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SECTION 1. EXPOSITION OF THE THEORY OF PERCEPTION

A. k. 1. Saiuting Him, who is the personification of the means of
cognition, who seeks the benefit of [all] llvmg beings, who is
the teacher, the sugara, the protector, I shall, for the purpose of
establishing the means of valid cognition, compuse the [Pra-
-mana-lsamuccaya, uniting here under one head my theories
scattered {in many treatises].l '

At’- the beginning of the treatise, here [in this verse], I express praise in honor of
the Worshipful [Buddha] in order to produce in {the hearts of] men faith in Him
who, because of Flis perfection .in cause (her) and eﬁ'ect (phala), is to be re-
garded as the personification of the means of cognition (pramana-bhuta) 3 There
[in the above statement], *“cause” means perfection in mtantmn {@$aya).and per-
fection in practice (prayoga). Perfection in intention means the [Buddha’s]
taking as His purpose the benefit of fall] living beings (_]agad -dhitaisitd), Perfec-
tion in practice means [His] being the [true] teacher (.mst; ivz) because He
teaches all people. ““Effect™ means the attainment of His own objectives
(svdrtha) as well as those of others (pardrtha). Att:unment of His own objectives
iy [evidenced] by [His] being sugata in the following three ¢ senses :4 (i) that of be-
ing praiseworthy (prasastatva), as is a handsome person (sumpa) 5 (if) the sense
of being beyond & return [to samsdra) (apunar- avrzty-artha) as one who is fully
cured of a fever (sunasta-jvara), and (jii) the sense of being completc (nihsesdrtha),
as is a jar wholly filled (supiirna-ghata). These three senses [of His title “ sugaia™)
distinguish the ‘Buddha’s attainment of His own ubjactwes from that of non-
Buddhists of subdued passions (vita-raga), from the attainment of those who are
undergoing religious training (§aiksa), and from that of thosc who are no longer
in need of religious training (asaiksa).6 Attainment of the' ub_]ectlves of others is
[seen from His] being a protector (zdyirva) in the sense of [His] saving the world.

Saluting the teacher who is endowed with such merits, the author will compose
the Pramanasamuceaya or the Collected Writings on the Means of Cognition by
pathering [passages] from the Nyayamidcha and other of ]:1is treatises? in order
to establish the means of valid cognition. The purpose [ofé the work] is to reject
the theories concerning the means of cognition majntajn:ed by others and to

23 !



24 Translation .

elucidate the virtues in his own theories concerning the means of cognition,?
since there are divergent opinions with regard to [the nature, number, object, and
result of] the means of cognition,® on which depends the clear understanding of
the object to be cognized.10 '

B. Now, .
fc. 2a-b,, the means of cognition are [immediate and mediate,
namely,] perception {pratyalksa) and inference {(anumdana),1!

They are only two,12 because
k. 2hs—c;. the object to be cognized has [only] two aspects 13

Apart from the particular (sva-laksand) and the universal (sdmdanya-laksana)
there is no other object to be cognized, and we shall prove that perception has
anly the particular for its object and inference only the universal.l*

‘What 13, then, of those [cognitions] which cognize a thing of coler, etc., in such
an aspect as evanescent, ete.,18 or which repeatedly (@sakrr) cognize one and the
same object 717

Certainly there are such cognitions, but
k. 2c,—d,. there is no [need for admitting an] other separate
means of cognition for [cognizing] the combination of the [two]
sbove-mentioned [aspects of the ohject]; 8

[In the case of the cognition which cognizes a thing of color, etc., as noneternal,
firstly,] one cognizes the inexpressible particularity (avyapadesya=svalakgana)
and the universal (sdmdanya-laksana), color-ness (varnatva). Then, by means of the
* operation of the mind (manas), one relates [the color-ness] to [the universal,]
noneternity (anityatd), and expresses [the resulting cognition in the judgment]

“*the thing of color, or the like, is noneternal.” *® Hence [for this kind of cogni-

tion] there is no need of any other means of cognition.
k. 2d,-3a. nor [is there any need for & separate means of cogni-
tion] in the case of recognizing (abhiffidna) [an object] again
and again ;20

Although there are cognitionis which repeatedly cognize ope and the same object,
[cognitions of that sort require] no [posinlate of a] separate means of cogni-
tion.2! Why?
k. 3b,. because [if a separate means of copnition were to be
accepted as necessary, then] there would occur the fa]]acy of
infinity (ams;hﬁ) 22
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Section 1, Theory of Perception o2

If every sort of cognizing were [to involve] a [different] trileans of valid cognition,
the means of valid cognition would have to be infinite in number.

k. 3b;. for instance, [such mental facultie%s as] recollection

(smrra) and the like [would bave to be recoigujzed as separate

means of valid cognition].22
The word “smyta’ [in the verse] has the same meaning as “smyti” {Tecollec-
tion).* Such mental faculties as recollection, desire (iccha), anger (dvesd), etc.,
since they operate an an object once cognized, are not independent means of
valid cognition. So, here [recognition should not be considered &s a separate
means of valid cognition].24 .

C. Among these [two means of cognition]
k. 3c. perception (pratyaksd) is free from conceptual construc-
tion (kalpana);2s

The copnition in which there is no conceptual construction is perception. What,

then, is this conceptual construction? ‘ )
k. 3d. the association of name (ndman), genuns ( jari), ete. [with
a thing perceived, which resunlts in verbal ciesignaﬁon of the
thing].26

In the case of arbitrary words (yadrcchd-sabda, proper mouns), a thing (artha)

distingnished by a name (ndman) is expressed by a word [such as] “ Dittha.” In

the case of genus-words (jds-§abda, common nouns), a ﬂmlg distinguished by a

genus is expressed by & word [such as] “go” (cow). In tﬁe case of quality-words

{grmao-sabda, adjectives), a thing distinguished by a qufﬂlity is expressed by a

word [such as] “Sufcia™ (white). In the case of acﬁbn-wurds (kriypd-sabda,

verbal nouns), a thing distinguished by an action is expreéscd by a word [such as]

* pacaka®™ (a cook, to cook). In the case of substance—\ivords (dravya-sabdd), a

thing distinguished by a substance is expressed by a word [such as] “dapdin® (a

staff-bearer) or “wisdpin® (horned, a horn-bearer).27

Here, [with regard to action-words and substance-words,] some maintain that
what is expressed [by the words * pdeaka,” “dandin,” etc.] is [a thing] distin-
guished by a relationship [such as that of an action to its agent, that of a sub-
stance to its pnséessor, and the like].28
On the other hand, some others hold that what is expressed {in all these
cases] is a thing qualified only by words which denote no real entity (artha-

Sinya-sabda).?®

[ln any case,] that which is devoid of such conceptual construction is
perception.30

Dag-]. For what reason, them, is it [viz., perception] called *praiyaksa™
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[literally, belonging to each sense-organ (aksa)] and not * prativisaya™ [literally,
belonging to each object], despite the fact that it is dependent on both [the
sensg-organ and the object] 732 ' ’

k. 4nb, it is named after the sense-organs hecauge they are its
specific cause (asddhdrana-hens).32 '
[Tt is] not [named] after the object such as color, etc. The reason is that the ob-
ject is commen {sddharana) [to many cases], for it is a canse of mental cognition
(mano-vijfidng) and perceptions in other persons (anya-saritdnika-vijfidna) [as

well as of one’s own perception]. We find that a designation is generally by .

means of a specific fcanse]; for example, [we use expressions like] *“the sound of
a drum™ or ““a. sprout of barley” {to indicate a certain sound or a certain sprout,

instead of calling it *‘the sound of a stick™ or “‘a sprout of the earth,” aithough '

the stick or the earth is also a cansg].3?
Thus, it is established that perception is free from conceptual construction. 3+

Daia-2. In an Abhidharma treatise, too, the following is stated: 35 * One who has 7

the ability to perceive perceives something blue (nifam vijandti), but does not

conceive that *this is blue® (uilfany'iti vifdnai).” 36 “In respect to an object, he has

the sense of the object itself (artha-samjfiin), but does not possess any notion of
- its name (dharma-samjfin).” 37

Dab. If perception is absolutely devoid of-conceptual construction, then why is
it [stated in the Abhidharma treatise] that “the five kinds of sense-cognition take
aggrepates [of atoms] as their object” 738 [An aggregate (saricita) of atoms is
cognizable only by the conceptual construction which binds together the per-
ceptions of several individual atoms. Tt seems, therefore, incongruous to hold
that perception is free from conceptual construction and yet coguizes an aggre-
gate of atoms.] Again, it is menticned [in the Abhidharma treatise] that ““these
[sense-cognitions] take a particular (svalaksand) es their object insofar as it is
the particular in the form of a [cognizable] sphere (Gyatena-svalaksana) and not
in the form of a [component] substance [viz., an atom] (dravya-svalaksana).” 3
How is this to be nnderstood ?

k. 4cd. there [in the above-cited Abhidharma passages], that

[perception), being caused by [the sense-organ through its con-

tact with] many ohjects [in aggregation], takes the whole (sam-

dnya) as its sphere of operation in respect to its own object.40
Since it [viz., perception] is caused by [the sense-organ through its contact with]
many substances [viz., atoms in aggregation], it is said, in respect to ita sphere of
operation, that it takes the whole as its object; but [the sense is] not [that it
- operates] by conceptually constructing a unity within that which is many and
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separate.4! [Therefore, the definition that perception is free from conceptual
construction is not inconsistent with the statements in the Abhidharma treatises.]

Dac, Further, we hold: 42

k. 5. a thing possessing many properties cannot be cognized in
all its aspects by the sense. The object of the sense is the form
which is to he cognized [simply] as it is and which is inexpres-
gible,43

Thus, in any case, perception caused by the five kinds of sense-organs is devoid
of conceptual construction (avikalpakd).

Here our distinguishing [various kinds of perception] is in response to the
view of others. However, all [kinds of perception] are indeed free from concep-
tual construction. 34 '

Db. k. Gab. there is also mental [perception, which is of two kinds:]
awareness of an [external] object and self-awareness of [such
snbordinate mental activities as] desire and the like, [both of

- which are] free from conceptnal construction. 43

The mental [perception] which, taking a thing of color, etc., for its object,
oceurs in the form of immediate experience (@nubhava) is also free from con-
ceptual construction.®6 The self-awareness (sva-sarwedana) of desire, anger,
ignorance, pleasure, pain, etc., is [also recognized as] mental perception because
it is not dependent on any sense-organ.4?

De. Likewise,

k. 6cd. the yogin's intuition of a thing in itself unassociated
(avyatibhinna) with the teacher’s instruction [is also a type of
perception], 48

The yogin's intuition which is not associated (avyawalcirpa) with any con-
ceptnal construction of the dgama (the authoritative words of the teachers) and
which apprehends only a thing in itself is also perception.*?

Dd. Tf the self-awareness of desire, etc., is perception, then even the awareness
of conceptual construction. (kalpand-jfidna) should be considered as perception. 30
Indeed it is'so. o
k. 7ab. even conceptual consiruction, when it is brought to in-
ternal awareness, is admitted [as a type of perception]. How-
gver, with repard to the [external] object, [the conceptual
construction is] not [admissible as perception], because it
conceptualizes [the object].51
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‘When it [viz., coneeptnal construction] is directed toward an object, it is not
perception, any more than desire or the like.52 However, the internal awareness
[of conceptual construction] is not [itself a conceptual construction], and hence
there is no harm [in admitting it as a type of perception].

E. k. 7cd-8ab. erroneous cognition, cuguiﬁdn of empirical
reality, inference, its result, recollection, and desire are not true
perceptions and are accompanied by obscurity (sataimira).53

Erroneous cognition (bArdnti-jiiana) is not a true perception because it arises
conceptually constructing, for example, water, etc., out of such things as vapor
floating over sand. Cognition of empirical reality (sarfwpti-saj-jfidna) is not a true
perception because it superimposes something extraneous upon things which are
only empirically true (saritorti-sat), and thus functions through the conceptual-
ization of forms of these [extraneous things). Inference and [the cognition which
is] its result, etc., are not perceptions becanse they arise through the concep-
‘tualization of what formerly has been perceived. 54

F. And

k. 8cd. [we call the cognition itself] * pramanpa® [literally, a

means of cognizing], because it is [usually] conceived to include

the act [of cognizing], although primarily it is a result,53
Here we do not admit, as the realists do, that the resuiting cognition ( pramdna-
phala) differs from the means of cognition (pramdna).56 The resulting cognition
arises bearing in itself the form of the cognized object and [thus] is understood
to include the act [of cognizing] (sauydpdra). For this reason, it is metaphorically
called pramdna, the means of cognition,5? although it is [ultimately speaking]
devoid of activity (updpdra).58 For instance, an effect is said to assume the form
of its cause when it arises in conformity with-its cause, although {in fact] it is
devoid of the act [of assuming the form of its cause].”® Similar is the case with
this [resulting cognition].

G. k. 9a. or [it can be maintained that] the self-cognition or the
cognition cognizing itself (svasanmwitti) is here the resuit [of the
act of cognizing]—80

Every cognition is produced with a twofold appearance, namely, that of itself
fas subject] (svdbhdsa) and that of the object (visaydbhasd). The cognizing of it-
self.as [possessing] these two appearances or the self-cognition (svasarivitti) is
the result [of the cognitive act].5! Why?

k. 9b, because the determination of the object (artha-nifeaya)
conforms with it [viz., with the self-cognition].2
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‘When a cognition possessing [the form of] an object (savisayan jidnam) is
itself the object to be cognized, then, in accordance with the nature of the self-
cognition, one conceives that [secondary] object {@rtha) as something either
desirable or undesirable,63 ‘

When, on the other hand, only an external thing is [considered to be] the
object, then

k. 9c—d;, the means of cognizing it is simply [the cognition’s]
having the form of the object;

For, in this case, we overlook the true nature of the cognition as that which is to
be cognized by itself, and [claim that] its having the form of a thing is our means
of knowing that [thing]. Why ? Becanse [we may say of] the thing [that]
k. 9d,. it is known only through this [viz., through the cogni-
tion's having the form of it].

‘Whatever form of a thing appears in the cognition, as, for example, something
white or non-white, it is an object in that form which is cognized.

Thus, [it should be understood that] the roles of the means of cognition
(praménad) and of the object to be cognized (prameya), corresponding to dif-
ferences of [aspect of] the cogmition, are {only] metaphorically attributed
(upacarpate) to the respective [distinetive] factor in each case, because [in
their ultimate nature] all elements of existence, [being instantaneous,] are
devoid of function (rirvydpard).ft

The same idea is stated [in the following verse].

k. 10. whatever the form.in which it [viz., a cognition] appeass,
that [form} is [recognized as] the object of cognition (prameya).
The means of cognition (pramapa) and [the cognition which is)
its result { phala) are respectively the form of subject [ in the cog-
nition] and the cognition cognizing itself. Therefore, these
three [factors of cognition] are not separaie from one
anather. 57

Ha. How, then, is it understood that cognition has two forms 768

k. 11ab. that cognition has two forms is [known] from the dif-

ference between the cognition of the object and the cognition

of that feognition]; % _ _
The cognition which cognizes the object, a thing of color, etc., has [a twofold
appearance, namely,] the appearance of the object and the appearance f)f itself
[as subject]. But the cognition which cognizes this cognition of the object 11‘B.S
[on the one hand] the appearance of that cognition which is in conformity with



30 Translation

the object and [on the other hand] the appearance of itself. Otherwise, il the
cognition of the object had only the form of the object, or if it had only the form
of itself, then the cognition of cognition would be mdxsnngmshable from the
cogrition of the object.™

Hb. Further, [if the cogmtlon had only one form, either that of the object or of
itself,] then the object which was cognized by a preceding cognition could not
appear in a succeeding cognition. Why ? Because that [object of the preceding
cognition dees not exist when the succeeding cognition arises and] could not be
the object of the latter.” Hence it is proved that cognition has two forms,

He-l. [That cognition has two forms follows]
k. 1lc. later also from [the fact of] recollection—72

" “This [expression] “later also from [the fact of] recollection” (in k. Ilc) refers
back to “cognition has two forms™ {in %. 11ab). Some time after [we have per-
ceived a certain object], there ocours [to our mind] the recollection of our cog-
nition as well as the recollection of the object. So it stands that cognition is of
two forms.?? Self-cognition is also [thus established].74 Why?

k. 11d. because it [viz., recollection] is never of that which has

not been [previously] experienced.?s
It i3 unheard of to have & recollection of something wﬁhout having experienced
[it before). For instance, the recollection of a thing of color, etc. [does not arise
unless the thing of color or the like has been experienced].
He.2. Some may hold that cognition also, like a thing of color, etc., is cognized
by means of a separate cognition.?6 This is not truoe because

k. 12a-b,, if a cognition were cognized by a separate cognition,

- there would be an infinite regression—77

An infinite regression would result if & cognition were to be cognized by a
separaie cognition.”8 Why?

k. 12b,. because there is a recollection of this [separate cogni-

tHon] teo, 7 - -
It must be admitted that this cognition by which the [previous] cognition is
cognized is [also] later recollected. [The later recollection of this separate cog-
nition does not arise unless it is experienced.] So, if it should be that this
[separate] cognition is experienced by the third cognition [so that it may be
recollected], there would be an infinite regression.
He-3. k. 12ed. [further,] in such a case, there could be no motion [of

cognition] from one object to another. But actually such [a

movement of copnition] is accepted.8¢

o]

]

T P e e s

Section 1. Theory of Perception 3

Therefore, self-cognition must be admitted, It itself is a result [of the act of

cognizing).
In this way it is established that perception is free from conceptual con-
struction. .



NOTES

Section 1. Exposition of the Theory of Perception

1.1. Vibhiiti, p. 518.26-27 (cf. p. 1081):
pramana-bhiitdya jagad-dhitaisine
prapamya Sdstre sugaidya idyine
pramina-siddhyai sva-matdt samuccayaf
karigyate viprasrtad ihaikatah,
PVBh, p. 3.6 and AKV, p. 7.5-6 quote the first half of this verse.

Dipgniga and his successors are generally called the Vijfianavadins of the logi-
cal tradition (nydydnusarine vijfidnavadinal), as distinguished from the Vijfigna-
vading of the Scriptural tradition (fgamdnusdrine vifignavddinalh), by which
appellation the older teachers of the Yogicira-Vijiiinavada school are called;
see Obermiller, The Sublime Science af the Great Vehicle to Salpation, p. 99.
Unlike his predecessors, Dignaga does not accept the unconditional authority of
Scripture. According to him, the words of the Buddha must be subjected to
critical test before they are accepted as valid. This critical attitnde he inherited
from the Buddha, who used to exhort His disciples not to accept any of His words
merely out of reverence but to examine them carefully, just as people examine
the purity of gold by burning it in fire, cutting it, and testing it on a touchstone;

seg TSP, p. 12.19-20: :

’ tapac chedac ca nikasdr suvarpam iva panditaih

parilesya bhilcsave grahyam mad-vaco na tu gauravdl.
See also Stcherbatsky, Bud. Log., I, 77; Mookerjee, The Buddhist Philosophy af
Universal Flux, pp. x1 ff. Dignapa is convinced that he is following the teaching
of the Buddha in expounding the theory of knowledge. He begins his treatise
with a saluiation to the Buddha who *is to be recognized as the personification
of the means of valid cognition (pramdna-bhitta)®™; see below, n. 1.3. It is re-
ported by Bu-ston that Dignaga inscribed this verse on a rock in a cavern. As he
recorded his praise of -the Buddha and his determination te establish the true
theory of knowledge, various omens are said to have appeared ; see Obermiller,
History of Buddhism (Chos-hbyun)) by Bu-ston, part X, p. 150. No inscriptien,
however, has so far been discovered to attest to the authenticity of this report.
Dharmakird attaches great importance to this verse, by which, he thinks, the
essential standpoint of the Bauddha Logicians s made clear. In PV, he gives a
detailed explanation of each epithet of the Buddha mentioned in Dignfga’s verse
(see n. 1.2). In consequence, the verses discussing the pramdna-siddhi (estab-
lishment of the means of valid cognition} form a separate chapter independent
of the Pratyaksapariccheda in PV,
73
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1.2. For this passage of the Fr#ti, see PVBA, p. 3.12-18: atra bhagavato hetu-
phala-sampatryd pramana-bhiitatvena stotrdbhidhdnam $dstrddau . . . tatra hetur
asaya-prayoga-sampat. . . . dfavo jogad-dhitaisitd. prayoge jogac chasanat $ds-
trivam. phalari sva-pardrtha-sampat. svértha-sampat sugatatvena trividham
artham upaddya, prafastatvam suriipavat [text: svariipavat], apunardvrtty-artham
sunasta-joaravat, nifiSegdriham supiirna-ghatavat. pardrtha-sampat jagat-tarandt
idyitvam. . . . evari-bhiltavh bhagovantar prapamya . . . praménddhine M pram-
eyddhigamo . . . See glso ibid., pp. 115.31-32, 116.5-6. '

The following table sums up Digndga’s praise of the Buddha as expressed in
k. I and its Priti. The figures in parentheses indicate the verses of PV, I1, dealing
with the same topic.

bhagavat = pramépa-bhitta

(3-36)
l
hetu-sampad phala-sampad
|

o I '

asaya-sampad prayoga-sampad svdrtha-sampad  pardrtha-sempad
I f [

Jjagad-dhitaigita Sdstriva Sugataiva tayita

(36-133ab) (133cd-141ab) (141ab-147ab) (147cd-282ab)

See M. Nagatomi, *“ The Framework of the Pramanavéarttika, Book L J4OS,
79, 266; E. Frauwallner, “Die Refhenfolge und Entstehung der Werke
Dharmakirti’s,” Asiatica: Festschrift Friedrich Weller, Leipzig, 1954, n. 143.

