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B = Stephen Batchelor?  (according to internet site) 
 

S = Frederick J. Streng, EMPTINESS: A STUDY IN RELIGIOUS MEANING ( 
New York: Abingdon Press, 1967), Appendix A & B; pp. 183-227 

 
G = Jay L. Garfield, THE FUNDAMENTAL WISDOM OF THE MIDDLE WAY: 
NAGARAJUNAôS MULAMDHYAMAKAKARIKA (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1995) 

 
SG = rJe Tsong khapa, Translated by Geshe Ngawang Samten and Jay L. 
Garfield, OCEAN OF REASONING: A Great Commentary on Nagarjunaôs 
Mulamadhyamakarika (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006 

 
I = Kenneth K. Inada, NAGARJUNA: A TRANSLATION OF HIS 
MULAMADHYAMAKAKARIKA WITH AN INTRODUCTORY ESSAY (Tokyo: The 
Hokuseido Press, 1970) 
 
K= David J. Kalupahana, MULAMADHYAMAKAKARIKA OF NAGARJUNA: THE 
PHILOSOPHY OF THE MIDDLE WAY (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1986) 
 

mUlmXymkkairka 

    
 
B: Investigation of Views (Opinion) 
 
S: An Analysis of the Views (drsti) About Reality (dogmas) - 30 verses 
 
G: Examination of Views 
 
SG: Examination of Views 

 
I: Examination of (Dogmatic) Views 

 
K: Examination of Views 
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B: Those views such as ñI occurred or did not occur in the past,ò the world is 
permanent, are dependent on the extreme of before. 
 
S: Those [views] relating to the limits of the past reality are: "The world is 
eternal," etc., 
    [And "I have existed in the past," "I have not existed in the past," etc.] 
 
G: The views ñin the past I wasò or ñI was notò 
And the view that the world is permanent, etc., 
All of these views 
Depend on a prior limit. 
 
SG: The views ñin the past I wasò or ñI was notò 
And the view that the world is permanent, etc.,: 
All of these views 
Depend on a prior limit. 
 
I: Whether or not I existed in the past or whether this world is constant, etc., are 
(questions) all based upon the views of an anterior state of things 
 
NOTE: De La Vallée Poussin has reconstructed the missing first half of this verse from the 
Tibetan sources. Cf. p. 571 of the Prasannapada 
 

K: Whatever views asserting an eternal world, etc. based upon [the perception]: 
ñDid I exist or not exist in the past?ò are associated with the prior end [of 
existence]. 
 

      
     

 
B: Those views such as I will occur or not occur at another time in the future, the 
world has an end, are dependent on the extreme of Later. 
 
S: The assertion: "I will not become something different in a future time," 
    "I will become [something different]," and the alternative, etc., are relating to an 
end [in the future]. 
 
G: The view ñin the future I will become otherò or ñI will not do soò 
And that the world is limited, etc., 
All of these views 
Depend on a final limit. 
 
SG: The view ñin the future I will exist at another timeò or ñI will not do soò 
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And that the world is limited, etc. 
All of these views 
Depend on a posterior limit. 
 
I: Whether or not I will exist in the future or whether the (world has) limits etc., are 
(questions) all based upon the views of a posterior state of things. 
 
K: Whatever views asserting the finite, etc. based upon [the perception]: ñWould I 
not exist in the future or would I become someone else?ò are associated with the 
posterior end [of existence]. 
 

 
         

 
B: It is incorrect to say: óI occurred at a time in the past.ô Whatever occurred 
before, that is not this. 
 
S: [The assertion:] "I existed in a past time (1)" does not obtain, 
    Since this [present being] is not (i.e. "ii" is not the same as "i") that one who 
[was] in a former birth. 
 
G: To say ñI was in the pastò 
Is not tenable. 
What existed in the past 
Is not identical to this one. 
 
SG: To say ñI was in the pastò 
Is not tenable. 
What existed in the past 
Is not identical to this one. 
 
I: It is not possible to assert (categorically) that I existed in the past. For, what 
had been the case in the anterior state of existence is not the same now. 
 
