DE GRUYTER ASIA 2025; aop 8

Research

Margherita Serena Saccone*

Dharmakirti and the Madhyamaka:
Perspectives from a Tantric Author (Or: Of
Missing Links in the History of Buddhist
Thought)

https://doi.org/10.1515/asia-2025-0015
Received February 28, 2025; accepted August 18, 2025; published online November 5, 2025

Abstract: As is well known, Steinkellner (Steinkellner, Ernst. 1990. “Is Dharma-
kirti a Madhyamika?” In: David Seyfort Ruegg and Lambert Schmithausen (eds.),
Earliest Buddhism and Madhyamaka. Panels of the VIIth World Sanskrit Confer-
ence. Leiden: Brill, 72-90) addresses the topic of a Madhyamika Dharmakirti
in critical engagement with Shirasaki (Shirasaki, Kenjo [FIU#F#H)%]. 1986.
“Dharmakirti wa chiiganronsha de aru” [Dharmakirti is a Madhyamika], Bukkyo
Ronso 30: 110-114). In fact, in an earlier paper (1978), the Japanese scholar argues
that Jitari (ca. 10th cent.) presents Dharmakirti as being ultimately a Madhyamika.
Shirasaki maintains that Jitari does so in the *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya,
specifically based on references to some karikas from Dharmakirti’s major work,
the Pramanavarttika. Indeed, in that work, Jitari copies verbatim very long
portions from the Saramafijart by Samantabhadra (mid-9th cent.), a tantric work
that serves as a commentary on the Samantabhadrasadhana by Jhianapada
(8th-9th cent.), a manual for meditation within the Guhyasamaja system. In this
article, I shall provide some glimpses on the evolution of the theme of a Ma-
dhyamika Dharmakirti from the 8th to the 10th centuries based on the analysis of

In this article, [ use the term “Madhyamika” as it is explicitly applied to Dharmakirti by some of the authors
discussed here, without drawing specific doctrinal distinctions. As will become evident, references to
Nagarjuna’s doctrines are also involved in some cases.
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some works by Santaraksita, Kamalasila, Jiianapada and Samantabhadra. These
authors belong to different traditions; however, there is a “red thread,” a legacy,
that they all share in viewing Dharmakirti’s argumentations as a useful tool for the
logical justification of Buddhist doctrines. I shall also show a missing link in the
history of the concept of a “Madhyamika Dharmakirti”, namely, a tantric author
that elaborates on the materials of $antaraksita and Kamalasila, and is subse-
quently copied by Jitari. In this regard, I shall present materials that are being
edited and translated here for the first time.

Keywords: Dharmakirti; Madhyamaka; Buddhist philosophy; History of Buddhist
ideas; Jitari; Samantabhadra

1 Introduction

Asiswell known, Steinkellner (1990) addresses the topic of a Madhyamika Dharmakirti
in critical engagement with Shirasaki (1986). In an earlier paper, the Japanese scholar
(1978: 494) argues that Jitari (ca. 10th cent.) — who follows the tradition of Santaraksita
and Kamaladila insofar as he “too takes this Yogacara-Madhyamika (sic) position”
— presents Dharmakirti as being ultimately a Madhyamika.! Shirasaki maintains that
Jitari does so in the *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, specifically based on references to
some karikas from Dharmakirti’s major work, the Pramanavarttika. He further sug-
gests that, in that same work, Jitari draws upon the works of Santaraksita and
Kamala$ila in relation to logico-epistemological argumentations and doctrines.

In fact, Jitari copies verbatim very long portions’ from Samantabhadra’s
(mid-9th cent.) Saramafijari,® a Tantric work that serves as a commentary on the
Samantabhadrasadhana by Jiianapada (8th-9th cent.), a manual for meditation
within the Guhyasamaja system, a well-established Buddhist Tantric tradition.

1 Shirasaki (1978: 493) states: “At the end of the fourth chapter of the Sugatamatavibhangabhasya,
Jitari enumerates five Madhyamika oriented karikas of the Pramanavarttika. There he considers
Dharmakirti to be a Madhyamika master and even says that the Madhyamika doctrine was estab-
lished by Dharmakirti.” In fact, Jitari presents the Madhyamaka as being clarified by Nagarjuna and
accepted by Dharmakirti: ‘phags pa klu sgrub kyi zhal snga nas gsal bar mdzad pa/ slob dpon chos kyi
grags pa’i zhal snga nas bzhed pa’i dbu ma de kho na ’di blo dang ldan pa rnam kyis khas blang ba dang
goms par bya bar ’os pa yin te | (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. pp. 137, 22-138, 1).

2 For a list of these portions from a specific part of the Saramarijart, see Saccone & Szantd 2023:
appendix B.

3 As a matter of fact, Jitari’s words are subsequently copied by Moksakaragupta (see Saccone &
Szént6 2023: appendix B). This is noteworthy, as he too is presented by Shirasaki as upholding that
Dharmakirti is ultimately a Madhyamika. However, this topic lies beyond the scope of the present
article.



DE GRUYTER Dharmakirti and the Madhyamaka =—— 3

This text remained largely unknown to scholars until recently, when a substantial
part of it was edited, translated, and studied.* Analysis of the Saramafijar reveals
that Samantabhadra can be viewed as an heir to Santaraksita’s and Kamalasila’s
doctrinal legacy, particularly regarding their so-called Yogacara-Madhyamaka
systematization. Samantabhadra also reuses many of the arguments employed
by these two authors in their works, especially the Tattvasamgraha and the

Tattvasamgrahapanjika.

Jitari cites a number of verses from Dharmakirti in order to support his claim that
the philosopher accepted a Madhyamaka ultimate standpoint. This paper, however,
will limit itself to investigating a few karikas that are also found in Santaraksita’s
*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (and Kamalasila’s *Madhyamakalamkarapanjika) as well
as the Saramafjart and relate to the Madhyamaka tradition.

In this article, I shall show the following:

1. Amissinglink in the history of the concept of a “Madhyamika Dharmakirti”, namely, a
Tantric author (i.e., Samantabhadra) who elaborates on the materials of $antaraksita
and Kamalasila, and whose work is subsequently copied by Jitari. In this context, I
shall also present materials that are here edited® and translated for the first time.

2. How the development of pramanic/logico-epistemological materials in later liter-
ature becomes part of a distinctive doctrinal agenda in and through (also) Tantric
works. This is particularly true in the present case, where Dharmakirtian logic and
doctrines are presented as aligning with a Madhyamaka ultimate standpoint.

3. The central role of employing independent Dharmakirtian arguments and doc-
trines (with their 8th-century systematization by Santaraksita and Kamalasila) in
order to justify, at the end of a gradual process, the Madhyamaka from an
absolute point of view. This process becomes a key component of doctrinal sys-
tems and soteriology for subsequent Buddhist thinkers, also within Tantric works.