'1.3. The term * praméne-bhifta™ is used in a double sense. First, it means
“authoritative’ or “standard” and in this sense the Buddha (Bodhisativa
Siddhartha) is called *pramdpa-bhiite™ in the Lefitavisiara, ed. Lefmann, pp.
319.3 ff.: atha khalu ... sthidvard-ndma mahd-pyihivi-devatd , . . bodhisativam
etad avocat . . . ivam eva sadevakasya Iokasya parama-s@ksi-bhittah pramdna-
bhinta§ oéti. Dignaga characterizes the anthoritativeness of the Buddha as hetu-
phala-sampad. Second, it has the more technical meaning, ““to have coms into
existence™ (Bhilta) as a “means of valid cognition™ (pramdna). According to
Jinendrabuddhi, the Buddha has a similarity {sidharmya) to pramdna, since he
is avisarmvida and has made known the truth of eatur-@rya-satya which was not
known, just as pramdnas are auisarivdda and make known an unknown object
(enadhigatiriha-ganty). He further remarks that “-birite™ affixed to * pramana®™
is meant to reject Ifvara and other pramdnas which are maintained by others to
be eternal (ahhiita=nitya); see PST, 22.3 if. (2b.4 ff). See also PVV, p. 5.11 fi.:
“tadvat pramanari bhagavan® (PV, I, 9a). tadvat bhagavan pramdapam,
yathébhihitasya satya-caiusiayasyvismnvddand? tasyaiva parair afiidtasya praka-
Sandec ca. yady evmi namaskara-sloke pramindyéty evdstu * pramana-bhiltdya™
iti kim artham ity dha, * abhiita-vinivritaye bhitdkiih™ (PV, 11, 9b-c). bhita-
Sabda-nirdeso *bhittasya nityasya nivriiy-artharh nityam pramapar nastity arthah;
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Vibhiiti, p. 102: nityam tSvarari Naiydyikah ahub, Esarhs&ra:ﬁ ekam pratisattvam
buddhir pramipam dhul Samichyih, '

1.4. Sugata (lit,, well-gone) is counted among the ten titles of the Buddha in
the sense that He has well attained the enlightenment; see Mupy., 1-10. This
title of the Buddha is explained here as implying His three merits—prasasiata,
apunaravyititva, and nihfesatd—which are, respectively, the attributes of suriipa,
nmasta-jpara, and supitrpa-ghata, each of which contains the prefix “su->" as in
“su-gara.” See PV'V, p. 59.7-8: sw-Sabdasya trividho *rthah, prasastatd suriipavat,
apunardvorttif sunagia-joaravat [text: onasta-®), nilfesatd ca supiirna-ghajavat
[text: apsirna-"]; DhP, p. 3.11 ff. See also PV, II, 141cd~147ab. Manorathanandin
explains that prasastatd distinguishes the Buddha from béhya-vita-rdgas,
apunaravyttitva from faikyas, and nihdegatd from asaiksas; see PVV, p. 107.5-8:
ye laukika-bhavand-margena vita-ragd bahyd atattva-dorsinas tebhyah tattva-
dar§itvad adhikal. ye Sailcsd abdhydh parihani-dharmanas tebhyo *punardortiyd. ye
cdfaiksal Sravaka aprahina-kilefo-vasana asaksat-kyta-sarvikdra-vastavas tebhyo
nififesa-pratityd.

1.5. Mahavastn, 1, 92, 13, and Avadanasataka, 1, 188, 1 ff., relate the story of
Suriipa, & legendary king, who, in exchange for religious insirnction, gave up his
son, his wife, and himself to be eaten by an ogre. His religions ardor is praise-
worthy. However, here “suriipa™ is to be taken as a common noun according to
Durvekamisra, who states, in explaining * prafostatd” that those who make a
living by their beanty of form are called suriipa; see DhP, p. 3.15: suriipd rilpd-
jivdh., Dharmakivti explains the meaning of “prasasta™ (<pra-+/sarms, to
praise) by the word “Sasta™ (< +/das, to destroy) in PV, 11, 143ab:

dubichasya Sasiam nairdtmya-drstes ca yuktito *pi vd.

1.6. There are eight classes of “sage® (@rye-pudgald) among the Buddhist
disciples (sravaka), namely, srotdpatti-pratipannaka, °-phalaka, sakrdagoami-
pratipannaka, °-phalaka, ondgami-pratipannaka, °-phalaka, arhai-pratipannaka,
and arhat. Of these, arhat 1s called asaiksa, becanse he has extinguished the in-
fluence of passions (@srava-ksaya) and no longer needs religious training. The
other seven, who are to study further in order to attain arhathood, are called
Saiksa; AK(BH), ch. VI

1.7. Among Digniiga’s works now available (see my Introduction), the same
theories expounded in PS(¥) are-found in dbhidharmakosa-Marmadipa (see
below, nn. 1.31-33, 39, passim), Alambanap. (see below, nn. 1.61, 2.17),
Hetucakradamaru (see PS(F), III, K 131a.5-132a.2, V 45b.5-46a.7=48b.5-
4906.1), and NMulkh. As will be noted, many verses and passages of NMukh are
found rearranged in PS(V); see Tucci, The Nydyamultha of Digndga.

1.8. In each chapter of this treatise, Dignéga, after elucidating his own theory,
refutes the views of the Pédavidhi and those of the Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas,
Samichyas, and Mimamsakas. )

1.9. The theories maintained by other schools contradict one another in their

discussion of the mumber (samikchyd), the nature (svariipa), the object (visaya, go-
card), and the result (phala) of the means of cognition; see PST, 11b.1 (13a.4-5):
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“hgal bahi rtogs pa {=viruddha-pratipatti) ni log pa.r rtogs pa (=vipratipatti)
rnams te, phan tshun hgal bahi mishan fiid byed pehi phyir ro™; ibid., 11b.7
(13b.4): “de la Libras bu dan ran gi fo bo dani yul dan grans Iz log par rtogs pa
bsi rnams te.” See also TSP, p. 366.14: taira pramane svariipa-phala-gocara-
sarfilchydsu paregc'in'l vipmnpatﬂ.s‘ catur-vidhd; PVV, p. 110,6; NBT, p. 35.1 fI.
Dignaga’s theory is unique on each of these four points: (1) He recognizes per-
ception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumdna) as the only two means of cognition,

and does not admit verbal testimony {($abda), identification (upamdna), etc. as
independent means of cognition; see below, n. 1.11. {2) He characterizes per-
ception as “being free from conceptual construction” (kalpandpodha), and does
not recognize determinate perception (savikalpaka-pratyaksa) as a kind of per-
ception; see below, n. 1.25. (3) He sharply distinguishes the particular {sva-
lalksana) and the universal (sdmanya-laksana), which are respectively the objects
of perception and inference. He denies the reality either of the universal as an
independent entity or of the particular as qualified by the universal; see below,
1. 1.14. (4) Rejecting the realist's distinction between the means and the result of
cognition, he establishes the theory of nondistinction between the two; see
below, n. 1.55.

1.10. Dignfiga’s statement that a clear undersianding of prameya (=artha)
depends upon pramdpa (pramanédhinah prameyddhigamaly has an affinity with
the opening statement of NBh: pramdnato "rtha-pratipattau pravrtii-samarthyad
arthavat pramdpem. However, Dignaga differs radically from the MNaiyayikas
in his understanding of the nature of pramana and prameya, While the Naiya-
yikas hold the view that pramdna and prameya are resl entities (paddrtha),
Digniiga shares the Vijiianavada view that they are of ideated charecter; see
below, n. 1.61. The possibility of apprehending prameya by means of pramina
is denied by Nagarjuna on the ground that both, beisg mutually conditioned,
lack independent substantiality; see Vrgrahauyavartanf k. 31-33; Vaidalya-
prakarana, Peking ed., 114b.4-6. Nagarjuna’s argument is intended to reveal the
transcendental truth of universal emptiness {§inyatd). The Vijiinavadins, how-
ever, stress that the intuition of transcendental truth {(nirvikalpa-ffidna, lokéi-
tora—“) is reflected in empirical knowledge which apprehends wordly phenomena
(savikalpa-jiigna, laulcika-"). In such knowledge corcerning wordly phenomena,
pramdna and prameya must be postulated. On the basis of this Vijianavida
doctrine, Dign&ga.establishes his theory-of koowledge which asserts that both
pramana and prameya are factors immanent in knowledge itself; see below, n.
1.61. Accordingly, his theory does not confiict with Nagarjuna’s argument against
the substantiality of pramana and prameya. A later extreme transcendentalist,
Candrakirti, makes an aftack on Dlgnaga s proposition pramanadhmoh
prameyidhigamah,” asserting that there is nothing to be apprehended in the
ultimate sense; see Prasannap., p. 58.14 ff., but this criticism does not funda-
mentally aﬂ'eot Dignéga'’s standpoint.

1.11. PVBh, p. 169.3; Vibhati, p. 1402; NC(V), p. B8.3 (18):
pmtyaksam anumdnam ca pramane
Dignaga gives the etymological explanation of pratyaksa in NMukh as follows:
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aksam ak,san': praiti variata iti praiyaksam (praryaksa is so named because it
occurs in close connection with [prati] each sense faculty [aksa]); of. NMukh,
p. 3b.17: HENEHBRE, cited in TSP, p. 373.26; DAP, p. 38.26; Prasannap.,
p. 72.1 ff. This etymology is repudiated by Candrakirii on the ground that
it could yield the absurd conclusion that cognition which has a sense-organ
{aksd) for its object (prati} is pratyakya; see Prasannap., p. 72.1-3: yas tv aksam
akgarit prati vartata iti pratyaksa-sabdar vywipadayati tasya jRanasyéndriyi-
visayatvad visaya-visayatvdc ca na yuktd vyutpatiih, (Stcherbaisky wrongly at-
tributes Candrakirti’s citation to Prasastapida, in The Conception of Buddhist
Nirvana, p. 139, n. 4. His definition of pratyakga differs stightly from that above;

ses PBA, p. 552.28: aksam aksarh pratitydtpadyata ifi pratyaksam.) The following
Nyidya etymology might meet Candrakirti’s criticism: sksasydicsasya prati-

visayari vritih pratyalsam (pratyakysa is the function of each sense-organ [akya]

toward [praii] its object), Actually Digniga bases his etymological explanation
upon the Abhidharmic doctrine that perception, although caused by sense and
object, is named after the sense, which is its specific cause (asadhdrana-hety),

but not after the object. The above-cited etymology in NMukh is preceded by

“asadharopa-kdranatvar” (TSP, p. 373.26); and Dignaga expresses the same-
thought in PS(¥); see below, Section 1, nn. 1.32, 1.33, and Section 6, Db.

Besides asd@dharana-kdaranatva of the sense, another reason for naming percep-

tion after the sense, viz., &frayatpa of the sense, is mentioned by Vasubandhu in

AK, 1, 45:

tad-vikara-vikaritvad drayds caksur-ddayah
ato *sadhdrapatudc ca vifianam tair nirucyate.

The idea that the sense is the basis (@Zfrapd) of perception is notlced in Dharmo-
tiara’s etymology of pratyakse; see NBT, p. 38.1; pratyaksam iti pratigatam
dsritam alcgam (pratyaksa means that [cognition] which belongs to or rests on a
sense). However, the etymologies given by Digniiga and Dharmottara cannot
inclnde such cases as manasa-pratyaksa, yogi-pratyaksa, and svasarwedana, which
are independent of the sense. Hence Dharmottara distingnishes between the
etymologloal origin and the actual meaning. After offering his etymology of the
term “ pratyaksa,” he states that all sorts of direct awareness (sdlsatkdri-jiidna)
are actually implied by the word “ pratyaksa™ ; see NBT, p. 38.3-6: aksésritatvar
ca vyuipatti-nimitiam Sabdasya, na tu pravetti-nimittam. anena tv aksdsritatven-
aikdriha-samavetam artha-saksatkdritvam laksyate. tad eva Sabdasya pravriti-
nimittam. latas ca yai kimcid arthasya saksatkari-jfidnarm tat pratyaksam ucyate;
and DAP, p. 39.7-8: atha pratigatam asritam aksam ity asydn api vyuipatiau
manasa-svasariwedana-yogi-pratyaksindn na syat pratyaksa-sabda-vacyatéty aha
“aksdsritatvam . ..’

Anumdana (anu-+/ mi+ana) literally means a means of cognition which is pre-
ceded by some other cognition. According to the Waiyayikas, that which pre-
cedes anumidna is perception of a mark (linga) and of the invariable connection
between this mark and its possessor (lingin); see NBh, ad 1, i, 5: linga-linginoh
sambandha-darsaneh linga-darsanam ca. Thus, the prefix “ann-" is taken by the
Naiydyikas to mean “pascat” (afterwards) or “-pitrvaka™ (preceded by); see
NS, 1, i, 5: tat-piirvakam trividham amundnam; and NBh, ad 1, i, 3: mitena
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lingendrthasya pascan mdnam anumdanam. Digniga, however, interprets differ-
ently the meaning of “onu-.” His definition of anumana for one’s own self
{svdrthdnumang) is: “tshul gsum pahi rtags las rjes su dpag par bya bahi don
(X: tjes su dpag pahi don) mthon ba gan yin pa de ni tan gi don gyi rjes su
dpag pabo™ (That apprehension of an object which is based upon the triple-
conditioned inferential mark is sedrthdnumana); PSV, II, K 109a.2-3, V 27a.5
(270.'N; see NB, L, 3: tatra svértham (anuménam) iri-ripdl lingad yad anumeye
Jjhdnam tad anumanam. The prefix “*anu-"' is thos replaced by the ablative case-
ending and is taken as implying a logical ground.

Since Digniga regards determinate perception (savikalpaka-pratyaksa), which
perceives a thing as associated with a universal ( jati-visisia-vyakri), as a kind of
anuméng, the terms ** pratyalcga™ and * anumdna™ in this treatise are to be under-
stood-as standing respectively for direct, nnmediated cognition or immediate
- awareness and indirect, mediated cognition. In translating, for the sake of con-
venience, I employ the term “‘perception™ as an equivalent for pratyalcga, and
“inference” for anumdina.

1.12. The number and kinds of means of cognition recognized by different
schools of Indian philosophy are as follows: the Cérvikas, one means: percep-
tion (pratyaksa); the Vaigesikas, two means: perception and inference (amumndna);
the Sirikhyas and a branch of the Naiyiyikas, three means: verbal testimony
($abda), in addition to the above two; the Naiyayikas, four means: identification
(upamina), together with the above three; the Prabhakara-Mimarhsakas, five
means: implication (grthdpattl), in addition to the above four; the Bhatia-
Miméarmsakas and the Vedantins, six means: negation (abhdva), together with
the above five; the Paurinikas, eight means; possibility {sambhavd) and tradition
(aztrhya), together with the above six; see Randle, fnd, Lag., p. 305, The doctrines
recognizing aitihya, arthapattt sambhaua, and abhdva as independent means of
cognition had been criticized in NS, IT, ii, 1 ff., and in Digniga’s day, the Nyiya
theory of four means of copnition was the most authoritative. Among the
Bauddhas, the author of the Famg pien hsin lun (T. 1632, Updyvahrdaya or
Prayogasird), a Hinayanist preceding Nagacjuna, admits four means as main-
tained by the Naiyiyikas, and the older school of the Yop#ciras excludes
upamina therefrom, without mentioning any reason.

-Digndga does not recognize Sabdz as an independent means of cognition.
According to him, the cognition derived from Sabda indicates its own object
through the “exciusion of other objects” (amydpoha). This process of exclud-
ing other objects is the function of amwmndna; see PS, V, k. I (cited in TSP,
1. 441,67, trans. in Bud, Log., I, 459):

na pramandniaram $abdam anumandt tatha hi tat

krtakatvddivat svdrtham anydpohena bhdsate,
As regards upamdang, Digniga gives the following arguments: If the cognition
identifying an object with its name is derived from hearsay, as, for example, from
hearing the words “a gavaya is similar to a cow,” then the process of cognizing
is just the same as in the case of §abda. If, on the other hand, the identification
of the object with its name is made by the cognizant himself, then it must be
admitted that he relates two things separately perceived through the operation
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of the mind. This process of cognizing through the operation of the mind is
anumana. Hence upamana cannot be recognized as an independent means of
valid cognition; see PSV, V, K 169b.4-5, V 78a.5-6 (84a.2-3): “re sig fic bar
hjal ba ni ba lan dafi ba min dag hdra bar rtogs pahi don can yin na, de la gsan
las thos nas rtogs na sgra las byui ba yin la, ran fiid kyis yin ne ni don ghis
tshad ma gsan gyis rtogs na, yid kyis hdra bar rtog par byed pa yin Ia, de yan-
tshad ma gsan ma yin no.” In this way, Dignfiga includes Sabda and ypamdna in
anumdana, and admits praryaksa and ammiana as the only two means of valid
cogaition; sse NMukh, p. 3b.10-11; MEF R BER BILE. HEEmSmrcth. &g
—E.

In respect to the number of pramanas, the Vaisesikas are in accord with
Dignaga. However, it should be noted that there is an inconsistency in the
Vaidesika theory of two pramidnas, The Vaisegikas claim that determinate per-
ception {sawikalpaka-pratyaksa in later terminology), which results from the
association of a determinant with an immediate sense-datum, is a kind of
pratyaksa (VS, VILL, 6-7). On the other hand, they regard Sabda, the apprehen-
sion of an object by means of words, as a kind of gnumana (VS, IX, 18-19).
Dignéiga bases his theory of two pramdnas on a radical distinction between two
prameyas (see below, n. 1.14). His theory which is consistently logical may be
clearly distinguished from the Vaidesika theory.

1.13. Vibhiiti, p. 1402; PVBh, p. 213.6; NC(V), p. 88.3 (20):
laksapa-doayam
prameyant . . .
See &lso PV, H1, la—b, : manar dvividham visaya-dvaividhyat and PV, T, 63:
na pratyaksa-paroksabhydm meyasydnyasya sambhavah
tasmat prameya-doitvena pramdna-doitvam isyate.

