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Class Ore: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

AinraexmnuTpadmnuCDedmzant<,

AnekawRmnanawRmnagmimingRm<.

anirodhamanutpadamanucchedamacacvataa|
anekarthamananarthamanagamamanirgamam||1

y> atITysmuTpad< apAaepzm< izv<,

dezyamas s<bulSt< vNde vdta< vr<.

yau pratétyasamutpadaa prapaicopacamaa givaa|
decyamasa sambuddhastaa vande vadataa varaa||2

1.1:2

Of all the fully enlightened Guides,
| bow myself down to the highest

one| Nothing starts
Nothing stops

The one who teaches us the peace Nothing lives on, and

That is the final end Nothing ever dies.

Of all elaboration; Nothing comes, and
Nothing goes

The one who teaches us the way Nothing is different

That everything arises Nothing is the same.

Linked together in dependence:

Arya Nagarjuna previews here the subject matter of the entire book and the
position he will be arguing: Things exist only dependently and not
independently or self-existently. Because of the latter, nothing in and of itself



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

n SvStae naip prtae n Oa_ya< naPyhetut>,

%TpUiatu iv*Nte Eava> Kvcn ke cn..3

na svasto napi parato na dvabhyéa napyahetutau |
utpanna jatu vidyan te bhavau kvacana ke cana || 3

1.3
It is not from itself
OEwbUz UwdOOU0wi UOOwWUOOT Ul POT wi OUI
It is not from both together
OCEwPUzZUwOOUwWPPUT OUVUWEWEEUUI

Nothing at all
Could ever start
In any way at all.

Arya Nagarjuna introduces this chapter by inviting us to think about how do we

Ul POOwWUOOI U1 DOT WEOOTI UWEEOUUWOUWEUDPUI UB ww( I wl

and of themselves, they would have to come about in one of four ways. They

perhaps just come from themselvest an oak tree would then come from its elf

and not from an acorn. But if the oak tree came from something other than itself

071 WEEOQUO@UWO 10UiPU g ERE YT wOOwUUx xOUIT wUT EQwOOI

something completely separate and different from itself (like apples and

oranges), andf EUWEEOz UwET wi DPUOT T U ww2DOET wUT DOT UwWEO

U1 OU1 OYT UwOUwUOO! U1T DOT wOUT 1 UwlT EOQwWUT 1 OUIT OVI
OEwUT POT UWEOOz Uwi Exxl OQwi OUwOOwUI EUOOWEUWE OC

appearanceof arising and the conceptualization of a process of causality.




Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

cTvar> aTyya hetuialMbnmnNtr<,

twEgixptey< ¢ aTyyae naiSt pAm>. 4

catvarau pratyaya hetu¢calambanamanantaraa |
tathaivadhipateyaa ca pratyayo nasti paicamau ||4

1.4
Causal and the object,
Ruler and the just preceding|
These are the four conditions
And none of them exist,
In the same way
That there does not exist
A fifth condition.

There are four types of conditions that might bring about the arising of

UOOI Ul POT 6 ww3iT 1 wi PUUDWDUWEEOOI EwUT T w?EEUUEOU
means something that is the efficient cause for something else to happen (e.g.,

fire causing smoke). 31T 1 wUl EOOEwUa x| wbhUwWEEOOI EwUOT T w? RUU
present moment of consciousness is caused by the moment of consciousness that

OEEUUUI EwNUUUWET I OUT wbUB ww3T DUEGaAaOwWUT T Ul wbUu
of the sense powers (e.g., thE EPOPUa wUOwWUIT I AwUUODOT wdOYI U2 wU
connected to that power (e.g., the consciousness of seeing). Finally, there is the

?20ENI EOUWEOOEDPUDOO? whT PET wUI I 1T UUwWUOwWEOawi BHUL
the perceiver. None of these four condions, Arya Nagarjuna asserts, really

causes anything at all, and there are no other possibilities.



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

n ih SvEavae Eavana< aTyyaid;u ivte,

Aiv*mane SvEave prEavae n ivte. 5

na hi svabhavo bhavanaa pratya yadifiu vidyate |
avidyamane svabhave parabhavo na vidyate || 5

15
If the nature of a thing
(UOzUOwi OUCEWPOwWPUUWEOOEPUDPOOUO
And the nature of a thing
#0O1 UOz UwODPl whpHUT DPOwWBUUI 01 O
Then the nature of a thing
"OUOEOzZ UWET wbOwEOa Ul BOT wi OUI 6

The essence or naire of something (the sprout, for example) cannot be found in

what supposedly causes it (the seed), because if it did it would already be there
EQEwPOUOEwWOOU WO #itHe spblt wéiild existaleddy in the seed.