2 Jitari on Dharmakirti and the Madhyamaka

In the chapter on the Madhyamaka in the *Sugatamatavibhangabhdsya, a doxo-
graphical work on Buddhist traditions, Jitari presents Dharmakirti as upholding

4 See Saccone & Szant6 2023.

5 My edition is based on, and owes much to, Péter-Déniel Szénté’s unpublished work on the
Saramanjari. However, I have provided my own text and have made different emendations where
necessary. My work relies on the photographs of the Pala manuscript (for reference, see Saccone &
Sz4ntd 2023: 19-22) and on the Tibetan translation (P 2732 and D 1869), when available. The manu-
script and the Tibetan translation reflect two different recensions of the text. The passages discussed
here appear in both recensions. With regard to the Tibetan translation, see Saccone & Szant6
2023: 18n16.
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Madhyamaka views. He supports this by quoting a few karikas from the Pra-
manavarttika,® including Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 359/360.”

Before citing this verse, he argues that it concerns consciousness (*vijfiana). This
same verse is also quoted by Moksakaragupta when discussing the Madhyamaka
view of the unreality of cognitions.® After quoting it, Jitari states:

phyirol dang nang thun mong du sun ’byin payin no// dbu ma pa’i lugs kyi bdud rtsi la dgyes pa mi
mnga’ na ni/ de skad du gsungs pa rigs par ma mthong go // (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed.
p. 137, 7-8)

[This] is a refutation of internal and external entities jointly. What is previously stated like this
[in the verse by Dharmakirti] cannot be comprehended logically/as being logical, unless one
delights in the ambrosia that is the Madhyamaka tradition.

The verse in the Pratyaksa chapter of the Pramanavarttika appears in a discussion on
the absence of the characteristics of apprehended, apprehender, and apprehension
in cognitions.’ In this verse, Dharmakirti clearly states:'’

bhava yena nirtipyante tadriipam nasti tattvatah |
yasmad ekam anekam va ripam tesam na vidyate || (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 359/360)

That nature through which entities are ascertained/defined does not exist ultimately, since they
do not possess a nature that is either one or many.

The nature he is referring to is that of things appearing as objects or subjects of
cognition. The intent is to prove that cognitions are devoid of both apprehended and
apprehender — though not of intrinsic nature per se.

Jitari also cites a few other karikas from the same chapter that he associates with
a Madhyamaka standpoint: Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 4, 208-210.

6 The verses quoted in this paragraph are also translated by Steinkellner (1990: 75, 76, 78). However, I
have provided my own English translation.

7 This verse is counted as 359 or 360, according to the editions.

8 See Tarkabhasa, ed. p. 70, 6-9. The verse in introduced by the words: kirtipadair apy uktam |.

9 The verse that introduces the overall topic of this section reads: avibhago ’pi buddhyatma
viparyasitadarsanaih | grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavan iva laksyate || (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa®
353) “Even though undivided, the nature of cognition is characterized as if it were endowed with
[three parts, namely,] apprehended, apprehender, and apprehension, by those [whose minds] have
misconceptions (viparyasitadarsana).” This verse is also quoted in the Saramafijari, see §7.

10 Although the verses in the *Sugatamatavibhangabhasya are extant only in the Tibetan trans-
lation, I will mention them in their original Sanskrit since there are seemingly no relevant
differences.
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asaktam sarvam iti ced bijader ankuradisu |
drsta saktir mata sa cet samvrtyastu yatha tatha ||
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 4)™

If [an opponent argues:] Everything is devoid of capacity, [we reply:] The capacity of a seed, etc.,
toward [producing] a sprout, etc., is commonly observed. If [the opponent argues:] That is [only]
conceptually construed from a conventional point of view, [it will be answered:] Be it as it may."

citravabhasesv arthesu yady ekatvam na yujyate |
saiva tavat katham buddhir eka citravabhasint ||
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 208)"

If unity is not tenable in objects that appear with varied images, how can precisely that cognition
itself that is unitary be [tenable as] possessing varied images?

idam vastubalayatam yad vadanti vipascitah |
yatha yatharthas cintyante visiryante tatha tatha ||
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 209)'

This is derived from the force of facts, as wise people say: In whatever way things are inves-
tigated, they disappear accordingly."®

kim syat sa citrataikasyam na syat tasyam matav api |
yadidam svayam arthanam rocate tatra ke vayam ||
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 210)'®

Could this manifoldness be in one [cognition]? It could not even be in this cognition. If this is
agreeable to [the reality of] things for oneself, then who are we [to counter] this?

11 Cf. gal te thams cad nus med na /| sa bon sogs ni myug sogs la // nus mthong gal te de kun rdzob |/
’dod na ji lta de lta yin /| (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. p. 135, 33-136, 2)

12 Steinkellner (1990: 75), drawing on Tosaki (1979: 61ff) and Zwilling (1981: 308), states that the
opponents in the verse are Madhyamikas. According to him, Ravigupta is the only commentator who
clearly interprets the final answer as an assent to Madhyamaka.

13 Cf. sna tshogs snang can don rnams la // gal te gcig nyid mi rigs na /| re zhig gcig pu’i blo de nyid |/
sna tshogs su ni ji ltar snang [/ (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. p. 136, 4-7).

14 Cf.jiltajiltar don bsams la /| de lta de ltar rnam dben zhes /| mkhas pa rnams ni gang gsung ba /| de
ni dngos stobs “ongs pa yin || (*Sugatamatavibharigabhasya, ed. p. 136, 9-12)

15 Steinkellner (1990: 77) argues that Prajiiakaragupta interprets this half verse as expressing a
Madhyamaka point of view. See: tasmad yatha yatha vastu cintyate tatha tatha visiryata eveti kim
atra kurmah | tasmad aha: vijiianam vijianartpataya sunyam iti sakaladharmastnyataiva nyayya ||
(Pramanavarttikalamkara, ed. p. 286, 25-26).

16 Cf. snatshogs gcig na cizhig ’gyur [/ blo de la ni mi’gyur ro /| gal te don dag *di ’dod na /| de la kho bo
ci zhig yin /| (*Sugatamatavibhangabhasya, ed. p. 136, 13-137, 1).
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These verses, in their original context, serve to refute the independent reality of
objects that appear in cognition. However, Jitari chooses to present them as refuting
the very reality of cognitions themselves. In that chapter, he does not refer to
Nagarjuna’s Milamadhyamakakarika.

3 Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa° 359/360
in Santaraksita’s *Madhyamakalamkaravrtti and
Kamalasila’s *Madhyamakalamkarapanjika

Some of the same verses, though in a different order, are quoted by Santaraksita in the
*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti: Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 359/360, 208, 209cd, 215cd,
209ab. Jitari does not quote 215. The vrtti corresponds to *Madhyamakalamkarakarika
61, which introduces the idea that things, when investigated, are not found to have a
unitary nature and, accordingly, do not possess a manifold nature either.

