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Chapter 9: An Analysis of What is There Before 

 

dzRnï[adIin vednadIin caPyw , 

darçanaçraëädéni vedanädéni cäpyatha  | 

ÉviNt ySy àage_y> sae =StITyeke vdNTyut .  1 

bhavanti yasya prägebhyaù so 'stétyeke vadantyuta  ||  1 

 

9.1 

Some say hearing, sight, and such 

And mental modes like feelings  

Are triggered by their object  

Which must exist before 

 

Arya Nagarjuna anticipates a possible objection to the claim that there is no self-

existent person or ñmeò  in the first two verses of this chapter.  There must be a truly 

existent person because if there isnôt, who is doing the experiencing when one 

experiences something?  There would have to be a previously existing ñhearerò for 

there to be hearing, a seer for there to be seeing, a feeler for there to be feelings, etc.   

 

In his commentary, Je Tsongkapa says that with this chapter Arya Nagarjuna is 

beginning a discussion of the emptiness of persons (or of the subject, the ñmeò), 

having completed the explanation of the emptiness of phenomena (objects, the 

ñmineò).   If there are hearers and seers and feelers who exist before the hearing, 

seeing, and feeling, then one could say they exist independently and with a self-nature.  

The ñobject which must exist beforeò which triggers hearing, seeing, feeling, and so 

forth is thus the person who hears, sees, feels, etc.   If there is such a person who 

ñexists before,ò than we could say there is a self-existent person.   

 

One could also argue, on the same grounds, that the ñobject which must exist beforeò 

mentioned in this verse could refer the objects of sense.  How could there be a hearing 

if there werenôt something audible that occurred first?  How could there be a seeing if 

there werentô something there visible first?  The imaginary opponent may be picking 

up on what Arya Nagarjuna said in the last verse of the last chapter about a 

ñgrasping.ò  For this is how perception works according to certain schools of 

Buddhism:  an object of sense is ñgraspedò by a sense power that reaches out to it.   

But there also must be someone who ñgraspsò for there to be such a ñgrasping.ò  So the 

objection is that the grasper who grasps that which is grasped must exist prior to that 

which is grasped. 
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Chapter 9: An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

kw< ýiv*manSy dzRnaid Év:yit , 

kathaà hyavidyamänasya darçanädi bhavañyati  | 

ÉavSy tSmaTàage_y> sae =iSt Éavae VyviSwt> .  2 

bhävasya tasmätprägebhyaù so 'sti bhävo vyavasthitaù  ||  2 

 

9.2 

If these things did not exist  

How could sight and such occur? 

Objects must already be there 

Existing before we see them 

 

(ÍɯɁÛÏÌÚÌɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɂɯȹÔÌÈÕÐÕÎɯÌÐÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÌß×ÌÙÐÌÕÊÌÙɯÖÍɯÌß×ÌÙÐÌÕÊÌÚȮɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÖÉÑÌÊÛÚɯ

that trigger the experience) did not exist first, who or what would there be to see, 

hear, etc.?   

 

Both of the two great commentators, Candrakirti and Je Tsong kapa, give the 

ÚÈÔÌɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌȭɯɯ(ÍɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÞÌÙÌÕɀÛɯÈÓÙÌÈËàɯÚÖÔÌÉÖËàɯÞÏÖɯÌßÐÚÛÌËɯÉÌÍÖÙÌɯÏÌɯÖÙɯÚÏÌɯ

ÖÉÛÈÐÕÌËɯÔÖÕÌàȮɯÏÖÞɯÊÖÜÓËɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÉÌɯÈÕàÖÕÌɯÞÏÖɯÖÉÛÈÐÕÌËɯÔÖÕÌàȳɯɯ8ÖÜɯÞÖÜÓËÕɀÛɯ

ÚÈàɯÛÏÈÛɯÚÖÔÌÖÕÌɯÞÏÖɯËÐËɯÕÖÛɯÌßÐÚÛɯȹÛÏÌɯÊÓÈÚÚÐÊɯÛÙÖ×ÌɯÏÌÙÌɯÐÚɯÈɯɁÚÖÕɯÖÍɯÈɯÉÈÙÙÌÕɯ

ÞÖÔÈÕɂ) accumulated wealth, would you?  

 

(ÍɯÞÌɯÛÈÒÌɯɁÛÏÌÚÌɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɂɯÛÖɯÔÌÈÕɯÛÏÌɯÖÉÑÌÊÛÚɯÖÍɯÚÌÕÚÌÚȮɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÈÙÎÜÔÌÕÛɯ

ÜÕÍÖÓËÚȭɯɯ'ÖÞɯÊÖÜÓËɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÉÌɯÈɯÚÌÌÐÕÎɯÖÍɯÚÖÔÌÛÏÐÕÎɯÐÍɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÞÈÚÕɀÛɯÈɯ×ÙÌÝÐÖÜÚÓàɯ

existing visible thing?  

 
Je Tsongkapa also explains ñsight and suchò to refer to both the five sense powers or 

faculties (sight, hearing, tasting, smelling, and feeling) and also to the various mentalò 

modesò or factors (as also indicated in the previous verse).  In the Abhidharma texts, 

there are fifty-one mental factors listed, beginning with the five ñomnipresentò ones of 

feeling, discrimination, intention, contact, and mental engagement.   