And if the essence or nature ofUT 1 wUx UOUUwi RPUUI EwbOwDUUI Of Ow
EEUUI EwEawEwWUIl 1 Edww OEOw UaEw- ET BUWNUOEWUEAUC
there is a nature to a thing, that nature or essence has to come from something

other than itself or has to be already ther e in itself.



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

3ya n aTyyvtl naaTyyvtl i3ya,

aTyya naidyavNt> idyavNti SNTyut. 6

kriya na pratyayavaté napratyayavaté kriya |
pratyaya nakriyava ntau kriyavantacca santyuta || 6

1.6
If something were to hap pen
Then it must have a cause
3TT Ul zUwWOOWUUET wUOT DOT wEUWEOQuwI YI 60
61 PET WEOI UOz Uwl EYT WEWEEUUI
OEwUT T Ul weul 6z OUwEGawEEUUI U
61 PET WEOOZzUwbOYOOYI wi YI 60U

If something had the power to act as the cause for something else, it must derive
that power from its ¢ ause. . . and back we go, infinitely. If there were nothing
that had the power, then things would just happen for no reason at all, which is
also impossible. Nothing happens without a cause and there are no causes that
EUI Oz OwUI OEUI E procéssiof tause &0 effecuiitsell wnplitatediin
the nexus of causality.



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

%Tp*te atlITyemaintime aTyya> ik,

yavUaeTp*t #taeUaaTyya> kw<. 7

utpadyate pratétyeménitéme pratyayau kila |
yavannotpadyata ime tdvannapratyayau kathaa || 7

1.7
(il wbUz UwUOUUI wUil ECwWEEUUI U
Each possess their own events
They must then be created
In dependence upon them
%OUwUT T azUl wOT T wYl UawUl EVUOO
61 WEEOwI YI OWEEOOwUIT T Ow?EEUUI U

Until the time the events start,
Thesethings cannot be causes.
But how can they not be?

Causes and effects exist only in relation to one another -- that is, dependently on
EwOPOEwWUT EVWEOOEI xUUEOPA&AT UwUT T OwUIl OEUDPOOEOO:
Ul OEUDOOwWUOwW?I I I Icdusedanesirfodeing oniy laftéd tHe ftgdt w E w

that defines it as a cause comes into being. But, Arya Nagarjuna points out, that

also is logically impossible: if the cause does not exist until the effect, then how

can the effect be caused?



Class Omr:An Analysis of the @uses of Things

nEvastae nEv st> aTyyae =wRSy yuJyte,

Ast> aTyy> kSy sti aTyyen k<. 8 .

naivasato naiva satau pratyayo 'rthasya yujyate |
asatau pratyayau kasya satacca pratyayena kia || 8

1.8
A cause is simply impossible
Whether its object exists or not
%OUwDhi wUOT EVWEPEOz Owl RPUUO
What would it be a cause of?
And if that did exist,
Then what would the cause dag?

A cause that exists in any other way than purely conceptually and relationally

cannot exist either a) when its result exis ts (in which case it would not need a

EEUUI 2 wUDOET wbhUWEOUI EEa wl ddpUAQOQUGER b IEWiPIC
did not exist (for if the result wereanon -l RBDUUIT QU wUT DOT Ow? T EVwP OU(
causeofy ? A0



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses ofhings

n sUasU sdsNxmaeR invRtRte yda,

kw< invRtRkae heturev< sit ihguJdyte.

na sannasanna sadasandharmo nirvartate yada |
kathaa nirvartak o heturevaa sati hi yujyate || 9

1.9
(DWEEOzZ UwWET wOT E0wUT T wOT DOT wl RHPUU
(UDWEEOzZ UwET wUT ECwPUWEOI UGz U
AnditcaOz Uwl RDPUUWEOQOEwWOOUwWI RPUOWUOT T UT 1

In this situation,
How could the thing which made it
Come about be called a cause?
Something would be wrong if it were so.

wUT DOT wUT EVWEOUI EEawi RDUUUWEEOZUWET wUOT T wUl
And athing UT EOWE O] UOz Uwi-IRmD 0w ® I0uwdUBuE wdE®DE wE E 07 U
no matter how many causes you bring to bear on it. And things that are existing
andnon-l BPUUDOT wEUIl wOUUUEOOGawl REOCU2®dWIU0 W Wd i O i
something fishy about thi s whole business of cause and effect!



