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SECTION 1. EXPOSITION OF THE THEORY OF PERCEPTION

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

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 His perfection in cause (ker) and effect (phala), is to be re-
garded as the personification of the means of cognition (pramana-bhiita).3 There
[in the above statement], “cause” means perfection in intention (d@$aya) and per-
fection in practice (prayoga). Perfection in intention means the [Buddha’s]
taking as His purpose the benefit of [all] living beings (jagad-dhitaisitd). Perfec-
tion in practice means [His] being the [true] teacher (Sdstrtva) because He
teaches all people. “Effect” means the attainment of His own objectives
(svdrtha) as well as those of others (pardrtha). Attainment of His own objectives
is [evidenced] by [His] being sugata in the following three senses: 4 (i) that of be-
ing praiseworthy (prasastatva), as is a handsome person (suriipa),s (ii) the sense
of being beyond a return [to samsdral (apunar-avrtty-artha), as one who is fully
cured of a fever (sunasta-jvara), and (iii) the sense of being complete (nihsesdrtha),
as is a jar wholly filled (supiirna-ghata). These three senses [of His title “sugata”]
distinguish the Buddha’s attainment of His own objectives from that of non-
Buddhists of subdued passions (vita-rdga), from the attainment of those who are
undergoing religious training (Saiksa), and from that of those who are no longer
in need of religious training (asaiksa).6 Attainment of the objectives of others is
[seen from His] being a protector (tayitva) in the sense of [His] saving the world.

Saluting the teacher who is endowed with such merits, the author will compose
the Praméanasamuccaya or the Collected Writings on the Means of Cognition by
gathering [passages] from the Nydyamukha and other of his treatises”? in order
to establish the means of valid cognition. The purpose [of the work] is to reject

the theories concerning the means of cognition maintained by others and to
23
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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.1?

B. Now,

k. 2a-b;. the means of cognition are [immediate and mediate,
namely,] perception ( pratyaksa) and inference (anumana).1!

They are only two,!2 because
k. 2b,—cy. the object to be cognized has [only] two aspects.13

Apart from the particular (sva-laksana) and the universal (sdmdnya-lak,sana)
there is no other object to be cognized, and we shall prove that perception has
only the particular for its object and inference only the universal.l4

‘What 15, then, of those [cognitions] which cognize a thing of color, etc., insuch
an aspect as evanescent, etc.,16 or which repeatedly (asakrt) cognize one and the
same object 717

Certainly there are such cognitions, but

k. 2c,—d;. there is no [need for adml%tmg an] other separate

means of cognition for [cognizing] the combination of the [two]
above-mentioned [aspects of the object]; 18

[In the case of the cognition which cognizes a thing of color, etc., as noneternal,
firstly,] one cognizes the inexpressible particularity (avyapadeéya=svalaksana)
and the universal (sdmdnya-lak.sana), 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.” 19 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 a separate means of cogni- |,
tion] in the case of recognizing (abhijfiana) [an object] again /
and again;20

Although there are cognitions which repeatedly cognize one and the same object,
[cognitions of that sort require] no [postulate of a] separate means of cogni-
tion.2! Why?
k. 3b,. because [if a separate means of cognition were to be
accepted as necessary, then] there would occur the fallacy of
infinity (anistha).??
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If every sort of cognizing were [to involve] a [different] means of valid cognition,
the means of valid cognition would have to be infinite in number.

k. 3b,. for instance, [such mental faculties as] recollection
(smrta) and the like [would have to be recognized as separate
means of valid cognition].22

The word “smrta™ [in the verse] has the same meaning as “smyrti” (recollec-
tion).23 Such mental faculties as recollection, desire (iccha), anger (dvesa), etc.,
since they operate on an object once cognized, are not independent means of
valid cognition. So, here [recognition should not be considered as a separate
means of valid cognition].24

CG. Among these [two means of cognition]

k. 3c. perception (pratyaksa) is free from conceptual construc-

tion (kalpana) ;25
The cognition in which there is no conceptual construction is perception. What,
then, is this conceptual construction? -

k. 3d. the association of name (ndman), genus (jari), etc. [with

a thing perceived, which results in verbal designation of the

thing].26 s -
In the case of arbitrary woids (yadrecha-$abda, proper nouns), a thing (artha)
distinguished by a name (ndman) is expressed by a word [such aS\]' “Dittha.” In
the case of genus-words (jati-sabda, common nouns), a thing distinguished by a
genus is expressed by a word [such as] “go”’ (cow). In the case of quality-words
(guna-$abda, adjectives), a thing distinguished by a quality is expressed by a
word [such as] “$ukla> (white). In the case of action-words (kriya-sabda,
verbal nouns), a thing distinguished by an action is expressed by a word [such as]

“pdcaka” (a cook, to cook). In the case of substance-words (dravya-Sabda), a .-

thing distinguished by a substance is expressed by a word [such as] “dandin” (a
staff-bearer) or “visanin” (horned, a horn-bearer).2?

Here, [with regard to action-words and substance-words,] some maintain that
what is expressed [by the words “pacaka,” “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 possessor, and the like].28 ‘
~ On the other hand, some others hold that what is expressed [in all these

cases] is a thing qﬁéliﬁed only by words which denote no real entity (artha-
Sunya-$abda).2® < :

[In any case,] that which is devoid of such conceptual construction is

perception.30 ‘ '

Daa-1. For what reason, then, is it [viz., perception] called ““pratyaksa”
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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
sense-organ and the object] 731

k. 4ab. it is named after the sense-organs because they are its
specific cause (asddharana-hetu).32

[It is] not [named] after the object such as color, etc. The reason is that the ob-
ject is common (s@dhdrana) [to many cases], for it is a cause of mental cognition
(mano-vijiiana) and perceptions in other persons (anya-samtanika-vijfidna) [as
well as of one’s own perception]. We find that a designation is generally by
means of a specific [cause]; 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,” although
the stick or the earth is also a cause].33

_ Thus, it is established that perception is free from conceptual construction.34

Daa-2. In an Abhidharma treatise, too, the following is stated: 35 “One who has
the ability to perceive perceives something blue (nilari vijanati), but does not
conceive that “this is blue’ (nilam iti vijandti).” 36 *“ In respect to an object, he has
the sense of the object itself (artha-samyjfiin), but does not possess any notion of
its name (dharma-sarijfiin).” 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
aggregates [of atoms] as their object™ 738 [An aggregate (samcita) of atoms is
cognizable only by the conceptual construction which binds together the per-
ceptions of several individual atoms. It seems, therefore, incongruous to hold
that perception is free from conceptual construction and yet cognizes an aggre-
gate of atoms.] Again, it is-mentioned [in the Abhidharma treatise] that ““these
[sense-cognitions] take a particular (svalaksana) as their object insofar as it is’
the particular in the form of a [cognizable] sphere (@yatana-svalaksana) and not
in the form of a [component] substance [viz., an atom] (dravya-svalaksana).” 3°

. How is this to be understood?

k. 4cd. there [in the above-cited Abhidharma passages], that
[perception], being caused by [the sense-organ through its con-
tact with] many objects [in aggregation], takes the whole (sam-
anya) 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 its sphere of
operation, that it takes the whole as its object; but [the sense is] not [that it B
operates] by conceptually constructing a unity within that which is many and
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separate.#! [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 be cognized [simply] as it is and which is inexpres-
sible.43

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

Here our distinguishing [various kinds of perception] is in response to the
view of others. However, all [kmds of perception] are indeed free from concep-
tual construction.44

Db. k. 6ab. there is also mental [perception, which is of two kinds:]
{awareness o an [external] SBTé'&iiand self-awareness of [such
subordinate mental activities as] desire and the llkmf
which are] free from conceptual construction.45

The mental [perception] which, taking a thing of color, etc., for its object,
occurs in the form .of immediate experience (anubhava) is also free from con-
ceptual construction.®6 The self-awareness (sva-sarmvedana) of desire, anger,
ignorance, pleasure, pain, etc., is [also recognized as] mental perception because
it 1s not dependent on.any. sense—organ.“?“_»

oo

Dc. 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 (avyavakirna) with any con-
ceptual construction of the dgama (the authoritative words of the teachers) and
which apprehends only a thing in itself is also perception.4®

Dd. If the self-awareness of deSIre etc., is perception, then even the awareness
of conceptual construction (kalpana jnana) should be con51dered as perception,50
Indeed it is so.

k. 7ab. even conceptual construction, when it is brought to in-

_ternal awareness, is admitted [as a type of perception]. How-
ever, with regard 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., conceptual 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, cognition of empirical
reality, inference, its result, recollection, and desire are not true
perceptions and are accompanied by obscurity (sataimira).53

Erroneous cognition (bhranti-jiidna) is not a true perception because it arises
conceptually constructing, for example, watet, etc., out of such things as vapor
floating over sand. Cognition of empirical reality (sarwrti-saj-jfiana) is not a true
perception because it superimposes something extraneous upon things which are
only empirically true (sarwrti-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 because they arise through the concep-
tualization of what formerly has been perceived.>4 -

Nt s

F. And , , , .

k. 8cd. [we call the cognition itself] “pramana’ [literally, a

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

the act [of cognizing], although primarily it is.a result.>>
Here we do not admit, as the realists'do, that the resulting cognition ( pramdna-
phala) differs from the means of cognition (pramdpa).5¢ The resultmg €0
arises bearing in itself the form of the cognized object and "[thus] 15 understood
to include the act [of cognizi ,ngl(savmWason it is metaphorically
called pramana, the means of cognition,S7 although it is [ultimately speaking]
devoid of activity (vydpara).5® 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].5 Similar is the case with _
this [resulting cognition]. ‘ R

G. k. 9a. or [it can be maintained that] the self-cegnltlon or the
cognition cognizing itself (svasamvlttl) is here the result [of the
act of cogmzmg]—ﬁo - '

~ -

Every cognition is produced with a twofold appearance, namely, that of itself

[W@@Ma) and that of the object (visaydbhasa). The cogmzmg of it-
self as [possessmg] ‘these two ‘appearances or the self-cognmon (svasamvtttz) is

the result [of the*eag&g\tjve act] 61 Why?

k. 9b. because the determination of the object (artha-niscaya)
conforms with it [viz., With the self-cognition].62 -

Y
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When a cognition possessing [the form of] an object (savisayam JAdanam) is

itself the object to be cognized, then, in accordance with the nature of the self- ™,
- cognition, one conceives that [secondary] object (artha) as somethmg either ™

desxrable 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 cogmzmg 1t is 51mp1y [the cognition’s]
having the form of the object; g e

For, in this case, we overlook the true nature of the cognition as that Wthh is to
be cognized by itself, and [claim that] its having the form of a thing is our means
of knowing that [thing]. Why? Because [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.64

Thus, [it should be understood that] the roles of the means of cognition
(pramdna) and of the object to be cognized (prameya), corresponding to dif-
ferences of [aspect of] the cognition, are [only] metaphorically attributed
(upacaryate) to the respective [distinctive] factor in each case,55 because [in
their ultimate nature] all elements of existence, [being instantaneous,] are
devoid of function (nirvyapdra).ss .

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

o,

k. 10. whatever the form in which it [v1z a cognition] appears, \
that [form] is [recognized as] the obJect of cognition ( prameya) |
The means of cogmtlon (pramdna) and [the cognition which js]

its result ( phala) afe respectively the form of subject [ in the cog-  *
nition] and the cognition cognizing itself. Therefore, these
three [factors of cognition] are not separate from one.
another.67

. Ha. How, then, is it understood that cognition has two forms ?68

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

ference between the cognition of the object and the cognition -

of that [cognition]; 6% '
The cognition which cognizes the object, a thing of color, etc., has [a twofold
appearance, namely,] the appearance of the object and the appearance of itself
[as subject]. But the cognition which cognizes this cognition of the object has
[on the one hand] the appearance of that cognition which is in conformity with

e
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the object and [on the other hand] the appearance of itself. Otherwise, if the
1 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 indistitfiguishable from’ the
cognition of the object.”®

~Hb. Further, [if the cognition 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 does not exist when the succeeding cognition arises and] could not be
the object of the latter.”! Hence it is proved that cogmtlon has two forms.

He-1. [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. 11c) refers
back to “cognition has two forms” (in k. 11ab). Some time after [we have per-
ceived a certain object], there occurs [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.”3 Self-cognition is also [thus established].7 Why?

“k. 11d. because it [viz., recollection] is never of that which has
not been [previously] experienced.”>

It is unheard of to have a recollection of something without 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, eté., is cognized
by means of a separate cognition.”¢ This is not true 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 a cognition were to be cognized by a
‘separate cognition.”8 Why? '

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

tion] too.”® -

Tt 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.

Hce-3. k. 12¢d. [further,] in such a case, there could be no motion [of
cognition] from one object to another. But actually such [a
movement of cognition] is accepted.8?
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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. Vibhiti, p. 518.26-27 (cf. p. 1081):
pramana-bhiitaya jagad-dhitaisine
pranamya $astre sugataya tayine
pramana-siddhyai sva-matdt samuccayah
karisyate viprasrtid ihaikatah.
PVBh, p. 3.6 and AKV, p. 7.5-6 quote the first half of this verse.

Dignéga and his successors are generally called the Vijiidnavadins of the logi-
cal tradition (nyaydnusarino vijfidnavadinah), as distinguished from the Vijfiana-
vadins of the Scriptural tradition (dgamdnusarino vijignavadinak), by which
appellation the older teachers of the Yogacara-Vijfianavida school are called;
see Obermiller, The Sublime Science of the Great Vehicle to Salvation, p. 99.
Unlike his predecessors, Dignédga 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 attitude 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;
see TSP, p. 12.19-20:

tdpdc chedac ca nikasat suvarnam iva panditaih

pariksya bhiksavo grahyar mad-vaco na tu gauravdt.
See also Stcherbatsky, Bud. Log., 1, 77; Mookerjee, The Buddhist Philosophy of
Universal Flux, pp. x1 ff. Dignaga is convinced that he is following the teaching
of the Buddha in expounding the theory of knowledge. He begins his treatise
with a salutation to the Buddha who ““is to be recognized as the personification
of the means of valid cognition (pramana-bhiita)” ; 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 to establish the true
theory of knowledge, various omens are said to have appeared; see Obermiller,
History of Buddhism (Chos-hbyurt) by Bu-ston, part II, p. 150. No inscription,
however, has so far been discovered to attest to the authenticity of this report.
Dharmakirti attaches great importance to this verse, by which, he thinks, the
essential standpoint of the Bauddha Logicians is made clear. In PV, he gives a
detailed explanation of each epithet of the Buddha mentioned in Dignaga’s verse
(see n. 1.2). In consequence, the verses discussing the pramana-siddhi (estab-
lishment of the means of valid cognition) form a separate chapter independent
of the Pratyaksapariccheda in PV.

73



74 Notes to Page 23

1.2. For this passage of the Vriti, see PVBh, p. 3.12-18: atra bhagavato hetu- -
phala-sampattyd pramana-bhitatvena stotrdbhidhanam Sastrédau . . . tatra hetur
dsaya-prayoga-sampat. . . . asayo jagad-dhitaisitd. prayogo jagac chasanat $as-
trtvam. phalar sva-pardrtha-sampat. svdrtha-sampat sugatatvena trividham
artham upaddya, prasastatvam suriipavat [text: svariipavat], apunaravrtty-artharm
sunasta-jvaravat, nihSesdrtham supiirna-ghatavat. pardrtha-sampat jagat-tarandat
tdyitvam. . . . evam-bhiitar bhagavantam pranamya . .. pramanddhino hi pram-
eyédhigamo . . . See also ibid., pp. 115.31-32, 116.5-6.

The following table sums up Dignéga’s praise of the Buddha as expressed in
k. I and its Vrtti. The figures in parentheses indicate the verses of PV, 11, dealing
with the same topic.

bhagavat = pramdna-bhiita

(3-36)
I
hetu-sampad phala-sampad
| |
l |
asaya-sampad prayoga-sampad svdrtha-sampad  pardrtha-sampad
| |

Jjagad-dhitaisitd Sastrtva ~ sugatatva ) tayitva

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

See M. Nagatomi, “The Framework of the Pramainavirttika, Book 1,”” JAOS,
79, 266; E. Frauwallner, “Die Reihenfolge und Entstehung der Werke
Dharmakirti’s,” Asiatica: Festschrift Friedrich Weller, Leipzig, 1954, p. 143.

