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Preface

This volume contains papers presented at the Fifth International Dharmakirti Conference,
held at the Crowne Plaza Hotel in Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Professor Katsura,
one of the leading senior scholars in the field, recalled the history of the Dharmakirti
conferences in his opening speech, which is also published in this volume.

The Heidelberg Conference was organized jointly by three projects which Birgit Kellner
directed at the University of Heidelberg: Project MC 13.2 “Reasoning in Buddhism between
South Asia and Tibet” and Project MC 3.3 “Buddhism between South Asia and Tibet —
Negotiating Religious Boundaries in Doctrine and Practice,” both financially supported
by the Cluster of Excellence “Asia and Europe in a Global Context”; and the project
“Systems of Epistemology in Classical Indian Philosophy,” supported by the German
Research Foundation DFG. We gratefully acknowledge the financial support received from
the sponsors of these projects that made the conference possible, as well as the efficient
and kind organizational support by the Cluster’s administrative staff.

Like the previous volumes of Dharmakirti Conference proceedings, this collection
testifies to a growing and dynamic field, driven by significant discoveries of new sources,
a growing body of historical knowledge, and a continually refined awareness of the so-
phisticated nature of the Indian, Tibetan and East Asian intellectual traditions that jointly
constitute the historical reference point for Dharmakirtian Studies. The editing of the pro-
ceedings took longer than expected, and for various reasons not all of the papers presented
at the conference could be included. Contrarily, the papers by Hiroko Matsuoka and Patrick
McAllister could not be presented at the conference, but were included here due to their
topical relevance.

Editorial work was conducted chiefly at the Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual
History of Asia of the Austrian Academy of Sciences, where two of the Heidelberg con-
ference organizers, Kellner and McAllister, had in the meantime relocated (and where
Horst Lasic had been working all along; our fourth editor, Sara McClintock, also spent
time here in 2016). Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek of the Academy institute corrected the English
of a number of the papers, and we thank her for her painstaking efforts. We also gratefully
acknowledge editorial assistance by Liudmila Olalde (Heidelberg) whose sharp eyes let no
missing bibliographical reference escape. Together with McAllister, Olalde also handled
technical aspects in the production of the camera-ready copy.

The shorthand “Dharmakirtian Studies” refers to the study of philosophical currents
in India, China and Tibet which take the theoretical efforts of Dharmakirti (between
mid-6th and mid-7th centuries CE) and his predecessor Dignaga (ca. 480-540) in the
fields of epistemology and logic as their inspiration — theoretical efforts that revolve
around the explication, justification and defense of a system of “instruments of trustworthy
awareness” (pramana), and, driven by these concerns, also extend into other areas of vital
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interest to Buddhist intellectuals in the context of their respective times. Such areas include
problems in the philosophy of mind pertaining to the analysis of consciousness, subjects in
the philosophy of language, here intertwined with the analysis of concepts and concept
formation. Theoretical aspects of Buddhism as a soteriology, as a set of teachings geared
towards the attainment of liberation from suffering in samsara, also play a central role
in Buddhist logico-epistemological discourse. Buddhist pramana theories were adopted,
adapted and criticized by non-Buddhists primarily in their Indian context. Dharmakirtian
Studies therefore, as a matter of course, also attend to explorations of this larger intellectual
environment between the late fifth and thirteenth centuries CE, an environment shaped by
mutual influence and cross-fertilization, as well as intense polemics between competing
religio-philosophical currents encompassing Brahmanical traditions as well as Jains and
others.

In the past decades, the history of Dharmakirtian Studies has been significantly shaped,
if not revolutionized, by the discovery of new sources and improved access to them. Within
the larger area of Indian Buddhist literature, Sanskrit pramana literature has been partic-
ularly profoundly affected by improved access to Sanskrit manuscripts which have been
preserved in the territory of today’s Tibetan Autonomous Region (TAR) within the People’s
Republic of China.! Until the beginning of the 21% century, key works of Dignaga and
Dharmakirti themselves were unknown in the language of their composition, Sanskrit. An
agreement between the Austrian Academy of Sciences and the China Tibetology Research
Center (CTRC) in Beijing, concluded in 2004 and renewed several times since, laid the
foundation for collaborative research based on photocopies of manuscript photographs
kept in the CTRC’s library. Copies of manuscripts of Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya,
Hetubindu and Santanantarasiddhi became accessible, as well as of Jinendrabuddhi’s
Pramanasamuccayatika, a commentary on Dignaga’s main logico-epistemological work,
the Pramanasamuccaya and -vrtti. Research on these new sources had already begun
when the Fourth International Dharmakirti Conference was held in Vienna (August 23-27,
2005). Ernst Steinkellner’s opening speech “News from the manuscript department” lays
out the specifics of the cooperation and its (now) early history, and summarizes ongoing
work and first results; the edition of the first chapter of Jinendrabuddhi’s Pramanasamu-
ccayatika arrived at the Vienna conference just fresh from the press.? Steinkellner also
outlined the challenges that lie ahead. Besides the enormous task of scholarly work in-
volved in the analysis, edition and translation of these new materials, there remains the
task of a full descriptive catalogue of all Sanskrit manuscripts in the TAR. The actual

! This is also borne out by the significant pramana content in the by now three panels on Sanskrit

manuscripts in China that have been held at the Beijing Seminar of Tibetan Studies, published in the
three volumes Sanskrit Manuscripts in China 1 (edited by Ernst Steinkellner in cooperation with Duan
Qing and Helmut Krasser, Beijing 2009), II (edited by Horst Lasic and Xuezhu Li, Beijing 2016), and 11
(edited by Birgit Kellner, Jowita Kramer and Xuezhu Li, Beijing, forthcoming). Volume II is available
for download at https://www.oeaw.ac.at/fileadmin/Institute/IKGA/PDF/digitales/Lasic_Li_2016.pdf
(last accessed 15 September 2019).

2 Cf. Helmut Krasser, Horst Lasic, Eli Franco, Birgit Kellner (ed.): Religion and Logic in Buddhist
Philosophical Analysis: Proceedings of the Fourth International Dharmakirti Conference, Vienna,
August 23-27, 2005 (Vienna 2011: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften), pp.
XV11-XXI1.
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manuscripts are still out of bound for Chinese as well as foreign scholars. The same holds
good for a reported 61-volume set of color reproductions of all these manuscripts, of
which five copies are reported to have been printed. It also has not been possible, since
Steinkellner’s report, to access a bundle of paper manuscripts in the Potala palace in Lhasa,
which among others includes a manuscript of Dignaga’s Nyayamukha and manuscripts of
Dharmakirti’s Sambandhapariksakarika, Santanantarasiddhiprakarana and Pramanavi-
niscayakarika.® Steinkellner’s introduction to the volume Sanskrit Manuscripts in China
111 (Beijing, forthcoming) summarizes the current situation and formulates a proposal for
further improvement. In the three years since the keynote lecture on which that introduction
is based was held in Beijing, nothing of substance has happened.

While progress in further improving access of scholars to Sanskrit manuscripts in
China has been slow, editorial activities have yielded significant further results. In 2010,
the monograph series Sanskrit Texts from the Tibetan Autonomous Region, founded as
a joint venture of the China Tibetology Publishing House and the Austrian Academy of
Sciences Press, counted eight volumes. In 2019, volumes 21 and 22 are being submitted: the
diplomatic edition of the third chapter of Dharmottara’s Pramanaviniscayatika by Pascale
Hugon (Vienna) in collaboration with Takashi Iwata (Tokyo) and Toshikazu Watanabe
(Vienna, now Tokyo), as well as the critical edition of the first five chapters of Candrakirti’s
Madhyamakavatarabhasya by Horst Lasic, Xuezhu Li (Beijing) and Anne MacDonald
(Vienna), based on preparatory work by Helmut Krasser. The sixth chapter is being edited
by Anne MacDonald, while the remaining chapters are being edited by Katsura and Li.

As Katsura also recalled in his opening speech, Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya and
Hetubindu are now available in critical editions by, respectively, Steinkellner (chapters 1
and 2 of the Pramanaviniscaya; Hetubindu), as well as Hugon and Toru Tomabechi (Tokyo)
(chapter 3 of the Pramanaviniscaya).* The second chapter of the Pramanasamuccayatika
has been critically edited by Steinkellner, Helmut Krasser and Horst Lasic. Further chapters
are currently being edited by Katsura, Motoi Ono (Tsukuba), Yasutaka Muroya (Vienna),
and Toshikazu Watanabe, with additional support by a group of younger Japanese scholars.
Sections of the second chapter of Dharmottara’s Pramanaviniscayatika, preserved only in
fragmentary manuscripts, have been edited in two Vienna dissertations by Hisataka Ishida
and Masamichi Sakai, supervised by Helmut Krasser.’

Meanwhile, other institutions have been able to conclude cooperation agreements with
the CTRC similar to the Viennese model, for individual manuscripts and texts. In the area
of pramana literature, mention should here be made of efforts at the University of Leipzig,
where Eli Franco, Junjie Chu, Xuezhu Li and Hiroko Matsuoka are editing Yamari’s (c.
1000-1060) important commentary on Prajiakaragupta’s (c. 750-810) Pramanavarttika-
larikarabhdsya, as well as rare works by Jitari (940-1000).° It is a promising sign that
Chinese scholars are increasingly involved in these editorial activities, as attested by Li’s

3
4

For a full list of the contents see Steinkellner, “News from the manuscript department”, p. xxi.

For bibliographical references cf. Katsura’s “opening speech” below on page xvii.

3 Sakai’s 2010 dissertation (PDF download at http://othes.univie.ac.at/9623/) concerns the proof of
momentariness, while Ishida’s 2011 dissertation (PDF at http://othes.univie.ac.at/13375/) deals with
the subject of the logical nexus.

Cf. Junjie Chu and Eli Franco, “Rare Manuscripts of Works by Jitari”, in: Horst Lasic and Xuezhu Li

(ed.): Sanskrit Manuscripts in China II. Beijing: China Tibetology Publishing House, 15-48.
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participation in several projects; Luo Hong (formerly CTRC, now at Sichuan University
in Chengdu) is working on an edition of Ratnakarasanti’s Prajiaparamitopadesa. In the
long run research on these manuscripts will only be able to flourish if a new generation of
Sanskritists in China carries it forward.

More recent discoveries that may serve as the basis of future projects belong to the final
period of pramana activities in India. There is a third manuscript of Jitari’s Vijaaptimatrata-
siddhi, in addition to the two manuscripts described by Franco and Chu. There is also a copy
of a valuable manuscript of a lengthy work on the sahopalambhaniyama-inference entitled
Sahopalambhaniyamasamarthana, also ascribed to Jitari. Based on selected sample pas-
sages, this text can be assumed to be the same work referred to as Sahopalambhaprakarana
in the colophon of a manuscript that both Rahula Sankrtyayana and Giuseppe Tucci pho-
tographed in Ngor monastery.” However, approximately one third of the Ngor manuscript
is missing in Tucci’s photographs; the remainder is often out of focus. In Sankrtyayana’s
photographs, the text is almost completely illegible.® A hitherto unknown manuscript of
Jianasrimitra’s Advaitabinduprakarana was also recently discovered; it complements the
codex photographed by Sankrtyayana in 1938 that formed the basis of Anantalal Thakur’s
edition first published in 1959 (reprinted in 1987) and allows to substantially improve
the text. These are only a few of the many cases where new manuscripts from the TAR
lend invaluable support to editorial work together with other materials; Santaraksita’s
Vadanyayatika and Dharmakirti’s Vadanyaya are another particularly prominent case in
point.® Lastly, there also remains the extensive manuscript of 123 folios of an otherwise
unknown commentary on Arcata’s Hetubindutika, in the colophon ascribed to a certain
Jayabhadra or Bhavabhadra.'®

Tibetan developments inspired by Indian pramana have similarly benefited from greater
accessibility of sources, as demonstrated by Pascale Hugon’s extensive work on Phya pa
chos kyi seng ge (1109-1169) and other authors from the early period of Tibetan Buddhist
Scholasticism in the 11" to 13" centuries; her paper in this volume offers an entry point
into this newly opened field of enquiry. A considerable amount of pertinent manuscripts
testifying to hitherto largely unknown works have surfaced recently, especially as part of
the private library of the Fifth Dalai Lama Ngag dbang blo bzang rgya mtsho (1617-1682)
in Drepung monastery. They have been published in facsimile in the “Collected Works
of the Bka’ gdams pas” (Bka’ gdams gsung ’bum), released in several installments which
by now number altogether 120 volumes. Hugon and Kazuo Kano (Tokyo) have set out to

7 Tucci’s photographs from 1939 are published in facsimile in Studia Indologiczne 7 (2000) 425-449, as

“Appendix III” to Francesco Sferra’s paper “Sanskrit Manuscripts and Photos of Sanskrit Manuscript in
the [sic] Giuseppe Tucci’s Collection. A Preliminary Report”.
8 In the Gottingen collection, they are preserved as COD MS SANSCR RAH Xc14/10b (Jitari, Saho-
palambhasiddhi); cf. Bandurski, Frank: “Untersuchungen zur buddhistischen Literatur” = Sanskrit-
Worterbuch der buddhistischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden, Beiheft 5, Gottingen 1994: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, p. 42.
A diplomatic edition of the Kundeling manuscript of the Vadanyayatika is currently being prepared by
Yasutaka Muroya at the Academy institute in Vienna, in the framework of the research project “Debate
and rational argumentation in South Asian Buddhism” (P30827) supported by the Austrian Science
Fund FWF.
Cf. Steinkellner, “News from the manuscript department”, p. xx.
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produce a descriptive catalogue of this vast collection, while at the same time studies of
individual texts and their contents are being undertaken.'!

Last but not least mention should be made of similarly growing research in Chinese
adaptations of Indian pramana. Efforts in this field are undertaken by a younger generation
of scholars in China (cf. the paper by Tang Mingjun in this volume), as well as by a
team of Japanese scholars comprising chiefly Shigeki Moro (Kyoto), Shinya Moriyama
(Matsumoto), Yasutaka Muroya and Motoi Ono — a development facilitated by improved
access to rare manuscripts of commentaries in Japanese temple libraries.!?

The contributions to this volume demonstrate that the process of exploring new sources,
of utilizing them in research endeavors and reflecting on how they motivate revisions of
received knowledge, is in full swing. These new discoveries have contributed to a stronger
focus on manuscript research — including problems of paleography and codicology —, and
they have also given precedence to philologically oriented studies. As new texts are to be
edited, new translations are to be produced, and a variety of textual and fundamental histori-
cal problems need to be solved. Yet, Dharmakirtian Studies have at the same time preserved,
even strengthened, their disciplinary openness and methodological pluralism. Philological
and historical studies chiefly concerned with placing texts and thinkers, theories and argu-
ments in the context of intellectual histories that in many respects still remain to be written,
dominate especially in continental Europe and Japan where such methodologies have a
longer academic tradition within Asian Studies at large. But a philosophical engagement
with pramana ideas, an analysis and critical examination of these ideas in terms of their
philosophical significance and substance — more at home in the Angloamerican sphere —,
has also had a place at Dharmakirti conferences in the past and can by now be considered
an integral part of the world of Dharmakirtian Studies.'?

To take philosophical texts seriously requires reading them as works of philosophy,
just as serious studies of ancient legal literature must take this literature seriously in its
legal dimensions. Many have also argued, convincingly, that a proper history of philosophy
cannot be merely a descriptive account of which philosopher lived when and where and did
what (as notoriously difficult such accounts may be for a field like Indian philosophy where
precise external data is hard to come by). In order to be illuminating, it is to be written
as a history of philosophical thought, with close attention to ideas and content, and by
making plausible why it is that philosophers argue the way they do — in due consideration

' The current state of their work is accessible at https://www.oeaw.ac.at/ikga/forschung/tibetologie/mate

rialien/a-gateway-to-early-tibetan-scholasticism/.

Results of these research endeavours were among others presented at the panel “Pramana across Asia:
India, China, Korea, Japan”, held at the XVIIth Congress of the International Association of Buddhist
Studies at the University of Vienna, August 18-23, 2014, published in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
Siidasiens 56-57 (2015-2018). The papers presented at the panel “Transmission and Transformation of
Buddhist Logic and Epistemology in East Asia” (XVIIIth Congress of the International Association of
Buddhist Studies, University of Toronto, August 20-25, 2017) will be published in a volume bearing
the panel title and edited by Shinya Moriyama (Vienna: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische und Buddhistische
Studien, Universitidt Wien, forthcoming).

John Taber insightfully discusses these different, sometimes divergent, sometimes complementary
approaches to Indian philosophy and their background in disciplinary histories in his paper “On
Engaging Philosophically with Indian Philosophical Texts”, Asiatische Studien / Etudes Asiatiques 67/1
(2013) 125-163.
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of other forces that drive intellectual history. Philologically oriented historical approaches
and philosophical approaches — each of which may again come in different forms — may
produce tensions, of course, and they often do. The philosopher may find the philologist’s
reticence at wanting to know whether Dharmakirti is right frustrating (“how could you not
want to know this?”’), while the philologist will in turn find the philosopher’s conviction
that they have understood where Dharmakirti is wrong hyperbolic (“shouldn’t you first
examine his words more carefully before you jump to conclusions?”’). The International
Dharmakirti Conferences have seen a number of discussions along these lines, as the
individual proceedings volumes demonstrate. The field of Dharmakirtian Studies is best
served by keeping both parties in dialogue, by focusing on what they stand to learn from
each other, and by striving to turn whatever tensions may arise into constructive critical
discourse. It is only then that the seeds which the wealth of our new sources represent will
be able to mature and develop.

September 2019 Birgit Kellner, Vienna
Horst Lasic, Vienna

Sara McClintock, Atlanta

Patrick McAllister, Vienna



Opening Speech
by
Shoryu Katsura

First of all, I would like to thank all of you for coming to participate in the Fifth International
Dharmakirti Conference and thereby demonstrating the continued vigor and interest in
the study of Dharmakirti’s works and thought, as well as those of his predecessors and
successors. Special thanks are due to the organizer of this conference, Prof. Birgit Kellner
of the University of Heidelberg, and her assistant, Ms. Ina Chebbi [Buchholz], for their
painstaking efforts. I would also like to thank Dr. Patrick McAllister for his technical
support of all sorts.

I am delighted to see again the faces of many I have met at earlier Dharmakirti Con-
ferences. But I see many new faces as well, and so this may be a good occasion for me
to give a brief history of the International Dharmakirti Conferences. It was the late Prof.
Yuichi Kajiyama (1925-2004) who hit upon the idea of holding such a conference. In
1982 Prof. Kajiyama invited Prof. Ernst Steinkellner to Kyoto University as a visiting
professor for one semester to have him read the Vadanyaya with students in Kyoto. Just
before Prof. Steinkellner returned to Vienna, Prof. Kajiyama decided to hold a one-day
workshop on Buddhist logic and epistemology. He invited several Japanese scholars and
students, including Prof. Hiromasa Tosaki, to present papers. Prof. Steinkellner gave a
lecture on the development of the idea of viparyaye badhakapramanam in Dharmakirti’s
works. Prof. Kajiyama called the event “International Dharmakirti Conference,” despite the
fact that apart from Prof. Steinkellner there was perhaps no other participant from abroad.

In 1989 Prof. Steinkellner then held the Second International Dharmakirti Conference
in Vienna. This one was truly “international” in terms of the participants. He called it “the
second conference” as a mark of respect for the first one organized by Prof. Kajiyama. It was
amazing to see that both Prof. Tilmann Vetter (1937-2012) from Leiden and Prof. Lambert
Schmithausen from Hamburg attended the conference. Together with Prof. Steinkellner,
they had both been students of Prof. Erich Frauwallner (1898-1974) at the same time as
Prof. Kajiyama spent a few months in Vienna in the early 1960s. One afternoon in the
middle of the conference we took a Frauwallner Memorial Walk into the Vienna Woods. I
then organized the Third International Dharmakirti Conference in Hiroshima in 1997; the
fourth one was held again in Vienna in 2005. The proceedings of these three conferences
were published by the Austrian Academy of Sciences Press.'*

14 Ernst Steinkellner (ed.), Studies in the Buddhist Epistemological Tradition. Proceedings of the Second

International Dharmakirti Conference, Vienna, June 11-16, 1989. Vienna 1991. This volume also
includes a “Report on the First International Dharmakirti Conference at Kyoto, June 16 and 17, 1982”
by Yuichi Kajiyama on p. xi. The proceedings of the third conference were edited by Shoryi Katsura,
Dharmakirti’s Thought and its Impact on Indian and Tibetan Philosophy. Proceedings of the Third
International Dharmakirti Conference, Hiroshima, November 4—6, 1997. Vienna 1999. The proceedings
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In this connection I would like to emphasize the significance of guru-sisya relationships
in our field. I happened to be a student of Prof. Kajiyama in the mid-1960s, just after he
came back from his stays in London and Vienna. When I was preparing my MA thesis on
Dharmakirti’s theory of svasamvedana, he read the entire svasamvedana portion of the
Pramanavarttika Chapter 3 (vv. 320-539) together with Manorathanandin’s commentary
with me almost every Saturday afternoon of 1966—67. And the convener of the present
conference, Prof. Kellner, studied in Vienna and Hiroshima in the 1990s, when both Prof.
Steinkellner and I were teaching at our respective institutes in those cities’ universities.
Today I am glad to see that such guru-sisya relationships have developed further and
further in various parts of the world. Here I must remind you that there is neither a formal
association of Dharmakirti studies, nor any rules that govern us. These conferences have
been held spontaneously and irregularly. Therefore, we do not know when and where the
next Dharmakirti conference will take place. But that does not bother me at all. As long as
guru-sisya relationships continue, I believe that there will be a next one.

Itis very sad that I do not see the face of our dear friend Dr. Helmut Krasser (1956-2014)
among you. As you all know, Dr. Krasser passed away last March. We all miss him greatly.
His untimely death is a great loss, not only for those who were immediately associated
with him at the Austrian Academy of Sciences and the University of Vienna, but also for
everyone who is engaged in the field of Buddhist logic and epistemology. He did such a great
service to the development of our field, not only through his own academic contributions
but also by organizing various academic projects, such as the deciphering and editing of
the Sanskrit manuscripts of Jinendrabuddhi’s Tika on Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti
as well as other works. He will be remembered by the younger generation in our field as a
most sympathetic teacher and guide, a person willing to help them with bodhisattva-like
efforts.

Dr. Krasser published an edition and translation of Dharmottara’s Laghupramanyapa-
riksa (his PhD thesis) and Sankaranandana’s I§varapakaranasariksepa (his Habilitation
thesis). He also edited a number of proceedings of academic conferences, including those of
the Second and the Fourth International Dharmakirti conferences, as well as the two-volume
Festschrift for Prof. Steinkellner entitled Pramanakirti.'> From the very beginning of Prof.
Steinkellner’s endeavor to open the door to the treasures of Buddhist Sanskrit manuscripts
found in Buddhist monasteries of the Tibetan Autonomous Region, Dr. Krasser helped him,
later succeeding him as the Viennese representative for the cooperation with the China
Tibetology Research Center in Beijing. In that connection, together with Prof. Steinkellner
and Dr. Horst Lasic, he published diplomatic and critical editions of the first two chapters
of Jinendrabuddhi’s Tika on Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti.

Dr. Krasser also published many academic papers on Buddhist epistemology and logic
and related areas. I cannot summarize all that he did in the short period of time of his
active years. Instead I would like to refer to two fundamental hypotheses he left for us: the

of the fourth were edited jointly by Helmut Krasser, Eli Franco, Horst Lasic and Birgit Kellner, Religion
and Logic in Buddhist Philosophical Analysis. Proceedings of the Fourth International Dharmakirti
Conference, Vienna, August 23-27, 2005. Vienna 2011.

Pramanakirti, edited by Birgit Kellner, Helmut Krasser, Horst Lasic, Michael Torsten Wieser-Much
and Helmut Tauscher. Vienna 2007.
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dates of Dharmakirti and the real nature of the Buddhist philosophical treatises attributed
to individual authors.

Regarding the dates of Dharmakirti, Prof. Frauwallner’s proposal of 600—660 C.E. had
been widely accepted by modern scholars of Dharmakirti.!® However, Dr. Krasser was
courageous enough to challenge the authority of Prof. Frauwallner, proposing a much
earlier date for Dharmakirti, chiefly on the grounds that Bhaviveka’s proof of non-eternity
by sattvanumana was influenced by Dharmakirti. Dr. Vincent Eltschinger has summarized
the state of affairs in his most recent book as follows:

Kumarila, Dharmakirti and Candrakirti have long been considered, ever since
Frauwallner’s influential “Landmarks in the History of Indian Logic” (1961),
roughly contemporary philosophers belonging to the first half of the seventh
century CE. ... According to Krasser, however, Bhaviveka, who can be as-
signed with a fair amount of certainty to 500-570, presupposes both Kumarila
and Dharmakirti. As a working hypothesis, Krasser proposes “the time of
activity of Kumarila and Dharmakirti to be the middle of the sixth century.”
Hypothetical (and unpopular) as it may be, Krasser’s chronology relies in
my opinion on much stronger arguments than Frauwallner’s argumentum a
silentio."

Last week I attended the X VII™ conference of International Association of Buddhist
Studies in Vienna, where I had an opportunity to hear a paper given by Dr. Toshikazu
Watanabe titled “Buddhist Critiques of the Sankhya Theory of Causality, Dharmakirti and
his Predecessors.” In that paper, referring to Dharmapala’s commentary on the tenth chapter
of Aryadeva’s CatuhSataka, he demonstrated that Dharmapala influenced Dharmakirti
with regard to the critique of the Sankhya theory of causality. He also demonstrated
that Bhaviveka’s critique of the Sankhya’s logical reason moves along the same lines as
Dharmapala’s. In his concluding remarks, Dr. Watanabe argued that Dharmapala and
Bhaviveka must have lived during almost the same period, i.e., the sixth century, and stated
that although he does not accept Dr. Krasser’s proposal that Bhaviveka was influenced by
Dharmakirti, he sees a close relationship between these two Buddhist philosophers. He thus
concluded that he is inclined to accept Dr. Krasser’s working hypothesis that Dharmakirti’s
dates could be pushed back into the middle of the sixth century, proposing the dates of
560/570-650.

Also last week in Vienna, Prof. Shinya Moriyama read a paper called “On dharmisvarii-
paviparitasadhana,” in which he pointed out the resemblance between Dharmapala’s idea
of three types of reasons and Dharmakirti’s idea of three types of §abdartha in Pramanavart-
tika 1.205.'8 This gives supporting evidence for Dr. Watanabe’s argument that Dharmapala
16

As far as I know, there are at least two exceptions, namely, Christian Lindtner, who proposed 530-600
(“Apropos Dharmakirti — Two New Works and a New Date,” Acta Orientalia Kobenhavni 41 (1980)
27-37) and Toshihiko Kimura, who proposed 550-620 (“A New Chronology of Dharmakirti,” Dhar-
makirti’s Thought and Its Impact on Indian and Tibetan Philosophy: Proceedings of the Third Interna-
tional Dharmakirti Conference, Hiroshima, November 4-6, 1997, ed. by Shoryu Katsura. Vienna 1999,
209-214).

Vincent Eltschinger, Buddhist Epistemology as Apologetics: Studies on the History, Self-Understanding
and Dogmatic Foundations of Late Indian Buddhist Philosophy. Vienna 2014, 116, n. 80.

18 In the meantime published in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens LVI-LVII (2015-2018) 37-49.
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influenced Dharmakairti. Of course, there are other possibilities, such as Dharmakirti having
influenced Dharmapala or both having gotten a similar idea from a common source. But
in any case, it is safe to say that Dharmapala and Dharmakirti lived at approximately the
same time, as Dr. Watanabe concluded.

Again during last week’s conference, Prof. Eli Franco re-examined and rejected the
earlier date of Dharmakirti proposed by Dr. Krasser.!” One of his arguments is based on
the silence of Xuanzang, who was in India from 625 to 645, and that of other Indian and
Buddhist philosophers with regard to Dharmakirti. Against such an argument of silence,
Prof. Steinkellner rightly pointed out that there are other ways to explain this silence,
referring to the well-known legend of Dharmakirti’s unpopularity with his contemporaries.?

As a student of logic, I do not endorse much power to reasoning based on silence.
Silence does not prove anything; it only raises doubts. In this connection I would like
to refer to my own article “On trairipya formulae.”?! In that article I demonstrated the
gradual development of the frairiipya formulae in Buddhist logical texts and suggested that
Xuanzang was certainly acquainted with the restriction by the particle eva in the formulation
of the first condition of the valid logical reason (paksadharmata), which was missing in
Dignaga’s formulation of trairipya but appears in Dharmakirti’s. It is well known that
the sixth-century Naiyayika, Uddyotakara, criticized Dignaga’s understanding of the first
condition and Dharmakirti tried to respond to his criticism by adding the eva-restriction
to the first condition. It is possible that such an eva-restriction was proposed by some
unknown Buddhist logician before Dharmakirti. But considering Dharmakirti’s position
in the development of Buddhist logic, I am inclined to believe that it was Dharmakirti
who initiated this revision in the trairipya formulae. Therefore, although Xuanzang does
not mention the name of Dharmakirti, he may well have been acquainted with one of the
important revisions made by Dharmakirti in Dignaga’s logic. And if this is the case, I
believe that it is possible to refute Prof. Frauwallner’s and Prof. Franco’s argument regarding
Xuanzang’s silence about Dharmakirti.