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

AnalMbn @vay< sn! xmR %pidZyte,
Awajd hl ~ja tiaN gOp =]hl~j8 |

analambana evayaa san dharma upadigyate |
athdnalambane dharme kuta @lambanaa punau || 10

1.10
61 zY1l wxUOYI QwUT pUwWUT BOT
That appears to exist
(UwUoOOl U1 bOT wUT ECWEOUOEOZzZ DWET O

But if the appearance
#PDEOzUwl RPUUO
Then how could the thing appear?

(UzUwWET EEVUUT wUOT POT UWEOOZzZUwi RPUVWUT T whPEawOlOl 1
way they do. Smoke doesappear to come from fire, and not from water or some

other cause. There is theappearance of a connection between the two things,

EOEw Ul PUw ExxI EUEOETl wPUw Pl E0w UaEw-ETEUNUO
OUPT POEUDPOOG6»ww! UUOWEUwWbPI zeYdbes BoOrearEthkad w Ul 1 OOu
what is appearing is really happening. It cannot.

10



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

AnuTpUe;u xmeR;u inraexae naepp*te,

naaNtrmtae yu'< inéle aTyyi k>. 11

anutpannefiu dharmefiu nirodho nopapadyate |
nanantaramato yuktaa ni ruddhe pratyayacca kau || 11

1.11
Since these things
Can never start
61 WEOUOEO7z OUwWEEEI xU
That they could stop.

And so the just
Preceding one
Becomes impossible

For if it stopped,
How could it ever
Get to be a cause?

If the causes and conditions which brought about things, and the things these

EEUUI UWEOEWEOOEPUDPOOUWEUOUT T OWEEOUUOWI RBDUUI E
UUEUU? wET EEUUTI wOT 1 azEwWEOUI EEawWET wOT T Ul dww C
causes and conditions, because they existed UUT OUPEOOa OwUT I OwlT 1 a wE
PUU0O0x2 wl PUOT T UBww OEwPi wUITT awbkPl Ul wUOOT T OPwUOuU
UUEUUO? wUT 1T awbOQUOEwWUT UUwWT OQwoOUOwoOI wi eHUUI OEI
causes and conditions for something?

11



Class Or: An Analysisof the Guses of Things

Eavana< in>SvEavana< n sAa ivtte yt>,

st IdmiSmn! EvtITyetUEvaepp*te. 12

bhavanaa niusvabhavanaa na satta vidyate yatau |
satédamasmin havatétyetannaivopapadyate || 12

1.12
But if the very existence of
A thing which had no natu re
Was said not to exist,

We then could not accept
That basic tenet of events:
23T PUWOEEUUUWET EEUUT woOi wlT EU

If things do not have some kind of essential nature to them ¢ if there is no
essence to a seetl then maybe it is meaningless to say that a sprout comes
about because of the seed. But Arya Nagarjuna here is suggesting the opposite:
it is becausethings do not have essential natures that they can bring about
something else. Dependent origination is made possible by emptiness.

12



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

n ¢ VyStsmSte;u aTyye:viSt tT)l<,

aTyyey> kw< t¥» EveU aTyye;u ytl. 13

na ca vyastasamastefiu pratyayefivasti tatphalaa |
pratyayebhyau kathaa tac ca bhavenna pratyayefiu yat || 13

1.13
When separate causes come together
The result is nothing at all .
(1 wOT 1 WEEUUI Uwil EYI Oz OUwEOa
How could any start from causes?

The effectt the oak tree ¢ is not objectively found in any one of its causes (the

acorn, the earth it is planted in, the sunlight, the water, etc.) or in all of them put

together. It seems to ariseseparately from its causes. So in what sense can we

UEawUl EQwUOT 1T wOEOQwWUUI 1T w?EOOI Uwi UOGO? wOUW?EUDUI
here returns to the problem of causation if one imagines it as having some kind

of independent reality.

