, and so

forth. If you search for form

in this way, it is never

attainable, and therefore a man

of insight should not analyse.

Comment

from every aspect, a
perceptible material object
(rupa) is not possible.
Therefore the wise one (yoga)

who sees things as they really

dare

4v5(cd)

Should not form any theories at

all concerning objects.

The meaning is that he does not
take objects o be the external
base (alambana) to which are
attributed such characteristics
as penetrable or impenetrable,
veridically perceivable or not
veridically perceivable, past

or future, light or dark.

The range of possible interpretations to be laid on verse 5 is

very limited: it contains two assertions; that obJjects (form)

exist and cannot not have material causes, and that omne should

not analyse or theorise about the forms.

The two commentators

draw slightly different emphases, the Middle Treatise seeilng evil

1



particularly in sophisticated arguments about causality, the
Prasannapada interpreting 'theories' as the attribution of
distinctive properties to externalised material forms, a theme

which is taken up again in the commentary to v 6.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada
4/5 (contd.) ~4/5 (contd.)

Further: Whether one thinks that matter

as cause gives rise to an

effectt which is identical with

or not identical with itself,

neither alternative is

logically possible. Nagarjuna

says:
4vb6 4vo
If (you say that) the effect ]M
resembles the cause, that an effect is identical
This is not correct. with its cause. It is not
Ifr(you say that) the effect logically possible that an
does not resemble the cause effect is not identical with
This too is incorrect. its cause.
4/6 4/6
If (you say that) the effect It is commonly supposed that
and the cause resemble each matter (rupakarana) is by its

other, this is not correct, inherent nature solid, liquid,



because the cause is subtle,

the effect gross. Cause and

effect, form and function, etc,

are different from each other.

Just as cloth is similar to

thread, but we do not call
thread 'cloth' for threads are
many but cloth is one, so we
camot say that cause and
effect resemble each other. To

say that cause and effect do

not resemble each other is also

wrong, for just as hempen
thread does not make thin silk,
and coarse thread will not

produce fine cloth, so we

camnot say that cause and
effect are dissimilar. Both
ideas are wrong, so there is

neither form nor cause—-of-form.

warm and mobile. Particular
material objects (bautika),
however, whether they are
personal like the eye and the
other sense—faculties which are

by nature of a subtle matter

and are the base of visual and
the other types of
sense—consciousness, or whether
they are the external semnse

fields like the visible whose

nature it is to be perceived in

the various types of

sense—consciousness, do not

possess the inherent nature of
the four elements. 1t follows

that, because they have

different characteristics,

cause, i.e. matter, and effects

i.e. material objects, are not
identical, as in the case of

nirvana. Lt is not logically

possible that an effect is
identical with its cause.’

Further, one never sees the

real dependence in the

relationship of cause to



effect, even when they are

identical, like the rice seed

and the ripe grain. "It is not
logically possible that an

effect is identical with its
cause,

And agéin¢ 'It is not logically
possible that an effect is not

identical with its cause', The

meaning here is that it is so

because they have different
characteristics, as in the case
of nirvana.

So perceivable material

objects, on being investigated,

are not logically possible in

any way at all.

Comments

The Middle Treatise proceeds entirely by analogy to show that
cause and effect can be neither identical nor different from each
other. In line with the previous section, the discussion refers
to the causal relationships which are ignorantly attributed to

things; we do not call thread 'cloth', ... we cannot say that

cause and effect resemble each other. The reference to subtle

cause and gross effect indicates that a relationship between the



four (or six) elements is not the only possible model, as the
reference to 'form and function' which is a metaphor of Chinese
origin, makes clear. The Middle Treatise makes no attempt to
relate this argument to particular Buddhist teachings, whereas
Candrakirti refers specifically to nirvana as something which can
be neither different ffom nor identical with its cause (namely
samsara). For his part, Candrakirti leans heavily on arguments

from experience of the real world (things perceived, the grain of

rice) and an example drawn from the Buddhist teaching (that

nirvana is attainable) to illustrate Nagarjuna's assertion that
causal relationships are unfathomable by the ordinary person.
His approach here closely resembles that of the Middle Treatise

as he follows, rather than propounds, Nagarjuna's argument.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4/6 (contd.)