Of course, while it is impossible to prove Krasser’s hypothesis of the earlier dates of
Dharmakirti, it cannot be easily dismissed either. As Eltschinger and Watanabe have both
conjectured, it is quite possible that Dharmakirti was active in the latter half of the sixth
century, and indeed, perhaps he enjoyed little popularity among his colleagues.

Regarding the second topic left for us by Dr. Krasser, I would like to point out that in
Vasudhararaksita’s Tibetan translation of the Pramansasamuccayavrtti on Pramanasamu-
ccaya 3.21, there are instructions on how to draw a chart of a hetucakra, which clearly
indicates that at least this portion of PSV is a note recorded by a student during a class given
by, if not Dignaga, some teacher of Buddhist logic lecturing on the Pramanasamuccaya.
Moreover, | have recently been reading Avalokitavrata’s 7tka on Bhaviveka’s Prajiiapra-
dipa, and from time to time I have noticed that Avalokitavrata meticulously points out what

19 In the meantime published as “Xuanzang’s Silence and Dharmakirti’s Dates” in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir

die Kunde Siidasiens LVI-LVII (2015-2018) 117-141.

For more about the debate on the dates of Dharmakirti, please see Dr. Elisa Freschi’s blog: Thinking
about through Sanskrit (and) philosophy, http://elisafreschi.com/2014/08/26/third-day-at-the-iabs-fran
co-on-the-datation-of-dharmakirti-and-some-further-thoughts-on-dharmakirti-dignaga-kumarila/.
Buddhism and Its Relation to Other Religion: Essays in Honour of Dr. Shozen Kumoi on his Seventieth
Birthday. Kyoto 1985, 161-172.
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is the paksa, what is the sadhyadharma and what is the hetu of the relevant prayoga. This
also seems in part to support Krasser’s characterization of Buddhist philosophical texts as
being students’ notes taken during monastic lessons. There must be many parallel cases
like this. I would also like to add that among Japanese Buddhists, a tradition existed of
compiling and publishing writings known as koroku (##k), which are students’ notes of
their teachers’ lectures on certain Buddhist texts or doctrines. From this perspective, too, I
believe that Krasser’s conjecture must be taken more seriously and that we should continue
working on this idea.

As a Japanese Buddhist of the Jodo-shinshu tradition, I believe that Dr. Krasser, though
invisible, is somewhere among us, having ascended to the Sukhavati, Land of the Buddha
Amitabha, and returned from there as a Bodhisattva to watch over and help us. Having
heard what I just said, he would probably say, “Don’t take me too seriously. There are other
nice things to do in the world, like drinking and smoking.”

Before I close my opening speech, I should refer to some of the important achievements
that have been made since the last Dharmakirti conference. In the opening speech of the
last conference, Prof. Steinkellner presented “News from the manuscript department.”
I would like to report now on some of the further developments in this regard, as far
as I know of them. As I mentioned above, the first two chapters of Jinendrabuddhi’s
Pramanasamuccayatika have been published. I am responsible for editing the third and
the fourth chapter of the same text; I am happy to report that I have finished working
on the third chapter and am now in the middle of the fourth. Regarding the fifth chapter,
as we all know, Mr. Ole Pind finally submitted his work on that apoha chapter to the
University of Vienna as his dissertation and it is now available on line to benefit of us
all;*? since Dr. Krasser is gone, Dr. Lasic and Dr. McAllister have taken over the task
of editing the fifth chapter. Finally, regarding the sixth chapter, Prof. Motoi Ono and his
colleagues have more or less worked out the whole chapter. Meanwhile, Prof. Steinkellner
has published the critical edition of the first two chapters of the Pramanaviniscaya and
Dr. Pascale Hugon has published that of the third chapter. Dr. Toshikazu Watanabe and Dr.
Krasser’s students Drs. Masamichi Sakai and Hisataka Ishida have critically edited several
portions of Dharmottara’s Pramanaviniscayatika. And Prof. Steinkellner is now polishing
up the critical edition of the Hetubindu that was prepared by Dr. Krasser.??

Originally I intended to mention some important recent contributions to our field; many
of them come from you. But I decided not to do so because after all, my information is
limited and my impressions of those publications may be biased. So this is the end of my
opening speech. I hope you will all enjoy the forthcoming papers and presentations, and
at the end, I hope we shall have a little better understanding of this marvelous Buddhist
philosopher Dharmakirti from many different angles. Thank you for your patience.

Heidelberg, 26 August 2014
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In the meantime published in revised form as Digndaga’s Philosophy of Language. Vienna 2016.
In the meantime published as Dharmakirti’s Hetubindu. Beijing/Vienna 2016.
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Program

Monday, 25 August: Arrival Day
18:00-20:00 Registration

Tuesday, 26 August

9:00-10:00 Registration
10:00-10:30 Opening Address: Shoryu Katsura
10:30-11:00 Break

Session I chaired by Shoryii Katsura

11:00-11:30 Ernst Steinkellner: Closing a gap in the interpretation of Dharmakirti’s
logic

11:30-12:00 Eli Franco: The determination of causation and the similarity between
cause and effect

12:00-12:30 Horst Lasic: What is the effect of what and how can one determine it?
12:30-14:30 Lunch Break

Session II chaired by Kei Kataoka

14:30-15:00 Hideyo Ogawa: Dignaga on the view of a generic term as denoting a
relation

15:00-15:30 Akane Saito: Mandanamisra’s arguments against Dharmakirti’s ideas
on language — different definitions of the convention

15:30-16:00 Break

Session III chaired by Hideyo Ogawa

16:00-16:30 Mai Miyo: Dharmottara and Prajiiakaragupta on the non-distinction
between pramana and pramanaphala

16:30-17:00 Hiroshi Nemoto: Dharmakirti’s notion of permanence and its impact on
the Tibetan Buddhist doctrine of buddhahood

17:00-17:30 Artur Przybyslawski: The notion of valid cognition (tshad ma) in the
karma bka’ brgyud tradition of Tibetan buddhism

17:30 Birgit Kellner: Buddhist philosophy at the University of Heidelberg — a short
history

18:00 Get-together party

Wednesday, 27 August
Session IV chaired by Sara McClintock

09:00-09:30 Patrick McAllister: Form and content in Ratnakirti’s writings
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09:30-10:00 Sara Uckelman: The legitimacy of inference. Argumentation strategy in
Ratnakirti’s I§varasadhanadiisanam

10:00-10:30 Ryo Sasaki: The significance of the Vadanyaya in the historical transition
of the ‘debate’ concept

10:30-11:00 Break

Session V chaired by Pascale Hugon

11:00-11:30 Kyeongjin Choi: The indeterminate role of badhakapramana in the
Pramanaviniscaya

11:30-12:00 Kyo Kano: On viparyayabadhakapramana

12:00-12:30 Masamichi Sakai: Dharmottara on the viparyaye badhakapramana and
trairupya in Dharmakirti’s sattvanumana

12:30-14:30 Lunch Break

Session VI chaired by Zhihua Yao

14:30-15:00 Christian Coseru: Consciousness and causal explanation. Santaraksita
against physicalism

15:00-15:30 Zhihua Yao: Non-activity (nirvyapara) in Dignaga and Dharmakirti
15:30-16:00 Break

Session VII chaired by Piotr Balcerowicz

16:00-16:30 Masaki Tamura: The truth, the Buddha’s words, and inference. Bhavi-
veka’s theory of two truths

16:30-17:00 Motoi Ono: On pramanabhiita — the change of its meaning from Dignaga
to Prajiiakaragupta

17:00-17:30 Hisataka Ishida: The exclusion of superimposition (samaropavyava-
ccheda)

17:30 Presentations and discussion of databases and digital resources

Thursday, 28 August
Session VIII chaired by Leonard van der Kuijp

09:00-09:30 Masahiro Inami: Two kinds of causal capacity, samanya Saktih and pra-
tiniyata Saktih

09:30-10:00 Hisayasu Kobayashi: Dharmottara and Prajiiakaragupta on svalaksana
10:00-10:30 Yohei Kawajiri: The Pratyabhijiia school’s criticism of the Buddhist
concept of svalaksana

10:30-11:00 Break
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Session IX chaired by Kei Kataoka

11:00-11:30 Toshikazu Watanabe: Dharmakirti and his successors on asrayasiddha
and prasangaviparyaya

11:30-12:00 Pascale Hugon: Revisiting the prasariga-passage of the Pramanaviniscaya
12:00-12:30 Lawrence McCrea: Balancing the scales. Dharmakirti inside and out
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Session X chaired by Ernst Steinkellner
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ment

09:30-10:00 Serena Saccone: Subhagupta’s theory of reality in the *Bahyarthasiddhi-
karika
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of Dharmakirti’s theory of inference
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bandha” in Dharmakirti’s logical theory

11:30-12:00 Kiyotaka Yoshimizu: Another look at avinabhava and niyama in Kuma-
rila’s exegetic works

12:00-12:30 Kiyokuni Shiga: On the meaning of bahyartha in Dignaga’s and Jine-
ndrabuddhi’s theories of inference

12:30-14:30 Lunch Break

Session XII chaired by Horst Lasic

14:30-15:00 Laura Guerrero: Pramana as conventional truth in the work of Dharma-
kirti

15:00-15:30 Kei Kataoka: How does one cognize a cow? A dialogue between Madhava
and Dignaga

15:30-16:00 Break

Session XIII chaired by Birgit Kellner

16:00-16:30 Vincent Eltschinger: Buddhist epistemology as apologetics
16:30-17:00 Cristina Pecchia: Dharmakirti on the role of rituals

17:00-17:30 Som Dev Vasudeva: Bhoktrtva and causation in Ksemaraja’s response to
Dharmakirti’s critique of liberation through initiation

17:30 Presentations and discussion of databases and digital resources
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Saturday, 30 August
Session X1V chaired by John Taber

09:00-09:30 Junjie Chu: Jitari’s Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi

09:30-10:00 Hugo David: Mandana Misra on omniscience (sarvajiiatva) and the
perception of yogins (yogipratyaksa), on the early appropriation of a few Buddhist
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10:00-10:30 Brendan Gillon: Satkotivada in the Upayahrdaya

10:30-11:00 Break
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11:30-12:00 Mingjun Tang: The concept of sadhana in Chinese Buddhist logic
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the light of the apoha theory of Santaraksita and Kamalasila
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Session XVI chaired by Lawrence McCrea

14:30-15:00 Miyuki Nakasuka: Dharmakirti’s apoha theory, perceptual judgement,
and lack of superimposition (samaropaviveka)

15:00-15:30 Piotr Balcerowicz: Dharmakirti and Samantabhadra

15:30-16:00 Break
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Jitari’s Vijraptimatratasiddhi'
by
Junjie Chu

Introduction

As we have reported elsewhere,” the newly available manuscripts of Jitari’s (fl. 940-980)?
contain a number of hitherto unknown works, one of them is the Vijiaptimatratasiddhi.
This is a short philosophical treatise that become accessible through two manuscripts of
the Sanskrit text.* In this treatise, Jitari tries to establish the Yogacara doctrine of the
cognitive manifestation of the objects and refutes the “externalism” (bahirarthavada)
around this central topic.’ The basic ideas he presents can be found in Dharmakirti’s works
and commentaries on them, for instance, PV 3.320-337 and the commentaries ad loc.

At the beginning of the treatise, Jitari divides the externalists into two groups, according
to their opinions on whether awareness possesses the image of object or not, i.e., the
sakarajiianavadins and the nirakarajiianavadins, with a short outline of the position held by
each group. Jitari’s refutation, however, focuses mainly on the nirakarajiianavadin-branch.
The discussion is initiated with a formal reasoning (prayoga) aiming to prove his main
thesis that all things that become manifest (pravkas) — i.e., that appear in consciousness —
are cognition, which has the nature of self-manifestation. This is followed by the refutation
of various objections that claim the reason in Jitari’s prayoga is invalid in one of the
three usually recognized ways, that is, by being unestablished (asiddha), inconclusive
(anaikantika) or contradictory (viruddha).

I would like to express my sincere thanks to Prof. Ernst Steinkellner for his effort to make it possible
for me to read the manuscripts in Beijing, and to Prof. Eli Franco for his establishing a research project
on Jitari’s works in the University of Leipzig supported by the German Research Foundation. I am also
indebted to Prof. Franco for many valuable suggestions on an eatrlier version of this paper. My special
thanks go to Prof. Birgit Kellner who carefully read this paper and made numerous suggestions which
allow for great improvements in both content and language. I am also very grateful to the German
Research Council (DFG) for a substantial grant for the abovementioned research project.

2 Cf. Chu and Franco 2012.

3 Cf. Tucci [1930] 1971: 249. Shirasaki (1981: 342) estimates Jitari’s dates as 960—1040.

In manuscript A the VMS ranges from folios 14b4 to 20ab, in manuscript B from 49al to 55b2. A critical
edition of the text based on the two manuscripts is being prepared by the present author and will be
published separately. All quotations of VMS in this paper are based on this forthcoming critical edition.
In the following, two sets of folio-numbers and the line-number separated by forward slash (for instance,
“14b5-6/49a1-2") refer to manuscript A and manuscript B respectively; however, editorial notes from
the critical apparatus, including the reports of the variant readings in one of the two manuscripts,
are omitted here. I will not describe the physical condition and the philological character of these
manuscripts here, which will be made in the critical edition. For the detailed information of the two
manuscripts of the works attributed to Jitari, as a whole, cf. Chu and Franco 2012.

I prefer to use the terms “externalism/externalist” (bahirarthavadalbahirarthavadin) instead of “realism/
realist” to refer to the system/person which/who asserts that object of cognition exists outside of or
independent of cognition, because these terms can easily remind us of its Sanskrit equivalent.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 1-19.
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In the context of countering the attack that the reason is “inconclusive,” Jitari embarks
on an excursus and refutes the opponent’s thesis that the manifestation of the external object
in cognition is caused by cognition. He does so by negating all four logically possible
propositions with regard to the relationship between manifestation and the object. Jitari
concludes that the manifestation of the object is merely the cognition’s self-manifestation.

After establishing that the reason is not inconclusive, in the final section, Jitari replies
to further objections against the thesis of cognition’s self-manifestation raised from the
perspective of non-Buddhist as well as Buddhist systems.

In the following, I will present an analysis of Jitari’s discussions with the aim of
summarizing the main points.

1. The bahirarthavada position with regard to the image of the object

After dividing the bahirarthavadins into sakarajiianavadins and nirakarajianavadins at
the beginning of the VMS, Jitari describes the position of those bahirarthavadins who
favor sakarajiianavada with regard to the image of the object as follows:

All this is only the cognition which appears with the image of [object-things
of the five senses respectively, such as] white color, singing voice, fragrant
smell, sweet taste and [tangible] roughness; however, the external (bahyah)
object-thing having a [physical] body established as entirely different from
[its] product, the cognition, does not appear in its own form.°

The position described here is similar to that of the Sautrantika. As it is well-known, the
Sautrantika is a strong proponent of sakarajiianavada.” Jitari then summarizes the position
of those bahirarthavadins who favor nirakarajiianavada as follows:

Our cognition is devoid of image [of object]; the external object possesses
the image, and is perceptible, for this object is apprehended by perception as
connected to the external world (bahirdesa).}

VMS 14b5-6/49a1-2: jianam evedam sitagitasurabhimadhurakarkasakaram bhasate, bahyah™* punar
artho jiianakaryavyatirekamatravyavasthapitasariro na svena ripena cakasti. *Both manuscripts
clearly read bahyam. However, since bahyah appears in related passages quoted below in n. 7 and n. 9,
the text should be emended to bahyah.

Cf. a frequently quoted statement clarifying the Sautrantika position, as e.g. in TBh 63,17-18: sautra-
ntikanam matam — jiianam evedam sarvam niladyakarena pratibhasate, na bahyo ’rthah, jadasya
prakasayogat. Cf. Kajiyama 1965: 428ff.; Kajiyama 1998: 139-140; Dhammajoti 2007: 1711f., 1744f.;
Dhammajoti 2009: 24 11f., 2691f., and 2744f.

8 VMS 14b6-15a1/49a2-3: nirakara no buddhih, akaravan bahyo ’rthah, pratyaksas ca, sa hi bahirdesa-
sambaddhah pratyaksenopalabhyate. In the TSP, we can find a similar outline of the nirakaravada:
“Cognition is devoid of the image; however, the external thing has the image, and it is perceived distinctly
as connected to the external world. In this manner, the image of cognition is rejected by us.” (TSP
313,4-6 ad TS 980: nirakara buddhih, akaravan bahyo 'rthah, sa ca bahirdesasambanddho vispastam
upalabhyata ity evam asmabhir jianakaro nisiddhah.)
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This refers evidently to the Mimamsa system,® which is the major advocate of the nirakara-
vada among the non-Buddhist systems, and probably the main opponent functioning as
interlocutor in this treatise. On the other hand, among Buddhist systems, the Vaibhasika
is usually regarded as nirakaravadin, with Subhagupta as the main representative in the
sources available to us. As we will see below, Subhagupta is quoted and refuted by Jitari. The
Yogacara system, as it is attested in many sources, is divided into two sub-systems, the saka-
ravijiaptimatratavadin and nirakaravijiaptimatratavadin. Ratnakarasanti is a spokesman
of the latter.' But, needless to say, as a nirakaravijiiaptimatratavadin, Ratnakarasanti could
not have been the target of Jitari’s refutation, since he is not a bahyarthavadin.

2. Formal reasoning proving cognition’s self-manifestation

In the VMS, Jitari indeed does not pay much attention to the sakarajianavada-branch
of the bahirarthavada, saying that the sakarajiianavadins are not in conformity with the
whole set of the generally established convention and they do not provide anything except
some pieces of false determination.!! So, he concentrates himself on the refutation of the
nirakarajiianavada-branch of the bahirarthavada. He starts his refutation by setting forth a
formal reasoning:

What becomes manifest [in cognition] is cognition [itself], just as the concep-
tual construction of a blue thing; and [a sensory object] like visible matter
becomes manifest [in cognition, therefore, it is cognition with the image of
object]. This is a reason of essential property.!?

The main body of the treatise is actually a proof that the reason used in this reasoning
is valid. As Jitari does in many other works, the proof takes on the form of replies to
various objections that claim the reason to be fallacious according to the Dharmakirtian
threefold typology of the “pseudo-reason” (hetvabhdasa): (1) unestablished (asiddha); (2)
contradictory (viruddha), and (3) inconclusive (anaikantika)."

At first, Jitari declares that, in the formal reasoning, the proving factor (sadhana), i.e.,
“becoming manifest,” is not unestablished, because it is proved by perception as existent in

K Cf. MSBh 28,17-18: nirakara tu no buddhih, akaravan bahyo 'rthah, sa hi bahirdesasambaddhah
pratyaksam upalabhyate. Cf. also TSP 101,14-15 ad TS 252: kim ca bhavato mimamsakasya mate yo
bhasamanah sa akaro na buddheh. kim tv asau bahyarthasvabhavo varnyate, akaravan bahyo ’rtho
nirakara buddhir iti vacanat. “Further, in your Mimamsaka system, it is explained that it is not the
image of cognition that appears; rather, it is the nature of the external object, since it is said: ‘the external
object possesses the image, the cognition is devoid of the image.””

10 Cf. Kajiyama 1965: 421ff.

Cf. VMS 15a1/49a3: parisamapitasakalavyavaharayogabhavan mithyabhinivesalesad rte natiserata iti.

VMS 15a2-3/49a4-5: yat prakdasate tat jiianam yatha nilavikalpah, prakasate cedam rapadikam iti

svabhavahetuh.

Dharmakirti does not directly offer a separate definition of the pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa). Rather, in

PV 1.1 he defines the threefold valid reason and then adds at the end of the verse that reasons other than

this are “pseudo-reasons” (paksadharmas tadamsena vyapto hetus tridhaiva sah / avinabhavaniyamad

dhetvabhasas tato ’pare //). The verse is translated in Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964: 6; Hayes and

Gillon 1991: 2f.; and Steinkellner 2008 [2009]: 195, 2013: 4; for further discussion see Frauwallner

1954: 145; Steinkellner 1967: 82f., 2008 [2009]: 195, 2013: 16; and PVin 3.91-131,5 (karika 67-68).
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respect to the property-bearer (dharmin), i.e., a “[sensory object] like visible matter.”!*

That means, for the reason he uses, the condition of paksadharmata is satisfied. In reply to
the objection that the property-bearer is unestablished either for the internalist who regards
it as internal, or for the externalist who regards it as external, Jitari argues that the property-
bearer, visible matter, is nothing but the exclusion of non-visible-matter. Its properties of
being internal or external that are the subject of disagreement, are characterized with two
further different exclusions (i.e., the exclusion of being internal and the exclusion of being
external, respectively). However, this disagreement does lead to the non-establishment of
the property-bearer, because this property-bearer is established by perception; and in no
inference is the property-bearer regarded as particularized to the certain property that is
subject to controversy, so that it would incur the criticism of non-establishment.!

Then, Jitari points out further that the reason, “becoming manifest,” is not contradictory,
because it is found among the similar cases. He explains: A proving factor becomes
contradictory when it is pervaded by what is opposed to the factor to be proved (sadhya);'®
and a pervaded factor (vyapya) should never come forth without pervading factor (vyapaka),
otherwise it would not be pervaded (tadabhavaprasangat). So, the reason, insofar as it is
contradictory, does not occur in the similar cases.!’

But the opponent does not agree with this, arguing that the proving factor “becoming
manifest” cannot be found in the similar instance, because cognition is not perceptible;
for, when an object is cognized, the cognition is known through inference.'® Here Jitari
obviously refers to the position of Sabara of the Mimamsa system; in fact, he makes use of
the Sabarabhasya verbatim, incorporating literally the passage in question.'® Dharmakirti
refutes this opinion in PV 3.460ff.2° From his externalist’s point of view, Jitari’s opponent
says that, in a cognitive event, we perceive merely the object alone that is the externally
existent thing like something blue, which becomes manifest in cognition as blue when
we perceive it. Apart from this no other object can be perceived, for the grasping subject
cannot be perceived in the way “I experience the internal cognition” (antaram jiianam

14
15

Cf. VMS 15a3/49a5: atra prayoge na sadhanasiddhir adhyaksasiddhatvad dharmini prakasamanatayah.
Cf. VMS 15a5-6/49b2-4: ayam evaripadivyavrttivisisto dharmi, bahyatvabahyatve tasya vivadaspade
vyavrttyantare, na ca tayor asiddhim dharmino akarsati, tasyadhyaksasiddhatvenasakyapahnavatvat,
na ca kvacid anumane vimatyadhikaranadharmavisisto drsto dharmi yenaivam asiddhicodanalambi
syat.

A similar definition of the contradictory reason can be found in RNA 33,21-22: tatha hi yo vipaksa eva
vartate sa khalu sadhyaviparyayavyapteh sadhyaviruddham sadhayan viruddho *bhidhiyate.

Cf. VMS 15b1-2/49b4-5: napi viruddhatvam sapakse bhavat. sadhyaviparyayavyaptam hi sadhanam
viruddham bhavati, na ca vyapyam vyapakam antarena syat tadabhavaprasangad iti sati viruddhatve
na sapakse vartate.

Cf. VMS 15b2/49b5-50al: nanu ca prakasanam nama nasty eva sapakse jianasya sarvasya paroksatvat.
na hi kascid ajiiate ’rthe buddhim upalabhate, jiiate tv anumanad avagacchati.

Cf. MSBh 7,25-29: na hi kascid ajiiate rthe buddhim upalabhate, jiidte tv anumanad avagacchati.
Cf. PV 3.460ab: api cadhyaksatabhave dhiyah syal lingato gatih | “Further, cognition should be
known through an inferential sign, insofar as it is not perceptible.” Cf. PV 3.447: etenanatmavitpakse
sarvarthadarsanena ye | apratyaksam dhiyam prahus te ’pi nirvarnitottarah // “Through [the unwanted
consequence explained above] that there is no perception of any kind of object in the thesis of non-
self-awareness the reply is given to those who say that cognition is non-perceptible.” The opponent
who advocates this theory is at PVV 251,17 labelled as Jaiminiya: ye jaiminiya apratyaksam dhiyam
arthapattigamyam ahuh te ’pi nirvarnitottara dattottara boddhavyah.

16

17
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20



Junjie Chu 5

anubhavamiti). That is to say, the opponent does not accept the Buddhist theory that
cognition of an object can be perceived through self-awareness, like the awareness of
sensations such as pleasure; as it is explained by Dignaga.?! Jitari’s refutation of this
objection is in fact a proof of the existence of the experience of cognition of an object-
referent. He argues that even if you do not have an ascertaining awareness (pratipatti) in the
form “I experienced the cognition,” you cannot prove that the experience of the cognition
does not exist. To support this, he quotes a verse from the Tattvasarigraha: The name is
not equal to the characteristics (rigpa) of things, so it is not the case that the things whose
characteristics have been completely apprehended (parijiiata) [through perception] remain
unknown so long their name is unknown.?

Jitari argues further: If the experience of the cognition of an object-referent would not
exist at all, then the pure conceptual awareness of an object like a pot, perceived as arising
and disappearing, cannot be included in (antar\bhit) or assigned to anything, i.e., it has no
objective substratum at all to be based on; for it can be based neither on the object nor on
the cognition — because the object cannot arise and disappear according to a person’s desire
(thavasena) and it does not have the nature of the subjective conceptualization. Moreover,
the cognition might occur, being imperceptible according to the opponent, but it could not
become manifest, even if it occurs as conceptual awareness; the object is manifest, but it
does not occur like the subjective cognition. To conclude, Jitari says, if the cognition were
imperceptible, there would be no conceptual awareness consisting in the experience of a
cognition in concordance with the verbal designation of the object at all, but in reality it is
not so0.?

Now, Jitari turns to treat the problem of the reason’s inconclusiveness (anaikantikata),
which he defines as the occurrence of reason in the dissimilar cases (vipaksavrttikata). He
argues that this occurrence is impossible in this case, because the proving factor, being
established by valid means of cognition, leaves no room for deviation; he emphasizes also
that this occurrence can never be suspected so long as there is a necessary concomitance

2l Cf.PS(V) 1.6ab: manasam cartharagadisvasamvittir akalpika | manasam api riipadivisayalambanam

avikalpakam anubhavakarapravrttam, ragadisu ca svasamvedanam indriyanapeksatvan manasam pra-
tyaksam. “And the mental [perception], [i.e.,] awareness of an object-referent and self[-awareness]
of desire, etc., is free from conceptual construction. Mental [awareness], too, taking the object-field
like a visible matter, etc., as its object-support, [and] occurring with image of direct experience [of
that visible matter], is non-conceptual [and thus can be regarded as perception]; and self-awareness
in respect to the desire, etc., is [also a kind of] mental perception, because it is independent of sense
faculties.” And PS(V) 1.9ab: svasamvittih phalam vatra dvyabhasam hi jiianam utpadyate svabhasam
visayabhasam ca. tasyobhayabhdasasya yat svasamvedanam tat phalam. “Or with regard to this [per-
ception mentioned above as a type of perception] (cf. PST 1 69,6-7: atreti piirvokte pratyakse) the
self-awareness is the result. (9a) Cognition arises actually with two appearances, self-appearance and
object-appearance. The self-awareness of this [cognition] possessing both appearances is the result.”

2 e
bhavet [/

B Cf. VMS 15b4—16a1/50a3-6: yadi hi jiiananubhavo nama ndsty eva, tadd yo *yam ghatadivikalpah
samvidita upayann apayams ca kvantarbhavyatam, arthe buddhau va. na tavad arthe, tasyehavaseno-
dayastamayayogat, asya canevamrupatvat. buddhir atra vivarteta, sa capratyaksa vivrttapi sati vah
na prakaseta, na ca prakaso ’rthas tathavrttir ity abhava evarthabhilapanukarino ’anubhavatmano
vikalpasya jianaparoksapakse prasajyeta. na caivam. This is in fact an adaptation of the argument
presented in Dharmakirti’s PVin 1 14,14—15,7. Cf. the German translation of the Tibetan version in
Vetter 1966: 53.
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between the nature of self-manifestation and the things that become manifest, which he
expresses with a formal reasoning:

Everything that does not possess the nature of self-manifestation does not
become manifest, just like something that never appears. And [a sensory object]
like a blue thing does not have the nature of self-manifestation, if it is not
cognition. This is [the reason of] non-perception of a pervading factor.>*

Here, it is worth noting that this is just a repetition in the negative form of the first formal
reasoning given at the beginning of the work when Jitari starts his refutation.’> The only
difference is that the word “cognition” (jiiana) is here replaced with “possessing the
nature of self-manifestation” (svaprakasasvabhava), which Jitari treats as synonym. This
demonstrates clearly that Jitari sets forth the discussion from the Yogacara point of view,
regarding the nature of self-manifestation as a conditio sine qua non for the arising of the
object’s manifestation in the cognition as the cognitive content.

The opponent does not accept the theory of self-manifestation, holding that a thing,
although not attaining (anu\Nbhit)® the nature of self-manifestation, can still become
manifest, for instance, a blue thing, etc., not having the nature of manifestation of itself,
when placed (adhina) near a lamp, etc., can still be manifest, and thus, the nature of self-
manifestation is not a necessary condition for the state of being manifest.?’ Jitari’s reason
consequently still remains inconclusive. Jitari replies to this by simply pointing out that
manifestation never takes place in any other form than self-manifestation,?® so his reason
cannot be inconclusive.