1.3. The term “ pramdna-bhiita” is used in a double sense. First, it means
“authoritative” or “standard,” and in this sense the Buddha (Bodhisattva
Siddhartha) is called *pramdna-bhiita™ in the Lalitavistara, ed. Lefmann, pp.
319.3 ff.: atha khalu. .. sthavara-nama mahd-prthivi-devatd . . . bodhisattvam
etad avocat . . . tvam eva sadevakasya lokasya parama-saksi-bhiitah pramana-
bhiitas céti. Dignaga characterizes the authoritativeness of the Buddha as hetu-
phala-sampad. Second, it has the more technical meaning, “to have come into
existence” (bhiita) as a *“‘means of valid cognition” (pramdnpa). According to
Jinendrabuddhi, the Buddha has a similarity (sddharmya) to pramdna, since he
is avisarivdda and has made known the truth of catur-arya-satya which was not
known, just as pramanas are avisamvdda and make known an unknown object
(anadhigatdrtha-gantr). He further remarks that ““-bhita” affixed to “pramana”
is meant to reject isvara and other pramdnas which are maintained by others to
be eternal (abhiita=nitya); see PST, 2a.3 ff. (2b.4 ff.). See also PV'V, p. 9.111ff.: -
“tadvat pramanam bhagavan” (PV, II, 9a). tadvat bhagavan pramanam,
yathdbhihitasya satya-catustayasydvisamvddandt tasyaiva parair ajfiatasya praka-
Sandc ca. yady evarh namaskdra-sloke pramandyéty evdstu * pramana-bhitaya”
iti kim artham ity dha, *abhiita-vinivrttaye bhitoktih” (PV, I, 9b-c). bhita-
$abda-nirdeso *bhiitasya nityasya nivrtty-arthari nityam pramdanar nastity arthah;
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Vibhiti, p. 10%: nityam iSvaram Naiydyikah ahuh, asamsaram ekam pratisattvam
buddhim pramanam ahuh Samkhydh.

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 Mvy., 1-10. This
title of the Buddha is explained here as implying His three merits—prasastaid,
apunardvrititva, and nijSesatda—which are, respectively, the attributes of suripa,
sunasta-jvara, and supiirna-ghata, each of which contains the prefix “su-> as in
“su-gata.” See PVV, p. 59.7-8: su-Sabdasya trividho *rthah, prasastatd suriipavat,
apunardvrttih sunasta-jvaravat [text: anasta-°], nihSesatd cd supirna-ghatavat
[text: apiirna-°]; DhP, p. 3.11 ff. See also PV, I1, 141cd-147ab. Manorathanandin
explains that prasastard distinguishes the Buddha from bahya-vita-rigas,
apunaravrttitva from Saiksas, and nihSesata from asaiksas; see PVV, p. 107.5-8:
ye laukika-bhdvana-mdrgena vita-raga bahyd atattva-darSinas tebhyah tattva-
darsitvad adhikah. ye Saiksa abihydh parihani-dharmanas tebhyo ’punaravrityd. ye
cdSaiksah Sravakd aprahina-kleSa-vasand asaksat-krta-sarvékdra-vastavas tebhyo
nihSesa-pratityd.

L.5. Mahavastu, 1, 92, 13, and Avadanasataka, 1, 188, 1 ff., relate the story of
Suriipa, a legendary king, who, in exchange for religious instruction, gave up his
son, his wife, and himself to be eaten by an ogre. His religious ardor is praise-
worthy. However, here “suriipa” is to be taken as a common noun according to
Durvekamisra, who states, in explaining * prasastata,” that those who make a
living by their beauty of form are called suriipa; see DhP, p. 3.15: Suriipa ripé-
jivah. Dharmakirti explains the meaning of “prasasta” (< pra-/ Sarms, to
praise) by the word ““sasta (< +/Sas, to destroy) in PV, 11, 142ab:

duhkhasya Sastarm nairdtmya-drstes ca yuktito *pi va.

1.6. There are eight classes of “sage” (arya-pudgala) among the Buddhist
disciples (Srdvaka), namely, srotdpatti-pratipannaka, °-phalaka, sakrdagami-
pratipannaka, °-phalaka, andgami-pratipannaka, °-phalaka, arhat-pratipannaka,
and arhat. Of these, arhat is called asaiksa, because he has extinguished the in-
fluence of passions (dsrava-ksaya) and no longer needs religious training, The
other seven, who are to study further in order to attain arharhood, are called
Saiksa; AK(Bh), ch. V1.

1.7. Among Dignéga’s works now available (see my Introduction), the same
theories expounded in PS(¥) are found in Abhidharmakosa-Marmadipa (see
below, nn. 1.31-33, 39, passim), dlambanap. (see below, nn. 1.61, 2.17),
Hetucakradamaru (see PS(V), IlI, K 131a.5-132a.2, V 45b.5-46a.7 =48b.5~

- 49b.1), and NMukh. As will be noted, many verses and passages of NMukh ar
found rearranged in PS(V); see Tucci, The Nyayamukha of Dignaga. '

1.8. In each chapter of this treatise, Dignaga, after elucidating his own theory,
refutes the views of the Vadavidhi and those of the Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas,
Samkhyas, and Mimamsakas.

1.9. The theories maintained by other schools contradict one another in their
discussion of the number (samkhya), the nature (svariipa), the object (visaya, go-
cara), and the result (phala) of the means of cognition; see PST, 11b.1 (13a.4-5):



76 Notes to Page 24

“hgal bahi rtogs pa (=viruddha-pratipatti) ni log par rtogs pa (= vipratipatti)
rnams te, phan tshun hgal bahi mtshan fiid byed pahi phyir ro”; ibid., 11b.7
(13b.4): “de la hbras bu dan ran gi no bo dan yul dan grans la log par rtogs pa
bsi rnams te.”” See also TSP, p. 366.14: tatra pramane svariipa-phala-gocara-
sarkhydsu paresam vipratipattis catur-vidha; PVV, p. 110.6; NBT, p. 35.1 ff.
i Dignaga’s theory is unique on each of these four points: (1) He recognizes per-
| ception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumand) as the only two means of cognition,
‘and does not admit verbal testimony ($abda), identification (upamana), etc. as
independent means of cognition; see below, n. 1.1L. (2) He characterizes per-
jception 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-
}: laksana) 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;—
| n. 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
belqzvi n. 1.55.

7
/\1.10. ignaga’s statement that a clear understanding of prameya (=artha)
dépends upon pramana (pramanddhinah prameyddhigamah) has an affinity with
the opening statement of NBh: pramdnato ’rtha-pratipattau pravrtii-samarthyad
arthavat pramdnam. However, Dignaga differs radically from the Naiyayikas
in his understanding of the nature of pramana and prameya. While the Naiya-
- ~yikas hold the view that pramana and prameya are real entities (paddrtha),
Dignaga shares the Vijidnavada view that they are of ideated character; see
below, n. 1.61. The possibility of apprehending prameya by means of pramana
is denied by Nagarjuna on the ground that both, being mutually conditioned,
lack independent substantiality; see Vigrahavydavartani, kk. 31-33; Vaidalya-
prakarana, Peking ed., 114b.4-6. Nagarjuna’s argument is intended to reveal the
transcendental truth of universal emptiness (Sinyata). The Vijiidnavadins, how-
ever, stress that the intuition of transcendental truth (nirvikalpa-jiidna, lokét-
tara-°) is reflected in empirical knowledge which apprehends wordly phenomena
(savikalpa-jiidna, laukika-°). In such knowledge concerning wordly phenomena,
pramana and prameya must be postulated. On the basis of this Vijiianavada
doctrine, Dignaga establishes his theory of knowledge which asserts that both
pramdna and prameya are factors immanent in knowledge itself; see below, n. .
1.61. Accordingly, his theory does not conflict with Nagarjuna’s argument against
- the substantiality of pramdana and prameya. A later extreme transcendentalist,
Candrakirti, makes an attack on Dignaga’s proposition * pramanddhinah
prameyddhigamah,” 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 affect Digndga’s standpoint.

1.11. PVBh, p. 169.3; Vibhiiti, p. 1402; NC(V), p. 88.3 (18):
pratyaksam anumdanar ca pramane .
Dignaga gives the etymological explanation of pratyaksa in NMukh as follows:
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aksam aksarh praiti vartata iti pratyaksam (pratyaksa is so named because it
occurs in close connection with [prazi] each sense faculty [aksa]); cf. NMukh,
p. 3b.17: BABIEK £ T E, cited in TSP, p. 373.26; DhP, p. 38.26; Prasannap.,
p. 72.1 ff. This etymology is repudiated by Candrakirti on the ground that
it could yield the absurd conclusion that cognition which has a sense-organ
(aksa) for its object (prati) is pratyaksa; see Prasannap., p. 72.1-3: yas tv aksam
aksam prati vartata iti pratyaksa-Sabdam vyutpidayati tasya jhdnasyéndriya-
visayatvad visaya-visayatvdc ca na yuktd vyutpattih. (Stcherbatsky wrongly at-
tributes Candrakirti’s citation to Prasastapada, in The Conception of Buddhist
Nirvana, p. 159, n. 4. His definition of pratyaksa differs slightly from that above;
see PBh, p. 552.28: aksam aksam pratityétpadyata iti pratyaksam.) The following
Nyaya etymology might meet Candrakirti’s criticism: aksasydksasya prati-
visayar vrttih pratyaksam (pratyaksa is the function of each sense-organ [aksa]
toward [prati] its object). Actually Dignaga 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-hetu),
but not after the object. The above-cited etymology in NMukh is preceded by
“asadharana-karanatvat” (TSP, p. 373.26); and Dignaga expresses the same
thought in PS(V); see below, Section 1, nn. 1.32, 1.33, and Section 6, Db.
Besides asadhdrana-kdranatva of the sense, another reason for naming percep-
tion after the sense, viz., dsrayatva of the sense, is mentioned by Vasubandhu in
AK, 1, 45:
tad-vikara-vikaritvad asrayas caksur-ddayah
ato ’sadharanatvdc ca vijfidnam tair nirucyate.

The idea that the sense is the basis (dsraya) of perception is noticed in Dharmo-
ttara’s etymology of pratyaksa; see~NBT, p. 38.1; pratyaksam iti pratigatam
asritam aksam (pratyaksa means that [cognition] which belongs to or rests on a
sense). However, the etymologies given by Digniga and Dharmottara cannot
include such cases as manasa-pratyaksa, yogi-pratyaksa, and svasamvedana, which
are independent of the sense. Hence Dharmottara distinguishes between the
etymological origin and the actual meaning. After offering his etymology of the
term “pratyaksa,” he states that all sorts of direct awareness (saksatkari-jiiana)
are actually implied by the word ““ pratyaksa™ ; see NBT, p. 38.3-6: aksdsritatvam
ca vyutpatti-nimittam Sabdasya, na tu pravrtti-nimittam. anena tv aksdsritatven-
aikdrtha-samavetam artha-saksatkaritvam laksyate. tad eva Sabdasya pravrtti-
nimittam. tatas ca yat kirmcid arthasya saksatkari-jianam tat pratyaksam ucyate;
and DhP, p. 39.7-8: atha pratigatam asritam aksam' ity asyam api vyutpattau
manasa-svasamvedana-yogi-pratyaksianam na syat pratyaksa-Sabda-vdacyatéty aha
“aksdsritatvam . . .” '

Anumana (anu-+/ ma+ ana) literally means a means of cognition which is pre-
ceded by some other cognition. According to the Naiyayikas, that which pre-
cedes anumana 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-darSanar linga-darsanam ca. Thus, the prefix ““anu-" is taken by the
Naiyayikas to mean “pascat™ (afterwards) or ““-piirvaka” (preceded by); see
NS, 1, i, 5: tat-pirvakam trividham anumdnam; and NBh, ad 1, i, 3: mitena
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lingendrthasya pascan manam anumanam. Digniga, however, interprets differ-
ently thé meaning of “anu-" His definition of anumana for one’s own self
(svérthénumana) is: “tshul gsum pahi rtags las rjes su dpag par bya bahi don
(K: rjes su dpag pahi don) mthon ba gai yin pa de ni ran gi don gyi rjes su
dpag paho” (That apprehension of an object which is based upon the triple-
conditioned inferential mark is svdrthdnumana); PSV, I, K 109a.2-3, V 27a.5
(270.7); see NB, 11, 3: tatra svdrtham (anumdnam) tri-ripal lingad yad anumeye
jAanam tad anumanam. The prefix ““any-" is thus replaced by the ablative case-
ending and is taken as implying a logical ground.
Since Dignaga regards determinate perception (savikalpaka-pratyaksa), which
j\ perceives a thing as associated with a universal (jati-viista-vyakti), as a kind of
anumana, the terms “ pratyaksa’ and *“ anumdna’ in this treatise are to be under-
stood as standing respectively for direct, unmediated 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 pratyaksa, and
“inference” for anumana.

it

1.12. The number and kinds of means of cognition recognized by different
schools of Indian philosophy are as follows: the Carvikas, one means: percep-
tion (pratyaksa); the VaiSesikas, two means: perception and inference (anumana);
the Sarmkhyas and a branch of the Naiyayikas, three means: verbal festimony
($abda), in addition to the above two; the Naiyayikas, four means: identification
(upamana), together with the above three; the Prabhakara-Mimarhsakas, five
means: implication (arthdpatti), in addition to the above four; the Bhatta-
Mimarmsakas and the Vedantins, six means: negation (abhava), together with
the above five; the Pauranikas, eight means; possibility (sambhava) and tradition
(aitihya), together with the above six; see Randle, Ind. Log., p. 305. The doctrines
recognizing aitikya, arthapatti, sambhava, and abhdva as independent means of
cognition had been criticized in NS, 1L, ii, 1 ff., and in Dignaga’s day, the Nyaya
theory of four means of cognition was the most authoritative. Among the
Bauddhas, the author of the Fang pien hsin lun (T. 1632, Updyahrdaya or
Prayogasdra), a Hinayanist preceding Nagarjuna, admits four means as main-
tained by the Naiydyikas, and the older school of the Yogacaras excludes
upamana therefrom, without mentioning any reason. .

Dignaga does not recognize Sabda as an independent means of cegnition.
According to him, the cognition derived from Sabda indicates its own object
through the “exclusion of other objects” (anydpoha). This process of exclud-
ing other objects is the function of anumana; see PS, V, k. 1 (cited in TSP,
p. 441.6-7, trans. in Bud. Log., I, 459):

na pramandntaram $abdam anumdnat tathd hi tat -

krtakatvadivat svértham anydpohena bhasate.
As regards upamana, Dignaga 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
anumdana. 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 fie bar
hjal ba ni ba lan dan ba min dag hdra bar rtogs pahi don can yin na, de la gsan
las thos nas rtogs na sgra las byun ba yin la, ran fiid kyis yin na ni don giiis
tshad ma gsan gyis rtogs na, yid kyis hdra bar rtog par byed pa yin la, de yan
tshad ma gsan ma yin no.” In this way, Digndga includes Sabda and upamdana in
anumana, and admits pratyaksa and anumana as the only two means of valid
cognition; see NMukh, p. 3b.10-11: ERERELE. HEGWSEALD. K
— E.

. E.

In respect to the number of pramdnas, the Vaiesikas are in accord with
Digndga. However, it should be noted that there is an inconsistency in the
Vaisesika theory of two pramanas. The VaiSesikas claim that determinate per-
ception (savikalpaka-pratyaksa in later terminology), which results from the
association of a determinant with an immediate sense-datum, is a kind of
pratyaksa (VS, VIII, 6-7). On the other hand, they regard $abda, the apprehen-
- sion of an object by means of words, as a kind of anumana Vs, IX, 18-19).
Dignaga bases his theory of two pramanas on a radical distinction between two
prameyas (see below, n. 1.14). His theory which is consistently logical may be
clearly distinguished from the Vaiesika theory.

1.13. Vibhiti, p. 1402; PVBh, p. 213.6; NC(V), p. 88.3 (20):
] laksapa-dvayam
prameyam . . .
See also PV, 11, la~b,: manarir dvividhari visaya-dvaividhydt and PV, 111, 63:
na pratyaksa-paroksabhydm meyasyényasya sambhavah
tasmat prameya-dvitvena pramdpa-dvitvam isyate.