Whichever thing that is investigated does not possess a unitary [nature]. What does not exist as
unitary does not have a manifold [nature] either."”

Unlike Jitari, who perhaps intentionally omits it, Santaraksita also cites Pra-
manavarttika Pratyaksa® 215cd:

ato laksanasinyatvan nihsvabhavah prakasitah || 215cd ||*®

Therefore, due to emptiness of intrinsic characteristic (laksana), [entities] are explained as
being devoid of intrinsic nature.

Santaraksita presents this verse in connection with the demonstration that every-
thing lacks intrinsic nature (svabhava), whether one or many. Just prior to Dhar-
makirti’s karikas, he also quotes a few verses from the Lankavatarastitra, which are
presented as scriptural source for establishing that all things - including
cognitions — do not possess svabhava. These verses, in fact, critique the Yogacara
tradition:

17 dngos po gang gang rnam dpyad pa// de dang de la gcid nyid med // gang la gcid nyid yod min pa// de
la du ma nyid kyang med |/ (*Madhyamakalamkarakarika 61). Cf. tasya tasyaikata nasti yo yo bhavah
pariksyate | na santi tenaneke ’pi yenaiko ’pi na vidyate || (Catuhsataka, 14.19), which is quoted in
Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (ed. p. 174, 2-5). For this quotation, see also Vadanyayatika, ed. p. 87,15-16.
18 Cf. de bas mtshan nyid stong pa’i phyir // rang bzhin med par rab bshad ces /| (*Madhyama-
kalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 178, 12-13)
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The intrinsic nature of things that are investigated through cognition is not determined.
Therefore, they are inexpressible and are taught as being devoid of intrinsic nature.
(Lankavatarasutra 2.175)"

However, what is investigated through cognition is not dependent, nor conceptually con-
structed. And there is no perfected nature [for that]. How can it be conceived of through
cognition? (Larkavatarasttra 2.198)*

There is no intrinsic nature, no cognition, no real thing, and no storehouse [consciousness];
these are indeed imagined by childish people who are like corpses and poor logicians.
(Lankavatarasitra 3.48).2

However, having surpassed signs, real things, representations (vijiiapti), and fluctuations of the
mind, my [good] sons act as being free of concepts. (Lankavatarasitra 3.53)%

These verses are also found in the Prajiaparamitopadesa by Ratnakarasanti
(D 144a2-4). In conclusion, after quoting both the Lankavatarasitra and
Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika, Santaraksita states:

Thus, if one examines with the insight born of reasoning and that born of scriptures, the logical
reason [stating] that all things are devoid of intrinsic nature, whether one or many, is
established — after having analyzed [those things] in one hundred ways.”

Santaraksita appears to suggest that Dharmakirti,* in certain passages, can also be
interpreted as agreeing with the view that all things lack svabhava. Furthermore, he
seems to regard these verses from the Pramanavarttika as a demonstration through
good logic of that idea. He introduces the karikas with:

19 bloyis rnam par gzhigs nani//ngo bo nyid ni gzung du med// de phyir de dag brjod med dang//ngo bo
nyid kyang med par bshad /| (*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti ed. p. 174, 7-11) buddhya vivecyamananam
svabhavo navadharyate | tasmad anabhilapyas te nihsvabhavas ca desitah || (Lankavatarasitra 2.175).
20 blo yis rnam par gzhigs na ni// gzhan dbang med cing brtags pa med // grub pa’i dngos po yod med
na // blo yis ji ltar rnam par brtags // (*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 174, 12-15) buddhya vive-
cyamanam tu na tantram napi kalpitam | nispanno nasti vai bhavah katham buddhya vikalpyate ||
(Lankavatarasutra 2.198).

21 rang bzhin med cing rnam rig med // dngos po med cing kun gzhi med // ro mtshungs byis pa’i rtog
ge pa// ngan pa rnams kyis *di dag brtags /| (*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 176, 1-4) na svabhavo
na vijfiaptir na vastu na ca alayah | balair vikalpita hy ete Savabhiitaih kutarkikaih ||
(Lankavatarastitra 3.48)

22 mtshan ma dngos po rnamrig dang //yid kyi g.yo ba gang yin las // nga yi sras rnams ran ’das nas //
de dag rnam par mirtog spyod || *Madhyamakalamkaravrtti ed. p. 176, 5-8) nimittam vastu vijiiaptim
manovispanditam ca tat | atikramya tu putra me nirvikalpas caranti te || (Lankavatarasttra 3.53)
23 de ltar rigs pa dang lung dang ldan pa’i shes rab kyis brtags na / dngos po ma lus pa brgya tshul
(C; tshal P D) du gzhigs te gcig dang du ma’i rang bzhin dang bral ba’i gtan tshigs grub
po | *Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, ed. p. 178, 17-19).

24 See Kamaladila’s commentary in note 25.
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Therefore, this topic [i.e., the lack of intrinsic nature in all things] is stated here and there by
those with a brilliant mind.?

In doing so, Santaraksita may be responding to the verse in the Lankavatarasitra (k.
3.48) that attacks “bad logicians.” That verse, along with the others mentioned above,
clearly targets the Vijianavadins for upholding the reality of something — namely,
cognitions as having svabhdva. By contrast, we are told, “good” Buddhist philosophers
should move beyond this view and recognize the unreality of all things and the absence
of any intrinsic nature - finally abandoning all conceptual elaboration.

Santaraksita emphasizes that Dharmakirti is a good logician and that his argu-
ments and logical tools are thus suitable for use also by Madhyamikas in pursuit of a
Madhyamaka final goal. After all, despite explicitly advocating Vijfianavada, Dhar-
makirti does not contradict the ultimate truth of the Madhyamaka. In some of his
writings, he too asserts emptiness as the total absence of intrinsic nature.

At the same time, Santaraksita deliberately omits 215ab, quoting only the portion
of the verse that aligns with his own agenda. On the contrary, Kamalasila, who
explicitly speaks of Yogacara,”® comments that emptiness here refers to the absence
of the aspects of apprehender and apprehended — suggesting that in this context
Dharmakirti is presenting a Yogacara doctrine.

He then cites Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 215ab:

na grahyagrahakakarabahyam asti ca laksanam ||215ab)||*’
And there is no intrinsic characteristic aside from the aspects of perceived and perceiver.