Nagarjuna extends this
conclusion to feeling and the

other skandhas as well.

4v7 v/

The skandha of reception, the The inquiry into material
skandha of conception objects holds in every

The skandhas of predisposition essential for feeling,

and conscilousness consciousness, ideation and

And all remaining dharmas, personal dispositions = for all

May be taken together with the the skandhas.

skandha of form.




4/7 4/7

The (other) four skandhas and Feeling and all the skandhas
all dharmas should also be may suitably be considered in
contemplated and refuted in the the same way as material

same way. objects have been. Precisely

as Sunyata, as conceived by

Madhyamika, is expounded for

one thing (dharma), precisely

so 1s it to be expounded for

all things. And so:

‘Comments

Verse / is a natural conclusion to this discussion of Nagarjuna's
analysis of form as representative of the five skandhas. But in
both the Middle Treatise and the Prasannapada there are a further

two verses concerning emptiness and its use in debate with an

opponent.. The Middle Treatise regards these verses as a
departure from the preceding discussion, the skandhas are no more

mentioned. . Candrakirti, however, prepares the reader for this

change of mood by showing a parallelism between the exténsion of
the critique of form to the other four skandhas, and the

extension of the critique of one dharma by means of slnyata to

all other dharmas.

/7



Middle Treatise

4v8

If a man has a question
And you try Lo answer it

without emRtiness

You will be unable to make an

dnswer

It will be whollz the same as

the other's doubts.

(Note

The Middle Treatise takes vv 8
and 9 together and comments on
both. For purposes of
comparison the commentary here
has been divided into 4/9 (up

to 7a25) which refers to 4v 8,

and 4/9 7a25ff, which refers to

4v9. )

4/8

I1f, during a discussion, each
party seizes on to a particular
position and they debate
without reference to the idea

of emptiness they will never

Prasannapada
4v8

If a counter—argument has been

given in terms of §ﬁnzat§ and

someone would offer a

refutation of it, he refutes

nothing because everything he

savs presupposes what has to be

proved.

4/8

"Here 'counter argument' means

discrediting the view of
another; 'in terms of the
absence of being' ($unyata)

means by showing that obJjects



conclude the debate, and all

will be together in doubt. For
example, a man says 'a jug is
impermanent'. His opponent
says 'Why is it impermanent?’
and he replies 'because it
arises from an impermanent

cause'. This is not what one

would call an answer. Why
not? Because there is still
the uncertainty of not knowing

whether the cause is permanent

or impermanent.

are without a self-existent

nature so the view that they
have a self-existent nature is
ruled out. If an opponent
would offer a refutation of
this, saying, 'but as feeling,
ideas and so on are real, so

objects must be real too',

everything he says lacks the

force of a refutation because

the actual existence of
feeling, ideas and so on must
be known in the same way as the

actual existence of objects:

which is what has to be proved.

Even as material objects, on
being thoroughly investigated,
do not actually exist whether
they are one with their
material cause or different, so

feeling, which is dependent on

contact with objects, ideation
which is simultaneous with

consciousness, personal

dispositions which are

dependent on ignorance, and



consciousness which is
dependent on dispositions, on
being thoroughly investigated,

do not exist either as being

one with their cause or

different. They are like

contact and the other factors
of the death-birth cycle: all

of these are just what has to
be proved. And as feeling and
SO on are the same as what hgs
to be proved, so attributes and

the subject of attributes,

effect and cause, whole and

part and such concepts are
things which, like material
objects, are just what has to
be proved. How could an
opponent offer a refutation?
His every assertion will be

just*'what has to be proved.

Throughout this treatise

Nagarjuna teaches that for

Madhyamika it is to be taken as

1 rule that refutations offered

by opponents are instances of

etitio principii.