1.14. PVV, p. 132.7-8; PVBh, p. 169.9: na hi sva-samanya-laksanabhyam
anyat [aparam in PV Bh] prameyam asti. PVBh, p. 169.9-10: sva-laksana-visayam
hi pratyaksam samadnya-laksana-visayam anumédnam iti pratipadayisyamah. 1
have inserted the particle “Ai” on the authority of PST, 14b.2-3 (16b.6-7):
“ran gi mtshan fiid kyi yul can ni ses pa la sogs pas te, nihi sgra ni fies par gzun
bahi don can no. ran gi mtshan fiid kyi yul can mnon 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
(p. 88.18-24): na hi sva-samanya-laksandbhyam anyat prameyam asti. sva-
laksana-visaya-niyatam pratyaksam, samén ya-laksana-visaya-niyatam anumanam.
By the expression “pratipddayisyamah,” Dignaga means that he will deal with
the distinction between sva-laksana and samanya-laksapa at the beginning of
PS(V), ch. II; cf. K 1092.4-109b.5, V 272.7-27b.7 (27b.8-28b.2). ‘

According to the VaiSesikas and the Naiyayikas, every existing thing, with the
exception of the extreme universal (para-samédnya) and the extreme individual
(antya-visesa), possesses both generality ( jati=saman ya) and individuality (vyakti).
In perceiving a thing, one perceives it, at the first moment, vaguely, without
differentiating jari and vyakti [nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa], but later on, deter-
minately, conjoining . differentiated jiti and vyakti [savikalpaka-pratyaksa).
Dignaga does not assent to this view. He-makes an essential distinction between
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sva-laksana and samanya-laksana, the former being the particular individuality
which can never be generalized or conceptualized and the latter being the uni-
versal which is conceptually constructed by the mind through generalizing from
many individuals without regard for their particularity. The former is real,
while the latter lacks reality. As each is incompatible with the other, there cannot
be anything which possesses both sva-laksana and samanya-laksana at the same
time. Corresponding to this essential distinction between two kinds of prameya,
there is a radical distinction between the two means of cognition (pramana-
vyavasthd): pratyaksa which grasps sva-laksana exclusively and anumana which’
grasps samanya-laksana exclusively. This theory is evidently set up in opposition
" fo the Nyaya view of the coalescence of different means of cognition (praména-
samplava), i.e., the view that the same object can be cognized by any of the -
four kinds of pramana; see NBh, ad I, i, 3. The elaborate arguments made
by Uddyotakara and Vicaspatimiéra on this point are precisely traced by
Stcherbatsky, and no further remark is necessary here; see Bud. Log., 11, 301 ff.

Dharmakirti sets up the following criteria to distinguish sva-laksana and
samdnya-laksana: sva-laksana (a) has a power to produce effects (artha-kriya-
$akti), (b) is specific (asadrsa), (¢) is not denotable by a word ($abdasydvisayah),
and (d) is apprehensible without depending upon other factors such as verbal
conventions, while samanya-laksana (2) has no power to produce effects, (b) is
common to many things, (c) is denotable by a word, and (d) is not apprehensible
without depending upon other factors such as verbal conventions; see PV, IIL,
1-2. The concept of artha-kriya is unfamiliar to Dignaga. Dharmakirti adds
further detailed discussions to prove the unreality of samanya, and states that
sva-laksana alone is the object to be cognized in the ultimate sense; seg ibid.,
111, 53d: meyarm tv ekam sva-laksanam. That there are two sorts of prameya
implies that sva-laksana is apprehended in two ways, as it is (sva-riipena) and as
something other than itself (para-ripena), but not that there is réal samanya
apart from sva-laksana. Thus, the distinction between sva-laksana and samanya-
laksana is the result of a changed perspective; see ibid., 111, 54cd:

tasya sva-para-riipabhydm gater meya-dvayari matam.

1.15. For this passage of the Vriti, see PVBh, p. 227.8: yat tarhidam anityd-
dibhir akarair varnddi grhyetaitat katham; Vibhiiti, p. 1402: yat tarhidam . ..
grhyate ’sakrd va; ibid., p. 1393: asakrd va. On the basis of these fragménts, the
original may be reconstructed as: yat tarhidam . . . grhyate *sakrd va tat katham.

1.16. The meaning of the question raised here is as follows: In seeing a patch
of color which exists momentarily and then disappears, one has a cognition. of
the noneternity of color (varnasydnityatd). Similarly, in hearing a fading sound,
one has a cognition of the noneternity of sound (Sabdasydnityatd). ‘Cognitions
of this sort cannot be pratyaksa, because samanya-laksana, i.e., noneternity, is
cognized. Nor can they be anumana, because there is no inferential mark (linga)
from which the noneternity of color, sound, etc. is to be inferred. Hence the need
for admitting the third prameya, in which sva-laksana and samanya-laksana are
combined. Cf. PV, 111, 76:

prameya-niyame varndnityatd na pratiyate
pramanam anyat tad-buddhir vind lingena sambhavat.
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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 (pratyabhijfidna) 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 (linga), smoke. But it is not
anumana 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 vifesa-drstam anumdnam, and say that the particular is in-
ferable from its likeness (s@mya) to the particular (visesa) perceived before
(drsta); of. PST, 172.3 (19b.6): ““gan gi phyir grans can pas khyad par mthon
ba rjes su dpag pahi mtshan fid du brjod de”’; ibid., Peking ed., 141b.7-8: “rjes
su dpag pa rnams pa gfiis ses pa ste, de la khyad par mthon ba ni, gan gi tshe
me dan du ba hbrel pa mthon nas, du ba de kho nas me de kho nahi yan dan
yan du me de kho na hdiho ses yod pa fiid du rtogs par byed paho”; Frau-
wallner, “Klass. Samkh.,” p. 90. This type of anumdna is called by Sabara-
svamin pratyaksato drsta-sambandham anumanam as distinguished from
samanyato drsta-sambandham anumanam (see SBh, p. 10.11-15), and, according
to Kumatila, it was expounded by Vindhyavasin (S¥, Anumina, 141-143, quoted
in TSP, ad T'S, 1443-1445). Dignaga’s theory of a sharp distinction between the
objects of pratyaksa and anumana is hardly applicable to the case of re-cognition.
Cf. PST, 15a.1-3 (17a.6-17b.1); PV, 111, 77a~c:

visesa-drste lingasya sambandhasydpratititah
tat pramandntaram . . .

1.18. Vibhiiti, p. 1402:
... tasya samdhdane na [text: samdhanena) pramdndntaram . . .

1.19. PVBh, p. 236.13-14: sva-samanya-laksanabhyar hy avyapadesya-
varpatvabhyari varnddi grhitvénityatayd cénityam varndditi manasa samdhatte.
Cf. PVV, p. 140.9-12: “yojanad varna-samanye ndyari dosah prasajyate” (PV,
I, 79cd). vikalpakena jidnendnityatdyd “varpa-samanye Yyojanad ayam”
samanya-visesdtmaka-prameya-grahaka-pramandntardbhyupagama-laksano * do--
0 na prasajyate.” na hi viSeso ’nityataya yojyate . . .

1.20. Vibhati, p. 1402; PVBh, p. 242.29:
o : ...naca
punah punar abhijfiane.
See TAV, p. 56.9: ... punah punar abhijfignam [text: abhidhanam Jfianam] na
pramanam. ~ p

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
viSesa-drstam anumdnam is not visesa, inasmuch as it is grasped through drsta-
samya; see PV, III, 118: ) .

visesa-pratyabhijiianar na pratiksana-bhedatah

na vd visesa-visayarm drsta-samyena tad-grahdt.
and III, 119-122; PST, 17b.1 ff. (20a.5 ff.). The Naiyayikas do not admit re-
cognition as valid knowledge, since, like recollection (smyrti), it is produced only
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. by an impression (samskara) of past experience, and is not dependent upon any
pramana.

1.22. Vibhiti, p. 1402; PVBh, p. 242.29:
anisthdsakteh smrtddivat.

1.23. PST, 17a.7 (20a.3): *“dran pa kho na dran paho ses pa dnos po la kta byas
pahi phyir ro.” According to a rule of Panini, participles in ““-a,” when used in
the neuter gender, are admitted as nouns of action; Pan., I11, iii 114: napurisake
bhave ktah (ex., hasitam, jalpitam). Metri causa, “smrta” is used instead of
“smprti” in the verse.

1.24. See' TAV, p. 56.8-9: yad uktam “ smrticcha-dvesddivat pirvddhigata-
visayatvdt punah punar abhijfidnam [text: abhidhdnarh jfiGnam] na pramanam”
iti ...

The Bauddhas are in concert with the Mimamsakas in defining pramana as
anadhigatdrtha-ganty pramanpam [pramana is the agent of apprehension of an
object which is not yet apprehended]; see PST, 17a.5 (20a.1): “ma rtogs pahi
don rtogs par byed pa po tshad maho”; NBT, p. 19.2: ata eva cdnadhigata--
visayarh praméanam. This definition is criticized by Akalanka as follows: A lamp
at the moment of being lit possesses the same capacity to illuminate objects as
the lamp at a later moment. Likewise, the capacity of a cognition to apprehend
an object is the same, whether it be the first moment of the cognition or a later
moment. Just as the lamps at different moments are equally called “lamp,” so
the cognitions apprehending the same object at different moments should be
equally recognized as * pramana.” Had the Bauddhas’ statement that the object,
being in a state of flux, is renewed in each moment successfully vindicated their.
definition of pramana as ““ anadhigatdrtha-gantr pramanam,” Dignéga’s state-
ment that the re-cognition of the same object is.not pramdna would have proved
improper; see TAV, p. 56.1-9. Vacaspatimisra also rejects the above definition
of pramana for the reason that it cannot include a case in which a stable object is
cognized by a series of perceptions (dharavéhika-vijiiana); see NVT. T, p. 21.6 ff.

1.25. Vibhiti, p. 1741; TAV, p. 53.29:

pratyaksar kalpandpodham. ‘

Cf. NMukh, p.3b.14: BEERZH ; NV, p. 41.19: apare tu manyante  pratyaksam

kalpandpodham” iti; NVTT, p. 153.20: samprati Dignagasya laksanam upanya-

syati—apara iti; NC(V), p. 59.2 ( 15-16): ghatddi-kalpandpodhar pratyaksam;
Yuktidipika, p. 39.19. '

Dignaga is not the first to describe pratyaksa as free from kalpana=vikalpa.
Vindhyavésin, an elder contemporary of Vasubandhu, for example, defines
pratyaksa as Srotrddi-vrttir avikalpika; see Sammatitarkap., p. 533.2; Pramana-
mimarhsa, p. 24.13; Chakravarti, Origin and Development of Sarnkhya System of
Thought, pp. 145, 149, and his definition is regarded by Jayanta Bhatta as vir-
tually identical with the Bauddha definition, cf. NMa#ij, p. 93.10-11. Dignaga,
however, provides a logical basis for this definition by sharply distinguishing
sva-laksana from samanya-laksana; see above, n. 1.14. He does not approve of
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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
kalpandpodham.” He points out that neither the words “ pratyaksa” and ““kal-
pandpodha’ nor the sentence *pratyaksam kalpandpodham™ can denote prat-
yaksa: if pratyaksa could be denoted by either 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” (svardapato
na vyapadesyam), then everything would be regarded as pratyaksa, because a
word expresses only the general feature (samanyédkdra) of a thing and not its
specific feature (viSesdkdara= 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 be 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 ** kalpandpodha’ 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 Kamalasila 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™ ; of. TS(P), 1239-1242. .

Dharmakirti follows Dignaga in defining pratyaksa as kalpandpodha in PV,
I, 123a, but he adds the term “abkiranta™ to this definition in NB, I, 4, and
PVin, 252b.3.

1.26. TSP, p. 368.23; NV, p. 41.19; TAV, p. 53.29:

- ... hama-jaty-adi-yojand.
Cf. NC, p. 59.2-60.1: atha ki kalpana. nama-jati-guna-kriya-dravya-svaripa-
Dbanna-vastv-antara-niriipandnusmarana-vikalpang.

1.27. TSP, p. 369.23-25; NVTT, p. 153.22-154.3: yadrccha-sabdesu hi niamni
visisto ’rtha ucyate ditthéti, jati-Sabdesu jarya gaur iti, guna-Sabdesu gunena
Sukla iti, kriyd-Sabdesu kriyaya pdacaka iti, dravya-$abdesu dravyena dandi
visaniti,

According to Dignaga, a thing, which in itself is essentially inexpressible,
comes to be expressed by a word only when it is associated with a name (naman)
and other factors. Conceptual construction (kalpand) means nothing other than
this process of associating a name, etc., with a thing. Dignéga 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 yadrccha-Sabda, jati-s., guna-$., kriya-$., and dravya-s. His classifica-
tion of $abda seems to have been adopted from the Vaiydkaranas, who classify
Sabda into four categories; cf. MBh, p. 19.20-21 (ad Pan, 1, i, 2, Vart. I:
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catustayi $abdéanarn pravrttih, jati-Sabda guna-$abdah kriya-sabda yadyccha-
Sabdas caturthdh. As regards “dravya-Sabda,” we do not find the term in MBh,
but Dignaga’s identifying visanin as a dravya shows that he bases his explanation
upon MBh, p. 1.6 fI., where Pataiijali asks the question ““atha gaur ity atra kah
$abdah ?” and then rejects a piirvapaksa as follows: kim yat tat sasnd-langila-
kakuda-khura-visGny-artha-ripam sa Sabdah? néty aha, dravyarh nama tat.
Patafijali proceeds to reject some other views: yat tarhi tad ingitam cestitam
nimisitam sa $Sabdah? néty Gha, kriyd nama sd. yat tarhi tac chuklo nilah krsnah
kapilah kapota iti sa Sabdah? néty aha, guno nama sah. yat tarhi tad bhinnesv
abhinnar chinnesv acchinnam samdnya-bhiitam sa Sabdah ? néty aha, akrtir nama
sd. Here Dignaga follows the pattern of MBh in his use of the terms ‘““kriya,”
“gupa,”’ and “jati” (=dkrti). As a kriyd-Sabda, “‘pacaka” is used in a verbal
sense, as an infinitive, through application of Pan, 11, iii, 10: tumun-nvulau
kriyayam kriydrthayam [ex. bhoktum vrajati = bhojako vrajatil].

Santaraksita argues that from the viewpoint of the Bauddhas, who deny the
reality of such categories as dravya, 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
« ditthatva,” 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 Dignaga is only following the general usage of words in classifying
$abda into five categories; see TS, 1227-1228. Prasastapada also classifies the
qualifiers or distinguishers (viSesana) of savikalpaka-pratyaksa into five cate-
gories, but his categories differ from those employed by Digndga, inasmuch as
they are based upon Vaidesika doctrine; see PBh, p. 553.2-5; Randle, Ind. Log.,
pp. 107ff. - '

Dignaga is close to the Vaiyakaranas in maintaining that conceptual con-
struction is inseparable from verbal expression. The Vaiydkarana theory of the
inseparable relation between conception and word is clearly set forth in Vakyap.,
1, 124:

na so ’sti pratyayo loke yah Sabddnugamdad rte
anuviddham iva jiianam sarvam Sabdena gamyate. ‘
Kamala$ila, in explaining Santaraksita’s definition of kalpana as “ abhilapini
pratitih” (TS, 1214), quotes Vakyap., 1, 122:
itikartavyatd loke sarva Sabda-vyapdasraya
yarin pirvéhita-samskaro balo ’pi pratipadyate.
This shows the affinity between the Vaiyakaranas and Dignaga’s school in re-
gard to the theory concerning the relation of kalpana and verbal expression. In
this respect, Dignaga differs from Vatsyayana who distinguishes knowledge it-
_self from the verbal designation of the object; see Randle, Ind. Log., pp. 119-120.
- $antaraksita and Kamalasila lay importance on the expression ‘“‘ucyate”
[(a thing . . .) is expressed (by a word)] in the above passage of PSV, and con-
sider it as evidence for Dignaga’s understanding of kalpand as being inseparably
related to word (ndman = Sabda), and not to genus, etc. (jaty-adi); see TS(P), 1233.
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According to their interpretation, “‘ndman” in Digniga’s definition of kalpand
must be distinguished from *jaty-adi”” They say that jaty-adi-yojand is a
heretical theory which should be discarded, because jati, etc., were not recognized
by Dignéga as real entities. Thus they consider that Digniga’s own interpreta-
tion of kalpand is nama-yojana; ibid., 1219-1221. Or, even if jati, etc., were ad-
mitted provisionally as entities, it must be noted that these are related to a thing
only through the medium of naman; ibid., 1224-1225. After elaborating these
arguments, Santaraksita and Kamalasila conclude that the association with word
(naman) is the distinctive feature of Digndga’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 Digndga 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 utter an actual word; cf. NB, I, 5: “abhilapa-samsarga-yogya-pratibhasa-
pratitih kalpand”; PVin, 252b.4: “rtog pa ni brjod pa dan hdrer run ba snan H
bahi §es pa ste.” Jinendrabuddhi, taking Dharmakirti’s definition into con- i
sideration, explains as follows: “hdir yan sbyor bar byas zin pa kho nahi ée&paj
rtog pa brjod par hdod pama yin gyi, hona ci se na, gan yan sbyor bar byas zin pa
ma yin pa de la yan rua bar snan ba de yan yin no”; PST, 18a.8-18b.1 (21a.6).

