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ABSTRACT

In this thesis a systematic comparative study is made between
Chih-i's thought and the Mgdhyamika. The study is a response to a
basic problem that can be formulated as follows. Indian Mgdhyamika
influenced the development of Chinese Buddhism amply and deeply. Chih-i,
the founder of the Chinese T'ien-t'ai School, had a close relationship
with the Mgdhyamika tradition textually and theoretically. However, in
his classification of the Buddhist doctrines, he regarded the Mgdhyamika
as "Common Doctrine" and theoretically lower than his "Perfect Doctrine".
Here, then, are our questions:

1. Why is Chih~-i not satisfied with Madhyamika thought?

2. Why does he advocate the Perfect Doctrine?
Qur study shows that these questions are mainly concerned with the
understanding of Truth and its realization. For Chih-i, the Mgdhyamika
Truth (termed Emptiness or the Middle Way) lacked permanence, function
and all-embracing nature; the Truth explicated in the Perfect Doctrine
(termed the Middle Way - Buddha Nature) is permanent, functional and
all-embracing. With regard to the realization of the Truth, Chih-~i
mainly points out that in the Mgdhyamika, the Truth is attained in the
extirpation of defilements, while in the Perfect Doctrine, the Truth can
be attained in making use of defilements. Chih-i obviously advocates
that Truth should be permanent, functional and all-embracing, and that
it is better to realize Truth in the midst of defilements than by

eliminating them.
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It is hoped that the study of these questions will enhance our
understanding of Chih-i's thought in light of its relation to the
Mgdhyamika as well as our understanding of the essence of the Madhyamika
as viewed by Chih-i. We shall consequently be able to see how a
Chinese thinker absorbed Indian Buddhist doctrines, developed them,
and eventually built up a great Buddhist school in a distinct, Chinese

style.
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INTRODUCTION

A. Basic questions

Nagarjuna (A.D. 150-circa 250) is unanimously regarded in India
and China as the founder of the Indian Mgdhyamika School, one of the
most important Schools in Mahayana Buddhism.1 He is also revered in
the T'ien-t'ai ( */;L @ ) tradition as the founder, or at least an
extremely important teacher, of this Chinese Buddhist School. Many

T'ien-t'ai sources acknowledge NEgErjuna's supreme position in the

tradition. For example, in the Mo-ho chih-kuan ( }? 3% k. ﬁﬁ,‘) of
. . iﬂ é' LI 1 1
Chih-i ( B 87 , A.D. 538-597), the actual founder of T'ien-t'ai
Buddhism, it is recorded that Chih-i himself studied with Hui-ssu
# O

AY
( %% /z\ ), Hui-ssu with Hui-wen ( ﬁé A_ ), and that Hui-wén's

conceptions were exclusively based on Nagarjuna‘s Ta-chih-tu lun ( 71_

kg o2k 2 . - .
A /4. 89 ). Chih-i himself is closely related to the Madhyamika
tradition, both textually and philosophically. In his works there are
many Mgdhyamika guotations; in addition, his philosophical conceptions
are in many aspects based upon Mgdhyamika ideas.3 However, in his
theory of the "classification of the Ruddhist doctrines" (p'an-chiao
%J.%p . . . . . .

A_ ), in which he sums up hierarchically the various Buddhist
doctrines into four categories, namely, the Tripitaka Doctrine (tsang-

¥ -

chiao ﬁé& ZQL_), the Common Doctrine (t'ung-chiao léL,%&v ), the Gradual
Doctrine (pieh-chiao 51'51- ) and the Perfect Doctrine (yuan~chiao Gﬁ
'ﬁﬁv), Madhyamika can merely be taken as pertaining to the Common

. 4 . . - - . .
Doctrine. While acknowledging Nagarjuna as the founding Patriarch of



the School, Chih~i has in many places criticized the Common Doctrine
severely. He considers the Perfect Doctrine to be ultimate and
theoretically higher than the Common Doctrine. It is explicated in

the Fa-hua ching (Saddharma—pug@arika—sﬁtra 5%’3;'351). This position

would bring up two important questions:
1. Why is Chih-i not completely satisfied with Madhyamika
thought?
2. Why does he seek ultimate satisfaction in the Perfect
Doctrine?
These questions can be formulated in a more concrete manner.
The major concern of Buddhism as a religion is, beyond doubt, liberation
(skt., moksa; Chi., chieh-t'o }%$' H%J ). It is commonly maintained
by all Buddhist Schools that liberation is to be attained in the reali-
>
zation of the Truth (Skt., satya; Chi., ti %F ). However, Buddhist
Schools have different conceptions of the Truth as well as different
ways of its realization. In the Madhyamika context, for example, the
T

Truth is Emptiness (Skt., éﬁnyata; Chi., k'ung I~ ), which Nagarjuna

complements and, in fact, identifies with the Middle way (skt.,

madhyamgpratipat; Chi., chung-tao ‘? ﬁi,). Emptiness in Buddhism
generally signifies the Truth of the non-substantiality of phenomena.
Nagarjuna's use of this concept is actually derived from the earlier

Prajﬁaparamita sutras. He understands the Middle Way in terms of

transcending extremes. With regard to the realization of the Truth,
the Madhyamika School proposes the method of the Four Alternatives
(skt., catugkoti; Chi., ssu-chu \¥) tg ) and their negatives. The

Four Alternatives are four possible ways in which to view an existent,



i.e., is, is not, both is and is not, and neither is nor is not.
Madhyamika shows that they are educational in leading one to approach
the Truth, but that from the ultimate point of view, none of these
really paves the way to liberation because each has its own limitation.
Chih~i basically inherits the key concept of Middle Way and the method
of the Four Alternatives and their negatives. He is, however, not
completely satisfied with the Middle Way formulated in the Madhyamika
mannexr. He develops this concept and elevates it to a different
dimension. That is, on the ground of this concept he establishes the

concept of Middle Way - Buddha Nature (chung-tao fo—hsing'# {§,4# WiJ

and identifies it with No-emptiness (pu-k'ung 2} ?E. }. This is a
compound concept in which we see the identification of the Middle way
and Buddha Nature (Skt., Buddhata; Chi., fo-hsing ‘#7)ﬁ£_ ). Buddha

Nature is understood in the Mahaparinirvana-sutra as a universal endow-

ment of every sentient being. It is the basis of the attainment of
Buddhalvod or enlightenment. The Middle Way - Buddha Nature is the
Buddhist Truth for Chih-i, who insists that the Truth should be spoken
of in terms of both the Way and the Nature. In our understanding of
this claim of Chih-i, he feels that the Madhyamika Middle Way will

tend to be of a negative and static nature, denoting a state free from
all extremes; whereas his Middle Way - Buddha Nature denotes a positive,
dynamic and immanent nature. This compound concept is, indeed, the key
concept which clearly differentiates the Perfect Doctrine from the
Common Doctrine. On the comprehension and attainment of this Truth,
i.e., the Middle Way - Buddha Nature, Chih-i basically uses the method

of the Four Alternatives, their negatives, the Threefold Contemplation



(san-kuan ~£— géEJ ) and identification (chi ép ). The Threefold
Contemplation consists of the Contemplation of Emptiness (k'ung-kuan
‘fr?. %ﬂ,) , the Contemplation of the Provisional (chia-kuan 'ﬂz‘i ﬁi) , and
the Contemplation of the Middle Way (chung-kuan ‘F ?iiA ). In the
Threefold Contemplation, one sees simultaneously the three aspects of
the Truth; namely, Emptiness, Provisionality and Middle wWay. Identi-

fication is the identification of Nirvana and samsgra and means that

Nirvapa is to be attained in samsara. For the Buddhists, Nirvana
denotes the world of absolute purity, whereas samsara denotes the
impure world of life and death. These are Chih-i's philosophical
methods, all of which can be related to Madhyamika. In their applica-
tions, Chih-i does not hesitate to make modifications of them. In
such modifications, Chih-i's own interests and concerns can be witnessed,
particularly in the Threefold Contemplation and identification. To
speak in terms of his way of thinking, Chih-i's method of the Four
Alternatives and their negatives still bear considerable Indian traces,
whereas his Threefold Contemplation and identification are very much
Chinese in character. From this understanding three questions become
critical:
1. How does Chih-i understand and criticize Madhyamika's
concepts of Emptiness and Middle Way?
2. How does Chih-i's Middle Way - Buddha Nature differ
from Madhyamika's Middle Way?
3. What are Chih-i's philosophical methods in relation to
the realization of the Middle Way - Buddha Nature, and

how can they be related to Madhyamika?



The present work is devoted to the study of these questions.
The third and final one is the most complicated, and so its discussion
will occupy more space. This study will lead to the understanding of
Chih-i's thought in light of its relation to Madhyamika, and will show
how Chih-i established his Perfect Doctrine by utilizing the philosophy
of Madhyamika. We shall thus be able to see how a Chinese thinker
absorbed Indian Buddhist doctrines, adapted and developed them, and
eventually built up a great School of Chinese Buddhism. We may also
see some differences in the ways of thinking manifested in Chinese and
Indian Buddhisms.

Before proceeding to the next section, we wish to explain two
terms often used in our study. First, 'ruth’ means the authentic
nature of the phenomenal world, including our human existence. It is,
as generally construed by the Buddhists, absolute and pure; for this
reason it transcends all kinds of relativity and impurity. This term

corresponds to satya, tattva, tathyam, and other terms in Sanskrit. 1In

Chinese Buddhism, it is usually called ti ( i‘? ), shih-hsiang (%f *@ Y,
shih~chi (\§ F%(L) , shih-hsing (g ’fi Y, Ju (‘}(YZ ), as well as others.
Ti is Truth proper, whereas ju denotes the Truth as it originally is,
without any distortion or perversion. It consequently refers to
Suchness. As for shih, it denotes the nature of ultimacy. That is,
Truth is ultimate. 1In Chih-i's terminology, shih is often contrasted
with ch'tan «*fi )}, which denotes the nature of expediency. On some
occasions, Truth is termed fa-hsing ( 3f§W§L; skt., dharmata), signi-
fying the true nature or character of dharmas or entities. It is also

pe -
termed ti-i-i-ti (Jﬁ “'gi ¥ i Skt., paramartha), in which the nature



of its supremacy is emphasized. In Chih-i's works, shih-hsiang is the
most commonly employed term to signify the Truth, or more appropriately,
the ultimate Truth.

These are the general meanings of the term, frruth’ . To go
further, different Buddhist schools or masters often have their own
emphasis in understanding the Truth, in addition to these general mean-
ings. For instance, Madhyamika specifies the Truth as Emptiness and
the Middle Way, emphasizing the nature of its non-substantiality and
its transcendence of extremes. In particular, Chih-i specifies the
Truth as Middle Way - Buddha Nature, to which he ascribes some important
characteristics to be discussed in great detail later in this work.

In our study, 'Truth’' or "ultimate Truth" will refer to the
general meanings mentioned above. In most cases, these phrases corres-
pond to shih~hsiang. However, when we speak of the Truth in a particular
context, e.g., in Madhyamika or Chih-i's system, we will specify it as
Emptiness, the Middle Way, or Middle Way - Buddha Nature.

Secondly, the term fg_( E ; Skt., dharma) is often found in
Chih-i's works. It may be translated as ‘'thing’, but this is not an
ideal rendition. Fa or dharma denotes whatever ;s in the phenomenal
world, including both sentient and non-sentient beings. 'Thing'
usually represents the non-sentient class of beings, while excluding
the class of sentient beings. Therefore, in our study we let the term

remain in its original form, i.e., dharma. A dharma represents an item

in the phenomenal world, whereas all dharmas (Chi., i-ch'ieh fa "tﬂif)
represent the phenomenal world as a whole.5

It should be added that in his translation of Nagarjuna's



Mﬁlamadhyamakakarika, i.e., the Chung-lun, Kumaraj{va often renders the

term bhava as fa. Bhava is usually translated as 'entity’ by modern

scholars (in Inada and Ruegg, for instance). We will follow the modern

translation and refer to Ehézé as ‘entity'.

Essentially, there is no great difference between dharma and
entity. Both denote the non-sentient and sentient realms of phenomena.
In the present thesis, dharma and entity will often be used inter-
changeably.

B. Sources

It is our intention to study Chih-i and Madhyamika through the
most reliable sources. This study covers two groups of sources: the
works of Chih-i and the works of the Madhyamika, particularly by
Naggrjuna.

i) On Madhyamika
Among the many works attributed to Nagarjuna, a number are

still available today.6 The Kgrika, i.e., Mﬁlamadhyamakakarikg, was,

no doubt, written by Nagarjuna and is his most important work. In this
work nearly all the major doctrines of the Madhyamika School can be
seen. K. Venkata Ramanan also points out that in the Karika itself one
finds practically all the principal conceptions of the philosophy of
Nagarjuna.7 It has had a tremendous influence on Chih-i. We shall
basically understand the thought of Madhyamika through this work in the
Sanskrit original.

The Chinese translation of the Karika is CL, Chung-lun, which
was made by Kumarajiva (A.D. 344-413), who himself was also a prominent

Madhyamika scholar. Chih-i probably did not know Sanskrit. He



definitely approached the Karika through the CL, and often made quota-
tions from it in his works. 1Indeed, in Chih-i's works we cannot find
any reference to the Sanskrit Karika. Consequently, in our study we
will also make use of the CL when dealing with Nagarjuna's thought.

We will, however, pay attention to the cases where Kumarajiva's trans-
lation does not completely correspond to the original.8

The voluminous TCTL, Ta-chih-tu lun (Mahaprajﬂaparamitééastra),

the Chinese translation of which was also made by Kumarajiva, had been
attributed to Nagarjuna for several centuries in Chinese Buddhist circles.
Its Sanskrit original and Tibetan translation are not available; its
authorship has been the topic of controversy among scholars for years.
ftienne Lamotte refuses to admit that the TCTL was written by Nagarjuna.9
Yﬁ%chi Kajiyama and Ramchandra Pandeya are also doubtful about the
ascribability of this work to Nagarjuna. Thus, in their studies of

- - - - N1y L
Nagarjuna's thought ( namely, Kajiyama's Ku no ronri: chugan ( ﬁi,OqﬁﬂV

- . ;;’ -
fg.- ‘# ﬁéL) and Pandeya's "The Madhyamika Philosophy: A New Approach,"

in his Indian Studies in Philosophy) no references are made to this work.

There are, however, other scholars who hold opposite views.
K. Venkata Ramanan, for example, strongly stands in favour of NEgErjuna's
authorship of the TCTL.10 He claims that there is an intimate connec-
tion between the TCTL and the Karika, that almost the whole of the Karika
is reproduced in fragments here and there throughout the TCTL, and so
that the TCTL can be regarded as of one piece with the Kgrika.ll He is
convinced that the doctrines explicated in the TCTL are a natural
continuation and development of those found in the Kgrika.l2 Moreover,

it should be noted that modern Chinese scholars have not expressed the



slightest doubt on this matter. Tsung-san Mou, in his Fo-hsing yu po—jé

( /I#: ’Téf_.f,ﬁ: ‘ﬂ"i% ) , understands Nagarjuna's thought through the TCTL
without any hesitation. He explicitly assumes Nagarjuna's authorship
of the TCTL.

Here we are not in the position to discuss this issue fully nor
attempt to offer a solution. Rather, we are concerned about whether
it is appropriate to incorporate this great work into our study. Our
response is quite positive and is based on the following considerations:

1. It was firmly believed in the Chinese Buddhist tradition
that Kumarajiva was responsible for the translation of the TCTL. Seng-

1% R - .z .
jui (I8 'Q{_ , A.D. 352-436), one of Kumarajiva's most eminent disciples,
mentions in the Preface of the TCTL that KumEraija abridged the original
Sanskrit text and made the translation}3 And in the colophon of the work,
a detailed description of how Kumérajiva made the translation is given.14
It therefore seems safe to say, even if the issue of authorship remains
unsolved, that Kumarajiva had an extremely close relation with the TCTL
in its Chinese translation.

2. Kumarajiva himself was an outstanding master in Mgdhyamika
thought.15 Even if one were to prove that the TCTL was not written by
Nagarjuna -- suggesting that it was forged by Kumarajiva or that he had
done more than a mere translation of the TCTL -- we should still hold
to the fact that the work reflects Madhyamika thought.

3. In viewing the TCTL in textual and doctrinal terms, its
intimate relation with Naggrjuna's thought can hardly be denied. It is

basically a commentary on the Paﬁcaviméatisahasrika-prajﬁaparamitg—sﬁtra,

whose unknown author had always kept Nagarjuna's Karika in mind. This
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is evidenced by its frequent quotation from the Karika.l6 It should be
noted that many of these qguotations concern extremely important issues.17
Insofar as the doctrinal aspect is concerned, the major concept expounded
in the TCTL is, undoubtedly, paramita. This is, nevertheless, explicated
within the context of the philosophy of Emptiness and the Middle Way. As
far as we can see, the conceptions of Emptiness and the Middle Way in
the TCTL are in line with that found in the Karika. We can even go
further to assert that the TCTL is a continuation and a fuller develop-
ment of the Karika in this regard. The case of the Middle Way concept
is particularly conspicuous.18 We thus come to the understanding that
the TCTL is a good complementary source to understand Madhyamika based
on the Karika.

4. The relationship between the TCTL and Chih-i deserves our
special attention. This work was, indeed, the central focus of his study
in his youth. It was only later that he switched his interest and

concern from this work to the Fa-hua ching. Despite this change, his

major works still carry a tremendous amount of quotations from this
text.19 This work is, for Chih-i, a crucial text belonging to the
Madhyamika tradition. He had never doubted Naggrjuna's authorship.

In brief, this TCTL is, whether or not it was written by Nagarjuna, an
important work in Madhyamika and a good complement to the Karika. A&s
stated earlier, it has also had tremendous influence on Chih-i. Though
our study of Madhyamika will orient itself around Nagarjuna, it is
nevertheless not confined to him. We will thus make use of this great
work, the TCTL, in our study, being convinced that it will be highly

beneficial.
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In addition to the Karika and TCTL, there are a few other
Madhyamika texts taught by the Chinese Madhyamika masters. These in-
clude Shih-er-mén lun (Dvadaéamukha-égstra ﬁ';;.?ﬂ Eﬁé ), Shih-chu-pi-

p'o-sha lun (Daéabhﬁmika—vibh5§5-éastra ﬁ'ﬁi_ii g?'i] Eﬁb) and Pai-lun

(éata—éastra ‘Q 3?' ). Both the Shih-er-mén lun and Shih-chu-pi-p'o-
sSata-sastra <

sha lun are attributed to Nagarjuna, while the Pai-lun is attributed to
iryadeva, Nagarjuna's direct diciple. All of them were translated by
Kumarajiva. It is also interesting to note that both the Sanskrit
originals and the Tibetan translations of these three works are not
available. Obviously, there also exist in these cases problems with

authorship, particularly with regard to the Shih-er-mén lun and Shih-

chu~-pi-p'o-sha lun.

Chih~-i does not seem to be much impressed by these works. Only

. . 20 - =
on rare occasions does he mention them. As regards Nagarjuna's

H

. - - 4 ,"*‘;/: . — . .
Vigrahavyavartani (igl v¥ 29 ), the Sanskrit original and its Chinese

and Tibetan translations are all available. Chih-i in his major writings
makes no mention of it at all. All of these works will not be our central
concern, inasmuch ;s we wish to cover only those sources where a close
connection is found between Chih—i and Madhyamika.

There are several commentaries to the Kgrik§.21 Within Chinese
Buddhist circles, however, only the one done by Pingala was widely read.
This Commentary was translated by Kumaraija, its Sanskrit original and
Tibetan translation being unavailable. Chih-i is, to some extent,
influenced by this Commentary. He quoted from it a few times,22

including one important reference to the Middle Way.23 This Commentary

will therefore be consulted in our study.
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Bhavaviveka's Po-jg—teng lun-shih (Prajhapradipa j}i %;/\0’;) *‘g)

is a comprehensive commentary of the Karika. Chih-i does not seem to be
attracted to this work. Nevertheless, we will consult it in our study,
because it provides important clues to the understanding of Nagarjuna's
Four Alternatives.
ii) On Chih-i

When we approach the issue of the sources related to Chih-i, the
situation is a little complicated. There are numerous works attributed
to him, but some of these include forgeries. These works were supposed
to have been written in the two periods of his study. Prof. Tetsuei Sato
has divided Chih-~i's thought into two periods, i.e., the 'early' and the
‘later'. Chih-i first studied with Hui-ssu in Ta-su Mountain (ﬂ(,%%LLL )
of Kuang-chou (i%;q*| }. He went to Chin- ling (éi,F%; ) at the age
of 31, and remained in Wa-kuan Monastery (QA'E %? ) for eight years.
At age 38 he moved to T'ien-t'ai Mountain ( 7* LL ) and remained
there for eleven years in seclusion. This is what Sato calls the "early
period". At 50 he returned to Chin-ling again, where he lectured on

the Fa-hua ching in Kuang-chai Monastery ( i%J‘%Z,é% ). At 56 he went

*?
to Ching-chou ( :#ﬂ N} ), his hometown, and resided there until his
.y . 4 .
death. This is the "later perlod".2 In our study, we will use only
those which can undoubtedly represent his own thought, most of which

were written in the later period. First, let us consult Tetsuei Sato's

_ - - o
Tendai daishi no kenkyu ( 7'\ /& k E‘F 9 Z;*I ?72) for a percise under-

standing of Chih-i's works in verification of their authorship.
Among the huge bulk of works attributed to Chih-i, twenty-eight

are lost, and forty-six are extant. The forty~six works can be classified
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into three categories:

1. Works written by Chih-i himself. They include those estab-
lished in his early period, such as the Fa-chieh tz'u-ti ch'u—m@n (fi
5% };)\ % 1%70 Fﬂ ), Fa-~hua-san-mei ch'an-i (/‘2 ?-:/‘ %Tﬁ /I%) , Fang-
teng ch'an-fa ( 7.1' %:‘ Tﬁl 7% ) and Chileh-i san-mei (‘%7}; o '37?\ ).

Ly
They also include the ten-chapter Ching-ming hsuan-i ( T?'jé.zz %% )

written in his later period.25
2. Works representing Chih-i's thought. These can further be
divided into two groups:
a. Works established in the following way: Chih-i's followers
recorded what he had delivered orally and subsequently

submitted the draft to him for correction and approval.

N »i 492
These include the Tz'u-ti-ch'an mén (ljl jﬁz%g Pﬁ ) in
his early period, and the thirty one~chapter Ching-ming-
ching shu (;? j\z é&i_ é?u) in his later period. The one-

2
chapter Kuan-hsin lun ( %éaJ/cp yﬁp ), which was recorded

shortly before his death, should also be put here.26

b. Works established in the following way: the followers,
particularly Kuan-ting ({?é_Tﬁ\, A.D. 561-632), took
notes of Chih-i's lectures. The drafts were made
available after Chih-i's death, and so do not bear his
stamp of approval. Among these works are the celebrated
San ta-pu ("Three Great Works", >._ f;;%f Y, i.e., FHHI
(Fa-hua hsian-i iﬁ i é % y, FHWC (Fa-hua wén-cﬁﬁ i%.
& ) A
é LQ ) and MHCK (Mo-ho chih~kuan ? %ﬂ _lk_%%) , all

of which were recorded by Kuan-ting.
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3. Works publicized under Chih-i's name. These works were
actually made by scholars after him. They include a few outright
forgeries. They also include works whose contents are mixed with
Chih-i's writings. These works are, to name a few, the Chin-kuang-
ming-ching hstan-i (/i %_J Bﬂ 354 'Z % ) , Chin-kuang-ming-ching wén—
chu ( ﬁ %));H é& ‘ q , Kuan-yin hsuan-i ( /@)j’ é) % ), Kuan-
yin i-shu ( Tig) % %( I/;U) Ch'ing~kuan-yin-ching shu (9«% &Jﬁ 2% ),

Sst-nien ch'u ( \9 /z ), and the works related to Pure Land Buddhism.