13



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

Awasdip tAe_y> aTyye_y> avtRte,
AaTyye yae =ip kSmaUaiEavtRte )I<. 14.

athdsadapi tattebhyau pratyayebhyau pravartate |
apratyayebhyo 'pi ka smannébhipravartate phalaa || 14

1.14
If even though
(UwbPEUOZz OwUOT 1 UI
It somehow came from causes,

61 AawEOUOEOz UwbhU
Come as well

From things which

61 Ul Oz OwbUUWEEUUI Uy

But if the oak tree is not found in its causes, but nevertheless arises from causes,

Ul 1T OwpkpT awEOUOEOZ UWEwWUUI 1 aul EaOuDE Gul QESEuNUURIUD WuLE G 2
from a kitchen sink, or a breeze, or by a spoken word? Here Arya Nagarjuna

reaffirms the appearance of dependent origination organized around regularly

reoccurring rules of causation. But in the next verses he will again undercut the

belief that this appearance could possibly be working the way it appears to be.

14



Class Or: An Analysis of the @uses of Things

)< c aTyymy< aTyyaiaSvy<mya>,
)ImSvmye_yae yATaTyymy< kw<. 15

phalaa ca pratyayamayaa pratyayaccasvayammayau |
phalamasvamayebhyo yattatpratyayamayaa kathaa || 15

1.15
Since the nature of a cause
Is to give a result,
Causes have no nature
Of their own.

What result could come
From something
3T E0wbUOz0wbUOUI Oi vy
How could a cause
Have a nature?

Effects are brought about by causes, and therefore the essential nature of a cause
is to bring about an effect. But since causes exist dependently on the effect they
bring about, they do not have an independent or essential nature. If we say that
effects, arising as they do from causes, derive their essential natures from those
causes, and causes have no essential natures of their own, then there can be no
essential nature to the effects.

15
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tSmaU aTyymy< naaTyymy< )I<,
s<ivie& h] a]Jr] PEPuu]. £EPuul] :

tasméanna pratyayamayaa napratyayamayaa phalaa |
saavidyate phalabha vatpratyayapratyayau kutau || 16

1.16
Thus, there is no nature
To a cause
But a cause without a nature
"OQUOEOzUwl EYT wEGawUI UUOU

OEwbPi wbUz UwlUUI
That no result exists,
How could something
Be a cause
3T EVWEOUOEOz UWET wEWEEUUI y

If there is no nature to a cause t if it does not have the nature of bringing about

an effect¢ then how can it bring about an effect? And if there are no effects
brought into exis tence by causes, then in what sense could we say that a cause is
a cause if it brings nothing into effect?

16
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Class Two: An Analysis of the Parts of a Person

épkar[inmR’< n épmupl_yte,

«l aWlel j ejiNA8 »Vupa «I| g]
pgn_iép_j _lgpksir_T | _ pdgn_ksn_| fw
pgncjéng | _ |l gpksir_T brew_rc pgn_i ép

4.1
You could never conceive of a form
Separate from what makes it up.
But these components of a form
Could also never be seen
(T wOT T awpkPl Ul wUl OOYI Ewi UOOwWUT T PUwW?I ¢

In this chapter, Arya Nagarjuna discusses whether the five main parts that make
up a person truly exist. The first of these five ? | 1 E x Ekandifadisucalled

? | O Uréigiring to the physical body of a person as well as all material
phenomenainthex I U Y @dBi¢. Formis used throughout this chapter to stand
in for all five heaps(see below, 4.7); the arguments pertaining to form extend
also to the other four.

The opening verse, as usual, states the basic argument of the chapter as a whole:
Physical form or matter, one of the main parts of the person, cannot be conceived
apart from its constituent material parts (which are sometimes enumerated as
the four elements of earth, air, fire, and water). But the parts of form could not

be conceived orperceivedas parts of form if they were isolated from the whole of
which they are parts. Parts and the whole are mutually dependent and neither
exists self-existently.

