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Introduction

After years of studies, it is well known that Bhāviveka’s
 (ca. 500-570) theory has two characteristics that distinguish him from other Mādhyamikas. One is that he is the first one in the Mādhyamaka School who subdivided the ultimate truth (paramārthasatya) into two - one primary and the other one secondary; The other is that, unlike the founder of the Mādhyamaka School - Nāgārjuna (ca. 150-250), Bhāviveka is willing to adopt the Buddhist logic (hetuvidyā), with his own adjustments, to from a valid argument to support the theses of the Mādhyamaka School.
As many scholars had already point out, the reason why Bhāviveka demand the secondary ultimate truth is that he wants to follow the soteriological method established by Nāgārjuna. In Mūlamadhyamakakārikā (hereafter MMK), Nāgārjuna explicitly claims that, in order to realized the ultimate truth, one must rely on the conventional truth (saṁvṛtisatya).
 However, two truths are quite opposite to each other, e.g., the ultimate truth is free from attachments, but the conventional truth is full of attachments. Here, one can see a fundamental problem in Nāgārjuna’s soteriological method. In other words, how is it possible to jump across the gap between two truths and achieve the realm of the ultimate truth? Therefore, Bhāviveka postulates the secondary ultimate truth as a bridge between two truths.

From the secondary ultimate truth comes the second unique feature of Bhāviveka’s theory. For Bhāviveka, by using the Buddhist logic to from a valid argument for the theses of the Mādhyamaka School, one is one step closer to the primary ultimate truth. Thus, the use of the Buddhist logic is count as a part of the secondary ultimate truth.
 However, the use of the Buddhist logic by Bhāviveka, which is used in the realm of the secondary ultimate truth, is different from the normal use of the Buddhist logic, which is used only in the realm of the conventional truth. One of the distinct features of Bhāviveka’s own use of the Buddhist logic is that he adds a qualifier “from the standpoint of the ultimate truth” to his thesis, e.g., in DaChengZhangZhenLun (大乘掌珍論/ The Treatise of Jewel in the Hand/ *Karatalaratna, hereafter KTR), Bhāviveka states the following argument:
Thesis (pratijña): From the standpoint of the ultimate truth, all conditioned existences are empty.

Reason (hetu): Because all conditioned existences are causally produced.
(Similar) Example (dṛṣṭānta): Like illusions.

Since Bhāviveka subdivided the ultimate truth, it should be a nature response to ask: is the qualifier “from the standpoint of the primary ultimate truth” or “from the standpoint of the secondary ultimate truth”? Interestingly enough, as far as I know, only Hsu explicitly states that it is “from the standpoint of the primary ultimate truth” (Hsu 2013: 65-66). I take his understanding as what everyone else, including me, had in mind. For only in this sense, Bhāviveka’s argument, served as the secondary ultimate truth, can fulfill its function and bridge the gap between two truths.
However, Bhāviveka himself also claims that, the non-conceptual wisdom
 is away from any conceptual discrimination, including “empty” and “not empty”.
 Therefore, from the standpoint of the primary ultimate truth, we shouldn’t be able to state “all conditioned existences are empty”. Instead, it would be more appropriate to say something like “from the standpoint of the primary ultimate truth, all conditioned existences are away from any conceptual discriminations.” One can clearly see the tension between these two statements. Since if the latter is correct, then one shouldn’t claim the first statement, and vice versa.
The main focus of this paper is to try to provide an understanding, which is based on my own interpretation of KTR, to ease the tension between the two statements above and therefore connecting two truths. In summary, in my understanding, Bhāviveka differentiate two kinds of language.
 One is used in the conventional level; the other is used in the primary ultimate level. Therefore, when Bhāviveka first states that “all conditioned existences are empty”, the word “empty” is used in the primary ultimate level. Its meaning is just the same as “to be away from any conceptual discrimination”. One would notice the tension only when the word “empty” is understood in the conventional sense. Thus, the two statements can be understood coherently.