27

Prof. Sato also discusses particularly the Wi hsiao-pu ("Five

- < &
Small Works", 2. ’1‘%ﬁ ) of T'ien-t'ai, i.e., Kuan-ching shu (2;%« .%L gf; '

Chin-kuang-ming-ching hsilan-i, Chin-kuang-ming-ching wén-chii, Kuan-yin

hstuan-i, and the Kuan-yin i-shu. He strongly doubts Chih-i's authorship

in any of them, even though they were traditionally attributed to him.28

5%

a - 3 Z
In regards to the Jen-wang-ching shu ( 4].» i~ oL fbl'u) , which allegedly

- qu

contains Chih~i's expression of the Threefold Truth (san-ti . & ),
Sato remarks that it was written by a T'ien-t'ai scholar after Chih-i's
death.29

sato also ment;ons the following works, which may be attributed

“ 7% 3
to Chih-i. The Ch'an-mén k'ou-chiieh (Z? fﬂ e ;ﬁ) and Chéng-hsin lun

2 2
(B I\ S‘TP ) were written in the early period and so may represent

X -
Chih-i's early thought. The Ch'an-mén yiao-lieh ( %i Fj 3 Q% ) and

' 98 j,_
Ch' an-mén chang (7r$ ?\1 _? ) were written in the later period, or
published probably after Chih~i's death. Both reflect to some extent

Chih-i's views developed in the later period. The Kuan-hsin-shih fa

(?i'g.) /U' <2 ), Kuan-hs:.n—sung—chlng fa ( ?‘QJ 7Sy % é E ), Kuan-hsin

shih-er-pu-ching i ( /\ﬁ) Lol + h i \“L % ) and Tso-ch'an fang—plen-—men
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(ft /{5 75 /lz \;ﬁ ) are works concerning psychological and technical
problems that involve the Ch'an practitioner. It is hard to decide
whether they represent Chih-i's views.30

So far we can see that only those works listed in the first two
categories and a few mentioned in the previous paragraph are reliable
sources for studying Chih-i's thought. By "reliable sources" we mean
those representing or reflecting Chih-i's views. Some of these works
were written in the early period, and some in the later period. Gen-
erally speaking, works written in the later period of a thinker are
more mature and thus deserve more attention. This is true in the case
of Chih-i. Prof. SatS, on many occasions, stresses the division of
Chih-i's thought into the two periods.31 This is in fact a division
between his early attention to the Emptiness of the Prajgaparamita
literature and his later attention to the ultimate Truth (shih-hsiang

?g 43 ) of the Fa-hua ching. From the early to the later period,

there is a manifest progress of thought in Chih-i's life. This progress
can be seen in his classification of Buddhist doctrines, where he con-

siders the Fa-hua ching to be more perfect than the thought expressed

in the Prajﬁaparamita literature. He even expressed his great concern

for the Fa-hua ching at the moment of death.32 We will, in our study,

pay more attention to works established in the later period.
Consequently, the sources on Chih-i in our study will be
basically confined to the following: The FHHI (T. 1716), FHWC (T. 1718),

MHCK (T. 1911), Kuan-hsin lun (T. 1920), Ch'an-men yiao-liieh (Z. 0070),

Ch'an-mén chang (Z. 0022), Ching-ming hslan-i and Ching-ming-ching shu.

In this thesis we refer to these sources as Chih-i's major works.
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Among these works the FHHI and MHCK are most important, since they
reflect comprehensively Chih-i's most mature thought and cover nearly
all of the key concepts and philosophical methods involved in the study
of our basic questions.

Here a brief explanation is in order concerning the Ching-ming

hsllan-i and Ching-ming-ching shu. Both are commentaries of the Wei-mo

ching (Vimalakirti-nirdea-sutra \fﬁ_/? \z.zf. ), in which Chih-i was very

much interested during his old age. The ten-chapter Ching-ming hsllan-i

was written by Chih-i in A.D. 595, at the invitation of Yang Kuang Lﬁ%
E% , A.D. 569-618), who was then the Crown-Prince of the Sui Dynasty.
The twelve-chapter SCI (Ssi-chiao i &/ ﬁi , T. 1929), which is now

widely read, is another edition of it, sharing the same origin. The

thirty one-chapter Ching-ming-ching shu was written at a later date,

i.e., after Chih-i returned to T'ien-t'ai Mountain. This work is
actually the composition of two independent works, namely, the six-

chapter WMCHS (Wei-mo-ching hsuan-shu ﬁié \é’zi‘. Z .K;li’ , T. 1777) and

A )
the twenty five-chapter Wei-mo-ching wen-shu (f{@ )? \?‘ﬂ‘ 1@%‘@ , which
was later abridged into the ten-chapter WMCLS (Wei-mo-ching lueh-shu

L > v 3
idf,}?' éff_ ‘9% j:ﬁ.) , T. 1778) by Chan-jan ( )% ?‘(:E , A.D. 711-782), an

outstanding thinker in the T'ien-t'ai tradition. In our study, we will

use the SSI, WMCHS and WMCLS.

Finally, we will make a special exception and include the Fa-

chieh tz'u-ti ch'u-mén (T. 1925) in our study. This work was, as

pointed out previously, written in Chih=-i's early period. The work,
however, contains a few important ideas which Chih-i fully developed

in the later period. They include the theory of classification of
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. . . 34
Buddhist doctr:.nes,33 the concept of Middle Way - Buddha Nature, and
- 35 . B
the two approaches to Emptiness. The two approaches are t'i-fa (RE.
5%: Y, i.e., to realize Emptiness directly in the dharmas or phenomena,

\ o . . . . .
and hsi-fa (5§% Y5 ), 1L.e., to realize Emptiness through disintegrating
and eradicating the dharmas or phenomena. They are ascribed by Chih-i
in his classification of Buddhist doctrines to the Common Doctrine and
Tripitaka Doctrine respectively. Prof. Sato consequently proposes that
because of its discussion of the classification of Buddhist doctrines,
this work should be taken to be the last one written in the early period.
He argues that the idea of the classification of Buddhist doctrines
hardly appeared in Chih-i's early works, and that it was formed in his
later period, when he established his Buddhist conceptions based on the

. 36 o
Fa~hua ching. It therefore seems safe to presume that Chih-i was

approaching maturity in thought when he wrote the Fa-chieh tz'u-ti ch'u-

~
men.
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Notes

1. The Sanskrit term, Madhyamika, is normally used by modern
scholars to denote the School of Nagarjuna. Is also signifies the
doctrine, namely, the concept of Emptiness (éﬁnyati) as expounded by
Nagarjuna. It can also mean a person who subscribes to the doctrine of
this School. In the present work, the term Madhyamika covers all three
meanings, with particular emphasis on the doctrinal aspect. Another
variation is Madhyamaka, which refers specifically to the thought or
philosophy espoused by Nagarjuna. For details about the term Madhyamaka,
see Ruegg, pp. 1-3.

2. MHCK, chap. 1, T.46.1b.

3. Leon Hurvitz maintains that, of all the philosophical
tendencies in Buddhism, it was the Madhyamika more than any other that
molded Chih-i's thought (Hurvitz, p. 24).

4. In the development of Buddhism in China, it was necessary to
reconcile and integrate the different and even contradictory doctrines
transmitted from India, so that they could all be regarded as true
teachings of the Buddha. This was usually done by classifying the
doctrines and viewing them as instructions of the Buddha given to
different listeners by means of various methods used for different
occasions. This sort of work is called "classification of the Buddhist
doctrines". Cf. Chih-i's WMCHS, chap. 6, T.38.561lb-c, where the author
explains why different doctrines were taught by the Buddha. With
regard to the translation of pieh-chiao as "Gradual Doctrine", see
Part I, B, section iii in this thesis.

5. Prof. Kalupahana has rendered dharma with different terms,
such as ‘Phenomena’ (Kalupahana, pp. 29, 34, 46), ‘'entity’ (Ibid.,
p. 39), ‘elements’/ (Ibid., pp. 51, 84, 85), "elements of experience"
(Ibid., p. 51), and ‘thing’ (Ibid., p. 71). No specific reasons are
given for such different renderings.

6. For a detailed description of Nagdrjuna's works, cf. Ramanan,
pp. 34-37, where K. Venkata Ramanan suggests that the works that can be
attributed to Nagarjuna may be classified into six cate orles. also
Ylichi Kajiyama, "Chugan shiso no rekishi to bunken" ‘g ,b. o ﬂ& i
(SL%?};_) in A. Hirakawa, et. al., ed., Chugan shiso, Tokyo Shunjusha,
1982, pp. 4-5. One of the most extensive studies of N3garjuna's works
is made by D.S. Ruegg. Cf. Ruegg, pp. 9-33.

7. Ramanan, p. 42.

8. The Sankrit text of the Karika has never appeared by itself.
The one available now is found incorporated in Candrakirti's commentary
of the Karika entitled Prasannapada. According to some Japanese scholars,
even the Karika found in the Prasannapadd is not necessarily the same as
the original text. The Karik3d text, on which Bhavaviveka's Prajﬁépradipa
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is based, is slightly different from the one found in the Prasannapada.

Cf. Susumu Yamaguchi, "Chiironge no shohon taishd kenkyu ydron" ( ¥ 35
> 7+ B3 IS4 2L . . - - -

18 o 28 A & 88 2% K Z@), in his Chugan bukkyo ronko, Tokyo:

Kobundo Shobo, 1944, pp. 1-28. Cf. also Y4ichi Kajiyama, "Chiigan shiso

no rekishi to bunken", op. cit., p. 7. For an exhaustive enumeration

of modern studies on the Prasannapada, cf. YUichi Kajiyama, ibid.,

pp. 76-77.

9. Cf. his Le Traité de la grande Vertu de Sagesse de Nagarjuna,
vol. 3. Louvain: Université de Louvain, 1970, Preface.

10. Ramanan, p. 13.

11. Ibid., pp. 45-46.

12. Ibid., p. 13.

13, T.25.57hb.

14. T.25.756¢C.

15. For a good introduction to Kumarajiva's life and thought,

c¢f. Yung-t'ung T'ang, Han wei liang-chin nan-pei-ch'ao fo-chiao-shih

G242 % T & 8 43 4L £ ). Peking: Chung-hua, 1955, chap. 10,
pp. 278-340; Robinson, chap. 3, pp. 71-95.

16. For instance, T.25.61b, 64b, 97b, 107a, 198a, 245c, 338c,
as well as others. 1In some cases the quotations are made with slight
literary changes.

17. E.g., the catugkoti, i.e., the Four Alternatives (T.25.61b),
the Eight Negations or thé Eight-'Nos (T.25.97b), the concepts of
Emptiness, Provisional Name and Middle Way (T.25.107a), and the
relation between samsara and Nirvana (T.25.198a, 338c).

18. For a brief description of TCTL's doctrinal contents, cf.
Ramanan, pp. 44-45. Prof. Ramanan has suggested that the principal
theme of Nagarjuna's works is Emptiness and the Middle Way (Ibid.,

p. 35). For a detailed description of Emptiness and the Middle way
expounded in the TCTL, cf. below (Part I, A, entitled "Emptiness and
the Middle Way as presented by the Madhyamika").

19. According to Tetsuei Sato's statistics, Chih-i quotes the
TCTL 114 times in his FHHI, 103 times in MHCK, 59 times in FHWC, and 83
times in his early work, Tz'u-ti-ch'an mén ( 7 3 ? F3 ). Prof. Sato
regards the TCTL as the predominant Buddhist text that Chih-i worked on
in his early age (Satd, pp. 96-97).

20. As far as we are aware, each of these works is mentioned no
more than two times throughout all of Chih-i's major writings. Shi-er-
mén lun is mentioned and quoted in the FHHI, chap. 8 (T.33.779a-c); Shi-
chu-pi-p'o-sha lun is mentioned in the FHWC, chap. 5 (T.34.65a) and
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chap. 7 (T.34.96¢); the Pai-lun is mentioned in the WMCLS, chap. 1
(T.38.568a) .

21. For a brief description of the commentaries to the Karika,
cf. Kajiyama, pp. 143-146. Cf. also Yuichi Kajiyama, "Chugan shisd no
rekishi to bunken", op. cit., pp. 9-14.

22. For example, WMCHS, chap. 3, T.38.535c, and chap. 6,
T.38.557¢; WMCLS, chap. 5, T.38.626a.

23. I.e., WMCHS, chap. 3, T.38.535c.
24. Satd, pp. 25-27; also Preface, pp. 1-3. For a comprehensive

biography of Chih-i, cf. Hurvitz and Jiko kyodo, Tendai daishi no shogai
(% g L /g’j’ o % 3%). Tokyo: Regulus Library, 1975.

25. Sato elsewhere regards the Hsiao chih-kuan ( 4\ lL igt ) as
written by Chih-i himself. Cf. Sato, p. 263.

26. Prof. Satd elsewhere regards the Liu miao-mén ( %}iﬁb Fﬂ )
as representing Chih-i's thought. Ibid., pp. 151-172.

27. A commentary on the Prajnaparamitd, i.e., the Chin-kang-po-
jé—ching shu (Jj_ EH ‘)/3‘3: Je It _);5\') ), was alleged to be the work of
Chih-i. Sato rejects this idea and places this work in the third

category. (Ibid., p. 412)

28. Ibid., p. 77.
29. Ibid., p. 554.
30. Ibid., p. 290.

31. Ibid., p. 27, pp. 44-45.

¥
4 0 /. - 2 1]
o [R5 % A, Fh.Hakpnbe Fauwd
(Kuo-ch'ing pai-lu E&i%'@ ﬁﬁa, chap. 3, T.46.811b) This Kuo-ch'ing pai-
lu, compiled by Kuan-ting, is a record of what Chih-i lectured on during
his sojourn in the T'ien-t'ai Mountain.

33. T.46.686a.
34. T.46.688a.
35. T.46.681la~b.

36. Sato, pp. 236-237.



PART I

KEY CONCEPTS

A. Emptiness and the Middle Way as presented by the Madhyamika

The first of our basic questions concerns Chih-i's understanding
and criticism of Madhyamika's Emptiness and Middle Way. Before we deal
directly with this question, however, we will examine the basic meaning
of these two concepts of the Madhyamika as presented in the basic texts.
This will render us a more fundamental and critical perspective from
which we can discuss Chih-i's views on Mgdhyamika.

As is commonly known to students of Buddhism, Madhyamika's
“concepts of Emptiness and Middle Way have been widely and deeply studied
by modern scholars, particularly Western scholars. Their studies, based
on Sanskrit, Tibetan and Chinese sources, are easily accessible. We
do not wish to repeat these studies here. Rather, we would like to
examine the meaning of Emptiness and the Middle Way specially through
the Karika, TCTL and Pingala's Commentary of the Karika, in view of the
fact that Chih-i basically understood these concepts through these
works. We will, by all means, try to situate our examination in the
context of previous scholarship where necessary, but our primary inten-
tion will be to emphasize those issues which enhance our study of Chih-i's
thought in light of his relation to Madhyamika, the Karika and TCTL in
particular.

Let us start with Emptiness. Emptiness is, without much

controversy, the central concept in the Mgdhyamika system of thought.

21
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This has been pointed out by many scholars.1 Indeed the whole Karika
can be regarded as an exposition of this concept; the aim of the argu-

ments in the Vigrahavyavartan{ is no more and no less than eliminating

the concept of Self Nature (svabhava) and establishing the nature of
Emptiness. What, then, is Emptiness for the Madhyamikas? Nagérjuna‘s
declaration in the Karika -- that whatever is of Dependent Origination

T - . . . 2
(pratityasamutpada) is Emptiness -- naturally comes to our mind. In

this declaration, Emptiness is related to the causal relationships of
all entities and is identified with Dependent Origination. These issues
are critically important in understanding the meaning of Emptiness.
However, this approach to Emptiness seems to be endorsed by most
Mahayana Buddhist schools; consequently it does not sufficiently reflect
the particular meaning of Emptiness in Nggarjuna's and Madhyamika's
contexts. Moreover, in the declaration, Emptiness is treated as a
predicate of Dependent Origination, which is the subject matter.
Nggarjuna, obviously, does not intend to explicate Emptiness positively.
For this reason, in our discussion of Emptiness we will not focus on
this declaration. We intend to undertake a more sophisticated project
through which the argumentative and practical interests of Nagarjuna
can be shown. Nevertheless, reference to the relationship of Emptiness
and Dependent Origination will be made wherever necessary.

From the Karika, the meaning of Emptiness can be summed up as
the negation of Self Nature and false views. Whether it be the negation
of either aspect, the negative implication of this concept is obvious.3
As a matter of fact, this understanding has been expressed by Ruegg, who

speaks of Sunyata (i.e., Emptiness) both as emptiness of "own being"
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(i.e., Self Nature) and as release from all speculative dogmatic views.
He refers to speculative views as §£§§£, or "false views“.5 However,
he does not elaborate this understanding in detail. In the following
sections this issue will be handled in a thorough manner, straight-
forwardly delineating the implications of these claims.
i) Emptiness as the negation of Self Nature
Ngggrjuna does not explicitly define Emptiness in the Karika.
He basically expresses this concept in terms of the negation of Self
Nature. Still, he does not explicitly imply that Emptiness is the
negation of Self Nature. Rather, before coming to this implication,
he makes reference to the conception of Dependent Origination.
The concept of Self Nature must first be examined. Self Nature

(Skt., svabhava; Chi., hsing Tﬁ; , as translated by Kumarajiva in the
CL, but literally should be rendered tzu-hsing é ‘ﬂf_ ) denotes the
unchangeable and thus permanent substance, or substantiality. Négarjuna,
however, does not positively mention in detail what Self Nature is. He
prefers to express it negatively, as can be seen in the following two
verses of the Karika:

How is it possible for the self-nature to take on the character

of being made? For, indeed, the self-nature refers to something

which cannot be made and has no mutual correspondence with

something else.®

If existence is in virtue of a primal nature, then its non-

existence does not follow. For, indeed, a varying character

of a primal nature is not possible at all.

It can be seen that Nagarjuna regards Self Nature as what cannot be made

or manipulated (sSkt., akytrima; Chi., wu-tso&g(g); it is devoid of "varying

W

character” (Skt., anyathabhava; Chi., i-fa g}) Sﬁ) . With regard to the under-

standing that Self Nature refers to something which cannot be made,
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Ruegg offers the following remark:

In the course of the discussion and refutation of it in the
MMK [i.e., Mdlamadhyamakak3arikid] and the rest of the Madyhamaka
literature, svabh3va 'own being, self-nature, aseity' has been
defined as some thing unproduced (akrtrima) which is indepen-
dent of all other things (nirapeksah paratra); those who
postulated a svabh3va have indeed conceived of it as not
produced through causal conditioning.8

The Sanskrit term for Self Nature in the two verses above is
svabhdva and prakrti respectively. Kumarajiva translates both as hsing
( #j; ), making no difference between themn. Svabhava, prakrti and
hsing unanimously express the nature of unchangeability. They are not
subject to the transition from a state of existence to one of non-
existence or nothingness. Therefore, whatever is in possession of Self
Nature will not undergo nothingness (Skt., nastita; Chi., yglﬁﬁ). Naggrjuna
approaches Self Nature in terms of the negative nature of being made,
of varying character and of non-existence, all of which are attributes
usually ascribed to what is empirical or phenomenal. We consequently
can say that Naggrjuna reveals Self Nature through negating the phenomenal.
From the negation of Self Nature Emptiness is introduced, as
seen in the following verse:
From the perception of varying natures all entities are without
self-natures. An entity without self-nature does not exist

because all entities have the nature of éﬁnyat§.9

In this verse, the nature of having no Self Nature (Skt., nihsvabhavatva; Chi.,

wu-hsing é% *ﬁ. ) and Emptiness (Sunyata) are brought together to
describe the entities. That is, entities are on the one hand devoid
of Self Nature, whereas on the other they are empty. Two propositions
can now be affirmed: namely, entities are devoid of Self Nature, and

I 10 s .
entities are empty. From the two propositions, we cannot directly
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infer that the empty nature or Emptiness is identical to the negation
of Self Nature. However, as both Emptiness and the negation of Self
Nature are used to describe entities, there must be a close relationship
between them.

This relationship is strengthened through the concept of
Dependent Origination. Nagarjuna declares that whatever is of Dependent
Origination is Emptiness. He also says elsewhere:

Any entity which exists by virtue of relational origination is
quiescence in itself.ll

Here is mentioned quiescence (Skt., Santa; Chi., chi—mieh(iifﬁi), which
NEgErjuna regards as the nature of relational origination or Dependent
Origination. This 'quiescence' can be viewed as a synonym of 'Emptiness',
as seen in Pingala's comment on the verse:

Entities originated from various causes do not have Self Nature,

and are therefore quiescent. Quiescence is called 'nothingness,

. .« . Entities originated from various causes do not have Self
Nature. It is because they have no Self Nature that they are

empty.l2
e
Here, 'quiescence' is identified with 'nothingness' (wu I, ), and we

have no way of knowing the original Sanskrit term in Pingala's Commentary.
But Kumarajiva translates Sunyata as 'nothingness' elsewhere in the
Karik5.13 It seems safe consequently to infer that here, in Pingala's
Commentary, the original Sanskrit term for 'nothingness' is éﬁnyata.
By this we can assume that Pingala identifies quiescence with Emptiness.
Prof. Kajiyama also remarks that quiescence is the state of having no
Self Nature, and that it is used as the synonym of Emptiness.14

In view of the identification of quiescence and Emptiness, we

are convinced that the half verse of the Karika quoted previously
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expresses the same thing as Nagarjuna's declaration: whatever is of
Dependent Origination is Emptiness. Both stress the identity of
Dependent Origination and Emptiness. Furthermore, as shown below,
Emptiness is associated with the negation of Self Nature through the
concept of Dependent Origination.
In another verse Nagarjuna deals with Self Nature and causes:

If you perceive the various existences as true beings from the

standpoint of self-nature, then you will perceive them as non-

causal conditions.l3
Here one is warned not to see existences or entities in terms of Self
Nature, otherwise entities will be causeless; this means that the Principle
of causality will be violated. An opposition between Self Nature and
causality is manifest here. 1In regard to entities, if one maintains the
principle of causality, one has to refute the supposition of Self Nature.
It is not possible for both to be maintained at the same time. Pingala
makes a helpful comment on this verse:

If entities determinately have Self Nature, then they should

not originate and extinguish. Why then should there be causes

for them? If entities originate from causes, then they will

not have Self Nature. Thus, if entities determinately have

Self Nature, then they will not have causes.16
Pingala points out that the concept of Self Nature contradicts the
concepts of origination and extinction, which form the phenomenological
basis of causality. Thus the concept of Self Nature also contradicts
the principle of causality. If ‘'a' is causality and 'b' is Self Nature,
it clearly shows in the latter part of the comment that, logically,

a @ ~Db, b D ~a

This means that 'a' and 'b', or causality and Self Nature, cannot stand

together. They logically reject each other.
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The Buddhist expression of causality is Dependent Origination.
From the above discussions we see that Nagarjuna identifies Emptiness
with Dependent Origination, the latter of which is incompatible with
Self Nature. It therefore seems natural to Nagarjuna that Emptiness is
likewise incompatible with Self Nature, and that they cannot be maintained
simultaneously. In order to realize Emptiness, Self Nature must be
negated. Nggarjuna obviously understands Emptiness in terms of the
negation of Self Nature, although he does not explicitly and straight-
forwardly state this understanding. Pingala's assertion that it is
because entities have no Self Nature that they are empty (cf. note 12)
is also expressive of this understanding. He is, indeed, well-versed
in the Karika and Nagarjuna's thought.