17



Class Two: An Analysis of the Parts of a Person

épkar[inmuR’e épe ép< aslyte,

Aahetwkn caSTywR> kiidahetuk> Kv2ct!.

pgn_iép_j_lgpksirc pgnc pgdgn_T np_q_h
T

efcrsi _I_ adqrw_prf_h i _eagbé&fcrsi _F

4.2

If we could ever separate
A form from its components ,

311 Owbl zEwl EY] wEwi 6UO
3T EVWEPEOz OwilEYT wEOawEEUUI U

But thereisOz UWwE OwOENI EU

In all the world

61 PET WEOI UOz Uwl EYT wWEWEEUUI

3T 1T W?PEOOxO01 OUU w6 Dbl iUO WEOWP wUOET UUReFér wEUwWUT |
the form. It is because of these components that form comes about. If there were form (a

E O E a O wO thdl existadapait #om its components or causes, it would be partless

(without limbs, head, and torso) or causeless. One set of problemsensues if we regard

form as partless; another ensues if we take form as causeless. Arya Nagarjunabegins

here by saying that form which PU Oz UwEE U U E farBhdraui® it seriity af e |

of sense perception arthaA wb 1 DET wWEOI UOz OWEOOTI wbOUOwi RPUUI OE
EOOEPUPOOUB ww wxl UUOO7ZUWEOEaAOwI OUwl REOx Ol OWEUE

18



Class Two: An Analysief the Parts of a Person

épe[tuivinmUNA8 ue’ Ou] 60Ol g] nWs8)

pgncj _ rs tglgpksir _ T w_
i épw_i T i ép_j_T gweéeb | éq

=g]J] uNg8 g]nw8 Ou] U j]OPug]u
] .
r

4.3
If a component of form
Could ever be held
Apart fr om its form,

371 OQwbl zEwWl EY]I WEWEOOXxOOI OUC
That comprised nothing |
A cause without a result.
That could never exist.

(T wUOOT wxEUUwWOI wdOI z UwE O E apeaispltedi fran tiebdp@® wi OU wl R E
which it were a part, what would it be? It could no longer be a part of a larger whole,

EQEwUl UUwbUwbPOUOEWET WEW?PEOOXxOOI OUwUTI EVWEOOxUDL
analyzing the process of causality and perception. If the parts of a form are the cause for

that form, which exists first 1 the parts (cause) or the whole (result)? If we say, as would

seem commonsensical, that the parts of form must come before the form, then we would

have a cause for a result before the result occurs. But a cause is only a cause when it

brings about a result, that is, after the result, not before. A cause without a result does

not exist as a cause. A part can only be a part of a whole, which presupposes the

existence of a whole of which it is a part. We cannot perceive things as partsuntil we

perceive the whole of which they are parts.

19



Class Two: An Analysis of the Parts of a Person

épe sTyev €pSy kar[< naepp*te,
épe=sTyev épSy kar[< naeppHe.

p g
pan

C q_rwct _

n agn_qgw i é
c %q_rwct _

p p _
pgn_qw_ i ép_] T | mn _
4.4
Even if there was a form

What makes it up would be
Completely impossible .

OEwPi wOT T Ul wbUOz UwEOawi 66U
What makes it up is still
Completely impossible .

If form (like the body) truly existed, it would exist independently of its components and

its causes. That would mean it would not need its parts and would not needcauses to
bring it into existence , since it already exists. And if form did not exist at all, then there
would be no parts to it nor any causes for it, since it does not exist. A further implication

is that i f the components of form came together to make upor causeform, then we should
be able to see that process at work. But when we look for any one of the individual parts
that comprise form (the hand of a body, for example), those partsturn out to have parts
too (the five fingers and the palm), and each of those parts have parts (the top, middle,

and bottom of each finger), and so onad infinitum . We could never see a hand, let alone a
body, if this were how we were seeing things.

20
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in:kar[< puna ép< nEv nEvaepP*te,

p Oi ] ° U ka<iiUivkipan! AvkLpyet!.5.

p T nslé& pdgn_T | _gt_ | gt mn

Jiép_j _ _ _
r_gkéb pdgn_e_rél iéTeagll _ tgi_jneél

4.5
A form not made of anything
Is illogical, in fa ct
(UzZUwUOUEOOaAaWUPEDPEUOOUUN
So just stop having
All these misconceptions
About form .

But a form that is not made up of its parts or brought ab out by its causes is also
impossible. So Arya Nagarjuna advises us to start thinking very differently about fo rm
and the other parts that make up the person. Easier said than done!