1.14, PV¥V, p. 132,7-8; PVBh, p. 169.9: na hi sva-samanya-laksanabliydm
anyat [aparam in PVBh] prameyam asti. PVBh, p. 169.9-10: sva-laksana-visaymi
hi pratyaksam samdanye-laksapa-visayam anumanam it pratipadayispamah. 1
have inseried the particle “Ai” on the authority of PST, 14b.2-3 (16b.6-7):
“ran gi mishan itid lcyi yuld can ni ses pa 12 sops pas te, ihi sgra ni fies par gzon
bahi don can no. ran gi mtshan fiid kyi ynl can mdon sum kho na dan spyihi
mitshan fiid kyi yul can rjes su dpag pa kho na ste.” Cf. NC(V), p. 88.3-89.1
(o. 88.18-24): na hi sva-sdmdnya-laksandbhydm anyat prameyam asti. svo-
laksana-visaya-niyatamn pratyakgam, samanya-laksapa-visapa-niyatam amaongnant.
By the expression “ pratipddayisydmah,” Dignaga means that he will deal with
the distinction between sva-loksapna and s@mdnya-laksapa at the beginoing of
PS(V), ch. II; cf. K 1092.4-109b.5, V 27a.7-27b.7 (270.8-280.2).

According to the Vaisesikas and the Naiyayikas, every existing thing, with the
exception of the extreme universal (para-samanya) and the extreme individual
{antya—-uue‘ra) possessesboth generallty(]atz =samanyea) and individuality {pyakti).
In perceiving a thing, one perceives it, at the first moment, vaguely, without
differentiating fat and wvyakti [nirvikalpaka-pratyakgal, but later on, deter-
minately, conjoining differentiated j#if and vyakii [savikalpaka-pratyaksa].
Dignaga does not assent to this view. He makes an essential distinction between
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sva-laksapa and s@méanya-laksana, the former being the particular individuality
which can never be generalized or conceptualized and the latter being the uni-
versal which is conceptually constiucted by the mind through generalizing from:
many individuals without regard for their particularity. The former is real,
while the latter Iacks reality. As each is incompatible with the other, there cannot
be anything which possesses both sva-laksana and sdmdnya-laksana at the same
time, Corresponding to this essential distinction between two kinds of prameya,
there is & radical distinction between the two means of cognition (pramana-
vpavasthad): pratyaksa which grasps sva-laicsana exclusively and anumana which
grasps samanya-laksana exclusively. This theory is evidently set up in opposition
to the Nyaya view of the coalescence of different meens of cognition (pramana-
samplava), ie., the view that the same object can be cognized by any of the
four kinds of pramdna; see NBh, ad 1, i, 3. The elaborate arguments made
by Uddyotakara and Viacaspatimifra on this point are precisely traced by
Sicherbatsky, and no further remark is necessary here; see Bud. Log., 11, 301 ff.

Dharmakirti sets up the following criteria to distinguish sve-leksapa and
samanya-lalcsana: sva-laksana (2) has a power to produce effects {artha-Ioriya-
sakti), {b) is specific (asadria), (c) is not denotable by a word (Sabdasydvisayak),
and (d) is apprehensible without depending upon other factors such as verbal
conventions, while sémdnya-laksana (a) has no power to produce effects, (b} is
common to many things, (c) is denotable by a word, and (d) is not apprehensible
withont depending upon other factors such as verbal conventions; see PV, III,
1-2, The concept of artha-foripa is unfamiliar to Digniga. Dharmakirti adds
further detailed discussions to prove the unreality of s@mdnya, and states that
sva-laksana alone is the object to be cognized in the ultimate sense; see ibid,,
T, 53d: meyam tv ekam sva-laksanam. That there are two sorts of prameya

‘implies that sva-laksana is apprehended in two ways, as it is (spa-rijpena) and as
something other than itself (para-riipena), but not that there is real s@mdnya
apart from sva-laksapa. Thus, the distinction between sva-laksapa and sdmanya-
Inksana is the vesult of a changed perspective; see ibid., III, 54cd:

‘ tasya sva-para-riipdbhyan: gater meya-dvayam matam.

1.15. For this passage of the Fyrii, see PVBh, p. 227.8: yait farhidam anityd-
dibhir. @kfirair varpddi grivetaitat katham; Vibhkiti, p. 1402 yar tarhidam . . .
grhyate *sakyd va; ibid., p. 1393: asakrd vd. On the basis of these fragments, the
original may be reconstructed as: yat tarhidam . . . grhyate 'sakyd vd 1at katham.

1.16. The meaning of the question raised here is as follows: In seeing a paich
of color which exists momentarily and then disappears, one has a cognition of
the noneternity of color (varnasydnityaid). Similarly, in hearing 4 fading sound,
one has a cognition of the noneternity of sound (fabdasydnityatd). Cognitions
of this sort cannot be pratyaksa, because sdminya-laksana, i.e., noneternity, is
copnized. Nor can they be anumdna, because there is no inferential mark (linga)
from which the noneternity of color, sound, ete. is to be inferred. Hence the need
for admitting the third prameya, in which sva.laksana and sdmédnya-laksana are
combined. Cf, PV, I, 76:

prameya-niyame varpdnityatd na pratiyate
praméipam anyat tad-buddhir ving lingena sambhavd.
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.1.17. This question refers to the case in which a man who has.perceived a fire
before, upon perceiving its smoke, has re-cognition (pratyabhijfidng) of the same
fire. This process of re-cognizing the same fire is not pratyaksa, since the re-
cognition is produced by perceiving the mark (liga), smoke. But it is not
anumdina either, because what is re-cognized is the particular fire, and not fire in
general, as inferable from the mark, smoke. In this regard, the Samkhyas set
forth the theory of vifega-drstam amumdnam, and say that the particular is in-
ferable from its likeness (samya) to the particular (wifesa) perceived before
{drsta}; cf. PST, 17a.3 (19b.6): “gan gi phyir grans can pas khyad par mthon
ba rjes su dpag pahi mtshan fiid du brjod de™; ibid., Peking ed., 141b.7-8: “1jes
su dpag pa rnams pa giifs ses pa ste, de la khyad par mthon ba ni, gad gi tshe
me dan du ba hbrel pa mthon nes, de ba de kho nas me de kho nahi yan dan
yan du me de kho na hdihio ses yod pa fiid du rtogs par byed paho™; Frau-
wallner, “Klass, Samkh.,” p. 90. This type of amumdna is called by Sabara-
gvamin pratyaksato dysta-sambandham anumdnam  as  distingnished from
samanyato drsta-sambandham anumdnam (see SBh, p. 10.11-15), and, according
to Kumitila, it was expounded by Vindhyavasin (S¥, Anumina, 141-143, quoted -
in TSP, ad TS, 1443-1445), Dignaga’s theory of a sharp distinction between the
objects of pratyaicsa and anumana is hardly applicable to the case of re-cognition.
Cf. PST, 15a.1-3 (17a.6-17b.1); PV, III, 77a~c:

visesa-drste lingasya sambandhasydpratititah
tat pramandntarant . . .

1.18. Vibhiiti, p. 1402;
... tasya samdhane na [iext: samdhanena)l pramapdntaram . ..

1.19. P¥Bh, p. 236.13-14: sva-sdmdnya-laksanabhydarn hy avyapadesya-
varpatvabhydrm varuddi grhfivdnityatayd cénityam varndditi manasa sammdhatte,
Cf. PVV, p. 140.9-12: “yojanid varnao-s@médnye ndyarh: dosal prasajyate” (PV,
IF, 79cd). vikalpakena jhgnendnityara@yd “varpe-s@mdinye yojanid ayar®
s@ménya-visegdimaka-prameya-gréhaka-pramandntarébhyupagama-laksano ** do-
80'na prasajyate.” na hi vifeso ‘nityatayd yojyate . . .

1.20. Vibhiiti, p. 1402; PVBh, p. 242.29:
...naca
punah punar abhijiidne. ,
See TAV, p. 56.9:. .., punah punar abhijfianam [text;: abhidhanar jAcnan] na
praminam.

1.21. Dharmakirti denies the possibility of re-cognizing the particular vifesa
on the ground that it is in a state of flux. Further, he points out that the object of
vifesa-drstam anumdnam is not visesa, inasmuch as it is grasped through dygia-
sdmya; see PV, I, 118:

visesa-pratyabhijiianart na pratiksana-bhedatah

. na vd visesa-visayarh drsta-samyena tad-grahdt.
and IO, 119-122; PST, 17b.1 £ (20a.5 ff.). The Naiyayikas do not admit re-
cognition as valid knowledge, since, like recollection (smytf), it is produced only
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by an impression (sarskdra) of past experience, and is not dependent upon m_]y
pramana.

ibhiiti, p. 1402; PVBh, p. 242.29: .
L.22. Vibhuth ® anisthsakieh smrta_dwnt.

1.23. PST, 17a.7 (20a.3): *dran pa kho na q’rm: qup ses pa‘(‘inos"p\zﬁ:ictuf;:g?z
a.h.i i1yir r;." According to a rule of Panim, Eamcip_les in “-1a, - odin
]fjh ' Puter ender, are admitted as nouns of action; Pan., II,I’, iif 1 .r{apum.:l ¢
bhfillfl: kitahg (ex., ’hasitam, Jjalpitam). Metri causa, “smyta” 15 used instead o

“gmrti” in the verse.

. g-dpesddivat pirvddhigata-
. 56.8-9: yad uktam smrticchcf d.’ief ; higata-
viszﬁjiug:;zﬁﬁ{, pzlt)nar abhﬁﬁﬁjsv;am [text: abhidhanan JRanari)]. ,ml praminam

iti... ‘ . . -
The Bauddhas are in concert with ﬂle I\Jﬁmam' gakas mf d:ﬁI;J:]llgE ﬂiﬁ?agf“z :;
anadhigatdrtha-ganty pramanam [praména is the ageot o ap;.; e O
object which is not yet appra]ﬁegdedgli see 1;\TSBI;E" lga.ijg(il']a.a}g .ev::lg.ﬁm ‘51 D
tshad maho™; , p. 19.2: .
dpn Itc"gsn?:fﬁnbaﬁd%s%{;ﬁnmou is criticized by Algalaﬁkg a8 f'ollows bA lthPs
v?ﬁ:ﬁlﬂment‘ of ‘t-)eing lit possesses the same ciapacﬂ:y to lllumA : matte. 0 _]::hs; .;ld
:he lamp at a later moment. Likewise, the capacity of & cogmhor%ﬁg ;ﬂf chend
an object i the same, whether it be the first moment of the cogni

13 ”
mosment, Just as the lamps at different moments are equally called “lamp,” so

the cognitions apprehending the same object at different moments should be

i " ana.”” Had the Bauddhas™ statement t}'lat_thc abject,

Bbql’mu?; icgt%.l:r 2?3?:5;?:.:3%:1 in each moment sucgcssfu}’ly V}nd{cat’t:d Sil;::

deglngjﬁun of pramdna as anadhigatérthazganty pramanam, Di?:]n:!.gi state.

y t that the re~cog3:u'ﬁun of the same object is not pramana wou a\é gm ved
P11-1:‘:1]:|1r|:)p:1r' see TAV, p. 56.1-9. ‘Vacaspatimiéra also rejects the above de

i i in which a stable object is
7} the reason that it cannot m_ch_](%e 8 case in - .
-:f;g;?z";gp;yﬁfseﬂes of perceptions (dh&rauah:ka-vyﬁana), see NVTT, p. 21.6 iL.

1.25. Vibhati, p. 1741; Tﬁly’ p. 53.29:
i1 kalpandpodham. ) ‘
P;; IJ;‘;:CW 3b ltfj' EERAH ; NV, p. 41.19: apare tu manyante pratyalksant
iy A Cd;zgnn'm: NVTT, p. 153.20: samprati Dz‘gnﬁga:fya Iak:g‘azram uianyzf-
ka;%frmg;t;_m iti; NC,'(V) p. 59.2 (15-16): ghatadi-kalpandpodhari pratyaicsam,
Syati— 3 y P S

Yulctidipikd, p. 39.19.

Dignéga is not the first fo describe pratyakya as frec from kalpend=yvikalpa.

Vindhyavasin, an elder contemporary of Va.subapdh;, for esxaséugli;rgzgzsl
alcsa as Srotradi-vpttir avikalpika; see Sarunatitarkap.; D. ”; ; Eram: ”
g 24.13: Chakravarti, Origin and Development of Samichya 5. o

‘ ’I?‘I;::fg??;:aspi 14.5 i49, and his definition is regarded by Jayanta Bhatta as

tually identical with the Bauddha deﬁnition, ef. .NMaﬁj, p]; 93.]10-£11islﬁ;)g1§:§]g;é
however, provides a logical basis for this definition by s da@ ynot tnguistin
sva-laks;na from sdmdnya-lalsana; sec above, n. 1.14. He does
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adding any superfluous terms to kalpandpodha in defining pratyaksa; see below,
Section 3, B. :

The characteristic feature of kalpand, as will be noted below (n. 1.27), con-
sists in the association of an immediate awareness with a word. Pratyaksa which
is free from kalpand is inexpressible by a word, Uddyotakara objects to the
defining of pratyaksa, which should be inexpressible, by the words ** pratyaksari
kalpandpoadham.” He points out that neither the words * pratyaksa™ and **kal-
pandpodha™ nor the sentence “ pratyaksar kalpandpodham™ can denote praz-
yalksa: if pratpaksa could be denoted by cither of these words or by the sentence,
it could not be free from kalpand. He further observes that, if the word “kal-
pandpodha® were held to mean “inexpressible in its specific feature™ (svaripato
na vyapadssyant), then everything would be regarded as pratyaksa, because a
word expresses only the general feature {samanydkara) of a thing and not its
specific feature (visesdkara=svariipa). However, it would not be proper to say that
a thing is “inexpressible’ because its specific feature is inexpressible. A brah-
mana may be spoken of by the word *“man,” although this word does not ex-
press his specific feature. On the other hand, it would he self-contradictory to
assert that the specific feature of pratyaksa is expressed by the word * kalpand-

podha,” since “kalpandpodha® signifies that the specific feature of pratyaksa
is inexpressible. Lastly, if the word “kalpandpedha™ were understood to EXpress
nothing, the definition would have to be regarded as utterly useless; see NV, pp.
41.22-43.5, To this objection Santaraksita and Kamalaila give the answer: by
defining pratyaksa as “ kalpandpodha’ it is implied that pratyaksa is avikalpaka,
but not that it is anabhidheya; therefore, there is no fault in describing pratyaksa
by the word ““kalpandpodha™; cf. TS(P), 1239-1242,

Dharmakirti follows Dignaga in defining pratyaksz as kalpandpodha in PV,
HIT, 123a, but he adds the term * abhrdnta™ to this definition in NB, 1, 4, and
PVin, 252b.3, ‘

1.26. TSP, p. 368.23; NV, p. 41.19; TAV, p. 53.29:
- . « nfma-faty-adi-yojand.
Cf. NC, p. 59.2-60.1: atha ka kalpand, namajati-puma-kripd-dravya-svariip -
DPanng-vasiv-atara-piripandnusmarana-vikalpand.

1.27. TSP, p. 369.23-25; NVTT, p. 153.22-154.3; yadrecha-sabdesu hi ndmna
visisto ‘rtha ucyate ditthéti, jati-sabdesu jatyd gour iti, gupa-Sabdesu gupena
Sukla itl, kriya-sabdesu kriyayd pdcaka iti, dravyo-sabdesu dravyepa dandi
visaniii,

According to Dignaga, a thing, which in itself is essentially inexpressible,
comes to be expressed by & word only when it is associated with a name (ndnian)
and other factors. Conceptual construction (kalpand) means nothing other than
this process of associating a name, eic., witha thing. Dignaga classifies the factors
to be associated with a thing for the sake of verbal designation into five cate-

.gories: ndman, jati, gupa, kriyd, and dravya, which respectively function in

producing yadrechd-Sabda, jati-S., guna-s., kripd-s., and dravya-$. His classifica-
tion of Sabda seems to have been adopted from the Vaiyikaranas, who clagsify
Sabda into four categories; ¢f, MBh, p. 19.20-21 (ad Pdn, 1, i, 2, Vart. 1):
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catustayl Sabddndm pravritih, jati-Sabdd guna-Sabdah kriyd-sabdd yadrcchd-
Sabdas caturthah. As regards * dravya-Sabda” we do not find the term in MBh,
but Digniiga's identifying visanin a8 a dravya shows that he bases his explanation
upon MBh, p. 1.6 ff., where Patafijali asks the question “atha gaur ity atra kal
Sabdah 7 and then rejects a pitrvapaksa as follows: kim yat tat sama-langiila-
kakudo-khura-vigany-artha-riipams sa $abdah? néty dha, dravyarm ndima tat.
Patafijali proceeds to reject some other views: yat tarki tad ingitam cegtitam
nimigsitar sa Sabdah ! néty aha, kriyd ndma s4. yat tarhi tac chuklo nilah lysnak
kapilah kapota iti so Sabdah ? néty Gha, guno ndma sab. yat tarhi tad bhinnegy
abhinnarh chinnegy acchinnar s@manya-bhittari sa sabdah ? néty aha, dkrtir ndma
sd. Hers Dignéga follows the pattern of MBh in his use of the terms * kriyd,”
“guna,” and “jati” (=dkrti). As a kriyd-fabda, *pdcaka® is used in a verbal
sense, as an infinitive, through application of Pan, I, iii, 10: tumun-noulay
kriydyam kriyvarthiayam [ex. Bhoktwri orajati = bhajako vrajaii].

Santaraksita argues that from the viewpoint of the Bauddhas, who deny the
reality of such categories as dravpa, all words are to be regarded either as
arbitrary words inasmuch as they are simply products of the desire to com-
municate (vivaksd), or as genus-words inasmuch as they stand for what is com-
mon to many individual moments or entities: even in the case of applying the
name “Dittha® to an object, the object itself is associated with the genus
*“ditihaton,” which is a generalization of the innumerable moments that con-
stitute the series of the individual Dittha; see TSP, ad 1226, Thus Santaraksita
says that Dignfga is only following the general usage of words in classifying
Sabda into five categories; see 7S, 1227-1228, Prasastapida also classifies the
qualifiers or distingnishers (vifegana) of savikalpala-pratyaksa into five cate-
gories, but his categories differ from those employed by Dignéiga, inasmuch as

- they are based npon VaiSesika doctrine; see PBh, p. 553.2-5; Randle, Ind. Log.,

. 107,
ppDignﬁga i5 close to the Vaiydkarapas in maintaining that conceptual con-
struction is inseparable from verbal expression. The Vaiyakarana theary of the

- inseparable relation between conception and word is clearly set forth in Vékyap.,

I 124:

na so 'sti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte

anuviddham ivg jiianam sarvam $abdena ganmyate,
Kamalaéile, in explaining Santaraksita’s definition of kalpand as *abhilipini
pratieih” (TS, 1214), quotes Vakyap., I, 122:

itikartavyma loke sarvd fabda-vyapdsrayd

yam piirvahita-samsicaro balo °pi pratipadyate.
This shows the affinity between the Vaiyikaranas and Dipnéga’s school in re-
gard to ‘the theory concerning the relation of kalpana and verbal expression. In
this respect, Dignéga differs from Véatsyayana who distinguishes knowledge it-
self from the verbal designation of the object; see Randle, fad. Log., pp. 119-120.

Santaraksita and Kamalasila lay importance on the expression “ucyaie™
[(a thing . ..) is expressed (by a word)] in the above passage of PS¥, and con-
sider it as evidence for Dignaga’s understanding of kalpand as being inseparably
related to word (ndman=sabda), and not to genus, eic. ( jaty-ddi); see TS(P), 1233.
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According to their interpretation, *“n@man™ in Digniga’s definition of kalpma
must be distinguished from “jary-adi”” They say that Jjary-adi-yajand is a
heretical theory which should be discarded, because Jjati, etc., were not recognized
by Dignéga as real entities. Thus they consider that Dignéiga’s own interpreta-
‘tion of kalpani is néma-yojand; ibid., 1219-1221. Or, even if jati, etc., were ad-

_mitted provisionally as entities, it must be noted that these are related o a thing

only through the medium of ndman; ibid., 1224-1225. After elaborating these
arguments, Sintaraksita and Kamnalasila conclude that the association with word
(ndman} is the distinctive feature of Digndiga’s definition of kalpand. These
arguments, however, even if they are not actually false in their conclusion, seem
not to be faithful to the original thought of the above passage.