We have said earlier that Naggrjuna understands Emptiness in
relation to Dependent Origination. This is extremely important.
Dependent Origination refers to a principle, which prescribes how entities
are to become as they are. Entities must come from causes; their existence
depends on causes. As they are from causes, they are naturally of the
nature of being made (Skt., krtrima; Chi., 3524?.). They are subject to change
including disintegration; for the causes, which make them as they are,
may themselves disappear. These entities are manifestly devoid of Self
Nature, which defies changeability. They are, indeed, empty.17 It is
in this context that Nagarjuna speaks of Emptiness. Dependent Origination
is nothing but the nature of the empirical world, the phenomenal world,
in which all entities are formed by causes. What is important to note
is that Nggarjuna's Emptiness is the Emptiness of this phenomenal world,

or more appropriately, the Emptiness of the Self Nature of phenomena,
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not an Emptiness spoken of in an isolated sense.

Ramanan briefly remarks that éﬁnyatg is the comprehension of
the non-substantiality of things in their mundane natue.18 This remark
also points to our emphasis of the phenomenal or mundane world in
comprehending Emptiness. "Non-substantiality" is just another expression
referring to being devoid of Self Nature.

The close relationship of Emptiness to the phenomenal world can
also be described in a logical manner. We have seen that Nggarjuna
speaks of Self Nature in terms of the negation of phenomena. Now we
know that he sees Emptiness as the negation of Self Nature. If ‘p' be
the phenomena, then Self Nature will be '~ p', and Emptiness will be
'~ (~ p)', which equals 'p' logically. Emptiness in this manner
finally returns to the phenomena, or the phenomenal world. This means
that Emptiness cannot be established apart from the phenomenal world.

Emptiness conceived in this way is, for Naggrjuna, the Truth.
The Truth is the very Truth, i.e., the non-substantiality, or non-self
nature, of the phenomenal world. This conception of Emptiness is more
explicitly and fully discussed in the TCTL. It says:

The various entities originate from the combination of causes.
As these entities [originating] from combination do not have
determinate nature, they are empty. Why? Entities originating
from causes are devoid of Self Nature. Because they are devoid
of Self Nature, they are ultimate Emptiness. This ultimate
Emptiness 1is or%ginally empty, not being made by the Buddha
or anyone else.
It is clearly shown in this passage that things originating from causes
do not have Self Nature and are consequently in the nature of Emptiness.

That is, "being devoid of Self Nature" and 'Emptiness' are identified

with each other, both being spoken of in the context of things
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originating from causes.
Elsewhere in the TCTL the concept of "Nature Emptiness" (hsing-
oo
k'ung ‘ﬁt ji ) 1is proposed:
'Nature' (hsing W¥. ) is called 'self-existence', and it does
not rely on causes. If it relies on causes, then it is some-
thing made, and is not named 'Nature'. 1In the various entities
there is no Nature. . . .The Nature of all entities cannot be
found. This is called 'Nature Em.ptiness'.20
From the definition of Nature Emptiness, that the Nature of all entities
cannot be found, it is easy to see that Emptiness is the emptiness or
the negation of Nature, which is no more than Self Nature. It should
also be noted that this Emptiness or Nature Emptiness is spoken of in

regard to the phenomenal realm; this suggests that no Nature as such

is to be found in the various entities.21

ii) Emptiness as the negation of false views
Nagarjuna also discusses Emptiness in terms of the negation of

false views. He states:

The wise men (i.e., enlightened ones) have said that éﬁnyata

or the nature of thusness is the relinquishing of all false

views.
The implication, here, is that from the Buddhist point of view, Emptiness
is the relinguishing or negation of false views (Efigi). For the Buddhists,
all views are partial and relative and thus have limitation. They tend to
be false with regard to the understanding of the Truth. But what do these
false views exactly denote? To this question Ngggrjuna does not explicitly
and fully respond in the Karika. Pingala, however, explicates this in
his Commentary:

The Great Saint preached Emptiness, in order to refute the sixty-~

two various views (dvasasti-drsti) and defilements such as ignorance,
love, etc.23
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This explication occurs right after the above verse. We can be sure
then that for Pingala, the false views in question denote mainly the
sixty-two various views. These views are, in the Buddhists' eyes,
false views on the self and world commited by non-Buddhists. They are,
like defilements such as ignorance and love, obstructive to our under-
standing of the Truth.24

Although Nagarjuna does not specify the false views in the
Karika, he tends to associate them with conceptualization, discrimination,
differentiation, as seen in the following verse:

Non-conditionally related to any entity, quiescent, non-

conceptualized by conceptual play, non-discriminative, and

non-differentiated. These are the characteristics of reality.
Here, the characteristics of the Reality or Truth are enumerated, which
include non-conceptualigation, non-discrimination and non-differentiation.
It can be inferred that the opposites of these characteristics --
conceptual acts such as conceptualization, discrimination and
differentiation -- are either incompatible with the Truth or obstructive
to the attainment of the Truth. In view of the fact that Nagarjuna also
speaks of the Truth in terms of quiescence here (which, as pointed out
earlier, is used as the synonym of Emptiness), we are certain that by the
'Truth' he means Emptiness or the "Truth of Emptiness".

Therefore, both false views and acts such as conceptualization,
discrimination and differentiation are harmful to the attainment of
Emptiness. The close relationship between them cannot be denied. It
is very possible that the false views arise from such acts. Discrimi-

nation and differentiation, which are based on the use of concepts and

so promote conceptualization, will tend to initiate the dichotomy of
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the Truth. This will destroy the wholeness and absoluteness of the
Truth, which Nagarjuna regards as non-discriminative and non-differentiated.
When Nggarjuna mentions the false views, we believe he is referring to the
perversive views which split the Truth from its wholeness and absoluteness.
His vehement refutation of concepts and conceptualization is vividly seen
in the dedicatory verses with which he starts the Karika:

I pay homage to the Fully Awakened One, the supreme teacher

who has taught the doctrine of relational origination, the

blissful cessation of all phenomenal thought construction.

(Therein, every event is ‘marked' by:) non-origination, non-

extinction, non-destruction, non-permanence, non-identity,

non-differentiation, non-coming {(into being), non-going (out

of being).26
Here is seen the famous Eight-Nos or Negations, which have been widely
studied by scholars. What we want to point our is that the meanings of
the concepts in the 'Nos', whether they be eight or otherwise, are
established unanimously in a relative and dependent sense. For example,
the meaning of origination is relative to and dependent upon that of
extinction, and vice versa. This relative and dependent nature of the
concepts cannot reveal the Truth of the events: Emptiness in its
absoluteness and wholeness. Rather, it discriminates, differentiates
and consequently bifurcates the Truth into dichotomous falseness.

Conceptualization (in the form of discrimination, differentiation

and bifurcation) may also induce false views and obstruct us from attain-
ing the Truth. This could occur in the sense that the concepts used are
‘bound to form a duality of extremes, both of which are irrelevant to the

Truth. Taking an event occurring in the empirical world as an example,

one is likely to apply the opposite pair of definite concepts, being and
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nothingness, to describe it and asserts that it exists or that it does
not exist. However, from the standpoint of Dependent Origination, we
can only say that the event exists causally; and that it is devoid of
Self Nature and consequently in the nature of Emptiness. This is the
Truth of the event. To assert that the event exists or does not exist
on the basis of the definite concept of being or nothingness will miss
this Truth. Such assertions are false views.27

There is in Buddhism a specific term for conceptualization,

oy 1

viz., "conceptual play" (Skt., prapanca; Chi., hsi—lun}ix v ), which is
expressive of the character of mental fabrication and of its irrelevance
to Reality or the Truth. Inada's rendition of the Sanskrit, prapahca,
i.e., "thought constructions" as in the first verse above conveys the
same message. As conceptual play is what causes false views, the
negation of false views, in terms of which Ngggrjuna understands Empti-
ness, naturally entails the negation of conceptual play. In fact, the

insistence that conceptual play be banished is seen throughout the Karika.

iii) Further reflections

So far we know that Nagarjuna's Emptiness has two objects to
negate: Self Nature and false views. His understanding of Emptiness is
revealed in the negation of these two aspects. As seen in section i
above, Naggrjuna, Pingala and the TCTL all see Emptiness as the negation
of Self Nature; they all stress the incompatibility of Self Nature with
the concept of causality or Dependent Origination, and so they arrive at
the need to refute Self Nature. They have little interest in metaphysical

issues and do not make an extensive study of the characteristics of Self
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Nature. What they are concerned about is that Self Nature renders the
relational origination, and consequently the changeability of the
empirical world, impossible. This is because anything in possession of
the unchangeable and self-sufficient Self Nature will defy causal
formation. That is, Self Nature will destroy the world of Dependent
Origination. The need of its refutation is therefore unavoidable. This
shows their deep concern with the empirical world. This concern will be
unpacked a bit more in section viii, when we refer to the TCTL in the
discussion of the harms caused by attachment to being and nothingness.
Moreover, the discernment of Emptiness as the negation of Self Nature
enhances our understanding of the empirical world, as this discernment
is spoken of in reference to the empirical world. That is, in this
discernment, we are asserting the very Emptiness of the empirical world,
or that the empirical world is devoid of Self Nature. Accordingly, this
discernment bears an epistemological implication with regard to the
empirical. In the negation of false views, however, the concern is very
much practical and soterioclogical. That is, Emptiness is to be realized
as the Truth through the relinquishing of false views. 1In this sense,
Emptiness is a practice which relinquishes false views.

Still, we must go deeper into this issue. The negation of Self
Nature tends to respond to the question, "What is the meaning of
Emptiness?" The answer will also convey the meaning of “being devoid
of Self Nature". The manner in which tc deal with the question is to
reveal what the subject matter is devoid of, rather than that with
which it is associated. It is important to note that the negation of

false views tends to respond to the question, "How is Emptiness to be
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realized?" Strictly speaking, the negation as such concerns mainly an
educational method rather than a meaning, with regard to the achievement
of a soteriological goal. As a matter of fact, with regard to the half
verse cited above,

The wise men (i.e., enlightened ones) have said that Sunyata

or the nature of thusness is the relinquishing of all false

views,
which understands Emptiness in terms of the negation of false views,

Kumarajzva makes a significant modification in his translation. It reads:

The Great Saint taught the doctrine of Emptiness in order to
free [sentient beings] from various [false] views.?28

This modification emphasizes the pragmatic and educational aspect of
teaching the doctrine of Emptiness. Pingala's comment on the same verse
also reveals similar emphasis.29 This signifies that both Kumgrajzva
and Pingala are aware of the pragmatic implication of Nggarjuna's
understanding of Emptiness as the negation of false views. In view of
the point that the negation of Self Nature and the negation of false
views correspond to different questions with different concerns, these
two negations must be carefully clarified. If not, the understanding
of NEgErjuna's Emptiness is bound to involve confusions.

One way to understand these differences is as follows. Négarjuna
is not merely a great thinker, but also a great practitioner and teacher.
In the explication of the philosophy of Emptiness, he is not merely
concerned about the meaning of the Truth of Emptiness, but also concerned
about the way to realize it. This renders his thought highly practical
and educational. The negation of Self Nature ("being devoid of Self

Nature") reveals what he means by Emptiness. Yet he also assorts that
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Emptiness should be realized in the relingquishing of false views;
Emptiness is the negation of false views. For Nagarjuna, the negation
of false views is a complement to the understanding of Emptiness in a
practical and educational sense.

Although how the negation of false views is related to the
negation of Self Nature is not explicitly delineated in the Karikg,
the close relationship between the two negations is not difficult to
perceive. The false views undoubtedly include one about Self Nature,
in which Self Nature is conceptualized and substantiated. That is,
Self Nature, which is essentially a mental fabrication, is taken as a
concept having its own existence in the external and empirical world.
The substantiation of Self Nature is likely to induce attachment to the
empirical world, which will in turn cause defilements. Naggrjuna‘s
advice is that this false view -- i.e., the substantiation of Self
Nature -- must be relinquished or negated, and that the correct under-
standing of Self Nature must be established. For him, Self Nature is
mentally fabricated, devoid of any external existence whatsocever. This

is the negation of Self Nature, which is what Emptiness denotes.

iv) Emptiness itself is not to be adhered to

In response to the understandings of Emptiness as the negation
of Self Nature and as the negation of false views, one is apt to ask two
questions. First, does Emptiness itself as the negation of Self Nature
have any objective reference, or does it correspond to something in the
substantive world? Secondly, in view of the negative tone in the

understanding of Emptiness, one is also apt to see Emptiness from an
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annihilative angle and take it as an equivalent to nothingness. Is
Emptiness really annihilative? These doubts arise from an inappropriate
understanding of Emptiness which should be refuted. The Madhyamika
School proposed the well-known thought that Emptiness itself is not to
be adhered to. It is highly likely that this thought was aimed at
dealing with these doubts. Because it can be seen as a complementary
point to a fuller understanding of Emptiness, it will be discussed here.
That Emptiness itself is not to be adhered to is clearly

expressed in the Karika:

The wise men (i.e., enlightened ones) have said that $unyata

or the nature of thusness is the relinquishing of all false

views. Yet it is said that those who adhere to the idea or

concept of &linyatd are incorrigible.30

Here is mentioned the false idea or concept, or false view of Emptiness

(dunyatadrsti) , which is to be negated. Pingala also speaks of the view

of Emptiness in negative terms. He says that the Buddha teaches Empti-
ness in order to prevent people from commiting the sixty-two various

views and defilements such as ignorance, love, etc. Yet when one holds
a view of Emptiness, he will not be subject to cultivation.31 The view
of Emptiness in question is, to be sure, a false view. Pingala proposes

the well-known expression, "Emptiness is to be emptied" (k'ung i-fu k'ung

i{ 3} 3@_721 ).32 His advice, no doubt, is made in the context of the
thought that Emptiness itself is not to be adhered to, in which Empti-
ness refers to the "false view of Emptiness".

What the false view of Emptiness precisely denotes is not
expounded by NEgErjuna. It seems reasonable, however, to relate it to

the distortion of the understanding of Emptiness as the negation of
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both Self Nature and false views. This distortion can be shown as
follows. First, one is apt to see Emptiness as something that can
initiate the act of negating others; this might suggest that one
substantiates and objectifies it. Emptiness becomes a substantive
object eventually.33 This understanding is false for Madhyamikas.

A substantive object is so only in a relative and individual sense.

To take Emptiness as a substantive object will degrade it to the realm
of relativity and individuality and deprive it, as the Truth, of the
significance of absoluteness and wholeness.

Modern scholars have made valuable warnings against the
distortion of Emptiness as a substantive object. For example, Tsung-
san Mou says:

'"Emptiness' is a descriptive word, not a substantive word.

It is spoken of in the context of describing the meaning of

Dependent Origination. If we should assert that it is an

entity, a concept or an idea, for example, it can only be

an entity in the nominal sense and in the secondary order.

It cannot be an entity originated from causes which would

be of the primary order.34
The late Richard Robinson also pointed out that Emptiness is not a term
in the primary system referring to the world, but a term in the
descriptive system (meta-system) referring to the primary system, and
that it has no status as an entity.35

Both Mou and Robinson take Emptiness to be of a descriptive
nature, without any substantive reference. That is, it is descriptive
about something. TFor instance, it describes the empirical world as
being devoid of Self Nature. There is, however, no substantive object

or entity called 'Emptiness' in the actual world. By "primary order"

or "primary system" they refer to the substantive entities in this
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actual world. Emptiness does not pertain to this. The view that takes
Emptiness to be a substantive object in the actual world must be refuted.

Secondly, as hinted above, the negative tone in the understanding
of Emptiness may induce one to view Emptiness in annihilative terms,
i.e., as nothingness. This annihilative understanding of Emptiness 1is
by all means false. The negation of Self Nature and false views should
not be confused with nothingness in any way. Although the falsity of
taking Emptiness as nothingness is obvious, it is still committed
occassionally. Even in the Buddha's time, there were still Buddhist
disciples who took an annihilative and nihilistic view on Emptiness.

The "false view of Emptiness" consequently signifies the fact
that Emptiness can be falsely understood in various ways, particularly
as a substantive object or as nothingness. As a matter of fact, a
substantive object is an item in the actual world, which is in possession
of existence or being. Accordingly, to take Emptiness as a substantive
object is not different from taking it as being. The view of Emptiness
may in this context indicate the view which regards Emptiness as being
or nothingness. Tﬁis is a distortion that should be refuted.

In an excellent article on the Middle Way and the view of
Emptiness (Jap., EEEEE fE gh 5, Nakamura points out that the so-called
"view of Emptiness" is a distortion of the original meaning of Emptiness
as non-being and non-nothing. This distortion reduces Emptiness to
being (EE§XE) and nothingness (abhava).36 Nakamura tends to regard the
view of Emptiness as a false understanding of Emptiness, namely, Emptiness
is being and nothingness. This is in fact quite in line with the analysis

given above. His "“view of Emptiness" is just the "false view of Emptiness"
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We believe that it is in the context of avoiding to commit the
false view of Emptiness that Nagarjuna advises us not to adhere to
Emptiness. In this respect, Prof. Nakamura also understands the expression
"Emptiness is to be emptied" to be the refutation of the view of Emptiness.
This means that what should be refuted is the false view or distortion of
Emptiness. In this distortion, Emptiness is taken as being or nothingness.

It is a regret that Ngggrjuna did not elaborate on the false view
of Emptiness in the Karika. Nevertheless, our understanding of this issue
is also justified in Pingala's Commentary. He comments on the verse quoted
above, where one is advised not to adhere to the false view of Emptiness:

A person whose guilt is heavy, whose greed and attachment are

deep in the mind, and whose wisdom is obtuse, takes [false]

views on Emptiness. On the one hand, he says that there is

Emptiness [as a being]. On the other hand, he says that there

is no Emptiness [i.e., Emptiness is nothingness]. [These views

of] being and nothingness in turn initiate defilements.
Therefore the false view of Emptiness may denote the view taking Emptiness
as being or nothingness. Candrakzrti, an authoritative commentator of the

Karika, also speaks of the false view of Emptiness in terms of taking

. . . 3
Emptiness as being or nothingness. 9

v) Emptiness of Emptiness
The radical expression that Emptiness itself is not to be adhered
to is referred to as the "Emptiness of Emptiness" (Skt., éﬁnyata—éﬁnyata;

Chi., k'ung—k'ung\ﬁi ﬁg ). This idea originally appeared in the

Prajﬁaparamita literature and was fully expounded in the TCTL. In this
idea, Emptiness is not merely that from which to be detached, but also

it is to be 'emptied' or relinguished. Emptiness by all means denotes
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here the "false view of Emptiness", or that 'Emptiness' which causes
disaster. Before the need of relinquishing it arises, Emptiness can be
pragmatic and instrumental. It needs to be relinquished only when it
causes disaster. This pragmatic and instrumental character of Emptiness
significantly enhances our understanding of this concept and deserves
our further attention. The TCTL expounds the idea of the Emptiness of

Emptiness in the following manner.

Emptiness destroys all entities. There is only Emptiness
tenable. Having destroyed all entities, Emptiness itself
should also be relinquished. Hence the need of Emptiness
of Emptiness. Moreover, Emptiness deals with all entities,
whereas Emptiness of Emptiness deals with Emptiness alone.
For instance, even though a strong person can beat all
thieves, there is still somebody who can beat this strong
person. The same is true with Emptiness of Emptiness.
[That is, Emptiness can tackle all entities, there is yet
Emptiness of Emptiness that can tackle Emptiness.] Again,
in the example of taking medication, the medication can
overcome the disease. After the disease is overcome, the
medication should leave [i.e., be relinquished]. If it
does not leave [i.e., if it is taken continuously], it will
itself induce disease. We use Emptiness to cure the disease
caused by various defilements. Being concerned that Empti-
ness may in turn cause disaster, we use Emptiness to
relinquish Emptiness. This is called the 'Emptiness of
Emptiness'.

In this delineation, it is shown that Emptiness and Emptiness of Emptiness
deal with different subject matters. On the one hand, Emptiness deals
with entities, or more appropriately, the entities understood falsely.

How they are falsely understood is not elaborated. It is possible that
they are taken as having Self Nature, the negation of which is what
Emptiness denotes. The purpose of (the doctrine of) Emptiness is to lead
people to a correct understanding of the entities, that is, that they

are devoid of Self Nature. On the other hand, the Emptiness of Emptiness

deals with Emptiness, when the latter has completed its purpose and
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causes disaster. From the analogy in which Emptiness is compared to
medication, showing that even medication can be harmful when treated
improperly, it can be inferred that Emptiness can likewise be harmful
when treated or understood improperly. What is to be emptied or
relinquished is not plain Emptiness, but the Emptiness causing disaster.

Here, an important point concerning the character of Emptiness
is referred. 1In the analogy of Emptiness to medication, Emptiness is
taken as an effective measure to deal with entities, or more appropriately,
to eradicate the attachment to or incorrect views of entities. This is
done by releasing the sentient beings from their attribution to entities
with Self Nature. Emptiness, with its implication that entities are
devoid of Self Nature, certainly can rectify any supposition of Self
Nature in entities. Indeed, this is the very aim of Emptiness. When
this aim is completed, Emptiness will lose its reason for persistence
and so should be set free. Emptiness is, in this sense, very much of
a pragmatic and instrumental character. It persists not for its own
sake, but for its pragmatic and instrumental implication. This is an
interesting but important facet of Emptiness, which does not seem to
attract much attention from modern scholars.

In certain circumstances, obviously, Emptiness may be treated
improperly and cause disaster. What these circumstances are is not
mentioned in the above quotation. But the TCTL says elsewhere:

The practitioner sees being as hindrance. So he goes on to
eradicate being with Emptiness, but in so doing in turn values
the latter. 1In clinging to Emptiness, one falls into [the
realm of] annihilation. With this [disaster] in mind, one

should employ Emptiness to eradicate being, but one should
not cling to Emptiness either.4l
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'Being' in this passage does not denote the plain being or phenomenal
existence; rather, it denotes the incorrect understanding of being (as
having Self Nature). Emptiness, as the negation of Self Nature, can be
emploved to erase such an incorrect understanding. But this pragmatic
and instrumental implication of Emptiness may be over-emphasized, and
so Emptiness may be clung to. When this occurs, one will tend to employ
Emptiness uncontrolledly and unlimitedly. That is, one will blindly
overthrow everyting, without distinguishing between the correct and
false, the pure and impure. This will unavoidably result in complete
annihilation, which is vehemently refuted in Buddhism. It is this
disaster that Emptiness may cause, making necessary both the warning
that Emptiness itself is not to be adhered to and the need for the

Emptiness of Emptiness.

vi) Emptiness as the true state of entities as such

From the above discussions we conclude that Emptiness is, for
Nagarjuna and his followers, the true state of entities as such, free
from all human fabrications, which include the supposition of éelf Nature
and taking false views. These entities are what we face in our daily
life and are causally originated. The doctrine of Emptiness basically
reveals the true situation or state of entities, of having no permanent
Self Nature. The state is revealed in a negative manner, rather than
in a positive one. That is, it does not convey what the entities are,
but what the entities are not: namely, they are not in possession of
Self Nature. Moreover, the state is purely descriptive, without any

substantive or objective reference whatsoever. That is to say, there
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is absolutely no such thing called "being devoid of Self Nature" or
"empty state" at all, whether it be a thing in the phenomenal sense, or
a thing in the noumenal sense (a thing-in-itself).

This approach to Emptiness is clearly epistemological in
character, with a practical and soteriological purpose behind it. When
proposing this doctrine of Emptiness, the major concern of the Madhyamikas
was not merely to teach people how to see the world, but also to teach
them how to act toward the world. When people understand that the world
is in essence empty, devoid of Self-Nature and permanency, which they
are so eager to seek, they will naturally cease to cling to anything and
control their thirst for worldly objects. Perversions and defilements
can eventually be avoided. This is, as the Madhyamikas and Buddhists
in general understand, crucial to enlightenment.