21
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j g] nWOu o»v8 g]J]uNei Pugqll"
j g] nWOu] o»v8.g] uNei Puqgl l '

|l i ép_jJ _gw_ q_bre_T iépw_kgrwsn_n_Db
I i ép_j_qwéq_bre_T iépw_kgrwsn_n_bw_
4.6

61 WEOUOEOz UwUE a

3711 wOi POT wOT EO0z UWOEE]
Resembles that

Which makes it up.
l U0wpkl wEEOz UwUE a

3711 wOi POT wOT EO0z UWOEE]
#0O1 UOz UwUIl Ul OEOI

What makes it up.

The parts of the body are not identical to the body they make up (the knee is not a

miniature body) ; a causeis not the same as its effect (if it were, the two would be

indistinguishable). But, on the other hand, the parts of the body cannot be entirely

differentfrom UT 1| wWEOEaA wUT T awEOOxUPUI wi PUT T UOwi OUwWBI wl
of your body. A cause must be related to its effect to be a cause of that effect, or else

anything whatsoever could bring about any other thing.

22



Class Two: An Analysis of the Parof a Person

vednaicAs<}ana< s<Skaral[a< ¢ svRz>,

sveR;amev Eavana< épe[Ev sm> 3m>.7

tcb | éagrr_qgqg_Théaeéel et q_Taqi
T C]

-

v

g_ptcjeéekct _ ~féetele

A

peéj a_ ¢
pgn t

e _
gt _ g_k_h i

4.7
Now use the same progression
As we did for form itself
On feelings, discrimination,
Miscellaneous factors, mind,
And all existing things .

Here Arya Nagarjuna just states that all the previous observations about form hold true
[ OUwWUTT wOUT T Uwi OUUwW?RT 1T ExU? w ® ealingt) Ih® BeukyEFoO w x EU U
discri mination, the miscellaneous factors or dispositions, and mind or consciousness ¢ as
well as all existing things of this type. What he is suggesting here is that if you
understand the emptiness of any one thing ¢+ form, in this case + you understand the
emptiness of every other thing. One of the commentators quotes here the following verse
from the Perfection of Wisdom Sutra:

Just as you understand yourself,

So too can you understand all living beings.

Just as you understand all living beings,

So too can you understand all things.

23



Class Two: An Analysis of the Parts of a Person

iv€he y> prlhar< k«te zUNytya vdet!,

svj tSyapirut< sm< saXyen jayge.

tgep _fc w_h n_péfép 7T ii1rc eglw_ r_ wé
qg_pt _T r_gwén_pgfirr_T7T q_k_T qgébfwcl _
4.8
Whenever we use emptiness
In a debate

And someone tries to reply
37T awl EYI Oz OwOEET wEwWUI xOQawEUVWEOGO
Because it is simply
Proving our point .

Arya NagarjunasUE Ul Uwl 1 Ul wOT EVWEOQCaAa wOENT EUPOOwWUOwWT PUWE
OUUwx OPOU» wbOwlUT EVUwBDUwWwPPOOwWxUI UUxxOUI wUuoOOI Ul BC
must have some kind of inherent self-existence But this is exactly what needs to be

proven. Arya Nagarjuna asserts that any claim to self -existencecan be refuted through
the arguments put forward in this chapter.

24



Class Two: An Analysis of the Parts of a Person

VyaOyane y %palME< k«te zUNytya vdet!,

svj tSyanupalBx< sm< saXyen jayte.9
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4.9
Whenever we use emptiness
To give a teaching
And someone raises a problem
37T awl EYI OzUem&alUl EwWEwx UOEO
Because it is simply
Proving our point .

Any objection to the assertion that things are empty of self -existence and exist only

dependently is just a sign of some kind of grasping to something which is thought to

have self-existence. And any kind of claim to something that exists inherently or

iOEl x1 OEl OUOA WEEQWET wg@gUPEOOawUT OPOWUOWET WwEEU!
xOPOUB »
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10.1
If fuel were fire
The actor and action would be the same.
But if they were different
Then fire could burn without fuel.