 

The point here is that, just as there must be seer in order to see, there must be a 

previously existing mind or thinker in order for the mind to ñhaveò feelings, 

discriminations, intentions, etc. 
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Chapter 9: An Analysis of What is There Before 

 

dzRnïv[aid_yae vednaid_y @v c , 

darçanaçravaëädibhyo vedanädibhya eva ca  | 

y> àaGVyviSwtae Éav> ken à}Pyte =w s> .  3 

yaù prägvyavasthito bhävaù kena prajïapyate 'tha saù  ||  3 

 

9.3 

That thing which is already there  

Sitting by itself  

Before we ever see or hear 

Or sense it or the likeɭ 

Tell me how it is that you  

$ÚÛÈÉÓÐÚÏɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÛɀÚɯÛÏÌÙÌȳ 

 

3ÏÐÚɯÝÌÙÚÌɯÉÌÎÐÕÚɯ ÙàÈɯ-ÈÎÈÙÑÜÕÈɀÚɯÙÌ×ÓàɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕÛÌÕtion that there must be a 

previously existing self in order for experiences to be possible, or a previously 

existing sense object in order for it to be sensed. 

 

He first points out that it makes no sense to say that something exists before the 

experience of that something.  For one thing, how can one know something is 

there before it is seen, heard, felt, etc.?  Something or someone who existed prior 

to being perceived would indeed exist independently.  But something that is not 

perceived is not known.  So how would one ever know that that something or 

someone existed until it was perceived? 

 

Furthermore, how can we say there is a seer, hearer, or feeler who exists before 

they see, hear, or feel?  The one who sees cannot exist before the act of seeing that 

mÈÒÌÚɯÐÛɯ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯÍÖÙɯÜÚɯÛÖɯÊÈÓÓɯÛÏÌÔɯɁÖÕÌɯÞÏÖɯÚÌÌÚȭɂɯɯ(ÍɯÞÌɯÐÔÈÎÐÕÌËɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯ

differently, then there could be a seer before he or she saw anything, a hearer who 

ÞÈÚÕɀÛɯÏÌÈÙÐÕÎȮɯÌÛÊȭ 

 

From another angle we can also say that if there were a self-existent, 

independent, previously existing seer, hearer, smeller, taster or feeler, they would 

always  be seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting, and feeling ɬ and therefore would 

not need to see, hear, smell, taste, and feel again or anew.   

 



 

 5 

Chapter 9: An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

ivnaip dzRnadIin yid casaE VyvSwt> , 

vinäpi darçanädéni yadi cäsau vyavasthataù  | 

AmUNyip Éiv:yiNt ivna ten n s<zy> .  4 

amünyapi bhaviñyanti vinä tena na saàçayaù  ||  4 

 

9.4 

If you claim it sits there  

Before ever being seen or such 

No doubt their senses also 

Could exist without its presence  

 
Next, Arya Nagarjuna points out that if you assume a previously existing visible thing 

which existed as such before being seen, then you would also have to say that there 

were sense powers that could also exist without sensing anything.  If there previously 

existed a visible thing it would be separable from the sense power of seeing. . . and vice 

versa.   

 

So if there were an independently and previously existing visible object, there would 

also have to be an independently and previously existing sense power of seeing just 

waiting to see the visible object when it appeared.  There could be a ñseeingò that 

wasnôt a seeing of something! 

 

The same logic holds if we take the ñitò that ñsits there before ever being seen or suchò 

as the person who sees.  If there were an independently and previously existing seer, 

then there would also have to be an independently and previously existing ability to see 

that was just waiting to be deployed by a seer who was already and always seeing! 
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Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 

 

AJyte ken ict! kiít! ik< icTken icdJyte , 

ajyate kena cit kaçcit kià citkena cidajyate  | 

gÕp: eg8 e_e j] ge­ePgiĄ e_Pg8 e_e j] gÕp: *  1 

kutaù kià cidvinä kaçcitkim citkaà cidvinä kutaù  ||  5 

 

9.5 

Which one is identified  

And which identifies?  

(ÕɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÖÕÌɀÚɯÈÉÚÌÕÊÌɯÐÚɯÐÛ 

That the other could not be? 

 

Whichever one is absent, 

How could the other be? 
 

How could there be a visible object until someone sees it?  And how could there be 

someone seeing something until there is a visible object to see?  If one is absent, so is 

the other.  There is no visible object without someone seeing it, and no seer without a 

visible object that is seen. 
 

Arya Nagarjuna is here pointing to a profound general point.  Subjects (ñmeò) and 

objects (ñmineò) in general exist only in a mutually dependent way.  There is no 

subject without an object, and vice versa.  There is no previously existing me that then 

perceives the world around me, nor is there a previously existing world waiting around 

for me to come and perceive it.   

 

An ñexisting thingò and a ñknowable thingò are synonyms in Buddhist logic.  A thing 

literally comes into existence only when known.  And if it is not known by someone, it 

literally does not exist.  An object comes into existence only when perceived by a 

subject.  But by the same token, there is no subject who exists until it perceives an 

object.  The mind or subject too only comes into existences when it functions as a 

perceiver or knower of an object. 

 

Everything exists interdependently.  And at the highest level this means in a mutually 

dependent way that can only be coming from a mind that projects itself as a subject, the 

objects the subject perceives, and the mutually dependent relationship between them. 
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Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

 

sveR_yae dzRnaid_y> kiíTpUvaeR n iv*te , 

sarvebhyo darçanädibhyaù kaçcitpürvo na vidyate  | 

AJyte dzRnaidnamNyen punrNyda .  6 

ajyate darçanädinämanyena punaranyadä  ||  6 

 

9.6 

(ÛɯÊÈÕɀÛɯÉÌɯÛÏÈÛɯÈɯÛÏÐÕÎɯÌßÐÚÛÚ 

Before the group of sight and such 

 

Or else, establish it exists 

In some other time 

Than that in which you saw it  

And through some other means 

Besides seeing and the rest 

 
This verse seems to be Arya Nagarjuna giving voice to another possible objection.   