Moreover, Kamalasila adds that Dharmakirti does not intend this from an absolute
point of view, because the Pramanavarttika is composed from the perspective of the
Yogacara. He explains:

“Here and there,” i.e., in the Pramanavarttika and other [texts]. “It is stated” namely, [Dhar-
makirti and other good logicians] do not say it according to true reality because in the Pra-
manavarttika, etc., there is the condition of teaching according to the Yogacara. The idea is that:
Even though the Master teaches as such [i.e., those verses] in terms of the imagined nature, since
the perfected one (*parinispanna) is not established [in those treatises], these words of the

25 debas na blo gros dkar po rnams kyis don *di de dang der smos te/ (*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti ed.
p. 178, 1). Kamalasila comments on the words blo gros dkar po rnams kyis with slob dpon chos kyi
grags pa la sogs pas (*Madhyamakalamkarapafijika ed. p. 179, 2-3) “the Master Dharmakirti and
others.”

26 See tshad ma rnam par ’grel pa la sogs par nirnal ’byor spyod pa’i tshul bshad pa’i gnas skabs yin
pa’i phyir ro || (*Madhyamakalamkarapanjika ed. p. 179, 5-6) “Because in the Pramanavarttika, etc.,
there is the condition of teaching according to the Yogacara.”

27 Cf. gzung ’dzin rnam par ma gtogs par // mtshan nyid yod pa ma yin no //
(*Madhyamakalamkaraparfijika ed. p. 179, 13-14).
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Master can be [admitted] in all cases, because a shared [or conform/agreeable®] logic is
employed. Therefore, [Santaraksita] says: “It is stated.”?

In other words, Kamalasila acknowledges that Dharmakirti’s verses reflect a Yoga-
cara view. However, this view is not an ultimate one; rather it pertains to conven-
tional reality — a reality based on a conceptual level of truth.

It remains unclear whether Kamaladila is suggesting that, while teaching
according to that level of truth in the Pramanavarttika, Dharmakirti might teach
differently elsewhere, while adopting the ultimate perspective of the Madhyamaka.
Perhaps, Kamala$ila is merely implying that the Master would accept the absolute lack
of svabhava in all things because it conforms to the same logic he employs. Further-
more, the Yogacara position can be accepted conventionally, as it is logically coherent.

4 Jhanapada and the Investigation of Emptiness

In the Samantabhadrasadhana, Jianapada presents a verse related to the three gates
to liberation (vimoksamukha),*® i.e., emptiness, signlessness/causelessness,”* and
absence of aim:

28 According to the variant in P: mthun myong, see note 29.

29 de dang der zhes bya ba ni tshad ma rnam ’grel la sogs par ro // smos te zhes bya ba ni dngos su
bshad pa mayin pa ste/ tshad ma rnam par ‘grel pa la sogs par nirnal *byor spyod pa’i tshul bshad pa’i
gnas skabs yin pa’i phyir ro // slob dpon gyis kun tu brtags pa’i ngo bo nyid kyi dbang du byas te de skad
du bshad mod kyi/yongs su grub pa nyid ma grub pa’i phyir te/rigs pa thun mong [D; mthun myong P]
pa’i phyir slob dpon gyi tshig ’di thams cad du rung ba nyid do snyam du bsams pa’o /| de nyid kyi phyir
smos te zhes bya ba smos so [/ (*Madhyamakalamkaraparijika ed. p. 179, 3-10)

30 The three gateways to liberation (vimoksamukha) are a traditional theme discussed also in the
canonical literature (for bibliographical references, see Deleanu 2000: 98n54). They are related to
three old forms of meditative absorption (samadhi). In this respect, Zacchetti (2015: 174) argues:
“These three samadhis — of emptiness (Siinyata), signlessness (animitta or animitta) and absence of
aim (apranihita) — were traditionally considered key methods for attaining nirvana through pro-
gressive abandonment of specific mental states (Conze 1962: 59-69). [...] Their adoption by Pra-
JjAidparamita texts represents a remarkable instance of appropriation and radical reinterpretation
which exemplifies very well the fundamental attitude of this tradition. The locus classicus for this
operation is chapter 20 of the Astasahasrika. Here we are told that these practices should indeed be
cultivated, but — with a characteristic twist of focus— skillfully handled and employed as methods not
for achieving nirvana (which is in fact to be carefully avoided), but for practicing in view of awak-
ening. In other words, the set of three samadhis should be adopted for its side-effects (advanced forms
of detachment), which are considered beneficial for the bodhisattva practice, but definitely not for its
originally intended main purpose.” On the three samadhis, see Lamotte 1970: 1213-1232.

31 The term used here is nimitta/*msthan ma, which can be translated as both “sign” and “cause.”
While “sign” is the more common translation in reference to the vimoksamukhas, the context of this
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All things are empty because they lack an intrinsic nature, and similarly they are devoid of cause
because they lack a[n ultimately real] cause, [and] due to the abandonment of consideration they
are free of aspiration.*® (Samantabhadrasadhana 18).

While introducing the verse, Samantabhadra refers to it as outlining the method for
mentally cultivating the [absolute] thought of the awakening of the “setting-out”

type:
tatredanim prasthanabodhicittabhavanavidhim aha-sinyam ityadi (Saramafijart Pa 6al-2)

Among these, now [Jiianapada] states the method for mentally cultivating the [absolute] thought
of awakening of the setting-out type [with the words] beginning with: “[All things] are empty.”

Accordingly, Jfidnapada discusses these three aspects of reality to be the object of

mental cultivation in order to realize the “setting-out” type of absolute bodhicitta:

1. Things are empty because they lack an intrinsic nature.

2. Things are causeless because they lack an ultimately real cause, although it is
conventionally acknowledged that they possess one.

3. Things are devoid of aspiration because there is the abandonment of
consideration.

Regarding point 2., Samantabhadra specifies that Jiianapada intends this to express
the unreality of causation from an absolute point of view, since the condition of
“cause” cannot ultimately withstand analytical investigation. However, from a
conventional point of view, causality cannot be denied and remains logically tenable:

tatha hetor™ vicarasahasya viyogad> animittam | vyavaharikas tu hetur na nisidhyata eveti
tuna darsayati | (Saramarfijart, Pa 6a2)

Similarly, [all things] are devoid of causes, because they lack a cause that withstands analysis.
However, a conventional cause is not denied at all; this [Jianapada] shows through [the word]
“and (tu).”

specific case, along with the commentary, suggests that “cause” is the more appropriate
rendering here.