1.28. When the kriya-sabda **péacaka™ or the dravya-$abda “dandin® is ap-
plied to a certain thing, the thing is distinguished by the relationship as in-
dicated by the suffix nvul (-aka) or ini (-in). Jinendrabuddhi seems to push the
analysis further by introducing the concept of “ Sabda-pravrtti-nimitta” (efficient
cause of verbal expression). His explanation may be summarized as follows: (1)
The bhava-pratyaya suffixed to samdsa, krt, and taddhita implies kriya-karaka-
sambandha (the relation of action to a factor of action), and other relations. Cf.
Tattvabodhini ad Siddhantakaumudi 1781 (=MBh, V, i, 119): . . . Hari-tikayan
yad uktam * samdsa-kyt-taddhitesu sambandhibhidhdanam bhava-pratyayena” iti.
(2 pacaka=pac+moul is krt, and dandin=danda+ini is taddhita. (3) The
bhdva-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, i, 199: yasya gunasya bhavad dravye Sabda-nivesah tad-abhidhdne
tva-talau. Thus, his contention is that the bhdva-pratyaya ““-tva” suffixed to
Dpdcaka 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). 4

1.29. TSP, p. 371.11-12: ““ anye tv artha-Siinyaih Sabdair evavisisto *rtha ucyate.”
Although the text begins with “anye tu,” 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” (anya-vydvrtti). This point is discussed in detail in PS(V),
ch. V. Cf. TS(P), 1229:

te tu jaty-adayo néha lokavad vyatirekinah

ity etat pratipatty-artham ‘‘ anye tv”’ ity-adi varnitam.
...anya iti bauddhdh. artha-Sinyair iti jaty-adi-nirapeksair apoha-matra-
gocaraih $abdaih. Cf. also PST, 19a.1 (21b.7-8): “gsan rnams ni don gyis ston
pa rnams kyis ses pa ran gi lugs bzan po ston te, don de rigs la sogs pahi khyad
par dan bral ba rnams kyis ses pahi don to.”

1.30. TSP, p. 373.26: yatraisd kalpana nasti tat pratyaksam. Cf. Vibhiti,
p. 1741,

1.31. Vibhati, p. 1755; PVBh, p. 271.24: atha kasmad dvayddhindyam utpattau
pratyaksam ucyate na prativisayam. (The reading given in the text of PVBh:
(vi)sayddhindyam is incorrect.) .

It is generally accepted by the Bauddhas that vijidna (consciousness, cogni-
tion) is dependent for its production upon the sense-organ (indriya) and the
object (visaya); cf. Samyutta Nikdya, 1L, 72 f.; ibid., IV, 33, 67, 86, passim:
cakkhum ca paticca riipe ca uppajjati cakkhu-vififianam, quoted in Alambanap.,
ad k. 7cd; NC, p. 82.2-5; Prasannap., pp. 6.3, 567.7-8, passim. In AKBh, |
Vasubandhu asks why vijfiana is called caksur-vijiidna, etc., in accordance with
the name of the sense and not with that of the object—cf. AKBh, p. 12b.18 ff:
FIREEAE— & BFKAERIE. —and gives the following answers:
(1) According as the sense is strong or weak, vijfidna becomes clear or dim.
Therefore the sense should be regarded as the basis (@sraya) of vijfiana. (2) The
sense is the specific cause (asddhdrana-hetu) of vijfidna. For example, when
a man experiences a visual perception (caksur-vijfiana), its specific cause must
be his own visual sense (caksur-indriya), since the object, ripa, etc., is the cause
of visual perception in other persons too, as well as of mental percepfions’
(mano-vijiiana) in himself and others. For these two reasons, vijfiana is named
after the sense and not after the object; cf. 4K, I, 45:

tad-vikara-vikaritvad asrayas caksur-adayah
ato *sadharanatvdc ca vijfidnarh tair nirucyate.

The question raised in the above passage is concerned with the name given to
perception in general, and not with that of individual vifigna. However, from
k. 4ab and its Vrtti, it is obvious that Dignaga here makes reference to AK(Bh).

Cf. PV, 111, 191:

saksad vijiiana-janane samartho visayo *ksavat

atha kasmad dvayddhina-janma tat tena nécyate.
PVV, p. 176.4-6 (ad PV, 111, 191cd): “atha dvayddhina-janma’ visayéndriyd-
tpatti *“ tad” indriya-jiidnam indriyenécyate vyapadis§yate pratyaksam iti. pratiga-
tam aksarin pratyaksam indriydsritam ity arthah. ‘‘kasmat” punar visayena
“nécyate” prativisayam iti. See also Section 6, Db. :
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1.32. Vibhiti, p. 17710; TAV, p. 53.30:

asadhdrana-hetutvad aksais tad vyapadisyate.

Of the two reasons given by Vasubandhu for naming vijfidna after the sense,
the second one, asddhdrana-hetutva, is mentioned by Digniga in the above
verse. In NMukh, too, Dignaga says: asddharana-karanaivad aksam aksarm prati
vartata iti pratyaksam; cf. n. 1.11.

Dharmakirti states that the name of a thing should be taken from its indicator
(gamaka). For example, if a sprout is named “a sprout of barley” (yavdrkura),
no one would mistake it for a sprout of rice. If, on the other hand, it were named
“a sprout of earth” (prthivy-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 as@dha-
rana-hetu, that is to be regarded as the ‘“‘indicator.” Following Dignaga,
Dharmakirti considers that the sense (aksa) is the “indicator” of a perception;

“of. PV, 111, 192:
samiksya gamakatvam hi vyapadeso niyujyate
tac cdksa-vyapadese ’sti tad-dharmas ca niyogyatam.

1.33. PVBh, p. 278.18: visayo hi mano-vijiiandnya-saritanika-vijiiana-hetutvdt
sadharanam; ibid., p. 278.12: asddhdranena [text: sddharanenal vyapadeso drsto
bheri-Sabdo yavdrkura iti. Cf. AKBh, p. 12b.26-12¢.2 (AKV, p. 87.20 ff.): TRE T
N WEERBR(AK, 1, 45cd, cf. n. 31)... BRAEE BB HERFK. GfRE
B R (anya-caksur-vijignasydpi) KB BMESRTR. .. B ABRIEE. I
BEREFE (yatha bheri-sabdo yavarkurah).

Candrakirti, directly after quoting Dignaga’s etymology of pratyaksa (see
above n. 1.11), refers to the following-argument: atha syat, yathébhayddhindyam
api vijiiana-pravritav asrayasya patu-mandatdnuvidhanad vijiianandam tad-vikara-
vikaritvad dasrayenaiva vyapadeso bhavati, caksur-vijiiGnam iti. evar yady apy
artham artham prati vartate tathdpy aksam aksam asritya vartaméanam vijfidnam
dsrayena vyapadesat pratyaksam iti bhavigyati. dysto hy asddharanena vyapadeso
bheri-Sabdo yavdnkura iti; Prasannap., p. 72.4-7. In the last sentence (““drsto
hi...”) Candrakirti is following Dignéaga’s words very closely, like him citing
““bheri-sabda™ and “yavdnkura> as examples of ““asadharanena vyapadesah.”
However, in the preceding lines he does not explain that the sense is asddharana-
hetu of perception. He only makes reference to AK(Bh), I, 45ab, where Vasu-
bandhu states that vijfidna, which changes (vikdra) as the sense grows stronger
or weaker (patu-mandaténuvidhar), is named after the sense as caksur-vijfidna, etc.
Of the two reasons mentioned by Vasubandhu for naming vijfigna after the sense
(cf. n. 1.31), Dignéga bases his argument on the second one, whereas Candra-
kirti, in criticizing Dignéaga’s theory, quotes the first one. Thus, Candrakirti’s
use of the examples is inappropriate. Uddyotakara also uses the example of
“yavdrkura™ in his explanation of the contact of sense and object (indriydrtha-
samnikarsa, NS, 1, i, 4) as asddharana-karapna of perception; see NV, p. 32.22:
rtv-adi-karana-samnidhanat pradurbhdvann ankuro na rtv-adibhir vyapadisyate
’pi tv asadhdranena bijena vyapadiSyate yavdrkura iti. See also AKV, p. 87.23-28;
Nyayapravesavrtti (G.O.S. No. 38), p. 35.19 ff.
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1.34. That pratyaksa is free from conceptual construction is proved by
pratyaksa itself, that is to say, by svasariwedana. See PV, 111, 123ab:
pratyaksam kalpandpodham 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; ibid., 111, 124:
samhrtya sarvatas cintam stimitendntardtmand
sthito’pi caksusa ripam iksate sdksaja matih.
See also PST, 19b.6 fI. (22b.7 ff.); T'S(P), 1243; Bud. Log., 1, 151-152.
J
1.35. Jinendrabuddhi says here that kalpandpodhatva -of pratyaksa can be
established not only by pratyaksa itself but also by dgama; PST, 21a.1 (24a.3).
This, fowever, does not mean that dgama is an independent means of cognition.

1.36. AKV, p. 64.22-23; Prasannap., p. 74.7-8; NC, pp. 60.3-61.1; NCV, p.
81.20: caksur-vijiiana-samarngi nilam vijanati no tu nilam iti [nohati instead of no
tu in AKV, Wogihara ed., but AKV, N. N. Law ed. (Calcutta Oriental Series,
No. 31) p. 74.23 reads no tul.

The expression ““nilari vijandti” implies that one has an immediate awareness
of the object itself. an the other hand, “nilam iti vijanati” 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 conceptual construction (kalpandpodha). Kamaladila claims that the
expressions ““nilari vijanati” and “no tu nilam iti (vijanati)” imply respectively
that perception is nonerroneous (abhranta) and that it is free from conceptual
construction (kalpandpodha); see TSP, p. 12.21-24: tatra pratyaksasya laksanam
bhranti-kalpandbhyam rahitatvam, tac ca bhagavatéktam eva. yad dha—"* caksur-
vijiidna-samangi [text: °-sangl]...” tathd hi “nilam vijandatity anendviparita-
visayatva-khyapanad abhrdantatvam ukiam, no tu nilam ity anena namdénuvid-
dhértha-grahana-pratiksepat kalpana-rahitatvam. It is obvious that he hopes by
this interpretation to find support in the Abhidharma passage for the definition
of pratyaksa given in NB, 1, 4: pratyaksari kalpandpodham abhrantam, which he
adopts, following Santaraksita, cf. TS(P), 1214. The same interpretation is
given in NB-Pirvapaksasarksepa; see La Vallée Poussin, Prasannap., p. 74, n. 6.

1.37. NC(V), p. 61.4 (19-20): arthe ’rtha-samjfii, na tv arthe dharma-samjrii.

The term “dharma” implies particular citta-viprayukta-samskara-dharmas,
namely, ndman, pada, and vyafijana; NC( V), p. 62.3 (18-25): evam abhidharme
uktam “dharmo namécyate nama-kdyah pada-kdyo vyafijana-kayah”; PST,
21a.2-4 (24a.4-6). To have dharma-samjfid in respect to an object means to ap-
prehend the object by its name. On the other hand, artha-sarijiia means artha-
svariipa-sarjfid. Thus, the distinction between artha-samjfia and dharma-sarijiid
corresponds to the distinction between “nilam janati” and “nilam iti janati.”

1.38. NCV, p. 79.15-16: yat tarhidar ““ samcitdlambanah pafica vijﬁdna-kdyd ”
iti tat katham yadi tad ekato na vikalpayati. Cf. PVV, p. 176.20: nanu *“ samcitd-
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lambandh pafica vijiiana-kaya” iti siddhantah; NC(V), p. 64.1 (13-14): uktanm vo
"bhidharma eva “samcitdlambanah pafica vijidna-kayah.” Cf. also NCV, pp.
65.18, 80.27, 102.5.

In Alambanap., kKk. 1-5, as well as in Vims, k. 11 and Vruti, and Trirm$Bh, ad
k. 1, realists are divided into three groups according to their theories concétning
the object of cognition (alambana). The first group maintains that the object of
cognition is a dravya (substance), viz., an individual atom (paramdnu) or an
avayavin (a substance possessing parts), the second that it is the aggregate
(sarcita) of atoms, and the third that it is the gathering (samghata) 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 Vaibhiasikas; see Wei shih érh shih lun shu chi, T.
1834, p. 992¢.8-10. In explaining the theory of the second group, Sthiramati
(TrimsBh, p. 16.20-21) and Vinitadeva (T7kd on Vi, Peking ed., Tib. Trip., no.
5566, 219b.1) quote the sentence ““sarmicitdlambanah . . .’ The same siddhanta is
referred to as follows in AKBh p. 12a.26-28: fHif. . ABFTHEESYHRIE
F&tE# (samcitdsraydlambanatodt, 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); AKV, p. 28.10-16; PVBh, p. 280.7-8; NC, pp. 86.2, 93.3; NCV, p. 79.18:
dyatana-svalaksanam praty ete svalaksana-visayd na dravya-svalaksanar prati.

In this sentence, dyatana stands for bahydyatana, i.e., a gross form which is
perceivable 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 Vasubandh-
undktam dyatana-svalaksanam caksur-grahyatvédi tat prati JAdanani svalaksapa-
visaydni, na dravya-svalaksanam [text: dravyam sva®] praty eka-paramdnu(m).

In AKBh, after enumerating the varieties of riipa, Vasubandhu says that eye-
perception is caused sometimes by a single dravya (here dravya does not mean an
atom, since a 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. 3a.3-6): yad etad bahu-vidharm ripam uktar tatra kadacid ekena
dravyena caksur-vijidnam utpadyate yada tat-prakara-vyavacchedo bhavati,
kadacid bahubhir yada na vyavacchedah tadyatha send-vyiham aneka-varna-
sarhisthanam mani-vyithanm vd dirat pasyatah. It may be argued that, inasmuch as
sense-cognitions are caused by many objects, they could be considered to take
samdnya for their object and not svalaksana; ibid. (Chinese version, p. 3a.9-10):
nanu caivam samastdlambanatvat samanya-visayah pafica vijiiana-kayah prapnu-
vanti, na svalaksapa-visayah. 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. 279.10; PVV, 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-janyatvat svdrthe samanya-gocaram.
In this verse, “anekdrtha” means the atoms in aggregation or the things
forming a group, which are called saricita or dyatana-svalaksana 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 many atoms or things
simultaneously. Thus, the object of the sense is the totality of individual atoms
or things. The word “samanya” in this verse implies this totality, but not the
samanya which is assumed by the Naiyayikas and others to exist over and beyond
the individuals.

This idea of Dignaga’s is fully elaborated by Dharmakirti in PV, 111, 194-230,
on the basis of the Sautrantika theory that individual atoms, which are imper-
ceptible, come to possess, when they gather together, a pre-eminent quality
(atisaya), which enables them to present a certain form in a cognition. See also
AbhD, k. 317.

1.41. NC, pp. 86.10, 93.6; NCV, p. 91.9-10: aneka-dravyétpadyatvat tat
svdyatane samanya-gocaram ity ucyate, na tu bhinnesv abheda-kalpandt.

Mallavadin vehemently attacks the thought that the sense-cognition is caused
by “anekdrtha’ or that it takes “samanya” for its object; see NC, p. 86.6 ff. The
main points of his arguments are as follows: (1) The cognition which takes
samanya for its object is not pratyaksa. If it were admitted as pratyaksa, then it
would follow that anmumdna also would be a type of pratyaksa, since it ‘has
samanya for its object. (2) The expression “spdrthe samanya-gocaram™ incurs a
self-contradiction, like the expression ‘“my father is a pure celibate,” because
“svdrtha” of the sense-organ is svalaksana which is perceived immediately,
whereas *“samanya” is to be cognized only through an inferential mark. (3) If
“samanya” were held as the object of pratyaksa, then there would be no
svalaksana. Thus the theory of the radical distinction between the two pramdnas
would become baseless. Two pramdnas would apprehend the same prameya, or
pratyaksa would be regarded as a kind of anumana. (4) When we perceive
“anekdértha,”’ for example, many leaves on a tree, they are perceived as in-
dividuals, each possessing its own color and shape, but not as a “samanya’ dif-
ferent from individual leaves. There is no such “samanya” that is distinct from
individuals (svalaksapa) and might be called “samghata,”’ “ avayavin,” etc.
Therefore, it is unreasonable to say that ““sdmanya’ becomes the object of
pratyaksa. (5) “Samanya” as the aggregate (samcaya) of atoms is unable to
produce a cognition, since the aggregate of atoms, according to Dignéga, is an
empirical reality (samorti-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 aggregate of atoms for its object, that cognition cannot be
recognized as pratyaksa, because a cognition of an empirical reality (sarmwrti-
saj-jiana) is a kind of pratyaksdbhasa; see below n. 1.53. (7) If pratyaksa were
caused by ““anekdrtha,” then it would be indistinguishable from anumadna, since
the latter is also produced from ““anekdrtha,” that is to say, from an inferential
mark, etc. After raising these objections to k. 4cd, Mallavadin proceeds to criti-
cize Dignaga’s examinations of the theories concerning the object of cognition.
In Section 2 as well as in Alambanap., Dignaga repudiates the theories (1) that
the object of cognition is the aggregate (samcita) of atoms, (2) that it is the
gathering (sarighata) of atoms, and (3) that it is a single atom; see Section 2,
D-Dec and n. 2.17. Mallavadin points out the inconsistency of Dignaga’s views
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set forth here in k. 4cd and in Section 2. The thought expressed in k. 4cd is that
many atoms in aggregation or things forming a group are perceived at once as a
variegated whole, but not as a single entity distinct from individuals. This thought
is close to the theory (2) repudiated in Section 2 and in Alambanap., which is
called ““anekakardrtha-vada” by Jinendrabuddhi; see Section 2, n. 2.20.