In relation to the practical and soteriological purpose of
Emptiness, we should pay attention to two points. First, Emptiness is
pragmatic in the sense of helping us erase the attachments to and false
understandings of entities, yet it has nothing to do with any annihilation
of entities. This is the positive significance of Emptiness. This
significance, however, has its restrictions. That is, Emptiness is
pragmatic insofar as there are attachments and false understandings.

When the latter are erased, Emptiness will have no object to work upon

and so should not be made to persist any longer. Unconditioned persistence
of Emptiness will tend to direct one to annihilation and nihilism. To
decide whether one should make Emptiness persist or make it not persist
is, indeed, a matter of wisdom and experience.

Secondly, the understanding of Emptiness in temms of relinquishing
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false views shows Nagarjuna's deep practical concern for Emptiness. The
idea of the Emptiness of Emptiness can be construed in this practical
context, because the Emptiness to be refuted refers to the false view of
Emptiness. Since the false view of Emptiness denotes the view that
regards Emptiness as a substantive object, or the view that sees Empti-
ness as nothingness, the aim of this idea is, to be sure, to prevent
people from substantializing, objectifying or annihilating Emptiness.
Paradoxically, this 'Emptiness' of Emptiness can likewise be substanti-
alized, objectified or annihilated by false views. If it is treated in
this way, it has again to be emptied or negated. So, theoretically
speaking, the negation of Emptiness can go on ad infinitum. This
signifies that the practitioner has to remind himself constantly of the
nature of Emptiness: it denotes the true state of entities. In addition,
he must not abide in this nature of Emptiness by mistaking it as a
substantive object or nothingness.

This state of Emptiness is the Truth of entities. As a matter
of fact, the nature of Emptiness as a state has been pointed out by
scholars, but without much elaboration. Inada sees $unyata or Emptiness
as the "the state of éﬁgyg".42 Sprung translates éﬁnyatg as the
"absence of being in things".43 Being, in this context, means Self
Nature or a permanent element. Ruegg speaks of éﬁnyatg in terms of the
true state of affairs.44 Our conclusion in this section may be helpful
in providing more understanding of Emptiness as the true state of entities.

Incidentally, our understanding of Emptiness as the true state
of entities is reminiscent of a crucial question regarding Emptiness,

namely, whether or not Emptiness refers to the Absolute. This has been
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a controversial problem among scholars for a long time. Our position
is that Emptiness is revealed in the refutation of false views which
originate from our attachment to relative concepts (being and nothingness,
for example). In this manner Emptiness transcends the realm of relativity.
In this sense, Emptiness is absolute. Kalupahana also remarks:
(Emptiness) helps the individual to attain freedom from views
and upholding it as the absolute or ultimate truth without any
reference to the ‘'‘empty' would be the last thing either the
Buddha or Nggarjuna would advocate.4>
In fact, we have spoken of Emptiness in terms of absoluteness and whole-
ness in section ii above. But we must note that this understanding of
Emptiness is mainly in a practical and soteriological context. Its
absolute sense should not be related to metaphysical substantiality or
Substance, with which the Absolute is apt to be associated. As far as
the present thesis is concerned, we do not sense the need to discuss the
controversial problem of the relationship of Emptiness and the Absolute,

much less work out a solution of it. It is sufficient in this work to

reach the conclusion that Emptiness denotes the true state of entities.

vii) The Middle Way is a complement to Emptiness

The Middle Way is an important concept in the Buddhist system,
whose emphasis can be traced back to a very early period.46 It also
played a crucial role in formulating the Madhyamika philosophy, as could
be seen from the fact that this very name is used to identify the
Madhyamika School and its doctrine. 1In the corresponding Sanskrit

term, madhyamapratipad, madhyama means middle , and pratipad or

prati-pad is road or track. It is apparent that Madhyamika came from

madhyama, assuming the abstract meaning of 'middle'. 1In the Karika,
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however, Middle Way is mentioned only once. In the following we will
first determine its relationship to Emptiness, so as to figure out its
proper meaning.
KumEraija's translation of the verse in the CL, where Middle
Way appears, reads:
I declare that whatever is of Dependent Origination is
Emptiness (nothingness); it is also a Provisional Name;
it is also the meaning of the Middle Way.47
According to the Chinese grammar, this verse should be seen as describing
the relationship of Dependent Origination to Emptiness,to the Provisional
Name and to the Middle Way, respectively. Dependent Origination is the
subject throughout, whereas Emptiness, the Provisional Name and the
Middle Way are equal predicates, the latter three assuming the same
position towards the former. That is, the Middle Way and Emptiness are
coordinates.
But the original verse is somewhat different in its grammatical
structure. 1Its Sanskrit runs:

yah pratityasamutpadah éﬁnyatém tam pracaksmahe,
sa prajhaptirupadidya pratipatsaiva madhyamd.3®

In the former half verse, yah corresponds to Eég, the pattern being
that of correlative and relative; and Eég refers to éﬁnyatam. Therefore
the half verse means:

We declare that whatever is of Dependent Origination is Emptiness.
This is the same as Kumaraija's translation, with Dependent Origination
as subject and Emptiness predicate. The latter half verse is, however,
quite different. Here, the subject is §§, being feminine singular. It

is apparent that it refers to the §ﬁnyat£ of the former half, which is
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also feminine singular. And upadaya or upa-daya is the pattern of

"because. . . .therefore", expressing a reason. Hence we have the
meaning of the latter half as:

Because this Emptiness is a Provisional Name, therefore
it [Emptiness] is indeed the Middle Way.

Here, the subject is Emptiness, and Provisional Name and Middle Way are
predicates. We can see that the Sanskrit original has not placed these
three concepts in parallel positions; rather, it stresses the meaning
that Emptiness is the Middle Way because of its provisionality. That
is, the Middle Way, with the indication that Emptiness itself is yet
provisional but not ultimate, serves as a complement to a better
understanding of Emptiness. The indication that Emptiness is provisional
and not ultimate will be elaborated later. What we want to point out
here is that the Middle Way in this passage is subordinate to Emptiness.
It can only be appropriately accounted for in the context of the latter
Indeed, in the assertion that Emptiness is the Middle Way, the Middle way
is taken as a predicate to describe the subject, Emptiness, and so
enhances our understanding of the latter. The complementary implication
of the Middle Way with regard to Emptiness is beyond doubt.49

It is true that the Middle Way is identified with Emptiness in
the verse, but the identification is made on the point that the Middle
Way complements Emptiness in providing a more thorough understanding
of the latter.

The clarification of this point is important, in the sense that
we know by means of it that Nggarjuna does not assertively take the

Middle Way as the Truth independent of the Truth of Emptiness, not at
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least in the sense of what Emptiness is. Consequently, the endeavour
to elevate it to the level of a Truth higher than the Truth of Emptiness,
as done by the T'ien-t'ai School, cannot be justified from Naggrjuna's

standpoint.

viii) The Middle Way in terms of transcendence of extremes

What does the Middle Way denote in the Madhyamika context?
This is a subtle question that needs careful study. As stated above,
the Karika does not mention this concept more than once, giving no
explication of it. Nevertheless, it is not impossible to detect its
meaning form the Karika and Pingala's Commentary. From the above-quoted
verse, we see that Emptiness is identified with the Middle Way because
it is a Provisional Name, that is, because of its provisionality.50
The meaning of the Middle Way has to be understood in the context that
Emptiness is a Provisional Name. How can Emptiness and Provisional
Name introduce the emphasis of the Middle Way and its identification
with Emptiness? The assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional Name
tends to speak of Emptiness in reserved terms. That is, it is provisional
and not ultimate. This reservation towards Emptiness may be related to
the latter's restriction and the denial of its unconditioned persistence
as described in the previous section. It may also refer to the
descriptive character of Emptiness, as delineated by Mou in his quotation
found in section iv. That is, it is a descriptive word revealing the
state of entities as such, with their lack of Self Nature. Whatever
the case, with regard to the issue of the Middle Way we wish to arque

as follows:
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1. The assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional Name entails
a warning: Emptiness should not be adhered to as something ultimate.
This can be responded to simply through a proper understanding of
Emptiness. In this way the assertion also entails that Emptiness should
not be distorted in meaning. This gives sense to the advice regarding
the non-distortion of Emptiness.

2. As the Middle Way has to be understood in the context of
the assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional Name, which is closely
associated with the non-distortion of Emptiness, it follows that the
meaning of the Middle Way cannot be found apart from the non-distortion
of Emptiness.

3. The distortion of Emptiness indicates a false view of
Emptiness, while the non-distortion of Emptiness can be taken as a
relinquishing of false views. As pointed out earlier, Nagarjuna
understands Emptiness in terms of the relinquishing of false views. It
follows that Emptiness can be understood by means of clarifying the non-
distortion of Emptiness itself.

4. From the above arguments we can come to the point that both
the Middle Way and Emptiness can be understood by means of clarifying
the non-distortion of Emptiness.

5. According to our previous study and Nakamura's suggestion,
the distortion of Emptiness may be situated into the context of the

so-called "false view of Emptiness”, i.e., éﬁnyatadpggi, which denotes

the false understanding of Emptiness as being or nothingness. In other
words, the distortion of Emptiness may denote the very distortion of

Emptiness as being or nothingness. It follows that the non-distortion
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of Emptiness may be taken as the the transcendence of this distortion.
In view of the fact that this distortion is based on the discrimination
or duality between being and nothingness, the non-distortion of Emptiness
manifestly consists in the transcendence of this duality.
6. It therefore can be inferred that both the Middle Way and

Emptiness are, as far as their meanings are concerned, closely related
to the transcendence of the duality of being and nothingness. We may
straightforwardly say that the Middle Way and Emptiness can be understood
in terms of the transcendence of the duality of being and nothingness
or simply the transcendence of being and nothingness. This transcendence
of being and nothingness is the basis on which the Middle Way and Emptiness
are identified with each other.
Therefore we may respond to our question raised in the beginning of this
section and conclude that Nggarjuna's Middle Way denotes the transcendence
of being and nothingness. This understanding is supported by Pingala who
comments on the verse at hand with the following words:

When the various causes assemble and combine, the thing

originates. This thing belongs to the various causes.

Therefore it is devoid of Self Nature. 1In view of this, it

is empty. Emptiness is also to be emptied. However, for the

sake of educating the sentient beings, it is taken as a Pro-

visiocnal Name to explicate [the nature of the things]. The

transcendence of the two extremes of being and nothingness is

called the 'Middle way'.>l
In this passage, the subject matter is Emptiness or the nature of entities.
This nature is revealed in terms of causal origination or Dependent
Origination and the lack of Self Nature. There are two important points.

First, Pingala relates the assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional

Name to the expression that even Emptiness is to be emptied, tending to
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explain the former through the latter. It should be noted that Pingala's
comment was made on the Sanskrit text of the Karika, not on Kumgrajiva's
translation. Accordingly, the claim that Emptiness is to be emptied
should correspond to the claim that Emptiness is a Provisional Namep

not the case that whatever is of Dependent Origination (entities) is a
Provisional Name, as in Kumarajiva's translation. Obviously, Pingala
explicated Nagarjuna's assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional Name

in terms of the advice that Emptiness is to be emptied. As delineated
above in section iv, the advice that Emptiness is to be emptied is made
in the context of the thought that Emptiness itself is not to be adhered
to; in this context Emptiness refers to the false view of Emptiness, or
the distortion of Emptiness. Accordingly, Pihgala tends to take the
assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional Name to entail a warning
against any adherence to the distortion of Emptiness, and so one against
any distortion of Emptiness as well. 1In doing so, he significantly
justifies our association of the assertion that Emptiness is a Provisional
Name with the non-distortion of Emptiness. Secondly, Pingala explicitly
speaks of the Middle Way in terms of the transcendence of being and
nothingness. This is exactly the position we reached in our arguments
above.

But we must pay attention to a crucial point: Nggarjuna identifies
Emptiness and the Middle Way in the assertion that Emptiness is a Pro-
visional Name, and so is focusing on the provisionality of Emptiness.
How one steps from the provisionality of Emptiness to the identification
of Emptiness and the Middle Way needs some elaboration. This point is

ignored by many scholars. Even Pingala himself does not divulge any
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explicit hint. As shown in our arguments, we infer from the provisionality
of Emptiness the implication of the non-distortion of Emptiness as being
or nothingness, and consequently move to the further implication of the
transcendence of being and nothingness. We take this transcendence of
being and nothingness as the basis for the identification of Emptiness

and the Middle Way.

We are convinced that this is the most appropriate way to deal
with the issue of the Middle Way, if we wish to stick to the Sanskrit
text of the Karika and account for the identification of Emptiness and
the Middle Way in the context of the verse at hand. In supporting this
position it is important to note that Kumarajiva's translation of the
verse 1is not only questionable in grammar, but also vague in meaning
with regard to the issue of the Middle Way. It says that whatever is
of Dependent Origination is the Middle Way and tends to identify Dependent
Origination with the Middle Way. But in what sense are the entities of
Dependent Origination the Middle Way? This question is not dealt with.
There is no way in this perspective to figure out the meaning of the
Middle Way at all.

In regard to NEgErjuna's understanding of the Middle Way in
terms of the transcendence of being and nothingness, it should be added
that he has warned that both being and nothingness are devoid of
independency; consequently he strongly advocates the need to transcend
both of them. This can be seen from the following verses in the Karika:

If existence does not come to be (i.e., does not establish
itself), then certainly non-existence does not also. For,

indeed, people speak of existence in its varying nature as
non-existence.
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Those who see (i.e., try to understand)the concepts of self-

nature, extended nature, existence, or non-existence do not

perceive the real truth in the Buddha's teaching.®3

According to the Instruction to Katyayana, the two views of

the world in terms of being and non-being were criticized by

the Buddha for similarly admitting the bifurcation of entities

into existence and non-existence.>%
The issue in these three verses is about being and nothingness, or existence
and non-existence. The supposition of being and nothingness which
represents the two extremes of existent nature and non-existent nature,
will, as seen by NEgarjuna, bifurcate the world and entities, obstructing
us from intimating the undifferentiated Truth. Specifically, the world and
entities as such are formed on the basis of Dependent Origination. They
are devoid of Self Nature and so subject to change. This is the undifferent-
iated Truth of Emptiness. They are not being in the sense of possessing
a permanent substantiality. They are not nothingness either, because
they arise from causes. To ascribe the extremes of being and nothingness
to them will be to completely miss their basis in Dependent Origination
and to bifurcate the Truth of Emptiness into duality.

It is important to note that being and nothingness here merely
symbolize two extremes. What Nagarjuna vehemently rejects is, no doubt,
all kinds of extremes, which he believes, would bifurcate the undifferent-
iated Truth into duality. This justifies his rejection of the distinction
made between Self Nature (svabhava) and extended nature ("other nature",
parabhava) , both of which tend to form a self-other duality and express
two extremes. Although the term, "Middle Way", is not specified in

these verses, it is very likely that the issue of rejecting or transcending

extremes refers to this concept. 1In other words, Nagarjuna understands the
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Middle Way in terms of the transcendence of extremes.

With regard to this understanding of the Middle wWay, Ruegg also

states:

(The Middle Way) falls neither into annihilationism by denying

what originates in dependence, nor into eternalism by hypostat-

izing as real what are constructs and designations originating

in dependence and, consequently, empty of own being.55
Apparently, both annihilationism and eternalism are the results of taking
the world and entities, which are based on Dependent Origination, as
nothingness and being respectively. They are extreme views strongly
refuted by Nagarjuna and his followers.

This understanding of the Middle Way receives more definite and
detailed expositions in the TCTL. First, the TCTL repeatedly stresses
that the Middle Way is the detachment from the two extremes, and that
. . . . . 56
it is revealed in the liberation from the two extremes. Secondly,

. . . s , . 5
it specifically identifies these two extremes to be being and nothingness. 7
Thirdly, it also specifies other items than being and nothingness, such
as pleasure and suffering, eternalism and annihilationism, commencement
. . . < s 58

and non-commencement, identity and differentiation, and others.
Among these three points, we wish to explain further the second one. 1In
identifying the two extremes to be being and nothingness, the TCTL inspiringly
details the harms caused by attachment to being and nothingness as
follows:

In such ways, the sentient beings attach to the views of being

and of nothingness. These two views are false and untrue, and

can destroy the Middle Way. It is like one walking on a narrow

road. On one side [of the road] is deep water; on the other, a

large fire. Both sides can cause death. Both the attachment

to being and the attachment to nothingness are faulty. Why?
Because, if the various entities are determinately real, then
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there will be no major and subsidiary causes. . . . If,

however, there are no entities that are real, then there

will be no difference between evils and merits, bondage

and liberation. Neither will there be any difference

between various entities.>9
The TCTL wants to clarify two points. First, the supposition of the
extremes of being and nothingness destroys the doctrine of the Middle
Way. This entails that the doctrine of the Middle Way must be
established on the transcendence of these extremes. Secondly, such a
supposition also contradicts the nature of the Dependent Origination of
the entities. The arguments are that if the entities are taken as being
—- as determinately real in the sense of having Self Nature -- then the
entities will originally be there, without undergoing any causal origin-
ation. On the contrary, if the entities are taken as nothingness ~- as
completely unreal in the annihilative sense -- then everything will be
the same as nothingness, whether they be evils or merits, or any other
significant entities. In this case, causal origination cannot 'originate’
entities which are different from each other, and will then be functionless
or meaningless. In either case, the supposition of being and nothingness
destroys Dependent Origination. This point exactly reveals the harm we

have just mentioned caused by the ascription of the extremes of being

and nothingness to the world and entities.

ix) The Middle Way as a state complementing Emptiness

It is obvious that the Middle Way understood in the above manner
refers to a state of detaching from or transcending extremes. Logically
speaking, when a pair of extremes is negated, what is really negated is

not merely the two extremes, but the whole realm pertaining to these
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extremes. In the case of the Middle Way, which is established by the
negation of being and nothingness or other extremes, both being and
nothingness are relative in nature. What is negated is the whole realm
of relativity. When relativity is transcended, the absolute significance
of the Middle Way will be revealed. The Middle Way therefore refers to
a state of absolute meaning. This state is still spoken of (as with the
term, Emptiness) in a descriptive sense. The Middle Way is not a way as
such; it does not have any substantive reference. Neither does it denote
a concrete position, a position between two things or extremes, as does
the Aristotelean mean. It denotes a total spiritual state that one must
realize for a soteriological purpose.

Like Emptiness, the Middle Way also bears a deep practical
implication. It is not merely an absolute state to be cognized, but
also a method or practice through which such a state can be attained.
This practical implication is mostly emphasized in the TCTL. For
instance, it states:

The discinles of RBuddharelinguish the two extremes and act
in accordance with the Middle Way.60

It also states:
The two views of being and nothingness being relinquished,
[one] employs the wisdom of non-conceptual play and acts
according to the Middle Way. This is called 'the wisdom
eye'.
There are many occasions on which one is urged to act in accordance
. , 62 . . . .
with the Middle Way. One is also warned against falling into the
extremes of being and nothingness.63 In either case, the message is

the same. That is, one should do his best to transcend all extremes

or overcome the attachment to extremes.
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The Middle Way as the state of transcending extremes reveals the
nature of the entities. That is, they are originally free from all sorts
of duality and dichotomy formed by extremes, being and nothingness in
particular. This is the Truth of the entities. But does this Truth
differ from the Truth of Emptiness? Can there be two Truths, namely,
the Middle Way and Emptiness? Our response is negative. The authentic
Truth is not relative but absolute in nature. It is undifferentiated.
The Middle Way cannot be different and separate from Emptiness.

As a matter of fact, the transcendence of extremes, which the
Middle Way indicates, is embraced in Emptiness. This is seen through
two perspectives. First, as delineated earlier, Emptiness is revealed
in the non-distortion of Emptiness itself, which is the transcendence
of being and nothingness. That is, Emptiness is revealed in the
transcendence of being and nothingness, which are extremes. We may
certainly say that Emptiness embraces the transcendence of extremes.
Secondly, Nagarjuna understands Emptiness in terms of the negation of
false views. These false views include, no doubt, the views of being
and nothingness as extremes, or the attachment to extremes. 1In this
sense, Emptiness may imply the transcendence of extremes.

Accordingly, in the Middle Way an important aspect of Emptiness
-~ the transcendence of extremes -- is reflected. Nagarjuna obviously
employs the Middle Way to emphasize this aspect of Emptiness. It is in
this sense that we assert that the Middle Way is a complement to Emptiness.
As a state of transcending extremes, the Middle Way can be taken completely
as the Truth. Still, it is not a Truth different and separate from

Emptiness. It complements Emptiness by emphasizing a particular aspect
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of the latter among many others. This aspect is the transcendence of
extremes.

The understanding of the Middle Way in terms of the transcendence
of extremes is, incidentally, not confined to Nagarjuna and his followers.
It is commonly maintained in many Buddhist texts, such as in the Samyutta-

nikaya, in the PrajRaparamita literature, and in the Satyasiddhi-8astra,

among others. Nakamura, in the article mentioned previously, has made
many relevant quotations from these texts to reveal this point clearly.
However, the relationship of the Middle Way and Emptiness is seldom
discussed carefully in these sources. It is Naggrjuna who brings the
Middle way into the context of Emptiness and proposes the complementary
relationship of the former to the latter. This should be taken as a

new element added to the traditional understanding of the Middle Way.
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Notes

1. Cf., for example, Ramanan, p. 35; Inada, p. 144. The fact
that Prof. Kajiyama entitled his book on Madhyamika as K3 no ronri, i.e.,
Logic of Emptiness, also shows his primary emphasis on this concept.

2. Karika-P, p. 503. This declaration is from a very famous
verse in the K3rika, which we will deal with in detail when we come to
the discussion of Madhyamika's conception of the Middle way.

3. It is interesting to note that Sunya, the Sanskrit term for
‘empty', means 'zero' in mathematical sense. Cf. also Matilal, pp. 151-
152; Ruegqg, p. 3.

4. Ruegg, p. 45.
5. Ibid., p. 14.

6. Inada, p. 98. svabhgvah krtako nama bhavigyati punah katham,
akrtrimah svabhdvo hi nirapeksah paratra ca. (Karika-P, pp. 260-262)
Kumarajiva's rendition: "Wt %5 2 % & , 5 19 B = Zg-( 2w L B & AR,
A 4% £ % 3i " (CL, 15:2, T.30.19¢c) All references to the translations
of the Karikd will come from Inada unless specified otherwise. The
correspondent Sanskrit original and Kumarajiva's Chinese translation of
the Karikd will also appear with each translation.

7. Inada, p. 99. yadyastitvam prakytyd syanna bhavedasya n3stita,
prakrteranyathdbhdvo na hi jatUpapadyate. (Karik3-P, p. 271) Kumarajiva's
rendition: "2 A R e, MR AM & 2 A LA, B B E L& L
(CL, 15:8, T.30.20b)

8. Ruegg, p. 2, note 5.

9. Inada, p. 92. bhavgnam nihsvabhavatvamanyathabhavadaréanat,

asvabhavo bhdvo ndsti bhavandp &lnyatd yatah. (Karika-P, p. 240)
Kumarajiva's rendition: "3§ 72 B % oL ., E T = ™ ; & HmELE,

~4n % W." (cL, 13:3, T.30.18a) Strictly speaking from Sanskrit
grammar, however, the first half of the verse should read, "The entities'
nature of having no Self Nature is from the perception of varying characters.”

10. Néggrjuna elsewhere has made these two propositions separately.
The major theme of chapter 15 of the Karikd is to propose and argue that
entities do not have Self Nature. Cf. verses 1, 2, 8, 9 (Karika-P, pp.
259-262, 271-272; CL, 15:1,2,8,9, T.30.19¢c,20b). Cf. also Kajiyama,
pp. 77-81. As regards the proposition that entities are empty, cf.
Karika-P, p. 505; CL, 24:19, T.30.33b.