Dharmakirti is more cautious than Dignga in defining kalpand as “a cogni-
tion of representation which is capable of being associated with a verbal designa-
tion*—which definition also includes the conceptual construction of infants and
dumb persons who have the potentiality of verbal expression although they do
not uiter an actual word; ef. NB, 1, 5: “abhildpa-sarhsarga-yogya-pratibhisa-
pratitil kalpand™; PVin, 252b.4: *'rtog pa ni brjod pa dan hdrer run ba snai-
bahi fes pa ste.” Jinendrabuddhi, taking Dharmakirti’s definition into con-
sideration, explains as follows: *hdir yan sbyor bar byas zin pa kho nahi $es pa
rtog pa brjod par hdod pama yin gyi, hona cise na, gan yan sbyor bar byaszin pa
ma yin pa de la yan run bar snan ba de yan yin no”; PST, 18a.8-18b.1 {(21a.6).

1.28. When the kriya-abda “ pdcaka or the dravya-sabda * dandin® is ap-
plied to a certain thing, the thing is distinguished by the relationship as in-
dicated by the suffix pou! (-aka) or ini (-in). Jinendrabuddhi seems to push the
analysis further by introducing the concept of “$abda-pravriti-nimitta™ (efficient
cause of verbal expression). His explanation may be summarized as follows: (1)
The bhava-pratyaya suffixed to samdsa, krt, and taddhiia implies kriya-karaka-
sambandha (the relation of action to a factor of action), and other relations. CI,
Tattvabodhini ad Siddhantakaumudi 1781 (=MBh, V, i, 119): , .. Hari-tikdydam
yad wktar *“samdsa-kyt-taddhitesu sambandhabhidhanmn bihdva-pratyayena™ iti,
(2) pacaka=pac+-npoud is krt, and dandin=danda+ini is taddhita. (3) The
bhava-pratyaya, when suffixed to any word, expresses the efficient cause of the
application of that word to a certain thing. In support of (3), Jinendrabuddhi
quotes MBh, V, 1, 199: yasya gunasya bhévad dravye Sabda-nivesal tad-abhidhane
tva-talaw. Thus, his contention is that the bhdva-pratyaya “-tva® suffixed to
pacaka or dandin expresses the above-mentioned relation and at the same time
is deemed to be the efficient cause of the application of the word * pacaka™
or “dandin® to a thing distinguished by that relation; cf. PST, 18b.5-19a.1
(21b.4-7). ' .

1.29. TSP, p. 371.11-12: “ anye tv artha-$iinyaih Sabdair eva visigto “rtha ucyate.”
Although the text begins with “anye 1,” it is evident that Dignaga intro-
duced this sentence here with the intention of making his own point clear.
The Naiyayikas and other realists are of the opinion that genus, quality, etc.,
which, in the preceding passage (see n. 1.27), are considered to be the factors
of verbal designation, are paddrthas or real entities. But, according to Dignaga,
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they are simply conceptual constructions denoting no real entities : what is denoted
by the genus-word *“cow™ is not any real entity ‘‘ cowness,” but really the “ exclu-
sion of non-cows” (apa-updurtsi). This point is discussed in detail in PS(F),
ch. V. Cf. TS5(P), 1229:

te tu jaty-iddayo néha lokavad vyativekinah

ity etat pratipatty-artham * anye tv* fiy-ddi varpitam.

...anya iti bauddhdh. artha-Sinyair iti jaty-adi-nirapeksair apoha-maira-

gocaraih Sabdaih. Cf. also PST, 19a.1 (21b.7-8): “gsan rnams ni don gyis ston
pa rnarns kyis ses pa ran gi lugs bzan po ston te, don de rigs Ia sogs pahi khyad
par dani bral ba rnams kyis ses pahi don to.”

1.30. TSP, p. 373.26: yatraisd kalpand ndsti tat pratyaksgam. Cf. Vibhiti, -

p. 1741, ,

1.31. Vibhiiti, p. 1755; PVBh, p. 277.24: atha lcasméd doayddhingyam wipatiau
pratyaksam ucyate na prativisayam, (The reading given in the text of PVEBhA:
(vi)sayddhindyam is incorrect.)

It is generally accepted by the Bauddhas that vijigna (consciousness, cogni-
tion) is dependent for its production upon the sense-organ {indriya) and the
object (visaya); cf. Saryutta Nikdya, 10, 72 fI.; ibid,, IV, 33, 67, B6, passim:
cakkhurfi ca paticca ritpe ca uppajjati caldlchu-viftidnem, quoted in Alambanap.,
ad k. 7ed; NC, p. 82.2-5; Prasannap., pp. 6.3, 567.7-8, passim. In AKBh,
Vasubandhu asks why vijfigna is called caksur-vijfidna, etc,, in accordance with
the mame of the sense and not with that of the object—cf, AKBh, p. 12b.18 ff:
fIEEEEE R BATKAERIES. —and gives the following answers:

(1) According as the sense is strong or weak, vijfidna becomes clear or dim.
Therefore the sense shouid be regarded as the basis {dfraya) of viffiana. (2) The
sense is the specific cause (asddhdrana-hetu) of vifidna. For example, when
A man experiences a visual perception (caksur-viffigna), its specific caunse must
be his own visual sense (caksur-indriyd), since the object, riipa, etc., is the cause
of vismal percepton in other persons too, as well as of menial perceptions
(mano-vijfidna) in himself and others. For these two reasons, vijfidna is named
after the sense and not after the object; cf. AKX, X, 45:

tad-vikdra-vikaritodd dfrayds caksur-ddayah
ato ‘sddhdarapatvac ca vijiidnar tair nirdcyate.

The guestion raised in the above passage is concerned with the name given to
perception in peneral, and not with that of individual vifignz. However, from
k. 4ab and'its Vi, it is obvious that Dignfiga here makes reference to AK(BH).

Cf. PV, 101, 191:

saksad vijigna-janane samartho visayo *ksavar

atha kasmdd dvayddhina-fanma tat tena nécyate.
PFV, p. 176.4-6 (ad PV, III, 191cd): “atha dvayddhina-janma® visayéndriys-
tpati *“iad” indripa-ffiGnam indriyenécyate vyapadiSyate pratyaksam ifi, pratiga-
tam algam pratyaksam indrivdiritam ity arthah. “lkasmdt™ punar visayena
“mdcyate” prativisapam iti. See also Section 6, Db,
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1.32. Vibhiti, p. 1771¢; T4V, p. 53.30:

asddharana-hetutvad aksais tad vyapadisyate.

Of the two reasons given by Vasubandhu for naming vijfidna after the sense,
the second one, as@dhdrana-hetutva, is mentioned by Dignapa in the above
verse, In NMukh, too, Dignaga says: asddhdrapa-larapatvad aksam aksarh prati
vartata iti pratyakgam; cf. n, 1.11, .

Dharmalkirti states that the name of a thing should be taken from its indicator
(gamalca). For example, if a sprout is named “a sprout of barley” (yavdrikura),
no one would mistalke it for a sprout of rice. If, on the other hand, it were named
*“a sprout of earth™ (prihivy-ankura), then this name could be just as easily under-
stood to refer to a sprout of rice as to a sprout of barley., Thus, it is the asddha-
rana-hetu, that is to be regarded as the “indicator.” Following Dignagy,
Dharmaldrti considers that the sense {akga) is the “indicator® of o perception;
cf. PV, 111, 192;

samiksya gamakatvari hi vyapadeso niyujyate
tac cdksa-vyapadede 'sti tad-dharma¥ ca nlyogyatam.

1.33. PVBh, p. 278.18: visaye hi mano-vijidndnya-samianika-vijiana-hetuindi
sadhdranam; ibid,, p. 278.12: asddhdranena [text: sddhdranena) vyapadeso drsto
bheri-sabdo yavéiloura iti. Cf. AKBh, p. 12b.26-12c.2 (AKV, p. §7.20 f£): &7
R FERRER (4K, T, 45cd, cf. n. 31)... RORSEEAMRIEE IRMITER. fiE
BAEIR (enya-caksur-viffidnasydpi) Bl BILESRETE. . BES-ERRIEE,. 0
WHERZELS (yathd bheri-{abdo yavinlourak). :

Candraldrti, directly after queting Digniga’s etymology of pratyaksa (see
above n. 1.11), refers to the following arpument: atka syat, yathébhayddhindyam
api vijidna-pravritdy dérayasya patu-mandatdnuvidhanad vijiandnan tad-vikara-
vikdritvdd dfrayenaiva vyapadeso bhavati, coksur-vifianan iti. evari yady apy
artham artham praii vartate tathdpy aksam alsam d$ritya vartamanar vijiianam
dsrayena vyapadesai pratyaksam iti bhavisyati, drsfo hy asadhdranena vyapadeso
Bherl-dabdo yavdrkura iti; Prasannap., p. 72.4-7. In the last sentence (“drsto
hi...”) Candrakirti is following Digniga’s words very closely, like him citing
“bheri-sabda™ and * yapdikura® as examples of *asddhdranena vyapadedah.”
However, in the preceding lines he does not explain that the sense is asadhdrana-
hetu of perception, He only makes reference to AK(BH), 1, 45ab, where Vasu-
bandhu states that viffi@na, which changes (vikdra) as the sense grows stronger
or weaker ( patu-mandatdnupidhit), is named after the sense as caksur-pijfidna, ete.
Of the two reasons mentioned by Vasubandhn for naming vijfidna after the sense
(cf. n. 1.31), Dignaga bases his argnment on the second one, whereas Candra-
kirti, in criticizing Dignédga’s theory, guotes the first one. Thus, Candrakirti’s
nge of the examples is inappropriate, Uddyotakara also uses the example of
“ yapfnlura® in his explanation of the contact of sense and object (indriydriha-
samhnikarsa, NS, 1, 1, 4) as asadharana-kcdrana of perception; ses NV, p. 32.22:
rtv-adi-karana-sarimidhandat pradurbhavann arkure na pto-Gdibhir vyapadiSyate
*pi tv asiadhdranena bijena vyapadisyate yavdnkura iti. See also AKV, p. 87.23-28;
Nyayapravesavytii (G.Q.8. No. 38}, p. 3519 ff,



88 Notes to Page 26

1.34. That pratyaksa is free from conceptnal construction is proved by

pratyaksa itself, that is to say, by svasarwedana, See PV, III, 123ab:

pratyaksarii lkalpandpodham pratyaksenaiva sidhyati.
Dharmakirti gives the following illustration: A man may have perception of a
thing of color even when his mind is drawn from all external objects and re-
mains inactive; from this fact it is self-evident that pratyaksa is free from con-
ceptual construction by the mind; #bid., TH, 124:

smfthrtya sarvaias cintdm stimitendntardimand

sthita'pi caksusd ritpam thsate sdksaja matih.
See also £5T, 19b.6 ff. (22b.7 1.); TIS(P), 1243; Bud. Log., I, 151-152,

. L35, Jinsndrabuddhi says here that kalpandpodhatva of pratyaksa can be
established not only by pratyaksa itself but also by dgama; PST, 21a.1 (24a.3).
This, however, does not mean that dgame is an independent means of cognition.

1.36. 4KV, p. 64.22-23; Prasannap., p. 74.7-8; NC, pp. 60.3-61.1; NCF, .
B1.20; eaksur-vijfifna-samarigt nilam vijdnati no tu nilam iti [nohati instead of no
tu in AKXV, Wogihara ed., but AKV, N. N. Law ed. (Calcutts Oriental Series,
No. 31) p. 74.23 reads no tu]. , .

The expression “aflar vijandti® implies that one has an jmmediate awareness
of the object itself. On the other band, “nilam iti vijandti™* implies that one
forms a perceptual judgement by associating a name with the object perceived.
Thus, the above Abhidharma passage expresses the thought that perception is

free from conceptuel construction (kelpandpodha). Kamalaéila claims that the”

expressions * nflam vijdndti™ and “no tu nilam iti (vij@nati)’ imply respectively
that perception is nonerroneons (@bhrdnta) and that it is free from conceptual
construction (kalpandpodhd) ; see TSP, p. 12.21-24: tatra pratyaksasya laksapan:
bhranti-kalpanabhydm rahitatvam, tac ca bhagavatbktam eva. yod Gha—" caksur-
viffiana-samangi [text: “-sangi]...” tathd ki nilarr vijandtity anendvipariio-
visayatva-khydpandd abhrintatvam ukiam, no tu nilam ity aneno namdnuvid-
dhéirtha-grahana-pratilesepdt kalpand-rahitatvam. It is obvious that he hopes by
this interpretation to find support in the Abhidharma passage for the definition
of pratyaicsa given in NB, 1, 4: pratyaksar kalpandpodham abhrantam, which he
adopts, following Santaraksita, cf. TS(P), 1214. The same interpretation is
given in NB-Pitrvapaksasamksepa; see La Vallée Poussin, Prasannap., p. 74, 0. 6.

1.37. NC(V), p. 61.4 (19-20): arthe *rtha-sariijfit, na tv arthe dharma-sarFi.

The term “dharma™ implies particular cirta-viprayukta-sarskara-dharmas,
namely, ndman, pada, and vyafijana; NC(V), p. 62.3 (18-25): evam abhidharme
vktam '‘dharmo nambcyate namao-itdayah pada-kiye vyafjong-kiyah™; PST,

21a.2-4 (24a.4-6). To have dharma-samyjfid in respect to an object means to ap--

prehend the object by its name. On the other hand, artha-sarijiia means artha-
svariipa-samyjiid. Thus, the distinction between artha-samjfid and dharma-sarigid

...... Y]

corresponds to the distinction between “nilarz janati® and “ nilam iti jandti.

L.38. NCV, p. 79.15-16: yat tarhidarh *' saricitdlambanih pafica vijiana-kaya”
itf tat kathari yadi tad ekato na vikalpayati. CF. PV, p. 176.20: nanu * samcits-
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lambanah pafica vijfiana-kdyd” iti siddhantah; NC(V), p. 64.1 (13-14): whtar vo
*bhidharma eva “samcitdlambanah pafica viffigna-kayah.” Cf. also NCV, PD.
65.18, 80.27, 102.5. '

In Alambanap., kk. 1-5, as well as in Vims, k. 11 and Vriti, and Trir$Bh, ad
k. 1, realists are divided into three groups according to their theories concerning
the object of cognition (Zlambana). The first group maintains that the object of
copnition is a dravya (substance), viz., an individual atom (paremédmé) or an
avayavin (a substance possessing parts), the second that it is the aggregate
(saricita) of atoms, and the third that it is the gathering (sarhghdta) of atoms. It
is obvious that the theory here referred to is that of the second group, which is
reported by Kuei-chi to be the Vaibhasikas; see Wei shih érh shih hun shu chi, T.
1834, p. 992¢.8~10. In explaining the theory of the second group, Sthiramati
(TrirasBh, p. 16.20-21) and Vinitadeva (Ti%a on Vims, Peking ed., 7ib. Trip., no.
5566, 219b.1) quote the sentence “ saricitdlambandh . . . The same siddhanta is
referred to as follows in AKBA p. 12a.26-28: fHfR. . . AERENIES MRtk
TR (sarmicitisraydlambanatodt, AKV, p. 86.9-10).

1.39. AKBh, ad 1, 10 (quoted in NC, p. 78, n. 5 from a yet unpublished
manuscript, which is being deciphered by P. Pradhan. Chinese version, P 3a.9-
11); AK¥, p. 28.10-16; PVBh, p. 280.7-8; NC, pp. 86.2, 93.3; NCV, p. 79.18:
dyatana-svalalcsanam praty ete spalaksana-visayd na dravya-svalaksanai prati.

In this sentence, dyatana stands for bahydyatana, i.e., a gross form which is
porceivable by the sense-organ, while dravya stands for an individual atomic
element, See PST, 21a.7-21b.1 (24b.2-3); Vibhiiti, p. 176%: yac ca Vasubandi-
unbktam dyalema-svalalcsanarm caksur-grihyarvddi tat praii jidnéni svalaksana-
visayani, na dravya-svalaksanam [text: dravyam sva®] praty eka-paraménu(m).

In AKBF, after enumerating the varieties of riipa, Vasubandhn says that eye-
perception is caused sometimes by a single dravya (here dravya does not mean an
atom, since 4 single atom is invisible), as in the case of perceiving something
blue, and sometimes by many dravyas, as in the cases of perceiving from a dis-
tance a military array, a collection- of jewels, etc.; see AKBh, ad I, 10 (Chinese
version, p. 38.3-6): yad etad bahu-vidham riipam ultawt tatra kadacid ekena
dravyena caksur-vijidnam utpadyate yadd tat-prakara-vyavacchedo bhavati,
kaddcid bahubhir yadd na vyavacchedah tadyathd send-vyitham aneka-varna-
saiisthdnam mani-vyithari v dirdl paspateh. It may be argued that, inasmuch as
sense-cognitions are caused by many objects, they could be considered to take
samanya for their object and not svalaksana; ibid. (Chinese version, p. 3a.9-10):
nanu caivarh samastdlambanato@l samanya-visayah pafica vijRdna-kavah prapuu-
vanti, na svalaksapa-visaydh. Thus, Vasubandhu claims in the above-cited pas-
sage that the object of sense-cognition is to be regarded as svalaksana, even when
it is formed by many elements.

1.40. PVBh, p. 275.10; P¥V, p. 176.20-21: NC, p. 93.5; NCV (p. 86.9), 89.27
(p.'94.12), pp. 97.26-27, 99.26-27, 102.24-25:
tatrdnekdrtha-janyatodt svdrthe sdmanya-gocaram. )
In this verse, “anekdrtha™ means the atoms in aggregation or the things
forming a group, which are called sawiciia or dyatang-svalaksmpa in the
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preceding Abhidharma passages. The sense-organ does not take a single atom nor
a single member of the group for its object, but grasps meny atoms or things
simultaneously. Thus, the object of the sense is the totality of individual atoms
or things. The word *s@médnya’™ in this verse implies this totality, but not the
sdmdnya which is assumed by the Naiygyikas and others to exist over and beyond
the individuals.

This idea of Dignéga’s is fully elaborated by Dharmakirti in P¥, 11T, 194-230,
on the basis of the Sautrantika theory that individual atoms, which are imper-
ceptible, come to possess, when they gather together, & pre-eminent quality
(atifaya), which enables them ito present a certain form in & eogm’tion. See also
AbhD, k. 317.

1.41. NC; PP B6.10, 93.6; NCV, p. 91.9-10: aneka-dravydipadyatvdt tat
svdyatane saminya-gocaram ity ucyate, na itu bhinnesy abheda-kalpandt,

Mallavadin vehemently attacks the thought that the sense-cognition is caused
by “anekdrtha® or that it takes “ s@mdnya® for its ohject; see NC, p. 86.6 ff. The
main points of his arguments are as follows: (1) The cognition which tekes
sdmanya for its object is not praryaicsa. If it were admitted as pratyaksa, then it
would follow that anumdna also would be a type of pratyaksa, since it has
sdmanya for its object. (2} The expression “svdrthe sam@nya-gocaram’™ incnrs a
self-contradiction, like the expression “*my father-is a pure celibate,” because
“spdrtha™ of the sense-organ is svalakyapa which is perceived immediately,
whereas **s@mdnya™ is to be cognized only through an inferential mark. (3) I
“samanya” were held as the object of pratyakya, then there would be no
svalaksapa. Thus the theory of the radical distinction between the two pramanas
would become baseless. Two pramdnas would apprehend the same prameya, or
praryaksa would be regarded as a kind of anumana. (4) When we perceive
“anekdrtha,” for example, many leaves on a tree, they are perceived as in-
dividuals, each possessing its own color and shape, but not as a “samdnya™ dif-

ferent from. individual leaves. There is no such *“sa@mdnya™ that is distinct from

individuals (sualak;aya) and might be called “saemghata” * avayavin' etc.
Therefore, it is unreasonable to say that “samédnya™ becomes the object of
pratyaksa. (5) “Samanya” as the apgregate (saricayd) of atoms is unable to
produce a cognition, since the aggregate of atoms, according to Digndga, is an
empirical reality (sarwrti-sat) distinct from a real entity (dravya=paramdrtha-
sat), which alone has the faculty of producing a cognition. (6) Granted that a
- cognition takes the agprepate of atoms for its object, that cognition cannot be
recognized as pratyaksa, because a cognition of an empirical reality (samorti-
saj-fiidgna) is a kind of pratyaksébhasa; see below n. 1.53, (7) If pratyaksa were
caused by “anekdrtha,” then it would be indistinguishable from amenana, since

the latter is also produced from *anekdrtha,” that is to say, from an inferential .

mark, etc. After raising these objections io k. 4ed, Mallavadin proceeds to criti-
cize Dignfiga’s examinations of the theories concerning the object of cognition.
In Section 2 as well as in Alambanap., Dignaga repudiates the theories (I) that
the object of cognition is the apggrepate (samcrta) of atoms, (2) that it is the
gathering (samghdta) of atoms, and (3) that it is a single atom; see Section 2,
D—D¢ and n. 2.17. Mallavadin points out the inconsistency of Digniga’s views
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set forth here in k. 4cd and in Section 2. The thought expressed in k. 4ed is that
many atoms in aggregation or things forming a group are perceived at once as a
variegated whole, but not as & single entity distinct from individuals, This thought
is close to the theory {2) repudiated in Section 2 and in Alombanap., which iz
called ““anekdkdrdrtha-vdda™ by Jinendrabuddhi; see Section 2, n. 2.20.