1.42. T have emended K to conform to PST, 22b.2 (25b.6-7): ““smras pahan
(gha ca) ses pa...” K is close to V, which may be reconstructed as *‘am
evdrtham aha.” 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 to the object [of perception], [the author] concludes that [perception is]
avikalpa [in the following verse], PST, 22a.2-3 (25b.7): “spyod yul las log par
rtogs pa bsel sin rnam par rtog pa med pa fiid de kho na gsun hdsugs te.”

1.43. PVBh, p. 298.1: :
dharmino ’neka-ripasya néndriyat sarvathd gatih
svasarvedyam anirdeSyam riipam indriya-gocarah.

Vibhiti, p. 1891: naika-ripasya instead of anmeka-ripasya, inserts tu after
svasamvedyam. The latter half is quoted in 'SP, p. 293.1-2, and also in NCV, p.
669.23, where the reading is svalaksanam instead of svasamwvedyam. This verse is
identical with NMukh, p. 3b.18-19: HiEFE—H W7 HAZME R
RER , and | Dignaga repeats the latter half in Section 6, Dc.

- When one cognizes a pot possessing blue color (varna) found shape (sari-
sthana), and other propertles/(dharma) this cognition is not produced directly
by his sense-organ. The properties of an object are to be admitted as the products
of conceptual construction. An object comes to be recognized as being of blue
‘color only when it is excluded (vydvrtta) 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, etc. 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, however, one perceives the object in
itself (svasarvedya) 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 TII1, 231:

sarvato vinivrttasya vinivrttir yato yatah

tad-bhedénnita-bhedo sa dharmino ’neka-riipatd.
and III, 232-238. See also ibid., 111, 108:

vyavrtteh sarvatas tasmin vyavrtti-vinibandhandh

buddhayo ’rthe pravartante’bhinne bhinnédsrayd iva.

1.44. See PVBh, pp. 252.24, 335.15: “viSesanarn laksane para-matépeksam,
sarve tv avikalpakd eva.” K, 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: “atra vifesanam para-° . . .’ Perhaps laksane is, as will be seen below,
Prajiiakaragupta’s or his predecessor’s interpretation of ““atra.”
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Jinendrabuddhi takes the term ‘“viSesana” as synonymous with vis’ega( {dis-
tinction) or bheda (division) (khyad par dan bye brag dan bye ba ses pa ni rnam
grafis so) and gives the following explanation: Since pratyaksa 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, Dignaga has deliberately 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, according to which “viSesana” refers to the qualifier of paficéndriya-
pratyaksa, i.e., avikalpaka, **being devoid of conceptual construction.” There
are some who maintain that indriya-pratyaksa in certain cases is savikalpaka. It
was with the view to settingm theory that Dignaga stated that
paricéndriya-pratyaksa is avikalpaka. However, Jinendrabuddhi does not accept
this interpretation. He says that if the qualifier “avikalpaka™ were understood
to refer to para-mata, then the definition of pratyaksc in k. 3c would also be
understood to refer to para-mata [kalpandpodha=avikalpakal, and the state-
ment of sva-mata could be found nowhere; ibid., 24a.6-24b.2 (27b.5-28a.1).

Prajfiakaragupta understands that atra refers to the definition (laksana) of
pratyaksa (see the above-cited passage in PVBF), and that viSesana refers to the
qualifier ““abhranta.” Thus, his construction of this passage is as follows: the
qualifier [““abhranta” (nonerroneous)] in the definition [of pratyaksa] is [em-
ployed] in response to the views of others, but all nonerroneous cognitions (sarve
*bhrantah pratyaydh) 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 saksatkarandkara-pravrttah pratyayah) are . . ., Or,
all cognitions caused by the senses (sarve *ksa-jah 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 sva-mata. But, the term
“gbhranta” is also adopted in the definition in order to remove the prevailing
wrong view that considers some savikalpaka cognitions as pratyaksa. This inter-
pretation by Prajfidkaragupta, however, is irrelevant, since Dignaga defined
pratyaksa simply as kalpandpodha and did not recognize the necessity for adding
any other qualifier to it; see above, n. 1.21, and below, Section 3, B ff. Prajfidka-
ragupta seems to have regarded Dharmakirti’s definition in NB, 1, 4 (PVin,
252b.3)—pratyaksar kalpandpodham abhrantam—as the standard definition of
pratyaksa; see PVBh, p. 245.13.

1.45. PVBh, p. 303.23; Vibhiti, p. 1913:
manasam cGrtha-ragadi-sva-samwittir akalpika. .

According to Jinendrabuddhi, the compound artha-ragddi-sva-sarvitti should
be analyzed into artha-sarwitti and ragadi-sva-sanwitti; see PST, 24b.4-5 (28a.3—
4): “don gyi sgra hdi ni ées byahi rnam grans "s6."hdod chags la sogs pa rnams
Kyi ran ni chags la sogs ran 0. . . . don dan chags la sogs ran 10 de rig pa ni don
dan chags la sogs ran rig pa ste.” On the other hand, Prajfidkaragupta takes
“spg-> as meaning ““svariipa,’ and writes as follows: manasam apy artha-
ragédi-svariipa-samvedanam akalpakatvdat pratyaksam, anubﬁavdkdra-pfggyg;tteh;
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PVBh, p. 303.24. Cf. NMukh, p. 3b.20-21: EHIFFHEZES PIMRTE. XREE
EYFHS. .. HRBE. Dharmakirti distinguishes svasamivedana of raga, etc.,
from manasa-pratyaksa in his classification of pratyaksa; see NB, 1, 7-11: z‘at
(=pratyaksam) caturvidham: indriya-jignam: . .. mano-vijfianam.: sarva-citta-
caittanam atma-samvedanam: . . . yogi-jiidnam céti.

1.46. Vibhiti, p. 1913: manasam api ripddi-visaydlambanam [text: °-visayam)
avikalpakam anubhavdkara-pravrttam. The presence of “‘dlambana™ is evi-
denced by K, V, and PST. According to Jinendrabuddhi, the compound ripédi-
visaydlambanam is a bahuvrihi of which the prior portion (riipddi-visaya) is a
genitive of material (vikdra-sasthi); see MBh, 11, ii, 24 (ex., suvarna-vikdro
lamkaro yasya suvarpdlamkarak). Thus, he analyzes it as: yasydlambanar
riipadi-visaya-vikarah (ripddi-visaydnam vikdarah); see PST, 25a.2-4 (28b.2-3).
Following this interpretation, we may translate the above: passage as follows:
The mental perception whose object is a derivative from the_object [of the im-
medlately preceding sense-perception, viz.,] a thmg of color\etc and which
operates in the form of immediate experience is also free from conceptual
construction.

It is obvious that, in giving the above explanation, Jmendrabuddh1 is in-
fluenced 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 pramana, because pramana is
defined as anadhigatértha-gantr; 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 color 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-
pila’s commentary on Alambanap -see Kuan so yudn yilan lun shih, T. 1625, p.
889b.4-8. Dharmakirti 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 anadhigatdirtha-gantr. (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, 243-244; NB, I, 9; PVin, 256a.8-256b.2, See also
. PV 111, 239-248; Bud. Log., 11, 311 ff. |
“"The reason for postulating mental perception of external objects is varlous]y
discussed by post-Dharmakirti scholars. (1) Some accept it only because it is
canonically established. The following agama is quoted in justification of mental
perception: dvabhyam bhiksavo ripam grhyate, kadacit caksusa tad-akrstena
manasd ca; see NBT-Tippani (Bibliotheca Buddhica, XI), p. 26.10-11; Tarka-
bhasa, p. 9.17-18. Dharmottara clearly states that there is no means to’ prove }
mental perceptlon He accepts it s1mp1y because he sees no harm in admitting 1t, .
insofar as it is of such nature as is explained by Dharmakirti; see NBT, p. 63.1= }
2: etac ca siddhanta-prasiddham méanasam pratyaksam, na tv asya prasadhakam
asti pramdnpam. evam-jatiyakar tad yadi syat na kascid dosah sydd iti vaktum
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laksanam dkhydtam asyéti. Jitdri omits mental perception in his classification of
perceptlon see Hetutattvanirdesa, p. 273. (2) Some maintain that mental percep-
tion is a process intermediate between sense-perception and conceptual
construction. According to the pramana-vyavastha theory (see above n. 1.14),
sense-perception and mental construction are two radically different means of
cognition. However, if mental perception, which is perceptual on the one hand
and mental on the other, were not postulated, 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 DhP, p. 62.29-31: iha pirvaih—bahydrthdlambanam evam-vidham
mano-vijiidnam astiti kuto *vaseyam ity asankya, tad-abhdve tad-balétpannanam
vzkalpanam abhavad ripddau visaye vyavahardbhdva-prasangah syad ity uktam
This view was held by Jiidnagarbha, etc.; ibid., p. 266 (notes on p. 62): “iha
piirvaih”—tad astiti kuto ’dhigatam ity asankya vikalpbédaydd iti sadhanam
Jhdnagarbhendktam; . . . dcdrya-Jiianagarbha-prabhrtinam manasa-siddhaye yat
pramanam upanyastam vzkalpodayad iti . . . (3) Some consider that 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 attained omniscience (sarva-jiiatva); TS(P), 3381-3389. Such
mental perception may be regarded as identical with yogi-jfigna; see TSP, p.

396.1. However, accordmg to Dharmottara, 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-vijfianendlambana-bhiitendpi
yogi-jfidnam janyate. tan nirdsdrtham samanantara: pratyaya—grahanam krtam. It
is hard to determine which of the above three mterpretatlons is mosf faithful to
Dignaga’s thought.

1.47. PVBh, p. 305.17-18: raga-dvesa-moha-sukha-dubkhddisu ca [text omits

ca) sva-savwedanam indriyanapeksatvan manasar pratyaksam. See PST, 25b.3
(29a.3): “hdod chags la sogs pa rnams la yarn ran rig paho”; Vibhati, p. 2291:
ragddisu ca . . .; ibid., p. 1941: ragddi-sukhddisu . . .

See also PV, III, 249-280.

1.48. Vibhiiti, p. 1913; TAV, p. 54.14-15:
yoginari guru-nirde$dvyatibhinnértha-matra-drk.
Cf. NMukh, p. 3b.21: BEEEMESF. . . REE.

1.49. Vibhigti, p. 2031: yoginam apy agama-vikalpdvyavakirnam artha-matra-
darSanam pratyaksam.

The cognition derived from the dgama (= Sabda) is a kind of anumana; see
above n. 1.12. Akalanka points out that Dignaga, who states that pratyaksa
functions in close connection with the senses (aksam aksarh 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, TAV, p. 54.13-14: syan matam—yogino
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*tindriya-pratyaksam jiianam asty agama-vikalpdtitam, tendsau sarvérthan prat-
yaksam vetti. uktam ca “‘yoginam ...” (PS, 1, 6¢cd) iti. tan na. kim karapam.
arthébhavat. *‘aksam aksam prati vartate” iti pratyaksam, na cdyam artho
yogini vidyate aksdbhavdt. To meet this objection, Dharmottara distinguishes the
actual meaning of pratyaksa from its etymological meaning; see above n. 1.11.
See also PV, II1, 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, etc.

1.51. PVV, p. 204.15; PVBh, p, 331.19; SVK, pt. I, p. 258.11; NR, p. 131.18:

kalpandpi svasamvitt@v ista ndrthe vikalpanat.

Dignaga expounds the theory that each cognition has a twofold appearance:
the appearance of an object (arthdbhasa) and that of itself as subject (svdbhasa).
As such, cognition cognizes itself while cognizing an object; see below n. 1.61.
Kalpand means the association of a word with a thing perceived; see above n.
1.26. The cognizing of an object through kalpand is anumdna, and not pratyaksa.
But, whether it is anumdna or pratyaksa, the essential nature of the cognition is
the same, that is, it is self-cognized; see PS, ch. II, k. Ic (cited in Vibhiiti, p.
© 524.2): parvavat (= pratyaksavat) phalam. In this process of self-cognition, there
is no kalpana. Cf. NMukh, p. 3b.23-26.

Dharmakirti expounds the same thought in PV, 111, 287:

Sabdédrtha-grahi yad yatra taj jfianavi tatra kalpana
svariipam ca na Sabddrthas tatrddhyaksam ato ’khilam.

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

1.53. PVBh, p. 332.20; NCV, p. 64.9-10:

bhranti-samorti-saj-jiidnam anumandnumanikam
. smartébhildsikam céti pratyaksébham sataimiram.

Vibhiiti, p. 2051 abhilapikam instead of abhilasikam; Sammatitarkap.; p. 527.1-
2: sarmwrti-samjiianam instead of °-saj-jiianam. Cf. TSP, p. 394.20-21: “ bhranti(h)
sarmwrti(h)sdjfidnam anumdna-> ity adind pratyaksdbhdsa-nirdesad . .. (This
reading must be corrected to conform to the above-cited verse.)

Jinendrabuddhi explains that four kinds of pratyaksdbhasa are mentioned in
this verse: (1) bhranti, (2) sarwrti-saj-jfidna, (3) anumana, anumanika, smarta,
abhildsika, and (4) sataimira; see PST, 27b.2-28b.2 (312.5-324'8). The Word
“saraimira’ is interprete&Fj?‘h“‘ﬁn as meaning cognitions caused by the defect of
sense-organ, such as timira (eye-disease); ibid., 28b.2 (32a.7-8): ““rab rib bcas
(sataimira) ses pa hdis dban po la fie bar gnod pa las skyes pa rab rib la sogs pahi
$es pa (indriydpaghdta-jam timirddi-jidnam) mnon sum ltar snan ba bsi pa gsuns
so.” However, in the Vr#ti on this verse, Dignaga does not mention “ sataimira™
as a kind of pratyaksébhdsa. He explains only (1), (2), and (3), all of which are
produced by kalpandiDignaga defines pratyaksa as kalpandpodha and in the pre-
ceding passdges he has mentioned various types of pratyaksa. In enumerating
here three kinds of pratyaksdbhdsa, he seems to have followed the Vadavidhi, in
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which it is stated that the definition of pratyaksa given therein effectively rules
out bhranti-jiiana, sarmvrti-jiana, and anumana-jfigna; see Section 2, n. 2.8. Thus,
1 take the word ““sataimiram™ as an adjective modifying “ pratyaksdbham,” but
not as mentioning a separate kind of pratyaksibhasa. -
The above explanation of Jinendrabuddhi is based upon Dharmakirti’s inter-
pretation of this verse as developed in PV, 111, 288-300. Dharmakirti clearly
states that there are four kinds of pratyaksdbhdsa, three produced by kalpand
and one produced by the defect of Sense-organ; see PV, 101, 288: 7T
tri-vidhav kalpanda-jrianam asrayopaplavsdbhavam
avikalpam ekam ca pratyaksdbham catur-vidham.
According to him, the word “sataimira” is mentioned by Dignaga in order to

make an exception (apavada) to his definition of pratyaksa as kalpandpodha, ’

since cognitions produced by the defect of sense-organ are kalpandpodha and yet
are not true pratyaksa. Thus, ““sataimira™ is taken as meaning * indriyopaghata-
jam jiianam” ; ibid., 293: -
apavidas caturtho “tra tenbktam upaghata-jam
kevalam tatra timiram upaghdtopalaksanam. ,
When examining the Nyiya definition of pratyaksa “ indriydrtha-sarmnikarso-

tpannari jiidnam . . . avyabhicdri . . .,” Dignaga states that the qualifier “avya-

bhicarin” is unnecessary for the reason that the cognition produced by in-
driydrtha-sammnikarsa is free of vyabhicara which is caused by taking the illusion
produced by manas for the object; see Section 3, Bb. This statement of Dignaga’s
inclines us to believe that Digndga attributed errors only to manas and that he

admitted indriya-jiiana as absolutely free_from error. However, Dharmakirti .

argues that Digniga was aware of the pratyaksdbhasa caused by the' defect of

sense-organ, referring to a passage (see Section 2, Dd) wherein Dignaga states

that indriya is the cause of cognitions of nila, dvi-candra, etc.; see PV, 111, 294:
manasam tad apity eke tesam grantho virudhyate '
nila-dvi-candrddi-dhiyam hetur aksany apity ayam.