In the next section, to refute the objection against the Yogacara’s position of self-
manifestation, he examines the relationship between the cognitive manifestation and the

24 Cf. VMS 16a1-3/50a6-b2: anaikantikatapy asya na sambhavini. sa hi bhavantt drsyamanavipaksavr-

ttikataya va sambhavet sambhavyamanavipaksavrttikataya va. tatra na tavad agrimo grahyah paksah,
pramanasiddhasya vyabhicaragocarasya kasyacid abhavat. napi pascimo vipascitam paritosaya. yadi
viparyaye badhakam pramanam na bhavet, asya syad vipaksapracarasanka, yavat tad asti — yad yat
svaprakasasvabhavam na bhavati tat tan na prakasate. yatha kivicit kadacid apratibhasamanam. na
bhavati ca svaprakasasvabhavam asati jianatve niladikam iti vyapakanupalabdhih.
Cf. the quotation above in n. 12.
26 As pointed out by Funayama (2007: 194, n. 35), the subject of the verb anu-\bhii can also be a thing,
and then it does not mean “to experience ...” as when it is used with a human being as its subject; he
translates the phrase sattam anubhavati in a passage quoted from TSP 1123,6-8 as “directly manifests
itself” (but, I think, in that case, the phrase could be simply translated as something like “is connected
to/attains its existence”). He gives some other examples of the same expression found in TSP. Actually,
examples for this use of the verb in other contexts can also be found in TSP and other texts, for instance,
cf. TSP 604,12—-14: sa vayur niskramams talvadeh samyogavibhagav anubhavati. gacchams ca na
sa yavad akasam abhigacchati. kim tarhi. yavad vegam ... “It, i.e., wind, when blowing out, attains
connection or disjunction with the palate, etc., and it does not continue to move as long as there is
space, but as long as the impetus (vega) [continues].” (Notably, here, the word anurudhyate in TS
2177 is paraphrased as anubhavati).
Cf. VMS 16a4—-6/50b3—4: svaprakasasvabhavatam ananubhavann api niladih prakasata iti na kivicid
anupapannam nama. ko hy atra niyamo yat svaprakasasvabhavenaiva kevalam prakasitavyam iti,
paraprakasyatve ’pi prakasopapatteh, svayam aprakasatmanam api niladinam dipadisannidhanadhina-
prakasarupatopalambhat.
B Cf. VMS 16a6-16b1/50b5: bhaved ayam anaikantiko hetuh, yady anyathdpi prakaso ghatate, kim tu
svaprakdasatam antarena prakarantarena prakaso nopapadyate.
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object that becomes manifest in cognition, with the conclusion that his own initially
presented reason is not inconclusive.

3. Examining the relationship between the “making manifest” (praka-
Sana) and the object

From the Yogacara’s point of view, a cognitive event of “manifestation” refers, of course,
to the fact that the cognition is manifest, so the question is raised why it is said that an
object is made manifest by cognition. According to the externalist opponent, however, that
statement means simply the fact that the “making manifest” (prakasana) of an external
object is performed by its cognition.? To refute this idea, Jitari embarks on a rather lengthy
discussion to examine the relationship between the making manifest, which the opponent
alleges to be created by cognition, and the external object (artha). He uses an argument in the
form of “four alternative proposition” (catuskoti), a Buddhist favorite dialectical apparatus:
He lists at first exhaustively all conceivable relations between the making manifest and the
object, and then negates them all one by one: the manifestation is a different thing than the
object-referent (1), it is a non-different thing than the object-referent (2), it is both different
and non-different (3), it is neither different nor non-different (4).

Jitari argues at first that the so-called “making manifest,” which is made by cognition,
cannot be a different entity (padartha) than the object-referent, because in that case it
cannot be said that it is the object-referent that is made manifest by cognition. He explains:
The object-referent cannot become manifest as itself, since this is contradictory to the
thesis of other-manifestation, i.e., becomes manifest as a different thing. Moreover, the
“other” cannot operate to add a different nature to the object to make it manifest, since in
that case the “other” becomes identical with the object, i.e., one ends up with the second
option.*® Further, in that case, since the object-referent does not undergo any change while
the manifestation arises as a different entity, it would not become manifest; and a future
thing, inasmuch as it is not appearing in the manifestation, cannot be distinguished from
the thing itself (svariipa) and thus cannot become manifest.?! To avoid this difficulty, the
opponent may argue that the object-referent, without change, becomes manifest with the
same manifestation. However, according to Jitari, the manifestation is a temporal process,
i.e., the object undergoes the changes from the state of not being manifest to being manifest;
so Jitari points out, this opponent’s argument does not hold, because in that case also
this unchanging manifestation is useless when the object has already its effecting means
(karana)*? of a different manifestation, i.e., the effecting means of making a change; also

2 Cf. VMS 16b1-3/15a1-2: nanu jianaprakasatve ’pi prakaso yujyata eva, idam eva kim uktam bhavati

Jhanenarthah prakasyata iti. kim atra prastavyam, jiianena tasya prakasanam kriyata ity ayam artho
‘nenabhidhiyata iti.

Cf. VMS 16b3-5/51a2-5: tatra yadi jianena prakasanakhyam kim api padarthantaram krtam, katham
tenarthah prakasito nama. na hy asau svayam eva prakasate, tathatve paraprakasatvayogat. tad api
param asya svarupavisesadhane na vyapriyate, dvitiyavikalpaprasangat, tasya ca vicarayisyamanatvat.
Cf. VMS 16b4-5/51a4-5: tatha ca yathabhiito ’sau prakasanudaye, tathabhiita eva prakasodayasamaye
'piti katham prakaseta. aprakasadrsa bhavinah svaripan na visisyate prakasate ceti suvyakrtam.

In the grammatical sense, karana refers to “the most efficient causal factor.” Cf. Pan 1.4.42: sadhaka-
tamam karanam. and KV Part I: 557,4-5 (ad loc.): kriyasiddhau yat prakrstopakarakam vivaksitam

30

31

32



8 Jitari’s Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi

because in that case an infinite regress would result, i.e., an endless arising of manifestation,
when this manifestation can never be (anupapatti) in the state of being currently manifest
because of its not being distinct from its previous form, i.e., the unmanifest form, and
undergoes (upagama) nevertheless the action of producing a manifestation other than that
manifestation.’® That means, in that case, the manifestation would not be a momentary
phenomenon, rather a never-stopping process.

Jitari then turns to refute the second option, i.e., that the making manifest is non-
different from the object, i.e., identical with object. He argues that the identity between
them cannot be possible, for in that case, when, through cognition, the object-referent
has the effecting means of making manifest (prakasanakarana) that is identical to itself,
it itself becomes the effecting means of making manifest, and thus the action (kriya) of
making manifest becomes impossible, because it is already accomplished before by the
object-referent itself.* If the action of making manifest takes a form that is different from
what is accomplished by another cause (karana), then only this different form is created,
since it has not been accomplished, but this form cannot be identical with the object-referent
(tadatmabhiita).®> And thus, if the object-referent ceased to exist in its previous form and
arises in another form, its appeared form (vyaktaripa) must arise from cognition, and these
two must be momentary, because by accepting a different form, it follows necessarily that
it exists with each action (pratikrti) [of making manifest].*® According to Jitari, this is the
idea stated in Dharmakirti’s PV 3.464—465ab, which he quoted.37

tat sadhakatamam karakam karanasamjiiam bhavati. Cf. also Matilal’s discussion on the topic “the
doctrine of karana” in 1985: 372-378.

Cf. VMS 16b5-17a1/51a5-51b2: tenaiva prakasena prakasyata iti cet. varttam etat, tasyapi prakasa-
ntarakarane bhave 'nupayogat, tasya ca pirvariupavisesat prakasamanatanupapattau tasyapi tadapa-
raprakasakriyopagame paryavasanasunyaprakasaparamparotpadakasya purovasthitapadarthapraka-
Samanataparipanthino 'navasthanasya prasangat.

Cf. VMS 17a1-2/51b2-3: jiianenarthasyatmabhutaprakasanakarane tasyaiva karanam apadyeta. yat
khalv arthasyatmabhiitam asav artha eva. tac ca kriyate na cartha iti rikta vaco yuktih. na casya kriya
sambhavint, prag eva nispannatvat.

Cf. VMS 17a2-4/51b3-5: yena ripena sa nispanno na tena kriya, rilpantarena karanad iti cet. tad eva
tarhi ripantaram anispannatvat kriyata iti praptam. tac ca tannispattav anispannam karanantaratah
pascad upajayamanam katham tadatmabhiitam nama.

Cf. VMS 17a4-5/51b5-52al: tasmad yady arthasya purvariupavyayo riupantarodayas ca bhavet, bhaved
asya vyaktarupantarasya jianad utpattih, tau caksanikatve na stah, tadupagame pratikrtiti bhangu-
ratvaprasangat. The phrase pratikrti (cf. pratijiianam in PV 3.465a quoted below in n. 37) reads in
the manuscript B as prakrtibharnguratva®, “perishable in their nature,” however, in this case the phrase
loses the connection with PV.

Indeed, Dharmakirti’s statement aims at the refutation of various opponents’ opinions against the
Yogacara thesis that cognition is cognized by itself (svavedana, cf. PV 3.425ft.). One of them says that
cognition is apprehended by inference, i.e., through inferential sign (/iriga). Dharmakairti refutes this by
arguing that, the causal forces for arising of a cognition, like sense faculty, object-referent, mental factor,
etc., cannot be established as the inferential sign, because either they could deviate from the causal
connection with cognition or they themselves are the cognition that are to be inferred; also the appearance
(vyakti) of object-referent, being the cognition, cannot be the inferential sign, because the object-referent,
when not being experienced, cannot be ascertained as appearing (cf. PV 3,461°d—463cd: tatra nendriyam
vyabhicaratah [/ tathartho dhimanaskarau jianam tau ca na sidhyatah / naprasiddhasya lingatvam
vyaktir arthasya cen mata // saiva nanu jiianam vyakto 'rtho 'nena varnitah [ vyaktav ananubhiitayam
tadvyaktatvaviniscayat //). Dharmakirti refutes further the objection against this argument in the next
one and a half verses which are quoted by Jitari: “Now, [the opponent] accepts that the appearance is
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Jitari points out further that a momentary instance of an object-referent (arthaksana)
cannot be made manifest by the cognition, for in that case the cognition needs to be either
simultaneously existent or pre-existent, but both cases are impossible: When the cognition
is simultaneous with the object, no causality is possible, just like between the left and right
horns of a cow; again, a verse from Dharmakirti’s PV is quoted, which argues that all
causes must exist before their results.® On the other hand, when cognition exists before,
the object-referent arising from cognition with its independent nature of manifestation
(prakasasvabhava) would become manifest to all people, since it is common to all. Moreover,
the idea is also incorrect (asarigata) that the object-referent has the independent nature of
manifestation only for the person through whose cognition such manifest form (tadrsa)
is produced, but not for the others; because the object-referents do not have a different
nature (atmabheda) for each different person (pratipurusa), since otherwise it would follow
that they do not possess their own nature (nairatmya) on account of the absence of a fixed
nature (atmasthiti).>

an [additional] special property (visesa)* of the very object-referent. [But] the object-referent, since it
does neither arise nor pass away [according to the externalist opponent], cannot have a special property
of any kind. Or, when this [special property] is accepted, it would follow that it decays with each
cognition.” (PV 3.464-465ab: atharthasyaiva kascit sa viseso vyaktir isyate | nanutpadavyayavato
viSeso 'rthasya kasScana I/ tadistau va pratijiianam ksanabharigah prasajyate | *In PVV 256.,4 visesa is
paraphrased as svabhavavisesa, so it refers to a form that is different from the object-referent in its own
nature.) It is interesting to observe that, in Jitari’s text, the expression “with each action [of making
manifest]” (pratikrti) is actually a referential use of Dharmakirti’s expression “with each cognition”
(pratijiianam). The point here, in Jitari’s context, is that the process of making manifest is a cognitive
product, and therefore it arises and disappears with each cognition, consequently it is not independent
of the cognition.

PV 3.246: asatah prag asamarthyat pascac ca na prayogatah | pragbhavah sarvahetunam nato ‘rthah
svadhiya saha // “Because [in the case that the object-referent as the cause and cognition as the effect
exist simultaneously, the object-referent], being non-existent before [the arising of the cognition as
result], is not efficient [in producing the result], and after [the arising of result] it is useless [since the
result has been already produced], all causes exist before [their results]; consequently, an object cannot
be simultaneous with its cognition.” The context of this quotation is however not exactly the same as
Jitari’s argument. In the section of PV 3.245-247, Dharmakirti discusses the problem of the temporal
relationship between mental awareness and its object, refuting an objection against the theory that
object-referent is an auxiliary factor (sahakarin) for sense faculty in producing mental cognition. The
opponent maintains that the object-referent, being active simultaneously with its cognition and thus
in a different time than sense faculty, cannot serve the function of auxiliary cause (sahakarin) Cf. PV
3.245: tadatulyakriyakalah katham svajiianakalikah | sahakart bhaved artha iti ced aksacetasah /| PV
3.246 is the reply to this objection. Jitari’s aim of quoting this verse seems to be merely to rule out the
possibility of the simultaneous existence of cause and effect. The point here is that, if the object-referent
is external, it cannot be simultaneous with cognition. The Sautrantika, accepting the externally existent
object-referent, refutes the Vaibhasika doctrine of the co-existent causes (sahabhithetu). However, as an
internalist (antarjiieyavadin), the Yogacara supports the theory that the object-referent, as a cognitive
aspect of cognition, and therefore existent internally, can be co-existent with cognition. Cf. Kato 1989:
3091t., Dhammajoti 2009: 154ft.

Cf. VMS 17b2-3/52a4-5: samasamayasambhavina va jiianenarthaksanah prakasikriyeta pragbha-
vind va. tatra na tavad adyo vikalpah. jianarthaksanayoh sahabhuvoh savyetaragovisanayor iva
hetuhetumattvayogat. yad aha — ... [quotation of PV 3.246] dvitiye tu vikalpe jiianad utpannah praka-
Sasvabhavo ‘rthah sadharanatvat sarvan prati prakaset. yasyaiva jianena sa tadrso janitas tam eva
prati sa prakasasvabhavo nanyam pratity apy asangatam. na hi pratipurusam arthanam atmabhedabh,
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For the third and fourth alternatives, i.e., that the manifestation is both different and non-
different, as well as neither different nor non-different from the object-referent, Jitari says
merely that they have already been refuted through the refutation of the first two alternatives,
so it is useless to exert the labor (pistapesana) of a separate refutation. He quotes two
verses from the 29" chapter of Arcata’s Hetubindutika, “Refutation of Non-absolutism”
(dravyaparyayanekantavadakhandanam),*® and concludes that, of things with mutually
contradictory nature, negating the one implies (nantariyaka) affirming the other, and one
cannot affirm and negate the same nature in respect to the same thing. The opponents
therefore cannot defend themselves by taking this position.*!

After negating all possible alternative interpretations of the relationship between the
cognition’s making manifest and the object, Jitari says that, since it is not the case that one
thing can be made manifest by the other thing, the conclusion must be as follows: “What
becomes manifest is [cognition] itself, what is not [cognition] itself [, i.e., anything other
than cognition], does not have its manifestation at all.”*? If we compare this conclusion
with his first formal reasoning,** it becomes clear that here he just repeats the idea of the
pervasion (vyapti) stated in that reasoning. In the remaining part of the text, Jitari replies
to several objections against this conclusion.

4. Replies to the objections against the thesis of self-manifestation

The first objection is directly directed against the above-mentioned pervasion, arguing
that a blue thing, etc., can be both not cognition (i.e., external) and self-manifestation in
its nature; so Jitari’s reason is not established. Jitari replies to this simply by indicating
the self-contradiction of this argument. He explains: For a cognition, the nature of being
cognition is nothing but the nature of being self-manifestation; so, by admitting the fact

nairatmyaprasangad atmasthiter abhavat. (A similar form of the last sentence can be found in PVin 1:
3,11-12.)

In that chapter the Jaina’s non-absolutism (anekantavada) is systematically refuted, which holds that
“substance” (dravya) and “mode” (paryaya) are not contradictory or mutually exclusive; rather, they
are in coherence. (For a brief description of this theory, cf. Dasgupta 1975: I 175ff.) Arcata examines
the relationship between the “substance” and its “mode,” also using the analytic method of the “four
alternatives.” After negating the alternatives that the substance and the mode are “different” and “non-
different” individually, he says in the two verses that are quoted by Jitari that mutually contradictory
properties, such as difference and non-difference between substance and mode, cannot occur in one and
the same thing, but when they are accepted, the faults mentioned for each case remain, i.e., either “it
cannot be a single thing,” or “it cannot have the double form,” still exist, or the faults that are attached to
each single case come forth also in the case when these two are together. These faults (or “side-effects,”
such as phlegm produced by sugar and bile by ginger in the examples given in HBTA) that come
forth in each single case of difference or non-difference between substance and modes cannot cease
to exist insofar the quality exists. Cf. HBT 29,25 (p. 106,11-12): bhedabhedoktadosas ca tayor istau
kathan na va [ pratyekam ye prasajyante dvayor bhave katham na te // and 29,30 (p. 106,21-22): ye
bhedabhedoktimatre hi dosah sambhavinah katham [ tatsambhave pi te na syur iti brityad vicaksanah //
Cf. also HBTA 349,8-15, 350,29, 351,3 (ad loc.).

Cf. VMS 18al/52b4: anyonyapratisedhariupanam caikapratisedhasyaparavidhinantariyakatvad ekasya
caikatra vidhipratisedhayor ayogat, na tatkalpananusaranam Saranam paresam.

Cf. VMS 18a2/52b5: tasmad anyasyanyena prakasyatvanupapatteh, yat prakasate tat svayam eva, yat
tu na svayam tasya nasyaiva prakasa iti ekantah.

43 Cf. above n. 12.
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that the blue, etc., are self-manifestation, one admits also that they are cognition.44 The
opponent is not satisfied with this reply, asserting that being cognition does not equal
being reflexive manifestation (atmaprakasatva), rather it means simply being an agent
of the action of making manifest (prakasayitr). This is refuted by pointing out the fact
that cognition’s being the agent of making manifest is dependent upon the object it makes
manifest (prakasya), and since that object-referent outside of cognition cannot be proved as
the object to be made manifest by cognition, also cognition cannot be the agent of making
manifest.*

The opponent now introduces the grammatical notion of an “object of action” (karman)
to prove that the object of action is separated from the agent. According to the opponent,
Jitari’s above argument might be applicable to cases where the object of action is the “object
to be created” (karya) or the “object to be modified” (vikarya). In the grammatical tradition,
the object of action is divided into three types: The object to be produced, the object to be
modified and the object to be attained.*® The opponent argues that the object made manifest
by cognition could be “the object to be attained” (prapya), which is neither the object to be
produced or effected (karya) nor the object to be modified (vikarya), like “village” in the
sentence “he goes to the village” (graman gacchatiti); so it is not contradictory to say that
what is attained is made manifest, and is neither produced nor changed.*’ This is refuted by
Jitari based on the following reasons: (1) Other than being cognition no attaining (prapti) is
possible, and without attaining no object-referent can be attained; (2) the cognition cannot
be characterized as attaining, since [in the opponent’s system] the action (kriya) and its
causal factor (karaka) cannot be the same thing;*® (3) In the case that the cognition is an
agent of action and acts with respect to itself (armakartrkakriyaripa), since the cognition

4 Cf. VMS 18a3-4/53al-2: gjiianam svaprakasatmakam ca niladikam iti kim atranupapannam. tad ayam

asiddho hetur iti. tad asat, parasparaviruddhatvat. svaprakasatvam eva hi jianasya jiianatvam nanyat
kiricit. tatah svaprakasatvam nilader abhyupannaya jiianatvam nildader apy upeti.

Cf. VMS 18a5-6/53a2—4: natmaprakasatvam jaianatvam, api tu prakasayitrtvam iti cet. prakasyape-
ksaya hi prakasayitrtvam. prakasyata carthasyanupapattimatiti jianasyapi prakasayitrtvam nopapa-
dyate.

Cf. KV Part II 540,3 (ad Pan 3.2.1: karmany an): trividham karma, nirvartyam, vikaryam prapyam
ceti. Cf. also the more detailed explanation in KVP Part II 540,30-541,25: tatra nirvartyam yad asad
evopapapadyate*, yatha kumbham karoti nagaram karotiti, kumbhadikam hy avidyamanam evotpadyata
iti nirvartyam karma. vikaryam yasya sata eva kascid vikaro vidhiyate, tad yatha kandam lunatiti, sata
eva kandader lavanena vikraro vidhiyata iti vikaryam karma. prapyam nasata evotpadanam kriyate napi
sata eva vikaradhanam, kevalam kriyasambandhamatram pratiyate, tad yatha vedam adhite carcam
parayatiti. atra hy adhyayanadina vedadeh sambandhamatram pratiyate, na tv asata evotpadanam,
napi sata evanyathalaksano vikara iti prapyam etat karma. *-upapadyate em.: utpapadyate KVP

Cf. VMS 18b1-2/53a4-53b1: na hi karyavikarye param karmani, yenanutpadyam anatisSayam va
na karma syat. prapyam api karma, yat prapyate param, na kriyate napi vikriyate. yatha graman
gacchatiti. prapyakarma varthah. tad ayam akriyamano 'py avikriyamano ’pi prapyamanah prakasyata
ity aviruddham.

The theory of the non-difference between a causal factor of an action (karaka) or more precisely, the
means of accomplishing the action (karana), and the action (kriya) as the result is the fundamental
principle of the Yogacara since Dignaga, which is not accepted by the opponents like the Naiyayika
who adheres to the grammatical notion of differentiating the action and its various causal factors.
There is evidently a long-lasting debate between Yogacara and the Naiyayika on this topic. Cf. PV
3.318-319: kriyakaranayor aikyavirodha iti ced asat | dharmabhedabhyupagamad vastv abhinnam
itisyate I/ evamprakara sarvaiva kriyakarakasamsthitih | bhavasya*® bhinnabhimatesv apy aropena
vrttitah // (*Following PVA and various Tibetan translations, Tosaki reads bhavesu. However, the
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12 Jitari’s VijAiaptimatratasiddhi

does not operate (upayoga) on the [external] object-thing, the latter cannot become the
object of action of that cognition. (4) If the object-thing becomes the object of action
(karmatve) merely due to its presence at the time when the action arises, it would follow
that everything at that moment (fadatana) would be the object. If it becomes the object of
action due to being a cause, then the visual sense, etc., would also come to be the object of
action.®

The opponent argues further for the separation between the agent of making manifest
and the object to be made manifest, saying that a thing that becomes manifest can be an
object of action of making manifest when the agent of making manifest occurs, i.e., when
there is a causal relationship between them. Jitari replies that an external object-referent
cannot become manifest as itself, nor can it have a different nature, i.e., manifestation
produced by cognition. Thus, it is just nonsense to apply the formula of causality which in
this case could be expressed as: “When that occurs, this becomes manifest.””>"

After negating that the relationship between object and cognition is one between object
of action and agent of action, Jitari adds that, through this negation, also Kumarila’s
statement in SVK, Pratyaksasutra 54-55, is refuted. There Kumarila explains the word
“birth” in the definition of “perception” in Mimamsasiitra 1.1.4: “Perception is the birth of
cognition when a person’s sense faculties are connected with an existent object,”! saying
that the operation of causes is known as additional (atireka) to their birth. The word “birth”
used there is intended to mean that it should not be so also in the case of valid means
of cognition, and the latter cannot last even for a moment, nor is it to be produced as
invalid cognition (aprama), so that the causes should operate later in apprehending of the

genitive form is well supported by Manorathanandin: kriyakaranabhdavasya.) “[Opponent:] ‘The action
[of cognizing with the result (phala)] and the means of action [i.e., the means of cognition (pramana)]
are incompatible to be the one and the same thing.” [Reply:] This is not correct, because they are
understood as a difference in property [which is conceptualized in form of exclusion]. It is held that
there is no real division. All kinds of determination of the action and the causal factor [as separate] takes
that [conceptualized] form, because such relationship occurs also in respect to the existent things which
are considered as different [like wood and axe].” The theory that the object of action is not separated
from the agent of action can be found already in the Sautrantika system. Cf. the Sautrantika’s famous
response in the debate on “what perceives?” in AKBh 31,12-15: atra ahuh — kim idam akasam khadyate.
caksur hi pratitya rigpani cotpadyate caksurvijiianam. tatra kah pasyati, ko va drsyate. nirvyaparam
hidam dharmamatram hetuphalamatram ca. tatra vyavaharartham cchandata upacarah kriyante —
caksuh paSyati vijianam vijanatiti natrabhinivestavyam. Cf. Dhammajoti 2007: 87f., Dhammajoti
2009: 263. Here, it is clear, the Sautrantika tries to desubstantiate the function of perceiving agent and
perceived object, reduce them to an interactive “factor” (dharma) that brings about the cognition, cf.
AKYV 14,22: dharmamatram iti svatantrasya kartuh pratisedham karoti. “The [phrase] ‘mere factor’
negates an independent agent.”

Cf. VMS 18b2-4/53b1-3: naviruddham, jiianasattatirekinyah prapter abhavat, praptim antarena
carthasya prapyamanatvayogat. jianasya ca praptirupatayah kriyakarakayor ekatvayogendayogat.
atmakartrkakriyariupatve ’pi jianasyarthe 'nupayogat tasya tatkarmatanupapatteh, tajjanmakalasa-
ttamatrena karmatve sarvasya tadatanasya karmatvaprasangat, hetutvena tathabhave caksurader api
tathabhavapatteh.

Cf. VMS 18b4-5/53b3—4: tasmin sati prakasamanasya karmatvad ayam adosa iti cet. sa tavad artho
na svayam eva prakasate, jiianenapi natmantaram apadyate. tasmims ca sati prakasata iti ka etad
anunmatto briyat.

MS 1.1.4: satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam buddhijanma tat pratyaksam. Cf. Hattori 1968: 161, n.
6.1. For Dignaga’s refutation of this definition, cf. Hattori 1968: 63ff.; Frauwallner 1968: 62ff.; for a
comprehensive discussion of Kumarila’s interpretation of this definition, cf. Taber 2005: 44f.
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object-thing like sense faculty, etc.3? Jitari explains that this is refuted because with respect
to an external thing, a cognition that does nothing upon that thing cannot be valid, and that
thing cannot be the object of valid cognition; also because, if cognition is valid only upon
its birth, an over-excessive consequence would result (atiprasariga).>® This probably means
that if a cognition were a valid cognition merely by arising, then all cognitions, or perhaps
all things, would be valid cognitions merely by arising.

In the final section of the treatise, Jitari also refutes some opponents from within the
Buddhist tradition. The first opponent is probably the Sautrantika, whose general opinion on
the topic under discussion is that a cognition cognizes its object without taking any action
upon the object, just by assuming the image of the object that caused it.>* The objection
claims that a cognition can be that which makes its object-referent manifest (prakasaka),
even without doing anything; and the object-referent can be made manifest (prakasya) even
without any change made by cognition. That is to say, there can be a relationship between
a manifest-maker and an object even without any action. The idea of “action-less-ness” of
a cognitive event is shared by the Yogacara, so Jitari agrees with this completely. However,
he points out that, if two things are determined as having such relationship due to an action
taken by the one upon the other, then this relationship would be broken in the absence
of such action; on the other hand, for a thing that is not causally connected nothing can
be made in the case of the non-existence of this action.’® This means of course that the
theory of non-activity cannot be applied in the case of an external object. According to
Jitari, in that case, in the absence of any action, the relationship between cognition and
object-referent as the manifest-maker and the object to be made manifest cannot exist; and
further, the external object is not connected with cognition, so without action nothing can
be made. That is to say, the cognition can make the object manifest only in the case that
the object is internal to or inside of cognition — that is, cognition can make only itself
manifest. The opponent argues against this, saying that, if cognition would make itself
manifest, two things would become the manifest-maker and the object to be made manifest

2 SVK, Pratyaksasiitra 54-55 (NR: 109,14-22; Taber 2005: 153; quoted in TS 2923-2924): vyaparah
karananam hi drsto janmatirekatah | pramane pi tatha ma bhid iti janma vivaksyate // na hi tat ksanam
apy aste jayate va 'pramatmakam / yenarthagrahane pascad vyapriyetendriyadivat I/ *karanam appears
also in the quotation in TS 1922a; however, in SVK (NR, Taber) it reads: karakanam Cf. the translation
in Taber 2005: 67.

3 VMS 18b6/54al etenaitad api nirastam yad aha kumarilah ... [Quotation of SVK, Pratyaksasiitra

54-55] arthe kimcid akurvatas tatra pramanyayogat, tasya ca prameyatvayogat, janmamatre ca prama-

nye ’‘tiprasangat.

On the Sautrantika’s opinion in this regard which can be found in the Abhidharma sources, cf. Dha-

mmajoti 2007: 87f., Dhammajoti 2009: 263f. (cf. above n. 48). A similar opinion can also be found

in PSV ad PS 9cd: yatha yatha hy arthakaro jiiane pratibhati Subhasubhaditvena, tattadriipah sa
visayah pramiyate. evam jiianasamvedanam anekakaram upadaya tatha tatha pramanaprameyatvam
upacaryate. nirvyaparas tu sarvadharmah. “The object-field is cognized as this or that form exactly
according to the way in which the image of object (arthakara) appears in the cognition, as being pleasant
or unpleasant, etc. In this way, on account of (upadaya) the awareness of cognition in multiple forms

[of grasping subject and grasped object] it is metaphorically said that there are means of cognition and

the object of cognition in this or that manner, but [in reality] all phenomena are devoid of the activity [,

since they are instantaneous].”