Before discuss the details of “the ultimate language” mentioned above, however, I shall first briefly introduce Bhāviveka’s own understanding of the theory of two truths and the explanation of the Buddhist logic that Bhāviveka is using. This will let us have a more clear view on Bhāviveka’s theory, and also helps me to elaborate my interpretation of KTR.
Bhāviveka’s theory of two truths

Bhāviveka explains the meaning of the ultimate truth in his commentary of MMK - Prajñāpradīpa (hereafter PrP) as follows:
What is “ultimate-object”? (a) Since it is an ultimate object, it is called “ultimate-object”; (b) Since it is also the ultimate non-conceptual wisdom and the real object, it is called “ultimate-object”. [Objects] that are real do not have [any] causes and conditions as its characteristic. If one dwelled in [the realm of] the real (i.e., the realm the ultimate truth), [his/her] wisdom which doesn’t impose any [conceptual] discrimination on its object is called “ultimate-object”; (c) The [teaching of] “non-arising”, which is taught in order to negate the claims that something arises, and is the wisdom obtained by means of hearing (śrutamayī), thinking (cintāmayī), and meditating (bhāvanāmayi) are all [called] “ultimate-object”.
 
A similar passage can be found in Tarkajvālā (hereafter TJ), the auto-commentary
 of Bhāviveka’s another work - Madhyamakahṛdayakārikā. However, instead of straightforward explanation, Bhāviveka provides a ground for his understanding of the ultimate truth by using the grammatical analysis. The word “paramārthasatya (the ultimate truth)” is a compound made of three words: “parama (ultimate)”, “artha (object)” and “satya (truth)”. The relation between the last word “truth” and the inner compound “ultimate-object” is no doubt a genitive relation for Bhāviveka, i.e., “the truth of ‘ultimate-object’”. The relation between “ultimate” and “object” is what Bhāviveka tries to elaborate.

There are six ways to understand a compound in Sanskrit. However, the compound itself does not tell the readers which way is the correct way to understand it. Thus it is all up to the reader’s interpretation to understand the compound. Bhāviveka uses this advantage to develop his own understanding of the ultimate truth. According to the English translation of Iida (1980: 83), as well as many other scholars’ explanation,
 Bhāviveka claims that there are three correct ways to understand the compound “ultimate-object”, each have different meanings.
The fist way is to understand it as a karmadhyārya compound, which corresponds to meaning (a) in PrP. That is to say, the word “ultimate” functions as an adjective. Thus, the compound can be translated into “the ultimate [cognized] object”, which is equivalence to the concept of suchness (tathatā) (Hsu 2013: 59). “The ultimate truth” in this understanding means “the truth of suchness/emptiness”.

The second way is to understand it as a tatpuruṣa compound, which corresponds to meaning (b) in PrP. That is to say, the word “ultimate” is used in genitive case. Thus, the compound can be translated into “the object (tathatā) of the ultimate [wisdom]”. In this reading, the compound actually indicates two things: the cognized object and the cognizing subject, i.e., suchness and the non-conceptual wisdom. Since suchness is already mentioned in the first reading, Bhāviveka emphasized the non-conceptual wisdom in this reading. “The ultimate truth” in this understanding means “the truth of the non-conceptual wisdom”.

The third, and last, way is to understand it as a bahuvrīhi compound, which corresponds to meaning (c) in PrP. That is to say, the compound is not about the last word in the compound, i.e., “object”, but about “things that possess the object”. For example, the compound “Bluebeard”, the nickname of the protagonist of a famous French folktale “La Barbe bleue”, is not indicating the beard, but refers to “someone who possesses the blue beard”. Thus, the compound “ultimate-object” can be translated into “things that possess (or, in this case, correspondence to) the ultimate object (or the object of the ultimate)”. In Bhāviveka’s explanation, these things are (a) the qualifier used in the Buddhist logic (Iida 1980: 83), (b) the teaching of “non-arising” and (c) the wisdom obtained by means of hearing, thinking, and meditating.
 “The ultimate truth” in this understanding means “the truth of things correspondence to the ultimate object”.