So maybe there isnôt a person or self-existent subject that exists before all things such 

as seeing and the rest (sarvebhyo darshanadibhyah).  But there is such a person or self-

existent subject who exists prior to each of these things individually.  There is a person 

who sees and who exists while the seeing is going on, and then at another time 

(anyada) there is someone who hears and exists when there is something audible, etc.   

 

There is still, the opponent might claim, a real, truly existing person, self, or subject.  

But that person is at one time a seer, and at another time a hearer, etc.  The self would 

under this understanding actually be a series of truly existing selves. 
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Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 

 

 

sveR_yae dzRnaid_yae yid pUvaeR n iv*te , 

sarvebhyo darçanädibhyo yadi pürvo na vidyate  | 

@kEkSmaTkw< pUvaeR dzRnade> s iv*te .  7 

ekaikasmätkathaà pürvo darçanädeù sa vidyate  ||  7 

 

9.7 

You say a thing does not exist 

Before the group of sight and suchɭ 

How then could it come before  

Each individual power of sense? 

 

Arya Nagarjuna replies that this makes no sense.  If you concede there is no self-

existing person before all the sense powers, how could there be one who existed 

before each one separately?   

 

Je Tsongkapa says that to deny a self who exists before all the sense powers and 

such, while affirming a self who exists before each of these powers, is like saying 

that although a forest does not exist before all the trees, it does exist before each 

one of them.   

 

If there were a person or self who existed before each of the powers of sense 

individually and sequentially, would the person who is seeing at one time be the 

same or different than the person who is at another time hearing ?   
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Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

 

Ô:ta s @v s ïaeta s @v yid vedk> , 

drañtä sa eva sa çrotä sa eva yadi vedakaù  | 

@kEkSmaÑveTpUvR @v< cEtÚ yuJyte .  8 

ekaikasmädbhavetpürva evaà caitanna yujyate  ||  8 

 

9.8 

But neither would it be co rrect 

If eye or ear or feeler 

Were themselves to come before 

Each of their respective objects 

 

I t would make no sense to say that there was a self who at different times was a 

seer, a hearer, and a feeler while somehow remaining itself ɬ a seer who remains 

a seer while later becoming a hearer and hearing.  For if there were a series of 

selves, and the self at each point in that series was the same self, then again 

there would be a self who had the capability to see, hear, and feel who existed 

before the seeing, hearing, feeling, etc. that it would be doing later.  

 

A seer who remained a seer while hearing a sound could not be seeing a sight at 

the same time as hearing a sound ɬ these things happen only one at a time.  A 

seer who remained a seer while hearing would be a seer who was not seeing 

while being a hearer who was hearing! 

 

The supposed person who pre-exists before one of the sense powers arising could 

not, therefore, be identical to the supposed person who pre-exists before another 

of those sense powers. 
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Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

 

ÔòaNy @v ïaetaNyae vedkae =Ny> punyRid , 

drañöänya eva çrotänyo vedako 'nyaù punaryadi  | 

sit SyaÎ+:tir ïaeta b÷Tv< caTmn< Évet! . 9 

sati syäddrañtari çrotä bahutvaà cätmanaà bhavet  || 9 

 

9.9 

If seer, hearer, and feeler 

Were really separate from each other, 

Then if I saw when I was hearing  

(ɀËɯÕÌÌËɯÛÖɯÔÜÓÛÐ×ÓàɯÔàÚÌÓÍ 

 

 

But if the person who is seeing is completely different from the person who later 

hears, how could these two truly different selve s have any relationship to one 

ÈÕÖÛÏÌÙȳɯɯ(ÕɯÞÏÈÛɯÚÌÕÚÌɯÞÖÜÓËɯÚÜÊÏɯÈɯÊÖÕÛÐÕÜÖÜÚÓàɯÊÏÈÕÎÐÕÎɯÚÌÓÍɯÉÌɯÈɯɁÚÌÓÍɂɯÈÛɯ

all?   

 

Furthermore, if these different selves really or inherently existed as completely 

different ɬ if there were a truly existing seer who was different and separable 

from a truly existing hearer ɬ then these truly existing but different selves could 

exist at the same time.  There would, in this case, be (as one commentator says) 

ɁÔÜÓÛÐ×ÓÌɯÚÐÔÜÓÛÈÕÌÖÜÚɯÚÌÓÝÌÚȭɂɯɯ 

 

There would in this case have to ÉÌɯɁÈɯÔÜÓÛÐÛÜËÌɯÖÍɯÚÌÓÝÌÚɂɯȹbahutvam 

atmanam).  There would be different seers, hearers, and feelers, but they would 

all exist at the same time!  It would be pretty crowded inside!  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 11 

Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 

 

 

dzRnïv[adIin vednadIin caPyw , 

darçanaçravaëädéni vedanädéni cäpyatha  | 

ÉviNt ye_ySte:ve; ÉUte:vip n iv*te.  10 

bhavanti yebhyasteñveña bhüteñvapi na vidyate ||  10 

 

9.10 

This seeing, hearing, and the rest, 

And feelings and the like,  

And all the things that come from the m 

3ÏÌàɯÚÐÔ×ÓàɯËÖÕɀÛɯÌßÐÚÛ 

 
Arya Nagarjuna is here saying that not only is there no self or person that can 

inherently exist as the seer of seeing, the hearer of hearing and the feeler of feelings.  