Cf. VMS 19a2-4/54a3-4: syan matam — kificid akurvad api jianam arthasya prakasakam, akriya-

manaviseso 'py arthah prakasyata iti na kificid anucitam. yadi hi kasyacit kriyaya tayos tathabhavo

vyavasthitah syat, tada tadabhave vighateta. anibandhanasya tv asattve na kificit kriyate.
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14 Jitari’s VijAiaptimatratasiddhi

without separate auxiliary means (upakara), and everything would be the manifest-maker
and the object to be made manifest with respect to everything else. Jitari replies to this by
simply pointing out that the object-subject relationship is restrained through their causal
relationship, so the over-excessive consequence mentioned by the opponent would not

occur.>®

The topic of discussion then turns to the causal relationship. An opponent from the
Vaibhasika system argues that both cognition and object-thing, which arise from their
respective collection (kalapa) of causes in the preceding moment, will have the form of
the manifest-maker and the object to be made manifest respectively. This is actually the
opinion of Subhagupta (720-780).%7 A verse is quoted from his BSK, which says: “The
causal complex in immediately preceding moment should produce the momentary instance
of object-field together with cognition (sajfiana), just like a visible matter together with
its light; for that reason, they should be perceived together.”® The conclusion of this
objection is that, since the manifestation of the object-thing occurs even in the absence
of the nature of self-manifestation, so long as the invalidation of this occurrence is not
conclusive, the reason used by Jitari is not conclusive.> Jitari replies: If the object-referent
produced by the collection of its own causes as something with the form to be made manifest
(prakasyarupa), then for this object only what is to be made manifest is attained (apanna),
but not the coexistent cognition; but (ca) it is to be propounded by the opponent that the
object is made manifest by the cognition. Thus, Jitari says, whoever claims that the object
is produced exclusively from its own cause as being made manifest contradicts the thesis

3 Cf. VMS 19a4-5/54a4-5: asaty upakare prakasyaprakasakabhave sarvam sarvasya prakasyam praka-

Sakam va bhaved iti cet. na. yadi himav animittav eva svabhavav abhavisyatam, aniyamenabhavisyatam.

hetuna tu punar etau niyamyamanau katham atiprasajyeyatam.
37 Cf. Frauwallner 1961: 147.
B8 Cf. VMS 19a6/54b1: pirvakaiva tu samagri sajiianam visayaksanam | salokariipavat kuryad yena syat
sahavedanam // Quotation from BSK 192b2. The verse is also quoted in INA 23,23-24, 351,17-18; TSP
569,15-17; and VMS(R) 308a2. In the TSP, this verse is quoted together with the verse preceding this
one. The preceding verse runs: nanyo ’sti grahako jiianac caksusair visayair vina [ atas ca sahasamvittir
nabhedan nilataddhiyoh /! “The grasping subject cannot be other than cognition, nor is it without visual
object; for this reason a blue thing and its cognition are apprehended together, not because their being
non-different [as the Yogacara holds].” Here, in these two verses, as an externalist (Dreyfuss 1997: 363
describes him as Vaibhasika) and a Nirakaravadin, Subhagupta does not accept the Yogacara’s theory
of non-separation between cognition and its object. In the first verse, he explains sahavedana from the
viewpoint of the subjective aspect; and then in the second verse quoted in our text he explains it again
from the viewpoint of the objective aspect. So, in the second verse the central word must be visaya, not
Jiana; consequently, sajiianam visayaksanam must be the correct form. However, remarkably, in the
Tibetan translation of the BSK, pada b appears to be shes pa yul bcas skad cig ste (in the quotation of
VMS(R) 308a2 it has the form: shes dang yul bcas skad cig ma), somewhat like savisayam jiianaksanam.
This seems to me not correct. yul beas or yul dang bcas pa is usually used as the translation of savisaya.
Probably the Tibetan translator (or the scribe of the Sanskrit manuscript which the Tibetan translator
used) misread savisayam jiianam (cf. the phrase used in in Dignaga’s PSV ad PS 1.9b, cf. Chu 2006
[2008]: 239). In the Tibetan translation of the TSP, the phrase is correctly translated as shes bcas yul
gVi skad cig. Thus, both forms prajiianam and tajjianam in the editions TSP and TSP (S), respectively,
should be corrected to sajianam, since it is not only supported by the Tibetan translation of the TSP,
but also by the two quotations in JNA, and now, additionally by our text.
Cf. VMS 19a6-19b1/54b2: tasmat svaprakasasvabhavabhave ’pi prakasopapatter badhakasyanaika-
ntikatayam maulasyapi hetor anaikantikateti.
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he proposed.®’ Here, “produced from its own cause” refers of course to the external object
that is independent of the cognition.

Now, the opponent argues that the object-referent is produced by its own cause as
having the additional quality (ati§aya) of something whose nature is born from cognition,
so that it could of course be made manifest by the cognition.®' The main points of Jitari’s
refutation consists in an examination of the relation between the object and the cognition
from the temporal point of view. The opponent’s position that the object possesses an extra
characteristic, i.e., the manifestation, given by cognition, while it arises from its own cause,
implies necessarily the simultaneity between the object and cognition. This simultaneity
is actually completely acceptable for the Yogacara in the theoretical framework of self-
awareness. But for the opponent who is an externalist, as Jitari points out, the simultaneity
is problematic. Jitari says that, for two things that arise simultaneously, a relationship as
supporting and supported factor is impossible;®? if they are not related in this manner, but
merely simultaneous, it would follow that also other things born at the same time were
made manifest.®

The opponent has now resource to causality: being connected to the same causal
complex distinguishes the object-reference from other things.®* But, Jitari replies, the
cognition, too, being dependent on its object, must belong to the same causal complex
(tadbhava). The opponent still tries to defend himself, saying that the object has to be
made manifest by something else, i.e., the cognition, since it itself is not the manifest-
maker. Jitari then replies, as a coup de grace, that the cognition, doing nothing, cannot
be the manifest-maker; and if cognition, being simultaneous with and sharing the same
causal complex with the object-referent, could the manifest-maker of the object-referent,
the object-referent would also be manifest-maker of the cognition.® Jitari quotes also
statements of Dharmakirti (PV 3.417b—418a and 3.479’cd) to support his arguments.®

The conclusion is that the fundamental reason (maula), i.e., “becoming manifest,”
cannot be inconclusive, since the manifestation never occurs in any other way; and the

60 Cf. VMS 19b3/54b3—4: yady asav arthah svakaranakalapena prakasyariipo janitah, tasyaiva tarhi

prakasyo 'yam apannh. na punah sahabhuvo jianasya. tatprakasyata casya parena pratipadya. tad
ayam prastutavastuvirodhini svahetor evarthasya prakasyatopapattis varnayann...

Cf. VMS 19b5/55al: atha jianajanyasvabhavatisaya evasau svahetuna janitah, tenasya tatprakasyata
syad eva.

Cf. VMS 19b5-20al1/55a2-3: ...upakaryopakarakayoh sahotpannayos tadbhavayogat.

Cf. VMS 20al/55a3: na, samanakalabhavinam anyesam apy avisSesena prakasyatvaprasangat.

64 Cf. VMS 20al/55a4: ekasamagripratibandho niyamaka iti cet.

65 Cf. VMS. 20a2f./55a4f.: arthasyaprakasakasvabhavatvan naisa dosa iti cet. jianasyapy akificitkarasya
kim idam prakasakatvam nama. tasmad yatharthena samanakalam samanasamagrikam va jianam
tatprakasakam, tathartho ’pi teneti so 'py asya prakasakah prasajyata eva.

Cf. PV 3.417b—418a: anyasyanupakarinah / vyaktau vyajyeta sarvo 'rthah taddhetor niyamo yadi I/
naisapi kalpana jiiane. “When some other thing that does not offer support [in producing cognition]
has appearance [in cognition], [then] all things could be caused to appear. If a restriction [is assumed]
on account of their [simultaneity with cognition], this assumption, too, is not possible with respect to
cognition.” PV 3.479’cd: anyatha tulyadharma visayo ’pi dhiya saha // “Otherwise, the object-field
sharing the same property with the cognition [would also make the cognition manifest].”
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thesis that is ascertained through the reason free from the three fallacies like the “non-
establishment [of the locus]” should be accepted.®’

5. Conclusion

In this short treatise, Jitari tries to establish the Yogacara thesis that merely the cognitive
representation exists by means of the reasoning proving the thesis that anything that becomes
manifest is exclusively cognition itself. In doing so, he refutes various objections against
this reasoning and its conclusion. Through these objections, opponents try to demonstrate
that the reasoning is invalid and thereby defend their thesis that cognition and object are
separate things, as, respectively, what makes manifest and what is to be made manifest.
Like many other of Jitari’s works, the VMS has clear polemical traits. He categorizes his
opponents mainly as belonging to the nirakarajiianavada-branch of the bahyarthavada,
which includes representatives of non-Buddhist systems as well as Buddhists.

Through the presentation in previous sections, I hope that I was able to outline the
most important points of Jitari’s arguments in this treatise. Although it seems to me that
Jitari does not offer many innovative ideas, the Vijiaptimatratasiddhi should still occupy
an important place in the history of Yogacara philosophical literature, as it summarizes the
most important points of the Yogacara position with regard to the topic of the cognitive
image of the object, and reports various opponents’ ideas. It thus enriches our knowledge
about later development of the Yogacara system and its interaction with various Buddhist
and non-Buddhist opponents.
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Consciousness and Causality: Dharmakirti Against
Physicalism'
by
Christian Coseru

It is well known that Buddhist conceptions of personal identity entail a version of the
so-called ‘bundle theory of self:” the human individual comprises five types of aggregates
that serve as the basis for what we ordinarily designate as persons. What is less known
(or least explored) is the extent to which this conception of personal identity informs the
Buddhist epistemological account of cognition. Specifically, the assumption is that with
Dignaga, Dharmakirti and their successors, the bundle theory of personal identity is either
glossed over in favor of more robust accounts of consciousness and cognition such as that
provided by Yogacara or challenged for its strict reductionism. I will argue that — rather
than glossing over or challenging it — the Buddhist epistemologists uncover a structural
asymmetry within the bundle theory between the mental and physical domains, and offer an
alternative (if problematic) solution to account for the ineliminable aspects of phenomenal
consciousness.

The following analysis focuses on Dharmakirti’s arguments against Carvaka physical-
ism in the so-called proof of rebirth in the Pramanasiddhi chapter of his magnum opus,
the Pramanavarttika, with a focus on classical Indian philosophical attempts to address
the mind-body problem. The key issue concerns the relation between cognition and the
body, and the role this relation plays in causal-explanatory accounts of consciousness and
cognition. Here a number of questions arise. Does the central principle of Buddhist Abhi-
dharma reductionism apply to consciousness? Is there a causal criterion for the presence
of consciousness? If there is, can this causal criterion account for the specific features of
consciousness, e.g., its intentionality, phenomenality, and reflexive character (svasamve-
dana)? Can a causal account of phenomena be reconciled with the seeming irreducibility
of consciousness? The Buddhist answer to the challenge of Carvaka physicalism displays
many of the common features of classical Indian metaphysical debates on personal identity.
My aim is not to trace its exegetical contour and restate its historical significance, but to
propose a philosophical reconstruction that builds on two important features presented
by the Buddhist account: an expanded conception of causality and a robust account of
phenomenal content that, taken together, can help us come to terms with the legacy of
mind-body dualism.

1. Buddhist reductionism

In replacing the subject with a play of momentary cognitive events, the Buddhist account
of personal identity emphasizes what we may call — using the language of contemporary

! I am grateful to Sara McClintock for her helpful advice and comments, and for suggesting many

conceptual and stylistic improvements.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 21-39.
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philosophy of mind — the dynamic, embodied, and embedded functioning of the five aggre-
gates.” However, in the schematic analysis of the five aggregates, only “body” or “form”
(ripa) is a physical aggregate stricto sensu. Sensations, apperception, and volitions can
acquire an objectual aspect, but are not empirical objects proper. Nor are they things in
the generic sense of the Sanskrit term vastu, that is, abstract entities with well-defined
properties and functional characteristics.® Thus, a sensation of pain is not reducible to
the physical substrate, say a finger, in which it is instantiated (nor presumably to a mere
physiological response). Rather, as object-oriented cognitive aspects (visayakara), sen-
sations and volitions are included in the broader Abhidharma category of mental factors
(caitasika). Feelings may define the quality of the impressions that result from contact
with an object, with the implication that they perhaps stand in a causal relation with these
objects. But as internal mental states, they are also conditioned by habitual tendencies
(vasana), which, in turn, they condition: one’s physical condition after strenuous exertion
may feel pleasant or unpleasant depending on one’s level of fitness and degree of exercise
frequency. Likewise, apperception (samjiia), the capacity to make intelligible or cause to
be understood, although dependent on a multiplicity of psychological factors, captures the
datum of experience only as fused into a single percept. Volitions too fit the same profile,
with one important difference: rather than attending to the object at hand or providing a
sort of transcendental unity of apperception, they bring forth future states of existence.
As dispositions to act in certain ways, they cleave the mental domain into two classes of
conditioned phenomena: those that are internal to consciousness (samprayukta-samskara),
such as, for instance, obsessive dispositions (paryavasthana) like greed and delusion, and
those that are dissociated from it (viprayukta-samskara), usually taken to refer to latent
dispositions (anusaya) typically comprising various biological and physical traits.*

This aggregate model of personal identity is not incompatible with the notion that there
are phenomenal primitives (or, in epistemological terms, cognitive universals) — irreducible
features of experience. The experience of vividness (spasta), for instance, marks perception
apart from mental imagery, thus making it possible to identify visual qualia as irreducibly
perceptual.’ Likewise, the experience of being dragged across the floor as opposed to

2 This conception of embodied cognition finds its roots in Edmund Husserl’s notion of the life-world

(Lebenswelt). The paradigm of embodied (and enactive) cognition is explored at length in Dreyfus
1979, Varela/Thompson/Rosch 1991, Hutchins 1995, Clark 1997, Hurley 1998, Noé& 2004, Gallagher
2005, and Thompson 2007.

Insofar as the aggregates of sensation, volition, etc. fall under the general Abhidharma category of
dharma, they can be treated, at least under some scholastic interpretations (such as, for instance, of the
Sthaviravada) as substances (dravya). As Ronkin (2005: 15) has convincingly argued — taking her lead
from Gombrich 1996 and Hamilton 1996 — the reductive analysis of human beings in terms of their
constitutive aggregates is meant to capture not what human beings are made of, but rather what human
experience is constituted as: specifically, as series of experiential events.

Detailed accounts of this twofold analysis of phenomena are found in Vasumitra’s Pasicavastukavibha-
sasastra [Wu shih p’i-p’o-sha Zun], T 28 (1555), p. 989b2, Vasubandhu’s AbhidharmakoSabhasya,
II, 23-34, and YaSomitra’s Sphutartha Abhidharmakosavyakhya. Cox (1995, ch. 4) offers the most
detailed account to date of the citta-viprayuktasamskara. For a broader discussion of the process by
which mental factors that arise in conjunction with a given intentional object come to be associated
with the qualities of the respective object, see Waldron 2003: 571f.

One may extend visual tropes to the domain of imagery, rational deliberation, and introspective aware-
ness, but these are metaphorical rather than literal uses. Dignaga’s conception of manasa-pratyaksa
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moving freely serves to contrast action from agency, and support the view that even
unreflective and habitual practices, if consciously undertaken, are constitutively agentic. As
the classical example of watching a dance performance while entertaining various thoughts
demonstrates, one may be solicited to respond in ways that are wholly unreflective. Being
consciously present to the situation at hand, however, means that these solicitations elicit
not merely a reflex but rather a subjective response. A brilliant dance performance does
not simply induce applauding; rather, the performance solicits appreciation, which serves
as an appropriate and deliberate response in such circumstances.® Applause is not merely
a participant reactive attitude, but a learned subjective response to excellence (except,
perhaps, in instances where it reflects norms of audience participation).

It has been argued, most forcefully by Mark Siderits (2003, 2011), that Abhidharma
reductionism entails physicalism, the view that everything is or supervenes on the phys-
ical (where “physical” stands for the world as described by our best physics). Although
Dharmakirti shares the empirical stance of Abhidharma, the naturalism that informs his
epistemological project is patently anti-physicalist. According to the Sautrantika Abhi-
dharma account of materiality that Dharmakirti favors, entities reduce to their phenomenal
primitives: the particular (svalaksana) is a token of a type, not blue in general, but this
unique intensity of cerulean. Furthermore, the formal properties of material objects are
analyzed either in terms of how they are impacted by contact or as factors that oppose
resistance. These properties, however, do not extend to the atoms themselves, which ac-
cording to the Abhidharma form the building blocks of materiality. As monadic units the
atoms are seen as devoid of any formal properties (rigpana). It is only as atomic compounds
(samghatastha, samcita) that atoms are subject to the same properties of resistance and
destruction as composite material entities.’

The reductionist model of Abhidharma, like all philosophical attempts to carve reality
at its joints, works against the common conception that empirical awareness provides
access to an external, stable, and self-sustaining world: a world as is (captured by the
notion of svabhava) rather than as it appears to an observer. But the human mind is not
(like) a clear mirror reflecting back the external world, as naive realism would have it;
rather, its image is as projected by a mind not entirely free of its own propensities and
confabulations. What Abhidharma offers, then, is a metaphysics of experience, where the
irreducible elements of existence and/or experience (dharma) are not fixed substances but
activities, properties, or dynamic patterns of connectedness that are constitutive of the
world as perceived (lokasamjiia). As the Nikayas clearly state (e.g., SN IV, 96), our sensory
organs (vision, hearing, etc.) operate in a world whose contours are disclosed in a dynamic
and mutually constituted setting of objects and meaning. In practical terms, that means

(lit. “mental perception”), thus, captures the distinct introspective awareness or attentiveness that
accompanies the perceptual occasion.

This example is meant to support an argument for minimal agency as an ineliminable feature of cognitive
awareness. The finer point is that ‘unreflective’ does not mean ‘unconscious’ or purely ‘behavioral.’
Skillful means, much like skillful coping, are treated here as modes of unreflective, but minimally
conscious and implicitly subjective, agency.

See, for example, AK I 13 and AKBh ad cit. (Pradhan 1975: 9): paramanuripam tarhi ripam na
prapnoty aripanat | na vai paramanurupam ekam prthag bhittam asti | samghatastham tu tad rupyata
eva.
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experience marks the boundary of what there is: the nexus of causes and conditions that
set the boundaries of lived experience are determined by the operations of our cognitive
architecture. Color, for instance, only exists for an organism that is sensitive to light.

How does this dynamic picture of what there is take on the characteristics of self and
other? And how do these emergent phenomena in turn create the conditions for grasping
and attachment? For the Buddhist, the answer does not lie primarily in the patterns of
conditioning that explain the aggregation of phenomena, but in certain defining character-
istics that belong to the structure of experience itself. Not only are the senses conceived as
receptacles of experience (adhisthana), they also serve as ground or support, joining the
external domain of sensory activity (bahirayatana) with the internal domain of perception
(adhyatmikayatana). We can make sense of Dignaga’s stance (at PS, I, 1 and PSV ad
cit.) that perception gives us the particular as such, without any conceptual mediation,
only insofar as the domain of sensory activity is reducible to its most basic physiological
function.

Now, does the central principle of Abhidharma reductionism apply to consciousness?
The principle states that things reduce to their component parts, which are ultimately real
only if they are further irreducible. If something can be reduced either by breaking it down
to more basic constituents or through conceptual analysis, then it is not ultimately real. Pots
are not ultimately real, nor are persons real in this ultimate sense.® Consciousness too is but
a stream of momentary conscious events of different types (visual, auditory, introspective,
etc.). But reductionism about consciousness is problematic. Why? Because it cannot
explain its most basic features: its intentional, phenomenal, and self-reflexive character
(svasamvedana). The recognition that conscious awareness has these ineliminable structural
features creates a series of doctrinal problems for Buddhism in its post-Abhidharma stage
of development. For Madhyamika thinkers like Nagarjuna, notions such as ‘intrinsic’ and
‘ineliminable’ run counter to the cardinal Buddhist view that all phenomena are momentary,
impermanent, and interdependently arisen. Conceived largely as a response to Madhyamaka
dialectics, Yogacara sets out to account for the nature of consciousness and cognition itself,
bracketing metaphysical assumptions about the kind of things that there are.

The relation between mind and world continues to be a subject of ongoing debate
between Buddhists and their opponents, and among rival Buddhist schools up to the
present day. The debates in Buddhist metaphysics of mind are not primarily exegetical
(the presence of a vast commentarial literature notwithstanding); rather, they often reflect
deep philosophical differences. When these differences are grounded in merely exegetical
claims, the text-critical method offers the best way to find solutions. However, if these
differences are also grounded in empirical and/or experiential claims, the analytic tools of
contemporary philosophy and advances in our empirical investigation of cognition ought

8 One important exception here are the Pudgalavadins, for whom persons, who are conceived in de-

pendence upon the aggregates (although neither identical nor different from them), are nonetheless
real. In Vasubandhu’s summary of this position, for the Pudgalavadin “if a consciousness is aware
of a person in dependence upon a visible form known to exist by means of the eye, it is said that
a person in known to exist by means of the eye” (AKBh IX in Pradhan 1975: 463). Translation per
Duerlinger 2003: 77. Persons are ultimately real (for the Pudgalavadin) because, as Amber Carpenter has
convincingly argued, “perception-dharmas and consciousness-dharmas ... are related to one another in
a ... person-constituting way” (2015: 27).
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to in principle help move this debate forward in more profitable directions. The mind-body
problem may be as intractable now as it was for Dharmakirti in the seventh century, but
our conception of what counts as legitimate, reliable evidence, is less arbitrary, at least
with regard to the sort of things that can be said to exist both in a concrete and abstract
sense. Few philosophers today who are sympathetic to and influenced by Buddhist ideas
find traditional Buddhist beliefs about rebirth and cosmic bodhisattvas to be live options.

2. Physicalism and its discontents

The Pramanasiddhi section of the Pramanavarttika contains Dharmakirti’s famous proof of
rebirth, better known for its ingenious attempt to answer, using mainly a priori arguments,
the Carvaka’s challenge that consciousness originates, or otherwise has its causal basis,
in the body. The key verses (PV II vv. 34-72) and the extensive commentarial literature
thereon (from Devendrabuddhi, Prajnakaragupta, Ravigupta, and Manorathanandin, to the
Tibetan translations by Sa skya pandita and Sakyasribhadra) have been explored at length
in Eli Franco’s superb monograph, Dharmakirti on Compassion and Rebirth (1997). Its
key arguments have likewise been discussed in a series of recent, mainly philosophical,
engagements with this topic.” The proof is occasioned by the claim, first advanced by
Dignaga in the Pramanasamuccaya, that the Buddha does not merely avail himself of
the right sources of knowledge (pramana), but rather he in some fashion embodies them.
Dharmakirti, as is well known, takes this claim one step further when he argues at PV II vv.
34-131 that the proof of the Buddha being a pramanabhiita lies in compassion cultivated
by practice over many lifetimes, and in the veracity of his teachings (upadesa)."

Of course, the Buddhist epistemologist’s appeal to the Buddha as an enlightened knower
to justify the claim that perception and inference are trustworthy sources of knowledge —
because the Buddha declares them to be so — is unmistakably circular. Ernst Steinkellner
clearly explains this circularity:

9 See Vetter 1964, Hayes 1993, Taber 2003, and Arnold 2008.

10" There are two basic ways to make the case for the Buddha being a pramanabhiita: (i) demonstrate the
possibility of infinite compassion, and thus of previous lifetimes dedicated to perfecting such a goal, and
(ii) argue for the veracity and viability of the Four Noble Truths as proof that only someone motivated
by such compassionate aims could have gained this sort of knowledge. The second demonstration
has Dharmakirti employ the so-called “no alternative” (agatya) strategy: “Given this [teaching of the
Four Noble Truths], which leads to achieving human ends, which is reliable and worth practicing,
[we] accept that [this teaching] must be equally so with regard to the other domain [e.g., of scriptural
or imperceptible truths]. [Such teaching could] not [have been offered] with the intent of deceiving
[others], because it is not an obstacle [but rather an aid to knowledge]; and also because there is
no reason for the speaker to engage in aimless deception. Both instances, thus, demonstrate the
validity of reasoning on the basis of scriptural sources on account of there being no [other] way” (PV
Iv. 217 and PVSV ad cit.: tasyasya purusarthopayogino ’bhiyogarhasyavisamvadad visayantare 'pi
tathatvopagamah, na vipralambhaya, anuparodhat; nisprayojanavitathabhidhanavaiphalydc ca vaktuh.
tad etad agatyobhayathapy anumanatvam agamasyopavarnitam). Tillemans (1993: 16ff.) thinks this
causal relationship between compassionate undertaking and the effectiveness of embodied epistemic
warrants only works for things that are empirically tractable (such as the Four Noble Truths). See
also Kataoka 2005: 256-59 for an illuminating discussion of Dharmakirti’s second argument, and the
problematic issue of proving matters that fall outside the domain of empirical ascertainment.
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(1) Our ordinary valid cognitions (pramana) establish the authority of the Bud-
dha’s teaching (buddha-vacana); (2) the validity of our cognitions (pramanya)
is understood as their reliability (avisamvaditva); (3) reliability depends on
successful activity (purusartha-siddhi); (4) all human goals are determined by
the “ultimate goal” (nirvana); the “ultimate goal” is indicated in the Buddha’s
teaching (buddha-vacana) (Steinkellner 2003: 328).

So: perception and inference are taken to be instrumentally capable of demonstrating that the
Buddha is a trustworthy teacher. Because of his trustworthiness, his teachings are valid and
provide further proof that only perception and inference qualify as sources of knowledge
(again, to come full circle, because the Buddha has established that to be the case).!!
Why claim that valid cognition establishes the authority of the Buddha’s teachings in the
first place? Why not simply be content with establishing knowledge on the best possible
foundation, whether or not the Buddha’s teachings are in agreement with it? If Buddhist
epistemology can lay claim to methodological universalism on account of its reliance on
perception and reason alone, reverence for the Buddha as a perfect embodiment of epistemic
excellence can seem redundant (except perhaps on political or religious grounds).!?

Does appeal to the authority of the Buddha as a true embodiment of the sources
of knowledge, then, undermine the Buddhist epistemological stance? Not necessarily.
Indeed, as Franco notes, ‘“Dharmakirti argues here ... that the Buddha used perception
and inference, not that they are valid because of him” (Franco 1999: 65). Precisely what it
means to ‘embody’ the sources of reliable cognition remains an open question, regardless
of whether Dharmakirti’s argument is found to be circular or not. It is not enough to say that
the Buddha is a true embodiment of reliable cognition: one must also show in what ways.
Dharmakirti’s own answer to this question invokes three distinct elements: the Buddha
embodies the sources of knowledge by means of (i) his compassion, (ii) his knowledge, and
(iii) the actions that bear testimony to this compassion and knowledge. But neither listing
the Buddha’s attributes nor the fact that he reasons and acts on the basis of compassion
and knowledge justify the veracity of our cognitions (and the sources thereof).

Whatever Dharmakirti’s motives might have been in seeking to ground epistemic norms
in a proof of rebirth, the arguments against the Carvaka claim that consciousness begins
and ends with the body offer interesting new ways to conceptualize the mind-body problem.
I will not dwell on the preamble to the proof, which takes compassion to act as a cause
in an effort to achieve the kind of knowledge Buddhas require for accomplishing their
mission. As John Taber (2003) has convincingly demonstrated, there is nothing particularly
original in articulating a conception of epistemic authority grounded on reliable testimony
(as provided by an apta, a trustworthy person or, as in the case of Kumarila’s stance, of
the Vedas). One gets to limit the range of reliable sources of knowledge to perception and

' Various formulations of this argument, first proposed by Nagatomi (1959) and Vetter (1964), are also

found in Franco 1997, 1999, and Dunne 2004.

The rhetorical implications of this sort of appeal to the Buddha’s embodiment of epistemic excellence are
well known. They concern the various models and proofs of omniscience, notwithstanding intramural
debates about what exactly constitutes the content of such omniscient (hence epistemically warranted)
states: the nature of things, their reality, or the knowledge of all things whatsoever. See McClintock
2010: chapters 4 & 5 for a detailed study of these proofs and their epistemic and rhetorical implications.
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inference (accepted by most Indian schools of thought) and at the same time hold on to
tradition by granting the foundational figure (or text) privileged epistemic status.

Instead, I want to focus on the metaphysical considerations that ground the causal
account Dharmakirti puts forward, and the specific conception of consciousness that thus
emerges. As noted above, the Buddhist holds that consciousness is but a stream of conscious
episodes of different types (visual, auditory, etc.). If conscious awareness is taken to be
made out of these discrete units, a dilemma arises: what accounts for the sense of continuity
of awareness and, more importantly, what could serve as the basis for the arising of each
instance of cognitive awareness from one moment to the next? The bundle theory stipulates
that every phenomenon is part of a complex causal web. Indeed, the Sanskrit notion of
skandha (lit., “heap”) captures rather well the aggregated nature of phenomena — something
fashioned by the collective combination of multiple causes and conditions (as Vasubandhu
glosses it in AKBh ad 1, 7). The constitutive factors themselves exist only as part of a
causal continuum of interdependently arising phenomena. Of course, not all the constitutive
factors that ground causation contribute in equal measure: some are basic or necessary
and some are merely contingent. The Carvaka claims that the body alone is the source of
cognition. But on the aggregate model of personal identity, the body is just one among
the five constitutive factors of agency. The principle that establishes effects as markedly
different from their cause or as not pre-exiting in the cause (asatkaryavada), which Samkhya
philosophers likewise confront, runs counter to empirical evidence. We observe that like
causes like: cows give birth to calves, and fermented milk yields yoghurt. Atypical cases,
such as the caterpillar’s metamorphosis into a butterfly, are just the exceptions that prove
the rule. Central to this model of causation is the so-called principle of “similar kind(s)”
(sajati), which demands that phenomena arise not in an arbitrary manner, but thorough
homogeneous causal chains.