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 would involve the following absurd conclusions: (1) It . -

would be removed even when the defect of the indriya is not cured, as the erro-
neous 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 indriya 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 dvi-candra would not be clear; cf. ibid.,
297-298:

‘sarpddi-bhrantivac cdsyah syad aksa-vikrtav api

nivrttir na nivartteta nivrite *py aksa-viplave

kaddcid anya-samtane tathaivdrpyeta véicakaih

drsta-smrtim apekseta na bhdseta parisphutam.

In defining pratyaksa in NB as well as in PVin, Dharmakirti employsf‘the

term ““abhranta” besides ““kalpandpodha’ in order to rule out erroneous cogni-
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tions caused by timira, etc.; see NB, I, 4; PVin, 252b.3-4; Nyayakanika, p.
192.16-21 (see Stcherbatsky, Bud. Log., 11, 17, n. 3, 18, n. 1), and post-Dhar-
makirti scholars follow him; see PVBA; 1245137 TS, 1214, 1312, etc. However,
as mentioned above, Dignaga defines pratyaksa simply as kalpandpodha and
regards the qualifier ““avyabhicarin® in the Nyaya definition of pratyaksa as
" unnecessary. As I see it, Dignaga did not take into consideration errors caused by
defective sense-organs when he defined pratyaksa and when he-mentioned
pratyaksdbhasa in the above verse. Perhaps later on Dignédga’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 Dignaga’s thought. This may be clear from the fact
that some commentators did not follow Dharmakirti and put a different inter-
pretatlon on Dignaga’s thought. As to why Digniga did not use the term

“abhranta” 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 pratyaksa inasmuch as
they are not inconsistent in producing effects (artha-kriydvisarvada). Thus, they
take the word *‘sataimira™ in the above verse of Dignaga’s as derived from
timira in the sense of “gjfigna,” but not as meaning ‘‘indriyépaghata-jan
JjAdnam”; see TS and TSP, 1324:

pita-$avkhddi-buddhinam vibhrame *pi pramdnatam
artha-kriydvisamradad apare sampracaksate

kecit tu sva-yiithyd evabhrania—grahanam nécchanti, bhrantasydpi pita-Sankhddi-
JAdnasya pratyaksatvat. ata evdcarya-Digndgena laksape na krtam abhranta-
grahanam. “bhranti- . .. ity-Gdind pratyaksébhdsa-nirdesid avisarvadi-kalpa-
ndpodham ity’éﬁénhuidham istam dcdryasya laksanam. ‘sataimiram™ iti tu
timira-Sabdo *yam ajfidna-paryayah.. . . timire bhavar taimiram visarmvadakam
ity arthah. See also PV Bh, pp. 252.29-253.2; Stcherbatsky, Bud. Log., 1, 153-161.

1.54. PVBh, p. 332.25-27: tatra bhranti-jAidanarm nﬁga—trsnﬁdigu toyadi-
kalpand-pravrttatvat pratyaksibhasam. saviwrti-saj-jiianari! sarmwrti-satsv arthén-
tardropat tad-riipa-kalpand-pravrttatvat pratyaksdbhdsam.2 anumdna-tat-phal-
ddi-jrianar parvdnubhiita-kalpanayéii na pratyaksam. [I have inserted ! and 2. K
and V have 2, but not 1, Without these, the passage is liable to be construed as:
bhranti-jiana is pratyaksabhasa because (1) mrga-trsnadzsu . pravrttatvdt, (2)
samvrti-satsu . . . pravrttatvat. This construction is not appropriate;]

Jinendrabuddhl explains the distinction between bhranti-jiidna and savwyti-
saj-jiana as follows: the former is produced by the superimposition upomn-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, 284:4-6 (31b.8~
32a.3). For ““samwrti-sat,” see below, n. 2.17. See alsoNMukh, p- 3b.26-3c.1.

1.55. Vibhiti, p. 2211; PVBh, p. 349.5; NMaj#ij, p. 66.20; S‘VV,' p. 138.17;
Sammatitarkap., p. 529.12:
savyapara-pratitatvdt pramanam phalam eva sat.

Cf. NMukh, p. 3b.21-23: R EAIER. LB LSRA R LA BB SE.
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In asserting the identity of pramdna-phala and pramana in this verse, Dignaga
is basing his thought upon sdkdra-jfidna-vada, the theory that the cognition pos~
sesses the form (dkdra) of the object within itself. The cognition as pramana-
phala is the apprehension of an object (visayddhigati). If, as maintained by the
anakdra (or nirakara)-jiana-vadins, the cognition were formless (nirakara) while
the object had form (dkdra), then the cognition itself (anubhava-madtra), as dis-
tinguished from the object, would remain 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 sakara: it has assumed the form
of an object (visaydkdrdpanna). The sakdra cognition is thus understood to possess
the function (vyapdra) of assuming the form of an object. For this reason Dignaga .
considers it as pramana, although primarily it is phala in its aspect as the “appre-
hension” (adhigati) of an object. See TSP, p. 399.13-16: jiidnam hi visayékaram
utpadyamdnam visayar paricchindad iva savydparam ivdbhati. ayam evdrtha-
prapana-vydapdro jiianasya . . . tasmat sakaram eva jiignam pramapam na niraka-
ramiti. . . .

Dharmakirti, in a detailed commentary on the above verse (PV, 111, 301-319),
disproves the theories which hold that the sense-organ, the contact of sense and
object, or the simple reflection of an object (@locana) is pramana. The suffix
“_ana” of the word *“ pramana” signifies “karana,” the instrument or, according
to Panini, the predominant cause; see Pan., 1, iv, 42: sadhakatamam karanam.
(The Bauddhas follow this definition; see PV, 111, 311; PVBh, p. 344.29; NBT,
p. 84.6-7.) Dharmakirti states that, among the various causes which contribute
to a result, the latest one is the predominant cause. The sense-organ, etc. is re-
lated to the resulting cognition only mediately ! (vpavadhanena). Thus, Dharma-

kirti, 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-ripatd). He also criti-
cizes the view which holds visesana-jiiana to be-the pramana of the resulting
visesya-jiiana. This same view is attacked by Dignaga himself in Section 3, Eb-1.
The theory that the cognition is sgkara is beld by the Sautrintikas afrd soHE

Yogacaras. (The Yogacaras are divided into sakdra-vijfidna-vadins and nirdkara-
vijidna-vadins.) Santaraksita and Kamalasila distinguish the views of the two -
schools concerning pramadna and pramana-phala. The Sautrantikas admit the
existence of an external object (bahydrtha). Thus, the similarity (saripya) of the
form represented in a cognition to that of the object is held to be pramgna of
the resulting visayddhigati. The Yogacaras, on the other hand, maintain 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 (svasarwitti). This ability (yogyata) of the cognition to
cognize itself is considered as pramana of the resulting self-cognition, because it is
the predominant cause of the latter; see 7S(P), 1344. The difference between the
views of the two schools is discussed by Dignéga in the following passages of the
text. However, the theory set forth here that the sakdra cognition is both pra-
mana-phala and pramana is amenable to both schools (ubhaya-naya). See also
NB, 1, 18-19; Yuktidipika, p. 40.12-15. '
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1.56. Dignaga criticizes the view recognizing pramdna as distinct from

pramana—phala in Section 3, Ea-Fe, and in Section 6, Da. In NBh, introd. to 1, i,
1, Vatsyayana distinguishes the four factors of cognition, namely, pramatr,
pramadna, prameya, and pramiti (pramana-phala). Further, in NBh, ad 1, i, 3,
after explaining that praryaksa(-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 (sarnikarsa) or of cognition (jfiana), the result (pramiti) is cognition
or the mental attitude to discard or accept or disregard the object (handpadandpe-
ksa-buddhi). Thus, it is clear that Vatsyayana considered pramana-phala to be
distinct from pramapa. 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 Mimarhsakas. Vicaspatimisra does not make any particular
" remark on this problem in NVTT, but he takes it up in his Nygvakanikd, a com-
mentary on the Vidhiviveka of the Mimarhsakas; see below, n..1.57.

1.57. Kumdrila objects to this theory of nondistinction between pramdna and
pramana-phala. He cites the instance of cutting down a tree with an ‘axe. The
instrument, axe, is distinct from the resulting cutting down (chidd) of the tree.
The distinction between instrument and result is thus universally accepted.
Likewise, Kumarila observes, pramdpa, the instrument of cognition, must be
distinguished from the cognition produced by means of it; see SV, 1V, 74, 75
(TSP, p. 399.4-6):

visayaikatvam icchars tu yah pramdnam phalam‘vadet

sadhya-sadhanayor bhedo laukikas tena badhitah.

chedane khadira—prdpte palase na chidd yathd

tathaiva parasor loke chidayd saha naikatd.
The same objection is made by Akalarka in TAV, p. 56.12-14: loke pramanat
phalam  arthdntara-bhiitam  upalabhyate. tadyathd chety-chettavya-chedana-
samnidhane dvaidhi-bhavah phalam. na ca tathd svasamvedanam arthéntara-
bhiitam asti. tasmad asya phalatvam népapadyate. Jayanta Bhatta also reproaches
Dignaga as follows, for his confusion of the instrument and the result: When we
say that Caitra mows rice with a scythe or that a man perceives a pot with his
eyes, the subject, the object, and the instrument are presented to our con-
sciousness as distinct from the action itself. Actually the word “pramdna™ is
sometimes used in the sense of “prama,” and “,kar_azga” in the sense of “krti.”
However, it is not admissible to regard ““pramana’ and *prama’ or “karana”
and “krti” as one and the same thing: the instrument and the result reside
always in different loci (adhikarana); see NMaiyj, p. 66.20 ff. References to the
theory in question made by Vacaspatimisra in Nydyakanikd, pp. 254.12-260.22,
and by Udayana in NVT-Parisuddhi, pp. 152-155, are studied by Stcherbatsky,
Bud. Log., II, app. 1V, 352 ff. The Bauddhas are ready to answer the above
objections as follows: Since all entities are, absolutely speaking, instantaneous,
the relation of the producer and the produced (utpadyozpadaku-bhava) cannot
be established between two entities. It, therefore, is not proper to consider the
instrument of cognition as an entity distinct 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-vyavasthapaka-bhdva). When we
have a distinct cognition of something blue, this cognition is recognized as being
determined—the cognition of something blue and not of something yellow
(nilasyédam sariwedanarr na pitasyéti)—and this determination is made by the
appearance (gkdra) of something blue in the cognition itself; see TS(P), 1346;
PV, I, 315; NBT, ad I, 18-19.

1.58. Both K and V read ‘“bya ba med pahan ma yin no’ (na tu vyaparébhave
>pi: but not when it is devoid of activity). However, we read in PV, 1II, 307cd
308, as follows:

dadhdnar tac ca tam (= meya-riipatam) atmany arthadhzgamanatmana

savydpdram ivdbhati vyapdarena sva-karmani

tad-vasat tad vyavasthanad akarakam api svayam.
According to the Bauddhas, all entities (dharma) are ultimately devoid of func-
tion (vyapara) since they are in a state of flux. Thus, the cognition is akaraka-or
nirvydpdra in its essential nature. But, inasmuch as the cognition arises in the
form of an object, the function of faking (upd-+/da) that form and discar dzng
(pari-+/ tyajy another form can be secondarily attributed to the cognition. It is
through this function that a cognition is determined as the cognition of some-
thing blue 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” (vyaparabhave ’pi). This emendation may be supported by
PST, 31b.4-5 (35b.7): “ji lta bahi bya ba med kyan de dan ldan pa fiid du snan
bar hgyur baci ltar sena .. .,” and also by Prajiiakaragupta’s commentary on
PS, 111, 309; cf. n. 59. :

Two seven-syllable sentences—*“tshad ma fiid du hdogs pa ste” and “bya ba
med pahan ma yin no”—are included in both Kk and Vk. It seems likely that

they have been wrongly regarded as forming part of the Karikas, since they -

simply express in different wording the same idea as that stated in k. 8cd.

1.59. Here again thqf/reading given by both K and V is “bya ba med pa(r) yan .

ma yin pa.” Dharmakirti expresses the same thought in PV, I1I, 309, as follows:

yathd phalasya hetiinar sadr.s‘atmatayédbhavdd

hetu-riipa-graho loke *kriyavattve ’ p1 kathyate.
Prajfidkaragupta makes clear the meaning of this verse by the example of the
newborn child, who, showing similarity to his father ( pztr-sadrsa) is said to have
taken the form of his father (pitr-ripam grhndti), although, in fact, he has no
such function as taking (his father’s form) (vindpi grahana-vydpdrena); PVBh, p.
344.11-12. The same illustration is given by Manorathanandin ‘too; PVV, p.
211.10: “hetu-ripa-graho kathyate® pitii riparh grhitam sutenétyadi. Thus, the
Tibetan text must be corrected to read ““bya ba med par yan yin pa. . . (vyapa-
rébhave *pi).”

1.60. Vibhiti, p. 2211:

sva-samvzttth phalam vétra.

PVBh, p. 349.7; Vibhiti, p. 2151; SVK, pt. I, p. 237.22: ca instead of va. NR p:

~
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158.17: cdsya instead of vdtra. It is worth noting that both SVK and NR reverse
the order of k. 9ab and k. 9cd. PVV, p. 228.12-13: sva-samwittih phalar véti
satre . . . In k. 8cd and the Vrrti thereon, the cognition possessing the form of an
object, i.e., the apprehension of an object (visayddhigati), has been regarded as
phala. Since an alternative view recognizing sva-sanwitti as phala is put forward
here,’ the reading “va” is preferable to “ca.” Although the Tibetan ““yan™ is
used as an equivalent for both “v4” and ° > the following statement of
Jinendrabuddhi seems to support the readlng “v "’ : “sna mar yul rig pa hbras
bur gsuns te, dehi phyir yan nahi sgra ni rnam par brtag pahi don can no”; PST,
32a.5 (36a.8).

The word ““sva-sarwitti” (self-cogmtlon sva-sanmvid, °-samvedana, drma-°) is

- expressive of the thought that a cognition is cognized by itself and does not need
_-another cognition to cognize itself. When a man has the cognition of something
" Dblue (nila), he has at the same time the awareness of the cognition of something
blue (nila-dhi). 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-samvitti is given in TS, 2012
svartipa-vedandydnyad vedakam na vyapeksate
na cdviditam astidam ity artho ’yam sva-sarwidah. ‘

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 Sarhkhyas maintain that the cognition is a function- of buddhi, which,
evolving from prakrti (primordial matter), is of material nature. As such the
cognition is unconscious in itself. It is illumined by purusa, which alone is self-
conscious. The Naiydyikas 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” (anuvyavasdya) through the medium of the 1n’;ernal sense-organ or the
mind (manas) which takes the first apprehenswn for its object see NBh, ad 1, i,
4: sarvatra pratyaksa-visaye jidtur indriyena vyavasayah, pascan manasénuvya-
vasayah. Thus, according fo the Nalyaylkas a cognition is cognized by another
cognition. Kumirila 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® (jAdtatd), is produced in the object as a
result of cognition. As the cognition is an action (kriyd), it is not known directly.
Thus, Kumarila holds, the cognition is inferred from ““ cognizedness.” The theory
of sva-sariwitti is maintained by the Sautrdntikas and the Yogacaras. It is also
shared by the Jainas, the Prabhakara-Mimarhsakas, and the Advaita-Vedantins,
although it is modified by each.

1.61. TAV, p. 56.10-11: dvy-abhasam hi jiianam utpadyate, svdbhdsam visa-
ydbhdsam ca. tasydbhaydbhdsasya yat sva-samvedanam [text: samwvedanam) tat
phalam. Cf. PVV, p. 228.13-14: svdabhdsarh visaydbhdsar ca jidnam utpadyate,
tatra yat sva-sarwedanari tat phalam; PVBh, p. 349.7: ubhayébhdsasya
.Vijianasya sva-sarvedanam eva phalam.
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That the consciousness (vijigna) itself appears (abhati, pratibhati, avabhdti,
khyati) as subject (svdbhdsa=grahakdmsa, °-akara) and object (arthdbhasa,
visayd® =grahydmsa, °-akdra) is a principal doctrine of the Yogicaras; see
Madhyantav., 1, k: 3; Mahdy. Satrdlam., ad XI, k. 32, etc. The above passage
shows that, in considering sva-sarwiiti as pramana-phala, Dignaga takes the
Yogicara doctrine for his theoretical basis. See Vibhiiti, p. 2151: Sautrantika-
pramanam sariipyam bahyo 'rthah prameyo ’dhigatih phalam vyavasthapyidhund
vijilaptau pramdna-phala-vyavastham nirdidik ssh-** sva-samwittih . . > iti . . .