32 sunyam svabhavavirahad dhetuviyogat tathanimittam tu | uhapagamad akhilam vastu
pranidhananirmuktam || (Samantabhadrasadhana 18, this verse is quoted in a Sanskrit commentary
in the Lhasa birch-bark manuscript, see Kano 2014: 70); stong pa rang bzhin med phyir rgyu ’bras
phyir ni rang bzhin mtshan ma med [/ rjes su dpag pa bsal (gsal P) bas ma lus gzhi yi smon pa nges bral
lo /[ (Samantabhadrasadhana P2719 43b4, D1856 36b6-37al); ngo bo nyid dang bral phyir stong pa ste |/
rang bzhin rgyu dang bral bas mtshan ma med /| rtog pa rnams dang bral phyir dngos po ni /| ma lus
smon pa las ni nges par grol || (Samantabhadrasadhana P2718 34b3-4, D1855 29b4)

33 hetor em.] heto Pa

34 viyogad Pa®] viyogo Pa*
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5 Samantabhadra and the Investigation of

Emptiness

With reference to emptiness, Samantabhadra presents it as being:

A

the lack of intrinsic natures that can be an apprehended or an apprehender (the
Vijiianavada view),
the lack of intrinsic natures that can be one or many (the Madhyamaka view).

svabhavasya grahyagrahakaikanekadirtipasya virahac chiinyam akhilam vastu | (Saramafijart,
Pa 6a2)

All things are empty due to the lack of an intrinsic nature, i.e., a nature that is an apprehended or
an apprehender, one or many, etc.*®

He states that the three gates to liberation are themselves empty and supports this
statement with the twofold demonstration of the emptiness of all things that he and
Jiianapada will outline in detail in a later portion of their texts:

etac ca trividham api vimoksamukham sarvapadarthanam® paramarthatah $anyatvena
siddham grahyagrahakadirahitam® hi sarvam eva vastujatam | yad vaksyaty® atraiva—
ripadyakrtimuktam® (see 110a) ityadi, ekam na cetyadina (see 113a) vaikanekadisvabhavara-
hitam™® sarvam™ ity atraiva pratipadayisyati | (Saramafijarf, Pa 6a3)

Moreover, these gates of liberation [i.e., emptiness, causelessness, and absence of aim], all of the
three, are established as being ultimately empty for all entities; for the whole aggregate of things
is devoid of apprehended and apprehender, etc. As [Jiianapada] will say exactly in this work
[with verse 110]: “[An apprehending cognition of sense objects is not observed] as being sepa-
rated from the images of visual forms and other [sense objects] [nor is anything apprehended
observed].” Or else, with [verse 113]: “And [it] is not one [nor, similarly, does it have a manifold
nature]” precisely in this [work] [Jfianapada] will prove that everything is devoid of an intrinsic
nature, whether one or many, etc.

35 By “etc.”, Samantabhadra refers also to some other type of intrinsic nature, the absence of which

constitutes emptiness. At present, I am unable to determine precisely what he might be referring to; it
is possible he means any intrinsic nature whatsoever that is regarded as real.

36 sarvapadarthanam em. based on Tib. (tshig gi don thams cad)] sarvapadanam Pa

37 °grahaka® em.] °grahaka°® Pa

38 vaksyaty em.] vaksaty Pa

39 akrti° em.] akrtir Pa

40 vaika® em.] veka® Pa

41 sarvam em. partly based on *sarvam Tib. (thams cad)] ca sarvam Pa
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With these words, Samantabhadra provides the audience with a general under-
standing of the scope of a later section of the text — specifically, Jidnapada’s verses
110-120 and his commentary on them. These correspond to an extensive depiction of
a method for realizing emptiness, related to the meditation of wisdom (pra-
jAiabhavanakrama).** This method involves a process of deconstructing concepts
regarding real entities, however they are construed — from material to immaterial.
The path toward realizing emptiness involves two consecutive steps, one after the
other, each presupposing a different way of understanding the emptiness of intrinsic
nature. Initially, emptiness must be understood as the absence of the aspects of the
apprehended and the apprehender, in line with the Vijianavada view on ultimate
reality (particularly in the Dharmakirtian tradition). According to this view, ultimate
reality consists in cognitions that are self-aware, instantaneous, irreducible, and
identical to themselves, with no external, i.e., different, entities that can be either
their object or subject. Within the process described by Samantabhadra, this view of
mere cognition (vijiaptimatrata) must be established, but only as conventionally
real. Once this is demonstrated, the next step is to prove emptiness as the lack of any
fundamental reality in all things, since they do not have any existing nature, whether
one or manifold. This is in accordance with the Madhyamaka view of ultimate reality.
This progression of the two types of reality arguably mirrors that formulated by
Santaraksita and Kamalasila.®

Immediately following the previous statement, in the Saramafijart, Samantab-
hadra quotes Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 359/360 to provide an
authoritative source for the idea that all things are empty of fundamental reality,
whether one or manifold. Accordingly, Samantabhadra is clearly showing that
Dharmakirti’s verse should ultimately be interpreted as pointing to — or at least not
contradicting — the Madhyamaka view. Moreover, Samantabhadra alludes to the fact
that Dharmakirti himself, throughout his works, advocates both understandings of
emptiness, with the Madhyamaka interpretation being superior to that of the
Vijfianavadins. He concludes by stating:

tasman nihsvabhavatvac chiinyam | (Saramafijart, Pa 6a4)

Therefore, [all things] are “empty” because they lack an intrinsic nature.

42 This process is introduced as such by Kamalasila in Bhavanakrama I in connection with three
famous verses from the Lankavatarasitra, namely 10.256-258, see: tatrayam aryalankavatare
sanksepat prajiabhavanakramo nirdistah | (Bhavanakrama 1, ed. p. 18, 1). On Bhavanakrama I and
the quotation of Lankavatarastitra 10.256—258 (ed. pp. 298, 15-299, 3) found therein, see specifically
Kellner 2020 and the English translation in the appendix. On the verses in the Saramafijart and
Jiianapada’s Atmasadhanavatara, see Saccone & Szant6 2023: 61-65.

43 See Saccone & Szantd 2023: 61-65.
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Now, in Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 359/360, Dharmakirti is arguably referring to
the nonexistence of intrinsic nature in terms of being either an apprehended or an
apprehender of cognitions — not to the nonexistence of cognitions themselves. In
other words, whereas Samantabhadra maintains emptiness B. (the Madhyamaka
interpretation), Dharmakirti upholds emptiness A. — the Vijfianavada way of
intending it.

6 Samantabhadra and the Investigation of
Causality

In sum, things are devoid of svabhdva because a unitary nature cannot be found
when they are investigated ultimately. This argument presupposes the axiom that
something ultimately real must be unitary/indivisible — or a combination of unitary
things — a shared postulate already articulated, for example, in Vasubandhu’s
Abhidharmakosa.**

In connection with this, as alogical consequence, Samantabhadra introduces the
second theme in Jiianapada’s verse: Things are devoid of a cause. They are non-
arisen because their causes and conditions — like all things — are not ultimately real
and thus cannot produce anything.

Samantabhadra says:

ata eva hetupratyayayogenadyanutpannatvad animittam | (Saramafijart, Pa 6a4)

Precisely because of that, [all things] are devoid of causes, since they are non-arisen from the
very beginning because of the illogicality*® of [real] causes and conditions.