On this principle, then, cognitive awareness cannot arise from something non-conscious,
such as the physical body. As Dharmakirti notes (PV II vv. 35-36a), there could be “unwar-
ranted consequences” (atiprasarnga) for presupposing otherwise, even as he does not spell
out what those consequences might be. One possible interpretation is that Dharmakirti is
committed to a strict ontological difference between “cause” (karana) and “condition” or
“conditioning factor” (pratyaya): the former can only give rise to a specific type of effect,
while the latter can serve as a basis for the arising of multiple effects. The acorn can only
grow into an oak tree, but the same soil and climactic conditions may provide support for
various tree species.

On the reductionist Abhidharma model, all aggregate entities reduce to two kinds
of basic constituents: elemental atoms (dravya-paramanu) comprising the four primary
elements (mahabhiita), and the atomic totality (sarighata-paramanu), which includes the
secondary elements associated with each of the four sense spheres (with the exception of
sound). Although the position of the Sarvastivada — Vaibhasika differs somewhat from
that of the Sautrantika (on which Dharmakirti relies) in terms of how the lines are drawn
between primary and secondary existents, the sense spheres, as a domain of phenomenal
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primitives, do belong in the Abhidharmika’s ultimate ontology.'? It is worth noting that
this elemental domain is ascertained on the basis of different types of cognitive awareness
rather than as a mind-independent reality. For the Vaibhasika, sensible phenomena — say,
the experience of a pot’s color, weight and shape — are real, despite their reducibility to
more basic monadic elements of experience (e.g., phenomenal primitives). However, there
is an obvious tension between treating something both as a construct and as ultimately
real. In articulating the Sautrantika position, Vasubandhu is keen to point out that shapes
and colors are ultimately real only insofar as they display a certain causal or pragmatic
efficacy, that is, only to the extent that they generate the appropriate cognitive event: in the
case of shape and color, a corresponding visual experience.!* In perceiving a pot, it is not
the pot itself that serves as the basis for the arising of the cognitive event but rather the
causal efficacy of material elements and phenomenal primitives.

Here too conditioning factors play an important role. Under certain conditions some-
thing solid may become liquid, like heat causing the melting of a block of ice into water.
Given the speculative nature of Abhidharma metaphysics, there should be no surprise in
finding disagreements about the specific ways in which properties attach to each aggregated
entity. For instance, while for the Vaibhasikas entities borrow their physical properties from
the elements themselves, Sautrantikas take them to be present only as mere potentialities.
In a block of ice, the fire element is only potentially present, for without it, ice cannot
melt into water. Dharmakirti works out this account of causal efficacy in terms of the strict
regularities that must obtain between elements in a causal series. These regularities act as
a kind of “restriction in causal potential” (Saktiniyama)'® — a notion that Dharmakirti uses
to argue for the limited or restricted efficacy of causal elements. For instance, a lotus seed
cannot produce a cow and oil cannot be extracted from sand. The so-called essential nature
(or ‘nature-svabhava’) of the causally efficient element in a causal chain suggests that
entities are not simply the product of a given causal chain or causal complex (hetusamagrr).
Rather, they are the product of specifically active elements within that chain and of the
conditions that make it possible for those active elements to manifest their potentiality.'®

However, regardless of whether ice melts because an internal principle of preponderance
governs the transformation of physical substances, or because conditioning factors bolster
a particular causal chain of events, it simply cannot be the case that yoghurt could just as
easily come from clay as from milk and a gilt could give birth to a calf just as naturally as to

13° Atomism — the notion that matter reduces to some elemental constituents — finds expression for the

first time in Dharmasii’s Abhidharmahrdaya (2™ c. C.E.), before receiving extensive treatment in the
Mahavibhasa.
14 See, for example, AK k. 10-13 and AKBh ad cit., and discussion in Hattori 1988: 39-41 and Ronkin
2005: 56-59.
This notion appears in several places on the Pramanavarttika and its autocommentary (see, e.g., PV
1.43,1.195, and 1.255 and PVSV ad cit.). As John Dunne notes, summarizing Dharmakirti’s position,
the point of the restriction is to tie the causally efficient element to its specific causal antecedent: “it is
impossible for an apple seed to produce certain types of effects because it is impossible for it to arise
from certain kinds of causes” (2004: 162).
On the distinction between ‘nature-svabhava’ of an entity and its location in a causal totality, see
Steinkellner 1971: 185f. and Dunne 2004: 163f. Dunne’s translation of the relevant passage from PV
1.7 and PVSV ad cit., slightly altered, reads: “The arising of an effect that is inferred by way of a causal
complex is characterized as a svabhava of that causal complex, because the [the capacity for] the effect’s
production does not depend on anything else.”

15



Christian Coseru 29

a piglet. Given the widespread belief in pre-modern India that sentience can have multiple
origins (e.g., egg-born, sprout-born, womb-born, and moisture-born), Dharmakirti does
in principle concede that the material elements could serve as a basis for the arising of
cognition. But empirical observation also yields restrictions: the principle of preponderance
may well apply to all kinds, but a cow is not just a collection of elements with a certain
predominant property like solidity, heat, or capacity to produce milk. Nor is it a conceptually
constructed entity like a forest, or a cart, that is analytically reducible to its constitutive
parts. There must be more than just the configuration of matter that accounts for the arising
of cognitive awareness (PV II vv. 37-38). The structural asymmetries within this aggregate
conception of personal identity are becoming obvious.

3. Causation and emergence

The canonical literature presents us with a standard formula for the dependently arising
phenomenon of consciousness:

Dependent on the eye and forms, visual-consciousness arises. The meeting of
the three is contact. With contact as condition there is feeling. What one feels,
that one perceives. What one perceives, that one thinks about. What one thinks
about, that one mentally proliferates. With what one has mentally proliferated
as the source, perception and notions resulting from mental proliferation beset
a man with respect to past, future, and present forms cognizable through the
eye.!”

On this standard account, a specific type of consciousness accompanies each of the sense
modalities. In this specific case, what is occasioned is an instance of visual awareness.
No one constitutive factor in this nexus of interactions has causal priority: instead, the
association between perception and thinking results from the habitual tendency of the
mind towards conceptual proliferation. Note that while sense, object, and conscious ap-
prehension come together as a consequence of past habituations and other conditioning
factors, the ensuing cognitive awareness is both sustained by and sustains these factors.
As stated, the principle of dependent arising would place consciousness alongside other
factors in the causal web in an interrelated, symmetric, and mutually supportive system
of relations. The sense would be as necessary for the arising of cognitive awareness as
this awareness would for the optimum functioning of the organism. But, as Dharmakirti
points out, the class of internal mental states that comprise thoughts, memories, and affects
does not appear to depend on the senses. Introspective awareness (manovijiiana), which
Dharmakirti (following Dignaga) categorizes as a distinct type of perception, specifically
“mental perception” (manasa-pratyaksa), does not depend on the sensory systems. Rather,
following the Yogacara analysis of the afflicted mind (klista-manas), Dharmakirti takes
introspective awareness to be mired in the same confusion and ignorance that can also
cloud understanding and render sense perception ineffective. A deluded mind is incapable
of providing reliable testimony about matters of fact: the believer in ghosts is more likely

17" MN1, 111-112 in Nanamoli/Bodhi 2001: 203.



30 Consciousness and Causality: Dharmakirti Against Physicalism

to perceive the rustle in the bushes as a shadowy figure stalking them, rather than a gust of
wind.

The relational asymmetry between cognitive awareness and the other contributing
factors becomes obvious: for Dharmakirti, introspective awareness cannot thus arise from
“the body together with all the senses” because its occurrence is observed even when one
or more of the senses are impaired (PV II v. 47). Dharmakirti would welcome the wealth
of empirical evidence from clinical neuroscience about such phenomena as the “locked-in
syndrome” or the persistence of “minimal consciousness” in patients diagnosed as being
in a vegetative state.'® This sort of evidence, it seems, lends support to his thesis that
sentience, as a minimally conscious state, enjoys a certain degree of causal autonomy
from more specific higher-order modes of cognitive awareness.!” It also suggests that,
given the difficulty of diagnosing whether a patient is in a minimally conscious state rather
than a permanent vegetative state, the distinction between unconscious mental states and
states of consciousness with minimal cognitive and behavioral function is less clear than it
may seem. Rather than being unconscious, a cognitively and behaviorally non-responsive
individual could simply be minimally conscious. Most importantly, in the absence of a
better understanding of the tight correlation between mental and physical (e.g., brain) states,
such evidence sets the stage for developing a wider conception of causality than physicalism
allows.

Recall that Dharmakirti does not reject the idea that the body can serve as a support
for cognition. Indeed, he acknowledges that in some circumstances the occurrence of a
sensation, say of pain, can simply be the result of a wound in the body. The pain has both
qualitative features or qualia (sharp, stingy) and intentional content, insofar as it discloses
the body as the locus of tissue damage. Furthermore, the co-occurrence of bodily processes
and specific mental states at best suggests that the body is a contributing factor in the arising
of cognition, not that it actually causes it. Presupposing otherwise would entail that there
is a closer causal connection between cognition and the body than even the physicalist is
willing to admit, one that ensures, for instance, that cognition could persist in the body
after death (PV Il v. 51).

As Taber (2003: 492) notes in pursuing a similar line of inquiry, what we see here is a
clear example of Occam’s Razor: Dharmakirti argues against taking cognitive awareness to
be a product of bodily functions because he thinks the mental domain is the natural place

8 For a descriptive account of the varieties of locked-in syndrome, see Bauer/Gerstenbrand/Rumpl

1979 and Laureys et al. 2005. A detailed review of the literature on minimal states of consciousness
experienced by coma patients, which also puts forward a model of consciousness that takes it to be an
emergent property of the collective functioning of widespread frontoparietal brain networks, is found in
Laureys/Schiff 2012.

Working out the implications of empirical research on borderline states of consciousness for a theory of
consciousness, Bayne, Hohwy and Owen (2016) point out the inadequacy of models that equate global
states of consciousness (e.g., alert wakefulness, dreaming, and such comatose conditions as vegetative
and minimally conscious states) with levels of consciousness. Unlike local states of consciousness,
typically associated with the contents of consciousness (e.g., perceptual states, thoughts, and desires),
global states are supposed to indicate that consciousness comes in degrees. But, as Bayne et al. conclude,
being conscious, much like being married or being a bachelor, does not come in degrees. Rather, being
conscious, at a minimum, is not merely a matter of occupying the first-personal stance, but of having
various cognitive capacities available for perceptual and behavioral tasks.
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for cognitive awareness. The mental domain is sufficiently complex to support its own
operations. No need, therefore, to bring in an incongruous factor such as the body, which
obeys a different set of laws, to explain the arising and specific operations of cognitive
activity (PV II vv. 33—44). Nothing is closer to each instance of cognitive awareness than a
cognition immediately preceding it. Why not postulate that each state of cognitive awareness
serves as the antecedent cause for cognition? Hence Dharmakirti’s dictum: “let only what
is observed as the cause always be considered the cause” (PV 1II v. 44cd). And what is
observed is the constant stream of mental states.

Furthermore, as the literature on meditative absorption testifies, while this stream of
cognitive awareness can be altered, it cannot be halted. In the Bhavanakrama 1, 212, for
instance, Kamalasila argues against those who think meditative cultivation essentially
amounts to casting aside all mental activity and achieving a state of unconscious concen-
tration (asamjiitsamapatti). What is achieved is a state of non-conceptual awareness, rather
than the cessation of all mental activity (manasikara). Consciousness, it seems, persists so
long as the body is alive (even as the relation between life and mind remains somewhat
unclear). Indeed, concepts such as bhavarga-citta or “life-continuum mind” hint at an
intimate correlation between mind and life, despite the largely speculative nature of the
Abhidharma account in which it occurs.?

Dharmakirti’s attempt to carve out a space for the autonomy of cognition from mate-
rial causation, while retaining the efficient-causal model, showcases not only his logical
ingenuity but also his keen phenomenological sense. We may wonder, then, why he allows
his observations to be constrained by doctrinal considerations, rather than deferring to the
empirical evidence alone. The Carvaka physicalist too is a keen observer, but — not saddled
with the sort of doctrinal commitments that press the Buddhist into a defense of rebirth —
paints a starker picture of the human condition. Just like fermented grain yields a liquid with
the capacity to intoxicate, so also consciousness must be regarded as nothing more than a
product of the type of material organization that is constitutive of biological organisms.
The Carvaka’s response to the principle of similar kinds (sajati) is a new conception of
causality: emergentism.?! Mental properties are ontologically novel emergent properties
that supervene on the physical.

20 The Pali Abhidhamma typically glosses bhavariga as a mode or function of consciousness that captures its

receptive or transitional state, as when attention shifts from one object to another. The principal sources
(Buddhaghosa’s Visuddhimagga and Atthasalini, Buddhadatta’s Abhidhammavatara, and Anuruddha
Abhidhammatthasangaha) are quite explicit that, like all other aspects of consciousness, bhavariga too
is intentionally constituted, that is, it is consciousness of something. However, because it stands for
consciousness in its liminal state, its intentional content is not available for reflection. It is the kind of
consciousness that persists in the interval between more alert states of mind; hence, its association with
the continuum of life. Cf. Gethin 2005.

On the appropriation of ‘emergentism’ as a category for describing the Carvaka account of consciousness
and cognition, see Ganeri 2011 and Coseru 2017.
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4. The challenge of physicalism

As we noted above, Dharmakirti’s statement about the relation between consciousness and
causal explanation points to the autonomy of cognition. His view is most clearly stated in
the following verse:

[Nor are the senses, or the body together with the senses, the cause of cognition,
for] even when every single one of the senses is impaired, the [corresponding]
cognitive awareness is not impaired. But when [the cognitive awareness] is
impaired, their (i.e., the senses’) impairment is observed.?

But cognitive awareness is obviously in some kind of dependency relation to the body, as
demanded by the causal principle of dependent arising. For instance, visual awareness can
only emerge in organisms that are sensitive to light. The Carvaka does grant that cognitive
awareness can have novel properties not observed in the material substratum (the body)
that serves as its basis. But unlike the dualist picture the Buddhist paints, the Carvaka
contends that as an awareness of a certain type (visual, auditory, etc.) consciousness
must be related to the body’s specific functionality in the respective cognitive domain.
Given that consciousness takes the form of an apprehension of objects (that is, given its
inherently intentional structure), and given that apprehension only occurs in specific modes
of cognizing such as perceiving, imagining, or remembering, consciousness can be present
neither when the sensory systems are not yet developed (e.g., in the embryonic stage) nor
when they are not responsive (e.g., in a state of coma). Is there a causal criterion for the
presence of consciousness? And, more importantly, can the Buddhist answer the challenge
of physicalism without appealing to the kind of evidence (e.g., “the remembrance of past
lives”) the Carvaka would simply not accept?

I have discussed the Carvaka’s objection to the autonomy of consciousness in detail
elsewhere (see Coseru 2017), specifically with reference to Sa'mtaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha,
and Kamalasila’s commentary thereon. Here I will simply attempt to restate the arguments in
a formal description.?* The physicalist’s objection to any presumed continuity of awareness
is framed by some easily recognizable arguments, all of which have key Buddhist tenets as
their premise, but draw different conclusions. The first argument may be summarized as
follows:

P1: An individual is nothing but a bundle of aggregates.

P2: Aggregates, including consciousness, are reducible to their material sub-
strata (viz., atoms).

C: .-. Conscious awareness must be an emergent property of a certain type of
material aggregation (typical for biological organisms).

22 PV IL v. 39: pratyekam upaghate ’pi nendriyanam manomateh | upaghdato ’sti bharge ’syas tesam

bhangas ca drsyate.

Santaraksita’s summary of the Carvaka position on consciousness and causation is found in TS vv.
1857-1870. For a detailed study of the relevant Carvaka fragments that survive, see Bhattacharya 2009:
33-43 and Franco 1997: 253-256.
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The Carvaka is comfortable with the aggregate conception of personal identity, and wel-
comes its epistemic consequences (only irreducible elements are ultimately real). Since
consciousness is an aggregate phenomenon, essentially reducible to a stream of momentary
conscious events, it too must be the product of a specific kind of material organization,
perhaps the sort typical of organisms endowed with a nervous system. The Buddhist faces
two important problems: first, that of explanatory sufficiency: why shouldn’t material orga-
nization with its emergent properties and functionality suffice as an explanatory account for
the arising of consciousness? Second, that of causal relevance: what evidence is there that
consciousness, as the Buddhist claims, generates cognitive activity in ways that cannot be
accounted for by material causes and conditions? Empirical observation, it seems, yields
an altogether different picture, one where conscious states are tightly correlated with bodily
processes.

The second argument extends this critique, taking into account the intentional structure
of awareness, and pointing to its conditioning factors, specifically that cognition appears to
be tied to the development and maturation of the body.

P1: Consciousness is always consciousness of (i.e., it is intentional).

P2: Conscious apprehension occurs only in specific modes (perceiving, re-
membering, etc.).

C: .-. Consciousness cannot be present if the cognitive systems are undeveloped
(embryonic stage) or unresponsive (comatose state).

Here the Carvaka admonishes against taking adult experience to be normative for con-
sciousness at all stages of biological development. For in utero, when the cognitive systems
are not yet formed, there is neither vision nor visual object. What sense would it make
then to talk about visual awareness without a visual system? Of course, the physicalist
is in no better position than the Buddhist to explain the arising of consciousness. But at
least, from the physicalist’s standpoint, recognizing that material causation must play a key
role in whatever properties or characteristics consciousness exhibits, is a step in the right
direction.

Finally, the third argument invokes the principle of positive and negative co-variance
(anvaya-vyatireka) to make the case that consciousness can only become manifest in one
cognitive chain:

P1: Different types of bodies (of human and non-human animals), and different
tokens of the same body, manifest different types of consciousness.

P2: Granted the principle of positive and negative co-variance.

C: .. Consciousness cannot apprehend that which is contrary to its mode of
realization (consciousness can only be associated with the one cognitive chain
of either human or non-human animals, that can serve as its basis).

If the arising of consciousness is grounded in the body, then it is specific to each body both
within and across species. That is, for the Carvaka every concrete mental state arises from
a corresponding bodily process or function. The persistence of conscious awareness within
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a given mental stream is only invariably concomitant with that stream as a specifically
embodied individual. At least in Santaraksita’s reconstruction, the Carvaka appears to hold
a version of the token identity theory of mental states: every concrete mental particular (e.g.,
a given sharp pain) can be identified with some concurrent physical (or neurophysiological)
state. This view is supported by two key principles that inform the Carvaka’s philosophy
of mind: (i) the human being is just an aggregate of the four elements, the combination
thereof instantiating its mental properties; and (ii) mental properties thus instantiated
result from the specific ways in which the elements combine.?* But as Kamalasila notes in
his commentary,? there is disagreement among the Carvakas on how to interpret earlier
statements (attributed to Brhaspati) about the precise ways in which these instantiated
mental properties relate to the elements, either taken in isolation or combined.

Given these considerations, the Buddhist faces a dilemma: the aggregated conception
of personal identity seems to support the physicalist position that consciousness is an
emergent property of certain types of material organization. Consciousness cannot be both
part of this causal web and just an instance in a beginningless stream of conscious events.
Can the Buddhist answer the physicalist challenge while retaining a causal-explanatory
framework in accounting for the relation between cognition and the body? In a detailed
analysis of the explanatory role of causal generation, Kamalas$ila identifies an important
difference between the operations of causality in the physical domain and the limits models
of material causation face when extended to consciousness and cognition.

Whenever an effect is dependent on a collection of causes and conditions it
does not arise when even one of these conditions is absent, for it would not be
dependent upon them, if it did. It could be said, “All the atoms insofar as they
occur in [its] proximity are the cause of cognition.” In that case a difference
should be observable between the effect produced by a non-deficient cause
and that produced by a deficient cause, as the two are different. Otherwise,
a distinction in the [capacity of the] cause [to bring about different effects
depending on its fitness] would be futile. In effect, when a cause that has been
perfect in all its aspects becomes defective in some respect, it does not occasion
a difference in the mind and that which is mental (mano-mati), on account of
the fact that preceding auditory and other kinds of impression continue intact
[in the mental stream].?®

We see here a clear acknowledgement that cognitive awareness depends upon the efficacy of
all underlying causal factors (perceptual, volitional, dispositional, etc.), and the recognition
that, in turn, these factors reduce to their causal totality (karanasamagri). On a strict

24 See Bhattacharyya 2002, and discussion in Ganeri 2011: 5.

2> See in particular, TSP ad TS 1885-1866 (in Shastri 1968: 450), and discussion in Coseru 2017.

26 TSP ad TS: v. 1886 (in Shastri 1968: 450): na hi samagripratibaddham karyam anyatarabhave bhavati;
tat pratibaddhasvabhavatvahaniprasangat / atha yatha sanidhanam sarve ’pi caitanyasya hetavah?
evam tarhi vikalavikalangadehajanitayor visesena bhavitavyam karanabhedat, anyatha karyasya bhedo
nirhetukah syat. na va ’vikalangasya satah pascad vikalangatayam upajatayam kascin manomater
viSeso ’sti; Srutadisamskarasya tadanim apy avikalasyaivanuvrtteh.
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account of causal generation, cognitive error would track closely deficient causation.?” But
that does not always happen. One might perceive a sparkling lake where there are only
naturally occurring conditions for an optical illusion. This perceptual illusion is not simply a
case of misapprehension, for the illusion persists even after it has been disambiguated (that
is, after one has come to apprehend the appearance of the lake as a mirage). What the error
argument targets is strict causal generation: the notion that each mental state is instantiated
by a suitably relevant combination of physical elements and processes. The persistence of
perceptual illusion even after disambiguation, and the possibilities of effective action such
disambiguation opens up (not chasing after a mirage), work against the strict causal model
of the Carvaka physicalist, which reduces human agency to changes in the microphysical
structure of each individual.

When Dharmakirti claims that a trustworthy cognition (avisamvada) must also be
causally effective, he advances a different naturalistic account of cognition than the one put
forth by the Carvaka, one that takes into account the intentional structure of awareness and
its phenomenal character: perception is not simply the apprehension of a unique particular
as such; rather it is the apprehension of a particular as perceived, which also discloses the
perceiver’s intentional stance. In the case of perceptual illusions such as mirages, it is not
only the object or content of the experience that gets disclosed, but also the perceiver’s
vantage point, who can ensure successful action through a shift in perspective.

5. Causality and the co-constitutive manifest

Has the Buddhist satisfactorily answered the challenge of physicalism? Before we attempt
an answer to this question, let us revisit once more Dharmakirti’s contention that the senses
are rendered ineffective by an impaired consciousness. Regardless of whether we take him
to be arguing from a Sautrantika or Yogacara position,?® is it clear that even when he appears
to reject the notion that the intentional object is causally related to the experience of a
unique particular (as he does in PV III v. 320), Dharmakirti is in fact pressing an important
phenomenological point: specifically, that considerations about the structure of awareness
must play a role in settling epistemological disputes. This point is necessary to support
his account of the efficacy of cognition. If one does not factor in the dual-aspect theory of
mental states in mapping out the relation between consciousness and causality, then one
cannot understand why causal explanation retains an element of ontological subjectivity.
The justification for taking reflexivity (svasamvedana, svasamvitti) as a condition for the
possibility of warranted cognition may indeed stem from Dharmakirti’s commitment to

27 The assumption behind strict models of causal generation is that a suitably efficacious causal chain

generates each epistemically salient cognitive state: the state of quench is generated by water ingestion
or water metabolism. Cognitive error, as in the case of water mirages and such, results from a defective
cause: that is, the water in the mirage has the formal properties of real water (etc., reflectance) but lacks
the latter’s efficacy: illusory water does not quench thirst.

As Franco (1997: 87) notes, whether we attribute it to Dharmakirti’s genius or the versatility of the
Sanskrit language, it is possible to read him as endorsing both the Yogacara view of the luminosity
of the mind (prabhasvaram cittam) — which, consequently, means that one may have to take reflexive
awareness (svasamvedana) as the only warranted type of cognition — and the Sautrantika notion that the
appearance of objects in cognition corresponds to eternal particulars.

28
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the self-luminosity theory of consciousness. But what is important about this theory is
that it rules out the possibility of reducing cognition to subpersonal levels of explanation.
Walking is a complex motor skill, which, once learned, may appear involuntary. The same
can be said about language and basic perceptual function. But what ensures their epistemic
and pragmatic efficacy is the ongoing active presence of an implicit awareness that attends
to the object at hand.

The mind’s attentive capacity (manaskara), then, makes a certain dimension of human
cognition not merely the effect of causal chains in the physical domain but a causal factor in
its own right in the domain of cognition. This self-reflexive aspect of cognition can remain
constant with respect to a given object of experience (say, a column of smoke), despite
it being prompted by a deficient cause (in this case, a dust column). On account of this
apparent variance, consciousness is neither entirely grounded in, nor explainable in terms
of, physical elements and processes. The Buddhist does not deny that cognitive states are
made manifest (abhivyajyate) when the body is present, only that their manifestation is to
be understood in strictly physical causal terms.

4. Conclusion or how to avoid the fallacy of ambiguity

Let me conclude by revisiting a question that was asked at the beginning of this paper:
are causal accounts of generation for material phenomena reconcilable with the seeming
irreducibility of consciousness? By reducing the analysis of consciousness and cognition
to transactions in the physical domain, the Carvaka, much like contemporary physicalists,
is committing a category mistake: consciousness is a subjective phenomenon and thus its
manifestation cannot be accounted for in the impersonal language of causality for material
objects. Is it possible, then, that even Dharmakirti, insofar as he seeks a causal explanation
for the epistemic reliability of certain cognitions, is guilty of the very charge he levels
against the physicalist? As I argued elsewhere (Coseru 2017), ontological reductionism
is not the same as epistemological reductionism. Indeed, there is a systematic ambiguity
between the ontological and the epistemic sense in using the word ‘empirical’ and its
cognates to capture causal relations.?’ Sometimes ‘empirical’ stands for contingent states
of affairs, and sometimes for a method that can be used to establish something as factual.
Facts about one’s subjective experience, for instance, are not empirically accessible in
the way that facts about external objects (or their atomic constituents) are. The basis for
the epistemic subjective-objective distinction is an ontological distinction in modes of
existence.

In short, ontological subjectivity is no bar to epistemic objectivity. Consciousness,
unlike its contents, is implicitly manifest. Conscious awareness does not become manifest
by being reflected upon, as do its specific contents (which are only available when attended
to in perception or brought under a specific concept). That is to say: consciousness has an
observer-independent status. I do not become conscious by observing the occurrence of
my mental states. Rather, I become aware of the contents of my experience by virtue of
being conscious. Causality, on the other hand, is an observer-relative phenomenon: the
very notion of ‘event’ presupposes an observer. Events thus stand in a particular kind of

2% This distinction is examined at length by Searle (2015: 74fF.).
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relation to their antecedents only to the extent that there is a conception of causality in
place. That causality should be an observer-relative phenomenon does not mean, however,
that it is arbitrary. Rather, its observer-relative status simply suggests that it contains an
element of ontological subjectivity.

Dharmakirti (and his successors) may well admit that aggregated entities reduce to their
ontological primitives, which alone are real. But causally describable series of events are
not incompatible with treating such basic events as irreducibly mental. Buddhist conceptual
reductionism about consciousness, therefore, does not necessarily entail physicalism.
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Action Theory and Scriptural Exegesis in Early
Advaita-Vedanta (2): Mandana Misra’s Excursus on the
Buddha’s Omniscience!
by
Hugo David

1. Introduction

1.1 The proof of the Buddha’s omniscience occupies, as is well-known, a prominent
place in Indian Buddhist philosophy, and also constitutes an essential part of Mahayana
Buddhism’s dogmatic construction, both as an essential component of its soteriological
ideal and as a foundation for the transmission of Buddhist teachings through Scripture.? Yet,
surprisingly, we do not find a systematic consideration of this topic in the ‘pramana’-school
until a comparatively late date. Although both Dignaga and Dharmakirti deal in some
detail with the perception of yogins,? their consideration of the ‘fourth’ type of perceptual
cognition is done independently of the question whether a yogin could become omniscient
by this means.* One must wait until the 8" century and the works of Santaraksita (725-788),

1

This article is the partial outcome of the project “Language and Action in Early Brahmanism” carried out
at the Austrian Academy of Sciences (Vienna) in 2013-2016 and funded by the Austrian Science Fund
(FWF-project no. P25287 — G15). Research for this paper also received support from the Royal Society
of Great Britain (Newton International Fellowship). I thank Vincent Eltschinger, Sara McClintock and
Vincenzo Vergiani for their very useful remarks on an earlier version of this paper, and Cristina Pecchia
for allowing me to use a draft of her unpublished article on omniscience according to Dharmakirti.
On the early history of the concept of omniscience in Buddhism, see in particular Pandey 1972, Griffiths
1990 and Kawasaki 1992. For an overview in English, see McClintock 2010: 23-35. As she notes,
Buddhist attitudes toward omniscience might have been far more ambivalent than is the case in Jainism,
especially in the early period. On this point, see also Jackson 1991: 230-232.