In Alambanap., Dignaga examines the theories concerning the object of cogni- .
tion (Glambana), and proves that nothing existing in the external world, whether
it be a single atom (anu) or the aggregate (samcita) of atoms or. the gathering
(samghdta) 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-~ - .
cara doctrine that the object of cognition is nothing other than the appearance C
of an object in the cognition itself; Alambanap k. 6a—c (cited in T SP, p 582 11——1
12): :

e

|

yad antar-jiieya-riiparin tu Bahirvad avabhdsate s
s0 ’rthah. ‘
: He further remarks that what is called the sense (indriya) in relation to the object
not the physical organ, but the ability (fakfi).to-produce. a.cognition-{ibid.,

7cd) or the ability to cognize the appearance of the ob_]ect This ability is con-
sidered to be cognition’s appearance as itself (svdbhdsa) in contrast with its ap-
Pearatce-as=uii"object (wisayabhisay. " WHen soa-samvitti is regarded as pramdna-
phala, the role of pramana, which takes the cognition for its prameya, must be
attributed to the svdbhdsa of the cognition itself.

Although Dignaga bases the theory of sva-sanwitti on the Yogacira doctrme
he believes that even the Sautrantikas will accept the theory that sva-sarwitti is
the pramdna-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 -
savisaya-jiiana, and the-other as bahydrtha, Evidently, they are respectively the
theories of thé Yogacdras and the Sautrantikas. The Sautrantikas admit that J
when an external object (bahydrtha) is brought to the cognition (buddhy-driidha)
and the cognition comes to possess similarity (sariipya) to the form of the object,
there arises the awareness of this cognition, viz., sva-samvitti. Inasmuch as this
awareness is held to be pramana-phala, the Sautrantikas should admitthat the
prameya in this case is the cogmtlon itself, and not the external object. However,
Dignaga justifies the Sautrantika view by regarding sarupya (= visaydkaratd) as
the pramadna by means of which an external object is cognized. The difference
between the views of the Sautrantikas and the Yogacaras is described in SVV as
follows: ye ’pi Sautrintika-paksam evam vydcaksate—bahyo *rthah prameyam,
vijiianasya visaydkaratd pramdnam sva-samvittih phalam iti . . . [p, 139.11-12],
idanirh Yogacara-pakse ’pi. . . tesam caitad darsanam—bahydrtho ndsti, vijiia-
nasya visaydkaratd prameyd, svékarata pramanam, sva-samvittih phalam iti [p.
139.19-21]. See also SVK, part I, pp. 237.18-22, 238.10-14; NR, pp. 158.13- 17 :
159.7-11. The ability to cognize itself or svdbhasa (= grahakakara) of the cogni-
tion is disregarded by the Sautrantikas, and svdbhdsa and sva-samvitti are under-
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stood by them as bearing the same meaning. Therefore the Sautrantika view is
referred to in SVK, part I, p. 237.18-20 as follows: yadi ticyate . . . dvi-riipam
ekam eva jhianam sva-samvittyd visaydkdrena ca. tad atra sva-sarmwittih phalam
visaydkarah pramdnam . .. Both SVK and NR regard k. 9'as expressing the
Sautrantika thought and k. 10 the Yogacara view. (As noted above, they reverse
the order of k. 9ab and k. 9cd.) This interpretation, it seems to me, is irrelevant,
since in the above passage Dignidga mentions “svdbhasa,” “‘visaydbhasa,”and
“ubhaydbhdsasya sva-samvedanam.” ~

Dharmakirti criticizes the Sautrantika theory of artha-samwedana in PV, III1,

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

tasmad dvi-riipam asty ekari yad evam anubhiiyate

smaryate cobhayasydsya samvedanam phalam.
The word ““dvi-riipa” means “bodha-ripa™ and “nilddi-ripa™; see PVBh, p.
391.29; PVV, p. 220.24-25, i.e., svdbhdsa and visayébhdsa.

Kumarila objects to the theory of ““sva-sarwitti” 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,
Stnyavada, 184-187; T'S(P), 2013-2016. However, this objection does not
damage the position of the Yogacaras, 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-ripo hy artha-niscayah.
NR, p. 158.17: tad-dvaye instead of tad-rijpo.

It is evident from the Vr##i on this pada that “tad-ripa® means “svasarwitti-
ripa.” Quoting this pada, Santaraksita and Kamala$ila construe tad-ripa” as
meaning “visaydkdra” in the cognition; see 7S, 1328, 1329ab:

yady akdram anddrtya pramanyam ca prakalpyate

artha-kriydvisarwadat “ tad-riipo hy artha-niscayah”

ityadi gaditam sarvam katham na vyahatam bhavet.
on which TSP explains ““tad-riipa™ as “jiidna-sthabhdsa-ripah.” This interpre-
tation shows the Sautrantika tendency. In fact, Kamalaila quotes from the
Vrtti the passage explaining the Sautrantika thought, without referring to Dig-
naga’s explanation of the Yogacara view; TSP, ad 1329: “gdi-Sabdena © yathd
yatha hy arthasydkdrah Subhrdditvena ... ityadikam dcdryivam vacanam
virudhyata iti darsayati>’; cf. n. 1.64.

The term “niscaya” is often used in the sense of “adhyavasaya” (judgment),
which involves conceptual construction (vikalpa, kalpand); see Bud. Log., vol. 11,
indices. However, here artha-niscaya means not arthddhyavasdya but artha-
vyavasthipana, 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 Digndga holds the view that an object
is determined as x or y according as Sva-saupiti is x or y.

1.63. The reading of both K and V: “de dan rjes sumthun pahiranrigpa. ..
(tad-anuriapa-svasarmvittih . . . = savisaya-jidandnuriipa-svasarwittih . . )" is not
acceptable, because k. 9b is intended to show that the object conforms to sva-
sarwitti, but not that sva-sarwitti 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
(37a.7-8), 33a.6 (37b.2): “ran rig pa dan rjes su mthun par (pahi) hdod paham
mi hdod pahi don rtogs par byed do (svasarwitty-anuriipa isto ’nisto varthah
pratiyate).”

This passage is understood as proving that sva-saraitti is phala from the
Yogacara viewpoint. The Yogacaras do not admit the existence of the external
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
persons, etc., and they assert that the object is essentially immanent in the cogni-
tion. Here Dignéga 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 Yogacaras, apart from this appearance of
something blue in the cognition, it is established that the awareness of the cogni-’
tion of something blue, i.e., sva-sarwitti, is the result of the act of cognizing the
object. e :

The same argument is set forth by Dharmakirti in PV, I1I, 339-340:

yada savisayam jiidnam jiandmse *rtha-vyavasthiteh

tadd ya dtmdnubhavah sa evdrtha-viniscayah

yadistdkdara atma syad anyathd vdnubhiiyate

isto ’nisto ’pi v tena bhavaty arthah praveditall. som . o
It is evident, from comparison with Dignéga’s explanation, that these two verses .
refer to the Yogacara view. Both Prajfidkaragupta and Manorathanandin state
that k. 340 would be acceptable to the Sautrantikas, who diverge from the Yoga-
caras in not admitting the savisayata of jiidna as mentioned in k. 339; see PVBh,
p. 392.13 ff.: api ca bahyam drtham abhyupagacchatam api sva-sarvedanam:- eva
phalam. yatah “ yadistdkara . . . praveditah” .. .; PVV, p. 222.1 ff.: bahir-artha-
naye ’pi buddhi-vedanasyaivdrtha-vedanatvdt tathd * yadistdkara . .

1.64. PVBh, p. 393.27-30: yada tu bahya evdrthah prameyas tadd

visaydkarataivdsya pramanam ]

tadd hi jiidnam svasamwedyam api svaripam anapeksydrthdbhasataivdsya
pramdnam. yasmat so "rthah N

-

tena miyate

yatha yathd hy arthasydkarah subhdditvena jidne pratibhati (nivisate) tat-tad-
riipah sa visayah pratiyate. ,
[visaydkarataivdsya pramanam 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. yatha
yathad: text, yatha; PVBhT, ji ltar; K, V, PST, 33b.5 (38a.2), ji lta. ji ltar. jfigne:
text, PVBAT, omit; K, V, PST, 33b.7 (38a.4), $es pa la. nivisate: K, V, omit;
PST, 33b.7 (38a.4), fies par gnas pa; PVBhT, gnas pa. tat-tad-ripah: text, tad-
riipah; PVBhT, dehi ran bsin du: K, V, de dan dehi fio bohi. sa visayah: K, V,
yul dan beas pa (=savisayah).] :

Cf. Vibhiti, p. 2242, 2361: yada tu bahya evdrthah prameyah . . .; TSP, p.
395.18-19: yathd yatha hy arthasydkdarah Subhrdditvena samnivisate tad-riipah
sa visayah pramiyate. '
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In the above passage Dignaga refers to the views of the Sautrantikas, 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
sva-sarwitti is the result of the cognitive process, since sva-sarwitti signifies that
the cognition itself is the object of cognition. But Dignaga believes that the cog-
nition is self-cognized even-in that case. Jinendrabuddhi explains Digniga’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 1its own nature. It is not that the cog-
nition conforms to the object Which exists by tself prlor to the cognition; PST,
33a.2 (37a.5): “phyi rol gyi phyogs la yan myon ba ji'lta ba bsin kho nar don
rtogs kyi don ji Ita ba bsin myon ba ni ma yin no ses snar [cf. 32a.2] kho nar
béad zin to.” This observation is very close to the Yogacara theory in denying
the independence of the object from the cognition. Similarity to the Yogacara
theory is even more notable in PV, III, 341:

vidyamane *pi bahye ’rthe yathdnubhava eva sah

niscitdtma suarﬁpena na‘nekdtmatva-dosatah
The meaning of “ svariipena na . . .” is understood as follows: If the ObjCCt exists
by itself, the absurdlty would be 1mpl1ed that a single object has various natures
(anekdtmatva-dosa), since it is cognized variously by different persons. This is
exactly the reasoning advanced by the Yogacaras in proof of their theory of the
non-existence of the external object (anartha); see Mahdy. Samgr., p. 148.1-2
(Lamotte, La Somme, 11, 250-251), quoted in Upadayap., p. 887b.4, but it is here
adopted to prove that sva-sanwitti is pramana-phala from the Sautrdntika view-
point. To conclude, when a man is aware of a pot.in his cognition, it is the cogni-
tion of a pot t)ag,Lngmmd%a%mL -pot.as.an external object but, inSof4as
“there 1s 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 prameya is considered to be bahydrtha; see PV, III, 346:

tasmat prameye bahye ’pi yuktam svdnubhavah phalam

yatah svabhdvo ’sya yathd tathaivdrtha-viniscayah

If it is the case that the cognition of a pot is cognized, then there must be, im-
manent in the cognition, the self-cognizing faculty, which functions as  pramdna,
taking the pot-formed cognition for prameya and producing “Sva-sarwedana as
phala. This is how the Yogicaras explain the theory of sva-sanwitti. However,
the Sautrantikas have a limitation: they uphold the doctrine that prameya is an
external thing. If the Sautrantikas, in concert with the Yogacaras, had recognized
the self-cognizing faculty, i.e., svdbhdsa=grahakakara, as pramana, their doc-
trine would have been violated, because grahakdkdra does not take the external
thing for prameya. Accordingly, within the doctrinal limitation of the Sautran-
tikas, Dignéga considers that the cognition’s taking the form of an object (visayd-
karatd) should be regarded as pramdna, the external object being cognized by
means of it and it being self-cognized. However, Dignaga remarks that the
essential nature of the self-cognizing cognition is disregarded in the Justlﬁcatlon
of the Sautrantika doctrine.

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

taddrthibhdsataivdsya pramanarm na tu sann api
grahakdtmdpararthatvad bahyesv arthesv apeksate.
N
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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-samvedana) apart from the cognition of the cognition itself (sva-sarwe-
dana); ibid., 111, 348-350. Touching on the same topic, Kamalas$ila states that
visayddhigama = artha-samvedana is pramana-phala from the Sautrantika view-
point; see TSP, p. 398.19-20: bahye ’rthe prameye visayddhigamah pramana-pha-
lawm, sariipyar tu pramanam. sva-savittav api satyam yathdkaram asya prathanat.
The above justification of the Sautrantika theory has a weakness which is
pointed out by Kumarila in SV, IV, 79ab: '
pramane visaydkdre bhinndrthatvdn na yujyate.
If it is held that pramana is visaydkdra while phala is sva-sariwitti, 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 would take the cognition. In Section 3, Dignaga himself criticizes the
Naiyayika view that pramdna and phala are bhinndrtha, saying that the axe
aimed at a khadira tree does not produce the cutting down of a paldsa tree as a
result. Kumarila employs the same criticism against Dignaga’s justification of
the Sautrantika theory. ' ’

1.65. See PVBh, p. 393.30-31:...-akdra-bhedena pramdna-prameyatvam
upacaryate. : ) ,

For Dignaga, there is only the one fact of sva-samwitti: this cognitive phen-
omenon itself is not differentiated into subject and object nor into act and result.
His belief is based upon the vijiiapti-matra theory of the Yogacaras, according to -
whom, such expressions as dtman, dharma, and the like, which are supposed to
denote the subject and the object, are mere metaphors (upacara) applied to the
transformation of the consciousness (vijfidna-parinama); cf. Trim$, k. 1a—c:

atma-dharmdpacaro hi vividho yah pravartate -

vijidna-parindme ’sau. ]
In reality, they maintain, there is neither subject not object: these are products
of the imagination (parikalpita, utpreksita). By attaining (parinispanna) detach-
ment from the imaginary subject and object (grahya-grahaka-rahita), a man
comes to realize the state of pure consciousness (vijiapti-matra), 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 exists under certain conditions (paratantra) and inthe
next moment is replaced by another; see n. 1.66. With this theory of vijfiapti-
matra as background, Digniga considers that the undifferentiated fact of sva-
sariwitti is metaphorically differentiated into pramana and prameya. “

Kamala$ila ascribes the following statement to ‘‘acérya,” ie., Digniga:
““ tatrdpi hi pratyaksépacdro *viruddhas caksur-adisu tat-karanesu.” 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 pramana
and phala as that of the determiner and the determined (vyavasthdpya-vyavastha-
paka-bhava); see above, n. 1.56, he may metaphorically call the sense-organ a
pramana, although it is generally known as the cause (karana) or the producer
(utpddaka) of the resulting cognition; cf. TSP, ad k. 1349.
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1.66. PVBh, p. 366.7: nirvyaparah sarva-dharmah.

The fundamental teaching of the Buddha that all existent things are non-
eternal (anicca sabbe sarkhard, Samyutta Nikdya, 1X, 6, 6, etc.) is developed by
the Sautrantikas and the Yogacaras into the theory of universal n momentariness
(ksanzkatva) the theory that everything is liable to destruction at the very
moment of its origination; see Mahay. Siitralam., XVIII, 82-91, etc. Being in a
state of flux, a thing cannot possess any function (vyapara) Cf. TSP, p. 399.12—
13: yasman na paramdrthikah kartr-karanddi-bhavo ’sti, ksanikatvena nirvyapa-
ratvdat sarva-dharmanam. Similar expressions are often found in TSP; naiva tu
kascit kamcid yojayati, nirvyaparatvat sarva-dharmanam (p. 369.11-12); nirvyapa-
ratvdt sarva-dharmandri na paramdrthatah kasyacit kenacid grahapam (p. 570.15).

1.67. NMa#ij, p. 61.30-31; SVK, part I, p. 238.13-14:
yad-abhdsarn prameyam tat pramana-phalate punah .
grahakdékdra-sanwitti trayar ndtah prthak-krtam.
Vibhiiti, p. 2211: grahya-grahaka-sam® instead of grahydkdra-sam® (cf. ibid., p.
2291), SVV, p. 139.22-23; NR, p. 159.9-10: °-sarwittyos instead of °-sarwitti.
In this verse the Yogacara view is clearly expounded. * Yad-Gbhdsam’ means
that a cognition has ““visaydbhasa=grahydkara,” and “* samvitti” implies “‘ sva-
sarmwitti,” In his commentary on Trims$, Dharmapala cites this verse as evidence
of Digniga’s theory of the triple division of vijfidna, viz., grahydkara, gréhaka®,
and sva-samvitti, which Dharmapala criticizes while presenting his own fourfold
division theory ( BHFES svasamvit-samvedana ? besides the above three); cf.
Cheng wei shih lun, p. 10b.13-16: tnE &Rk LUEMERE EIUEERH B
HBEXRE IHSE%%EU ; La Vallée Poussin, Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi, 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 Yogacara viewpoint in PV, III, 354-367. The
following verse in which the triple division of vijidna is clearly established, is
cited with particular frequency:
avibhdgo *pi buddhy-atma viparyasita-darsanaih .
grahya-grahaka-samvitti-bhedavan iva laksyate. (354)
Cf. PVin, 263a.5-6; SVV, pp. 243.21-22, 269.18-19; NR, p. 272.14-15; SVK,
part II, p. 98.18-19; Yogabhdsyatika (T attvavazsamdz) ad 1V, 23 (dnandasrama
Skt. Ser., p. 198.23-24); Sarkhyapravacanabhasya, ad 1, 20 (H. O. S. 2, p. 15.16—
17); Sarvadarsanasamgraha (Govt. Oriental Ser., Poona), II, 206-207, etc.
Kumadrila attacks the above verse of Dignaga. One cannot assume that there
is svdkara without ascertaining it, he says. However, in order to ascertain
svdkara, it would be necessary to postulate another svdkara and so forth ad
infinitum. His conclusion is that there is no svdkdra apart from sva-samvitti,
SV, IV, 80-82. Akalanka also gives a criticism of the same verse. According to
him, the theory that one thing has many appearances (dkdra) is maintainable
only by the Jainas who hold the anekdnta-vada; see TAV, p. 56.19-21: syad
etat—grahaka-visaydbhasa-samvitti-Sakti-trayikdra-bhedat  pramana-prameya-
phala-kalpand-bheda iti. tan na. kim karanam. ekanta-vida-tyagat. * ekam aneké-
kdram” ity etaj jainendram darSanam, tat katham ekanta-vide yujyate.
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1.68. PVBh, p. 425.13; katham punar jidyate [text: jayate] dvi-rapari vz_]nanam
iti. [jAigyate: PVBhT, 105a.4: des; K, V: rtogs par bya.]