In this chapter, Arya Nagarjuna takes up the example of fire and fuel which others

usedas a metaphor to argue that were thi ngs that were both truly or inherently

existing and also dependently originating . Even dependent things have sel

existence, it was claimed. Fire dependson fuel, but fire and fuel are distinct but also

have their own separate exsitences. Fireis neither identical to nor absolutely

different from fuel. Similarly, it might be argued,there could be a self that truly

exists even while also dependingon its parts ¢ a self who is neither identical to nor

EDITTUI OUwi UOOWUT T wuUl Oi zUwxEUUUOWEUUOwWOIT Y1 UUI

Arya Nagarjuna will argue that things like fire and fuel can neither be really the
same as each othemor inherently different from one another ¢ and these are the
only two alternatives.

In this opening verse, Arya Nagarjuna sets up the dilemma: If fire (equated in this
verseto the actor or agent) and fuel (compared to the action) truly exist, they must
be essentially the same gkatva) or essentially different ( anyatva). If they were the
essentially the same, fire and fuel as well as actor and action would be identical
and, therefore, indistinguishable. If they we re essentially different, then one could
exist without the other: fire could burn without fuel.
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10.2

It would be permanently burning
And not something that is inflamed
Due to causes.
Rekindling it would be pointless
And being like that
It would do nothing.

2 Owoi Uz U wUite and el warelg$séntially or inherently different. If they
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due to causes? and therefore would already and always be burning. There would be
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which E b E O zoudo Briything ¢ and that would be absurd. There is no agent

without an action , and vice versg they exist only interdependently.
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10.3

Since it would be independent
Of anything else
It would not be something that is inflamed
Due to causes.

Reigniting a permanently burning thing
Would be pointless.

Being independent of its causes, fire would not need fuel to burn and would burn

eternally. And if fire was burning eternally it would be pointless to rekindle it; it

would need no rekindling, ever. Fire, of course, does not exist this way. We never

perceive fire to exist apart from fuel. It exists only dependently on fuel. And itis

because it is not independent thatitcan ? EOQwUOOI Ul DOT » wepbdl 6 OWEOOL
depends on) andalso makes it necessary for it to be reignited when it goes out

having consumed the fuel. Fire is not independent of its causesbecauseit is seen to

be brought into existence the fuel, burn for as long as the fuel lasts, and go out when

the fuel is consumed. So fire and fuel cannot be inherently different.
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104
And if it is the fuel that is burning
Then what is the causefor it to burn
Since that (burning) is nothing other than this (the fuel) ?

But if fire is not different from fuel, how can we say that one thing brings about

One might argue that it is n ot the fire but the fuel that burns. The fire, under this

viewpoint, does indeed depend on the fuel but is not different from it since the fuel is

PT EUz UwE Ob O1 BubvAnja Ndgajund Beeipoints out that if we say this

we are saying that the fire and fuel are identical and indistinguishable . And if we

say that, then we cannot say that the fuel is the cause of the burning or the fire.
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different.
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10.5
And if fire were different than the fuel
It could not interact with fuel
And if it did not interact
It would not burn.

2001 Ul pOT wUT EVWEOI UOzUwUI BT ODPUI
Would never go out,
And something that was never extinguish
Would always remain
Possessing its own characteristics.

And now back to the oth er side of the problem: If fire were actually or really
different than the fuel, how could it interact with it? Really separate and different

things never touch (for if they did they would no longer be separate and different).
If fire and fuel were tru ly distinct, how could fire burn fuel?
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10.6
If fire were different than fuel
It could unite with fuel
Just asa woman unites with a man
And a man with a woman.
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different and come together?
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10.7
If fire were indeed different from fuel,
It could interact naturally with fuel
But only provided that bo th fire and fuel
Were mutually distinct.

Arya Nagarjuna answers the objection by saying that different things like fire and

fuel might interact with each other, like men and women do, but only if they were

truly different, that is, only if they were mutua O 04 WEDUUDPOEUBS wwnOUwWE Ow?
requires that there be two discrete things that come together. But since fire and fuel

cannot exist apart from each other (as we have seen already), they are not truly

different and distinct. . . and therefore cannot in teract!
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10.8
If fire depends on fuel
And fuel depends on fire
Then which would be first to arise ?
Is fire dependent on fuel
Or vice versa?

Here we begin an analysis of how the interdependence between fire and fuet if that
interdependence is conceived of as existing in any other way than as a mere

appearancet is also impossible. For if fire depends on fuel for its existence, then the

fuel must exist before the fire. Fuel also depends on fire for its existence-- wood, for
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