From the explanation above, it is said that Bhāviveka subdivided the ultimate truth into two categories. The primary ultimate truth is the truth about the ultimate cognized object and the ultimate cognizing subject, i.e., suchness and non-conceptual wisdom; the secondary ultimate truth is the truth about things which are not themselves suchness and non-conceptual wisdom, but correspondence to them, i.e., the qualifier used in the Buddhist logic, etc (Hsu 2011: 72). The secondary ultimate truth is called “the ultimate truth” in the sense that it has the function to remove the conceptual discrimination caused by ignorance and achieve the primary ultimate truth.

Compare to his complex explanation of the ultimate truth, Bhāviveka’s understanding of the conventional truth is not so hard to grasp
:

The conventional truth is the language used by ordinary people……For example, [the sentence] “Devadatta is coming [from somewhere] and going [to somewhere]” [is a conventional truth]…..These examples are the language used by ordinary people , and are called “the conventional truth”.

The way how ordinary people’s cognition operates is to grasp the object as if it possesses its own intrinsic nature (svabhāva), i.e., to conceptualize the object. It is exactly this kind of cognition which led people to believe that there are something unchangeable behind all the changing phenomena, and thus makes them attach to it. Following this classic Buddhist thought, the language used by ordinary people, which represents their thoughts and beliefs, is also full of ignorance and attachment. For example, since there is no intrinsic nature of coming and going, Nāgārjuna once famously states that there is no coming nor going.
 Therefore, for Nāgārjuna at least, it is considered inappropriate to say “Devadatta is coming”. However, Bhāviveka do admit that “Devadatta is coming” is true as long as it was stated in the conventional level. For from the perspective of ordinary people, Devadatta certainly does coming. That is to say, Bhāviveka thinks that the ordinary language and the knowledge expressed through the ordinary language are reliable to a certain extent, and he doesn’t want to argue against ordinary people in the realm of the conventional truth.
It should be evident right now that there is an unreachable gap between the primary ultimate truth and the conventional truth under Bhāviveka’s explanation. Just as the name “non-conceptual wisdom” suggests, there are no conceptual discriminations in the realm of the primary ultimate truth. However, the conventional truth is based on conceptualization, and thus the primary ultimate truth is ineffable by the conventional truth. How then, is it possible for one to achieve the primary ultimate truth if he/she can only rely on the conventional truth? Therefore Bhāviveka proposed the secondary ultimate truth. Unlike the primary ultimate truth, the secondary ultimate truth does use the ordinary language, but it also has a connection with the primary ultimate truth, in terms of its content been correspondence with the primary ultimate truth (or the ultimate object), emptiness. In this way, Bhāviveka thinks that he has successfully built a bridge between the primary ultimate truth and the conventional truth.
The Buddhist logic in general and the actual use of it by Bhāviveka in KTR
As shown above, Bhāviveka considers the qualifier “from the standpoint of the ultimate truth” as a part of the secondary ultimate truth, and he took it very seriously. The whole purpose of his KTR is to establish two valid arguments for readers to understand the primary ultimate truth, emptiness. Before we go into the details of Bhāviveka’s arguments, however, it is necessary for us to take a glance at the Buddhist logic in general.

The Buddhist logic contains three members: thesis (pratijña), reason (hetu) and example (drstānta). For example, one classic example of the Buddhist logic goes as follows:
Thesis: Sounds are impermanent.

Reason: Because of its property of being produced.