The term ““ dvi-riipa” means svdbhdsa and visaydbhasa mentioned in the Vrti
on k. 9a. The Naiyayikas, the Mimarhsakas and the Vaibhasikas are unanimous
in holding that the cognition simply represents the form (dkdra) of an external
object but does not in itself possess any form (nirdkara). The cognition, as such,
has only svdbhasa, 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 arthékara, for it has no dkara of its own. Thus, for those nirdkara-jfidna-
vddins, the cognition is “eka-ripa,” of one form. In the following passages
Digndga advances some reasonings to prove that the cognition is “‘dvi-riipa”™
and thus to establish the theory of sva-sarwitti. Cf. PV, III, 368-425.

1.69. PVBh, pp. 403.17, 425.12; Vibhiiti, p. 2342 (cf. p. 2449):
visaya-jiidna-taj-jiana-visesdt tu dvi-ripatd.
SVV,p.267.14; NR, p.299.11: ghata-jiana-° instead of visaya-jiiagna-°. Cf. Vik-
yap., 111, i, 105,

1.70 PVBh, p. 403.18-20: visaye riapddau yaj jiidnari tad artha-svdbhasam.
visaya-jiiane tu yaj jianam tad arthdnuripa-jfianébhasam svdbhasam ca. anyathd
yadi visaya-jiidnam arthdkdram eva sydat svdkaram eva vd visaya- jﬁdna jﬁdnam
[text: visaya-jiidgnam; PVBAhT, 80b.8: yul Ses pahi §es pa; K, V: $es pa ses pa;
PST, 36b.2 (41a.4): Ses pah1 $es pa] api tad-avisistam syat.

. To make clear the meaning of this passage, I use the following symbols: '

visaya-jliana= C, visaya-jiiana-jiiana=C,
svdbhdsa in Cy=S; svdbhdsa in Cy=S8§,
arthdbhdsa in C; =0y arthdbhasa in C,=0,

According to Digniga, C;=(S;—0), C,=(S;—0,). [— indicates relation]
Since C, takes C; for its object, O, =(8;—0;). Therefore, C,=(S,—(S;—0y)).
Thus, C, is distinguishable from C;.

Now, in case the cognition had only arthdkdra (=°abhasa), then C; = 01, and
C,=0,. Since C, takes C; for its object, O,=0;. Therefore, C,=C,. Thus,
visaya-jriana-jiiana would be indistinguishable from visaya-jfiana. If, on the other
hand, the cogmtlon had only svdkara (=°abhdsa), then C;=S;, and C,=S,, y
However, since the cognition which does not possess the form of an object’
within itself remains the same at all time, S,=S;. Therefore, C,=C;. See PV,
111, 385-386:

adydnubhava-ripatve hy eka-riipam vyavasthitam
dvitiyam vyatiricyeta na paramarsa-cetasa
artha-samkalandslesa dhir dvitiydvalambate
nilddi-riipena dhiyam bhasamdanam puras tatah.
See also SV, Sinyavada, 111, 112ab:
ekdkdaram kila jiiagnam prathamam yadi kalpyate
tatas tad-visaydpy anyd tad-ripaiva matir bhavet
ghata-vijfiana-taj-jRiana-viseso *to na sidhyati.
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In the same manner, the third and the succeeding cognitions C;, C4...C,
are distinguishable from the preceding ones only when they are acknowledged
to possess ““ dvi-rigpa.” The formulas are as follows:

C3=(85—03)=(S5—(5,—0y))

C,= (Sn—on) = (Sn_‘(sn ~1—0,_ 1))

(S3...S, and Os... 0O, respectively stand for svdbhdsa and arthébhdsa in
Cy...C,) Cy, Cy... C, are constituted by adding another gkdra to the pre-
ceding Cy, C,...C,_;. This is clearly expressed by Dharmakirti in PV, III,
379-380:

tac cdnubhava-vijiidnendbhaydmsivalambing

ekdkara-visesena taj-jiianendnubadhyate

anyathd hy atatha-riipar katham jiidne ’dhirohati

ekdkaréttaram jiianam tathd hy uttaram uttaram.
Cf. PVBh, p. 407.7-9 (ad PV, 111, 380): tatha hy uttaram uttaram ekaikend-
karenddhikam adhikam bhavati ndnyatha. tathd hi parvakena nilam grhitam tad-
uttarena nila-jAanam tad-uttarena nila-jAdna-jAianam tad-uttarendpi tad-adhikam
iti niscinoti. tad etad anyathd na syat.

This theory of the “accumulation of gkara” (Gkdra-pracaya) is referred to by

Kumarila in SV, Sunyavada, 112cd—114ab:

grahakdkara-samvittau tv akara-pracayo bhavet

Jjayate purva-vijiianam dvy-dkarari yatra tat punah

tasydtmiyas$ ca purvau ca visaya-sthav upaplutau

paresv akara-vrddhyaivarm pitrvébhyo bhinnata (tathd).
Kumarila, who holds that the difference between cognitions is due to the dif-
ference between objects (grdhya-bheda-nibandhanah samvitti-bhedah), does not
recognize the necessity for admitting the accumulation of akara; ibid., 115-117.

1.71. PVBh, p. 409.1-2: na cottarbttarani jhianani pirva-piirva-jidna-visayé-
bhasani [K, V: snar rin du hdas pahi yul snan ba (=pirva-viprakrsta-visayd®);
PST, 37a.4-5 (41b.8): sha ma . . . rin ba yin] syus tasydvisayatvat.”

According to the Bauddhas, nothing has stability or duration. A thing cog-
nized by a cognition ceases to exist before the succeeding cognition arises. Hence,
on the assumption that an external object is represented in the nirakdra cogni-
tion, the form of the object in the preceding cognition would never appear in the
succeeding cognition. 'This, however, is contrary to our experience. When it is
admitted that the cognition is ““dvi-ritpa,” the structures of the succeeding cogni-
tions can be shown by the following formulas. (The symbols are the same as
those used in n. 1.70.)

C,=(8,—0,y)= (Sz"“(s 1—04))
C3=(8;—03)=(83—(S5;—(8;—01)))

Co=(8;—0.)=(8;—(S1-1—s-2—- .. (5:—01)))
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It is thus clear that O;, the appearance of an object in C;, appears in
Cy, Cs, ... C,.

1.72. PVBh, p. 425.5; SV, Stnyavada, 118a; SVV, p. 267.15; SVK, part II;
p. 144.18; NR, pp. 209.12, 301.13-14:
smyrter uttara-kalam ca.

L.73. Vibhiiti, p. 244*: yasmdc cdnubhavittara-kalam visaya iva jiiane smrtir
utpadyate tasmad asti dvi-riipatd jiidnasya.

The argument advanced in Hb was primarily intended to prove that the cogni-
tion has arthdkdra within itself. Here, by the fact of the recollection of a past
cognition, Dignaga proves that the cogmtlon has svdkdra along with arthékara.
The recollection is caused by the impression (samskara) of prev1ous experlence
The nirakara- ]nana-vadms 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 1
cognized this object.” As the cognition, according to them, has not been ex-
perienced before, it cannot have left an impression able 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 svdkdra.

This reasoning is referred to by Kumirila in SV, Sunyavada, 114cd, and re-
futed, ibid., 118:

smyter uttara-kdalam céty etan mithyaiva giyate

tadaiva hy asya samvittir arthapattyopa]ayate
For Kumarila, the recollection is of the object only and not of the cogmtxon _
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: svasarwedyatd ca.
That the cognition has svdkdra along with arthdékéra implies that the cognmon
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 Ses
pahi tshul ghiis pa fiid grub pa hbah sig tu mzad kyi, hon kyan ran rig pa yan
ste...”; PV, I, 426:
dvazrupya-sadhanenapz prayah siddham svavedanam
svariipa-bhiitébhdsasya tada samvedanéksandt ;
ibid., 111, 485a-b,: smrter apy atma-vit siddhd jidnasya. See also Madhya-
makavatara (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 asdav avibhdvite.
SVK, part II, p. 144.18: avibhdvitah instead of avzbhavzte
This statement may also be put thus: Whatsoever is recollected has been ex-
perienced before. The recollection is an effect (kdrya) of the previous experience
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(anubhava). Thus the reason “smrteh” (k. 11c) is karya-hetu (cf. NB, 11, 15;
Bud. Log., I, 67), and effectively proves that the cognition itself has been ex-
perienced or self-cognized before; PST, 38b.4-5 (43b.2).

In Virms, ad k. 17, the Sautrantikas criticize the vijfiapti-matra doctrine which
denies the existence of external objects, arguing that the fact of recollection of an
object proves the existence of the external object, which one has experienced
before. In reply to this criticism, Vasubandhu states that the vijfiapti which has
the appearance of the object within itself is later recollected by mano-vijiiana;
see Vims, p. 9.1-8.

1.76. The Naiyayikas hold 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-luminous nature of cognition, is used by them to explain
their theory that a cognition is cognized by another cognition; see NB#, 11, i,
18: yathd pradipa-prakasah pratyaksérgatvad drsya-darsane pramdnam, sa ca
pratyaksdntarena caksusah samnikarsena grhyate, pradipa-bhdvibhavayor dar-
Sanasya tathd-bhavad darSana-hetur anumiyate, tamasi pradipam upadadithd ity
aptbpadesendpi pratipadyate, evar pratyaksddinam yathd-darsanam pratyaksé-
dibhir evopalabdhih. The use of the lamp metaphor as an illustration of the sve-
prakdsa theory (cf. NS'and NBh, 11, i, 20) is not authorized in the Nyiya school;
see NVTT, p. 371.5-7: ye tu—pradipa-prakaso yathd na prakaséntaram apeksate
evam pramandny api pramdndntaram anapeksamandny api santi bhavisyantity
acarya-desiya manyante.

1.77. Vibhati, p. 2715; SVV, p. 247.23, 284.20:
JAdndntarendnubhave ’nistha. ~
SVK, part II, p. 103.18-19; NR, p. 277.15: histd instead of anisthd. NR, p. 321.9:
anubhavo instead of anubhave; anistas instead of anistha.

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

JAandntarendnubhave bhavet tatrépi ca smrtih

drsta tad-vedanam kena tasyépy anyena cet imam

malam jiiana-vidam ko *yam janayaty anubandhinim.
TSP, p. 565.13-17: kim ca yadi jiiandntarendnubhavo rgikriyate tadd tatrdpi
JRiandntare smyrtir utpadyata eva jiigna-jfidnar mamdtpannam iti, tasydpy aparend-
nubhavo vaktavyah, na hy ananubhiite smytir yukta, tatas céma jhidna-malah ko
"nanya-karmd janayatiti vaktavyam. na tavad arthas tasya mila-jfidna-visayatvdt.
ndpindriydlokau tayos caksur-jiiana evépayogat. ndpi nirnimitta, sada sattvidi-
prasangat; SV, Sinyavada, 187cd, 188 (see also ibid., 27):

anyena vdnubhave [texts: anubhave] ’sdv anavasthd prasajyate

tatra tatra smyrtim drstvd sarvdnubhava-kalpand

ekena tv anubhiitatve sarvam tatraiva sambhavet.
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1.78. The Naiydyikas are often charged with this absurdity; see Yogabhasya,
ad IV, 21: “cittdntara-drsye buddhi-buddher atiprasangah ...” (Satra). atha
cittam cec citténtarena grhyeia buddhi-buddhih kena grhyate, sdpy anyaya sdpy
anyayéty atiprasangah. The same criticism of the Nydya theory offered. in
Prameyakamalamartanda and Vedantaparibhdasd is explained in Sinha, Indian
Psychology, Cognition, pp. 214-220.

1.79. Vibhati, pp. 2615, 2715; SVV, pp. 247.23, 284.20, 286.11; NR, pp. 277.15,
321.17:
tatrépi hi smrtih.
SVK, part II, p. 103.22: ca instead of hi; ibid., p. 168.16 omits 4i.

Kumarila vehemently attacks this argument in SV, Sunyavada, 189-196. He
observes that it is contrary to the experience of an ordinary person to argue that
an endless series of cognitions, C;, Cy, 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., jiatata (cognizedness); see above, n. 1.60. Immediately
after an object has been cognized, the cognition is inferred from jiidtatd by means
of arthapatti (hypothetical inference): if there had been no cognition, there
could not be jAdtatd. C, is thus cognized by C,, that is to say, jiatata is produced
on C;. Again from this jAatata, 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
as are thus cognized may be recollected later, but not an endless series; see SVK,
part II, p. 168.11-13 (ad k. 191): yadi tv artha- Jnatatanyathanupapattya Jidnam
avagamya punas taj-jiiatatd-vasena tad-visayam jiidndntaram kalpayati, punas
cdnenaiva kramena ydvac-chramaw jiidnani jiiatani, tato yavaj-jriata-smaranad
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 object, the previous cognition is inferred by means of arthaparti:
if this object had not been cognized before, there could be no recollection of it.
1t 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-smarananyathanupapattya ca
tasya prag jiatatvam eva kalpyate, tato ’pi pracina-jidna-kalpand.

1.80. SVV, p. 247.24; SVK, part II, p. 103.25; NR, p. 277.16, 322.20:
visaydntara-samcaras tathd na syat sa césyate.
Vibhiiti, p. 2615: céksate instead of césyate; TS, 206ab: gocard® instead of
visayd®; SVV, p. 285.20: tadd instead of tatha. Cf, Vibhiti, p. 2715.
Cf. PV, III, 514cd: '
plirvd dhih saiva cen na syat samcaro visaydntare.

(,4

TSP, p. 565.17-27: saiva piirva-dhir uttarottaram buddhim janayatiti ced aha—
“gocardntara-samcdras . ..” (TS, 2026ab). evam hi visaydntara-samcaro na
prapnoti. tathd hi piarva-piarva buddhir uttaréttarasya jiianasya visaya-bhavend-
vasthitd pratydsannd cépadana-karanatayd tam tadrsim antar-angikar tyaktvd
katham ca bahir-angam artham 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, 111, 539-540:

visaydntara-savicare yady antyam ndnubhiiyate

pardnubhiitavat sarvdnanubhiitih prasajyate

atmdnubhiitam pratyaksam ndnubhiitarm paraih yadi

atmdnubhiitih sa siddhd kuto yenaivam ucyate.
See also TS, 2026cd-2028:

gocardntara-samcare yad antyam tat svato ’nyatah

na siddhyet tasya cdsiddhau sarvesam apy asiddhata

ata$ cdndhyam asesasya jagatah samprasajyate

antyasya tu svatah siddhdv anyesam api sa dhruvam

JAdanatvad anyathd naisarm jiianatvam syad ghatddivat. .
TSP, p. 566.17-22: athdpi syad ekam antyam jiidnam ananubhiitam asmrtam
castar ko dosah sydad ity aha—gocardntara-...” (TS, 2026cd-2028) iti.
svasarwitter anabhyupagaman na svatah siddhata, ndpi paratah, anavastha-dosat,
tasydntasydsiddhau satyar piirvakasydpy asiddhih, apratyaksépalambhakatvdr.
tatas cdrthasydpy asiddhir iti na kaddcit kimcid upalabhyeta. tata$ cdndhyam
ayatam asesasya jagatah. athéntasya yathbkta-dosa-bhayat svasamvittya svata eva
siddhir abhyupagamyate tadd tadvad eva sarvasya jiidnatvdvisesat svasamvid astu.

As noted above (n. 1.79), Kumarila 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-chraman ca tad-buddhis tat-prabandhe mahaty api
Sramad rucydnya-samparkad vicchedo visayesv iva.