At the same time, Samantabhadra also seeks to question the very tenability of the
relationship of causality itself, showing its inherent absurdity. In order to do so,
he presents the refutations by Nagarjuna in the Pratyayapariksa of the

44 See yatra bhinne na tadbuddhir anyapohe dhiya ca tat | ghatambuvat samvrtisat paramarthasad
anyatha || (Abhidharmakosa 6.4, ed. Gokhale). “That thing which, being broken [into parts] and being
distinct from other [entities/properties] mentally, is no [longer] cognized is conventionally real,
like [respectively] a pot or water. [What is] ultimately real is different [from that].” Cf. also yatra
bhinne na tadbuddhir anyapohe dhiya ca tat | ghatarthavat samvrtisat paramarthasad anyatha ||
(Abhidharmakosa 6.4, ed. Pradhan).

45 The Sanskrit text clearly reads °ayogena. Tib. has mi ldan pas/*ayogena or *viyogena. The latter
would be more consistent with the wording of the verse: °viyogat. One might surmise that the
Sanskrit text underlying the Tibetan translation contained indeed the variant viyogena.
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Milamadhyamakakarika as well as Dharmakirti in both the Pramanavarttika and
Sambandhapariksa. This is a very clever strategy, as it highlights the convergence
between the champion of the Madhyamaka tradition (and its key text) and Dhar-
makirti regarding the untenability of causality. However, as we will see, the argu-
ments employed by the two thinkers differ.

Samantabhadra quotes the verse from the Malamadhyamakakarika as follows:

yad uktam pratyayapariksayam®®—

naivasato naiva satah pratyayo ’'rthasya yujyate |
asatah® pratyayah kasya satas ca pratyayena kim || iti
(Saramarijart, Pa 6a4)

As it is said in the Pratyayapariksa [of the Mulamadhyamakakarikal:

It is not logical that there is a cause for an object that does not exist, nor for an object that exists.
Of what is a cause [the cause] of something that does not exist and what is the use of a cause for
something that [already] exists? (Mulamadhyamakakarika 1.6)

The condition of “cause” for something cannot be logically upheld. To be a cause
means to function as the producer of something. If the effect does not exist, the cause
does not produce anything, since the effect is nonexistent. If the effect already exists,
the cause becomes useless — namely it no longer serves the purpose of causing and
loses its function.*®

Following Nagarjuna’s quotation, Samantabhadra introduces Dharmakirti:

acaryaDharmakirtinapy uktam**—

nispatter aparadhinam api karyam® svahetund |
sambadhyate kalpanaya [...] ||

iti. tatha—

parapeksa hi sambandhah so *san katham apeksate™ |
sams ca sarvanirasamso bhavah katham apeksate52 Il

ityadi (Saramafijart, Pa 6a4-5)

The master Dharmakirti also says [in Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa°® 26abc]:

46 °partksayam em.] °pariksayam Pa

47 asatah Pa’] asa ... h Pa*

48 For arecent translation and analysis of this verse in Nagarjuna’s Madhyamakakarika, see Siderits
& Katsura 2013: 22-23.

49 uktam] uktamm Pa

50 karyam em.] karya°® Pa

51 apeksate] apeksyate Pa

52 apeksate] apeksyate Pa
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Due to [its] complete production, the effect, even though [truly] independent, is [however]
connected to its cause by conceptual construction [...].

Similarly [in Sambandhapariksa 3]:

A relation is indeed dependence from another thing. How [can] a thing that does not exist
depend [on anything else]? Moreover, how [can] a thing that exists and is [accordingly] inde-
pendent of everything depend [on something]?

And so on.

In order to demonstrate the illogicality of the relationship of causality, Samantabhadra
quotes these two verses from two different works by Dharmakirti. However, the
philosophical premises underlying the statements of the two verses are
dissimilar.

In Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 26, Dharmakirti focuses on universals and
their lack of intrinsic nature.>® The partial quotation used by Samantabhadra
refers to the idea that something already produced, such as an existing effect, is
ontologically independent of its cause.>® This is related to the theme of the onto-
logical independence between cause and effect, which points to the ultimate
unreality of the relationship of causality. Yet, immediately after in the same verse,
Dharmakirti adds that the relation of causality, while not ultimately real, must
still be conceptually admitted, as causes and effects are logically linked through
inference.

In Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 246, Dharmakirti makes precisely this point to
indicate that a cause must logically precede its effect — thus showing that the tem-
poral interdependence of causes and effects is logically tenable. This is also a tenet of
the Vijiianavada tradition.”

53 See anyatve tad asambaddham siddhato nihsvabhavata | jatiprasango ’bhavasya napeksabhavatas
tayoh || (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 27, Sanskrit text in Franco & Notake 2014: 85-86). “[Hence] if
[the universal] is different [from the individual], it is not connected [to it]. Therefore, [the universal’s]
lack of own nature is established. A non-existing [thing such as hare’s horn, which also lacks own
nature] would not [thereby] be a universal because there is no [relation of] dependence between
these two [i.e., non-existing things and individuals].” (Transl. in Franco & Notake 2014: 85-86).

54 Franco&Notake (2014: 84n3) note that “Devendrabuddhi explains that nispattiis the state in which
some action has been completed in something and thus that thing no longer depends on anything
else. For instance, the sprout no longer depends on the seed after it has been produced.” For the
Tibetan text of Devendrabuddhi’s commentary on this, see Franco & Notake 2014: 84n3.

55 This is presented as such by subsequent authors of the tradition, such as Kamalas$ila, who
quotes this verse while refuting the idea that spatial contiguity and temporal continuity are
identical. He does so in the course of demonstrating the unreality of atoms as the irreducible
parts of material external objects. See: tad evam niramsatve °pi sarvabhavanam nyayato
‘vasthitam kalakrtam paurvaparyam desakrtam tu katham syad yadi savayavatvam na syad iti
codyate | (Tattvasamgrahapafijika, ed. p. 169, 21-170,3) “Therefore, in this way, it has been
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Because of the incapacity of [a cause] that does not exist before [the arising of the effect], and
because [a cause] is devoid of use after [the arising of the effect], every cause pre-exists [its
effect]; therefore, the object [of mental perception] does not [arise] along with its own cognition
[i.e, mental perception]. (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 246)°°

In the Sambandhapartksa, Dharmakirti addresses the notion of relation (sambandha)
as areal entity. In verse 3, he rejects the idea of causality as being such. For a relation
to exist, we need two co-existing things. If something does not exist, not existing, it
cannot depend on another thing. If something exists, it is acknowledged as inde-
pendent of everything else. Accordingly, it cannot stand in a relation of dependence
with anything else.