Neither is that self somehow grounded in the ñthings that come from them,ò the 

elements (bhutas) of earth, wind, fire, and water.   

 

The self cannot be found in the physical elements of solidity, mobility, heat, and 

fluidity, which are the bases for the objects that the sense powers sense, any more than 

it can be found in that which is the seer, hearer, feeler, etc. of those sense powers.  The 

same reasoning as given above would apply.  Could an experiencer of solidity exist 

before there were solid things to experience?  Could solidity exist before there was an 

experience of solidity? 

 

Everything exists in the same way: relationally and interdependently.  Nothing exists 

independently.  Nothing exists on its own.  Subjects and objects mutually create each 

other. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 12 

Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

dzRnöv[adIin vednadIin caPyw , 

darçanasravaëädéni vedanädéni cäpyatha  | 

n iv*te ce*Sy s n iv*Nt #maNyip .  11 

na vidyate cedyasya sa na vidyanta imänyapi  ||  11 

 

9.11 

Who is it that sees and hears 

And feels and all the rest? 

Without this one, the re st of them 

Would never come to be 

 

Here Arya Nagarjuna does two things.  First, he notes that if there is no inherent 

or true existence to a seer who sees, a hearer who hears, a feeler who feels, etc., 

there cannot be any true existence to sense faculties of seeing, hearing, feeling, 

and the rest either.  If the seer exists only dependently on the seeing, then the 

ÚÌÌÐÕÎɯÈÓÚÖɯÌßÐÚÛÚɯÖÕÓàɯËÌ×ÌÕËÌÕÛÓàɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÌÙȭɯɯ Úɯ"ÈÕËÙÈÒÐÙÛÐɯÚÈàÚȮɯɁ(ÍɯÛÏÌɯÖÕÌɯ

of whom seeing and the other kinds of perception does not exist, then it has been 

ÔÈËÌɯÌÝÐËÌÕÛɯÛÏÈÛɯÚÌÌÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÖÛÏÌÙÚɯÒÐÕËÚɯÖÍɯ×ÌÙÊÌ×ÛÐÖÕɯËÖɯÕÖÛɯÌßÐÚÛȭɂ 

 

!ÜÛɯÖÜÙɯÈÜÛÏÖÙɯÐÚɯÈÓÚÖɯÏÌÙÌɯÙÌÔÐÕËÐÕÎɯÜÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÑÜÚÛɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯËÖÕɀÛɯÌßÐÚÛɯÛÏÌɯ

ÞÈàɯÛÏÌàɯÚÌÌÔɯËÖÌÚÕɀÛɯÔÌÈÕɯÛÏÌàɯËÖÕɀÛɯÌßÐÚÛɯÈÛɯÈÓÓȭɯɯɁ-ÖɯÖÕÌɯÞÏÖɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÐÕÚÈÕÌ 

would reject the existence of the person who is the agent of such things as seeing 

ÈÕËɯÏÌÈÙÐÕÎȮɂɯÞÙÐÛÌÚɯ)Ìɯ3ÚÖÕÎÒÈ×ÈȭɯɯɁ3ÏÌÙÌÍÖÙÌɯÐÛÚɯÛÖÛÈÓɯÕÖÕÌßÐÚÛÌÕÊÌɯÔÈÒÌÚɯÕÖɯ

ÚÌÕÚÌȭɂ 

 

There is a middle way here.  To say that the seer of sights, the hearer of sounds, 

eÛÊȭȮɯËÖÌÚÕɀÛɯÌßÐÚÛɯÈÛɯÈÓÓɯÐÚɯÍÈÓÓɯÖÍÍɯÖÕÌɯÌßÛÙÌÔÌɯɬ the extreme of nihilism or non -

ÌßÐÚÛÌÕÊÌȭɯɯ!ÜÛɯÚÜÊÏɯÈɯÚÌÌÙɯÖÙɯÏÌÈÙÌÙɯÊÌÙÛÈÐÕÓàɯËÖÌÚÕɀÛɯÌßÐÚÛɯÐÕËÌ×ÌÕËÌÕÛÓàɯÖÙɯÚÌÓÍ-

ÌßÐÚÛÌÕÛÓàȮɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÞÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÛÏÌɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÌßÛÙÌÔÌȭɯɯ"ÈÕËÙÈÒÐÙÛÐɯÚÜÔÔÈÙÐáÌÚȯɯɯɁ!ÖÛÏɯ

the obsession with things as realities and the obsession with things as 

ÜÕÙÌÈÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÈÙÌɯÛÖɯÉÌɯÙÌ×ÜËÐÈÛÌËȭɂ 

 

The subject arises only when in a mutually dependent relation with an object, 

and vice versa.  Things exist, but only interdependently.  Both subjects and 

objects are empty of existing on their own.  
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Chapter 9:  An Analysis of What is There Before 

 

£]gÛ _ u]a `vNj]e`[u: o]8£p8 _]aTrNiar _ ) 

präk ca yo darçanädibhyaù sämprataà cordhvameva ca  | 

n iv*te =iSt naStIit inv&ÄaStÇ kLpna> .  12 

na vidyate 'sti nästéti nivåttästatra kalpanäù  ||  12 

 