Comment

The Middle Treatise's point is rather straightforward - that any

discussion of the nature of things in terms of the nature of
their causes, will inevitably lead to an infinite regression of
assertions which omits reference to the idea of emptiness.

Candrakirti's point is the complementary one (based on a

different version of the karika) in which the comection with the

preceding discussion in this chapter of cause and effect in the

skandhas is far more apparent. His argument is that if one does

employ the notion of emptiness, the opponent's argument will

always fail, because everything is causally interdependent and

hence non—existent (in the sense of being empty of own-being).

Both commentators of course presuppose that dharmas and causality

are axiomatic.

Middle Treatise Prasannapada

4v9 4v9

If a-man makes a criticism If, after an exposition has
Explaining the other's errors been made in terms of
without recourse fto.emptiness, emptiness, someone were to
He will not succeed in his offer a criticism, nothing he
criticism says will be a criticism

It will be wholly the same as because it will be just what
the other's doubts. has to be proved.

W

>3




4/9

I1f, wishing to explain the
other's erroneous views, he
simply declares, without
relying on emptiness, that. all
dharmas are impermanent, this
is not what one would call a
criticism, and why? Because
you by your 'impermanence' have
refuted my 'permanence' but I
by my 'permanence' can refute
your 'impermanence', saying
that if things truly were
impermanent there would be no
karma and consequences, that
the dharmas of eye and ear,
etc., would cease every instant
and that there would be no '

distinctions (between sin and

merit etc.). Such fallacies as
these will never succeed as

criticisms, being at the same

level as the opponent's doubts.

However, if one relies on

emptiness to refute permanence,

59

4/9

If during an exposition some
pseudo—disciple raises a
critical objection, that
objection, it should be known,

will be just what has to be
proved, as in the case of a
counter—argument.

To quote: "Who sees one thing

truly, it should be remembered,

sees all things truly. The

emptiness in one thing is

emptiness in all things.”

And from the Gaganagan jasamadhi
Sutra: "The one who by
examining one putative element
realizes that all putative
elements are like a magical
show, like a mirage:
unintelligible, false,

deceptive and perishable, he is
the one who progresses directly
ro the haven of enlightenment.”

And from the Samadhiraja Sutra:

"Just as you have understood

the concept of the self, so



no error is involved, and why?

Because such a man does not

‘cling to the mark of

'emptiness'. Therefore if one

even wants to debate, he should

rely upon the idea of

emptiness; how much more so if

he desires to seek the

characteristic of release from

affliction, and calm extinction.

Comments

should you turn your mind to

all things; all putative

elements have the same nature
as the self: they are as
Lransparent as the heavens.
The one who from one thing

knows all things and from one

thing sees all things, in him,
whatever the paths of his

thought:, there will be no

egomania [attachment to self].’

Both the Middle Treatise and the Prasannapada, though speaking in

different ways, agree that the notion of emptiness is the means

by which one can resolve debates about the nature of being

without being drawn into fruitless arguments. Both commentators

then indicate that employing emptiness in debate is not in

principle *different from seeing things as empty.

Candrakirti's argument is that to see one thing as empty (which

he seems to equate with asserting the emptiness of one dharma) is

to see all things as empty, and he quotes sutras in support of

this view. The Middle Treatise regards reliance upon emptiness

as a prerequisite for both success in intellectual debate and

success in attaining liberation; this makes sense in the light of

LO



the Treatise's earlier equation of evil (ignorance) with these
very debates about causality etc, but the relationship between -

argument and extinction is not made entirely clear. "If one even

wants to debate, he should rely upon the idea of emptiness; how

much more so if he desires to seek the characteristic of release

from affliction, and calm extinction.”