Although these two verses are not quoted in Jitari’s *Sugatamata-
vibhanigabhdasya Madhyamaka chapter,”’ they were likely known to him, as he copies
the Saramafijart verbatim in other sections.>® Thus, one could argue that Saman-
tabhadra’s juxtaposition of Nagarjuna and Dharmakirti — both shown as sharing the
viewpoint of the illogicality of causality (even though based on different
arguments) — reinforced Jitari’s view that Dharmakirti’s doctrines were ultimately in
accord with Madhyamaka thought.

7 Dharmakirti the Vijianavadin (As Quoted in the
Saramanjari)

In spite of the passages mentioned above, Dharmakirti is hardly ever presented in
the Saramafijart as a Madhyamika or associated with Nagarjuna. Most of the
quotations are used to support Vijiianavada tenets, such as the idea that there are
no intrinsic natures that can be subject or object of cognition. In this regard, he
quotes that very Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 215, which is also cited in the
*Madhyamakalamkaravrtti and *Madhyamakalamkarapafijika.

established through reasoning (nyaya) that all things, albeit devoid of parts, have temporal
continuity. However, how can their spatial [continuity] be possible if [they] have no parts? This is
the objection.” (Transl. in Saccone 2018: 251).

56 asatah prag asamarthyat pascad vanupayogatah | pragbhavah sarvahetinam nato ’'rthah
svadhiya saha || (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa 246)

57 They are also not quoted in S$antaraksita’s *Madhyamakalamkarakarika, and *Madhyama-
kalamkaravrtti, nor in Kamalasila’s *Madhyamakalamkarapafijika.

58 See Saccone & Szant6 2023: appendix B.
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paramarthato grahyagrahakayor virahdat samastavastunam asvabhavata | grahyagraha-
karapatvat™ svabhavasya | tad uktam—

na grahyagrahakakarabahyam® asti® ca laksanam |

tato laksanastunyatvan nihsvabhavah prakasitah || iti (Saramafijart, Pa 15a5-6)

Due to the lack of apprehender and apprehended ultimately, there is the absence of intrinsic
nature in all things, because an intrinsic nature has [necessarily] the form of apprehended and
apprehender.

This is said [by Dharmakirti]:

And thereis no intrinsic characteristic aside from the aspects of apprehended and apprehender.
Therefore, due to emptiness of intrinsic characteristic (laksana), [entities] are explained as
being devoid of intrinsic nature. (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 215)

While outlining the process of gradual deconstruction of all concepts related to
svabhava (see §5), Samantabhadra presents the first stage of proof, concerning
conventional reality. This reality is that of mere cognition (vijiaptimatrata). It is
within this context that most of Dharmakirti’s quotations appear, being introduced
as linked to the theme of self-awareness (svasamvedana) of cognitions, their being
unitary, and the “invariable co-perception” (sahopalambhaniyama) argument.%
Regarding svasamvedana, Samantabhadra treats it as a key concept in defining
true reality and cites two verses from Dharmakirti’s oeuvre, including Pramanavi-
niscaya 1.38 — a locus classicus for the statement of self-awareness of cognitions:

Rather, direct perception manifests itself just as having the images of visual forms and other
[sense objects], endowed with the nature of self-awareness, devoid of conceptual constructions
[and] non-erroneous. However, the forms of [something] apprehended, and so on, are only
constructions by the architect that is conceptual construction. This is the intended meaning. As
[Dharmakirti] stated:

There is no other [object (artha), different from itself,] that can be experienced by a cognition
[and] there is no experiencing of that [cognition] different [from that cognition itself]; since it is
devoid of apprehended and apprehender, only that [cognition] manifests by itself.
(Pramanaviniscaya 1.38)

59 °grahakaripatvat Pa*] grahaka .. .. .. ripatvat Pa*

60 grahyagrahakakarabahyam em. based on Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 215] grahya-
grahakakaram bahyam Pa, see D19a gzung dang ’dzin pa’i rnam pa las gzhan pa’i

61 asti em.] sti Pa

62 On this argument, see infra.
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Similarly:

Even though undivided, the nature of cognition is characterized as if it were endowed with
[three parts, namely,] apprehended, apprehender, and apprehension, by those [whose minds]
have misconceptions (viparyasitadarsana). (Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa°® 353).3

Moreover, Samantabhadra mentions Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika in connection
with a proof related to the sahopalambhaniyama argument. This argument is
intended to prove the non-difference between a cognition and its object, because they
are always invariably perceived together.®* It is clearly stated in Pramanaviniscaya
1.54ab, but is already present with a different formulation in the Pramanavarttika.%
In the Dharmakirtian tradition, this is one of the most common arguments employed
to demonstrate mere cognition (vijiaptimatrata). Samantabhadra states:

[...] [Feelings] such as pleasure, too, are a non-apprehender of visual forms and other [sense
objects]. For [feelings] are indeed non-different [from visual forms and other sense objects],
because they are invariably perceived together (sahopalambhaniyamat); however, a difference
[between them] is seen by those [whose minds] have misconceptions, as in the case of the moon,
which is non-different [from a second moon that is seen by those who have an ocular defect].
This is the intended meaning.

63 kim tu rupadyakaram eva svasamvidrupam avikalpakam abhrantam pratyaksam prakasate.
grahyadiripam tu vikalpasilpikalpitam eveti bhavah. yad uktam — nanyo ‘nubhavyo buddhyasti tasya
nanubhavo ’parah | grahyagrahakavaidhuryat svayam saiva prakasate || tatha — avibhago ’pi
buddhyatma viparyasitadarsanaih | grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavan iva laksyate || iti. (Saramarijarf,
ed. p. 95, 10-18)

64 On this subject, see the detailed study by Iwata (1991).

65 See sakrt samvedyamanasya niyamena dhiya saha | visayasya tato ‘nyatvam kenakarena sidhyati
|| bhedas ca bhrantivijiianair drsyetendav ivadvaye | samvittiniyamo nasti bhinnayor nilapitayoh ||
nartho ’samvedanah kascid anartham vapi vedanam | drstam samvedyamanam tat tayor nasti
vivekita || tasmad arthasya durvaram jfianakalavabhasinah | jfianad avyatirekitvam [...]
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 387-390abc). “With regard to an object that is brought to awareness,
necessarily simultaneously with [its] cognition, by virtue of which image is its being different from
that [cognition] established? Moreover, [their] difference can be seen by people having erroneous
cognitions, like [the vision of] two moons when there is [only] one. There is no necessity
of being aware of two distinct [things, such as] blue and yellow. No object [of cognition] is seen as not
being brought to awareness, or else, a cognition, while being brought to awareness, is not seen as
being devoid of an object. Hence, there is no difference between those two [(i.e., the object and its
cognition)]. Therefore, the non-difference of an object that appears at the moment of [its] cognition
from [that] cognition necessarily follows [...].” On these verses, see Vetter 1964: 73—-74; Eltschinger
2005: 166 and n. 34, Eltschinger 2010. Iwata (1991: 1, 15-18) also refers to Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa®
333-335. Kellner (2017: 115) discusses Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 335 as presenting an argument that
is ‘very close to a sahopalabhaniyama-inference, if not fully identical with it.’
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As [Dharmakirti] says:

A part as if it were on the outside, another segment/determination® as if it were internal, the
appearance of [this] difference with reference to a partless cognition is indeed a distortion.
(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 212)%

This passage refutes the view that mind and mental states are the apprehenders of
their object. This view may be a Vaibhasika one and is also found in the quotation
from Jiianapada’s Atmasadhanavatara that is cited in the Saramarijart immediately
afterward.®® At the same time, the objection that follows could be advanced by either
a Vaibhasika or a Sautrantika and claims that sense objects are the producers of
cognitions, i.e., they are their cause and, accordingly, precede them. It is not tenable
that they could be perceived simultaneously. However, the above-mentioned passage
clearly denies the aspect of apprehender even for instantaneous cognitions, in a
Buddhist fashion, reaffirming the reality of only unitary cognitions, with no division
into the aspects of subject or object.

Regarding the nonexistence of external objects, Samantabhadra presents
another quotation by Dharmakirti, which is meant to explain the occurrence of

66 The word pariccheda can also be translated as “determination.” The Sanskrit term carries this
ambivalence, and it was likely used with that nuance in mind. In his commentary, Devendrabuddhi
supports the interpretation of pariccheda as “determination.” See [...] nang gi yongs gcod nang gi
bdag nyid gcig bu [tu D] yongs su gcod pa ’dzin pa’i rnam pa nyams su myong ba nges pa yin no /.
(Pramanavarttikapafijika P 226a5, D 193b5-6) “Internal determination,” i.e., the determination of
[something] internal [and] unitary is the ascertainment of the experience of the apprehender-aspect.”
In the commentary to this verse, albeit not as a direct gloss to the miila text, Prajfiakaragupta uses the
root paricchid with the meaning of “knowing, apprehending”. See: tatha maya paricchinnam iti nasty
asvavedane ||378|| [...] maya viditam etad iti ca na syat kartur asvasamvedanatvenavabhdsandat |
(Pramanavarttikalamkara, ed. p. 288, 7 [...] 10-11). I follow Manorathanandin’s commentary in
interpreting it with the more neutral sense of “segment”. See: paricchedo grahakakarah sukhadir (em.;
sukhader ed.) antar bahirdese paricchedad anyo ’yam bhago grahyo niladir bahih sthita ivabhati sa-
rvesam | (Pramanavarttikavrtti, ed. p. 182, 12-13) “Segment,’ i.e., the aspect of the apprehender, such as
pleasure and so on, is ‘internal’ [and] ‘different’ from the segment that stays outside, ‘a part, i.e., the
apprehended, such as blue and so on, appears ‘as if it were on the outside’ for all [ordinary] people.”
67 [...] tatha satady api rupader agrahakam. abhinnam eva hi sahopalambhaniyamat, bhedas tu
viparyasitadarsanair iksyate, abhinnasasiniveti bhavah. yad uktam — paricchedo 'ntar anyo yam
bhago bahir iva sthitah | jianasyabhedino bhedapratibhaso hy upaplavah || (Saramafijart, ed. p. 97,
16-20).

68 See antahpratibhasamanasya satader grahakatvam nilades tu tadbahirtupataya pratitalaksana-
sya grahyatvam ti cet | (Saramarijart, ed. p. 101, 22-102, 1). “One could argue (ced) that the condition of
apprehender belongs to pleasure, etc., that manifests inside. However, the condition of apprehended
belongs to something that has a cognized characteristic qua being a form external to the [appre-
hender], such as an indigo [thing], etc. [i.e., something conceptually determined as being outside, like
a visual form and the other sense objects].” (Transl. in Saccone & Szanté 2023: 203)
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ordinary cognitions — characterized by a specific time, space, etc. — even when
external objects are not present, as in dreams.

Therefore, just as in dreams and so on, the restrictions of space, [time,] etc., occur without an
external object, similarly, when they occur also in the waking state, what [could] defeat them?
As [Dharmakirti] says:

For some [specific] person [there is] truly some [specific] thing [that] awakens an internal latent
impression; due to this there is a restriction regarding cognitions. [The restriction] is not
dependent on external objects.

(Pramanavarttika Pratyaksa® 336)*°

8 Conclusions

The Employment of Dharmakirtian Logic in the Rational Path
Towards the Realization of an Ultimately True Madhyamaka

In this article, I offer some insights into the evolution of the theme of a Madhyamika
Dharmakirti from the 8th to the 10th centuries. The authors cited here belong to
different traditions; nevertheless, there is a “common thread” — a shared legacy — in
viewing Dharmakirti’s argumentations as useful tools for the logical justification of
Buddhist doctrines. The organization and elaboration of such arguments are pri-
marily based on the systematization undertaken by Santaraksita and Kamalasila in
the 8th century.

Shirasaki argues that Jitari presents Dharmakirti as advocating the ultimate
truth of Madhyamaka. Assuming that this was indeed Jitari’s intention, this view can
be seen as a development of ideas already present in the works of his predecessors,
beginning with Santaraksita and Kamalasila, and continuing with later Tantric au-
thors such as Samantabhadra.

If one investigates these earlier authors, who certainly influenced Jitari, she/he
could reasonably conclude that their aim was to show that Dharmakirti’s thought is
in line with the Madhyamaka in certain respects.

Samantabhadra, in particular, while consistently presenting Dharmakirti as the
champion of Vijianavada, also explicitly introduces his verses as expressing the
same general view as Nagarjuna’s. His position seems to be that Madhyamaka can be
justified through Dharmakirtian logic — through the independent arguments and

69 tato yatha svapnadau bahirartham antarena desaniyamadayo bhavanti, tatha jagraddasayam api
bhavantah kenabhibhuiyante? yad uktam — kasyacit kimcid evantarvasanayah prabodhakam | tato
dhiyam viniyamo na bahyarthavyapeksaya || (Saramarijart, ed. p. 100, 4-8).
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logical tools that are advanced by the Dharmakirtian tradition. Furthermore, there is
no contradiction in doing so, because, upon closer examination, Dharmakirti could
also be interpreted as upholding Madhyamaka doctrines.

Rather than advocating a strictly Madhyamika Dharmakirti, Samantabhadra
and the others seek to demonstrate and justify the utility and non-contradiction of
employing Dharmakirtian logic in the rational path towards an ultimately true
Madhyamaka.
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	The Employment of Dharmakīrtian Logic in the Rational Path Towards the Realization of an Ultimately True Madhyamaka

	Bibliography
	Primary Sources
	Secondary Sources


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