9.12 

Whether it comes before 

Or after, or at the same time 

As the seeing and such, 

It simply cannot be  

So give up all these fantasies 

3ÏÈÛɯÊÓÈÐÔɯÛÏÌàɯËÖɯÖÙɯËÖÕɀÛɯÌßÐÚÛ 

 

Arya Nagarjuna summarizes the chapter in this verse.  Fir st, a seer of sights (or 

ÛÏÌɯÚÐÎÏÛɯÛÏÈÛɀÚɯÚÌÌÕȺɯÊÈÕÕÖÛɯÊÖÔÌɯÉÌÍÖÙÌɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÌÐÕÎȭɯɯ ɯÚÌÌÙɯÞÏÖɯËÖÌÚɯÕÖÛɯÚÌÌȮɯÈÕËɯ

ÈɯÚÐÎÏÛɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÝÐÚÐÉÓÌȮɯÈÙÌɯÐÔ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌȭɯɯ%ÜÙÛÏÌÙÔÖÙÌȮɯÐÍɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÞÌÙÌɯÈɯɁÚÌÌÙɂɯ

who existed independently of the seeing, they would be always and already 

ÚÌÌÐÕÎɯÉÌÍÖÙÌɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÌÐÕÎɯÛÏÈÛɯÔÈÒÌÚɯÛÏÌÔɯÈɯɁÚÌÌÙȭɂɯɯɯ(ÍɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÞÌÙÌɯÈɯ×ÙÌ-existent 

person, they would have to be the same person who saw, then heard, then felt, 

etc., or they would have to different people.  If they were the same, the person 

who w as a seer and then became a hearer would still be a seer but would not be 

seeing because they were now a hearer hearing.  And if they were truly existing 

but different selves who first saw and then heard, there would be multiple selves 

who, being separable and different, could also exist at the same time.  

 

Second, a seer of a sight could not exist after the sight seen, for that would imply 

a sight and seeing that existed before a seer who sees a sight.  It would also 

mean that there could be a seer who continued to exist as a seer after the sight 

was seen. 

 

Finally, if the self -existent seer and the self-existent seeing of a sight occurred 

simultaneously (and not only mutually dependently), then that seer (being self -

existent) could also exist even when not seeing, and the seeing (being self-

existent) could exist even when there were no seer.  Furthermore, Candrakirti 

×ÖÐÕÛÚɯÖÜÛɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÐÚɯÕÖɯÔÌÈÕÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÈɯÚÌÌÙɯÞÏÖɯÐÚÕɀÛɯÚÌÌÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯÖÍɯÈɯÚÌÌÐÕÎɯ

ÞÏÐÊÏɯÐÚÕɀÛɯÉÌÐÕÎɯËÖÕÌɯÉàɯÈɯÚÌÌÙȮɯÚÖɯÛÞÖɯÐÔ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯÊÈÕɀÛ occur 
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ÚÐÔÜÓÛÈÕÌÖÜÚÓàȯɯɯɁ.ÕÌɯÕÌÝÌÙɯÌß×ÌÙÐÌÕÊÌÚɯÚÐÔÜÓÛÈÕÌÖÜÚɯÌßÐÚÛÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÛÞÖɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯ

each of which by itself does not exist, like the two horns of a rabbit:  subject and 

×ÌÙÊÌÐÝÐÕÎɯËÖɯÕÖÛɯÌßÐÚÛɯÉàɯÛÏÌÔÚÌÓÝÌÚȮɯÐÕËÌ×ÌÕËÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÌÈÊÏɯÖÛÏÌÙȭɂ 
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Meditation for Chapter 9:  

An Analysis of What is There Before 
 

 

Picture yourself walking into a room.  You open the door and you see the things that are 

in the room.  So the things were in the room before you came in and saw them, right?  

They were there, pre-existing, as visible things before you, the seer, came into the room 

and saw them.  

 

But is it possible for those things to exist as ñvisible thingsò before they were seen?  Are 

you really walking through the door into a pre-existing room with pre-existing things in 

it? 

 

Whatôs really going on when you walk into a room?  There is no room and no visible 

things in the room before you came into the room and saw them.  When you see the room 

and the things in the room you are creating them as visible things.  They werenôt visible 

things before you saw them. 

 

Nor is there a you who sees things before you see things.  Seeing things creates the seer 

of things.  When you see the room and the things in the room, you are also aware of 

yourself as a seer of a room and the things in the room.  You do not exist as seer before 

you see something. 

 

So when you walk into a room, you are creating the room and creating yourself as an 

experiencer of the room at the same time.  The room and you as the experience of the 

room exist only in relation to one another, only mutually dependently. 

 

Rehearse the process of walking into a room again and again and try to see yourself 

creating both the room and yourself.  

 

Then think:  what forces me to create this room, and my experience of this room, the way 

I do?  How would I be able to create the causes that would force be to create this room as 

more enjoyable, more beautiful, warmer, nicer?  And how could I create the causes that 

would force me to experience myself experiencing this room as happier and more 

content? 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

 Ą   
  ­ 

w_bglbf_l_ĩ q_ acb_elgpci_rt_ĩ i_prıi_pk_įmĥ z 
_lw_ęacbglbf_lĕb_elgpglbf_lĕb_nwırc `f_tcr zz / 

 

 

10.1 
If the firewood was the fire 

Doer and deed would be the same; 

If fire was separate from its fuel, 

It could happen without the fuel. 