11. Inada, p. 67. pratitya yadyadbhavati tattacchantam svabhavatah.

(Karika-P, p. 159) KumdrajIva's rendition: "% 53R 4%k %t , 8P 2 B Uik 4 ."
(CL, 7:17, T.30.10¢)
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, 2. %R, R o8 u Rk RALYHER,. ..
B 8 h, = G oM. & 4 wE 3L % . (T.30.100)

13. Cp. Karika-P, p. 503 and CL, 24:18, T.30.33b.
14. Kajiyama, p. 65. Here, he refers to the verse in the Karika

which discusses the characteristics of the Truth ( Skt., tattvasya laksana;
Chi., shih- h51ang 2 *g ). Cf. Karika-P £. 372; CL, 18 9, T.30.24a.
N

15. Inada, p. 147. svabhavadyadi bhavanam sadbhavamanupaéyasi,
ahetupratyayan bhavapstvamevam sati pasya51. (Karika-P, p. 503)
Kumarajiva's rendition: "% 5k %, &5, SEZ B %, aP}’ﬁ 8% %,
£ 8 = % .» (cL, 24:16, T.30.33b) It should be noted that in the
first half of the verse, Kumarajiva's translation does not fully
correspond to the original grammatically. The Sanskrit text reads, "If
you see entities’ true being from the standpoint of Self Mature (svabhavat)";
whereas Kumarajiva translates, "If you see various entities as determinately
having Self Nature." Both nevertheless are concerned with the same
perversion that one may commit in ascribing to entities a Self Nature,
which actually does not exist.

6. % B ARA M &Sﬁﬁ’ff)wix r % .
%ac@a}; LR M R BB EE G, B R

(T 30.33b)

ARG .ék.?
B .

s

17. We have no intention to give a detailed exposition of Dependent
Origination here. Prof. Kajiyama has made an examination of this concept.
See Kajiyama, pp. 67-75, in which the views of Ngggrjuna and other
Madhyamikas are introduced. For an excellent philosophical explication
of this concept, see Ruegg, pp. 43-46, p. 43 in particular.

18. Ramanan, p. 294.

yg,,a Bk et RALEBAL - i’%. % ¥ H/\ﬁ(?
@f&'z_z 5 Wi A‘:é*ritl WEREE LFH AT A
b E E 9 Ah ¥ AR ok R AW AR X (T.25.581b ¢) There
are still other places in the TCTL, where the same conception of Emptiness
is expressed. Cf. T.25.207c, T.25.21la.

0. W 4 8 A 4?‘@%\%@‘55&91,4’?@
4 & o % % %”%*r’t. ...me,%yawzquxz,%)%
Hi_ z . (T.25.292b) The TCTL also discusses Nature Emptiness elsewhere,
e.g., T.25,716b-c.

21. This Nature Emptiness indeed corresponds to svabhava-éﬁnya,
which appears in the Sanskrit text of the Hrdaya-sutra. For the Sanskrit
Hrdaya-sutra, cf. E. Conze, Thirty Years of Buddhist Studies, Oxford:
Bruno Cassirer, 1967, pp. 148-167.
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22. Inada, p. 93. &linyatd sarvadrstinam prokt3 nihsaranam jinaih
(Karika-P, p. 247) Kumarajiva's rendition: " K % 3% % 3% , 2 B 3% B 3L .
(CL, 13:9, T.30.18c) Drsti in Buddhist texts usually denotes false view,
as seen in Inada's rendition of the verse. Kumarajiva does not specify
its false nature in his Chinese translation. He simply renders the term

as view (chien ﬁt ). However, in the final chapter of the Karika -- this
chapter discusses false views exclusively -- he renders its title, Drsti

pariksa as Kuan hsieh-chien p'in (2§L,§F§L,§a ). He obviously takes drsti
to be hsieh-chien (% 4, ), viz., false view. Cf. Karika-P, p. 571; CL,
27, T.30.36¢c. In this thesis, if not specified otherwise, we will take
dysti as false view.

3. KA IR St A%, T ERE A ST (.30, 180)

24. These sixty-two various views are found in the Brahmajala-sutta
(in pigha-nik3ya, i, 1) in Primitive Buddhism. We cannot discuss them
further because of limited space here. For an expllcatlon of them, cf.
H. Nakamura, et. al. ed., Shin butten kaidai jiten (}ﬁ 4§,ﬁﬂ 1 ﬁ~§§‘$l)
Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1965, pp. 63-64.

25. Inada, p. 115. aparapratyayam Santam prapanhcairaprapancitam,
nlrv1kalpamananarthametattattvasya laksapam. (Karik3-P, p. 372L N
Kumara iva' s rendltlon "§ ke A E At “b ﬁ& “ ’ﬁf Y= / ,/‘ = /,o ’),3] ,

EQ . (CL, 18:9, T.30.24a) In the Sanskrlt verse, the term
'santa (qulescence) is used, instead of 'Slnyata' (Emptiness). They are,
however, identical in the Karikd as pointed out earlier.

26. Inada, p. 39. anirodhamanutpadamanucchedamagasSvatan,

anekarthamananarthamanagamamanlrgamam yah pratityasamutpadanp
prapaficopadamam Sivam, deSayamasa sambuddhastam vande vadatam varam.

(Karik3-P, p. 11) Kumdrajiva's rendition: " A ' U\ 7 )5; A g JR;K ,
FoA R R FATLL ). f LRB B} R H L e
W %% % ." (CL, 1, T.30.1b) z

27. The problems of false views in the understanding of the Truth
have also been discussed by many scholars. Cf. Ramanan, p. 41; Matilal,
pp. 147-148.

28. For Chinese and Sanskrit texts, see note 22 above.
29, Cf. T.30.18c. For Chinese text, see note 23 above.

30. Inada, p. 93. éﬁnyata sarvadrstznam prokta niksarapam jinail,
yesap tu sunyatadr$tlstanasadhyan babhaelre. (Karika-pP, p. 247)

Kumarasjiv renditi TR L 6L 7 g 7@ p
g%m%ajﬁy %jﬁen (crcjn 13:9, T.30. 18c) ABBLR I ZRD

?%Mﬁ ;%ﬁq Bal ¥ %W AT BN
ALRE 8 &, A ANA /»b. (T.30.18c) Cf. also the

previous sectlon.
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32. T.30.33b.

33. In this regard, Prof. Ruegg also points out that the term
slnyatadrsti denotes a speculative view that hypostatizes Emptiness.
(Ruegg, p. 2)

34. Mou, p. 1208. (My translation).
35. Robinson, p. 43.
36. Nakamura, p. 172.

37. Ibid., loc. cit.

X T:])\» ﬁg;u,)f\ =Yk »7\ ¥ kN, 5‘{%?\75‘2
# 3% - N 1 %)ﬁd%. (T.30.18¢)

39. Cf. Nakamura, pp. 171-173.

40. F % vwg; o BTG ‘T‘Em\“tﬂii;&"l-ﬁg»ﬁ

blfi,’éb\ i‘t-f.i%ﬁ A 3 ) ) 4
"\ii %/\-r Z W

gz W;?%i‘ E&A?fé ,'E‘Jr k2 /

bh T R Y M5 5 'Lﬁx%w- R M R EAEE

(T.25.288a) Cf. also Ramanan, p. 329.
LHEL

43%&17:%}) *OREIR A,
@% :ﬂM/v‘f lr)\Z&t} ,TFS~7\~}§§. (T.25.396a)

42. Inada, p. 13.

W N

ok
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43. Sprung, p. 13.
44, Ruegg, p. 44.
45. Kalupahana, p. 49.

46. For a very brief description of this concept in early Buddhism,
cf. Inada, pp. 21-22; Nakamura, pp. 151-152.

.5 BBk, KWL E (B, 5ok, 02 TR %

(CL, 24:18, T.30.33b)
48. Karika-P, p. 503.

49. Toshio Ando says that the meaning of this verse in its original
form is that the various things are Emptiness, Emptiness is Provisional
Name, and Prov151onal Name is Middle Way. (Tendai shogu shiso ron & & 2 e

éi ?L\¢§‘ pﬁa, Kyoto: Hozdkan, 1953, p. 68) This interpretation is by no

N

means correct.
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50. InBuddhism, Provisional Name is used to distinguish entities
from each other. It signifies the nature of provisionality and lack of
ultimacy. For an extensive discussion of this concept, cf. the present
work, Part II, B, on the Threefold Contemplation.

B Ak s AHML AMES R, HEY L, B
WEBLE ., - i §r22 4‘?2—% @év‘&i& 78 fm% WL B @»uﬁr
4% ¢ & . (r.30.33b)

52. Inada, p. 98. bhavasya cedaprasiddhirabhavo naiva sidhyati,
bhavasyva hyanyathdbhdvamabhavam bruvate janah. (Karika-P, p. 267)

Kumarajlva s rendition: "A R A X & ., & %49 9 K] AR A
F 4 B2 . (cL, 15:5, T.30.20a)

53. Inada, p. 99. svabhavam parabhavam ca bhavap cabhavameva ca,
yve paéyanti na paSyanti te tattvam buddhadisane. (K3rika-P, p. 267)
Kumdrajiva's rendition: "X /- %74 = , 9, 8 W 1L 42 & 2 A 4, ,
%5 2% % ." (cL, 15:6, T.30.20a)

54. Inada, p. 99. katyayanavavade castiti nastiti cobhayam,
pratisiddham bhagavata bhavabhavavibhavina. (Karika-P, p. 269)

Kumdrajiva's repdition: "Ap W K M B, , ke lu e B ik L B P
¥ 2%, P A N SRE .0 (cL, 15:7, T.30.20b) L *

55. Ruegg, pp. 16-17.
56. Cf. T.25.538b, 551a, 581b, 610a, 622a, 714b, and others.

57. ¢c£. T.25.171c, 331b, 348a, 370b, 466a, 492c (cp. Ramanan,
p. 88), 587a, 607a~b, 648c, 732c, 747a, and others.

58. Cf. T.25.5%a-b, 110a, 170a, 291a (cp. Mou, p. 47 on commencement
and non~commencement), 370a (cp. Ramanan, p. 108 on eternalism and
annihilationism), 711b, 732c, and others.

e LEE R med

so. ke 2fg e tAd B, EoRLEERT MEE

%h%@mﬁ,;—ég&?«,—L«gé\éé)-&/\&w.f@f%,; ;ﬁk
WA A 2 Uy L Tel AL . A2 E R E A
g— £ 4% &8 5’-5)3& Ti%;ﬁﬁ’ 2 2. (T.25.3310) J

0. b ¥ % 7%—’—1% /i"&‘?ﬁﬁ' . (T.25.538b)
AR uAKBE arvE 1A E &

61 Ti._ ﬂ \\w -
(T.25.348a)

62. For instance, T.25.370a-b, 587a, 607b, 732¢c, and others.

63. T.25.466a.



B. Chih-i on Madhyamika: the Concepts of Emptiness and the Middle Way

With some fundamental understanding of the Madhyamika concepts
of Emptiness and the Middle Way, we may now proceed to deal with our
first basic question: How does Chih-i understand and criticize those
Madhyamika concepts? This question is closely related to Chih-i's
theory of the classification of Buddhist doctrines, which is the backbone
of Chih-i's system of thought. Any attempt to penetrate his thought
cannot leave this theory untouched. This is particularly true in dealing
with our question here. Only after we have a clear idea about how he
classifies the important Buddhist doctrines can we be in a better position
to find out how he evaluates and accommodates the Madhyamika, especially
with regard to its major concepts of Emptiness and the Middle way. We

now turn the discussion to this theory.

1) Chih-i's classification of Buddhist doctrines and its leading issues
Among Chih-i's major writings -- viz., those which reflect his
mature thought -- the descriptions of his classification of Buddhist
doctrines are found in many places.1 The SCI, in particular, gives an
extremely detailed and systematic analysis of this theory.2 Like most
original Chinese thinkers, who initiated new ideas but were always
reluctant to claim authorship under their own names, Chih-i let it be
known that the theory of classification was not his own creation; he
claimed that its basic idea could be found in a number of Mahayana sutras

- 3 . . .
and Sastras. As a matter of fact, there had been various theories with

64
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regard to classifying the Buddhist doctrines before Chih-i proposed his
own.4 Yet the comprehensiveness and clarity of his own theory, and so
its supremacy over others, should not be neglected.5 This theory
definitely reveals Chih-i's unique way of digesting or crystallizing

the Buddhist doctrines and his view on what the perfect Buddhist doctrine
should be.

As a matter of fact, Chih-i's classification of Buddhist doctrines
has been amply studied by modern scholars (for example, by Ando and Tamura
in Japan and by Hurvitz in the West).6 However, as will be clearly
explicated below, Buddha Nature (or more appropriately, Middle Way-Buddha
Nature) is the key concept in Chih-i's system of thought, in which the
classification of Buddhist doctrines is an important item. These scholars
do not pay attention to this concept and so, in our opinion, fail to
provide a precise understanding of Chih-i's theory of classification. To
be specific, both Ando and Tamura make no mention of Buddha Nature, much
less Middle Way - Buddha Nature. Hurvitz, in the main body of his work
discussing Chih-i's classification, does not mention Buddha Nature either.

He merely introduces the three aspects of Buddha Nature (san-yin fo-hsing

::'. @ ’i#’ ﬁ; in a footnote in order to explain the feature that the cause
is separate; this is one of the features that made Chih-i distinguish and
designate the "Separate Teaching" ("Gradual Doctrine" for us) pieh-chiao
%ﬁ j%L.7 This does not seem to reflect Hurvitz's awareness of the
importance of Buddha Nature in Chih-i's classification.
In view of our dissatisfaction with these scholars' understanding
of Chih-i's theory of classification, we have to undertake an original

study of this theory. Chih-i classifies the Buddhist doctrines into four
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types in accordance with the difference in contents that the Buddha

preached. This is called Hua-fa ssu-chiao (4(;;% ] Z&V), in contrast

to the Hua-i ssU-chiao (4LA4% ) 11,) which was also proposed by

Chih-i, to classify the four types of methods the Buddha was supposed
to have undertaken in his preachings. These four types of doctrine are
the Tripitaka Doctrine, the Common Doctrine, the Gradual Doctrine and
the Perfect Doctrine.8

The leading issues that govern Chih-i's classification of the
Buddhist doctrines are shih-hsiang (ﬁg :ié , "the Truth") and the way
to realize it. For Chih-i, the Truth explicated in both the Tripitaka
Doctrine and the Common Doctrine is Emptiness, while the Truth explicated
in both the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine is the Middle Way.
As regards the way to realize the Truth, Chih-i maintains that the
Tripitaka Doctrine proposes to analyze, disintegrate and eliminate
dharmas in order to enter into the state of Emptiness, while the Common
Doctrine advocates that one should realize Emptiness right in the nature
of dharmas, without destroying anything whatsoever. On the other hand,
the Gradual Doctrine teaches people to penetrate into the Middle Way
through a gradual process, while the Perfect Doctrine advises that one
should realize the Middle Way instantaneously. The expressions to show

these four different ways are: hsi-fa ju-k'ung 2#[3ﬁ >\fg.(Tripipaka

Doctrine), t'i-fa ju-k'ung %g. iﬁ /\ i {(Common Doctrine), ts'u-ti ju-

chung )/L’\ % /\ ’? (Gradual Doctrine) and yuan~tun ju-chung @ ﬁ /\_ ‘1,3

; 9
(Perfect Doctrine).
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ii) The Tripitaka Doctrine and the Common Doctrine

The Truth of the Tripitaka Doctrine and the Common Doctrine is
termed a "partial Truth" (p'ien-chén 4@% Ei ) in contrast to the "perfect
Truth" (yuan—chén @9 E; } of the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect
Doctrine.lo This is because Chih-i regards the Emptiness of the Tripitaka
Doctrine and the Common Doctrine as negative, static and transcendent,
whereas the Middle Way of the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine
is positive, dynamic and immanent. The point is that for Chih-i the
Emptiness spoken of in this context is mere Emptiness (tan-k'ung ﬁiﬁz );11
the Middle Way, on the other hand, is identified with Buddha Nature,
which is characterized by permanence, function and the all embracing
nature. These three characteristics reveal the positive, dynamic and
immanent dimensions.12

What, then is the difference between hsi-fa (to analyze and
disintegrate dharmas) of the Tripitaka Doctrine, and t'i-fa (to embody
dharmas) of the Common Doctrine? Chih-i's interpretation is that those
who advocate the Tripipakg Doctrine teﬁd to see dharmas as something
real. They therefore analyze and even disintegrate them in order to
reach the point where they find nothing really left, and so realize that
all dharmas are empty. On the contrary, those advocating the Common
Doctrine understand that dharmas are dreamlike and empty by nature.
These people consequently attain the Truth of Emptiness right in the
nature of dharmas, without analyzing and destroying anything.13

It is obvious that Chih-i, in the midst of the comparison, applauds

the way of t'i-fa and denounces the way of hsi-fa. In his opinion, the

Tripitaka Doctrine confuses the unreal for the real, the non-substantial
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for the substantial. In order to attain the Truth of Emptiness, dharmas
would have to be disintegrated and eliminated. This way is described
as lnappropriate and 'dull' (cho Jm, literally, 'awkward') by Chih-i.
On the contrary, the Common Doctrine is right in understanding dharmas
as essentially empty or non-substantial. Emptiness or non-substantiality
can be attained in such a way as to keep dharmas as they are. We need
not touch or disturb, much less eliminate, them. Chih-i considers this
. . . 14
way as appropriate and 'skillful' (ch'iao .IB ).
It should be noted that hsi (j&[ , to 'disintegrate') in hsi-fa
and t'i (%?2 , to 'embody') in t'i-fa are used as methodological terms.
. . . . A
Chih-i in many places also employs the terms hsi-men (A$ﬁ ?ﬁ ) and
. ~ 5 . F— : " "
t'i-men ( %%i_ Fi Y, i.e., the "door of disintegration"” and the "door
. w 15 . . A .
of embodiment”. From his explanation that men ( Fﬁ ,.door) is what one
"passes through",16 it is obvious that the term has methodological implications.
To penetrate deeper into the issue of Truth, it is necessary to
introduce the idea of the Twofold Truth (&rh-ti - iﬁg), which was very
much on Chih-i's mind. In the Buddhist circle, it was generally accepted
that the realm of entities or phenomena is causally conditioned and
represents the worldly Truth; consequently the absolute nature of Emptiness
represents the transcendent Truth. In regard to the two Truths, Chih-i
undoubtedly appreciated the maintenance of both, rather than sacrificing
one in favour of the other. This is clearly shown in his severe
criticism of the Tripitaka Doctrine in which he states:
When entities are present, there is no [attainment of the]
transcendent; and when entities are eliminated [and the

transcendent attained], there is no [recourse to the]
conventional.l7
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He concludes that, in the Tripitaka Doctrine, the idea of Twofold Truth
cannot be established.18 Chih-i's point is that for the Tripitaka
Doctrine, the transcendent (SE§E ﬁi ) Truth (Emptiness) and the
conventional {EE /%5 ) or worldly Truth cannot stand together. Emptiness
can merely be attained by the elimination of all entities or the worldly
realm. The conclusion is precisely that in which the way of hsi-fa ju-
k'ung is bound to result.

On the contrary, in the Common Doctrine, phenomena and Emptiness
do not contradict each other; consequently, the worldly Truth and the
transcendent Truth can be established simultaneously. This is because
in this viewpoint phenomena or entities do not hinder Emptiness. Rather,
they are the very realm where Emptiness is to be realized. That is,
Emptiness is the Emptiness of entities; it is attained relative to
entities. Consequently, in order to attain Emptiness, entities would
have to be maintained as they are, rather than being eliminated.
Therefore, Chih-i's depiction of the characteristic of the Common
Doctrine with regard to the relation of the worldly entities and
Emptiness runs as follows:

The transcendent [is realized] right in the conventional
nature of entities.19

Another similar depiction is:

The transcendent [is realized] right in the embodiment of
dharmas. 20

Indeed, this depiction with regard to the realization of the transcendent
or Emptiness in the Common Doctrine can be seen here and there in Chih-i's

works. The word t'i (‘%%2 , 'embodiment') in t'i-fa ju-k'ung prevents

the elimination of dharmas or entities.
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iii) The Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine

Emptiness as the Truth, whether in the Tripitaka Doctrine or
the Common Doctrine, for Chih-i is negative. He refers to this Truth by
the conventional term "partial Truth" or "one-sided Truth" (p'ien—chén
45% Ei )-21 wWhen Chih-i speaks of the Truth, he usually uses ngﬁl (ii )
to refer to Emptiness, which he takes to be the Truth of the Tripitaka
Doctrine and the Cormon Doctrine, and ggggg.(‘% ) to refer to the Middle
Way, which he regards as the Truth of the Gradual Doctrine and the
Perfect Doctrine.22 Emptiness and the Middle Way tend to be identified
with each other in the Karika; at least the Middle Way is taken as the
complement of Emptiness. They are, however, not at all the same for
Chih-i. He thinks that Truth should be spoken of in positive terms as
No-emptiness (pu-k'ung 75'i§i ), which is the Truth relative to the
Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine.23 This No-emptiness is
nothing but Buddha Nature,24 which Chih-i identifies with the Middle
Way.25 In this context he introduces the concept of Middle Way - Buddha
Nature, which he also refers to as Buddha Nature - Middle Way. The
point here is that Buddha Nature as the Truth is an extremely important
concept which specifies the characteristic feature of the Gradual
Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine. This concept is, in fact, what
distinguishes the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine from the
Tripitaka Doctrine and the Common Doctrine. That is, where the former
relates to the Buddha Nature, the latter does not.26 When Chih-i makes
reference to the four Doctrines, he usually relates the Tripitaka Doctrine
to the worldly dharmas, the Common Doctrine to the unreality of dharmas,

and both the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine to the Buddha
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Nature. This understanding is revealed throughout his major works.

The Buddha Nature is proposed in contrast to Emptiness, which,
as Chih-i sees it, obviously tends to be negative. He approaches this
Buddha Nature in terms of permanency, dynamism and immanence. It is
permanent because it is itself the spiritual Dharma Body (Skt., dharma-
Eézg; Chi., fa-shén i£ % ), which, unlike our physical bodies, is not
subject to change. It is dynamic in the sense that it is capable of
functioning. It is immanent because it by nature embraces all dharmas.27
This approach to Buddha Nature is very important, in the sense that
Buddha Nature is identified by Chih-i with the Middle Way, which is the
Truth. It follows that Truth is permanent, dynamic and immanent as well.
Chih-i ascribes this Truth to the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine
exclusively. This new conception of Truth is, we must admit, a great
contribution to the development of Buddhist thought in China.

In the voluminous work on the T'ien-t-ai doctrines (Tendaigaku:

Kompon shiso to sono tenkai) , Ando discusses the Gradual Doctrine in

terms of the Middle Way and takes the Middle Way as the central principle
of the Gradual Doctrine. The Middle Way of the Gradual Doctrine, he
claims, transcends both extremes of being and nothingness, and is
consequently different from either one of them.28 Ando does not mention
the Buddha Nature at all. In the discussion of the Perfect Doctrine,

he does not mention the Buddha Nature either, but refers to the principle
of the Middle Way. He regards this Middle Way of the Perfect Doctrine

as not detached from being and nothingness.29 The approach to the Gradual
Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine in terms of Middle Way is proper except

that the understanding of the Middle Way is insufficient. The major
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point of Chih-i's conception of the Middle Way of both the Gradual
Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine lies in the identification of the
Middle Way with Buddha Nature, which, as noted earlier, is permanent,
dynamic and immanent. Therefore, the Middle Way as the Truth assumes
permanence, dynamism and immanence. In our opinion, the Middle Way
cannot be properly understood without reference to Buddha Nature. This
novel conception of the Middle Way is, in fact, original and highly
inspiring.

The Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine share the view
which regards the Middle Way as the permanent, dynamic and immanent
Truth. They part company, however, with regard to the manner in which
the Truth is realized. For the Gradual Doctrine the manner is gradual;
and for the Perfect Doctrine, instantaneous or sudden. In the Gradual

—

Doctrine, the term which expresses the gradual manner is li-pieh (fﬁi
e -k VE

hd )y, or tz'u-ti ( ‘A j5 ) , meaning "undergoing gradations". That is,
ignorance is to be iradicated and the Truth attained by a step by step
process, from the lower position to the higher. The Gradual Doctrine

even goes so far as to declare that one has to "undergo cultivation for

77 / /=
kalpas" (li-chieh hsiu-hsing /& %D % A7), an interminably long period

of time, before the final goal can be attained.30 It should be noted
that the word piehl %@) in pieh-chiao ( P2 2&.), i.e., "Gradual Doctrine",
has two denotations according to Chih-i. The first is 'different', in
the sense that the Doctrine in question is different from the other three
Doctrines. The second is 'gradual', in the sense that this Doctrine
advocates the gradual manner in which one attains the Truth.31 Some

scholars, Leon Hurvitz for instance, adopted the first denotation and
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translated the Doctrine as "Separate Doctrine".32 In this thesis, we
emphasize the second denotation and translate the Doctrine as "Gradual
Doctrine". 1In our opinion, the word 'gradual' transmits the true
characteristic of the Doctrine, whereas the word 'separate' does not.

In the Perfect Doctrine, the term which expresses the sudden
manner is yilan~tun (ig}?iﬂ‘), meaning "perfect and sudden". The term
pu tz'u-ti (%? %E_}?) is also used, meaning "non—gradual".33 This
signifies the fact that ignorance can be overcome and the Truth attained
suddenly or instantaneously, without undergoing gradations. It should
be added that tz'u~ti and pu tz'u-ti are also employed with methodological
implications. This is evidenced by the terms, tz'u-ti mén (ZZ,E% ?ﬂ )

. A NN
and pu-tz'u-ti men (75-/k_j5 P3 ), or the "gradual door" and "non-gradual

door", as seen in FHWC.34 As pointed out in the previous section, gég
(F% ) or 'door' is what one "passes through".

Between the two Doctrines, as would be expected, Chih-i views
the Perfect Doctrine as superior. He says that although both Doctrines
see No-emptiness, the gradualism of the Gradual Doctrine does not possess
ultimacy; only the Perfect Doctrine realizes ultimate Reality without the

. . 3
slightest reservation.

iv) General observations

Chih-i's classification of the Buddhist doctrines is comprehensive,
clearcut and systematic. The following points deserve our special attention.
First, among the four types of doctrine, the difference between the former‘
two (the Tripitaka Doctrine and the Common Doctrine) and the latter two

(the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine) is crucial. This is with
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regard to the issue of Truth, which was the major concern of all Buddhist
schools. That is, it is a difference between the Truth conceived in
static and transcendent terms, and that conceived in dynamic and immanent
terms.

Secondly, the difference between the former two types of doctrine
and between the latter two are equally methodological. That is, the
Tripitaka Doctrine's disintegration of dharmas and the Common Doctrine's
embodying of dharmas are both concerned about the way in which the Truth
is to be realized. The same can be said about the gradualism of the
Gradual Doctrine and the suddenness of the Perfect Doctrine.

Thirdly, logically speaking, the conceptualization of the Truth
precedes the way to realize it. Chih-i's scheme of the four types of
doctrine 1is articulated in such a way that they are placed on two
different levels, rather than on parallel positions. The primary level
is concerned with the nature of Truth itself, while the secondary level
1s concerned with the method of practice. The method of practice is by
all means closely related to or dependent on the conception of the Truth.
Indeed, Chih-i's articulation is very logical and systematic.

Fourthly and finally, Chih-i always enumerates the four types of
doctrine in an ascending order: from the Tripitaka Doctrine to the Common
Doctrine, then to the Gradual Doctrine, and finally to the Perfect Doctrine.
The hierarchy of the four Doctrines has axiological implications. That
is, the elevation from the Tripitaka Doctrine to the Perfect Doctrine,
via the Common and Gradual Doctrines, should be understood in valuational

and soteriological terms. This is evidenced by Chih-i's concepts of

2 o
ch'uan ( MME ), which means 'expedient' or 'makeshift', and shih (& ),
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which means 'ultimate'. He sees what is ch'uan as for merely temporary
purposes, and assigns what is shih to finality.36 With the contrast of
these two concepts made, he classifies the Perfect Doctrine as ultimate,
and relegates the rest to the realm of expediency.37 In other words,

the previous three Doctrines have instrumental values which lead to the

final and ultimate Perfect Doctrine.

v) Madhyamika as Common Doctrine

In order to answer our first basic question concerning Chih~i's
understanding and criticism of Mgdhyamika's Emptiness and the Middle Way,
we must first examine how Chih-i understands the Madhyamika in the
context of his classification of Buddhist doctrines. Our concern here
will focus on the Karika and the TCTL, the major texts of the Madhyamika.
Specifically, where are these two texts positioned in Chih-i's classifi-
cation of Buddhist doctrines?

This concern is logically preceded by another question: do the
major Mgdhyamika texts have a place in Chih-i's classification? The
answer is obviously positive. Chih-i states that the four types of
doctrine were initiated by the Buddha to accommodate all sﬁtras, and
furthermore, all §astras are commentaries to the sutras; therefore, they
cannot exceed the realm of the four types of doctrine.38 There is no
reason to believe that the major Madhyamika texts, which were regarded
as being so important to the Buddhist tradition, should be excluded from
this classification.

Unfortunately, Chih-i never explicitly classifies the Karika and

TCTL in the scheme of the four Doctrines. This is unlike the case of
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the Prajﬁaparamitg-sﬁtra and Fa~hua ching, which Chih-i identifies with

the Common Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine respectively. Though the
classification theory is extremely important in formulating Chih-i's
whole philosophical system, he is not much concerned about the direct
references of the four types of doctrine relative to the actual sutras .
and Sastras. In some places, however, Chih-i discusses the four Doctrines
in conjunction with many important Buddhist texts; in these contexts we
can judge vaguely which text belongs to which Doctrine. But the position
of the Karika and TCTL is not clear.39 Nevertheless, from the doctrinal
point of view, we can reasonably be sure that the Karika and TCTL belong
to the Common Doctrine. Hurvitz also suggests that the Common Doctrine
(he uses the rendering, "Pervasive Teaching") may be virtually identified
with the Madhyamika philosophic system.40 Nevertheless, he does not
elaborate this suggestion. Our ascription of the Karika and TCTL to the
Common Doctrine can be argued as follows:

First, the fundamental concept of the Karika is Emptiness, the
nature of Truth. As pointed out previously, this Truth indicates the
nature of causal origination of entities. It is realizable directly in
these entities. This conception of the Truth entails a positive thought
in the realization of the Truth by which entities of the nature of orig-
ination and extinction can be and should be maintained as they are,
rather than being eliminated entirely. This thought, undoubtedly, cor-
responds mostly to the Common Doctrine, which is characterized by the

assertion of t'i-fa ju-k'ung (i.e., the Truth of Emptiness is to be

attained in the context of embodying the entities or dharmas). This

manner of thinking with regard to the realization of the Truth has nothing
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in common with the Tripitaka Doctrine, which advocates the disintegration
and elimination of dharmas.

It is not easy to relate the Karika to the Gradual Doctrine and
the Perfect Doctrine, especially with regard to the issue of Truth. The
difficulty is that the Karika speaks of the Truth in terms of Emptiness,
a state revealed in the negation of both Self Nature and false views;
the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine speak of the Truth in
terms of Buddha Nature, which possesses positive contents and dynamic
functions. Full explication of this concept will be done in the next
chapter. Here it can be mentioned that, for Chih-i, Emptiness is very
different from Buddha Nature, which is comparable to No-emptiness.

Secondly, the doctrine of the Four Noble Truths (skt., catuh-
satya; Chi., ssi-ti W@ %% ) is always mentioned in Chih-i's major works.
What attracts our attention is that he expounds this doctrine in the
context of his classification theory. That is, he classifies the methods
to realize the Four Noble Truths into four types, and matches them with
the four Doctrines respectively. According to Chih-i, the realization
of the Four Noble Truths employed in the Common Doctrine is by No-orig-
ination, or wu—sh%ng (é% Ei_ ).41 He understands the meaning of No-orig-
ination as follows:

If dharmas have origination, they will have extinction. As
dharmas essentially do not originate, they will not extinguish.42

Apparently, Chih-i is speaking of No-origination in the context of the
Truth; this refers to the ultimate nature of dharmas, which transcends
all extremes, including origination and extinction. No-origination then

transcends origination as an extreme. This is exactly what Naggrjuna's
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Middle Way implies. Nagarjuna himself seems to ascribe special signifi-
cance to the transcendence of origination and extinction, as he begins
his Karika with the verse on the eight negations (pa-pu I\ 7%~ ), which
is inclusive of the negation of origination and extinction.43 In addi-
tion, he immediately argues for the concept of No-origination by using
the important logical method, the negative of the Four Alternatives.

The concept of No-origination also entails the following message
of transcendence. As dharmas essentially do not originate and extinguish
themselves, there is no need to eliminate them in order to attain the
Truth. Chih-i also points out in his FHHI that the nature of No-origin-
ation with regard to the attainment of the Truth is that Truth is real-
izable right in the events, but not after their elimination.45 This
nature of No-origination closely conforms to the Karika's conception of
Emptiness, which advises (as in section i of the previous chapter) that
Nagarjuna's Emptiness is the Emptiness of the phenomenal world, not the
Emptiness spoken of in an isolated sense. Consequently, the realization
of Emptiness occurs right in the phenomena or events, not apart from
them.

We see, therefore, that Chih-i explicates the Common Doctrine's
manner of realizing the Truth in terms of No-origination, which is also
a crucial concept in the Karika. Chih-i himself is also clearly aware
of the importance of this concept in the Karikg, as he asserts,

Every chapter in the Chung-lun has its own goal. Yet all of
them converge in the concept of No-origination.46

Chih-i, apparently, summarizes the twenty-seven chapters in the Karika

. . . . Az . . . .
in terms of their converging (hui "¥ ) in No-origination. This means
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that all chapters in the Karika are expressive of No-~origination. It is
clear that the family resemblance of the Common Doctrine and the Karika
cannot be denied. Not only are we able to conclude that the Karika
pertains to the Common Doctrine, but also that the Karika itself is an
important text expressive of the Common Doctrine.

Thirdly, the affiliation of the Madhyamika with respect to the
Common Doctrine can be justified by reference to the Prajﬁaparamitg

thought. Chih-i clearly states in his SCI that the various Prajﬁépéramita—

sutras pertain to the Common Doctrine.47 On the other hand, there is an
extremely close doctrinal relationship between Nagarjuna and the
Prajﬁgparamita literature.48 With regard to this relationship, Chih-i
himself also states as follows:
[Nagarjuna] destroys all closures and clingings with the
unattainable Emptiness and advocates the non-substantiality

of all dharmas. This is called conformity to the
prajhaparamit3.49

This is a recognition of doctrinal intimacy between Naggrjuna and the
Prajﬁgpgramita literature. We will, of course, not forget the fact that
Chih-i is well aware that the TCTL is an important commentary to a great

Prajﬁaparamita—sﬁtra. It therefore seems beyond controversy, that the

Madhyamika, with such a close relationship to the Prajﬁaparamita th&ught
and which is clearly Common Doctrine for Chih-~i, is to be seen as Common
Doctrine as well.

From the above arguments we are confident that Mgdhyamika is, in
Chih~i's view, the Common Doctrine. His criticism of the Gommon Doctrine
should be regarded as applicable to Madhyamika.

It is a matter of fact that Chih-i is highly critical of the
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Common Doctrine, as can be seen throughout his major works. The
criticism comes from the standpoint of the Perfect Doctrine. This
reminds us of the dissatisfaction with the Karika expressed by Chih-i

in light of the Fa-hua ching, which he ascribes to the Perfect Doctrine.

In his FHHI, a commentary on the Fa-hua ching, Chih-i states twice that

the Karika is not comparable to the Fa-hua ching.50 He also states that

- - . . . 5
Nagarjuna in the TCTL praises the profoundity of the Fa-hua ching. 1

These indicate Chih-i's parting of company with the Madhyamika, asserting
at least his preference for the Perfect Doctrine over the Madhyamika.

Yet on most occasions when Chih~i criticizes the Common Doctrine,
he seldom makes reference to the Madhyamika. This does not mean that he
does not see MEdhyamika as the Common Doctrine. We may rather infer that
Chih-i is reluctant to explicitly criticize Madhyamika because of
NEgErjuna's supreme position in the T'ien-t'ai tradition. Nevertheless,
his underlying dissatisfaction with the Karika cannot be denied. We
take it that this dissatisfaction is well expressed in his criticism of

the Common Doctrine.

vi) Emptiness in its relationship to Dependent Origination

With the understanding that the Mgdhyamika belongs to the Common
Doctrine, we come to the discussion of how the Madhyamika Emptiness is
viewed by Chih-i. As stated before, Chih-i speaks of the Common Doctrine's
Emptiness in terms of t'i-fa; this means that Emptiness is to be realized
in the context of embodying dharmas. The nature of‘t'i—fa should also
be applicahle to the Madhyamika Emptiness. Indeed, Chih-i himself does

not always clearly specify the Madhyamika Emptiness in his major works.
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There are, however, a few occasions, on which he does. First, he regards
the first half of the famous verse in the Karika —- where the concepts

of Dependent Origination, Emptiness, Provisional Name and Middle Way are
introduced -- as expounding the Common Doctrine.52 This part of the
verse reads,

I declare that whatever is of Dependent Origination is
Emptiness.33

This is expressive of the identification of Dependent Origination and
Emptiness. It seems to speak of Emptiness in the context of Dependent
Origination. That is, Emptiness is the negation of Self Nature, the
falsely ascribed nature of dharmas that are causally originated; in other
words, the falsely ascribed nature of dharmas based on dependent origin-
ation. The presumption is that Emptiness is to be properly understood
in light of its relationship to Dependent Origination.
Secondly, Chih-i praises Nggarjuna with regard to the treatment

or employment of Emptiness. He states:

[Nagarjuna] destroys all closures and clingings with the

unattainable Emptiness . . . . After purifying various

dharmas, he specifies Emptiness to explicate the dharmas and

concludes [the explication] with the aspects demonstrated by

the Four Alternatives.>4
In Chih-i's view, NEgErjuna teaches the doctrine of Emptiness to rid

people of false understandings of, and clinging to, dharmas. "Unattain-

a A- T
able Emptiness" (pu-k'o-te k'ung 7$ ?I4i z) by no means signifies that

Emptiness cannot be attained or realized. Rather, it signifies that
Emptiness cannot be grasped and by that means attached to as an object.
Chih-i obviously is well aware of the pragmatic and instrumental character

of Emptiness, which is demonstrated in the TCTL and explained in detail
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in our previous chapter, section v. This character indicates that
Emptiness can be taken as an effective measure to eradicate the clinging
to, or incorrect view of, dharmas. He took Nagarjuna as the author of
the TCTL and highly appreciates this character of Emptiness.

The statement that Nagarjuna specifies Emptiness to explicate

a7 2
the dharmas (tien-k'ung shuo-fa !ﬁé? 224 %\) should particularly attract

our attention. It entails the message that dharmas appear as dharmas on
the basis of Emptiness. That is, it is due to the nature of being devoid
of Self Nature that dharmas can remain causally origianted and by that
means assume the character of dependent origination. In brief, this is
to speak of the dharmas of Dependent Origination in terms of Emptiness.
The statement is, in fact, comparable to an important verse in the Karika,
which reads:

Whatever is in correspondence with éﬁnyata, all is in corre-

spondence (i.e., possible). Again, whatever is not in corre-

spondence with &Unyata, all is not in correspondence.>5
Inada notes after his translation that the meaning conveyed is that
éﬁnyata is the basis of all existence, and that without éﬁnyata nothing
is possible.56 All existence (Skt., sarvam; Chi., i-ch'ieh fa — 12;%)
here denotes, of course, the entities or dharmas which are causally
originated. This verse has also been frequently quoted by Chih-i in
his works.

From the above two occasions, we see that Emptiness and Dependent

Origination are mutually dependent on each other. This is one of the
important points in understanding the identification of Dependent Orig-

ination and Emptiness. Chih-i seems to be happy with Nagarjuna's

Emptiness as related to Dependent Origination, particularly with that
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he does not isolate the Truth of Emptiness from the causally originated
dharmas. This approach to Emptiness closely conforms to the Common
Doctrine's nature of t'i-fa, whereby dharmas are perceived together with

the realization of Emptiness.

vii) Emptiness is not No-emptiness
At the same time, Chih-i is critical of the Emptiness taught in
the Common Doctrine. 1In FHHI, he comments on the Common Doctrine:

The wise sees Emptiness. He should also see No-emptiness.
How can he steadfastly abide in Emptiness?57

On one occasion, when he criticizes the Prajﬁaparamita as the teaching

of no-characteristic (wu~hsiang chiao 5% *Q %QL) he asserts:

The teaching of no~-characteristic expounds Emptiness and

eradicates characteristics. It still belongs to [the realm

of ] impermanence as it fails to expound the permanence of

Buddha Nature.>8
This is actually a criticism directed at the Common Doctrine, to which
the Prajﬁapgramita belongs. As pointed out earlier, Chih-i's criticism
of the Emptiness of the Common Doctrine should also be applicable to
that of the Madhyamika. What then is No-emptiness? It is, for Chih-i,
nothing but Buddha Nature.59 Consequently, Chih-i's criticism of the
Emptiness of the Common Doctrine or the Mgdhyamika is essentially that
it refers to mere Emptiness, not No-emptiness and not Buddha Nature.
As far as the literal meaning is concerned, Emptiness is of course not
No-emptiness. This is not that about which Chih-i is concerned. Rather,
his point is that the Truth, no matter what name it goes by, should not

only include what Emptiness entails, but also what No-emptiness or Buddha

60
Nature involves.



84

Emptiness is negative in nature. No-emptiness should signify
positive implication, about which Chih-i unfortunately does not explicitly
elaborate. Nevertheless, it is possible to detect what he ascribes to
No-emptiness on the occasion when he expounds the Twofold Truth teaching
based on his classification of the Buddhist doctrines. Specifically,
he divides the Twofold Truth teaching into seven types. Four of them
are from the viewpoints of the Tripitaka Doctrine, the Common Doctrine,
the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine respectively. The rest

of them are from the viewpoints of "the Gradual directing the Common"

(pieh chieh t'ung %? isjéL), "the Perfect directing the Common"

(yuan chieh t'ung @ﬂ-ﬁ%i&L) and "the Perfect directing the Gradual"
(yuan chieh pieh 8] # £|). cnien (¥ ) is chieh-yin ( - 2|),

meaning to direct one from a lower spiritual stage to a higher one. The

major purpose of this division (the division of the Twofold Truth teach-
ing into several types) is to show the interrelationship among the four

Doctrines.

While mentioning the three types of Twofold Truth teaching from
the viewpoints of the Common Doctrine, "the Gradual directing the Common",
and "the Perfect directing the Common", Chih-i proposes three kinds of
No~emptiness:

Eradicating the clinging to Emptiness, we therefore speak of
No-emptiness. When the clinging to Emptiness is eradicated,
one may merely see Emptiness, without seeing No-emptiness.
Those of sharp faculties say that No-emptiness is a wonderful
being, and so teach No-emptiness. Those of sharpest faculties,
upon hearing somebody speak of No-emptiness, say that it is
the tathagatagarbha, and that all dharmas move toward the

tath3gatagarbha.%<

Here, the No-emptiness resulting from the eradication of the clinging
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to Emptiness reminds us of the Madhyamika thought of the Emptiness of
Emptiness.63 This No-emptiness is the No-emptiness of the Madhyamika,
which Chih-i does not view as the authentic No-emptiness; because it
merely emphasizes the negative side, namely, its eradicating character.
What Chih-i is in favour of is the other two kinds of No-emptiness: that

which is a wonderful being, and that which is the tathagatagarbha, which

all dharmas move toward. It is obvious that they are the No-emptiness
of the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine, respectively. To be
specific, Chih-i relates the wonderful being to those of sharp faculties,
who assume, in this context, the viewpoint of "the Gradual directing the
Common". From this viewpoint, the Gradual Doctrine dominates over the
Common Doctrine. It is therefore obvious that the wonderful being is
ascribed to the Gradual Doctrine. Similarly, Chih-i relates the

tathagatagarbha, which all dharmas move toward, to those of sharpest

faculties, who assume the viewpoint of "the Perfect directing the Common".
From this viewpoint, the Perfect Doctrine dominates over the Common

Doctrine. It is therefore obvious that the tathagatagarbha is ascribed

to the Perfect Doctrine. Mou, referring to the above quotation, also

states that the first No-emptiness pertains to the Common Doctrine, the

second to the Gradual Doctrine, and the third to the Perfect Doctrine.64
We now see that Chih-i speaks of No-emptiness in terms of

miao-yu (éﬂf;ﬁ),or "wondrous existence",and i-ch'ieh-fa ch'l ju-lai-tsang

(=% 3§g‘h§3ﬁj%& ), or "all dharmas moving toward the tathagatagarbha".

What then is miao-yu? Chih-i does not define it clearly in his major
works. According to the Yogacara and Tathagatagarbha thoughts, this

concept refers to the realm of beings or dharmas which are viewed as
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empty in nature, without any clinging or attachment. Consequently the
emphasis of miao-yu would imply an affirmative but non-attaching attitude

6 . . oL .
toward the dharmas in the world. > As regards i-ch'ieh-fa ch'u ju-lai-

tsang, Chih-i relates it to the embracing of all Buddhist dharmas (chl

i-ch*ieh fo—fa-é - tﬂ{%fi).66 That is, all Buddhist dharmas move

toward the tathagatagarbha. Consequently, all Buddhist dharmas are

embraced in the tathagatagarbha, which is what makes Buddha a reality

and is thus called the Buddha Nature. It is apparent that both miao-yu
and i-ch'ieh-~fa refer to the realm of experience, the realm of phenomena,
bearingworldly implications. It is in this context of bearing worldly
implications that Chih-i speaks of No-emptiness. It is also in this
context that we consider that No-emptiness carries a positive tone.

So far it is clear that Chih-i is critical of the Madhyamika
concept of Emptiness as the Truth, because it is negative in character
and lacks worldly connection. That is, it fails to refer to the wonderful
being and does not embrace all dharmas. For Chih-i, wonderful being and
embracing dharmas are attributes ascribable to the Truth (shih-hsiang,

Z 4.

boes this criticism do justice to the Madhyamika? In response,
we make the following points.

1. It seems too much to assert that the Madhyamika Emptiness
lacks worldly connection. The intimate relationship between Emptiness
and Dependent Origination, as held by Nagarjuna, gives evidence against
Chih-i's position. Rather, we should assert that Nagarjuna strongly
defends the importance of worldly connection to the realization of Truth.

He argues in the Karika that the supreme Truth, Emptiness, should be
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attained in common practices, which are performed in the phenomenal world.
Apart from the common practices, there is no Truth realizable. This
point will be discussed in full detail in Part II, C.

2. The concept of "wondrous existence" may also be ascribed to the
MEdhyamika. In various places of the TCTL the attitude of "non-clinging

~ *
and non-forsaking" (pu-cho pu-she .ﬁljg‘ﬁlji) expressed toward the phenomenal

world is very present. This attitude is one of the major components of
the Prajﬁéparamita thought, of which the TCTL is a good example and
explication. This attitude is quite conformable to the concept of a wond-
rous existence", which teaches of the strength in non-clinging and non-
attachment to entities.