1.42. I have emended K to conform to PST, 22b.2 (25b.6-7): ““smras pahan
(dha cd) ses pa...” K is close to V, which may be reconstructed as *iam
evdrtham dha.’” But k. 5 does not express exactly the same thought as that of the.
preceding passages. Jinendrabuddhi states: setting aside the wrong views in
respect io the object [of perception], [the author] concludes that [perception is]
avilcalpa [in the following verse], PST, 224.2-3 (25h.7): “spyod yul las log par
rtogs pa bsel sin rnam par rtog pa med pa fid de kho na gsun hdsups te.”

1.43. P¥Bh, p. 298.1:

dharmino *neka-riipasya néndriyat sarvatha gatih

svasarhvedyam anirdesyaf rijpam indriya-gocarah.
Vibhiiti, p. 189': naika-ropasya instead of aneka-riipasya, inseris tu after
svasaritvedyam, The latier half is quoted in TSP, p. 293.1-2, and also in NCV, p.
669.23, where the reading is svalakgapam instead of svasarfwedyam. This verse is
identical with NMuich, p. 3b.18-19: FEIE—H WIFE—PT ENREE E&
#HESR |, and Digndga repeats the latter half in Section 6, De.

When one cognizes a pot possessing blue color {varna), round shape (sam-
sthiand), and other properties (dharma), this cognition is not produced directly
by his sense-organ. The properties of an object are to be admitted as the products
of conceptial construction. An object comes to be recognized as being of blue
color only when it is excluded (pyduvrtia) from non-blue things, and this process
of the exclusion from other things is nothing other than conceptual construction.
In the same manner, that object comes to be recognized as being of round shape,
or as possessing the properties P, Q, etc., according to whether it is excluded
from non-round-shaped things, or non-Ps, non-Qs, ete. Thus, many different
properties of the object are mentally constructed through these exclusions from
other things, and consequently the object comes to be conceived as the possessor
of many properties. By the sense-organ, howover, one perceives the object in
itself (svasarwvedyad) and not in all its aspects (na sarvathd), i.e., as a possessor of
such and such properties. )

Dharmakirti sets forth the same idea in PV, 111, 231:

sarvato vinipritasya vinivritir yato yatal

tad-bheddnnita-bhedo sd dharmine *neka-riipatd,
and I, 232-238. See also ibid., 111, 108:

vyauvrtieh sarvatas tasmin vyavrtti-vinibandhandh

buddhayo *rthe pravartante *bhinne bhinndsraya iva.

1.44. See PVBh, pp. 252.24, 335.15: “vifesaparh laksane pava-maidpeksam,
sarve tv avikalpakd eva” ¥, V, and PST, 24a.3 (27b.1) have no equivalent for
laksane, but all have “hdir” (= atra) instead. Thus, originally this passage must
‘have been: “afra visesanarh para-® . . . Perhaps lajcsane is, as wilt be seen below,
"Prajiiikaragupta’s or his predecessor 5 interpretation of “atra.”
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Jingndrabuddhi takes the term “widesana™ as synonymous with vifesa (dis-
tmctlon) or bheda (division) (khyad par dan bye brag dan bye ba ses pa ni rnam
prans so) and gives the following explanation: Since pmtyakga has been defined
above in k. 3¢ as being free from conceptual construction, it is not strictly neces-
sary to state anew the natures of each particular sort of pratyaksa. However,
since wrong views are held respecting each, Digniiga has dehberately made
separate mention of each with the intention of removing these wrong views; see
PST, 24a.1-6 (27a.7-27b.5). Jinendrabuddhi also alludes to another interpre-
tation, accordmg to which “vifegana™ refers to the qualifier of paficéndriya-

pratyaksa, ie., avikalpaka, *being devoid of conceptual conmstruction.” There
are some who maintain that indriya-pratyaksa in certain cases is savikalpaka. It
was with the view to setting aside this mistaken theory that Digniga stated that
paficéndriya-pratyaksa is avilkalpaka. However, Jinendrabuddhi does not accept
this interpretation. He says that if the qualifier “avikaipaka® were understood
to refer to para-mata, then the definition of pratyaksa in k. 3¢ would also be
understood to refer to para-mata [kalpandpodha=avikalpaka], and the state-
ment of sva-mata could be found nowhere; ibid., 24a.6-24b.2 (27b.5-28a.1).

Prajfidkeragupta understands that atra refers to the definition (laksana) of -

pratyaksa (see the above-cited passage in PVBH), and that vifesana refers to the
qualifier “ abhranta.” Thus, his construction of this passage is as follows: the
qualifier [* abhrdnta™ (nonerroneous)] in the definition [of pratyaksal is fem-
ployed] in response to the views of others, but all nonerroneous cognitions {sarve
*bhrantah pratyayah) are, indeed, free from conceptual construction. He alterna-
tively construes the latter half as: all cognitions which operate in the form of
immediate awareness (sarve sdksdtkaranékdra-pravrttah pratyayah) are . . ., or,
all cognitions caused by the senses (sarve *ksa-fah pratyayah) are . . ., PVBh, p.
252.21-28. As errors (bhrdnti) occur only in conceptually constructed (savikal-
paka) cognitions, *being free from conceptual construction™ (kalpandpodha) is
enough to define pratyaksa, from the viewpoint of svg-mata. But, the term
“abhranta™ is also adopted in the definition ir order to remove the prevailing
wrong view that considers some savikalpaka cognitions as pratyaksa. This inter-
pretetion by Prajfiakaragupta, however, is irrelevant, since Digniga defined
prasyalesa simply as kalpandpodha and did not recognize the necessity for adding
any other qualifier o it; see above, n. 1.21, and below, Section 3, B ff. Prajiidka-
ragupta seems to have regarded Dharmakirti's definition in NB, 1, 4 (PVin,
233b.3)—pratyalksam kelpandpodham abhraniam—as the standard definition of
pratyaksa; see PVEBh, p. 245.13.

1.45, PVBh, p. 303.23; Vibhati, p. 1913;

manasam clrtha-ragddi-sva-saiwittiv akalpikd.

According to Jinendrabuddhi, the compound arthg-rdgddi-sva-sariwitii should
be analyzed into artha-samvitti and ragidi-sva-samvitti; see PST, 24b.4-5 (28a.3—
4): “don pyi sgra hdi ni Ses byahi rnam grans so. hdod chags 1a sogs pa rnams
kyi ran ni chags la sogs ran fio. . . . don dan chags la sogs ran fio de ig pa ni don
dari chags la sogs ran rig pa ste.” On the other hand, Prajfidkaragupta takes
“spa->' Bs meaning “svaripa,” and writes ns follows: mdnasam apy artha-
ragddi-svariipa-sariwedanam alalpakatvdl pratyaksam, anubhavdkdra-pravritel;
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PVBh, p. 303.24. Cf. NMukh, p. 3b.20-21: BHiEiiEs anEmma. TRAES
Mg, . R RE. Dharmakirti distinguishes svasamwedana of rdga, etc.,
from mdnasa-pratyaicsa in his classification of praryaksa; see NB, 1, 7-11: tat
(=pratyaksar) caturvidham: indriya-jitdnam: . .. manoc-viffidnam: sarva-citto-
caittandm dima-sarmvedanam: . . . yogi-jfidnam cét.

1.46. Vibhiiti, p, 1913: manasam api riipddi-visaydlambanam [text: °-visayam]
avikalpakam anubhavikara-pravritam. The presence of “alambana® is evi-
denced by K, V, and PST. According to Jinendrabuddhi, the compound rﬁpﬁdi~
visaydlambanam is a bahuvrihi of which the prior portion (ripddi-visaya) is e
genitive of material (vikdra-yasthi); see MBh, H, ii, 24 (ex., suwarpa-vikdro
laritkdro yasya suvarpdlambkaral). Thus, he analyzes it as: yasydlambanam
rilpddi-visaya-vikarah (ripddi-visayanam vikarah); see PST, 25a.2-4 (28h,2-3),
Foliowing this interpretation, we may translate the abave passage as follows:
‘Phe mental perception whose object is a derivative from the object [of the im-
mcdmtely preceding sense-perception, viz. ,] a thmg of color, etc., and which
gperates in the form of immediate experience is also free ftom conceptual
construction,

It is obvious that, in giving the above explanation, Jinendrabuddhi is in-
finenced by Dharmakirti’s treatment of the problems of mental perception. Two
problems respecting mental perception of objects are: (1) If the mind perceives
the same object that had been perceived by the immediately preceding sense, this
mental perception could not be recognized as pramdrpa, because pramanpa is
defined as anadhigatdrtha-ganty; see above, n. 1.20. (2) If, on the other hand, the
object of the mental perception were absolutely different from that of the sense-
perception, then even blind and deaf persons would be able to perceive calor and
sound, for their minds are not defective like their senses. It is not clear whether
Dignaga was aware of these two problems, but they are mentioned in Dharma-
péla’s commentary on Alambanap.; see Kuan so yudn pitan I shih, T. 1625, p.
889b.4-8. Dharmalirti solves these difficulties in the following way: (1) What is
perceived by means of mental perception is the object in the moment that im-
mediately follows the moment of sense-perception. Therefore mental perception
is held to be anadhigatdrtha-ganiy. (2) Mental perception is conditioned by the
immediately preceding sense-perception as its samanantara-pratyaya. Accor-
dingly, blind and deaf persons who have no sense-perception are unable to have
mental perception; see PV, 111, 243244 NB, 1, 9; PVin, 256a.8-256b.2. See also
PV, 101, 239-248; Bud, Log., 11, 311 ff.

The reason for postulating mental perception of exiernal objects is variously
discussed by post-Dharmalirti scholars, (1) Some accept it only because it is
canonically established. The following dgama is quoted in justification of mental
perception: dvdbhiyam bhilsavo riipam grhyate, kaddcit calcsusd tad-dkrstena
manasd ca; see NBT-Tippant (Bibliotheca Buddhica, XT), p. 26.10-11; Tarka-
bhasd, p. 9.17-18. Dharmottara clearly states that there is no means to prove
mental perception. He accepts it simply because he sees no harm in admitting it,
insofar as it is of such nature as is explained by Dharmakirti; see N57, p. 63.1-
2: etac ca siddhidnta-prasiddharfs manasam pratyaksam, na tv asya praséddhalkam
asti pramapam. evarm-jatiyakam tad yadi sydt na kafeid dogah syad iti vaktion
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laksanam dkhydtam asyéti, Jitari omits mental perception in his classification of
perception; see Hetutattvanirdesa, p. 273, (2) Some maintain that mental percep-
tion is a process intermediate between sense-perception and conceptual
construction. Aceording to the pramdna-vyavastha theory (see above n. 1.14),
sense-perception and mental construction are two radically different means of
cognition. However, if menial perception, which is perceptual on the one hand
and mental on the other, were not posinlated, sense-data could never have been
combined with mental construction, with the consequence that human activities
based upon verbal expressions in respect to objects could never have taken
place; see DAF, p. 62.29-31: itha pirvaih—bahydrthdlambanam evari-vidhar
mano-vijfidnam astfti kuto *vaseyam ity dsmikya, tad-abhive tad-baldipannindm
vilcalpdndm abhivad riipddau visaye vyavahdrdbhava-prasangah syid ity ulctam,
This view was held by Jiienagarbha, etc.; ibid., p. 266 (notes on p. 62): “ika
pitrvaih"—tad astiti kuto ‘dhigatam ity dsankya vikalpbdayad iti sadhanari
JRanagarbhepdlktam; . . | dedrya-Jiidnagarbha-prabhrtingm médnasa-siddhaye yat
pramanam upanyastam vikalpodaydd iti . . . (3) Some consider thai mental per-
ception is the intellectual intuition of persons who, by repeated practice of
meditation upon the true state of all things (samasta-vastu-sambaddha-tattvd-
bhydsa), have atiained omniscience (sarva-jiatva); TS(P), 3381-3389. Such
mental perception may be regarded as identical with yogi-fidna; see TSP, p.
396.1. However, according to Dharmotiara, there is a difference between mental
perception and the yogin's perception. The former is conditioned by the pre-
-ceding sense-perception whereas the latter is unconditioned. Sense-perception is
the samanantara-pratyaya in the case of mental perception, but it is the dlambana-
pratyaya in the case of yogin’s perception, for a yogin has insight into what other
persons perceive. See NBT, p. 59.2-3: idrsenéndriya-vijfidnendlanbana-bhittendpi
Yogijiidnar: janyate. tan nirdsdrtharh samanmitara-pratyeya-grahanar kytam, Tt
is hard to determine which of the above three interpretations is most faithful to
Dignépa’s thought. ‘

1.47. PVBh, p. 305.17-18: rdga-dvesa-moha-sulkcha-dublhidisu ca [text omits
ca) sva-sarvedanam indripdnapelesatodn méanasam pratyaksam. See PST, 25b.3
(29a.3): *“hdod chags la sogs pa rnams la yasi ran rig paho™; Vibhiti, p. 2291;
rdgadisu ca . . .; ibid., p. 1942: ragddi-sukchidisu . . .

See also PV, III, 249-280.

148, Vibhiati, p. 1913; TAV, p. 54.14-15:
Yoginam guru-nirdefduyatibhinndrtha-matra-drik.

Cf. NMhuh, p. 3b.21:'?§f§ﬁ$ﬁ1§§£ﬂ‘5ﬂ ---RHE.

1.49. Vibhiti, p. 2031: yogindm apy agama-vikalpdvyavakirpam artha-métra-
darsanam pratyaksam. .

. The cognition derived from the dgama (= Sabda) is a kind of anumana; see
above n. 1.12. Akalaika points out that Dignaga, who states that pratyaksa
functions in close connection with the senses (akgam aksar prati vartate) (see
n, 1.11), has no right to regard the yogin’s intuition as a kind of pratyaksa, since
it has nothing to do with the senses, T4V, p. 54.13-14: sydn matam—yogino

o AT e

paeet e

Notes to Pages 27-28 05

‘tindriya-pratyalesam jidnam asty dgama-vikalpdtitam, iendsau sarvdrthan prat-
yaksarit vetti. uktarir ca “yogingm . ..” (PS, 1, 6ed) iti. tan na. kin kdrapam.
arthdbhavat, ‘“‘alksam aksar: prati vartate™ iti pratyaksam, na cdyam artho
yogini vidyate aksédbhavd:. To meet this objection, Dharmottara distinguishes the
actual meaning of pratpaicsa from its etymological meaning; see above n. 1.11,
See also PV, III, 281-287.

1.50. In introspection, one becomes aware of one’s own cognition. This in- |
ternal awareness of cognition is similar in nature to the internal awareness of .
desire, ete.

1.51. PVV, p. 204.15; P¥Bh, p. 331.19; SVK, pt. L, p. 258.11; NR, p. 131.18:
kalpandpi svasariitidp isid ndrthe vikalpanat.
Dignaga expounds the theory that each cognition has a twofold appearance:

-the appearance of an object (arthdbhdsa) and thai of itself as subject (sudbhasa).

As such, cognition cognizes itself while cognizing an object; see below n. 1.61.
Kalpani means the association of a word with a thing perceived; see #bove n.
1.26. The cognizing of an object through kalpand is anumdna, and not pratyaksa.
But, whether it is ganumdédna or pratyalsa, the essential nature of the cognition is
the same, that is, it is self-cognized; see PS, ch. II, k. Ic (cited in Fibhiiti, p.
524.2): piirvavat (= pratyaksavat) phalem. In this process of self-cognition, there
it no kalpanda. Cf. NMukh, p. 3b.23-26.
Dharmakirti expounds the same thought in PV, IT1, 287:
Sabddrtha-grihi yad yatra taj jidnam taira kalpani
svariiparit ca na $abddrthas tatrddhyalcsam ato *khilam.

1.52. Desire for an object which was formerly experienced as pleasurable is
not perception, whereas our internal awareness of desire is perception; see n. 1.47,

1.53. PVBh, p. 332.20; NCV, p. 64.5-10:
bhranti-sarorti-saj-jidnam anumdndmuandnikam
smirtabhilasikan céti pratyaksibham sataintiram.
Vibhiiti, p. 2051 dbhilapilcam instead of abhilagilam; Savunatitarkap.; p. 527.1~
2: sarhwrti-samjfidnam instead of "-saj-fAdnam, Cf. TSP, p. 394.20-21: “bhr&'nti((g)
sarwrti(R)sajfignam  mmuméana- ity adind pratyalksibhdsa-nirdesad . .. (This
reading must be corrected to conform to the above-cited verse.) . .
Jinendrabuddhi explains that four kinds of pratyaicsdbhdsa are mentioned in
this verse: (1) bhranti, (2) sarrti-saj-jiidna, (3) anumdna, dnumdanika, smarta,
ahhilasilka, and (4) satoimira; see PST, 27h.2-2Bb.2 (31a.5-32a.8). The word
“ sataimira® is interpreted by him as meaning cognitions cansed by the defect of
sense-organ, such as timira (eye-disease); ibid., 28b.2 (32a.7-8): .“rab rib bca.s:
(sataimira) ses pa hdis dban po la fie bar gnod pa las skyes pa ra]: rib la sogs pal._n
des pa (indriybpaghdta-jam timirddi-jAidnam) mion sum ltar snan‘ha bsi pa gsuns
g0."” However, in the P22 on this verse, Digniiga does not mention “sam_imz'm”
as a kind of pratyaksdbhisa. He explains only (1), (2), and (3), all of ‘whlch are
produced by kalpand. Digndga defines pratyaksa as kalpandpodha and in the pre-
ceding passages he has mentioned various types of pratyaksa. In enumt?rapr}g
here three kinds of pratyaksabhdsa, he seems to have followed the Vadavidhi, in
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which it is stated that the definition of pratyaisa given therein effectively rules
out bhranti-jlidng, sampii-jidna, and anumdna-jfidna; see Section 2, n, 2.8, Thus,
I take the word * sataimiram® as an adjective modifying ** pratyaksdbham,” but
not as mentioning a separate kind of pratyalisdbhésa.

The above explanation of Jinendrabuddhi is based upon Dharmakirti’s inter-
pretation of this verse as developed in PF, I, 288-300. Dharmakirti clearly

states that there are four kinds of pratyalksdbhdsa, three produced by kalpand

and one produced by the defect of sense-organ; sse PV, 111, 288:
tri-pidhari kalpana-jianam dfraydpaplavidbhavam
avikalpam ekant ca pratyaksdbham catur-vidham.
According to him, the word “sataimira® is mentioned by Dignaga in order to

make an excepiion {apavdda) to his definition of pratyaksa as kalpandpodha,.

since cognitions produced by the defect of sense-organ are kalpandpodha and yet
are not true pratyalkga. Thus, “*sataimira™ is taken as meaning * indriydpaghéata-
Jar: jidnam™ ; ibid., 293:

apavdda$ eaturtho “tra tendlctam upaghdia-jam

kevalarii tatra tiviiram upaghatapalaksanam.