 

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

used as a metaphor to argue that were things that were both truly or inherently existing 

and also dependently originating.  Even dependent things have self-existence, it was 

claimed.  Fire depends on fuel, but fire and fuel are distinct but also  have their own 

separate exsitences.  Fire is neither identical to nor absolutely different from fuel.  

Similarly, it might be argued, there could be a self that truly exists even while also 

depending on its parts  ï a self who is neither identical to nor different from the selfôs 

parts, but nevertheless truly exists.   

 

Arya Nagarjuna will argue that things like fire and fuel can neither be really the same 

as each other nor inherently different from one another ï and these are the only two 

alternatives. 

 

In this opening verse, Arya Nagarjuna sets up the dilemma:  If  fire (equated in this 

verse to the actor or agent) and fuel (compared to the action) truly exist, they must be 

essentially the same (ekatva) 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 were essentially different, then one could exist 

without the other: fire could burn without fuel. 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

 Êā  

   ® 
ngrw_np_bėnr_ ct_ qwĕb_np_bėn_l_fcrsi_ĥ z 

nsl_pĕp_k`f_t_gw_prhw_kct_ĩ aĕi_pk_i_ĥ q_rg zz 0 
 

10.2 

It would be pointless to light this fire 

Since it doesnôt come from a cause; 

It would just stay there, always burning, 

And then it couldnôt ever burn. 

 

 

So letôs suppose that fire and fuel were essentially or inherently different.  If they were, 

fire would not come from fuel; it would not be ñsomething that is inflamed due to 

causes,ò and therefore would already and always be burning.  There would be no point 

or need to ignite it since it would already and always be burning, and ñit would do 

nothingò in the sense that it would not consume fuel since it was not burning because 

of or dependent on the fuel.  Fire would be an ñactorò or ñagentò which didnôt act or 

do anything ï and that would be absurd.  There is no agent without an action, and vice 

versa; they exist only interdependently. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 18 

Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

  
    ̄

n_p_rp_ lgp_nciĵ_rtĕb_np_bėn_l_fcrsi_ĥ z 
nsl_pĕp_k`f_t_gw_prfw_ĩ lgrw_bėnr_ĥ np_q_hw_rc zz 1 

 

 

10.3 

Since it didnôt depend on anything else, 

It would happen without a cause; 

And if itôs already always burning, 

How absurd to try and light it! 

 

 

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 it is because it is 

not independent that it can ñdo somethingò (i.e., consume the fuel it depends on) and 

also makes it necessary for it to be reignited when it goes out having consumed the 

fuel.  Fire is not independent of its causes because it 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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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

   
    ° 

r_rp_gr_qkĕbgbfw_kĕl_kglbf_l_ĩ `f_t_rėrg acr z 
iclcbfw_rĕkglbf_l_ĩ r_rrĕt_lkĕrp_kgb_ĩ w_bĕ zz 2 

 

 

10.4 

Suppose you were to think to yourself: 

ñWhatôs burning is the firewood.ò 

If indeed this is simply the case, 

What makes the firewood burn? 

 

 

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

another ï that ñfire burns fuelò?  Maybe fire and fuel are not separate but the same.  

One might argue that it is not 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 

whatôs doing the burning.  But Arya Nagarjuna here points 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.  Cause and 

effect, to be ñcauseò and ñeffect,ò must be separable and therefore different.  
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

 ÷   ÷   
÷     ± 

_lwm l_ npĕnqw_rc %npĕnrm l_ bf_iĵw_rw_b_f_l nsl_ĥ z 
l_ lgptĕqw_rw_lgptĕį_ĥ qrfĕqw_rc tĕ qt_jgĭe_tĕl zz 3 

 

 

10.5 

Since they are two separate things, 

They couldnôt ever touch; 

And if there is no contact, 

It couldnôt ever burn; 

If it never burned, 

It couldnôt ever die; 

And if it never died, 

It would stay fixed like that forever. 

 

 

And now back to the other 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 truly distinct, how could fire burn fuel?   
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

   
      ² 

_lw_ ctclbf_lĕb_elgpglbf_l_ĩ npĕnlswĕbw_bg z 
qrpė q_ĩnpĕnlmrg nspsĵ_ĩ nspsĵ_ęa_ qrpgw_ĩ w_rfĕ zz 4 

 

 

10.6 

ñHow does a woman touch a man, 

Or a man ever touch a woman? 

Itôs because fire is different from fuel 

That they can make contact.ò 

 

 

But, one might object, donôt men and women ï two different things ï unite and become 

one in sexual intercourse?  So why couldnôt fuel and fire similarly be both different 

and come together? 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

   
    ³ 

_lw_ ctclbf_lĕb_elgpglbf_l_ĩ iĕk_kĕnlswĕr z 
ĕelėlbf_lc w_bg qwĕrĕk_lwmlwcl_ rgp_qiırc zz 5 

 

10.7 

Consider the two of fire and fuel: 

If each is defined by the other, 

Then even the fact that fire is 

Something different than its fuel 

Depends on the assertion that 

It interacts with the fuel. 

 

 

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 mutually distinct.  For an ñinteractionò 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 interact! 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

  
   ́

w_bėlbf_l_k_nciĵwĕelgp_nciĵwĕelgĩ w_bėlbf_l_ĩ z 
i_r_p_rnĝpt_lgĵn_ll_ĩ w_b_nciĵwĕelgpglbf_l_ĩ zz 6 

 

 

10. 8 

So fire is something dependent on fuel, 

And fuel is that which depends on fire; 

If fire and fuel depend on each other, 

Which one of them came first? 