K: The view that I existed in that past is not appropriate, for whosoever was in the 
previous birth, he, indeed, is not identical with his person. 
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B: If you think that that became me, then that-which-is-clung-to would be 
something else. What is your self apart from that-which-is-clung-to? 
 
S: Were he [in a previous birth], that individual self (atma) which he acquires [in 
coming into existence] would be different. 
    Moreover, what kind of individual self is there without acquisition (upadana)?  
 
G: According to you, this self is that, 
But the appropriator is different. 
If it is not the appropriator, 
What is your self? 
 
SG: If, according to you, that is the self, 
Then the appropriator would be different. 
Apart from the appropriator, 
What is your self? 
 
I: (Granted that) the self-same atman exists (i.e., in the previous and present 
states) but with a different perceptual clinging (upadana), what kind of an atman 
is it, then, which is separated from clinging? 
 
K: If it were to occur [to someone]: ñHe, indeed, is the self,ò then grasping is 
identified. Separated from grasping, what constitute (sic) your self? 
 

    
      

 
B: Were you [to say] that there exists no self apart from that-which-is-clung-to, if 
the very that-which-is-clung-to were the self, your self would be non-existent. 
 
S: If it were held that: "There is no individual self without the acquisition," 
    Then the individual self would be [only] the acquisition or it is not an individual 
self [at all].  
 
G: Having shown that there is no self 
Other than the appropriator, 
The appropriator should be the self. 
But it is not your self. 
 
SG: Having shown that there is not self 
Apart from the appropriated, 
If the appropriated is the self, 
Your self does not exist. 
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I: If atman cannot exist separated from perceptual clinging, then the clinging itself 
will be the atman. But again, according to your assertion, there could be no 
atman. 
 
K: When it is assumed that there is no self separated from grasping, grasping 
itself would be the self. Yet, this is tantamount to saying that there is no self. 
 

    
     

 
B: The very that-which-is-clung-to is not the self: it arises and passes away. How 
can that-which-has-been-clung-to be the one that clings? 
 
S: The individual self is not the acquisition, since that [acquisition] appears and 
disappears. 
    Now really, how will "he who acquires" become "that which is acquired? 
 
G: Appropriating is not the self. 
It arises and ceases. 
How can one accept that 
Future appropriating is the appropriator? 
 
SG: The appropriated is not the self. 
It arises and ceases. 
How can the appropriated 
Be the appropriator? 
 
I: Again, clinging per se is not atman because it rises and vanishes. Indeed, how 
could perceptual clinging be identified with a perceiver? 

 
K: Grasping is not identical with the self, for that [i.e., grasping] ceases and 
arises. Furthermore, how can grasping be the grasper? 
 

   
       

 
B: It is not correct for the self to be other than that-which-is-clung-to. If it were 
other, with nothing to cling to, then something [i.e. the self] fit to be apprehended 
would not be apprehended. 
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S: Moreover, it does not obtain that the individual self is different from the 
acquisition. 
    If the individual self were different, it would be perceived without the 
acquisition; but [in fact] it is not so perceived. 
 
G: A self that is different 
From the appropriating is not tenable. 
If it were different, then in a nonappropriator 
There should be appropriation. But there isnôt. 
 
SG: It is not tenable that the self is different 
From the appropriated. 
If it were different, then without the appropriated 
It should be observed. But it is not. 
 
I: Again, an atman different from perceptual clinging is not possible. If it were 
different then, surely, a non-perceptual clinging atman would also be a possibility. 
But that is not the case. 
 
K: Furthermore, a self that is different from grasping is not appropriate. A person 
who is without grasping can be observed. However, if he were to be different 
[from grasping], he could not be observed. 
 

     
       

 
B: In that way, it is not other than that-which-is-clung-to nor is it that-which-is-
clung-to. The self is not not that-which-is-clung-to, nor can it be ascertained as 
nothing. 
 
S: Thus that [individual self] is not different from nor identical to the acquisition. 
    The individual self is not without acquisition; but there is no certainty that "It 
does not exist."  
 
G: So it is neither different from the appropriating 
Nor identical to the appropriating. 
There is no self without appropriating. 
But it is not true that it does not exist. 
 
SG: So it is neither different from the appropriated 
Nor identical to the appropriated. 
There is no self without appropriation. 