Similar example: Whatever has the property of being produced is impermanent, like a pot.
In order for the argument from the Buddhist logic to be valid, it must fulfill three requirements (trairūpya). First is the requirement of pakṣa: the reason must be true, i.e., the sounds must have the property of being produced; Second is the requirement of sapakṣa: there exists at least one thing that has the property of the predicate from the thesis, which also has the property of the predicate from the reason, i.e., the pot is both impermanent and something that is being produced; Third is the requirement of vipakṣa: things which do not have the property of the predicate from the thesis must also do not have the property of the predicate from the reason, e.g., the space is neither impermanent nor something that is being produced.
Compare the classic argument above with Bhāviveka’s argument in KTR, which I have quoted earlier in this paper, one can immediately seemo: the qualifier in the thesis is added by Bhāviveka, and the general statement in the similar example went missing. Let’s deal with the later difference first. In the actual practice of the Buddhist logic, the general statement in the similar example is actually often omitted. From the classic argument above, one can see that one of the main purposes of the general statement in the similar example is to establish a relationship between two predicate in the thesis and the reason. Therefore even if the general statement is not explicitly stated, one can still reconstructed it easily. However, in the case of Bhāviveka’s argument, since the qualifier is added to the thesis, it is confusing whether to add the qualifier also to the general statement or not. I have not seen anyone discussed about this. However, since the investigation of Bhāviveka’s argument from the viewpoint of the Buddhist logic is not the focus of this paper, as long as we can grasp the basic idea that Bhāviveka tries to express, I will simply give my reconstruction without the details behind it. I believe, mainly out of my intuition, the general statement should goes as follows: “From the stand point of the primary ultimate truth, whatever is casually produced is empty, like illusions.”
Now back to our main focus, the former difference. The qualifier is one of the key features in Bhāviveka’s argument.
 The qualifier is explained by Bhāviveka himself in terms of logical purpose, i.e., in order not to violate the rules which a valid argument should follow, the qualifier is added to the thesis.
 However, this paper will only focus on its soteriological purpose: connecting the secondary ultimate truth to the primary ultimate truth. By adding the qualifier, Bhāviveka is trying to indicate that the argument itself is now the secondary ultimate truth, which is correspondence to the primary ultimate truth. Therefore Bhāviveka is expecting that, having studied the argument, one should know that the conditioned existence is truly empty from the stand point of the primary ultimate truth.

However, if one recall Bhāviveka’s explanation of the primary ultimate truth, it should be obvious that it is different from the knowledge obtained through the secondary ultimate truth, i.e., Bhāviveka’s argument. According to Bhāviveka’s theory of the ultimate truth, as a cognizing subject, one will gain the non-conceptual wisdom after practiced in the realm of the secondary ultimate truth completely and successfully. The way non-conceptual wisdom operates is, as Bhāviveka explained in KTR, to cognize an object without conceptually discriminates it. That is to say, “all conditioned existences are empty” is actually not true in the realm of the primary ultimate truth, for it conceptualize the conditioned existence as empty. 
Emptiness and “without conceptualization”
How then, can we resolve this contradiction? My suggestion would be that we need to know what exactly does the thesis “all conditioned existences are empty” means. Emptiness (śūnyatā) is often understood as “doesn’t exist substantially” or “doesn’t possess the intrinsic nature”. However, at least from the literal reading, this understanding has nothing to do with conceptualization. To say that all conditioned existences don’t exist substantially is different form that they should not be conceptualized. Conceptualization come into play because of one fundamental question: if all conditioned existences really do not exist substantially, how come we all considered them as substantial existences? 
Buddhism’s classical response is that because ordinary people are ignorant, and thus wrongly conceptualized the conditioned existences as substantial existences. Therefore, for the Buddhism before Mahāyāna, to overcome our ignorance, we need to learn how to conceptualize things correctly. For example, the Sarvāstivādins claims that, all we have perceived are changing phenomena, to consider these phenomena as substantial existences is wrong. However, behind the phenomena are the atoms (paramāṇu), and these atoms can be considered as substantial existences.
However, instead of teaching people to conceptualize correctly, Nāgārjuna goes to an extreme by claiming that neither the conceptualization of the changing phenomena nor that of the atoms are correct, and thus one should not even conceptualizing. In this understanding, the following statements actually have the same meaning: “all conditioned existences are empty”, “all conditioned existences don’t exist substantially” and “all conditioned are away from any conceptual discriminations”. Therefore Nāgārjuna has a negative attitude towards language, which is the product of conceptualization. In Vigrahavyavartani, Nāgārjuna says that his statement “every existence is empty” is not a thesis.
 However, it is exactly this attitude that causes the gap between the ultimate truth and the conventional truth. In other words, why Nāgārjuna’s statement is not a thesis and the statements of others are? Without language and concepts, there is simply no way for one to cultivate oneself and achieve the ultimate truth. In order to connect two truths, Nāgārjuna claims that one must rely on the convention truth to achieve the ultimate truth. However, it lacks a clear explanation of how it is possible to only rely on language to obtain the truth that is ineffable.
Following Nāgārjuna, Bhāviveka also defines the (primary) the ultimate truth as non-conceptualizable. Therefore one should realize by now that there is a contradiction between the primary and the secondary ultimate truth. The problem that Bhāviveka needs to solve is just the same as Nāgārjuna’s but in different expression: how come “empty/without conceptual discrimination” is not itself also a kind of conceptualization?
The language used in the realm of the primary ultimate truth
I suggest that Bhāviveka has proposed a new language which is used in the realm of the primary ultimate truth. Therefore, if “empty” is expressed through ordinary language, then it is itself a product of conceptualization. However, there exists an ultimate language which doesn’t involve conceptualization. Thus, if “empty” is expressed through this kind of language, it is not a product of conceptualization. This is exactly why the qualifier “from the stand point if the primary ultimate truth” is so important. It indicates that the predicate “empty” is expressed through the language used in the realm of the primary ultimate truth, which doesn’t involve any conceptual discrimination.