4.1 The Middle Treatise in the Sino-Korean-Japanese Tradition

From the point of view of the Sino-Korean-Japanese Buddhist
tradition, the Middle Treatise, together with companion texts
such as the 'Hundred Treatise' (T 1569), the 'Twelve Topic
Treatise’' (T.1568) and the Great Perfection of Wisdom Treatise
(T.1509), represents the first lucid, systematic and reliable

expression of Madhyamika thought in Chinese, and thus stands at

the beginning of a long development of 'Middle Way' thought in



the sects and schools of Far Eastern Mahayana. 1In particular,
the Middle Treatise, Hundred Treatise and Twelve-topic Treatise
(Chung-lun, Pai-lun and Shih-erh-men-lun) were known collectively
as the 'Three Treatises' (san-lun) and a school of thought based
on these treatises flourished for a time in China, and was
amongst the earliest forms of scholastic Buddhist thought to be
introduced into Korea and Japan. The T'ien-t'ai (Jap:Tendai)
school to some extent based its philosophy on Madhyamika, using
it to develop a theory of the 'sandai' or 'three truths' of
emptiness, conventional reality, and the middle way. This
philosophy of a middle way between appearance and disappearance
of forms had a tremendous impact upon many subsequent
developments in Buddhist thought, especially in Japan, where the
greatest reformers and innovators - Nichiren, Honen, Shinran and
the Zen masters Dogen and Eisai - were all trained initially as

Tendal monks.

The position of the Middle Treatise itself within all these
subsequent developments is, however, more difficult to evaluate,
for while the complete text of the Middle Tfeatise was presumably
always available in the canonical collections of Buddhist
scriptures from the time of Kumarajiva onwards, Sino-Japanese
interest in the text was mediated almost entirely through the
heavily interpretive writings of the Chinese monk Chi-tsang

(549-623), a prolific systematiser of the san-lun tradition. As.

Inada points out:

(2




b

"Special attention must be called to (Chi-tsang's)
famous two-fold analytical division of the ideas of the

Karika (Nagarjuna's Middle Stanzas), i.e., into the
famous p'o-hsieh-hsien-cheng (j% 5f 22 i )which can be
rendered as refutation (or critique) is at once an
awakening to the true dharma or reality as such. The

influence of this thought on subsequent Far Eastern
Buddhism cannot be underestimated. (p.27).

The phrase p'o-hsieh-hsien-cheng may also be translated as
'refutation of wrong and demonstration of right' (for example in
De Bary's The Buddhist Tradition p.144), but this obscures the
rather important point that the one is the other. The statement
1s of course self—négating, as Chi-tsang recognises, and his
discussion of this point leads him, eventually, back to the

statement of first principles in the Middle Stanzas:

'Objection If there is neither affirmation nor negation
[this is a8 reference to Chi-tsang's propounding of the
Madhyamika ldaa of 'no viewpolnt'], then there is also
no wrong and no right. Why, then, in the beginning
section do you call it 'The Refutation of Wrong and the
Demonstration of Right'’

Answer: [The idea that] there is affirmation and
negation, we consider 'wrong’. [The idea that] there
is neither affirmation nor negation, we call ‘'right’.
It is for this reason that we have thus called the
section explaining the refutation of wrong and the

demonstration of right.
Objection: Once there is a wrong to be refuted and a
right to be demonstrated, then the mind is exercising

a choice. How can one say then that it 'leans on
nothing' [Equivalent to 'non-grasping’' in the Middle
Treatise],

Answer In order to put an end to wrong, we force
ourselves to speak of ’'right’'. Once wrong has been
ended, then neither does right remain. Therefore the

mind has nothing to which 1t adheres...

Objection If wrong and right are both obliterated, 1is
this not surely a 'view' of emptiness?

Answer The Treatise on Right Views (i.e. the Middle

Treatise) says:
The Great Sage preached the Law of Emptiness



In order to separate men from all views.
If one still has the view that there 'is' emptiness,
Such a person even the Buddhas cannot transform.

(DeBary, Pp.147-148.) The verse quoted from the Middle
Treatise is 13v9 (De Bary's translation from Chi-tsang).