‘When examining the Nyaya definition of pratyaksa * indriydrtha-samnilkarys-
tparmam jAdnam . . . auyabhicdri , . ,,” Dignéga states that the qualifier “avya-
bhicirin™ is unnecessary for the reason. that the cognition produced by in-
driydrtha-sarmnikarsa is Tree of vyabhicdra which is caused by taking the illusion
produced by manas for the object; see Section 3, Bb, This statement of Digndga’s
inclines us to believe that Dignéiga attributed errors only to manas and that he
admitted indriya-jiidna as absolutely free from error. However, Dharmakirti
argues that Digniga was aware of the pratyaksdbhdsa caused by the defect of
sense-organ, referring to a passage (see Section 2, Dd) wherein Digniiga states
that indriya is the cause of copnitions of nila, dvi-candra, etc.; see PV, 111, 204

mdanasarir tad apity eke tegér grantho virudhyate

nila-dvi-candrddi-dhiyam hetur aksany qpity ayant.
He further proceeds to disprove the notion that an error is caused only by manas,
in the following manner: If the erroneous perception of dvi-candra were held to
be caused by manas, this wounld involve the following absurd conclusions: (1) It
wonld be removed even when the defect of the indriya is not cured, as the erro-
neons mental cognition of a snake for what is really a rope is removed simply by
the close examination of the object; (2) It would not be removed even when
the defect of the indriya is cured; (3) A man whose indriva is sound would
also perceive a dvi-candra if he were to hear about it from a man who had a
defective indriya; (4) It would not be immediate to indriya but would be mediated
by remembrance; (5) The image of dpi~candra would not be clear; of, ibid.,
297-298:

sarpidi-bhrdntivac cdsyéh sydd alsa-vifridy api

nivritir na nivartieia nivytie *py aksa-vipiave

kadicid anya-sayiitdne tathaivdrpyeta vicakaih

drsta-smytim apelseta na bhaseta parisphujam.

In defining pratyaksa in NB as well as in PVir, Dharmakirti employs the
term ““ abhrdnta” hesides ** kalpandpodha™ in order to rule out erroneous cogni-

il

T i ey R T e

Notes to Page 28 97

tions caused by zimira, ete.; see NB, I, 4; PVin, 252b.3-4; Nydyakanikda, p.

192.16-21 (see Stcherbatsky, Bud. Log., IT, 17, n. 3, 18, n. 1), and post-Dhar-
makirti scholars follow him; see PVBh, p. 245.13; TS, 1214, 1312, etc. However,
as mentioned above, Dignaga defines praiyaksa simply as kalpandpodha and
regards the qualifier **avyabhicdrin® in the Nyiye definition of pratyaksa as
unnecessary. As I see it, Dignépa did not take into consideration errors cansed by
defective sense-organs when he defined praryaksa and when he mentioned
pratyaksdbhasa in the above verse. Perhaps later on DignAga’s definition was
subjected to criticism which recognized that manas is not the only cause of er-
roneous cognitions, and this criticism propelled Dharmakirti into making an
extended interpretation of Digndga’s thought, This may be clear from the fact
that some commentators did not follow Dharmaldrti and put a different inter-
pretation on Digniga's thought. As to why Dipnapga did not use the term
“gbhranta™ in his definition of pratyaksa, they urged the following explanation:

Even erroneous cognitions, such as the cognition of a yellow conch-shell for
what is really a white conch-shell, are to be recognized as pratyalcsa inasmuch as
they are not inconsistent in producing effects {(artha-kriydvisarmvdda). Thus, they
take the word “‘saigimira™ in the above verse of Dignaga’s as derived from
timira in the sense of ““gjfidna,” but not as meaning * indriydpaghdin-jam
JAgnam™; see TS and TSP, 1324: .

plta-Sanlchidi-buddhindr vibhrame °pi pramépatam
artha-kriydvisamvddad apare sampracakyate.

kecit tu sva-yithya evibhranta-grahanari nécchanti, bhrantasyépi pita-Sankhidi-
JjAdnasya pratyaksatvdt. ata evdcarya-Digndgena laksane na kriam abhrania-
grahanam, “bhrdnti- .. " ity-ddind pratyaksibhisa-nirdesad avisarmvadi-kalpa-
ndpadham lty everwidham isfmm dedryasya lakcsapam. © satgimiram™ il u
timira-sabdo *yam gjfidna-parydyah. . . . timire bhavarm taimivam visamvadakam
ity arthah. See also PVBh, pp. 352.29- 7532 Stcherbatsky, Bud. Log., I, 153-161.

1.54. PVBh, p. 332.25-27: tatra bhranti-fiidnarit myga-trsnddisu  toyddi-
kalpané-pravrtiatvdt pratyaksabhdsam. sarwrti-saj-jadnam? sarfwyrti-satso arthén-
tardropdt tad-riipa-kalpand-pravrttatvd  pratyaksdbhdsam.?  anumdna-tat-phal-
ddi-jiignarit pireanubhiita-kalpanayéti na pratyeksam. [T have inserted ! and 2. K
and V have 2, but not 1. Without these, the passage is liable to be construed as:
bhranti-jhidna is pratyaksfbhdsa, because (1) myga-trsnddisu . . . pravrttatoar, (2)
samurti-saisy . . . pravrtiaivdt. This construction is not appropriate, ]

Jinendrabuddhi explains the distinction between bhranti-jfiana and sarwrti-
saj-jfidna as follows: the former is produced by the superimposition upon the
object of a thing which one has seen before, whereas the latter is produced by the
superimposition of what is unreal upon the object; see PST, 28a.4-6 (31b.8-
32a.3). For * sarwrti-sat,” see below, n. 2.17. See also NMuich, p. 3b.26-3c.1.

1.55. Vibhiiti, p. 2211; PVBh, p. 349.5; NMaiij, p. 66.20; SVV, p. 138.17;
Sarvmatitarkap., p. 529.12:
sauydpdra-pratitatodt pramanam phalam eva sat,
Cf. NMukh, p. 30.21-23: Rt ER. EMti st ARERRE.
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In agserting the identity of praména-phala and praméina in this verse, Digniga

is basing his thought upon sakara-fidna-vida, the theory that the cognition pos-

sesses the form (dkdra) of the object within itself. The cognition as pramdna-

phala is the apprehension of an object (visayddhigati). If, as maintained by the .

andicara (or nirdkdra)-jiidna-vadins, the cognition were formless (nirakdra) while
the object had form (kdra), then the cognition itself (anubhava-matra), as dis-
tingunished from the object, wonld remein the same whether it cognized something
blue or something yellow or any other object. Accordingly, the cognition as the
apprehension of an object must be admitted to be sakdra: it has assumed the form
of an abject (visaydkardpanna). The sdkdra cognition is thusunderstood to possess

the function (uydpdra) of assuming the form of an object. For this reason Digndga.

considers it as praména, although primarily it is phala in its aspact as the “appre-
hension™ (adhigati) of an object. See TSP, p. 399.13-16: jiidnam hi visaydlcdram
utpadyamanam visayar paricchindad iva savydpdram ivdbhdti. ayam evdritho-
prapana-vyapdro jignasya . . . tasmat sakdram eva jfidnarh pramdnam na nirdka-
ramiti...

Dharmalkirti, in a detailed commentary on the above verse (P¥, ITI, 301-319),

disproves the theories which hold that the sense-organ, the contact of sense and.

object, or the simple reflection of an ohject (#locana) is pramana. The suffix
*-ana’ of the word “ pramina™ signifies *“ karana,” the instrument or, according
to Panini, the predominant cause; see Pap., I, iv, 42: sadhakatamari karanam.
(The Bauddhas follow this definition; see P¥, I, 311; P¥Bh, p. 344.20; NBT,
P. 84.6~7.) Dharmakirti states that, among the various causes which contribute
to a resuit, the latest one is the predominant cause. The sense-organ, etc. is re-
Iated to the resulting cognition only mediately (vyavadhanend). Thus, Dharma-
irti, in support of Dignaga’s theory, concludes that the latest and the predominant
cause of the resulting apprehension of an object is nothing other than the fact
that the cognition possesses the form of an object (meya-riipatd). He also criti-
cizes the view which holds vifesana-jfidna to be the pramina of the resulting
vifegya-ffigna. This same view is attacked by Digniiga himself in Section 3, Eb-1.
The theory that the cognition is sdkdre is held by the Sautrintikas and same

" Yogfchras. (The Yogicaras are divided into sdkdra-vijfidna-védins and nirdkdra-
vijfidna-vadins.) Santaraksita and Kamalaéila distinguish the views of the two
schools concerning pramana and pramana-phalz. The Sautr@ntikas admit the
existence of an external object (bFhydriha). Thus, the similarity (sd@riipya) of the

form represented in 2 copnition to that of the object is held to be pramana of

the resulting vigayddhigati. The Yoghcaras, on the other hand, meintain that the
object is merely the appearance of an object (visaydbhdsa) in the cognition.
Accordingly, visayddhigati is nothing other than the cognition of the cognition

itself, i.e., self- cognition {spasarhwitii). This ebility (yogyata) of the cognition to-

cognize {tself i5 considered as pramdpa of the resulting self-cognition, because it is
the predominant cause of the laiter; see T'S(P), 1344. The difference between the
views of the two schools is discussed by Digniiga in the following passages of the
text. However, the theory sef forth here that the sakdra cognition is both pra-
miina-phale and pramdnpa is amenable to both schools (ubhaya-naya). See also
NB, 1, 18-19; Yuictidipika, p. 40.12-15. '
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1.56. Dignaga criticizes the view recognizing pramédpa as distinct from
pramina-phala in Section 3, Ea-Fe, and in Section 6, Da. In NBh, introd. to L, i,
1, Vatsy@iyana distinguishes the four factors of cognition, namely, pramdiy,
pramana, prameya, and pramit! (pramana-phala). Further, in NBh, ad I, i, 3,
after explaining that pratyaksa(-pramana) is the operation (vrtti) of each sense-
organ upon its own object, he states that, according as the operation is in the form
of contact (sarimikarsa) or of cognition (jfidng), the result (pramiti) is cognition
or the mental attitude to discard or accept or disregard the object (hdndpadandpe-
ksd-buddhi). Thus, it is clear that Viatsydyana considered pramdna-phala to be
distinct from pramana. But, in view of the fact that Uddyotakara gives no
answer to Dignaga’s criticism while Kumarila makes a counter attack, it is sup-
posed that the distinction between pramdna and pramana-phala was originally
discussed by the Mimarhsakds. Vacaspatimiéra does not make any particular
remark on this problem in NVTT, but he takes it up in his Nygyakanika, a com-
mentary on the Vidhiviveka of the Mimarsakas; see below, n. 1.57.

1.57. Kumarila objects to this theory of nondistinction between pramdnaz and
pramdana-phala. He cites the instance of cutting down a tree with an axe. The
instrument, axe, is distinct from the resulting cuiting down (chidd) of the tree.
The distinction between instrument and result is thus universally accepted.
Likewise, Kumarila observes, pramdana, the instroment of cognition, must be
distinguished from the cognition produced by means of it; see SV, IV, 74, 75
(TSP, p. 399.4-6):

visayaikatvam iccharis tu yah pramanaii phalar vodet

sadhya-sadhanayor bhedo laulilas tena badhitah.

chedmne khadira-prapte palise na chidd yatha

tathaiva parasor loke chidayd saha natfcatd.
The same objection is miade by Akalafka in TAV, p. 56.12-14: Ioke pramandt
phalam  arthdniara-bhiittem  upalabhyate. tadyathd chetp-chertavya-chedana-
sarmnidhine dvoidhi-bhavah phalam. na ce tathd svasavivedanam arthéntara-
bhiitam asti. tasmad asya phalatvam népapadyate. Tayania Bhaitta also reproaches
Dign#iga as follows, for his confusion of the instrument and the result: When we
say that Caitra mows rice with a scythe or that 4 man perceives a pot with his
eyes, the subject, the object, and the instrument are presented to our con-
scionsness as distinct from the action itself. Actually the word “pramdpa™ is
sometimes used in the sense of “prama,” and “karapa™ in the sense of * k.
However, it is not admissible to regard ““pramana™ and * pramd™ or “karana”
and “kpti” as one end the same thing: the instrument and the result reside
always in different loci {adhikarand); see NMaiij, p. 66.20 . References to the
theory in question made by Vacaspatimifra in Ny#ayakanikd, pp. 254.12-260,22,
and by Udayana in NVFI-Parisuddhi, pp. 152-153, are stndied by Stcherbatsky,
Bud. Log,, TI, app. IV, 352 ff. The Bauddhas are ready to answer the above
objections as follows: Since all entities are, absolutely speaking, instantaneons,
the relation of the producer and the produced (utpddydipadaka-bhava) cannot
be established between two entities, It, therefore, is not proper to consider the
instroment of cognition as an entity distinet from and producing the resulting
cognition. The relation of pramdna and phala is to be understood as that of the
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determiner and the determined (vyavasthapya-vyavasthipaka-bhifva). When we
have a distinct cognition of something blue, this cognition is recognized as being
determined-—the coguition of something blue and not of something yellow
(nilasyédan sarmwedanari na pitasyéti)—and this determination is made by the
appearance (#kdra) of something blue in the cognition itself; see TS(P), 1346;
Py, I, 315; NBT, ad I, 18-19. -

1.58. Both I and V read “bya ba med pahari ma yin no® (na fu vyapsrdbhave

"pi: but not when it is devoid of activity), However, we read in P¥, HI, 307cd,

308, as follows:

dadhdnar tac ca tdm (=meya-riipatdm) dtmany arthddhigamandimand

savydpdram ivdbhati vydpdrena sva-karmani

tad-vaddt tad vyavasthandd akarakam api svayam.
According to the Bauddhas, all entities (dharma) are ultimately devoid of func-
tion (uydpéra), since they are in a state of flux. Thus, the cognition is akdraka or
niropdpdra in its essential nature. But, inasmuch as the cognition arises in the
form of an object, the function of taking (upd-+/da) that form and discarding
(pari-+/tyaj) another form can be secondarily attributed to the cognition. It is
through this funetion that a cognition is determined as the cognition of some~
thing biue and not of something yellow; see above, nn. 1.55, 57. In the light of
Dharmakirti’s interpretation, we understand Dignaga’s statement as meaning
that the resulting cognition is metaphorically called the means of cognition, be-
cause it appears as if it had a function, although it is devoid of function in its
_ultimate nature. Thus, the Tibetan text had better be corrected to read “bya ba
med par yan yin no™ (vydpardbhave *pi). This emendation may be supported by
PST, 31b.4-5 (35b.7): “ji lta bahi bya ba med kyan de dan 1dan pa fiid do snan
bar hgyur baci Itar sena .. .,” and also by Prajfidkaragupta’s commentdry on
P, 11T, 309; cf, n. 59,

- Two seven-syllable sentences—"*tshad ma fiid du hdogs pa ste” and “bya ba
med pahad ma yin no”—are included in both Kk and Vk. It seems likely that
they have been wrongly regarded as forming part of the Kérikas, since they
simply express in different wording the same idea as that stated in k. 8cd.

1.59. Here again the reading given by both K and V is “bya ba med pa(r) yas
ma yin pa.” Dharmakirti expresses the same thought in PV, IIT, 309, as follows:
. yatha phalasya hetiniih sedrséimataysdbhavid
hetu-riipa-graho loke *kriyavattve 'pi kathyate.
Prajiidkaragupta makes clear the meaning of this verse by the example of the
newborn child, who, showing similarity to his father ( pity-sadrsa), is said to have
taken the form of his father (pitr-ripam grhndri), althongh, in fact, he ‘has no
such function as taking (his father’s form) (vindpi grahapa-vyapdrend); PVBH, p.
344.11-12, The same illustration is given by Manorathanandin too; PV¥, p.
211.10: “hetu-riipa-graho kathyate™ pitii riiparit grhitart sutenéitydadi. Thus, the
Tibetan text must be corrected to read “bya ba med par yan yin pa. . . (pydpd-
rébhive *pi)."

1.60. ¥ibhiiti, p. 2211:
spa-sarvittif phalan vétra.
PVBh, p. 349.7; Vibhiiti, p. 215'; SVK, pt. I, p. 237.22: ca instead of »4. NR, p.
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158.17: cdsya instead of wdtra, It is worth noting that both §¥K and NR reverse
the order of k. 9ab and k. 9cd, PVV, p. 228.12-13: sva-samwittik phalam véti
sitre . . . In k. 8cd and the Fputi thereon, the cognition possessing the form of an
object, i.e., the apprehension of an object (visayddhigari), has been regarded as
phala. Since an alterative view recognizing sva-sariwitti as phala is put forward
here, the reading “v&™ is preferable to “ca.* Although the Tibetan * yai® is
used as an equivalent for both “vd™ and *c¢a,* the following statement of
Jinendrabuddhi seems to support the reading “v4™: “sfa mar yul rig pa hbras
bur gsuiis te, dehi phyir yas nahi sgra ni rnam par briag paki don can no™; PST,
328.5 (36a.8). :

The word ““sva-samvitti® (self-cognition: sva-samwid, -samwedang, dhna-") is
expressive of the thought that a cognition is cognized by itself and does not need
anather cognition to cognize itself, When a man has the cognition of something
blue (nfle), he has at the same time the awareness of the cognition of something
blue (nlfa-dht). This awareness is caused by nothing other than the cognition it-
self. Thus, the cognition, while cognizing an object, cognizes itself, as a lamp
illuminates itself (sva-prakasa) while illuminating an object. The definition of
sva-sarmvitii is given in TS, 2012:

svariipa-vedandydnyad vedakart no vyapeksate
na cdviditam astidam ity artho *yait sva-sarwidal.

There are divergent views regarding how a cognition is cognized; see Stcher-
batsky, Bud. Log., I, 164-166; Sinha, Indian Psychology, Cognition, pp. 199-221,
The Samkhyas maintain that the cognition is a function of buddhi, which,
evolving from prakysi (primordial matter), is of material nature. As such the
cognition is unconscious in itself. It is illumined by puruga, which alone is self-
conscious. The Naiyayikas put forward the theory of anuvyavasdya. When the
external sense-organ comes into contact with an object, there arises the appre-
hension (vyavasdya) of the object. This apprehension is unconscious of itself,
The awareness of this apprehension is produced as the “subsequent apprehen-
sion™ (srmunyavasdya) through the medjum of the internal Sedse-organ or the
mind (manas) which takes the first apprehension for its object; see NBk, ad L i,
4: sarvatra pratyaksa-visaye jidtur indriyena vyavasayah, pascén manasdnuyya-
vasdyah. Thus, according to the Naiydyikas, a cognition is cognized by another
cognition. Kumarila expounds a different view. According to him, a cognition is
known not directly, but through inference. When an object is cognized, a pecu-
liar property, namely, “cognizedness™ (jAdtaid), is produced in the object as a
result of cognition. As the cognition is an action {friya), it is not known directly.
Thus, Kumirila holds, the cognition is inferred from ** cognizedness.” The theory
of sva-sarwitti is maintained by the Sautrintikas and the Yogacaras. It is also
shared by the Jainas, the Prabhakara-Mimammsakas, and the Advaita-Vedantins,
although it is modified by each.

1.61. TAV, p. 56.10-11: dvp-abhasar ki jiianam utpadyate, svébhasam visa-
yabhdsarh ca. tasydbhaydbhasasya yat sva-sartedanarm [text: saredanam] tat
Phalam. Cf. PVV, p. 228.13~14: sodbhdsarit visaydbhasari ca jignam utpadyate,
tatra yat sva-sarmedanar: tat phalam; PVBh, p. 349.7: ubhayibhasasya
vijfidnasya sva-samvedanam eva phalom.
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That the consciousness (vijfidna) itself appears (@bhati, pratibhdti, avabhdti,
khyati) as subject (svdbhdsa=grdhakdrsa, °-3kdra) and obiect (arthdbhdsa,
visayd® =grajydmsa, °-dkdra) is a principal doctrine of the. Yogaciras; see
Madhyantan, 1, k. 3; Mahdy. Sitralam., ad XI, k. 32, etc. The sbove passage
shows that, in comsidering sva-sarivitti as pramdna-phala, Dignaga takes the
Yopiciira docirine for his theoretical basis. See Vibhiiti, p. 2151: Sautrantika-
praménarm saripyani bahyo *rthah prameyo dhigatih phalav: vyavasthidpyddhund
vijfiaptau pramina-phala-vyavasthari nirdidikesult “ spa-sariwittih .. " o5, ..