The textual evident to support this interpretation of mine comes from the second, and the last, verse in KTR, in which Bhāviveka proposed two ways of knowing:
The [ultimate] wise does not grasp the manifestation of [the likeness of] various objects of the [ordinary] mind and the [ultimate] wisdom, because the [ultimate] wisdom [operates] non-conceptually, [which means there exists things that] operates (i.e., the non-conceptual wisdom) but no things which has been operated [by the mind].

Bhāviveka provides an explanation of every vocabulary in the verse above which I arranged as follows:

1) “The wise (智者)” are those who can understand the non-erroneous nature of all existences, which is emptiness.
2) “does not grasp (不取)” means the grasp without attachment, which is equivalent to the non-conceptual wisdom.

3) “The manifestation of various objects of the mind and the wisdom (諸心慧境現)” actually indicates four things: the objects of the mind, the objects of the wisdom, the manifestation of the objects of the mind and the manifestation of the objects of the wisdom. 
4) “The mind (心)” is the one which collect the seeds of all actions, and thus is the mind of ordinary people; “The wisdom (慧)” is the one which holds the supreme virtues, and thus is the wisdom of the wise, i.e., the non-conceptual wisdom; “The objects of the mind (心境)” are the representations of every existence, i.e., the conceptualization of every existence; “The objects of the wisdom (慧境)” are the emptiness nature of every existence; “The manifestation of the objects of the mind (心境現)” is something which is similar to the objects of the mind, and thus is the representation of the objects of the mind; in the same way, “The manifestation of the objects of the wisdom (慧境現)” is the representation of the objects of the wisdom.

5) “because (由)” is to explain the reason that the wise does not grasp the representations.
6) “non-conceptually (無分別)” indicates that the non-conceptual wisdom does not grasp the representations and the intrinsic nature of the objects.

7) “operates (行)” means that the wisdom operates on, or grasps, the ultimate object, which is emptiness. 

“Things which been operated (所行)” is not explicitly explained by Bhāviveka. I interpret it as “things which been operated by the mind” based on the following sentence in KTR: “If suchness can be seen [by the mind], then [since] it is the seeable representation [of suchness] been grasped, [the seeing of suchness] is not a true seeing.”
 The representations can be seen by the mind but not by the wisdom; and suchness is just the opposite. Thus, when Bhāviveka claims that suchness cannot be seen, his intention should be that suchness cannot be seen by the mind. On the same line of reasoning, when Bhāviveka claims that the wisdom is operating but nothing has been operated, it should be understood that “nothing” means “ no representation”, and thus there is no representation which been operated by the wisdom.
According to the passage quoted above, it is clear that Bhāviveka has proposed two kinds of knowing: one through the operation of ordinary people’s mind, the other one through that of the wise’s mind, or wisdom in Bhāviveka’s word. This indicates that when Bhāviveka states that the operation of the non-conceptual wisdom is also called noble silence,
 he does not mean that the wise really don’t have any intellectual activity and thus remain silence. It is just that their intellectual activity is different from that of ordinary people. They are silence only in the sense that they don’t use the ordinary language to express their thoughts and ideas. Nevertheless, they still use the ultimate language to communicate with each other and teach ordinary people.
The details of the ultimate language