For a synthesis on the question, see Eltschinger (2009), who discusses relevant passages of PS (1.6cd),
PVin 1 (27.7-28.8) and PV (3.281-286). Further references in Eltschinger 2009: 191 (n. 94).

By this I do not mean to say that Dharmakirti, in particular, did not believe in the Buddha’s omniscience,
which is obviously not the case. His conception of yogipratyaksa as a “vision of the [four] Nobles’
Truths” (aryasatyadarsana — see below § 3.5) also implies a form of ‘focused’ omniscience like the one
defined in PV 2.29-33. Nevertheless, omniscience did not constitute a major philosophical or religious
issue for him as it would for later Buddhist authors. As pointed out by Moriyama (2014: 17), “the
concept of omniscience does not occupy a special place in Dharmakirti’s argument for establishing
the Buddha as pramanabhita,” a point that sharply contrasts with later understandings of this attribute
of the Buddha. See also Franco 2011: 89 and Eltschinger (2005: 429-434), who explains this state of
affairs in terms of a conscious apologetic strategy: “Dharmakirti aura élaboré une structure doctrinale
assez ouverte pour que les docteurs bouddhistes y lisent 1’adhésion du maitre a I’omniscience, mais
assez implicite pour que les pourfendeurs de ce dogme ne puissent lui en faire le reproche” (p. 434).
Equally significant is Dharmakairti’s lack of interest for God’s omniscience in the section of the PV
refuting the existence of isvara (PV 2.8-28). Specialists of Dharmakirti still disagree as to what his
final position regarding total omniscience might have been, in particular in the case of the Buddha. See
Jackson 1991: 232-234, Eltschinger 2005: 434 and McClintock 2010: 135-138. The main passage
under discussion (PVin 2.55) is however unrelated to the definition of yogic perception formulated in
PVin 1 (see preceding note).
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Kamalasila (740-795) and Prajfiakaragupta (750-810?)° to find an articulate defence of
omniscience in the school claiming Dharmakirti’s heritage, further developed by thinkers
like Sankaranandana (800-9807?), Jianasrimitra (980—1040?) and Ratnakirti (990-10507).°

1.2 Itis now generally admitted that the development of this new field of investigation
within the ‘epistemological” school of Buddhism owes a lot to the critique propounded in
the 6'"-8" centuries by Brahmanical thinkers, especially those belonging to the ritualis-
tic school of Mimamsa. From an early date, these thinkers regarded the possibility for a
person to grasp the totality of being perceptually as a serious threat to their conception
of the Veda as the unique means to know dharma, the ritual and ethical system defining
what we call ‘Brahmanism.” As far as we know, the first Brahmanical thinker to present a
systematic attack against the belief in an omniscient being is Kumarila Bhatta (600-6507),
both in the codana-section (ad MiSi 1.1.2) of the Slokavarttika (SIV) (vv. 110cd—155)
and in the corresponding fragments of the Brhattika (BT) quoted in Santaraksita’s Tattva-
samgraha (TS) (vv. 3127-3245).8 There, it is principally the idea of the Buddha as the
omniscient founder of a religion which is attacked, a fact that might explain the importance
accorded to Kumarila’s ideas in later Buddhist thought.® Kumarila, however, was not the
only Mimamsaka to have offered a critique of the Buddha’s omniscience by the beginning of
the 8" century. An important examination of this concept was also carried out by Mandana
Misra (660-720?) in the first, aporetical part — generally (though somewhat improperly)
known as ‘the purvapaksa’ — of his treatise on action and injunction, the Vidhiviveka (ViV),
commented upon in the 10" century by Vacaspati Misra in the Nyayakanika (NyK).'* In

3 On Sﬁntaraksita and Kamalas$ila’s discussions of omniscience, see McClintock 2010. On Prajfiakara-

gupta, see Moriyama 2014 and below § 4. Another early and potentially important document is the
(mostly unstudied) Sarvajiiasiddhi of Subhagupta (720-78), preserved only in Tibetan (see Bithnemann
1980: viii and Watanabe 1987).

For a preliminary edition and analysis of Sankaranandana’s Sarvajiiasiddhi (karikas only), see
Eltschinger 2008. See also Eltschinger (2015: 323), who mentions, besides the Sarvajiiasiddhi, a
shorter work called Sarvajiiasiddhisamksepa, still unpublished. A study of fragments of Jiianasrimitra’s
otherwise lost Sarvajiiasiddhi is found in Steinkellner 1977. For an in-depth study of Ratnakirti’s treatise
of the same name, see Bithnemann 1980 and Goodman 1989. On the possible contribution of Jitari
(9"—-10% ¢.?) to this debate, see Bithnemann 1980: viii and Eltschinger 2008: 142.

Kumarila’s date is established in relation to that of Dharmakirti, of whom he might have been an elder
contemporary. The date 600-650 proposed by Kataoka (2011,: 112) on the basis of Frauwallner’s
dating of Dharmakirti (600-660) may have to be revised in case the great Buddhist logician should be
placed a few decades earlier, as proposed by Krasser (2012).

The numbering of verses in Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha is that of Swami Dwarikadas Shastri’s edition
(Benares, 1968) (= TS), which slightly differs from that of Embar Krishnamacharya’s earlier edition
(Baroda, 1926, reprinted in 1988). For a detailed study of Kumarila’s critique of omniscience, see
Kataoka 2003a and Kataoka 2011. Equally central to this debate are vv. 26-33 of the pratyaksa-section
of the SIV (ad Sabarabhasya 1.1.4), dealing with the perception of yogins (translation in Taber 2005:
54-56). Omniscience is again alluded to in SIV (sambandhdksepaparihara) 44ab and 114ab, but these
are simple reminiscences of the codana-section, adding no new arguments.

Only on one occasion does Kumarila allude to omniscience as conceived by the Jains (SIV [codana®]
141-142). No such allusion is found in the BT. The question of God’s omniscience is not touched upon
by Kumarila, and seems to have been introduced into Mimamsa by Mandana Misra (see below § 1.3).
Other Mimamsakas of the period might have been interested in the question of the Buddha’s omniscience,
but we do not have much evidence for this. The question whether Bhavya/Bha(va)viveka, in the ninth
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this work, the existence of an omniscient being is made the subject of a lengthy refutation
occupying more than a third of the whole pitrvapaksa (ViV 15-25), which has not received
much attention so far though it constitutes one of our main sources for the history of this
debate in Mimamsa before the time of Santaraksita.'' My purpose in this essay is to give
the reader a first glimpse into this important text, concentrating on its treatment of the
Buddhist idea of omniscience.

1.3 Considering the ViV was written perhaps no more than a century after Kumarila’s
death, one is struck by how little Mandana apparently owes to the old Master, whose works
he simply never quotes in that section. Kumarila’s almost exclusive preoccupation with
Buddhism is also not discernible in Mandana’s work. For sure, the Brahmasiddhi (BS)
(presumably Mandana’s last work)'? still mentions “the Buddha, wrongly believed to be
omniscient” (sarvajiiabhimatabuddha) as the prototype of the false teacher of dharma."
Vacaspati is also probably right in considering that the brief description of the Omniscient
in the prose introduction to ViV¥ 15 refers in priority to the Buddha:'* “an instructor of

chapter of his Madhyamakahrdayakarikas (9.15-16), refers to Kumarila’s views or to those of an earlier
Mimamsaka has been raised by Krasser (2012: 559-568), following a remark by Lindtner (2001: 3). I
fully agree with Krasser that “one can easily read Bhaviveka as refuting Kumarila” (p. 565), but the
passage in question is too brief to say much more. Krasser’s assumption (p. 567) that Bhavya targets an
early Mimamsaka different from Kumarila while evoking his opponent’s belief in Jaimini’s omniscience
(Madhyamakahrdayakarika 9.163 and Tarkajvala thereon; unavailable in Sanskrit, text and translation:
Krasser 2012: 566) requires additional caveats, for it holds only assuming Bhavya is perfectly accurate
in his critiques or always relies on a Mimamsaka source, which is far from certain. A further unsolved
case is that of the two Mimamsakas Samata and Yajfiata (see McClintock 2010: 155-156, 225, 356-59).
These two enigmatic figures are known exclusively through their mention by Kamalasila, who ascribes
to them a series of opinions reported by Santaraksita in TS 3246-60 (Japanese translation: Watanabe
1988). See TSP 1020.16-17: sampratam samatayajiiatayor matena punar api sarvajiiadisanam aha;
“Now, he exposes yet another refutation of an omniscient [being], following the view of Samata and
Yajfiata.” Some scholars suspected that these could be forged names, made up in reference to the Sama-
and Yajurveda (Kawasaki 1992: 255), but the fact remains that the opinions associated with them cannot
easily be traced to any known mimamsaka text.

For a brief synopsis of the section, see Stern 1988: 28—45. The recent summary of the ViV by Potter
(2014: 289-295) unfortunately ignores that important section of the work, as did the small monograph
by Natarajan (1995) on which it is based. The only study of that part of the ViV-‘corpus’ so far is the
German translation of a fragment of Vacaspati Misra’s NyK (ad ViV 15) dealing with yogic perception
by M. Pemwieser (1991). On this fragment, see also Steinkellner 1978. M. Biardeau’s unpublished
French translation of the whole pirvapaksa of the ViV and NyK, now kept at the archives of the College
de France in Paris, naturally includes a translation of ViV 15-25 and the corresponding NyK.

12 See David 2013: 281, n. 31.

13 BS 2.27¢d-28 (84.9-10).

Although Vacaspati does not mention the Buddha by name, his characterisation of the Omniscient in
the NyK (445.5-446.6) has a definite Buddhist ring to it: for Vacaspati, the Omniscient is the “Blessed
Doctor” (bhagavan bhisaj — 445.5), “the Blessed One, whose all-pervasive compassion has become
his intimate goal, who has achieved the ultimate degree of detachment, untouched in the least by
[main] defilements such as desire or by minor defilements such as excitement or pride” (svarthibhii-
madamanadibhir aparamrstah [445.10-446.2]). As Stern (1988: 997) rightly points out, the description
of the NyK has an almost exact parallel in Vacaspati’s Nyayavarttikatatparyatika ad Nyayasitra 2.1.68
(384.14-19, especially 384.16—19, which corresponds almost word for word to NyK 446.2-6), dealing
with the Naiyayika definition of the apta (see following note). There, we see the very same characteristics
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creatures (niyokta bhiitanam), deserving to be obeyed, directly perceiving the means for
realizing the Supreme Good as prescribed [in the Scriptures] (saksatkrtanusravikasre-
yahsadhana), who loves [to do] what is useful [to others] (hitakama) and is omniscient
(sarvajiia).”"® But in fact, only ViV 15 is directly concerned with Buddhism,'® while the
rest of the section discusses arguments from other schools!” and even contains the earliest
critique of divine omniscience in a Mimamsa text, if not in Indian philosophy overall
(ViV 20-24).'® The tone of harsh religious polemics transpiring from Kumarila’s writings

17

applied to “the maker of products such as the body, the world, etc.” (tanubhuvanadilaksanasya karyasya
karta), in other words to God, said to be “the knower of the real nature of all things” (samastavastuta-
ttvajiia — 384.15) —i.e. omniscient —, “untouched by defilements and the store of the maturation of [past]
deeds” (klesakarmavipakasayaparamrsta — 384.15) and “extremely compassionate” (paramakarunika
—384.15). This striking similarity between the two descriptions might have motivated the assumption
by Stcherbatsky (1926) that Mandana as well, in the ViV, is discussing the omniscience of iSvara. 1
find it unlikely, though, that Vacaspati should say in the NyK that God “achieved the ultimate degree
of detachment” (vairagyatisayasampanna — NyK 445.10-446.1), a quality which, as far as I can see,
only fits a human being. This, together with the insertion immediately thereafter in the NyK of a long
defence of omniscience directly quoting Buddhist sources (NyK 447.2 — 458.7), makes me think that
Vacaspati, at least, is really speaking here of the Buddha.

ViV 15 (introduction): anuvidheyo niyokta bhistanam saksatkrtanusravikasreyahsadhano® hitakamah
sarvajiiah (S 445.1-448.1 [= M 110.2-4/G 78.3-4]). * °anusravika® S G: °anubhavika® M. This
description, in itself, has nothing specifically Buddhist. Of the four main characteristics of the omniscient
outlined in this passage (niyoktr[tval, saksatkrtal...]sadhana(tva]l, hitakama, sarvajiia[tva)), the first
directly follows from the context of the ViV (see below § 2.1). The second and third may, of course, refer
to the first two epithets of the Buddha in the famous opening verse of Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya
(PS 1.1a): pramanabhiita (“authoritative”) and jagaddhitaisin (“seeking the benefit of the world”). But
Mandana’s formulation of the second attribute — saksatkrtanusravikasreyahsadhana (“having directly
perceived the means for realizing the Supreme Good as prescribed in the Scriptures”) — also recalls the
expression saksatkrtadharma(n) (“having directly perceived the dharma(n)”) used to qualify Vedic rsis
in the Nirukta (1.20), in Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (1.5 — SV 24.2) and in Bhavabhiti’s Uttararamacarita
(see Ruegg 1994: 307-308). As is well-known, the quality of being saksatkrtadharma(n) is also part
of Vatsyayana/Paksilasvamin’s definition of an apta (“reliable speaker”) in the Bhasya ad Nyayasiitra
1.1.7 and 2.1.68 (14.4 and 96.16). Paksilasvamin’s commentary in sitra 2.1.68 also mentions two
additional qualities of the apta — bhiitadaya (“compassion for beings”) and yathabhutarthacikhyapayisa
(“desire to communicate about a real object”) (96.17) —, the first of which could very well be hinted
at by Mandana while speaking of the Omniscient’s compassion toward others. Thus, although several
external clues plead for an identification of Mandana’s omniscient being with the Buddha, one must
keep in mind that his description remains quite unspecific and corresponds to what most philosophical
traditions of his time would have expected of a reliable teacher, human or divine.

As Stern (1988: 28) rightly remarks, the section referred to by Vacaspati as bauddhasarvajiiapariksa
(“examination of the Omniscient [as conceived] by the Buddhists”) on two occasions in the NyK
(612.7-8 and 634.7, ad ViV 17) is certainly ViV 15.

Several of them are mentioned in Vacaspati’s commentary: “someone with a whiff of Prabhakara[-
doctrine]” (kas cit prabhakaragandhi —NyK 570.10, ad ViV 16), Naiyayikas (NyK 606.7-8, ad ViV 17;
679.9, ad ViV 21), “upholders of [the doctrine] of Svayambhu [i.e. Patafijali’s Yoga]” (svayambhuvah
— NyK 627.14, ad ViV 21). These identifications however testify to Vacaspati’s attempt to read in
the ViV a refutation of various ‘doctrines,” while Mandana’s progression is dialectic much more than
doxographic, so they should be taken with much caution.

See Moriyama (2014: 37), who also notes Mandana’s influence on immediately later Buddhist thinkers
on that topic, in particular on Prajiakaragupta.
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(especially the later ones)!? is also hardly discernible in Mandana’s text. Thus we do not
find in the ViV anything comparable to Kumarila’s critical examination of non-Vedic
Scriptures (agama) in the ‘appendix’ to Tantravarttika 1.3.4,%° a critique that also occupies
a substantial part of his discourse on omniscience in the SIV (codana — 118-136) and
BT (=TS 3186-3213). In other words, it seems omniscience has become, in the hands of
Mandana, less a matter for religious preachers and apologetes than for philosophers, the
latter more likely to find in his work tools to convince fellow dialecticians than the former
powerful incentives to attract faithful crowds and benevolent patrons.

1.4 The purpose of this study is to show that, in spite of all this, Mandana plays a key role
in the early debate on the Buddha’s omniscience, and entertains an intense dialogue with
his two main predecessors in the field: Kumarila and Dharmakirti. I will show, first, how
the beginning of ViV 15 can be read as a systematic rejection of Kumarila’s argumentative
strategy against omniscience, based on Dharmakirti’s newly popularised logic (§ 2); second,
I will examine how Mandana uses Kumarila’s main argument in terms of a relation between
perception and time to introduce a new type of epistemological consideration on the nature
and cause of the Omniscient’s cognition (§ 3). Finally, I will consider the possibility that
this evolution of the mimamsaka discourse on omniscience influenced later stages of the
debate in Buddhism as well, by tracking possible echoes of Mandana’s ideas in a slightly
later Buddhist work, Prajiakaragupta’s Varttikalamkara on Pramanavarttika 2.29 (§ 4).

2. Mandana MiSra on non-apprehension and the Buddha’s speech: a
‘Dharmakirtian’ response to Kumarila?

2.1 Every discussion of omniscience in Brahmanism must start from its prototype in
Kumarila’s SIV and BT. In these works, the great Mimamsaka makes it clear that his
intention is not so much to prove that a human being cannot become omniscient (a possibility
he actually leaves open) but rather to maintain an absolute distinction between entities
that are accessible to the senses (aindriyaka) and others essentially beyond their reach
(nendriyagocarah), like the relation between the elements of a Vedic sacrifice (dharma)
— actions, qualities and substances — and their expected result.?! What is most disturbing,
then, to Kumarila is that someone who would “see all things in a [single act of] perception”
(sarvapratyaksadarsin), as he defines the Omniscient in the BT (= TS 3138c), would
also know dharma(s) perceptually: being a “knower of all things” (sarvajiia), he would
also be a “knower of dharma” (dharmajiia), and this would contradict the exclusivity of

19 See Kataoka (2011,: 11 and n. 8), who reports the view of Harikai (1985: 63) on a possible evolution

in Kumarila’s attitude towards Buddhism (less ‘logical,” more ‘emotional’) between the SIV and the
TV. On this topic, see also Eltschinger 2014a: 66.

20 See La Vallée Poussin 1902, Eltschinger 2007: 38—46 and Eltschinger 2014a: 66-70.

2L See SIV (codana®) 110cd—111, BT (= TS 3127), Kataoka 2003a: 42-43 and Kataoka 2011,: 320-324.
On Kumarila’s understanding of dharma, see SIv (codana®) 13-14, translated in Kataoka 20115:
206-209. As explained in these verses, actions, substances and qualities are not considered to be
dharma(s) in themselves, but only in so far as they are conducive to an expected result.
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the Veda on ethico-ritual matters.”> Mandana shares the same preoccupation: for him,
the point is not the existence of an omniscient being in general, but of an “instructor
of creatures”?® promulgating a teaching on matters inaccessible to ordinary perception
in the form of injunctions (vidhi/codana). The search for such a being is occasioned by
Mandana’s reflection on Prabhakara’s concept of “commandment” (niyoga)** which, in his
view, cannot be operative without supposing such an instructor:>

A commandment is [in itself] a mere instigation (pravartanamatra), and [only]
that is the object of an injunctive suffix (/irnadi). What is grasped, then, through
[that] speech[-unit] is [only] that “T am prompted [to do this]” (pravartito
*ham); but the awareness that “I have to do [this]” (kartavyatavagama)®®
comes from the fact that someone who deserves to be obeyed (anuvidheya) is
the author of the commandment. [Only] when a commandment is given by
such a [person] do I understand that “T have to do this;” otherwise, I feel a mere
instigation, as it has been said [by Prabhakara]: “the commandment has the
obligation (kartavyata) as its content, it does not affirm (@ha) the obligation.”?’

2.2 Given this essential agreement on the main point at stake, one would expect to find
at least an echo of Kumarila’s arguments in Mandana’s text. Instead of that, the prose
development on ViV¥ 15 starts with the following statement, which seems at first entirely
foreign to Kumarila’s main argumentative strategy:®

22 Modern readers of Dharmakirti’s statements on omniscience in PV 2.32-33 have rarely noticed how

close he actually stands to Kumarila on this point. Thus I would not necessarily interpret these verses of
the PV as a ‘response’ from Dharmakirti to Kumarila (as suggested by Kataoka [2011,: 321]), but rather
as an essential agreement of both thinkers on the main point at stake: what matters is not the possibility
for a human being to know everything, but his capacity to access ethically/soteriologically relevant
matters by means of perception. As pointed out by Kataoka (2011,: 321), the distinction between
sarvajiia and dharmajia is introduced by Kumarila only in the BT. Its use by Mandana in the prose
introduction to ViV 25 (S 733.4) might therefore point to his familiarity with Kumarila’s lost work.

23 ViV 15 (introduction) — S 445.1 (translated above § 1.3).

24 See ViV 12-14, David 2017 and David (forthcoming).

2 ViV 14: pravartanamatram niyogah, sa ca lindadyartha iti pravartito "ham® iti pratipattih Sabdat. karta-

vyatavagamas tu niyoktur anuvidheyatvat, anuvidheyaniyoge mamedam kartavyam ity adhyavasayat,

itaratra tu pravartanamatrapratiteh. uktam ca: kartavyatavisayo hi® niyogah, na niyogah kartavyatam

aha (S 441.5-442.3 [= M 108.5-109.4/G 77.3-6]). * pravartito "ham S; pravartito "ham atra M G;

> hi S: @M G.

A more literal translation would be “the awareness of an obligation.” As Vacaspati makes clear (NyK

442.9-10), the difference between a mere instigation (pravartanamatra) and a proper obligation (karta-

vyata) is that only the second can be the cause of an activity (pravrttihetu) for a rational agent.

27 Brhati 1.1.2 (38.8-9).

B ViV 15: yady apy atmapratyaksanivrttir viprakarsavatam abhavam vyabhicarati, sarvapratyaksanivrttir
asiddhasarvadrsah; sakalapramananivritya ca narthabhavasiddhih, avyapakanivritav® avyapyanivrtter
aniyamat, avyapakatvam ca, ahetutvdt, tanmatrapratibandhabhavac® ca, anyatha sarvasya sarvadarsi-
tvaprasangah, avisesat®; vacanadayas ca yady apy avirodhad anivartakah, tathapi karananivrttya
karyanivrttipratiteh pramananupapattya tatkaryayah sarvarthesu samvido 'bhavam anumimimahe
(§459.1461.2 [= M 115.1-116.2/G 81.4-82.6]). 2 °nivrttau S: °nivrttya M G: °nivrttya ca Mss (S);
b °pratibandha® S: °anubandha® M G; ¢ avisesat S: avisesdc ca M G.

26
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Even though (1°) the absence (nivriti)*® of one’s own perception does not prove
the non-existence (abhava) of [objects] that are at a distance (viprakrsta),*®
and [although] (1) the absence of a perception for all [beings] is impossible
to establish unless one sees everything;*! (2) [even though] the absence of
all means of knowledge [regarding a certain object] does not prove that [this]
object does not exist — for (2A) the absence of a non-pervasive [property]
(avyapaka) does not necessarily imply (ni-\/yam) the absence of the [corre-
sponding] non-pervaded [property] (avyapya),’* and (2AI) [the existence of a
means of knowledge — pramanal] is [indeed] non-pervasive [with respect to the
existence of an object to be known — prameyal, for it is not the cause (hetu) [of
the existence of the object to be known],** and because there is [also] no essen-

29

30

31
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Literally: the “cessation” or “non-activity,” as opposed to pravrtti (“activity”). The term is used by
Dharmakirti in a similar context in expressions like pramanatrayanivrtti (“the absence of the three means
of knowledge” — PVSV 102.1), also found in Mandana’s text. See Yaita (1985: 215): “the cessation
of the three means of knowledge;” Steinkellner (2013;: 81) “das Auffallen der drei Erkenntnismittel;”
Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber (2012: 9, n. 9): “the silence of the three means of valid cognition.” This last
translation is preferable, in my opinion, as the English term “cessation” implies previous activity, which
is not always the case of Dharmakirti and Mandana’s use of the word nivreti. See for instance Mandana’s
(or rather, his opponent’s) definition of pleasure (sukha) as “the absence of pain” (duhkhanivrtti) in the
Brahmasiddhi (BS 1.1 [1.17]), which does not imply the previous existence of pain. I opt for a plainer
translation (“absence’) only to avoid confusion between a proper use of the word “silence” (in the case
of Scripture) and a metaphorical one (in the case of perception and inference).

According to Vacaspati (NyK 459.6-7), “distance” (viprakarsa) is threefold: in space (desa), time (kala)
and nature (svabhava). The same tripartition is found in chapter 2 of Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya
(PVin 64.9-10) and in the Nyayabindu (NB 2.27); the Pramanavarttika (PVSV 102.6-7, ad PV 1.199)
only mentions desa and kala.

Both published editions of the ViV suggest that asarvadrsah should be read with what follows, not with
what precedes, a solution also adopted by M. Biardeau in her unpublished translation: “(...) [quoi]que
I’absence de perception de tous ne soit pas établie, que 1’on ne puisse établir la non-existence d’un
objet par I’absence de tous les moyens de perception chez quelqu’un qui n’est pas omniscient (...)"
(Ms. f. 123r). Although neither Stern’s edition nor Vacaspati’s commentary plead for either solution, I
find it easier to link the genitive with what precedes, since the position of ca would otherwise be odd.
The following argument (2) is directly borrowed from Dharmakirti, as we shall see (§ 2.3), and stands
perfectly well on its own. On the other hand, it makes sense to argue that only an omniscient would be
able to establish a universal absence of perception concerning a given object.

In other words: the inference of the absence of a pervaded (vyapya) property from the absence of the
pervading (vyapaka) property is valid, as when we conclude to the absence of smoke (= vyapya) on the
hill from the absence of fire (= vyapaka): vyapakabhava — vyapyabhava (“a — b” = “valid inference
from a to b”). But this inference would not be valid if both properties were not in a relation of pervasion
(vyapti), or if the pervasion was the other way round. Thus the inference of the absence of fire (=
vyapaka) on the hill from the absence of smoke (= vyapya) is not valid, for there are exceptions to this
conclusion. In the present case, the question raised is whether one can correctly conclude to the absence
in the world of an omniscient being — the object to be known (prameya) — from the absence of a means
to know (pramana) such a being (pramanabhava — prameyabhava?). It follows from what precedes
that the inference is valid only if pramana and prameya stand in a relation of pervasion (vyapti), in
other words if we could correctly conclude to the existence of a means of knowledge from the existence
of the object of knowledge (prameya — pramana?). Mandana will now show that this is not the case,
by excluding the two only possible grounds for pervasion or invariable concomitance in Dharmakirti’s
system: causality (fadutpatti) and identity (tadatmya) (argument 2AI).

See NyK 459.11-460.1: ahetutvad akaranatvat.
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tial connection (tanmdtrapratibandha) [between these two properties],> for
otherwise® everybody would see everything as there would be no difference
[between us and an omniscient being]*® —; and (3) even though speech, etc. do
not rule out [the existence of an omniscient] as there is no contradiction [in
his making use of speech, etc.]; even so, (4) since we understand the absence
of an effect (karyanivrtti) from the absence of [its] cause (karananivrtti), from
the impossibility (anupapatti) of a means of knowledge [embracing the whole
realm of being] we infer the absence of its effect, namely an awareness of all
things (sarvarthesu samvid).

This dense passage is for the most part a discussion of inferential matters, and is indeed
a remarkable example of how logical considerations can successfully be applied to the
solution of a philosophical issue. Mandana discusses here the use of the negative inferential
reason (hetu), “non-apprehension” (anupalabdhi), and its capacity to establish the non-
existence (abhava) of a given object — in our case, an “awareness of all things” —, which is
the property to be proved (sadhya). His theoretical background is clearly Dharmakirti’s
logical system, as the mention besides anupalabdhi of two possible grounds for ‘positive’
inference (causality and identity) suffices to prove. In substance, Mandana proposes to
replace a series of illegitimate uses of anupalabdhi (conclusion to the non-existence of
an entity by mere lack of perception of it, etc.) (1-3) by another, legitimate one, known
to Buddhist logicians as karananupalabdhi (‘“non-apprehension of the cause”) (4).” His
argument can be reconstituted as follows (the sign “«—” indicates a logical relation: “justified

by7’):
1. Absence of perception of an entity cannot establish its non-existence.

1°. Case of one’s own perception.
1”. Case of everyone’s perception.

3 The compound tanmatrapratibandha is equivalent to the expression tanmatranubandhal°sambandha

used by Dharmakirti on several occasions to speak of the relation underlying the use of an “essential
[inferential] reason” (svabhavahetu). See for instance PVSV 6.26, 17.20, 18.1 and 18.21 (°anubandha),
PVSV 16.28 (°sambandha). See also NyK 460.3-5: hetudharmamatranubandhi hi sadhyadharmas
tasya vyapakah, yatha vrksatvam Sim$apatvasya; ‘“For when the property to be proved (a) merely
depends on the property which is the [inferential] reason (b), it (= a) pervades the other (= b); for
instance, the quality of being a tree [pervades in this manner] the quality of being a simsapa.” The
reading °anubandha® (instead of °pratibandha®), found in all Mss of the ViV and in some Mss of the
NyK (see Stern 1988: 1023-1024), is therefore equally plausible.

That is: if there was an essential connection between the existence of the object to be known (prameya)
and that of a means for knowing it (pramana).

For a possible paraphrase of this difficult argument by Prajiakaragupta, see below § 4.5.