 

 

Here we begin an analysis of how the interdependence between fire and fuel ï if that 

interdependence is conceived of as existing in any other way than as a mere 

appearance ï 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 

example, is not ñfuelò until it is burning as a fire.  Itôs just ñwoodò until then.  So fuel 

canôt exist before fire and more than fire can exist before fuel.   
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

   
     µ 

w_bėlbf_l_k_nciĵwĕelgp_elcĥ qgbbf_qw_ qĕbf_l_ĩ z 
ct_ĩ q_rėlbf_l_ĩ aĕng `f_tgĵw_rg lgp_elgi_ĩ zz 7 

 

 

10.9 

If fire were something dependent on fuel, 

It would have to be there alongside the fire 

And, youôd have fuel thatôs being burned 

Before there was ever a fire. 

 

 

If we say that ñfire depends on fuel,ò we are presupposing the existence of something 

(ñfireò) that supposedly does not exist until the thing it depends on (ñfuelò) is present.  

But if there were no pre-existing fire, what, exactly, would ñdepend on fuel?ò  And if 

the fire existed before the fuel, in what sense would it need fuel to bring it into 

existence?  It would already exist.  And if fire existed before fuel, they would be 

separable and distinct and we could, impossibly, have ñfuelò that existed apart from the 

fire for which it is ñfuel.ò 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

     
   Ą  ý  ­¬ 

wm %nciĵw_ qgbfw_rc `fĕt_qr_kctĕnciĵw_ qgbfw_rg z 
w_bg wm %nciĵgr_tw_ĥ q_ qgbfw_rĕĩ i_k_nciĵw_ i_ĥ zz /. 

 

 

10.10 

If any dependent thing 

Needed the depender to be there 

In order for it to depend on it, 

But the depender also needed it, 

What could ever depend on what? 

 

 

Maybe fire and fuel, while being dependent on one another, come into existence 

simultaneously.  But in that case, we could not say that one depends on the other or 

that they were interdependent.  For to say that ñfire exists dependently on fuel,ò the 

very existence of fire is presupposed (as we have seen above).  And if fire already exists 

before the fuel it supposedly depends on, on what does it depend?  And to say that ñfuel 

depends on fireò similarly assumes the existence of something called ñfuelò before the 

fire it supposedly depends on for its existence.   
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

      =   
  ÷  ­­ 

wm %nciĵw_ qgbfw_rc `fĕt_ĥ qm %qgbbfm önciĵ_rc i_rf_ĩ z 
_rfĕnw_nciĵ_rc qgbbf_qrt_nciĵĕqw_ l_ wshw_rc zz // 

 

 

10.11 

Say a thing occurs in dependenceð 

If that thing is absent, how does it depend? 

But if you say it already exists, 

It wouldnôt need anything to depend on. 

 

 

If a thing that exists dependently is already an existing thing, then how can it exist 

dependently?  And if a thing doesnôt yet exist, how can it also be said to ñexist 

dependently.ò  Fire and fuel cannot exist interdependently under our usual 

understanding of what it means to say that things exist interdependently.  The inherent 

existence of dependent origination is impossible.  Dependent origination itself only 

exists dependently, as a mere appearance and not happening ñout there,ò 

ñindependently,ò or ñself-existently.ò 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

  
 ÷  ­® 

_nciĵwclbf_l_k_elgpl_ lĕl_nciĵwĕelgpglbf_l_ĩ z 
_nciĵwclbf_l_k_elgĩ l_ lĕl_nciĵwĕelgkglbf_l_ĩ zz /0 

 

 

10.12 

It canôt be that fire depends upon fuel; 

But equally impossible 

Is that fire does not depend on fuel. 

It canôt be that fuel depends upon fire; 

But equally impossible 

Is that fuel does not depend on fire. 

 

 

Thereôs no existing fire that exists dependently on fuel.  And there is no existing fire 

that could possibly exist independent of fuel.  There is no existing fuel that needs to 

depend on fire (it already exists), and thereôs no sense calling something ñfuelò if it 

doesnôt burn!  
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 
 

    
   ­̄ 

ĕe_aa_rw_lw_rm lĕelgpglbf_lc %elgpl_ tgbw_rc z 

_rpclbf_lc ęcĵ_ksir_k e_kw_kĕl_e_rĕe_r_gĥ zz /1 
 

 

10.13 

Fire canôt come from any other, 

And fuel does not have any fire. 

The rest about fuel is just the same 

As what we talked about before 

With going or not going by walking. 

 

 

Fire is not somehow in its fuel, for if it were it would be identical to it and 

indistinguishable from it.   But fire doesnôt come from anything else besides fuel either 

ï fire doesnôt arise from water, or kitchen sinks, or just thinking.  Arya Nagarjuna 

refers here also to his analysis in the second chapter of this work on the emptiness of 

the ñgoing,ò ñgone,ò and ñnot yet goneò -- what has burned (= ñthe goneò) is not 

burning, for itôs already ñburnedò; and what has not yet burned (= ñnot yet goneò) 

canôt be burning either, for it doesnôt exist yet.  And burning canôt associated with 

what is burning (= ñgoingò), for if it already exists as ñsomething which is burning,ò it 

would be redundant to say, ñSomething which is burning is burning.ò 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



 

 29 

Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

    
 ÷   ­° 

glbf_l_ĩ nsl_p_elgpl_ lĕelgp_lw_rp_ aclbf_lĕr z 
lĕelgpglbf_l_tĕllĕelĕtglbf_lĕlg l_ rcĵs q_ĥ zz /2 

 

10.14 

The fuel itself is not the fire 

But fire canôt come from anything else 

The fire does not have any fuel 

But if it doesnôt have fuel, it canôt exist. 