However, what exactly is this ultimate language? I have to admit that there are not many clues in Bhāviveka’s work. The only distinct feature of the ultimate language which I can claim in confidence is that, unlike the ordinary language, it does not involve any conceptual discrimination. However, I think we can just assume that this is the only difference between the ordinary language and the ultimate language. In fact, in this section, I will try to demonstrate that this assumption can fit in the whole purpose of Bhāviveka’s theory very well.
The purpose of Bhāviveka’s theory has always been connecting the conventional truth and the primary ultimate truth, and thus comes the secondary ultimate truth. However, if Bhāviveka’s conclusion is that the language used in the realm of the primary truth is totally different from the ordinary language, to the extent that it cannot express by, or translate into, the ordinary language, and thus the wise remain silence to the ordinary people, then it should be clear that his theory did not success. The gap between the conventional truth and the primary ultimate truth is simply been moved backwards, and the problem of bridging continued to exist. Therefore, we might want to find other possible conclusions for Bhāviveka.
What are other possibilities? As I have suggested earlier, the ultimate language is just the same as the ordinary language except for only one thing: one involves conceptual discrimination and the other doesn’t. This is also the key, if not only, difference between the wise and the ordinary people. One has to note, however, conceptual discrimination here doesn’t mean intellectual activity, or else the condition of the wise might be just the same as a small rock, which was considered as lacking any intellectual activities. Rather, it should means that to conceptualized things as substantial existence. Thus, the wise speaks the same language with the ordinary people. It is just that the concepts been used in the sentences are not conceptualized as substantial existences when expressed by the wise.
 The primary ultimate truth is ineffable only in the sense that the meaning expressed by the wise, who conceptualized nothing as substantial existence, cannot be fully conveyed to the ordinary people due to their inclination to conceptualized some of the things, or even everything, as substantial existences.
 However, since both of them are using the same language, one can still somehow understand the Bhāviveka’s notion regard the primary ultimate truth even if it is not fully accurate.
I further claim that this is how we should understand all the tricky parts of all Bhāviveka’s works. For example, in order to argue against the Yogācāra School, who claims that suchness and the non-conceptual wisdom do exist substantially in his understanding, Bhāviveka explicitly states that if there exists a kind of wisdom really does grasp suchness as its object, then since this wisdom do grasp an object, i.e., conceptualized the cognized thing as an object, it is not the true non-conceptual wisdom. He even quoted a passage from Prajñāpāramitā Sūtras to support his claim: “‘[Buddha asks:] Mañjuśrī! What does the eyes of the wise see?’ [Mañjuśrī answers:] ‘The eyes of the wise do not see anything.’”
 As I have mentioned above, however, Bhāviveka explains the primary ultimate truth as suchness and the non-conceptual wisdom. In PrP, Bhāviveka also states that the eyes of the wise do see suchness, the ultimate object.
 Thus, if these passages were understood literally, one should think that Bhāviveka is contradicting himself.
However, if we apply the method I suggested above, then the contradiction can be simply eased in the following way. Although both Bhāviveka and the Yogācāra School states that there are suchness and the non-conceptual wisdom is the realm of the primary ultimate truth, their “deeper meaning” are different in Bhāviveka’s understanding. Bhāviveka did not regard suchness and the non-conceptual wisdom as substantial existences in his expression, but the Yogācāra School did. Thus, for Bhāviveka, as long as the concepts are not considered as substantial existence, one is free to express the primary ultimate truth through the ordinary language.
Conclusion