On karananupalabdhi, see NB 2.39: karananupalabdhir yatha natra dhiumah, vahnyabhavad iti; “[Es-
tablishment of the non-existence of the effect through] non-apprehension of [its] cause is for instance:
‘Here, there is no smoke, for there is no fire’” (p. 135). In his commentary, Dharmottara remarks that
this particular use of anupalabdhi is restricted to cases where “the effect, even if it existed, would not be
perceived” (karyam sad apy adrsyam bhavati — Nyayabindutika 136.1), which is obviously the case of
an omniscient being. Although neither Mandana nor Vacaspati uses exactly the term karananupalabdhi,
its equivalent karananupalambha is found in a pirvapaksa of Ratnakirti’s Sarvajiiasiddhi (SSig 7.18),
which presents a reasoning identical in substance to Mandana’s. The parallel between these two passages
would certainly require further exploration.
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2. Absence of valid knowledge of an entity cannot establish its non-existence.
« 2A. A property p’s non-existence cannot justify positing another property g’s
non-existence unless p pervades (\/vydp) q.
2Al1. Valid knowledge (pramana) does not pervade its object (prameya).
« 2Ala. No relation of causality.
« 2AIb. No relation of identity.

3. Speech, etc. do not rule out omniscience in their possessor.
4. Omniscience can be negated, as an effect can be negated through the negation of its
cause.

Now this reasoning is clearly not Mandana’s invention; in fact, the very structure of the
argument recalls Dharmakirti’s ‘second’ consideration of anupalabdhi in the Pramanavart-
tika (PV) 1.198-204, especially PV 1.198-202 and the corresponding Svavrtti (PVSV).?
What is comparatively new, however, is the application of these reflections to the particular
case of omniscience, which is not mentioned in this section of PVSV although Dharmakirti
suggests other possible consequences of his theory for religious philosophy.* The only text
I could find where Dharmakirti applies a similar reasoning to omniscience (sarvajiiatva) is
the Nyayabindu (NB).*’ I suspect this original and quite massive reinvestment of Dharma-
kirti’s ideas must be interpreted in a polemical way. For the first victim of this exercise in
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This passage has been translated twice, into English by Yaita (1985) and, more recently, into German
by Steinkellner (2013 and 2013;). I am much indebted to the latter’s translation and rich annotation
of this text. Strictly speaking, Dharmakirti’s discussion of anupalabdhi is much longer, finding its
conclusion only with PV 1.339 (thus practically with the end of the first chapter), including also his
lengthy digression on the authority of Scripture (@gama). See Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012: 9, n. 9.1
am essentially concerned here with the initial part of this section.

Dharmakirti remains quite vague in PV(SV) 1.198-204 about objects whose existence cannot be
disqualified by mere silence of Scripture, like “particular things (...) which are far away in time and
space” (desakalavyavahitah |...] dravyavisesah — PVSV 102.6—7). He is more precise about objects
whose non-existence cannot be proved by the mere fact that we cannot infer them: “a mind free of passion”
(viraktam cetas — PVSV 103.4), “a particular deity” (devatavisesa — ibid.), “the capacity of intentions
[relative to] gifts and refraining from violent action to cause happiness” (danahimsaviraticetananam
abhyudayahetuta — PVSV 103.5; my translation of the compound in the genitive relies entirely on its
interpretation by Yaita [1985: 213] and Steinkellner [2013;: 84]). The closest approximation we find
in the Pramanavarttika to Mandana’s reasoning is found in PV(SV) 1.311 (I thank V. Eltschinger for
drawing my attention to this important passage). In that portion of the SV, which forms a sort of ‘coda’
to his discussion on mantras, Dharmakirti discusses possible objections against the assumption of an
“extraordinary person” (purusatisaya) who could be the author of mantras on the basis of his “humanity”
(pumstva), a property which must itself be inferred from his possessing an intellect (buddhi), senses
(indriya) and speech (vacana) (see PVSV 164.15). His main response is clearly similar to Mandana’s
principal argument: na hy atindriyesv ataddarsinah pratiksepah sambhavati, satam apy esam ajianat;
“Those who do not see supersensible [objects] cannot confute (prati-\/k;ip) them, for even if they exist,
they will not know them” (PVSV 164.17-18 [I do not translate Ai]).

NB 3.69-71: yathasarvajiiah kas cid vivaksitah puruso ragadiman veti sadhye vaktrtvadiko dharmah
samdigdhavipaksavyavrttikah, sarvajiio vakta nopalabhyata ity evamprakarasyanupalambhasyadrsya-
tmavisayatvena samdehahetutvat. tato ’sarvajiiaviparyayad vaktrtvader vyavrttih samdigdha. vaktr-
tvasarvajiiatvayor virodhabhavac ca yah sarvajiiah sa vakta na bhavatity adarsane ’pi na sidhyati,
samdehat; “If what must be proved is, for instance, that a certain intended person is non-omniscient
(asarvajiia), or is passionate, etc. (ragadimant), one can doubt that a property like being a speaker
(vaktrtva), etc. [establishing that conclusion] is absent from the negative instance [i.e. an omniscient
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‘applied logic’ is, no doubt, Kumarila, whose arguments against omniscience are — with
one exception to which I shall return later on (§ 3) — easily associated with one or the other
‘defective’ use of anupalabdhi. Thus, far from rejecting Dharmakirti’s elaborations on
adrsyanupalabdhi as ‘Buddhist,” Mandana appropriates them and adapts them in order
to free the classical Mimamsaka argumentation against omniscience of some of its most
flagrant weaknesses.*! Let us now consider in more detail a few aspects of this strategy.

2.3 Kumarila’s refutation of omniscience, in the SIV and BT similarly, takes place in
three successive stages: after having established that omniscience is intrinsically impossible
(SIV#2 112-115/TS 3157-3183), he shows that no evidence supports the assumption
(kalpand) of an omniscient being in the past (SIV 117-136/TS 3184-3236) and finally
argues that, even if there had been such a being, he would have been unable to teach (SIV
137-140/TS 3237-3239).* The second part of his demonstration, which is by far the
longest, starts with a very simple argument showing how our main means of knowledge
(pramana) have no grip on an omniscient being:**

First, people like us do not see an omniscient being now; nor is it possible to
postulate that there was [such a being], as [one can] deny [it]. Nor [can one
postulate] an omniscient being on the basis of Scripture, for his [Scripture
would have the undesirable consequence of having] mutual reliance [with his
being an omniscient being]. If [Scripture] is composed by others, how is it
understood to be a means of valid cognition?

person]. For a non-apprehension like ‘we do not apprehend any omniscient speaker’ is the cause of
a [mere] doubt, for it is about [an object] whose nature cannot be seen (adrsyatman). Therefore, the
absence of [the property of] being a speaker, etc. in [someone] other than a non-omniscient [i.e. in an
omniscient person] is subject to doubt. Moreover, since being a speaker and being omniscient are not
in contradiction (virodha), [the rule that] ‘whoever is omniscient does not speak’ is not established,
even when we do not see [anybody who is omniscient and speaks], for this is subject to doubt.” The
exemple of the property sarvajiia(tva) is also used in NB 3.94-95, 3.125 and 3.130, with the same kind
of implications.
41" In a suggestive note of his recent study of PVSV (Steinkellner 2013,: 4548, n. 49), E. Steinkellner
proposes to link the development of the theory of anupalabdhi in Dharmakirti’s *Hetuprakarana to the
debate on omniscience as known to us in particular through the works of Kumarila. See Steinkellner 2013:
“(...) ein wichtiger Ansto8 fiir die kréftige Entwicklung der Lehre von der negativen Erkenntnis durch
Kumarila und stirker noch durch Dharmakirti [ist] in der bei Kumarila sichtbar werdenden Polemik der
Mimamsa gegen die Ansicht von der Existenz eines Allwissenden (sarvajiia) zu identifizieren” (p. 46).
The ViV provides, in a way, a powerful confirmation of this insight, as do the passage of the Nyayabindu
translated above (n. 40) and the statement from KamalaSila’s Nyayabindupirvapaksasamksipta quoted
by Steinkellner (p. 47). I also fully agree that most of Kumarila’s arguments against omniscience do not
hold against Dharmakirti’s elucidation of anupalabdhi (see below § 2.3—4). But one may also wonder
how far the question of omniscience was present to Dharmakirti’s mind from the very beginning and,
if it was, why he never mentions it in the Pramanavarttika. It is not impossible that Mandana’s text
reflects and elaborates on developments which are characteristic of Dharmakirti’s later work.
All karika-numbers refer to the codana-section (ad MiSu 1.1.2).
43 A useful synopsis of the section is found in Kataoka 2011 xliv and Kataoka 2011,: 182—184. For a
systematic comparison of the SIV and BT, see Kataoka 2003a: 38 and Kataoka 20115: 38.
SIV (codana®) 117-118: sarvajiio drsyate tavan nedanim asmadadibhih | nirakaranavac chakya na
casid iti kalpana I/ na cagamena sarvajiias, tadiye 'nyonyasamsrayat | narantarapranitasya pramanyam
gamyate katham //. Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 332-336 (slightly modified).
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Despite its simplicity and extreme popularity in later philosophical literature,* the ar-
gument is not even mentioned in the ViV.*® A plausible explanation for this could lie in
Dharmakirti’s newly introduced distinction of two kinds of non-apprehension (anupala-
bdhi): non-apprehension in general (anupalabdhimatra [PVSV 101.23]; anupalambhama-
tra [PVSV 103.3]) and non-apprehension of what, under normal circumstances, would
be fit for (perceptual) apprehension (upalabdhiyogya [PVSV 101.18]).#” As Dharmakirti
explains it, the first type of non-apprehension can only produce doubt (samsaya) as to the
existence of the object, but cannot prove its non-existence (asatta);*® from our point of
view, an object we do not perceive (say, ghosts, or a particular deity) may as well exist or
not.*’ The second type of non-apprehension, on the other hand, positively establishes its
non-existence,™ like when we do not see a pot in front of our eyes even in the clear light of
day. Following this important distinction, echoed in the passage of the ViV translated above
(§ 2.2), the fact that an omniscient being “is not seen” (na drsyate) has no value whatsoever
to prove that there is no such being, this regardless of whether we speak of the perception
of a single person (svapratyaksa) or of everyone’s perception (sarvapratyaksa).’' But the
point is not only about perception. Dharmakirti further claims that even complete lack of
evidence about an object cannot persuade us of its non-existence (unless, of course, it fits
all conditions for present perceptual apprehension): “one cannot ascertain that [objects
that are at a distance] do not exist, even in the absence of [all] three means of knowledge

45 See the quite impressive list of quotations of these verses in Kataoka 2011,: 29-30. The fact that an

omniscient being “is not seen now” (na [...] idanim drsyate) is also, as we remember, the basic argument

of Bhavya’s piirvapaksa in the Mimamsa-section of his Madhyamakahrdayakarika (15ab) (on Bhavya’s

relation with Kumarila, see above n. 10).

One could read an echo of Kumarila’s argument in ViV 19, where Mandana underlines that an omniscient

being can neither be perceived, as he is “not within the reach of the senses” (indriyanam na gocarah

[ViVK 19b]), nor inferred, for the very same reason (ata eva [ViV¥ 19¢]). Yet we should also pay

attention to the fact that Mandana thereby only wants to prove our ignorance (agjiiana [S 686.2]) of

an omniscient being, while its non-existence or intrinsic impossibility (anupapatti) is considered
sufficiently proved by the preceding section (ViV 15-18). Kumarila, on the other hand, evaluates
which supposition (kalpana) — that of the Veda’s authorlessness or that of an omniscient being — is
more dispendious (see SIV [codana®] 116). His reasoning is therefore against the probability for the

Omniscient’s existence, while Mandana’s claim is only, on an epistemic level, about our knowledge of

that person.

On these two types of anupalabdhi, see Steinkellner (1967: 157—-158), who proposes to distinguish

between non-apprehension in general (“Nicht-Beobachtung im Allgemeinen”) and non-apprehension

in particular (“Nicht-Beobachtung im Besonderen”) in the Pramanavarttika. Additional remarks on

this distinction are found in Steinkellner 2013,: 44.

4 See PVSV 101.19-20: na (...) asattasadhani (read °sadhani instead of °sadhani); PVSV 103.10: ata

eva samsayo ’stu.

See PVSV 101.11: anupalabhyamano na san nasan, satam api svabhavadiviprakarsat kada cid anupa-

lambhat; PV 1.202a: sadasanni§cayaphala [anupalabdhih]; PVSV 103.1-2: yasya kasya cit svabhavo

nopalabhyate deSadiviprakarsat, na sa tadanupalambhamatrenasan nama.

0 See PVSV 101.17-18: asattayam (...) pramanam.

Sl Although Dharmakirti does not mention these two cases in the PVSYV, the distinction is found in some
of his later works, as pointed out by Stern (1988: 1023). See for instance NB 2.27 ([...] deSakalasva-
bhavaviprakrstesv arthesv atmapratyaksanivrtter abhavaniscayabhavat) and Vadanyaya 10.12-14 (na
hy anumanadinivritir abhavam gamayati, vyabhicarat, na sarvapratyaksanivrttih, asiddheh, natmapra-
tyaksavisesanivrttir api viprakrstesu).
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[i.e.: perception, inference, and teaching through Scripture] (pramanatrayanivrttav api).”>*

Mandana’s adoption of this argument without any change in the ViV can therefore be read
as a rejection of Kumarila’s whole strategy for denying the existence of an omniscient
being by mere lack of a pramana capable of establishing it. To put it differently, Kumarila’s
proof against the probability of the existence of an omniscient being — quite sufficient for
the apologetic purpose of ‘weighing’ kalpanas — is systematically put aside by Mandana,
whose only concern is now with the intrinsic impossibility of omniscience.>

2.4 The topic of non-apprehension is not the only one where Mandana chooses to distance
himself from Kumarila by siding with Dharmakirti. In v. 137 of the codana-section of
the S1V, Kumarila famously points to a contradiction in the assumption of the Buddha’s
omniscience:>* had the Buddha really been omniscient, he would have been unable to teach;
teaching is a form of operation (vyapara) that naturally implies some kind of intention to
speak, thus a form of desire/passion (raga), incompatible with the supposedly dispassion-
ate (ragarahita) state characterizing the Omniscient.® As is well-known, Dharmakirti is
familiar with Kumarila’s argument (or a similar one)*® and considers it a fundamentally
flawed use of the inference from the effect (karyanumana). Surely, some teachings are

32 PVSV 102.10: na ca te pramanatrayanivrttav api na santiti Sakyante vyavasatum. The three means

of knowledge (pramanatraya) are enumerated in PV 1.199. This point, which is developed in the

whole SV on this verse, is reiterated at the very end of the first chapter of the PV. See PV 1.339¢d and

PVSV 176.11-12: tenasanniscayaphalanupalabdhir na sidhyati I/ tasman na pramanatrayanivrttav api

viprakrstesv abhavaniscayah; “[PV:] Therefore, it is not established that non-apprehension results in the

ascertainment [of something] as non-existent. [SV:] Therefore, the non-existence of [things] beyond the
reach [of ordinary cognition] cannot be ascertained even if all three means of valid cognition [should]
fail to operate” (read asanniscaya® instead of asamniscaya®; translation: Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber

2012: 76-77; I modify “non-perception” into “non-apprehension”).

The same kind of refutation also forms the basis of immediately later Buddhist defences of omni-

science, like that of Santaraksita and Kamalasila. See McClintock 2010: 165—187. Santaraksita’s use

of Dharmakirti’s analysis of anupalabdhimadtra as producive of a mere doubt (samsaya) is also clear.

See TS 3300-3301, translated in McClintock 2010: 186. I find it quite remarkable that Kumarila who,

according to the now (almost) consensual hypothesis of Frauwallner (1962), wrote the BT partly as a

response to Dharmakirti’s *Hetuprakarana, does not modify at all his strategy in what could be his

last great work. On the contrary, far from renouncing his proof of the Omniscient’s non-existence by
mere lack of evidence, Kumarila brings it to its perfection in the BT by adding to the examination of
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana) and speech (Sabda) carried out in the SIV a consideration

of comparison (upamana) and presumption (arthapatti) as well. See BT (= TS 3214-3228).

As we have seen (§ 2.3), this constitutes the third part of Kumarila’s argument in that section.

SIV (codana®) 137: ragadirahite casmin nirvyapare vyavasthite | deSananyapranitaiva syad rte pratya-

veksanat //; “And when he is established as having no action because he lacks desire and so on, [his]

teaching could only have been composed by others without having [directly] observed [anything].”

Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 366-369.

% See Kataoka 2003a: 55-63, Kataoka 2011,: 366—369 (nn. 425-426). Doubts about this identification
have been expressed by J. Taber (see Eltschinger/Taber/Krasser 2012: 119-120, n. 3) since Kumarila,
unlike Dharmakirti, does not mention the Buddha’s speech (vacana) but only his operation (vyapara).
Though I agree that only a quote could settle the matter, I find the objection hardly convincing for, as
already pointed out by Steinkellner (2013,: 85), one fails to see to which ‘operation’ Kumarila could
possibly allude if not to the Buddha’s teaching (desana), which would otherwise have to be promulgated
by others (anyapranita). Further arguments in favour of Kataoka’s identification on the basis of the
structure of PVSV have been voiced by Steinkellner (2013,: 84-87), who carefully concludes that
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made out of desire for a benefit, as we observe among worldly teachers, but this need not be
the case for all teachings and does not rule out other reasons for teaching, less incompatible
with the state of omniscience, such as compassion (karuna): “Just as a passionate [person]
(rakta) speaks, so does the impassionate (virakta) one, too. Therefore it is not apprehended
from speech as such [whether one is passionate or dispassionate].”>’ That this is precisely
the argument alluded to by Mandana when he says in the ViV that “speech, etc. do not rule
out [the existence of an omniscient being], as there is no contradiction [in his making use
of speech, etc.].” (argument no. 3 in the above-quoted text) is proved, besides the explicit
mention of “speech, etc.” (vacanadi),”® by a further allusion to the SV on PV 1.12 in the
first book of the BS. In that passage, Mandana distinguishes between two concepts of
desire — iccha (desire in general) and raga (passion, which is an obstacle to liberation from
samsara) —, and it is again Dharmakirti’s definition of raga in PVSV 9.5-6 that he calls for
support:>

Passion (raga) is not mere desire (icchamatra); they call “passion” that attach-
ment to unreal qualities [of the object] brought about by nescience (avidyaksi-
ptam abhittagunabhinivesa).®® But the mind’s inclination (prasada) towards
reality —i.e. its delight (abhiruci) [in reality] or desire (abhiccha) [for it] —,
following [its] purification through the vision of reality, does not fall into the
category of “passion” (raga), just as aversion produced by one’s vision of
that reality which is the worthlessness of transmigration does not fall into the
category of “hatred” (dvesa).

Dharmakirti must be attacking, if not Kumarila himself, at least some Mimamsaka position concordant
with that of Kumarila.

PVSV 9.7-8 (ad PV 1.12): yatha rakto braviti, tatha virakto ’piti vacanamatrad apratipattih. Translation:
Franco 2012: 231.

Although Vacaspati tells us nothing of the value of °adi, the expression vacanadi may correspond to the
compound spandavacanadi (“movement, speech, etc.”’) found at the beginning of the SV on PV 1.12
(PVSV 9.3), or else to the three properties of humanity enumerated in PV(SV) 1.311 (senses, mind and
speech). See above n. 39. The parallel passage in NB 3.71 only mentions vaktrtva (see our translation
of this passage above, n. 40). Another possibility is that Mandana alludes here to the contradiction
between contemplation (dhyana) and teaching (upadesana) underlined by Kumarila in the BT (= TS
3237-3239). It is unclear, in that case, how he intended to solve this apparent contradiction.

BS 1.1: na hicchamatram ragah. avidyaksiptam abhitagunabhinivesam ragam dcaksate. tattvadarsa-
navaimalyat tu cetasah prasado 'bhirucir abhiccha na ragapakse vyavasthapyate, yatha samsarasa-
ratatattvadarsananispanno nodvegas tato dvesapakse (3.17-20). I slightly modify the translation of
this passage by Taber (2011: 443), who rightly points out the importance of this parallel for a correct
interpretation of Dharmakirti’s concept of raga in PV 1.12 and the corresponding SV.

Dharmakirti’s definition of raga in PVSV 9.5-6 is exactly similar if we except the mention, instead of
“nescience” (avidya), of a list of objects of defilement typical of Buddhist thought, corresponding to the
four “aspects” of the first aryasatya (anityata, duhkha, anatmata, sunyata — see Eltschinger 2014b):
nityasukhatmatmiyadarsanaksiptam sasravadharmavisayam cetaso "bhisvarngam ragam ahuh; ‘“They
call ‘passion’ the attachment of the mind, which has the defiled elements of existence as an object,
which is caused by seeing [erroneously, what is impermanent, suffering, not the self, and does not
belong to the self as] permanent, pleasure, the self and what belongs to the self.” Translation: Franco
2012: 231 (I modify “desire” into “passion,” to suit the convention followed here).
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2.5 As we can already see from our analysis of its initial portion, the discussion of
omniscience in ViV 15 reveals Mandana’s deep familiarity with the works of Dharmakirti
— especially PV 1 and the Svavrtti, but also the Nyayabindu and, as we shall see later on
(§ 3.5), the Pramanaviniscaya —, far deeper in any case than that of any Mimamsaka before
(and perhaps even after) him. But it also testifies to the complexity of his engagement
with the famous Buddhist logician, which contrasts with Kumarila’s strategy of frontal
confrontation with Buddhism in general. It is noteworthy in this respect that the debate is
never on matters of pure logic, an impression that can only be confirmed by the remaining
part of ViV 15. The two kinds of non-apprehension, the negation of the effect through the
negation of its cause (see below, § 3), even Dharmakirti’s conclusions about fallacious
uses of the inference from the effect: everything is accepted in block by Mandana and
never questioned again in his work. His way to consider anew the topic of the Buddha’s
omniscience in the ViV is therefore to play, so to say, Dharmakirti’s part, and to reconstruct
what could have been a ‘Dharmakirtian’ answer to Kumarila from elements scattered
throughout Dharmakirti’s works. But this is just a prelude to Mandana’s real encounter
with Dharmakirti, carried out once again with his own weapons. The field of this encounter,
however, would not be pure logic any more, but the epistemology of perception.

3. Time, perception and Scripture: on a mimamsaka use of karananu-
palabdhi

3.1 If the bulk of Kumarila’s arguments against the Buddha’s omniscience, as we have
seen, finds no favour in the eyes of his most immediate successor in Mimamsa, a small sec-
tion of the SIV (codana® — 112—115) and BT (= TS 3157-3183) remains to be investigated,
in which Kumarila argues for the incompatibility between omniscience and the very nature
of perception. That preoccupation, at least, is well in line with Mandana’s philosophical
agenda and the problem is in fact at the heart of his enquiry in ViV 15. Once again, the
occasion for this reflection is given to him by a logical remark by Dharmakirti. As we have
seen before (§ 2.3), Dharmakirti insists in the PV that mere absence of perception (or even
of knowledge in general) of an object that is not fit for perceptual apprehension produces no
certitude (niscaya) of its non-existence, but only doubt (samsaya) regarding its existence.
However, there are other ways to produce such a proof of the non-existence of an object,
one of them being to find evidence for the absence of a cause (karana) of the object, as
explained in the following passage of the PV and SV:!

[PV:] But the fact that we do not know the efficient [cause] (karakajiana)
of [a given] effect proves that [such an effect] does not exist. [SV:] In case
the [property] to be proved is the non-existence (abhava) of a [given] nature
(svabhava), [we just] said® that the [mere] absence of apprehension of that [na-

61 PV 1.201cd and PVSV 103.16-18: karye tu karakajianam abhavasyaiva sadhakam [/ svabhavabhave
sadhye tadanupalambha evapramanam ucyate. karakanupalambhas tu pramanam eva. na hy asti
sambhavo yad asati karane karyam syat.

See PVSV 103.1-2: yasya kasya cit svabhavo nopalabhyate desadiviprakarsan na sa tadanupalambha-
matrenasan nama, yathoktam prak. On the identification of the passage alluded to by Dharmakirti
(PVSV 101.11 or 102.11-127?), see Steinkellner 2013,: 273 (n. 543).
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ture] does not constitute a [valid] means of knowledge (apramanam). But the
non-apprehension of [its] efficient [cause] (karakanupalambha)® is a [valid]
means of knowledge (pramanam eva), for it is impossible (nasti sambhavah)
that an effect should take place without a cause.

Dharmakirti’s reasoning is clearly alluded to in the passage quoted above (§ 2.2) by
Mandana, who does not speak, however, of “non-apprehension of a cause” (karananu-
palambhal®anupalabdhi), but simply of the “absence of a cause” (karananivrtti). And
indeed, a major issue of Dharmakirti’s reasoning — which is not entirely clear from this
passage of the SV —is that “non-apprehension of the efficient [cause]” (karakanupalambha)
cannot be mere non-apprehension (anupalabdhimatra), but has to be non-apprehension of
the second kind, where the object is fit for (perceptual) apprehension, lest the inference
becomes equally inconclusive.®* This, of course, is not the case of most objects placed at a
distance (viprakrsta) or supersensible (atindriya) objects like particular deities, etc., whose
cause is very likely to be also beyond the reach of the senses. The case of omniscience is
somewhat peculiar, though, due to the presupposition — apparently shared by all partic-
ipants in this debate — that (valid) knowledge of all things must be, to begin with, valid
knowledge over all. Just as “persons of exception” (purusatisaya) remain persons all the
same, “exceptional visions” (darsanatisaya) differ in degree (of precision, intensity, clarity,
etc.) from ordinary perceptions, but they obey the same principles as any other perceptual
cognition.®> Mandana’s task is, then, to prove that the cause of perception is such that it
can never produce a knowledge of all things, and thereby to undermine the very possibility
(sambhava) of omniscience.®

3.2 Kumarila, who already had some thoughts on that topic, mostly insists on the mutual
delimitation of our senses, which disqualifies a cognition of all things at once: acute as it

3 The expression karakanupalambha used in the PVSV is of course equivalent to the compound karand-

nupalabdhi found in Dharmakirti’s later works (see above n. 37).
% This point is well made by Yaita (1985: 202, n. 65).
% On purusatiSaya | satisayo narah, see BT (= TS 3161/3159) and PV(SV) 1.311. The expression
darsanatisaya is used, for instance, in Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamaiijari (NM;: 268.3) to define the
cognition of yogins. A similar use of atisaya applied to cognition is found in the SIV (codana® — 114)
and BT (= TS 3386).
Interestingly, this seems to be precisely the point where the problem of omniscience is taken up by
Sankaranandana in his Sarvajiiasiddhi, possibly written in the 9" century. See SSig 2: jatakaranasad-
bhava sambhaviny anyakaryavat | sarvarthavisaya samvit, sa hi sambhava ucyate; “A consciousness
encompassing all objects, like [any] other effect, is possible (sambhavin) [only] if the actual exis-
tence of its cause (karanasadbhava) is known; for this is what [we] call ‘possibility’ (sambhava).”
The corresponding prose portion, a preliminary edition of which is established by Eltschinger (2008:
140-141), is still too obscure (to me, at least) to provide any reliable information about the intellectual
background of this stanza. The proximity between Mandana and Sankaranandana’s way of speaking of
omniscience (sarvarthesu samvid [Mandanal/sarvarthavisaya samvid [Sankaranandana]) need not be
significant, but is nevertheless striking. The same kind of consideration is also found in Ratnakirti’s
Sarvajiiasiddhi: nanu karananupalambhad eva sarvajiiatapratisedhah sidhyati; “[Objection:] but, the
negation of omniscience is established by the non-apprehension of its cause (karananupalambha)!”
(SSig 7.19-20). See also Moriyama 2014: 64 (n. 29).
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may be, the eye — be it a Divine Eye -7 will never perceive sounds or smells; yet sounds or
smells are, no doubt, part of the totality of being.%® In order to grasp everything at once, the
senses of the Omniscient would therefore have to function simultaneously in an eminent
way, a possibility which contradicts the widely admitted principle that two cognitions
(say, the smell of a strawberry and the vision of its red colour) never take place exactly at
the same time.® As before, but for reasons that are far less clear, this popular reasoning
did not find its way into the ViV.”" Mandana prefers to concentrate on another aspect
of the mimamsaka theory of perception, going back to Jaimini’s treatment of pratyaksa
in MiSu 1.1.4, namely its relation to the present time (vidyamana). Perception, so the
sutra goes, cannot be a cause (nimitta) for our knowledge of dharma “‘because it grasps
[something] present” (vidyamanopalambhanatvat). Applying this conclusion to the debate

As noted by Moriyama (2014: 60-61), the quotation of scriptural passages mentioning the Buddha’s
“Divine Eye” (divyacaksus) by commentators on SIV (codana®) 112—115 and by Kamalasila while
commenting on a verse of the BT (ad TS 3159-3160) in TSP 999.12—13 is certainly not done by chance.
It is indeed likely that Kumarila had this or a similar notion in mind while discussing this topic.

SIV (codana®) 112—114: ekena tu pramanena sarvajiio yena kalpyate | niinam sa caksusa sarvan
rasadin pratipadyate I/ (...) yatrapy atisayo drstah sa svarthanatilanghanat | dirasuksmadidrstau syan
na riipe Srotravrttita //; “However, if [you] postulate that he knows everything through a single means
of valid cognition, he surely grasps all tastes, etc. with the eye! Even when superiority of a particular
[pramanal] is seen, in so far as [a sense] does not go beyond [its] own object, that [superiority] can
[happen] in perceiving things that are remote, subtle, etc., [but] it is not the case that the ear should
grasp color.” Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 324-328 (modified). Cf. BT (TS 3157-3158), translated in
Kataoka 2011,: 328-329 (n. 368).