In Alambangp., Dignaga examines the theories concerning the object of cogni-

tion (@/ambana), and proves that nothing existing in the external world, whether
it be a single atom (anu) or the aggregate (saricita) of atoms or the gathering
(sarhghdta) of atoms, can satisfy the necessary conditions that the object of
cognition must fulfill; see below, n. 2.17, In conclusion, he supports the Yoga-
cira doctrine that the object of cognition is nothing other than the appearance
of)an object in the cognition itself; Alambanap., k. 6a—c (cited in TSP, p. 582,11~
12): ]

yad antar-jlieya-rilpmi tu bahirvad avabhdsate

50 *rthal.

"Ho further remarks that what is called the sense (indriya) in relation to the object

is not the physical organ, but the ability (sak#f) to produce a cognition (ibid.,
7ed) or the ability to cognize the appearance of the object. This ability is con-
sidered to be cognition’s appearance as itself (svdbhdsa) in contrast with its ap-
pearance as an object (visaydbhisi), When sva-sariwinti is regarded as praméana-
phala, the role of pramina, which takes the cognition for its prameya, must be
attributed to the sudbhdsa of the cognition jtself. .

Although Dignéiga bases the theory of spa-sarfwitti on the Yogacira doctrine,
he believes that even the Sautrintikas will accept the theory that sva-sarwitti is
the pramina-phala, In his own commentary on k. 95, which follows the above
passage, he refers to two different theories: the one recognizing the object as
Saviyaya-jfidna, and the other as bahydrtha, Evidently, they are respectively the
theories of the YopacAras and the Sautriintikas, The Sautr@ntikas admit that
when an external object (b@hydrtha) is brought to the cognition (buddhy-driidha)
and the cognition comes to possess similarity (sé@rijpya) to the form of the object,
there arises the awareness of this cognition, viz., sva-sarwitti, Inesmuch as this
awareness is held to be pramina-phala, the Savtrantikas should admit that the
prameya in this casé is the cognition jtself, and not the exiernal object. However,
Dignéga justifies the Sautriintika view by regarding sdriipya (=visayskaratd) as
the pramdnpa by means of which an external object is cognized. The difference
between the views of the Sautrintilas and the Yogaciras is described in S¥F as
follows: ye *pi Sautrdntika-paksam evar vydcaksate—béhyo 'rthah prameyam,
vijfidnasya visaydkarata pramdpam sva-sarmwittih phalam iti . | . {p, 139.11-12],

i idaniir Yogdcdra-paitse *pi. . . tesam caitad dar§anam—bahydrtho nasti, vijid-
nasya visayildratd prameyd, svfkarald pramapam, sva-sarpittili phalam iti [p.
139.19-21]. Sce also SVK, part I, pp. 237.18-22, 238.10-14; NR, pp. 158.13-17,
155.7-11. The ability to cognize itself or svdbhisa (= grahakékird) of the cogni-
tion is disregarded by the Sautrintikas, and svdbhdsa and sva-sariwitti are under-
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stood by them as bearing the same meaning. Therefore the Sautrintika view is
referred to in SVK, part I, p. 237.18-20 as follows: yadi tdcyate . . . dvi-riipam
ekam eva jiidnarm sva-saiwittyd visaydkdrena ca. tad atra Sva-sarwittif phalam
visaydkaralh pramdpam . .. Both SVK and NR regard k. 9 as expressing the
Sautrantika thought and %. 70 the Yogécira view. (As noted above, they raverse
the order of k. 9ab and k. 9cd.) This interpretation, it seems to me, is irrelevant,
since in the above passage Digniiga mentions “svdbhdsa,” * pisaydbhdsa,’and
“ubhaydbhasasya sva-samvedanam.”

Dharmakirti criticizes the Sautréntika theory of arthe-samuvedana in PV, I,

320-337, and concludes his arguments with the following verse:

tasmad dvi-ripam asty ekar yad evam anubhiiyate

Smaryate cobhayasydsya sanwedmam phalam.
The word “dpi-riipa™ means ““bodha-riipa” and “nilddi-ripa”; see FPYVBh, p.
391.29; P¥V, p. 220.24-25, i.e., svdbhdsa and visaydbhasa.

Kumarila objects to the theory of “sva-sariwitti™ as follows: The cognition,
while functioning to illumine an object, cannot also function to illumine itself,
as one thing cannot possess two functions (vydpdra) at the same time; see SV,
Stunyavada, 184-187; TS(P), 2013-2016. However, this objection does not
damage the position of the Yopgaciras, since they do not admit the object in-
dependent of the cognition itself.

1.62. Vibhati, pp. 2151, 2211; TS, 1328d; SVK, part I, p. 237.22:

tad-riipo hy artha-niscayah,
NR, p. 158.17: tad-dvaye instead of tad-ripo.

It is evident from the Vrtti on this pdda that ““ tad-rifpa” means * svasarmfwitti-
riipa.” Quoting this pada, Santaraksita and Kamalaéila construe * tad-rilpa™ as
meaning “visgydkara™ in the cognition; see T'S, 1328, 1329ab:

yady akdram anddytya praménymi ca prakalpyate

artha-kriydvisarvadat * tad-ritpo hy artha-nicayah”

ityadi gaditar sarvarir kathar: na vyahatari bhavet.
on which 7SF explains “ tad-rilpa’™ as “jfidna-sthabhdsa-ripah.”* This interpre-
tation shows the Sautrdntika tendency. In fact, Kamaladila quotes from the
Vriti the passage explaining the Sautrantika thought, without referring to Dig-
naga’s explanation of the Yogécira view; TSP, ad 1329: “adi-Sabdena * yathd
yathd hy arthasydkdrah Subhrdditvena...) itydadikam dGcdryiyaii vacanam
virudhyata iti darsayati™; cf. n. 1.64. '

The term *nifeaya™ is often used in the sense of “adhyavasdya™ (judgment),
which involves conceptual construction (vikalpa, kalpand); see Bud. Log., vol. II,
indices. However, here artha-niscapa means not arthddhpavasaya but artha-
vyavasthdpana, the determination or the establishment of the object. The
realist view is that a cognition is determined as the cognition of x or that of y
according as the object is x or y, whereas Dignaga holds the view that an object
is determined as x or y according as sva-sarhwitti is x or y.

1.63. The reading of both K and V: “*de das rjes su mthun pahi ran rigpa. . .
(tad-anuriipa-svasariwittif . . . =savisaya-jidnnuriipa-svasamoittik . . )™ is not
acceptable, because &, 95 is intended to show that the object conforms to sva-
samvitti, but not that sva-sawwitti conforms to the object. The translation is
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based upon the reading given in PST, 32b.4 (36b.7), 33a.2 (37a.5-6), 33a.3
(37e.7-8), 33a.6 (37b.2): “rafi rig pa dad rjes su mthun par (pahi) hdod paham
mi hdod pahi don rtogs par byed do (svasarhwitiy-anuriipa iste *nisto vérthah
pratiyate).” .

This passape is understood as proving that sva-sarwitti is phala from the
Yogicira viewpoint. The Yogicaras do not admit the existence of the externat
object. They note that the object of the cognition in a dream has no correspon-
ding reality, that one and the same object is variously cognized by different
Dersons, etc., and they assert that the object i5 essentially immanent in the cogni-
tion. Here Dignfiga observes that when a man is aware that something blue ap-
pears in his cognition, this thing of blue in the cognition is conceived as the
object. As there is no object, for the Yopaciras, apart from this appearance of
something blue jn the cognition, it is established that the awarensss of the cogni-
. tion of something blue, i.e., sva-samwitti, is the result of the act of cognizing the
object.

The same argnment is set forth by Dharmakirti in PV, TIT, 339-340:

yadd savisayarh jidnar jidndriise *rtha-vyavasthiteh

tadd ya dtménubhavah sa evdrtha-viniscayah

yadistdlkdra dtmd syad anyathd vanubhiiyate

isto nisto *pi vd tena bhavaty arthah pravediial,
It is evident, from comparison with Dignaga’s explanation, that these two verses
refer to the Yoghcira view. Both Prajfifkaragnpta and Manorathanandin state
that k. 340 would be acceptable to the Sautrantilcas, who diverge from the Yoga-
caras in not admitting the savigayard of jhidna as mentioned in k. 339; see PVBA,
p. 392.13 £.: api ca bikyam artham abhyupagacchaiam apt sva-sarwedanam eva
phalam. yatah  yadistdldra . . . praveditah™ . . .; PVV, p. 222.1 fi.: bahir-artho-

naye 'pi buddhi-vedanasyaivirtha-vedanatodt tathd * yadistdlcara . . '

1.64, PVBh, p. 393.27-30: yadd tu bihya evdrthal prameyas tadd
viyaydkdrataivdsya pramanam .
tadd hi jAdnam svasanwedyam api svaripam  anapekgydrthdbhdsataivdsya
pramadpam. yasmét so ‘rthal
tena miyate _

yathd yathd hy arthasydkarah Subhdditvena jiigne pratibhdii (nivisate) tat-tad-
rilpah sa visayah pratiyate.
[visaydkdrataivisya pramanarh tena miyate: quoted in SVK, 1, 237.21; NR, p.
158.16. tada: text, tathd; PVBAT (Tibetan version of PVBh, Peking ed., Tib.
Trip. No. 5719, 70b.5), hdi ltar; K, V, PST, 33b.2 (37b.7): dehi tshe, yathd
yathd: text, yathd; PVBAT, ji ltar; K, V, PST, 33b.5 (38a.2), ji lta ji ltar, jiane:
text, PVBAT, omit; K, V, PST, 33b.7 (38a.4), des pa la. nivisate: K, V, omit;
PST, 33b.7 (38a.4), fies par gnas pa; PVBAT, gnas pa. tat-tad-riipah: text, tad-
ritpak; PVBART, dehi ran bgin du: K, V, de dan dehi tio bohi. sa visavah: K, V,
yul daii beas pa (=savisayah).] '

Cf. Vibhiiti, p. 2242, 2361: yadd tu bahya evdirthah prameyah . . .; TSP, p.
395.18-19: yatha yathd hy arthasydkdrah subhréditvena sarmmnivisate tad-rijpal
sa visayah pramiyate.
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In the above passage Dignaga refers to the views of the Sautrintikas, who
hold that the object of cognition exists in the external world. Inasmuch as the
cognition is held to take an external thing for its object, it is improper to say that
spa-samwitti is the result of the copnitive process, since sva-sarwitti signifies that
the cognition itselfis the object of cognition. But Dignéga believes that the cog-
nition is self-cognized even in that case. Jinendrabuddhi explains Dipniga’s
position as follows: Even if there is an external object, it is thought to exist only
in conformity to the cognition, and not by its own nature. It is not that the cog-
nition conforrms to the object which exists by itself prior to the copuition; PST,
33a.2 (37a.5): “phyi rol gyi phyogs Ia yan myon ba ji lta ba bsin kho nar don
rtogs kyi don ji lta ba bsin myon ba ni ma yin no ses siar [cf. 32a.2] kho nar
bsad zin to.” This observation is very close to the Yog#cara theory in denying
the independence of the object from the cognition. Similarity to the Yogacara
theory is even more notable in PV, IH, 341 ,

vidyamdne 'pi bdhye 'rthe yathdnubhava eva sah

nifeitdtma svariipena néneldimatva-doguiah.
The meaning of * sparfipena na . . ™ is understood as follows: If the object exists
by itself, the absurdity would be implied that a single object has various natures
(anekatmatva-doga), since it is cognized variously by different persons. This is
exactly the reasoning advanced by the Yogacras in proof of their theory of the
non-existence of the external object {(anartha); see Mahdy. Sarngr., p. 148.1-2
(Lamotte, La Sormmne, I, 250-251), quoted in Upadayap., p. 887b.4, but it is here
adopted to prove that sva-sarmwvitti is pramipa-phala from the Sautrantika view-
point. To conclude, when a man is aware-of 4 pot in his cognition, it is the cogni-
tion of a pot that is cognized, and not & pot as an external object; but, insofar as
thers is such awareness,a pot is thought to exist in the external world, That -
artha-niscaya is in accordance with sva-sarwitti (k. 9b) is thus established even
when premeya is considered to be bahydritha; ses PV, I, 346:

tasmdt prameye bdhye *pi yuktarh svdnubhavalh phalam

yatah svabhiive *sya yathd tathaivdrtha-viniscayah.

Ifit is the case that the cognition 'of a pot is copnized, then there must be, im-
manent in the cognition, the self-cognizing faculty, which functions as praména,
taking the pot-formed:cognition for prameya-and producing sva-sarwedana- as
phala. This is how the Yogfcaras explain the theory of sva-sarmwitri, However,
the Sautrntikas have a limitation: they uphold the doctrine that prameya is an
external thing, If the Sautr&ntikas, in concert with the Yogfcras, had recognized
the-self-cognizing faculty,‘i.e., svdbhdsa=grahakdldra, as pramanpa, their doc-
trine would have been violated, because prdhakdkdra does not take the external
thing for prameya. Accordingly, within the doctrinal limitation of the Sauntrén--:
tikas, Digndga considers that the cognition’s taking the form of an object (vigayd-
kdrata) should be regarded as pramdna, the external object being cognized by
means of it and it being self-cognized. However, Digniga remarks that the
essential nature of the self-copnizing cognition is disregarded in the justification
of the Sautrdntika doctrine,

Dharmakirti sets forth the same argument in PV, III, 347:

taddrthdbhdsataivdsya pramdnarn na tu sann api
grahakdtmdpararthatvad bahyesv arthesv apeksate,
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He further argues that, since we have awareness of the external object only when
its form appears in the cognition, there is no apprehension of the external object
(artha-sarwedana) apart from the cognition of the cognition itself (sva-surmwe-
dana); ibid., III; 348-350. Touching on the same topic, Kamalaéila states that
vigayddhigama=artha-sarhvedang is pramana-phala from the Sautrintika view-
point; see TSP, p. 398.19-20: bahye 'rthe prameye visayidhigamah praméana-pha-
lam, sariipyam tu pramdnam. sva-samvittd api satyarm yathdkaram asya prathandt.

The above justification of the Santrantika theory has a weakness which is
pointed out by Kumirila in S¥, IV, 79ab:

pramane visaydkdre bhinndrthatvdn na yujyate.

If it is held that pramdna is visayakdra while phala is sva-samvitti, then it would
follow that pramdna and phala take different things for their respective objects
(bhinndrtha): the former would take an external thing for its object, whereas the
latter wonid take the cognition, In Section 3, Dignipa himself criticizes the
Neriyayika view that premdpe and phalz are bhinndrtha, saying that the axe
aimed &t a khadira tree does not produce the cutting down of a paldsa tree as a
result. Kumdrila employs the same criticism against Dignaga’s justification of
the Santrantika theory.

1.65, See PVBh, p. 393.30-31....-Gkdrg-bhedena pramdna-prameyaivan
updcaryate.

¥Yor Dignfga, there is only the one fact of sva-sawiwirti: this cognitive phen-
omenaon itself is not differentiated into subject and object nor into act and result.
His belief is based upon the vijiapti-mdtra theory of the Yogcéras, according to
whom, such expressions as dtman, dharma, and the like, which are supposed to
denote the subject and the object, are mere metaphors (vpacira) applied to the
transformation of the consciousness (vifidna-paripamad); cf. Trims, Ik, la-c:

atma-dharmdpacdro hi vividhe yah pravariate
vijfidna-parindme *sat.

- In reality, they maintain, there is neither subject not object: these are products
of the imagination (parikalpita, utpreksiia). By attaining ( parinispanna) detach-
ment from the imaginary subject and object (grahye-grahaka-rahiia), a man
comes to realize the state of pure consciousness (viffiapti-mdtrd), in which there
is no differentiation between subject and object; see Trims, k. 20 ff., etc. The
state  of-pure consciousness has no duration, as it-is not an entity existing by its
own nature. One:-state éxists vnder certain conditions {paratansra) and in the
next'moment is replaced by another; see n. 1.66. With-this theory of vijRapti-
matra as background, Dignéga considers that the undifferentiated fact of sva-
sarwitii is metaphorically differentiated into pramana and prameya.

Kamalasila ascribes the following statement to “fAchrya,” i.e., Digniipga:
* tatrdpi hi pratyaksépacaro *viruddhas caksur-adisu tat-karapesu.” Neither K nor
V has the corresponding passage. According to Kamaladila, this statement ex-
presses the thought that, after one has understood the relation between pramdna
and phala as that of the determiner and the determined (uyavasthapya-vyavasihi-
paka-bhiva); see above, n. 1.56, he may metaphorically call the sense-organ a
pramdna, although it is generally known as the cause (kdrang) or the producer
(utpadalkd) of the resulting cognition; cf. TSP, ad k. 1349,
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1.66. PVBh, p. 366,7; nirpyapdrah sarva-dharmah.

The fundamental teaching of the Buddha that all existent things are non-
eternal (aniccd sabbe sanlchdrd, Saryutta Nikdya, TX, 6, 6, eic.) is developed by
the Santrintikas and the Yogaciras into the theory of universal momentariness
(ksanikaiva), the theory that everything is liable to destruction at the véry
moment of its origination; see Mahdy. Stitralam., XVIII, 82-91, etc. Beingina
state of flux, a thing cannot possess any function (vydpdra), Cf, TSP, p. 399.12—
13 yasman na paramdrihilah karty-karapddi-bhave *sti, ksapikatvena nirvydpd-
ratvdt sarva-dharmanam. Similar expressions are often found in TSP; naiva tu
keascit karicid yojayati, nirvyaparatoat sarva-dharmapam (p. 369.11-12); nirvydpa-
ratvdt sarva-dharmépdm na paramdrthatah kasyacit kenacid grahanam (p. 370.15).

1.67. NMua#jf, p. 67.30-31; SVE, part I, p. 238.13-14:
yad-abhdsarn prameyan tat pramina-phalate punah
grahakdkdra-sarinit trayar ndtal prthal-kriam.
Vibhiiti, p. 2211: grahya-grahake-sari® instead of grahydkara-sam® (cf. ibid., p.
2291), S¥V, p. 139.22-23; NR, p. 159.9-10: “-sariwittyos instead of °-sariwitti.
Tn this versethe Yoghcira view is clearly expounded. ** Yad-gbhdsan’ means
that a cognition has ““wisaydbhdsa= grahydicdra,” and * savawirti™ implies * spg-
sarwiti.” In his commentary on Trirhé, Dharmep&ia cites this verse as evidence
of Dignaga's theory of the triple division of vijidna, viz., grahydkara, grahakad®,
and sog-sarwirti, which Dharmapila criticizes while presenting his own fourfold
division theory { FFEBS svasarwit-sarwedana ? besides the above three); cf.
Cheng wei shif lun, p. 10b.13-16; NS nfb-pat CUEERTE EIEEE @
BEFE W=B4ERN ; La Vallée Poussin, Vijaptimdiratasiddhi, La Siddhi de
Hsiian-tsang, 1, 131. This fourfold division theory is not referred to in later San-
skrit sources, Dharmakirti treats the problem of the distinction between pramana,
prameya, and phala from the Yopgacira viewpoint in PV, III, 354-367. The
foliowing verse in which the triple division of vijfidna is clearly established, is
cited with particular frequency:
avibhigo 'pi buddhy-Gima viparydsita-darsanaih
grihya-grahaka-sariwitti-bhedavin iva lakgyate. (354)
Cf. PVin, 2632.5-6; SVV, pp. 243.21-22, 269.18-19; NR, p. 272.14-15; SVK,
part IT, p. 98.18-19; Yogabhdsyatika (Tattvavaisarads), ad IV, 23 (dnandisrama
Skt. Ser., p. 198.23-24); Samkhyapravacanabkagya, ad I, 20 (H. 0. 8.2, p. 15.16-
17¥; Sarvadarsanasamgraha (Govt. Oriental Ser., Poona), IT, 206-207, etc.
Kumirila attacks the above verse of Digniga. One cannot assume that there
is sodkara without ascertaining it, he says. FHowever, in order to ascertain
sodkdra, it would be necessary to postulate another svdkdra and so forth ad
infinitum. His conclusion is that there is no sodfdra apart from sva-samilti;
SV, IV, 80-82, Akalanka also gives & criticism of the same verse. According to
him, the theory that one thing has many appearances (gkara) is maintainable
only by the Jainas who hold the anekdnta-vade; see TAV, p. 56.19-21: syad
etat—grihako-visayabhasa-samvitti-Sakti-iraydkdra-bheddr  pramapa-prameya-
phalo-kalpand-bheda ifi. tan na. ki kdranam. ekanta-vada-tydgat. ** ekam anekd-
kdram™ ity etaj jainendrarii darfanam, tat katham elcdnta-vade yujyate.
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1.68. PVBh, p. 423.13; katham punar jiidpate [text: jayate] dvi-riipar vijidnam
iti. [ fAdyate: PVBAT, 1052.4: des; K, V: rtogs par bya.]