Following this line of reasoning, the primary ultimate truth is to tell the ordinary people that they should train themselves to the point that they never conceptualized things as substantial existence; the secondary ultimate truth is just a tool for that purpose. Bhāviveka is expecting that the readers will obtain this tool, i.e., the arguments he provided, after understanding it, for it is the result of the wisdom from hearing and thinking about, or to be more accurate in this case, reading and understanding, KTR. By practicing with the tool, i.e., mediating, one can gradually decline the rate of conceptualizing things as substantial existences.
 When one finally gets rid of the inclination of conceptualizing things as substantial existences, it can be said that he/she have achieved the primary ultimate truth.
Bhāviveka also implicitly mentioned the way to use the secondary ultimate truth. In the concluding part of KTR, Bhāviveka suggests that when one found that he/she conceptualized something as substantial existence, one should follow the principle, i.e., the logical arguments, to observe it as empty and thus remove the false conceptualization.
 That is to say, change the subject of the thesis in the logical argument, e.g., all conditioned things, to the thing that one is cognizing, and exam whether this new argument is valid or not.
 This is exactly the way which let Bhāviveka came up with his argument. The general arguments were made after all the possibilities have been exhausted.

It is precisely this process of mediating that shows how the secondary ultimate truth plays its role. The activity of conceptualization is no longer all or nothing after the secondary ultimate truth been added between the conventional truth and the primary ultimate truth, but rather a spectrum from zero to one hundred percent. A stair has been built between two truths. One only needs to find it and then climbing the stair slowly but certainly. 
It is no surprise that the theory of Mādhyamaka is confusing. I also have to admit that my solution to it for Bhāviveka’s theory might not be particularly new. I do believe, however, that this is one of a few rare chances to find actual textual evidences to support this solution. This will have to thank Bhāviveka, for he is trying very hard to explain the Mādhyamaka theories as clearly as possible. Another possible contribution of this paper, if there is any, in my opinion, is that it focused on the true purpose of Bhāviveka, or at least KTR. The concern of the studies of KTR has always been the following two major subjects: the distinct logical arguments and the comparison between Bhāviveka’s other works, especially in terms of his attacks toward the Yogācāra School.
 However, his main purpose – connecting two truths – was not examined carefully enough, or even left untreated by many scholars. My solution may have some flaws here and there, but I just hope that this paper can provide a chance to rethink Bhāviveka’s theory in a larger and more complete picture.
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� The more common name for Bhāviveka might be Bhāvaviveka. For an overview discussion on the name of Bhāviveka, see Hsu (2013: 10-12).


� T30:1564:33a2: 「若不依俗諦，不得第一義。」


� Cf. Hsu (2011: 73; 2013: 96-99), Nasu (2002: 49-50) and Cao (1996: 80).


� Cf. Hsu (2011: 75) and Nasu (2002: 48)


� T30:1578:268b21-22: 「真性有為空，如幻，緣生故。」


� The non-conceptual wisdom is one of the two meanings of the primary ultimate truth. This will be explained in the next section.


� T30:1578:276a22-25: 「就勝義故，空性境上空等分別，亦非實有，從緣生故，猶如幻等。如是勤修，復能除遣空等分別。除遣彼故，空不空等，二邊遠離。不更以其空等行相觀察諸法。」


� However, I am hesitated to say “two kinds” of language since these two are actually really close to each other. Please see my explanation below.


� T30:1566:125a8-13: 「第一義者云何？謂：(a) 是第一而有義故，名第一義。(b) 又是最上無分別智、真實義故，名第一義。真實者，無他緣等為相。若住真實，所緣境界無分別智者，名第一義。(c) 為遮彼起等，隨順所說無起等，及聞思修慧，皆是第一義。」


� There are some discussions about the authenticity of Tarkajvālā, see Eckel (2008: 21-23).


� Cf. Hsu (2011: 70-71; 2013: 59-62), Nasu (2002: 44-45), Cao (1996: 63-65, 99-102) and Kumagai (2011).


� These three are one of the traditional soteriological methods of Buddhism.


� T30:1566:125a13-15: 「『慧』者云何是第一義？能為第一，遮作不顛倒，方便因緣故，是故復名第一義也。」


� For a detailed discussion of Bhāviveka’s understanding of the conventional truth, see Cao (1996: 122-145) and Tamura (2010).


� T30:1566:125a5-8: 「世諦者，謂世間言說……如說：提婆達多去來。……如是等，謂世間言說，名為世諦。」


� T30:1564:1c8-9: 「不生亦不滅，不常亦不斷，不一亦不異，不來亦不出。」


� Please note that the introduction of the Buddhist logic below, which is the logic primarily developed by Dignāga (ca. 480-540), is written in a very brief, and even inaccurate, way.