 

 

Arya Nagarjuna here sums up whatôs gone before by reviewing five ways possibilities 

on how fire and fuel could relate to one another. . . and negating them all.  Fuel is not 

fire, for if it were they would be the same and not different.  Similarly, a actor is not the 

same as the action the actor performs.  But fire and fuel are not inherently different 

either, for if they were one could exist without the other.  And the last three possibilities 

all assume that fire and fuel are inherently separate things such that one could possess 

the other or that one could be in the other.   
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    ­± 

_elėlbf_lĕ`fwĕĩ twĕifwĕr_ ĕrkmnĕbĕl_wmĥ ip_k_ĥ z 
q_ptm lgp_t_ęcĵcį_ qĕpbf_ĩ ef_ķ_n_ķĕbg`fgĥ zz /3 

 

 

10.15 

This fire and fuel explain it all: 

The self, and every stage of life; 

Vases, and cloth, and everything else 

That goes along with them. 

 

 

Arya Nagarjuna here extends the implications of the discussion of fire and fuel to the 

self and its parts (the body and mind):  There is no self which is same as its parts (for 

that would mean there would be as many selves as there are parts; or that multiple 

parts could somehow be one);  nor is there a self that could exist apart from its parts 

(for if that were true, oneôs self could exist somewhere other than where oneôs mind 

and body were).  There is no self that ñhasò or possesses parts, for that would be a self 

separable from the parts it possesses.  The self is not somewhere ñinò or dependent on 

the parts, either regarded separately (the self is not ñinò the legs or memories) or 

together (when you put together all the parts, none of which are the self, a self does not 

magically arise).  Nor do the parts exist ñinò or dependently on a self that exists prior 

to and independent of them.  The self exists dependently on its parts, and vice versa, 

but only apparently and not really.  And this is the case with all objects that seemingly 

exist dependently on their parts or attributes as well (ñpots and clothsò and such). 
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Chapter Ten: One and the Same? 

 

    é   
 ÷   ­² 

ĕrk_l_ęa_ q_r_rrt_ĩ wc `fĕtĕlĕĩ a_ nırf_i nırf_i z 
lgpbgę_lrg l_ rĕlk_lwc ęĕq_l_qwĕprf_imtgbĕl zz /4 

 

 

10.16 

So never think that anyone 

Who tells you things or people 

Are either separate, or together 

Could understand what they are saying. 

 

 

The Buddha did not teach that either the self or phenomena exist as either essentially 

the same as one another or as essentially different from one another.  Identity and 

difference, when understood in any other way than only apparently, are impossible.   
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Meditation for Chapter Ten: 

Am I the Same as or Different Than My Parts? 

 

Sit down, relax, let everything go and pull your mind into the present moment.  Focus 

on your breath.  Concentrate one-pointedly.  Now get in touch with the strong feeling of a 

self, a ñme,ò that exists truly, really, or objectively.  Get that feeling of the self as some 

tangible, palpable, perceptible, solidly existing entity. 

 

Think, if this ñmeò truly exists, it must exist as identical to its parts; separate from 

them; something that ñhasò or possesses its parts; something that is dependent on 

the parts, or something the parts depend on.   

 

Am I identical to or one with my parts?  Am I the same as each of my parts, my 

body (and each of its parts ï my head, torso, arms, legs, etc.) and my mind (and each of 

its parts ï my feelings, ability to discriminate, consciousness, etc.)?  When I point to each 

one of my parts, is it ñmeò I am pointing to: ñI am my elbow,ò ñI am my feeling at this 

momentò?  No, for if that were so then there would be as many ñmeôsò as there are parts 

which are me.  Or alternatively and impossibly, somehow just as ñIò am one so would the 

multiple parts of this ñmeò be one.  

 

If Iôm not the same as my parts, maybe I am something other than my parts.  Could 

there be a ñmeò that existed apart from the parts of me ï the body and mind?  If this were 

possible, if you took away all the parts, there would still be an inherently existing ñmeò 

there that you could find and point to. You could locate this ñmeò here, and then over 

there you could point to something different that was the mind and body of ñme.ò 

  

Is there is a me who possesses my parts?   A ñmeò who possessed my parts could not 

truly exist as either the same as or different from the parts I supposedly possess, as we 

have already established.  So although there seems to be a truly existing ñIò who ñhasò 

parts, that ñIò cannot be found (either as one with the parts it supposedly has, or as 

different from those parts).  This room ñhasò four walls, but where is the room that has 

four walls? 

 

Perhaps I am something that depends on my parts.  Like yogurt in a bowl, perhaps 

this ñmeò exists within the parts which hold ñmeò together.  But if that were the case, 

then there would be a ñmeò (ñyogurtò) distinct from what I depend on (ñthe bowlò), from 

my parts.  A relationship of dependence implies that the two things (ñmeò and ñmy 

partsò) are separate, and weôve already established that an inherently existing ñmeò that 

was truly different than its parts could not exist.  But neither could my parts be 

dependent on me, like a forest (ñmy partsò) covered in snow (ñmeò), for the same reason 

as above ï  for then ñmeò and ñmy partsò would again have to be self-existently different 

entities, and weôve seen that they couldnôt be. 

 

Try to get a sense that the self you are trying to find simply cannot be there and hold 

your mind on the absence.  When you lose the sense of the emptiness of the self, review 

the steps above again. 