The term “ dvi-ripa™ means svdbhéisa and visaydbhdsa mentioned in the Vi
on k. 9z, The Naiyéyikas, the Mim#rsakas and the Vaibhasikas are unanimous
in holding that the cognition simply represents the form (@kdre) of an external
object but does not in itself possess any form (nirakdra). The cognition, as such,
has only svdbhdsa, which remains the same regardless of the variety of the ob-
jects to be cognized. Or, the cognition, in which an object is represented, has
only arthdkara, for it has no dkdra of its own. Thus, for thase nirdkdra-jidna-
vddins, the cognition is *eka-rijpa,” of one form. In-the following passages
Dignéiga advarices some-reasonings to prove that the cognition is * dvi-ripa”

- and thus to establish the theory of svg-samwitti, Cf. PV, 111, 368-425.

1.69. PVBh, pp. 403.17, 425.12; Vibhiiti, p. 2342 (cf. p. 2446):
visaya-jiidna-taj-fidna-visesdt tu dvi-riipatd.
SVV,p.267.14; NR, D-299.11: ghata-jfiana-° instead of vigaya-jiigna-°, Cf, Vilk-
yap., 10, i, 105. _

1.70 PVBh, p. 403.18-20: visaye ripddau yaj fiignam tad artha-svébhisari.
visaya-jiiine tu yaj jiidnaris tad arthdnuriipa-jidndbhdsar: svbhasarh ca. anyathd
yadi visaya-fidnam arthikaram eva syt svikdram eva va visaya-jidna-jianam:
itext: visaya-jidnam; FVBAT, 80b.8: yul ses pahi des pa; K, V: ses pa fes pa;
PST, 36b.2 (41a.4): Ses pahi des pa) api tad-avisistam syat.

To make clear the meaning of this passage, I use the following symbals:

visaya-fiidna=C; visaya-fiiana-jRana=C,

svdbihdsa in C;=8, sofbhidsa in Cp=§,

arthdbhdsa in Cy =0, arthdbhéisa in Co=0,
According to Digniga, Cy=(5;,—0;), C;=(8;—0,). [— indicates relation]
Since C, takes C, for its object, Oy =(S;—0,). Therefore, C,=(S;—(S:—0))).
Thus, C; is distingnishable from C;.

Now, in case the cognition had only arthdkara (=" dbhdsa), then C;=0,, and
C;=0,. Since C; takes C; for its object, O;=0;. Therefore, C;=C;. Thus,
visaya-jiidna-jiana would be indistinguishable from vigzya-jiidna. If, on the other
hand, the cognition had only svdkdra (="dbhasa), then C;=8,, and C,=35,.
However, since the cognition which does not possess the form of an object
within itself remains the same at all time, 8,=8;. Therefore, C,=C;. See PV,
IiL, 3R5-386:

adydnubhava-ritpatve hy eka-riiparh vyavasthitam
dvitiyam vyatiricyeta na paramaria-cetasd
artha-sarmkalanisilesa dhir dvitiydvalambate
ntlddi-rijpena dhiyari bhidsamdnam puras tatah,
Sec also SV, Stnyavada, 111, 112ab:
eldlcaram kila jidnarh prathamari: yadi kalpyate
tatas iad-visaydpy anya tad-riipaiva matir bhavet
ghata-vijfidna-taj-jfidna-viseso *to na sidhyati.
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. In the same manner, the third and the succesding cognitions Cy, C4... C,
are distingnishable from the preceding ones only when they are acknmowledged
to possess ““ dpi-ritpa.” The formulas are as follows:

C3=(58:—03)=(85—(5:—05))

...............................

C= (Sn_on) = (Sn—(sn -1—0n- 1))

(8;...8, and OQj... 0O, respectively stand for svdbhdsa and arthdbhdse in
Ci...Co) Cy Cs... C, are constituted by adding another dkdre to the pre-
ceding Cy, Cp. .. C,_y. This is clearly expressed by Dharmakirti in PV, T,
379-380:

tac cdnubhava-vijidnenGbhaydmidvalambing

ekdledra-vifesena taj-jianendnubadhyate

anyathé hy atathd-riipar katharm jiidne *dhirohati

ekdkardtiaram jRdnar tathd hy uttaram uttaram.
Cf. PVBh, p. 407.7-9 (ad PV, 11O, 38B0): tathad hy uttaram uttarem ekaikend-
kdrenddhikam adhilcarm bhavati pdnyathd. tathd hi parvakepa nilar grhitan: tod-
uttarepa nila-jiidnar tad-uttarepa nila-fiidno-jidnarm tad-uttarendpi tad-adhilam
iti niseinoti. tad etad anyathd na syat.

This theory of the **accumulation of dkdra® (@kdra-pracaya) is referred to by

Kumarila in §¥, Sinyavada, 112cd—114ab: .

grahakdlkara-sarfwittau 1o dkdra-pracayo bhavet

jayate pirva-vijfidnarm dvy-glcdram yaira tat punal

tasydimiyas ca piirvan ca visaya-sthav upaplutau

paresy dkara-vpddiyaivarh pitrvebhyo bhinnaid (tatha).
Kumarila, who holds that the difference between cognitions is due to the dif-
ference beiween objects (grahya-bheda-nibandhanah sarwiiti-bhedal), does not
recognize the necessity for admitting the accumulation of akara; ibid., 115-117.

1.71. PVBh, p. 409.1-2: na céttarGitardni jianani piirva-piiroa-jidna-visayd-
bhéasani [K, V: shar rin du hdas pahi yul snan ba (= piroa-viprakrsta-visaya®);
PST, 37a.4-5 (41b.8): sna ma . . . rin ba yin] syus tasydvizgayatodr.”

According to the Bauddhas, nothing has stability or duration. A thing cop-
nized by a cognition ceases to exist before the succeeding cognition arises. FHence,
on the assumption that an external ohbject is represented in the nirgkdra cpgni~
tion, the form of the object in the preceding cagnition would never appear in the
succeeding cognition. This, however, is contrary to our experience. When it is
admitted that the cognition is * dui-riipa,” the structures of the succeeding cogni-
tHions can he shown by the following formulas. (The symbols are the same as
those used in n. 1.70.)

Co=(8;—02)=(8—(5,—0)
C3=(S3—03)=(8,—{8:—(5:—0.)

Co=(8—0) =84 1—Br-2— . . (;—00))
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It is thus clear that Oy, the appearance of an object in C,, appéars in
Cu Gy, ... Cy

1.72. PVBh, p. 425.5; SV, Sinyavada, 118a; SPV, p. 267.15; SVK, part T,
p. 144.18; NR, pp. 209.12, 301.13-14:
smrter uttara-kdlmn ca.

L.73. Vibhiti, p. 244%: yasmdc clnubhavbtiara-kalam visaya iva jAgne smytir
utpadyate tasmid asti dvi-riipatd jhanasyd.

i The argument advanced in Hb was primarily intended to prove that the cogni-
tion bas arthdkdra within itself. Here, by the fact of the recollection of a past
cognition, Digndga proves that the cognition, has svdkdra along with arthdkara,
The recollection is caused by the impression (sariskard) of previous experience.
The rirgkdra-jiidna-vadins, who hold that an external object is experienced by
the cognition which is in itself unconscious of itself, must find it difficult to ex-
plain the fact of recollection of a past cognition in the form *I remember that T
cognized this object.” As the cognition, according to them, has not been ex-
perienced before, it cannot have left an impression abie to give rise to recollec-
tion. The recollection of a past cognition is explainable only by admitting that
the cognition is cognized by itself. From this it necessarily follows that the
cognition has svdkara.

This reasoning is referred to by Kumarila in SV, Siinyavida, 114cd, and re-
futed, ibid., 118:
smyier uttara-kdlarm céty etan mithyaiva giyate
tadaiva Iy asya samwittir arthapattyépajdayate.
For Kumirila, the recollection is of the object only and not of the cognition.
The past cognition is merely inferred from the recollection of the object by
means of arthdpatti (hypothetical inference); see below, n. 1.79.

1.74. PVBh, p. 425.20, 426.18: svasariwedyatd ca.

That the cognition has svdkira along with arthdkdra implies that the cognition
is cognized by itself. Thus the fact of recollection of a previous cognition is
proof also of self-cognition; see PST, 38b.3 (43a.8): “dus phyis dran pa las fes
pahi tshul ghiis pa fiid grub pa hbah sig th mzad kyi, hon kyan ran rig pa yan
ste...”; PV, II1, 426:

dvairiipya-sadhanendpi prayah siddhar svavedanar

svaripa-bhittdbhasasya tadd sarmvedanéksanat
ibid., 111, 485a-b,: smrter apy atma-vit siddhé jiignasya. See also Madhya-
makdpatara (ed. by De la Vallée Poussin, Bib. Bud., IX), pp. 167~168.

1.75. PVBh, p. 425.5; SVV, p. 267.15; NR, p. 299.12:
na hy asav avibhavite.
SVK, part I0, p. 144.18: avibhavitah instead of avibhavite.
This statement may also be put thus: Whatsoever is recollected has been ex-
perienced before. The recollection is an effect (karya) of the previous experience
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(anubhava). Thus the reason “smyreh® (k. 11c) is kdrya-hetu (cf. NB, 11, 15;
Bud, Log., 11, 67), and effectively proves that the cognition itself has been ex-
perienced or self-cognized before; PST, 38b.4-5 (43b.2).

In Vims, ad k. 17, the Sautrantikes criticize the vijfigpti-mdtra doctrine which
denies the existence of external objects, arpuing that the fact of recollection of an
object proves the existence of the external object, which ome has experienced
before, In reply to this criticism, Vasubandhu states that the wijfiapsi which has
the appearance of the object within itself is later recollected by mano-viffidna;
see ¥ims, p. 9.1-8.

1.76. The Naiy#yikas hoid that a cognition is not self-luminous but illuminated
by another cognition; see n, 1.60, The example of the lamp, which the Bauddhas
cite to illustrate the self-luminouns nature of cognition, is used by them to explain
their theory that a cognition is cognized by another cognition; see NBh, 11, i,
18: yathd pradipa-prakdsah pratyaksdngatvdd dréya-dariane pramdpnam, sa ca
pratyaksdntarepa calsusah sampilarsena grhyate, pradipa-bhavdbhivayor dar-
fanasya tatha-bhavad darsana-hetur anumiyate, tamasi pradipam upidadithd ity
aptépadesendpi pratipadyate, evarh pratyaksddindm yatha-darsanari pratyaksi-
dibhir evipalabdhih. The unse of the lamp metaphor as an illustration of the sva-
praicdsa theory (cf. NS and NB#h, I1, I, 20) is not authorized in the Ny@ya school;
see NVTT, p. 371.5-7: ye tu—pradipa-prakdse yathd na prakdasdntaram apeksate
evam pramandny api pramandntaram anapelcsamdndny api sanii bhavigyantity
dcarya-desiyd manyante.

1.77. Vibhiiti, p. 2715; SVV, p. 247.23, 284.20:
JRdndntarendnubhave "nigthd,
SVK, part I, p, 103.18-19; NR, p. 277.15: histd instead of anisthd. NR, p. 321.9:
anubhdvo instead of anubhave; anistas instead of anistha.

Inasmuch as there is a later recollection of C, (C stands for cognition), it must
be admitied that C, is cognized in some way. H it is held that C; is cognized by
C,, then it necessarily follows that C, is cognized by Cs, and C; by C,, and so
forth, Becanse C,, Cs, . .. are also later recollected (k. 12b,). Thus the Naiya-
yikas are inevitably led io the absurd conclusion that an endless series of cogni-
tions follow from a single cognition of an object. See PV, 111, 513, 514ab:

jiandntarendinubhave bhave! tatrdpi ca smytift

drsia tad-vedanan kena tasydpy anyena cet imam

malan jiina-vidam ko *yam janayaty anubandhinim, X
TSP, p. 565.13-17; kim ca yadi jadndntarepdnubhavo “nglkrivate tadd tatrdpi
jfidndntare smytir utpadyata eve jigna-fidnam mambipannam iti, tasydpy aparend-
nubhavo valktavyah, ne hy ananubhiite smrtiv yukid, tatas cémdé jidne-malih ko
‘nanya-karmd janayatiti vaktapyam. na iavad arthas tasya milla-fidna-visayatoat,
ndpindriydlokan tayes caksur-jiidna evépayogdt. ndpi nirnimittd, sadd sattvddi-
prasangdt; SV, Sinyavada, 187cd, 188 (see also ibid., 27):

anyena vinubhave [texts: anubhdve] *sav anavasthd prasajyate

tatra tatra smytim drsted sarvdnubhava-kalpana

ekena tv anubhiliatve sarvam tatraiva sambhavet.
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1.78. The Naiydyikas are often charged with this absurdity; see Yogabhdgya,
ad IV, 21: “cittdniara-drsye buddhi-buddher atiprasangah ... {Sitra). atha
cittarn cec cittantarena griyeta buddhi-buddhih kena grhyate, sdpy anyaya sdpy
anyayéty atiprasangah. The same criticism of the Nydya theory offered in
Prameyakamalomdrtapdn and Vedantaparibhisd is explained in Sinha, Ihdian
Psychology, Cognition, pp. 214-220,

1.79. Vibhiti, pp. 2615, 2715; SVV, pp. 247.23, 284.20, 286.11; NR,pp. 277.15,
321.17: '
tatrdpi ki smrtih. .
SVE, part I, p. 103.22: ¢q instead of Ai; ibid., p. 168.16 omits Ai.

Kumarila vehemently attacks this argument in S¥, Sinyavada, 189-196. He
observes that it is contrary to the experience of an ordinary person to argne that
an endless series of cognitions, C;, C,, Cs, . . . are recollected. He explains the
cause of the recollection of the cognition by his theory that a cognition is in-
ferred from its result, i.e,, ji4tatd (cognizedness) ; see above, n. 1.60. Immediately
after an object has been cognized, the cognition is inferred from jfigtatd by means
of arthapatti (hypothetical inference): if there had been no cognition, there
could not be fidtata. C, is thus cognized by C,, that is to say, jigtatd is produced
on C;. Again from this jidtatd, C, is inferred by means of arthapatti. In this way
there arise a certain number of cognitions, each cognizing the preceding one, so
long as the cognizer attempts to apprehend the cognition, As many cognitions
ag are thus cognized may be recollected later, but not an endless series; see SVK,
part I, p. 168.11-13 (ad k. 191): yadi tv artha-jRdtatanyathénupapattyd jidanam
avagamya punas igj-fidlaid-valend tad-vigayam jhdndniaran: kalpayati, puncs
cinenaiva kramena ydvac-chramar jRidndni jiddni, tato ydvaj-jAdta-smarandd
ndnavasthd, Kumarila also disagrees with the view that there is a recollection of
the cognition itself similar to the recollection of the object. According to him,
what is recollected is always the object and never the cognition. From the rec-
ollection of the ebject, the previous cognition is inferred by means of arthapatti:
if this object had not been cognized before, there could be no recollection of it.
It is through this process that the past cognition comes to be recollected ; see ibid.,
p. 168.17-18 (ad k. 192) artho hi smaryate. tat-smarapinyathdnupapattyd ca
tasya prag jfiatatvam eva kalpyate, tato *pi pracina-jiidna-kalpand.

1.80. SV, p. 247.24; SVK, part II, p. 103.25; NR, p. 277.16, 322.20:
visaydntara-saicdras 1athd na syiit sa césyate,
Vibhitti, p. 2615: céksate instead of cégyate; TS, 206ab: gocard® instead of
visayd®; SVV, p. 285.20: tadd instead of tatha, Cf. Vibhiti, p. 2715,

Cf. PV, III, 514cd:
pirvd dhil saiva cen na syat sericdre visaydniare.

TSP, p. 565.17-27: saiva piirva-dhir uttarottardm buddhivi janayatiti ced aha—
“gocardntara-sahedras . . (TS, 2026ab). evarit. hi visaydntare-sarcire na
prapnoti. tathd hi pirva-pirvd buddhir uttardtiarasya jiidnasya visaya-bhavend-
vasthitd pratydsannd cOpadana-kdranatayd tdm tadpsim antar-angilam tyakivd
katham ca bakir-angam arthav grhniyat,
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Dharmakirti develops the discussion as follows: Inasmuch as we admit the
movement of the cognition from one object to another, the series of cognitions
must be broken at a certain point. If this is the case, the last in the series of
cognitions is not cognized by any other cognition. But this conclusion is un-
tenable. Since all cognitions are of the same nature, the last one must also be
cognized, so that it may be recollected. If the opponents insist that the last one
is not cognized, then they must admit that no cognition is ever cognized by
another cognition and, in consequence, deny the fact of the recollection of the
cognition. If, on the other hand, they state that the last cognition is cognized by
itself, then they have to accept the theory of self-cognition; see PV, III, 539-540;

visgydntara-samcdre yady antyam ndnubhiiyate

pardnubhiitavat sarvdnanubhiitih prasajyate

dtmdnubhiitamh pratyaicsam ndnubhitiarh paraih yadi

atmdanubhiitih sa siddhd kuto yenaivam ucyate.
See also TS, 2026cd-2028;

gocardntara-samedre yad antyam tat soaio “nyatah

na siddhyet tasya cdsiddhau sarvesdm apy asiddhata

atas cindhyam asesasya jagatah samprasgjyate

antyasya tu svatah siddhav anyegim api s@ diruvam

JjAanarvdd anyathd naisa jRanaivam syad ghatddivat,
TSP, p. 566.17-22: athdpi syad ekam antyark jAdgnam ananubhiitam asmyiam
cdstd ko dogah syad ity dhe—"gocardntara-...” (TS, 2026cd-2028) it
svasamvitier anabhyupagaman na svatah siddhatd, ndpi paratah, anavastha-dosat,
tasydntasydasidithau satydr pitrvakasydpy asiddhih, apraiyaksdpalombhakatedl.
tata$ cdrthasydpy asiddhir iti ne kadaeit kimeid upalobhyeta. tatas céndhyam
ayatam aseyasya jagatal. athintasya yathdicta-dosa-bhayat svasamittyd svata eva
siddhir abhyupagamyaie tadd tadpad eva sarvasya jidnatvdvisesdt svasamvid astu.

As noted ubove (n. 1.79), Kumérila considers that the series of cognitions is
finite. The successive cognitions arise not spontaneously but by man’s exertion,
and hence the series may be broken. As one ceases to see an object when one’s
eyes tire of looking at it or when they turn to another object, so one ceases to
apprehend the cognition when one tires of this exertion or when one cognizes
another object. Hence the cognition surely moves from one object to another;
SV, Stnyavada, 193: :

yavac-chramam ca tad-buddhis tai-prabandhe mahaty api
Sramad rucydnya-samparfkad viechedo visayesv iva.