3. From the viewpoint of the Perfect Doctrine, which speaks of
the Truth in terms of the Buddha Nature, Chih-i's criticism certainly
makes sense; for in this context, the worldly entities are all embraced
(EEE 7 ). They are therefore included in the Truth itself, rather
than in a realm in which the Truth is to be realized, as seen in the
t'i-fa thinking. Speaking from an ultimate viewpoint, the worldly
entities in the Perfect Doctrine are inseparable from the Truth; they
are not inseparable in the Common Doctrine or the Madhyamika. The
concept of 'embrace! (Ehé %% ) in Chih-i's system of thought implies
"having as a part of itself", and so "being inseparable from". To
distinguish the Perfect Doctrine and Madhyamika in terms of worldly
connection, we can at least say that the former's worldly connection is
closer and much more rigid than that of the latter.

4., The distinction of separability and inseparability is based

on whether or not the Buddha Nature can be established as the Truth
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(shih-hsiang, ﬁg #g ). The concept of 'embrace' is spoken of merely in
the context of the Buddha Nature. As we will see in the next chapter,
the Buddha Nature as the Truth is one of the most important concepts in
Chih-i's gystem of thought. It is however very much ignored in the

major Madhyamika texts. It is, for instance, not mentioned in the Karika

6
at all. 7

viii) The Middle Way revealed in the transcendence of extremes
We now come to the discussion of Chih-i's understanding and
criticism of the Middle Way as presented in the Mgdhyamika. We wish,
first of all, to note that he has in mind two kinds of Middle Way. One
is the Middle Way revealed in the transcendence of extremes; the other
is the Middle Way spoken of in terms of Buddha Nature. He is quite
aware of their difference, as he states:
That which transcends annihilation and eternalism is called
the Middle Way. It is however not the Buddha Nature - Middle
Way.©8
That is, he makes a sharp distinction between the Middle Way in reference
to the transcendence of extremes and the Middle Way manifested in the
Buddha Nature.
The concept of Middle Way revealed in the transcendence of
extremes appears quite often in Chih-i's works,69 and the extremes to
be transcended are akin to those specified in the Madhyamika texts.
For example, when he raises the issue of negation of being and nothingness,
origination and extinction -- terms Nagarjuna often enumerates as

extremes -- he states,
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If being is not determinate, it is non-being. If nothing is

not determinate, it is non-nothing. What is called non-being

is non-origination. What is called non-nothing is non-extinc-

tion. That which transcends the level of being and nothingness

is called the Middle Way. This is identical with the Chung—lun.70
This is an acknowledgement that the conception of the Middle Way is identical
with that mentioned in the Karika. To the extent of transcending extremes,
Chih-i's understanding of the Middle Way indeed conforms to that of the
Madhyamika, and he is well aware of the fact that it is equivalent to the
Madhyamika way of understanding the Middle Way.

In the previous chapter, it was pointed out that Ngggrjuna's Middle

Way is a complement to his Emptiness, and that he does not assert that the
Middle Way as the Truth is independent from the Truth of Emptiness. This
conception of the Middle Way is affirmed by Chih-i when he discusses the

- -~ v l) .
two Truths, i.e., paramartha-satya (chen-ti ji % ) and lokasamvrti-satya

(su-ti ¢§‘% ), the "absolute Truth" and the "relative Truth". As
explicated in the Common Doctrine, he says that Emptiness and the Middle
Way are combined in the absolute Truth,71 and that the Middle Way itself
is incorporated into the absolute Truth.72 In the context of the Common
Doctrine, the absolute Truth is referred to as Emptiness, while the
relative Truth is referred to as provisionality. It seems clear that Chih-i
does not consider the Middle Way as an independent Truth distinguished
from Emptiness, but sees it rather as a subordinate conception and so a
complement to Emptiness. 1In view of this, we may say that Chih-i has a
proper understanding of the complementary character of the Madhyamika
Middle Way as pointed out in the previous chapter.

We have also mentioned the Mgdhyamika thought of the Emptiness

of Emptiness in the previous chapter. Corresponding to this thought,
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Chih-i discusses the Emptiness of the Middle Way (chung-tao k'ung \*LE?.) .

The purpose of this Emptiness of the Middle Way is exactly the same as
that of the Emptiness of Emptiness. That is, the Middle Way, being
identical to Emptiness, is not to be adhered to; otherwise, it itself
becomes a hindrance.73 As pointed out earlier,74 Chih-i is well aware
of the Madhyamika thought of the Emptiness of Emptiness as the Truth;
it is only natural that he now speaks of the Emptiness of the Middle Way
as the complement to the Truth itself. This Emptiness of the Middle Way
in all respects conforms to the Madhyamika spirit of advising against
clinging to anything, including the Truth itself.

There is no doubt that Chih-i is well-versed in the Madhyamika
conception of the Middle Way as the transcendence of extremes. He also
appreciates its import, but does not accept it without reservation. His

criticism is shown in the following section.

ix) The Middle Way is devoid of functions and does not embrace dharmas
We have mentioned that Chih-i has in mind two conceptions of
the Middle Way; one revealed in the transcendence of extremes and the
other as a manifestation of the Buddha Nature. He constantly criticizes
the former from the standpoint of the latter. It is interesting to note
that, as the former is expounded in the Madhyamika which Chih-i regards
as Common Doctrine, he on many occasions goes so far as to accuse the
Common Doctrine of not understanding the Middle Way at all.75 what he
means by the Middle Way is, of course, the identity with the Buddha
Nature. He asserts in various places in his works that the Middle Way

is conceived in this way only in the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine.
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Chih-i's criticism of the Middle Way explicated in the Common
Doctrine is that it is devoid of functions and does not embrace dharmas.
This criticism is made when Chih-i divides the Threefold Truth teaching
into five types. In section vii it was mentioned that Chih-i divides

the Twofold Truth teaching into seven types. This Twofold Truth refers

2

s

), and the relative Truth, or

@y

to the absolute Truth, or chén-ti (Ji :
/s %

su-ti (4S‘E¥). The absolute Truth in turn refers to Emptiness, and the
relative Truth to provisionality. These seven types of Twofold Truth
will become seven types of Threefold Truth, if the Truth of the Middle
Way is added. Chih-i thinks, however, that the Tripitaka Doctrine and
the Common Doctrine, to which the first two types of the Twofold Truth
teaching belong respectively, do not fully understand the Middle Way.
This Middle Way is spoken of in terms of the Buddha Nature, which, for
Chih-i, is not explicated in th;se two Doctrines. Therefore, Chih-i
only speaks of five types of the Threefold Truth teaching. The five

types are as follows: "the Gradual entering the Common” (pieh ju t'ung

2, It w“ -2
'd A\ﬂﬁ,), “the Perfect entering the Common" (yuan ju t'ung @B ;\ M),

the Gradual Doctrine, "the Perfect entering the Gradual" (yuUan ju pieh

& A\ B .76 o .
), and the Perfect Doctrine. In the description of the first
type -- the Threefold Truth teaching from the viewpoint of "the Gradual
entering the Common" -- Chih-i states:

The Middle Way explicated in the Doctrine in question only

differs from Emptiness. This Middle Way is devoid of functions

and does not embrace various dharmas.’7
In this quotation Chih-i is speaking about the Threefold Truth in the

context of the Gradual Doctrine's nature of entering (ju )\ ) or directing

{(chieh *ﬁ? ) the Common Doctrine. Chih-i uses the word ju, as in pieh
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ju t'ung, and the word chieh, as in pieh chieh t'ung, interchangeably.78

In the above passage, the Middle Way is specified and criticized. As
far as the Chinese grammar is concerned, this Middle Way may be related
to either the Gradual Doctrine or the Common Doctrine, both of which are
Doctrines in question (tang-chiao f% %ﬂ(). But from the context of
this type of Threefold Truth, in which the Common Doctrine is to be
guided by the Gradual Doctrine, we can be sure that this type of the
Middle Way under criticism should be related to the Common Doctrine.79
Indeed, this is a rare occasion in Chih-i's major works, on which the
Middle Way of the Common Doctrine is clearly criticized.

The Middle Way criticized is also the Middle Way of the Madhyamika,
and is thus related consequently to the transcendence of extremes. But
what does Chih-i's criticism mean? And what are the nature of "a function"
and the "embracing of dharmas"? These questions will be dealt with in
great detail in the next chapter. 1In order to avoid repetition, we wish
to say that both 'functions' and "embracing dharmas" are spoken of
normally in the context of the spatio-~temporal world. That is, functions
are what are imposed on this actual world, so as to initiate any trans-
formation within it; what are embraced are actually nothing but worldly
entities. In Chih-i's view, 'functions' and "embracing dharmas" are
truly expressive of the dynamism and immanence of the Middle Way. Indeed,
dynamism and immanence are the two attributes of the Buddha Nature, which
is identical with the Middle Way.80

In sum, Chih-i's criticism of the Madhyamika Middle Way is to point
out that it is not dynamic and immanent; consequently it tends to be

interpreted as transcendent of this world. Does this criticism do justice
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to the Madhyamika? We would have to answer in the affirmative, especially
in view of the understanding that the Madhyamika Middle Way is revealed
in the transcendence of extremes and is therefore no more than a true
principle or state of the entities. This type of the Middle Way tends

to be static and transcendent, in the sense that it, as a principle or
state, merely provides a method by which to avoid commitment to the
extremes. It does not have much to do with the unique force, by which

one can act upon and transform the phenomenal world.

It may be helpful to relate this criticism of the Middle Way to
Chih-i's comment on the Twofold Truth teaching, which reads as follows:
The Twofold Truth is devoid of the substance of the Middle Way.

Therefore, when the absolute [Truth] is clarified, it is

eternally quiescent as Emptiness. When being is clarified, it

resembles the gold existing in a rock. Both the rock and the

gold are beings, yet are different.81
Here, Chih-i is referring to the Common Doctrine. However, the Twofold
Truth teaching is clearly discussed in the Kgrika.szlt would seem that
Chih-i should bhave been aware of it. In view of these points, it seems
safe to assume that the above comment is directed at Nagarjuna. As shown
in the Kgrika, Naggrjuna's Twofold Truth is composed of the relative and
absolute Truth. The absolute Truth is Emptiness, complemented by the
Middle Way. Chih-i's comment that the Twofold Truth is devoid of the
substance of Middle Way by all means does not infer that Nagarjuna does
not understand the Middle Way. Rather, he is criticizing Ngggrjuna's
Middle Way as a state derived from transcending the extremes. It is a
criticism based on the Middle Way as related to the Buddha Nature.
Tsung-san Mou also points out that Nggarjuna's Middle way pertains to

the t'i-fa thought of the Common Doctrine.83 As we have noted before,
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this thought does not expound the concept of the Buddha Nature. The
\
word 'substance' (t'i‘%%.) in the concept of the "substance of the

. P
Middle Way" (chung-tao t'i ¢ iéf?&), which Chih~i prefers, suggests

that the Middle Way so conceived is more than a state. Though this

Middle Way does not necessarily denote substantiality or a metaphysical
Substance, which are strongly refuted by all Buddhist schools, it has
something to do with the source of actions and functions. The term t'i
here is reminiscent of a pair of important categories in classical Chinese
philosophy: t'i and yung ( jg , 'function'). These two categories
express the two aspects of entities respectively: their potentiality and
their manifestation or function. We are not in a position to discuss in
detail these two categories here. Nevertheless, it is certain that

chung-tao t'i is spoken of here in the context of potentiality and

function. We are convinced that the source of actions and functions can
be related to the Buddha Nature, which, for Chih-i, can initiate functions
as such. It is therefore quite understandable that Chih-i raises the

concept of the substance of the Middle Way in contrast to the expression

N
-
ML

of the "eternally quiescent as Emptiness" ( 7K ii,ﬁ? I ). 'quiescence'
N
(chi iz\ ) in Chinese usually denotes a transcendent state which lacks
function and dynamism. For Chih-i, the Madhyamika Middle Way is no more
than a static type of Emptiness. He earnestly believed that the authentic
o<
Middle Way, as shih-hsiang (3{ j@ ) or the ultimate Truth, should be

identical to No-emptiness and dynamic at all times.
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Notes

1. For example, in MHCK, T.46.30b, 31lc, 34a-b, 47c, 69c, 74c-75b,
79¢c, 128a-b; in FHHI, T.33.682¢c-683a, 702¢-703c, 737b, 742a-c, 784a-790c;
in FHWC, T.34.3b; and many places in SCI and WMCHS.

2. In this work, for example, seven points are summed up with
regard to the explication of the theory. They are: explanation of the
names of the four doctrines, on the interpreted, on entering the principle
through the four doors, on the difference of positions, on expediency and
ultimacy, on contemplation of the mind, and finally, on harmonizing
various slitras and Sastras. Cf. T.46.721a. Indeed the full name of this
work, Ssli-chiao i, suggests that this is the work devoted to the explication
of the meaning of the four doctrines classified by Chih-i.

3. Cf. WMCHS, chap. 3, T.38.533a-b; SCI, chap. 1, T.46.723c. 1In
the SCI, Chih-i even goes as far as to quote the sUtras and $astras
generally (T.46.723c¢c) and specifically (T.46.723b), in order to justify the
four types of Buddhist doctrines.

4. For an extensive study of the various ways of classifying the
Buddhist doctrines before Chih-i, cf. Hurvitz, pp. 214-229.

5. For a brief overall estimation of the characteristic of Chih-i's
classification theory, cf. T'ang, pp. 1111-~1116.

- - - wl
. 6. Ando, Tendaigaku: Kompon shiso to sono tenkai ( Ké’, 2 :ﬁ$g;ﬁ,
(€9 A&.ﬁa ). Kyoto: Heirakuji Shoten, 1968, pp. 92-111; Tamura, pp. 81-
97; Hurvitz, pp. 248-271.

7. Hurvitz, p. 264.

8. In Chih-i’s works, although reference is frequently made to
these four types of Buddhist doctrine, a clear enumeration and explanation
of them are often lacking. 1In this regard, the first chapter of SCI
(T.46.721a-722b) and the third chapter of WMCHS (T.38.532b-533a) are the
exceptions. There the four doctrines are enumerated and their implications
are dealt with in detail. Yet there are some crucial points missing.
Indeed, there is not a single paragraph in Chih-i's works which gives a
satisfactory description, including all the important points. Many
crucial points, such as those concerning Chih-i‘'s conception of Buddha-
Nature and No-emptiness, are scattered here and there Our Observation
and reflection of Chih-i's classification theory will consequently be
based on the SCI, the WMCHS, and those scattered expressions found
throughout Chih-i's works.

9. Cf. FHHI, chap. 1, T.33.688a-b. Incidentally, a special point
should be mentioned with regard to Chih-i when he speaks of the way of
realizing the Truth advocated by the Tripitaka Doctrine in terms of
hsi-fa ju-k'ung. The term hsi (H7 ) usually means "to analyze". Hurvitz
describes this way as ‘analytic'. (Hurvitz, p. 260) 1In Chih-i's use,
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however, hsi means more than to analyze because it must cover the
implications of disintegration and elimination. This point will be made
clearer later.

10. FHHI, chap. 8, T.33.785b; SCI, chap. 3, T.46.730a-b.

11. FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.703c.

12, Cf. the chapter below, where the concept of Middle Way-Buddha
Nature is treated in full. It should be noted that the predicates such
as "negative, static and transcendent", on the one hand, and "positive,
dynamic and immanent", on the other, are our own terminologies to describe
Chih-i's understanding of the concepts of Emptiness and the Middle Way.
Why these terminologies are used will be accounted for in due course.

13. Fa-chieh tz'u-ti ch'u-mén, op. cit., chap. 2, T.46.68la-b.
For an excellent elaboration of the difference between hsi-fa and t'i-fa,
cf. T'ang, pp. 1134-1135.

14. The contrast of the terms, 'dullness' and 'skillfulness',
are seen throughout Chih-i's works, e.g. FHHI, chap. 1, T.33.688a-b,
690a; chap. 8, T.33.785b; MHCK, chap. 1, T.46.5¢c, 7b; SCI, chap. 3,
T.46.730a-b; chap. 12, T.46.766b; WMCHS, chap. 2, T.38.526a-b. They are
also mentioned in T'i-kuan's TTSCI, T.46.778a. T'i-kuan was traditionally
regarded as a faithful disciple of Chih-i.

15. FHHI, chap. 6, T.33.754c; chap. 8, T.33.784c; FHWC, chap. 1,
T.34.5a; WMCHS, chap. 2, T.38.526a-b.

16. FHHI, chap. 9, T.33.790c.

7. F % & §, KA B & 4% (FEmr, chap. 2, T.33.7020)
18. — "? %’( ;S‘ /ﬁ, (Ibid., loc. cit.)

9. 045 % 5. (mbida., loc. cit.)

20. 9% 5% B 5. (emmI, chap. 1, T.33.690a)

21. MHCK, chap. 3, T.46.33a. Cf. also TTSCI, T.46.778a.

22. Cf. FHWC, chap. 2, T.34.17a.

23. WMCLS, chap. 1, T.38.579b.

24. SCI, chap. 9, T.46.752a.

25, sCI, chap. 3, T.46.729c.

26. Chih-i raises Buddha Nature as the determining factor on
many occasions. See, for example, when he makes a general observation
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of the four types of doctrine (SCI, chap. 1, T.46.726a-b), of both the
Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine (FHHI, chap. 8, T.33.785b),

and of the Gradual Doctrine alone (MHCK, chap. 6, T.46.75a). He also
states that both the Gradual Doctrine and the Perfect Doctrine see No-
emptiness, which is Buddha Nature (FHHI, chap. 8, T.33.781c). 1In the
WMCHS, where the concept of Middle Way- Buddha Nature is often mentioned,
Chih-i points out that the Common Doctrine does not understand the nature
of Middle Way - Buddha Nature (chap. 4, T.38.546b), that the Gradual
Doctrine understands it {(chap. 4, T.38.540b), and that the Perfect
Doctrine penetrates the realm of the supreme Truth of Middle Way - Buddha
Nature (chap. 4, T.38.541b).

27. The permanency, dynamism and immanence of Buddha Nature will
be discussed in detail in the next chapter.

28. Ando, op. cit., pp. 102-106.
29. Ibid., pp. 106-111.

30. For li-pieh, cf. FHHI, chap. 1, T.33.688a-b; chap. 1,
T.33.690a; chap. 3, T.33.710b. For tz'u-ti, cf. FHWC, chap. 1, T.34.5a;
WMCLS, chap. 1, T.38.576a; FHHI, chap. 1, T.33.688a-b. For li-chieh hsiu-
hsing, cf. WMCHS, chap. 3, T.38.538b-c; SCI, chap. 9, T.46.752a; TTSCI,
T.46.778a.

31. FHHI, chap. 8, T.33.785a.
32. Hurvitz, p. 262.

33. For yuan-tun cf. FHHI, chap. 1, T.33.688a-b. For pu tz'u-ti
cf. FHWC, chap. 1, T.34.5a.

34. FHWC, chap. 1, T.34.5a.

35. FHHI, chap. 8, T.33.78lc.
36. WMCHS, chap. 4, T.38.542b.
37. FHHI, chap. 7, T.33.764a-b.
38. WMCHS, chap. 4, T.38.544b.

39. Cf. SCI, chap. 1, T.4¢.721a-722b; WMCHS, chap. 4, T.38.544b-c;
chap. 6, T.38.560c-561c; and other locations.

40. Hurvitz, p. 260.

41. For the sake of brevity, we cannot explicate these four types
of realization of the Four Noble Truths and their respective relationships
to the four Doctrines. For details of these issues, cf. FHHI, chap. 2,
T.33.70la-b; SCI, chap. 2, T.46.725b-726b. Chih-i even goes so far as
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to regard these four types of realizing the Four Noble Truths as wisdom.
Cf. FHHI, chap. 4, T.33.720¢c-721b. For a brief but excellent description
of these various types of approaches to the Four Noble Truths, cf. Tamura,
pp. 90-91.

EE AL NTARK, EAAL S QA S (rumr, chap.

4, T.33.721a)
43. Karika-P, p. 11; CL, chap. 1, T.30.1lc.

44. Karika-P, p. 12; CL, 1:1, T.30.2b. For the employment of
the negative of the Four Alternatives, cf. Part II, A, in this thesis.

as5. Bf »fv &3 .k ﬁQ %4 B . (FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.701a)
46. <? ) QD‘vQ %J &b 4& \ .,—. (MHCK, chap. 8, T.46.117a)
47. SCI, chap. 1, T.46.722a.

48. We have no intention to discuss the close doctrinal relation-
ship, as it has already been pointed out by many scholars. For instance,
Robinson admits that to some extent Nagarjuna expounds the teachings of
some important Prajhaparamit3-siitras. (Robinson, pp. 61-65) Kajiyama
suggests that Nagarjuna inherits and accepts the world of mystical
intuition expressed in the Prajhaparamita-sitras. (Kajiyama, p. 34)
Inada regards Nagdrjuna as the heir to the teachings of the Prajhaparamita-
sutras. (Inada, p. 21) And, according to Sprung, scholars such as
E. Conze, N. Dutt, M. Winternitz, E. Frauwallner, et. al., all agree that
there is a most intimate and creative relationship between Nagarjuna's
thought and the philosophy of the Prajnaparamita-sutras. (Sprung, p.26)

/ 2 ¥, ¥ v ~ \)7

o Ao JEMIOATHZT 3 B A AM - 138 R
ﬁ;%.«\ %& }3 % . (FHHI, chap. 5, T.33.742b) For the meaning of
the expression "unattainable Emptiness", see below.

50. FHHI, chap. 3, T7.33.713c; chap. 9, T.33.792b-c.
51. FHHI, chap. 10, T.33.813b.
52. SCI, chap. 2, T.46.727b; WMCHS, chap. 3, T.38.534b-c.

53. Cf. Part I, A, vii, of this thesis, where the Sanskrit
original and Kumarajiva's translation of the verse are quoted.

54, [%m%w\ EEE AR = I S 3-8 N

BT HZ, 42 e (FHHI, chap. 5, T.33.742b)

55. Inada, p. 147. sarvam ca yujyate tasya $unyata yasya yujyate,
sarvam na yujyate tasya Slinyam yasya na yujyate. (Karika-P, p. 500)

Kumarajiva's rendition: "WL A % ¥ A , — W51 4% M 2 = = % %,
— 17 B % B, .*  (cL, 24:14, T.30.33a)
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56. Inada, p. 147.

3 b )’7 - T -
s7. &K 3% ,ﬁ/ﬁ,. &A% il %>  (PHHI, chap. 5,
T.33.738a)

L » = fav

s58. % 49 B4 9 L 3% 48, F W% rf&’_ff;/u_’ MR E i}% . (FHHI,
chap. 10, T.33.801c) Thls criticism is directed at the teaching of no-
characteristic, which Chih-i identifies with the Prajhaparamita. This
1dent1f1catlon is evidenced in the compound terms po-j& wu-hsiang chiao
4‘)2% % 48 A (FHHI, chap. 10, T.33.803b) or wu-hsiang po-ja chiao
;ﬁ X8 ﬁﬂ; 7§ (FHHI, chap. 10, T.33.803c¢c), which Chih-i views as one
of the three Buddhist teachings. For a fluent explanation of these
teachings, cf. Taya, p. 154b.

59. FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.700c; WMCHS, chap. 3, T.38.538b-c; WMCHS,
chap. 6, T.38.555c.

60. It is interesting to note that the concept of No-emptiness
(Skt., aSlinya; Chi., pu-k'ung % ) also appears in the Karika
(Karik3-P, p. 511; T.30.34a; Karika-P, p. 512; T.30.34b; Karika-P, p. 521;
T.30.34c). This No-emptiness, however, is spoken of in terms of sub-
stantiality, and so is different from Chih-i's. That is, N3garjuna's
No-emptiness is the opposite of Emptiness, which is the negation of the
metaphysical substantiality, or, in other words, is non-substantiality.
It follows that, being logically conceived, No-emptiness is another form
of substantiality. Chih-i's No-emptiness however is identified with
Buddha Nature, which is not a substantiality in any metaphysical sense.

61. FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.702c-703b. For a comprehensive explication
of this division, cf. Mou, pp. 648-665.

62. AR EF T &, }(34\%.2%:}*—5 Z 8%
zﬁ,ﬂoﬁj.épj)\a CE R wom ¢ A% B
w2, iR g&*@ , 3 ,@\—&u /{17?& (FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.703a)

63. Chih-i is in fact well aware of this thought of the Emptiness
of Emptiness. In MHCK (chap. 4, T.46.38c) he quotes the famous verse of
the CL, in which the Emptiness of Emptiness is clearly expressed (CL,
13:9, T.30.18c). (Chih-i's quotation of this verse is slightly different
in wording from the original. The slight difference, however, can be
ignored.) In the same work he also stresses that the sickness of Empti-
ness is also to be emptied. ( ‘¥ 5 . 92 | MHCK, chap. 5, T.46.51a)
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64. Mou, pp. 661-662.

65. For an expllcatlon of miao-yu, cf. H. Nakamura, ed., Shin
Bukkyd jiten (Hf - 48 # g% ¥ ). Tokyo: Seishin Shdb3, 1976, p. 2971.

. o. DNBEATE el - it A%, WE-»&S
I~ T . (FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.703b) Here, "all Buddhist dharmas' (i-ch'ieh
fo-fa v~¢¢>4#,$£ ) by all means include worldly entities. Indeed, when
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Chih-i speaks of "“embracing dharmas", he usually refers to the worldly
entities. The concept of 'embrace' (chu ﬁi ) will be fully treated in
the next chapter.

67. Though the term "Buddha Nature" appears occasionally in the
Prajfidparamita text (e.g., T.25.420b, 491c, 715b, and others), it is not
mentioned in the TCTL itself. This shows that although the author of
the TCTL is aware of the concept of Buddha Nature, he does not pay any
attention to it.

6s. B W% & ¥ Ik AR (MHCK, chap. 1, T.46.7a)

69. For instance, FHWC, chap. 1, T.34.8a; chap. 8, T.34.120a;
chap. 10, T.34.145c; MHCK, chap. 1, T.46.6¢; WMCLS, chap. 8, T.38.672c;
chap. 9, T.38.690a; T.38.695a; chap. 10, T.38.695¢c-696a; T.38.701c.

702428 AR  ZAEZE Ak s )rmié FI3
v, % E B %R B, ‘&»TEML%’\, *’rLﬁ. @ 8. (umCk,

chap. 5, T.46.66b)
1. 0B A 3%, A ‘Tﬁ’ (MHCK, chap. 3, T.46.35a)
72. 42 @ﬁéﬁ &ﬂ:'?’%/?: * é, "i _,ﬁ %‘% (“; . (WMCLS, chap. 10,

T.38.702b)

L 73, THAYE WnFBALE BT ® HITE

W2 . (wMCLs, chap. 8, T.38.672c)
74. Cf. notes 62 and 63 above.

75. This accusation is mainly made in FHHI, for instance, chap.
2, T.33.704a, T.33.704c-705a; chap. 5, T.33.740a, T.33.746b; chap. 7,
T.33.762¢c; chap. 9, T.33.787c-788a. This accusation is also applicable
to the Tripitaka Doctrine.

76. For details about the five types of the Threefold Truth
teaching, cf. FHHI, chap. 2, T.33.704c-705a.

ULy, 2R SHE FE D, AR E . (1bia.,

loc. cit.)
78. FPor the use of chieh, cf. section vii.

79. Mou also points out that tang-chiao here should denote the
Common Doctrine. Cf. Mou, p. 749.

80. For details concerning these two attributes and the identi-
fication of the Middle Way with the Buddha Nature, cf. the next chapter.

He B8 Lot AR LY NARLLIEA

5 .% % % % . (wMcLs, chap. 10, T.38.702c)
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g2, M6 W BE ELE, —ne s B, F- &
%% . (CL. 24:8, T.30.32c) Cf. also Karika-P, p. 492. This Twofold
Truth teaching will be dealt with in great detail in Part II, C.

83. Mou, p. 562,



C. Middle Way-Buddha Nature as the Truth

The above discussions have shown our response to the first basic
question raised in this thesis. Let us now deal with the second one:
namely, How does Chih-i's Middle Way-Buddha Nature differ from the Madh-
yamika's Middle Way? As a matter of fact, when we explicated Chih-i's
understanding and criticism of the Madhyamika's Middle Way in the above
chapter, we responded to this question to a limited extent. That is,
Chih-i is dissatisfied with the Mgdhyamika's Middle Way in the sense
that it is devoid of functions and does not embrace dharmas. This dis-
satisfaction is equally applicable to the Madhyamika concept of Emptiness
as the Truth, which Chih-i regards as partial or one-sided (p'ien 4ﬁb ),
and without direct and strict connection with the empirical world.
Therefore, for Chih-i, the Truth expounded in the Madhyamika and the
Common Doctrine, whether it be termed ‘'Emptiness’ or "Middle Way", tends
to be negative, static and transcendent. He thinks that Truth should be
quite otherwise. It should be permanent, dynamic and all-embracing.

It has been mentioned before that Chih-i speaks of Truth in terms
of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature. Indeed, he himself is well aware of the
fact that Middle Way-Buddha Nature is an issue of Truth, with deep
soteriological implications. He states:

The Tripitaka Doctrine and the Common Doctrine contemplate
{the nature of] Origination and No-origination respectively,
penetrating the one-sided Principle, which they call the True
and Ultimate. On the other hand, the Gradual Doctrine and the
Perfect Doctrine contemplate [the nature of] Immeasurability

and No-creation respectively, penetrating the Middle Way-Buddha
Nature, which they call the True and Ultimate.

102
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Here Chih-i is discussing the four types of understanding the Four Noble
Truths in Primitive Buddhism in the context of his classification theory.
He ascribes the nature of Origination (shéng ¥ ), No-origination (wu-
s_hég_g\& E_ ) , Immeasurability (wu-liang .5"— __%_ ) and No-creation (wu-
Eégiﬁﬁ;VE)z to the Tripitaka Doctrine, Common Doctrine, Gradual Doctrine
and Perfect Doctrine respectively. The term chén~shih ( Ei ig ), or
"True and Ultimate", explicitly signifies that the issue in question is
about the Truth, or the ultimate Truth.

Chih-i also states:

What is called liberation is the realization of the Middle Way-
Buddha Nature.3

This statement is made in the WMCLS, chap. 8. In the following chapter,
Chih-i remarks that the penetration of the Gradual and Perfect Doctrines
into the Middle Way is the Buddha Way.4 This shows the extreme importance
of penetrating the Middle Way as the way to Buddhahood. As this Middle
Way is spoken of in the context of the Gradual and Perfect Doctrines,
it is, no doubt, the Middle Way-Buddha Nature.5 In view of the under-
standing that the Middle Way-Buddha Nature is what is to be penetrated
and realized in order to attain Buddhahood and liberation, Chih-i
undoubtedly fegards it as the Truth, or the ultimate Truth.

As has been pointed out earlier, the concept of Middle Way-Buddha
Nature compounds and identifies the Middle Way and Buddha Nature. This
identification is, in fact, declared by Chih-i himself in his FHHI, when
he discusses the Buddhist merits.6 This compound concept appears very
often in Chih-i's most important works, viz., MHCK, FHHI, SCI and WMCHS.

It occasionally appears in the WMCLS and once in the Fa-chieh tz'u-ti
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ch'u—m'én.7 Sometimes the concept is termed "Buddha Nature - Middle Way"

- 8
(fo-hsing chung-tao /ﬂ$ %£ ? JﬁL), rather than "Middle Way-Buddha Nature."

There is, however, not the slightest difference between these two terms.
Although Chih-i does not explicitly enumerate the characteristics
of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature, from a wide study of his major works we
are able to find out that it has three characteristics, which are for
Chih-i entirely lacking in the MEdhyamika's Middle Way. They are, in
Chih-i's own terminology, "ever-abidingness" (ch'ang-chu %?‘4i-),
"meritorious function" (kung-yung ia f% ) and “"embracing various dharmas"
(chi chu-fa éi é% Iﬁ). Only after all these characteristics are fully
accounted for can we have a clear picture of the differences between the
Middle Way-~Buddha. Nature and the MEdhyamika's Middle Way. Since these
differences are extremely significant to the understanding of Chih-i's
system of thought, the three characteristics must be delineated in detail.
Incidentally, although the Middle Way-Buddha Nature assumes a
crucial position in Chih-i's thought, it is widely ignored by modern
scholars in T'ien-t'ai Buddhism. Not only is there no examination of its
characteristics, in fact the concept is not even-mentioned in the works
of Anda, SatS, Tamaki, Tamura and Hurvitz listed in our bibliography.
Accordingly, the study of this concept is all the more neceésary for a

proper understanding of Chih-i's thought.

i) The ever-abidingness of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature
Ever-abidingness denotes the nature of permanence which is not
subject to change. Whatever has this nature is able to abide by itself

and persist forever. Chih-i basically ascribes this nature to the Dharma
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Body (Skt., dharmakaya; Chi., fa-shén 7%_% ) and the Buddha Nature.

On the one hand, as seen in the final section of the above chapter, he
criticizes NEgErjuna's Twofold Truth as "devoid of the substance of the

2

P, .
Middle Way" (. -‘f% =, +3§ %2) . On the other hand, he often raises the
issue of the ever-abidingness of the Buddha Nature and the Dharma Body,
which, as we will know very soon, he identifies with the Middle Way. It
seems that Chih-i is in favour of the Middle Way as a body or substance,
which is for him the Buddha Nature or the Middle Way-Buddha Nature; he
therefore ascribes the ever-abiding nature to the Middle Way-Buddha Nature
as an important characteristic.

The nature of ever abidingness of the Dharma Body is often stated
by Chih-i in its contrast with the physical body, which obviously pertains
to the realm of life and death, and is consequently impermanent. This is
mainly done in his FHHI, where he remarks:

The Vairocana Buddha stays on the lotus flower sea with the

great bodhisattvas. All of them are not human beings subject

to life and death.l0
What Chih-i wants to convey is that the Vairocana Buddha and the great
bodhisattvas all have the form of the Dharma Body, which is different
from the physical body that undergoes birth and death. Consequently he
further remarks:

What is quiescent is liberation. Liberation necessarily

involves a person. This person is [spoken of in terms of]

the Dharma Body, which is not the actual [physical] body.1l1

The ever-abidingness seems to refer to something spiritual,
something with a permanent nature. This point, that the Dharma Body is

spiritual and permanent, is described in a most detailed manner in the

WMCLS. There Chih-i speaks of two kinds of body, namely, shéng-shen (}L% )
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and fa-hsing sheén ( 3, Wﬁ)% ). Shéng-shén is the corporeal body in the

nature of life and death, while fa-hsing shén is the body in reference

to the Truth. The Sanskrit for the term fa-hsing is dharmata, or

dharmatva, which means the true nature or Truth of dharmas, The
difference according to Chih-i is that shéng-shén is affected by nine
kinds of defilement (Skt., EEEéE‘ Chi., fang-nao ﬁiﬂﬁ% ) : hunger, thirst,
cold, heat and other ailments. When these troubles come, the body has

to be cured; for example, when it is hungry, one should drink some milk.

On the other hand, fa-hsing sheén is free from these troubles. It is in

fact the Dharma Body, which is in the nature of a diamond and is ever-
lasting.12 Chih-i later positively asserts that the authentic Dharma
Body is devoid of these ailments.13 Following this assertion an analogy
between the Dharma Body and a diamond is elaborated:

The body of the tathEgata has the substance of a diamond. This
is the permanent body of the Dharma Body. The purpose of the
analogy [of this Dharma Body] with the diamond is [to indicate]
that the substance [of this Body] is indestructible, that its
functions are beneficial, and that it penetrates completely into
Reality. The 'indestructibility' suggests that the Dharma Body
is not infected by the impurities of illusion, defilement and
life and death, remaining ever-abiding and unchangeable. The
'beneficence' suggests the quality of wisdom belonging to the
Dharma Body. The merit of illumination of the prajna [wisdom
over phenomena] is all-~inclusive. And the 'complete penetration
into Reality' suggests the power of the severance of the Dharma
Body. The liberation attained is ultimate and the hindrance of
defilements is completely severed, 14

It should be noted that the anology of the Dharma Body with a diamond does
not mean that both are of the same dimension. The diamond, no matter how
'indestructible' it may be, is still destructible as an item within the
realm of Dependent Origination. Rather, this analogy signifies that

Chih-i is inclined to speak of the Dharma Body in terms of its permanent,
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functional and ultimate nature. The permanent nature refers to indestruc-
tibility (EEEEE ?é, ), the functional nature to beneficence (ii/%J ),
and the ultimate nature to Reality (pén-chi/di F%%).

Chih-i also ascribes the ever-abiding nature to the Buddha Nature.

When he does so, he usually mentions without much elaboration the express-

ions, "Buddha Nature is ever-abiding" (fo-~hsing ch'ang—chu*ﬁg Wf;ﬁ;4i),

. 5
or "the ever-abiding Buddha Nature" (ch'ang-chu fo-hsing‘§;43_4ﬁ Wi).l

, Lo . 6
Nevertheless, he identifies the Middle Way and the Dharma Body.l He

even coins a compound term, " Middle Way - Dharma Body" (chung-tao fa-shen

'# iﬁ 3ﬁ % ), to express this identification.17 It is thus clear that,
for him, the Middle Way, Dharma Body and Buddha Nature all denote the

same subject: the Middle Way-Buddha Nature. It is also clear that the
ever-abiding nature he ascribes to the Dharma Body is also ascribed to

the Buddha Nature. He creates a rather complicated statement, "Buddha

Nature-Dharma Body is ever-abiding" (fo-hsing fa-shén ch'ang~chu ﬁ$'ﬁ£;ﬁ-
ﬁ %i 4?_), to express this idea.18

In view of the identity of the Dharma Body and the Middle Way-
Buddha Nature, it is certain that the latter also has the ever-abiding
nature, which is expressed in terms of substance (t'i 3%{,), function
(yung )%] ) and Reality (pén~-chi ‘4& Fﬁé ). It is also certain that the
Mgdhyamika, as the Common Doctrine, is devoid of this nature. On some
occasions, Chih-i criticizes the Common Doctrine for failing to understand
the permanent nature.19 Mou also points out that the Chung-lun is devoid
of the idea of the permanence of the Buddha Nature.20 This is expected
because this permanent nature is spoken of only in the context of the
Buddha Nature,a concept which is lacking in the Madhyamika as we mentioned

earlier.
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ii) The functional nature of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature

Chih-i also ascribes a functional nature to the Middle wWay-
Buddha Nature as a characteristic; and he places much stress on this
nature. This is evidenced in the following points. First, Chih-i vehemently
criticizes the Middle Way explicated in the Madhyamika and Common Doctrine
as beina devoid of functions and lacking the nature of "embracing dharmas",
as described in the previous chapter.21 Apparently this criticism is
made from the standpoint of the Perfect Doctrine, the highest Buddhist
doctrine for Chih-i. It consequently can be inferred that the functional
nature must, in Chih-i's view, play an important role in the establishment
of the concept of Middle Way~Buddha Nature, which is the Truth in the
Perfect Doctrine. Secondly, as mentioned earlier, Chih-i speaks of the
Dharma Body in terms of t'i and yung, i.e., substance and function. On
some occasions, he speaks of this function as "the great function without

[
limits" (wu-fang ta-yung - /) 71)% ). For example, he divides liberation

into two types: conceivable liberation and inconceivable liberation. He
remarks that the latter has this "great function without limits", whereas
the former has not.22 This inconceivable liberation, which is the authentic
one, is attained in the realization of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature.23

He also relates the "great function without limits" to the tathe_xgata,24
which is the potential state of the Dharma Body.25 This, it should be
remembered, is another expression of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature.
Therefore we see that Chih-i speaks of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature in
terms of function, which is great and without limits, |

To signify this functional nature, Chih-i proposes three terms

in his major writings: kung-yung ( IZ )ﬂ ), li-yung ( ﬁ )?1 ), and simply
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yung ()% ).26 Generally speaking, these three terms all refer to the

same thing, namely, the function or functions exerted toward this empirical
world. Once one penetrates more deeply into the issue, however, a seem-
ingly slight but actually very significant difference can be discerned.

That is, in the cases of kung-yung and li-yung, Chih-i divides them into

kung and yung, li and yung, respectively. With regard to kung-yung, he

states:

Kung refers to self-cultivation, while yung refers to the
benefit to entities [or others]. If taken together, they
signify the transformation of others. 27

With regard to li-yung, he specifically refers 1i to the power of wisdom
which enables one to understand the Principle or the Truth; by yung he
refers to the function of wisdom in transforming others.28 This reference
is further reflected in Chih-i's discussion on the part of Function (yung)
in his FHHI. As a matter of fact, the FHHI, one of Chih-i's most important
works, is composed of five parts dealing with five topics. The fourth
part is devoted to the discussion of function. This demonstrates Chih-i's

emphasis of the concept of function in his system.29

As we have just seen, kung-yung and li-yung can be divided into

two components. Both divisions further indicate that the functional
nature can be realized and completed in two steps: in self-cultivation

and in the transformation of others. The former represents the first

step and the latter the second. It is natural for one to cultivate
himself sufficiently before exerting himself in transforming others.
Chih-i is clearly aware of this point. He remarks that the yung is deeply
influenced by the kung. This is just like the case of trees. Only when

they are deeply rooted, can their branches, flowers and leaves flourish.30
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Here, kung is associated with the roots, while yung represents the branches,
flowers and leaves.

Given these differences between kung and yung, and li and yung,

Chih~i nevertheless views yung alone as expressive of the functional nature
of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature, and greatly emphasizes the aspect of the
transformation of others. In a brief but precise explanation of the five
topics dealt with in the five parts of the FHHI, he simply enumerates
yung as the topic of the fourth part, and states that yung is transforming
others.31 Later he adds that yung is benefitting other.32 In view of
this, we will employ in the following discussions the term yung (or
*function') to signify the functional nature of the Middle Way-Buddha
Nature. This term is, if not otherwise specified, expressive of the

above mentioned implications of kung and 1li.

Chih~i asserts that this functional nature is to be realized in
relation to the actual world of space and time. That is, one has to enter
this actual world and engage himself in its affairs. This is the so-called
ju-chia ()\ 4ﬁi,), or "entering the provisional [realm]". This ju-chia
is an indispensable step in benefitting others, as Chih-i states:

If [one] abides in Emptiness, that will never be beneficial to

the sentient beings. If [one] aims at benefitting others, that
is the meaning of entering the provisional.33

The expression ju-chia appears quite often in the MHCK, chapter 6.34
Indeed, Chih-i spends ample space in this chapter discussing the motivations
. . g%g . .35
and circumstances (yin-yuan | 2% ) of ju-chia and the process to
complete it.36 These things are usually related to the bodhisattvas. 1In
7

this connection, Chih-i also mentions ch'u-chia ( Bj 4EL ).3 In Chinese,

1 " W \ : :
ch'u ( ﬁ, PR to leave’, is commonly used as the opposite of ju ()\),
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"to enter". Interestingly enough, in the context in which ch'u-chia
appears, it means exactly the same as ju-chia, i.e., to "enter the
provisional world". This can be inferred in the MHCK, which states:

Originally, the bodhisattva practises Emptiness, not because

he values Emptiness, but for the sake of the sentient beings.

He does not value Emptiness, therefore he does not abide [in

it]. For the sake of benefitting the sentient beings, he has

to enter [their realm].38
The word for 'enter' here is ch'u. The sentient beings stay in the empiri-
cal or provisional world. In order to benefit them, the bodhisattva has

to enter this world, chfu-chia. Chih-i makes no difference between ch'u-

chia and ju-chia. 1Indeed, both ch'u and ju mean 'enter' in the context

in question. Yet it should be noted that entering the provisional with

or without Emptiness makes a big difference. This difference deserves

our attention. To enter the provisional with Emptiness entails a non-

attachment to the substantiality of the provisional, while entering

without Emptiness does not. As will be seen in Part II, B below, Chih-i
e

speaks of the Contemplation of the Provisional (chia-kuan 4%L2§i,) in

terms of "entering into the Provisional from Emptiness” (ts'ung-k'ung

ju-chia ﬁt‘i.ﬂ\4§J. This Contemplation embraces the Contemplation of
Emptiness (k'ung kuan iE EQLA); it is likely that entering the provisional
or ju-chia in the present context is one with Emptiness.

Chih-i understands ju-chia or entering the provisional in terms
of benefitting others. This benefitting others mainly denotes the saving
of the sentient beings, who suffer constantly in this world of life and
death. That is to say, the function in question is basically confined
to the saving of the sentient beings. This can also be inferred from

Chih-i's statement that if one does not save the sentient beings, one
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is not capable of functioning.39

iii) To put the sentient beings into correct places with the perfect function
The issue of the function in question is that the function has to

be performed in the world which is by nature provisional. Consequently

one has to enter this world to save the sentient beings. The nature of

the function is shown by means of this action. Here, then, a crucial

question arises: How does the function operate? Or more specifically,

how are the sentient beings to be saved? 1In response to this issue,

Chih-i explains in the context of describing the perspective of the

Perfect Doctrine:

The bodhisattva hears the perfect Dharma, awakens the perfect
faith, establishes perfect actions, abides on the perfect
position, decorates himself with perfect merits, and puts the
sentient beings into correct places with the perfect function.
« <« .+ . How does he place the sentient beings perfectly?
He may shed light, enabling the sentient beings to benefit
from the wisdom of penetrating the identity of Emptiness, the
Provisional and the Middle Way, and to acquire the method of
the Four Alternatives. Or they may attain [the goal], whether
they are walking, standing, sitting, lying, speaking, remaining
silent or working. . . . .

[The Dragon King] makes various kinds of clouds, thunder,
lightning and rain. The Dragon stays in his own palace, yet he
is able to make all of these without slightest movement himself.
The bodhisattva is likewise. Penetrating into the identity of
Emptiness, the Provisional and the Middle Way, he enables [the
sentient beings] to obtain various kinds of benefit and acquire
various kinds of ability, yet with no effect on the Dharma
Nature. This is called 'putting the sentient beings into
correct places with the perfect funtion'.40

This is a beautiful and lively elaboration of the bodhisattva's function
with respect to the saving of the sentient beings. "The Bodhisattva
hears the perfect Dharma, . . . . decorates himself with perfect merits"

corresponds obviously to kung, "self-cultivation"; while "putting the
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sentient beings into correct places with the perfect function" corresponds
to yung, signifying the benefitting of others. The function in the
statement that the bodhisattva "put(s) the sentient beings into correct
places with the perfect function" (b @ »AZx %\ £ ), is undoubtedly
the function of the Middle Way-Buddha Nature. The treatment of the
sentient beings with this function is manifestly soteriological. This
is shown in the point that what benefit the sentient beings are the
wisdom of the Threefold Contemplation (i.e., the penetration into the
identity of Emptiness, the Provisional and the Middle Way) and the method
of the Four Alternatives. Both are, for Chih-i, closely related to the
realization of the Truth and attainment of liberation.41

To put the sentient beings into correct places with the perfect
function concerns an endeavour to cope with the afflictions (defilements
and ignorance), with which the sentient beings are confronted. With
regard to this endeavour, Chih-i proposes three steps by means of a
medical analogy dealing with the curing of diseases. The three steps
are: to diagnose the diseases, to select the medicine, and to distribute
the medicine.42 With respect to the diagnosis of the diseases, Chih-i
remarks that the diseases are closely analogous to the attachment to
false views of self (wo-chian 3{ ﬁ)), which arise from the delusive mind
(huo-hsin E& /o). This delusive mind can initiate numerous false views,
all of which are conducive to various kinds of evil conduct, trapping
one in the realm of transmigration.43 With