� Ejima (2003: 409-414) has pointed out three features in Bhāviveka’s argument.


� T30:1578:268c8-11: 「此中世間同許有者，自亦許為世俗有故。世俗現量生起因緣亦許有故。眼等有為世俗諦攝，牧牛人等皆共了知『眼等有為是實有』故。勿違如是、自宗所許、現量共知。」


� In fact, Bhāviveka provides two separate arguments in KTR to argue that, not only the conditioned existence is empty, but the unconditioned existence is also empty, and thus every existence is empty from the stand point of the primary ultimate truth. However, I found the argument for the unconditioned existence tricky to understand (or even make sense), and I haven’t found or came up with a satisfying interpretation. Thus, I will only focus on the argument for the conditioned existence in this paper.


� T32:1631:19a2-3: 「若我宗有者，我則是有過。我宗無物故，如是不得過。」


� T30:1578:277b12-13: 「諸心慧境現，智者由不取。慧行無分別，無所行而行。」


� I didn’t mention the explanation of “various” since it simply means “all”. See Ibid, 277b20-26: 「諸謂地等，隨其一類或總或別；如是眼等，及以色等，隨其一類或總或別；如是色、受、想、行與識，隨其一類或總或別；如是念住，及以正斷神足根力覺支道支、波羅蜜多、一切神通、十力無畏不共佛法、諸三摩地陀羅尼門、預流一來及以不還、若阿羅漢所有道果，隨其一類或總或別。廣說乃至一切智智。」


� Ibid, 277b14-c7: 「此中能集諸行種子，或為諸行種子所集，故名為『心』；能持勝德，或由彼持，令不流散，故名為『慧』；心慧所行，名『心慧境』……『心境』即是有為、無為所有諸相；『慧境』即是有為、無為所有空性。如契經言：『無相分別慧終不轉。』『現』謂顯現，即似心慧所行境界[有為無為所有空]性、[有為無為所有諸]相現義；『諸』謂地等，隨其一類或總或別，如是眼等及以色等。隨其一類或總或別……於一切法能正了知無顛倒性，故名『智者』；『由』者謂說捨相因緣；言『不取』者無執、無見，即是覺慧不計度義……『慧』者即是無分別智……以無影像、無相、無言，境界起相、自性分別亦無有，故名『無分別』……此中意取智無生行，說名為『行』。」


� Ibid, 277c14-15: 「真如若是可見性者，可見相取，不成真見。」


� Ibid, 277b3: 「如是慧行名『聖默然』。」


� Ibid, 277a17-19: 「修觀行者，爾時心、意、識、智不行，說名『正行無分別慧』。」


� I can hardly imagine if there is someone who conceptualized everything as substantial existence. Even if there are such people, they might be considered as icchantikas in this description, i.e., those who were deeply deluded and thus can never attain nirvāṇa, or in Bhāviveka’s word, achieve the primary ultimate truth. However, the discussion around the icchantika, e.g., the discussion of whether they really exist at all, is just another huge topic which cannot be dealt with in this paper due to many limitations. I also do not think that Bhāviveka did express his thought on this topic.


� T30:1578:274c5-8: 「緣真如智，非真出世無分別智。有所緣故，及有為故……是故經言：曼殊室利！慧眼何見？答言：慧眼都無所見。」


� T30:1566:120c7-8: 「云何為『見』？能見法性如來，是名為『見』。」


� T30:1578:276a3-6: 「修觀行者，正比量力悟入自、他二宗所執無為性空。雖聞所成智階梯力已入性空，闕勝修力，未能永斷所應除障，故復精勤習勝修力。」


� Ibid, 276a6-8: 「若於此中隨有一種為、無為相，有間、無間復現行時，即應如理，觀彼性空，遣除彼相，令不顯現，悟入諸法。」


� Of course, it will always be valid for Bhāviveka.


� T30:1578:c9-10: 「今此頌中總說量果，於觀察時，及立量時，『眼』等一一別立為宗。」


� Cf. Miyamoto 2007: 57-58
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