Chi-tsang's idea that 'refutation is at once an awakening to the
true dharma' is not incompatible with the teaching of Nagarjuna's
karika or the Middle Treatise, but this is not to say that the
idea 1s explicitly stated in these earlier works. The
significant point about Chi-tsang's contribution to Madhyamika
or, more correctly, Three-Treatise, thought, since he based his
interpretation of Madhyamika on the Middle Treatise, the Hundred
Treatise and the Twelve Topic Treatise, all translated by
Kumarajiva, is that he presupposes a familiarity with certain
Mahayana teachings, particularly those of the Nirvana-sutra which
was translated into Chinese only a few years after Kumarajiva's
death,and which preaches the innate buddhahood of all beings
(including the worst sinners). Such teachings are, on the face of
it, alien to Nagarjuna's way of thinking and indeed to the Middle
Treatise as well. Chi-tsang's aim, however, in the context of
his overall attempt to systematize a variety of Mahayana
teachings in seventh-century China, was to set
Madhyamika and Prajnaparamita thought firmly within a Mahayana
context provided by the teachings of the Nirvana Sutra, by
showing how the Madhyamika method of intellectual debate might

Further the cause of attaining enlightenment. His approach may

have been somewhat pedantic and rationalistic but his style and



his conclusions are not very different from those of the earlier

Madhyamikas. Much of the force of Nagarjuna's attack on received
notions derives, after all, from the very repetitive, systematic

application of the same Madhyamika critique to a number of

different topics. As Sprung polints out, for Nagarjuna, as also

for Candrakirti,

L

.. .reasoning 1s not ontologically bound; yet they
proceed unshakably assuming that what fails the tests
of reason - what is less than utterly intelligible -
cannot exist... For thinkers often held to be
'mystical’ the Madhyamikas understanding of
thinkability 1s surprisingly narrow and unyielding.
Madhyamika will not, and cannot, agree that the utterly
intelligible ;is the truth; and for a simple reason:
there is nothing utterly intelligible...' (Sprung,

Lucid Exposition p.9.)

It has to be said that the nature of the relationship which
Chi-tsang tried systematically to elucidate, between the
Madhyamika dlalectle on the one hand, and liberation or nirvana
on the other, is not easy to grasp, either from a reading of

Nagarjuna's stanzas or in the Middle Treatise itself. This is

one of the elusive aspects of Madhyamika which contribute to 1its

appeal and help to give it its peculiarly subversive Buddhist

flavour.

As a result of the introduction of ideas drawn from the
Nirvana-sutra, Chi-tsang and the later Three Treatise schools
were, as Aaron Koseki points out, more deeply influenced by this
sitra, by later problems of the conceptualization of the two

truths and by the distinction between empty and nonempty aspects
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of the Buddha-nature than by Nagarjuna and the Middle Treatise

per se. (Koseki, p.56)

From the point of view of traditional Sino-Japanese Buddhist
scholarship, which developed out of the academic schools of
Chinese Buddhism, therefore, the Middle Treatise itself has not
occupied a particularly significant place. Apart from Chi-tsang's
role in drawing attention away from the Middle Treatise and
towards a more eclectic Middle Way philosophy, expounded in much
larger and more systematic works than the Middle Treatise, such
as the san-lun hsuan-i(Profound Meaning of the Three

Treatises), (T.1852) the relative neglect of the Middle Treatise
has undoubtedly been due also to the fact that in its expression
of Buddhist ideas it is neither fully Indian nor fully Chinese.

This is because in its final form it reflects the work of at

least three authors: Nagarjuna, who wrote the verses on which the
work is based: 'Blue-Eyes', the Indian or Central Asian author of
the original commentary (of whom more below) and Kumarajiva.
These three authors wrote at different times, in different

circumstances and for different audiences.

In his preface to the Middle Treatise the monk Seng-jui tells us
that the translator and editor of the final work, Kumarajiva,
vedited and emended’'  the text in Chang-an for the benefit of
the Chinese sangha 1in conformity with his own understanding of
Madhyamika, but the text, even though written in Chinese, remalns

essentially Indian in its style and approach, vastly different

Lo


<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>