Although this last part of the argument is not voiced by Kumarila, it seems nevertheless a natural
consequence of his statements about the senses and their limited domain. It is found explicitly in
Kamalasila’s commentary on TS 3157. See TSP 998.7-9: na caitac chakyate vaktum ma bhiid ekena
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“And you cannot say [the following:] ‘Maybe it is impossible to grasp all objects at the same time
(yugapad) in a single cognition (ekena jiianena), but this can happen in several [cognitions] (anekena),
for it is impossible that several cognitions [should take place] at the same time.”

70 To the already long list of quotes of SIV (codan@®) 112—114 enumerated by Kataoka (2011;: 27-29), I
can only add the (somewhat unexpected) quotation of v. 112ab in Helaraja’s Prakirnaprakasa (vol. 1, p.
54.17 — ad Vakyapadiya 3.1.46; I thank Vincenzo Vergiani for drawing my attention to this passage).
Helaraja’s response to Kumarila is quite unique in that the 10"-century Kashmiri grammarian directly
contests the Mimamsaka’s claim that the domains of the senses are mutually impenetrable, and does so on
the basis of some hitherto unidentified Scripture (agama): tac ca tesam Sistanam jiianam sarvendriyam,
pratiniyamanapeksanat. sarvajia hindriyantarenapindriyantaravyaparam kurvanti, tatha cagamah
nedanim indriyair eva pasyanti, ghranatah sabdam Srnoti, prstho ripani pasyati, apy angulyagrena
sarvendriyarthan upalabhyate; “And this knowledge of the Learned Ones (§ista) is [produced] by all
the senses (sarvendriya), for omniscient [beings] accomplish the operation of a sense even by means
of another, as it is said in the [following] Scripture: ‘Now they do not see only by the senses. [In
that state,] one hears sounds by [the organ of] smell, sees forms [even] in [one’s] back. More than
that! One grasps all sensory objects even with the tip of a finger!”” (Prakirnaprakdsa 54.1-5). The
boldness of Helaraja’s statement appears by comparing it, for instance, to Jayanta Bhatta’s much milder
response to Kumarila: rasadigrahiny api yoginam indriyani caksurvad atisSayavanty eveti na rasadisu
caksurvyaparah parikalpyate; “The senses by which yogins grasp smells, etc. are also eminent, just like
[their] eyes, so there is no need to assume an operation of the eye towards smells, etc.” (NM; 270.1-2).
It is impossible to decide if Mandana positively rejected Kumarila’s claim (and in that case, on which
basis), or simply considered it irrelevant to the present debate. I find it unlikely, in any case, that he
ignored it.
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on omniscience, Mandana makes it into a general statement as to the nature of sensory
perception:”!

Perception, when brought about by the eye, etc. [does] not [apply] to all objects,
for the [eye, etc.] have a restricted domain: their domain is exclusively some
particular [object], which is present (vartamana) and related (sambaddha)
[to the senses], and not all objects are like that. Now it is true that, since it is
possible to be aware of all sorts of knowable objects, a restriction (niyama) [of
the domain of perception] in terms of form (ritpa) is hardly defendable, and
so is also [its restriction] in terms of acuity, feebleness, etc. (patumandatadyi).
[Moreover,] since we cognize (pari—\/chid) objects at all sorts of distance and
in [all sorts of] measures, a restriction of relation in terms of distance (desa)
[or] measure (parimana) [is also not possible]. But [a restriction] in terms
of time (kala) is defendable (nirupyate), for in [the view that the eye, etc.]
operate by reaching [their object] (prapyakaritve),’ they cannot reach it if [the
object] is not present; the same [is true] in [the view that the eye, etc.] operate
without reaching [their object] (aprapyakaritve), since [in that case] one needs
a [special] capacity (samarthya) of the object [to be known], [and objects]
that have not come into being or have ceased to exist have no [such] capacity,
for they are inexpressible (anupakhyeya) [in terms of being and non-being].”?
And therefore the eye, etc., should they have a special excellence (ati-NST),
may only make their own domain known in an eminent way (adhikam) in
terms of distance, measure [and] number, but not what is beyond their domain,
[namely] what has not come to existence, [and] what has ceased to exist.
Therefore it is said [in Mimamsasutra 1.1.4]: “because it grasps something
present” (vidyamanopalambhanatvat).

Both characteristics of the object of perception highlighted in this passage (sambandhal
vartamanatva) have their source in MiSu 1.1.4, where “contact with the senses of a person”
(samprayoglah] purusasyendriyanam) is mentioned besides “being grasped at the present
time” (vidyamanopalambhanatva). Yet it is obviously the second characteristic that, above
all, captivates Mandana’s attention. His four-fold suspension of restriction (niyama) in
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ViV 15: na pratyaksam caksuradijanma tavat sarvarthesu, tesam visayaniyamat. kim cid eva hi vartama-
nam sambaddham ca tadvisayah, na ca sarve ’rthas tatha®. yady api canekavidhaprameyasamvedanad
ripato niyamo durniriipah, patumandatadibhedata$ ca, nanadeSaparimandarthaparicchedad desa-
tah® sambandhaniyamah, parimanato niyamas ca, kalatas tu niriipyate, prapyakdritve *vartamanasya
praptyabhavat, aprapyakaritve ’py arthasamarthyasavyapeksatvat, jianotpattav ajatanivrttayor anupa-
khyeyatvad asamarthyat. tada® catisayana® api caksuradayah svavisayam eva desatah parimanatah
samkhyato vadhikam bodhayeyuh, navisayam ajatam ativrttam. tad uktam vidyamanopalambhanatvad
iti (S 461.2-468.1 [= M 116.2-119.1/G 82.6-84.3]).  tatha S: @M G; ® desatah S: na desatah M G;
° tadd S: tatha M G; ¢ atisayana(h) S: atiSayanam M G. The text is trunked in M (118.4).

On this well-known divergence, see Chatterjee 1978: 138—141 and Bhatt 1989: 174—177. It opposes
thinkers (including Mimamsakas, Naiyayikas and Samkhya-philosophers) who think that the senses
must “reach” (pra-\/dp) their object in order to produce sensation and others (notably Buddhists) who
estimate that sensation can happen even while senses and object are at a distance.

Mandana’s conception of past and future as “inexpressible [in terms of being and non-being]” (anupa-
khyeya) might be borrowed from Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya. See David (forthcoming).
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terms of form, acuity, measure and distance (to which number can be added) also makes
the very idea of a relation with the senses practically useless. For what kind of ‘relation’
would there be between the senses and objects placed at an extreme distance, for instance,
if not their mere coexistence in one and the same moment? And what would be the point of
restricting the object of perception to what is ‘related’ to the senses if virtually everything
can be related to them? Thus it is possible to read in this text a form of thought experiment,
allowing us to discriminate between factual limitations of perception (in terms of form,
size, etc.) which, in principle, can be suspended, and a natural limitation of perception,
i.e. its relation to the present time, which no artificial extension of our faculties can allow
us to surpass. This insistance on the temporal dimension of perception might be a natural
consequence of Mandana’s main thesis in the field of ontology, voiced in ViV 12, identifying
existence (satta) with being present (vartamanata): if only present things are perceptible,
it is perhaps because they only ‘exist’ in the true sense of the term.”* But this might also
be his one true link to Kumarila, whose core argument against the possibility of foresight
(obviously an essential component of omniscience) in SIV (codana®) 115 is precisely the
natural limitation of sensory perception to the present moment.”

3.3 Mandana’s strategy against omniscience thus appears, at this point, essentially as a
reduction of Kumarila’s arguments to a single one: perception, relying on the operation
of the senses, can only grasp things in the present. His use of this argument in ViV 15,
however, marks a radically different approach to Buddhist theories of perception. As we
have seen, all arguments of the SIV (codana®) 112—114 and the corresponding verses of
the BT are based on the capacity of the senses to grasp all things in a single moment of
perception, and this may safely be extended to his remark in v. 115 as well. This presupposes
that perception can occur only through the senses, an assumption justified, in Kumarila’s
perspective, by his rejection of all kinds of supersensory perception in the chapter of the SIV
dealing with pratyaksa (ad MiSu 1.1.4). Quite the opposite, Mandana chooses to confront
Buddhist epistemologists on their own ground in order to show that even supersensory
perception as they conceive it is incompatible with omniscience. This ‘dialectical’ attitude,
so characteristic of Mandana’s philosophical style, allows him to open an entirely new
field of philosophical enquiry into the nature of the Omniscient’s cognition, which was to
acquire some prominence in later stages of this debate.”®

74 Mandana’s equation between being and being present forms the topic of the third study in this series.

See David (forthcoming).

SIV (codana®) 115ac: bhavisyati na drstam ca pratyaksasya mandg api | samarthyam; “It is never
seen that perception has even a bit (manag api) of capacity with regard to a thing in the future.”
Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 329. Unsurprisingly, Kumarila reads in MiSa 1.1.4, especially in the reason
vidyamanopalambhanatvat, an implicit attack against the possibility of yogic perception. See SIV
(pratyaksa®) 26-27ab (translated in Taber 2005: 54).

The earliest echo of this shift in the Mimamsakas’ attitude towards omniscience in a Buddhist text
might be found in Kamalasila’s Pafijika on TS 3156-3157 (= BT), where the learned Buddhist scholar
takes into consideration two hypotheses about the nature of the “complete knowledge of all things”
(sakalavastuparijiiana): sensory cognition (indriyajiiana) and mental cognition (manovijiiana). See
TSP 997.20-998.21. It is possible that Kamalasila’s comments on these stanzas should be read as
an effort to integrate Mandana’s arguments into Santaraksita’s mainly Kumarilan framework. His
examination of mental cognition (TSP 998.18-21), in particular, with his insistence on the mind’s
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3.4 Three types of perceptual awareness are considered in ViV 15, corresponding to
Dharmakirti’s four types’’ with the exception of self-awareness (svasamvedana): perception
“born from the eye, etc.” (caksuradijanman), “mental” (manasa) perception and perception
“born from meditation” (bhavanamaya), which is also how Dharmakirti defines the cogni-
tion of yogins (yoginam jiianam).”> Among them, the greatest attention is not devoted to the
last kind of perception, as we would probably expect,”® but to mental cognition. For sure,
external senses are riveted to the present time, but the mind need not be; in fact we observe
that dreams, fantasies and other creations of the mind have no evident link to the world of
sensation, and also deal with past and future events.?® Could omniscience be a cognition
of that kind? We cannot be sure whether Mandana had a particular Buddhist thinker or
school in mind while refuting that possibility, but I find it unlikely that his opponent should
be Dharmakirti, whose conception of mental cognition (manovijiiana [NB 1.9]) explicitly
excludes independence of the mind from the senses. In fact it seems Mandana chooses once
again not to refute Dharmakirti’s ideas — at least, not at first —, but skilfully to take them
out of their original context to fit his own purpose. As is well-known, mental perception for
Dharmakirti does not only cover internal mental phenomena such as awareness of pleasure
and pain, but also the (non-conceptual) moment of attention immediately following a
sensation, that of a patch of blue for instance, in which we become aware that there is
‘something’ in front of us without yet knowing that it is ‘blue.” His main preoccupation in
PV 3.239-248 is precisely to show that the content (visaya) of that moment of perception is
different (anya) from what has been previously experienced (pirvanubhiita) — so that it can
be considered valid knowledge (pramana) —®' but is also not entirely “unseen” (adrsta), so
that awareness of sound, for instance, cannot follow from a sensation of blue, or awareness

“dependence” (paratantrya) on the senses, clearly reminds one of Mandana (see below § 3.4). The case
of Prajnakaragupta will be dealt with further on (§ 4).

On these four types, see for instance NB 1.7-11.

See PV 3.281ab: prag uktam yoginam jiianam tesam tad bhavanamayam (Translation: Eltschinger 2009:
192). On the ‘causal’ interpretation of bhavanamaya, see Eltschinger 2007: 85-86, n. 58.

This is, at least, the assumption made by Umbeka Bhatta (8lh c.?), the oldest commentator on the S1v,
who begins his commentary on SIV (codana®) 115 with the following objection: nanu heyopadeya-
grahakasya vijianasyasty ekam karanam bhavand, kim ucyate karananupalabdhya karyabhava iti?
bhavanajanyapratyaksam dharmadharmagrahakatvena tair istam!; “[Objection:] but, there is [indeed]
a cause for the cognition that grasps what is to be abandoned and what is to be appropriated, [namely]
meditation (bhavana)! Why do [you] say that ‘the effect does not exist since one does not grasp [its]
cause’? They [= Buddhists] maintain that perception born from meditation (bhavanajanyam pratyaksam)
is what grasps merit and demerit!” (Tatparyatika 74.7-8; translation: Moriyama 2014: 64 [modified]).
The phrase karananupalabdhya karyabhavah recalls Mandana’s formulation in ViV 15 (karananivrttya
karyanivrttilh] [S 460.2-461.1]), and it is possible that Umbeka, who is also the author of a commentary
on Mandana’s Bhavanaviveka, makes here an approximative quote of the ViV.

The possibility that dreams (svapna) manifest the mind’s capacity to grasp external objects independently
of the senses — a hypothesis Mandana eventually rules out — is the topic of a separate investigation in
ViV 16 (S 583.2-590.3). This enquiry, carried out essentially with non-Buddhist arguments and only
loosely related to the question of omniscience, need not concern us here.

As is well-known, Dharmakirti’s second characterization of “valid knowledge” (pramana) in PV 2.5a
defines it as the “manifestation of an unknown object” (gjiiatarthaprakasa). On this definition, see
Katsura 1984, Krasser 2001: 185-190 and Kataoka 2003b. Further references in Krasser 2001: 184—185
(n. 45).

71
78

79

80

81



60

Mandana Misra’s Excursus on the Buddha’s Omniscience

of blue from no sensation at all, as in the case a blind man.?? Taking the best party of
these remarks, Mandana insists, in his turn, on the dependence (paratantrya) of the mind
(manas) on the senses when it comes to external objects (bahir):3

Even mental perception (manasam pratyaksam) [cannot produce omni-
science],?* for the mind (manas) has no autonomy (asvatantratvat) [with
regard to what is] outside (bahir).®® If it had [such an] autonomy (svatantrya),
the undesired consequence would be that nobody would be blind, deaf, etc. To
explain: regarding perceptive awareness (pratyaksa[m] vedana[m]) of forms/
colours, etc. (rigpadi), the [mind] is dependent (paratantra) on [senses] like
the eye, [and] it is limited by their very limitation (niyama);® otherwise, as
[we have just] said, the undesired consequence would be that nobody would
be blind, etc. If [you object] that [this undesired consequence, namely] that
nobody would be blind, etc. does not occur, for [mental perception] depends
on the [objective] correlate of [its] homogeneous and immediate cause [i.e. a
cognition] born from the [senses] (tajjasamanantarapratyayasahakaryapeksa-
nad),’” [our answer is that,] in all cases, the dependence [on the operation of
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See PV 3.239-244: pirvanubhiitagrahane manasasyapramanata | adrstagrahane 'ndhader api syad
yam nandhadrk tatah /| svarthanvayarthapeksaiva hetur indriyaja matih / tato 'nyagrahane 'py asya
niyatagrahyata mata //; “If mental [perception] grasps [an object] that has been experienced before
(purvanubhiita), then it is not a means of valid knowledge (apramanata); if it grasps something [en-
tirely] unseen (adrsta), then a vision of the object would occur also to a blind man, etc. (...) Therefore,
the mind [= mental cognition] (manas), born from the immediate cause (anantarapratyaya) that is
a sensory cognition (indriyavijiana), grasps an entirely different object (anyam eva visayam) [with
respect to that sensation], so that [the undesired consequence that is] the vision [of the object] by a
blind man does not [occur]. [Still,] the sensory cognition (indriyaja matih) that is [its] cause (hetu) is
entirely dependent (°apeksaiva) on an object (artha) related to its own object [as its immediate cause]
(svarthanvaya®); so, even though it grasps something different, [we] consider that it grasps [only] a
delimited object (niyatagrahyata).” See also Vetter 1964: 40 and PVin 1.19 (19.1-7). A thorough
account of Dharmakirti’s theory of mental cognition is given by Vacaspati in the NyK (471.2-473.8);
the passage has been translated into English by Stcherbatsky (1930,: 318-320).

ViV 15: manasam api pratyaksam, bahir manaso ’svatantratvat, svatantrye 'ndhabadhiradyabha-
vaprasangat. tatha hi: pratyakse rupadivedane tac caksuradiparatantram tanniyamad eva niyatam,
anyathandhadyabhavaprasangad ity uktam. tajjasamanantarapratyayasahakaryapeksanad yadi na-
ndhadyabhdavah sarvathd na paratantryam?® nivartate, tadvisayajavisayatvat®, anyathendriyantara-
Jasahakarino® ’pi pravrtteh sa evandhdadyabhavah (S 468.1-474.2 [= M 119.1/G 84.3-85.5]). * na
paratantryam S: paratantryam na M G; ® tadvisayajavisayatvat S: tadvisayatvat M G; © indriyantaraja®
M G: indriyantara® S. The order of the sentences differs widely between S and both printed editions
(M/G); I do not reproduce these variants here.

See NyK: manasam api pratyaksam na sarvam bodhayati (468.13).

Cf. ViVX 15d: paratantram bahir manah; “Regarding external [objects], the mind is dependent
(paratantra) [on the senses]” (S 458.3 [= M 114.3/G 81.3]).

As we have seen before, the essential limitation of the senses, in Mandana’s view, is their incapacity to
grasp objects in the past or future.

Cf. PV 3.243ab (translated above, n. 82), PVin 1.19 (19.5-7) and NB 1.9. The latter’s definition
reads as follows: svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinendriyajiianena samanantarapratyayena janitam tan
manovijiianam: “[M]ental perception is the product of a sense perception which forms its immediately
preceding homogeneous cause, and which cooperates with the immediately succeeding facsimile [i.e.
the second moment] of its proper object.” Translation: Kajiyama 1998: 45.
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the senses] does not disappear, for the content [of mental perception] is born
of the content of a [particular sense].® Were it not, since [mental perception]
would take place because of a [moment] that would cooperate with [the cogni-
tion] born from another sense (indriyantarajasahakarino ’pi),% there would
indeed be no blind, etc.!

Despite the presentation of the arguments in a polemical form, there is probably little here
that Dharmakirti would actually disagree with. I find it in general unlikely that a philosopher
arguing for the mind’s autonomy (svatantrya) in grasping external objects would really
draw any benefit from Dharmakirti’s theory of mental awareness, and from his distinction
of two objective ‘moments’ corresponding to sensory and mental perception. Mandana’s
detailed discussion of that theory in the ViV (S 474.2-542.1), leading him to reaffirm the
orthodox mimamsaka view that “the mind never operates directly (saksat) and independently
(svatantram) on an [object] that is not internal (dntara),”*° thus conscientiously fulfills the
epistemologist’s task, but has little bearing on the topic of omniscience proper.

3.5 A more profound divergence between the two philosophers comes out of Mandana’s
brief discussion of perception “born from meditation” (bhavanamaya) at the end of ViV
15 (S 542.1-555.2). While Kumarila spoke in very general terms of “the perception of past
or future objects, or of one that is very small or obstructed, believed by some to belong to
yogins and liberated souls (muktatman),”®' Mandana specifically addresses the Buddhist
epistemologists’ conception of yogic perception, especially their belief that it results from
“repeated practice” (abhyasa) or habituation to cognitive contents reached by some other
means.”? As is well-known, Dharmakirti thinks that the main cause of a yogin’s perception
is mental cultivation or “meditation” (bhavana), half way between ‘rumination’ of an idea in
view of its perfect assimilation and ‘imagination’ understood as the vivid representation of
something formerly conceived. In more Buddhist terms, meditation consists of the repeated

8 That is: the objective moment (ksana) which forms the content (visaya) of mental awareness of a patch

of blue (K2), for instance, is not identical with the preceding objective moment (K1), the content of
sensation. Yet both moments are not unrelated, since K1 is also the “homogeneous and immediate
cause” (samanantarapratyaya) of K2. In order for mental cognition to take place, then, we need two
things: a (sensory) cognition which is its samanantarapratyaya — or, in Vacaspati’s more oecumenic
terms, its “material cause” (upadana — NyK 472.2) — and an objective correlate (sahakarin) which is the
immediate product of the objective moment (K1) grasped by that sensation. Thus, although sensation
and mental awareness have different contents, they are nevertheless indissolubly intertwined.

I exceptionally disagree with Stern’s choice to read °indriyantarasahakarino, and prefer the reading
°indriyantarajasahakarino transmitted in his Ms. B, in his own version of the NyK (474.5) and also
chosen by both published editions of the ViV (M 120.5/G 85.4). Vacaspati’s interpretation of the
compound indriyantaraja® as referring to the cognition (indriyantarajavijiiana®) which is the material
cause (or samanantarapratyaya) of mental awareness clearly supports that interpretation.

N ViV 15: na kva cid® anantare manah saksat svatantram pravartate (S 541.3—4 [= M 140.6-141.1/G
100.3]). ® na kva cid S: na kva cid api M G. Cf. SIV (pratyaksa®) 160cd: pravrttih sukhaduhkhéadau
kevalasyaiva drsyate; “(...) a functioning of the mind by itself is observed in respect to pleasure, pain,
etc.” (text and translation: Taber 2005: 158 and 114).

SIV (pratyaksa®) 26ac: atitanagate "py arthe sitksme vyavahite ’pi ca | pratyaksam yoginam istam kais
cin muktatmanam api // (text: Taber 2005: 152; translation: Taber 2005: 54 [adapted]).

92 On abhydsa and its interpretation in Buddhist texts, see Eltschinger 2009: 184 (n. 57).
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presentation to the mind of the practitioner of the four Nobles’ Truths, culminating in their
direct apprehension (saksatkara) or “vision” (darsana).®® To that activity Dharmakirti
ascribes the power — well-attested in persons subject to hallucinations born from desire,
fear, madness, etc.®* — to produce an awareness with all external traits of perception:
clarity (sphutabhata [PV 3.8bl/spastaltva] [PV 3.281d]/spastabha(ta] [PV 3.284c], etc.),
non-conceptuality (kalpanapol[hla [PVin® 1.4a/PV 3.123)/akalpaka(tva] [PVin® 1.28d]/
akalpa(tva] [PV 3.285d], etc.). The difference between mere hallucination and the cognition
of a Buddhist Saint only lies, then, in the latter’s being “veridical” (samvadin [PV 3.286a])
or “non-erroneous” (abhranta [PVin¥ 1.4b]), applying as it does to an object whose reality
(bhutaltva] [PV 3.285]) has been ascertained through Scripture (dgama) and reasoning
(yukti). This last characteristic, which makes the cognition of yogins into valid knowledge
(pramana) or perception (pratyaksa) in the true sense of the term,” is also the main topic
of Mandana’s critique. For to claim, as Dharmakirti does, that yogic perception is non-
erroneous as it follows on hearing Buddhist Scriptures and pondering over their content
amounts to saying that meditation is essentially non-productive. As Mandana puts in the
Brahmasiddhi: “[ An injunction] concerning a cognition of the second type [= mental
cultivation]®® does not concern the comprehension of reality (tattvavabodha), but only the
repeated practice (abhyasa) [of that comprehension].”®” This ‘borrowed’ character of the
content of meditation, a warrant for its validity in Dharmakirti’s view, is precisely what
leads Mandana to disqualify it as mere second-hand knowledge:*®

Even [perception] born from meditation (bhavanamaya) is about an object
[previously] heard about [in the Scripture] and/or known by inference (Sruta-
numitavisaya), for it is impossible to meditate at random; since it conforms
to a former cognition’s having a real object (bhiitarthatva) or the contrary
(viparyaya), it is dependent (paratantra) on Scripture and inference, and re-
lies upon [another means of knowledge to ensure its validity] (sapeksatvat).
Therefore it is not a means of valid knowledge (apramanam).

9 On the “vision of the [four] Nobles’ Truths” (aryasatyadarsana) as the specific goal of yogic perception

for Dharmakirti, see PVin 1.28 (27.11) and Eltschinger 2014b: 250-251. As convincingly shown by
Eltschinger (2009: 199-200), that vision corresponds, in Dharmakirti’s view, to the cognition of the
Buddhist practitioner after the “revolution of the basis” (a@srayaparivrtti) has taken place.
% See PV 3.282 (= PVin 1.29). Translations: Eltschinger 2009: 193, Franco 2011: 83.
% See PVin 1.4ab (pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam), NB 1.4 (tatra pratyaksam kalpanapodham
abhrantam). See also Steinkellner 1978: 126, Eltschinger 2009: 196197 and Franco 2011: 86-88.
Mandana alludes here to his own tripartition of Brahman-knowledge in the beginning of the Niyogakanda:
“knowledge born from speech” (Sabdat pratipattih), knowledge “consisting of its continuous fixation”
(tatsamtanavati [pratipattih]) and knowledge “consisting of a direct apprehension” (saksatkararipa
[pratipattih]). See BS 74.10-13. Meditation (bhavana) as understood by Dharmakirti corresponds, of
course, to the second of these three stages.
BS 2.101-105ab (introduction): dvitiyapratipattivisayo hi na tattvavabodhavisayah, kim tu tadabhyasa-
visayah (115.2-3 —1 do not translate /7). Sankhapani’s commentary (Brahmasiddhivyakhya 239.10-11)
makes the precision that the difference between both types of knowledge (pratipatti) is equivalent to
that between valid knowledge (pramana) and memory (smrti).
ViV 15: bhavanamayam api® Srutanumitavisayam akasmad bhavanayogad agamanumanaparatantram
purvajianabhutarthatvaviparyayanuvidhanat sapeksatvad apramanam (S 542.1-555.2 [= M 147.1-3/G

104.1-3]). * bhavanamayam api S: bhavanamayam api vijiianam M G.

96

97

98



Hugo David 63

In these lines, which I propose to read as a direct response to Dharmakirti’s opposite
statement in PVin 1.28,” Mandana inaugurates what would be the invariable position
of the Advaita tradition on the nature of meditation or “contemplation” (nididhyasana)
for centuries to come. Meditation being only the repeated and progressively intensified
thought of an object, it cannot produce by itself any knowledge of that object. So, in order
to be mentally cultivated, the object must be reached by some other means, scriptural or
inferential. If meditation, then, has its use as a means of assimilation or ‘realization’ of
what has been grasped, it does not bring anything new and because of that it is “not a
means of valid knowledge” (apramana).'® While Dharmakirti interprets the transition
from conceptual knowledge originated from Scripture and reasoning to the immediacy and
non-conceptuality of the yogin’s insight as a passage from illusion to truth, Mandana rather
insists on the identity of content of all three cognitions: no matter how we take it, it is always
the same reality that is “heard, thought and meditated upon,” as the Upanisad has it,'°!
and neither perception nor reasoning can grasp it without the help of Scripture. Beyond the
limited controversy about the yogins’s cognition and its capacity to account for omniscience,
we sense a deeper disagreement concerning the very function of Scripture and its place in
the path to liberation: from a mere preliminary (and to a certain point superfluous)!%? stage
leading the adept to a more authentic and direct apprehension of reality in Dharmakirti’s
view, the audition of Scripture has become for Mandana the very centre of his Vedantic
soteriology, the means of knowledge par excellence that other pramanas may of course
supplement, but never entirely replace.

% See PVin 1.28: yoginam api Srutamayena jiianendrthan grhitva yukticintamayena vyavasthapya bhava-

yatam tannispattau yat spastavabhasi bhayadav iva tad avikalpakam avitathavisayam pramanam
pratyaksam; “Having first grasped objects through a cognition born from listening [to the treatises] and
[then] ascertained [them] through a [cognition] born of reflecting [upon them] by means of rational
enquiry, yogins cultivate [those objects]. The [cognition] which, at the completion of this [cultivation],
appears as vividly as in such cases as fear, etc. and [at the same time] is non-conceptual [and] has a true
object, is also a means of valid knowledge, [namely] perception” (27.9—11 — translation: Eltschinger
2009: 198 [modified]). The hypothesis of a direct response to Dharmakirti is indirectly supported by
the paraphrase of PVin 1.28 in the corresponding portion of the NyK. Interestingly, Vacaspati does
not speak in general of the cognition of yogins but specifically of that of the Buddha (tathagata), and
also relates Dharmakirti’s remarks to the question of omniscience: Srutamayena vijiianena samasta-
vastuvisayam nairatmyadi grhitva yuktimayena ca bhiitatam asya vyavasthapyasakrccetoniveSanarii-
pabhavanaprakarsaparyantajanma pratyaksam vijiianam anavayavenanatmadiripavisvalambanam
karatalaravindavisayam ivativisadam bhavayisyati tathagatah; “Having first grasped the absence of
a Self, etc., which concerns all beings, by means of a cognition born from listening [to the treatises]
and [then] established their reality by means of [a cognition] born from reasoning, the Tathagata was
able to effectuate (bhavayisyati) a perceptual cognition born of [His] intense meditation, consisting
of a repeated presentation to [His] mind [of the objects he reflected upon]. [That vision] had for its
objective correlate everything without exception possessing the property of being selfless, etc. and was
as entirely clear as [the vision] of a lotus on the palm of one’s hand” (S 544.6-545.4).

Recall that novelty or “manifestation of an unknown object” (ajiiatarthaprakasa) is one of the definitions
given by Dharmakirti himself of “valid knowledge” in PV 2.5a. See above n. 81.
Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.5: atma va are drastavyah §rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah; “Truly, it is
the Self that must be seen, heard, thought, meditated upon.” As is well-known, this passage is taken by
the later Vedantic tradition to enunciate the three stages of the knowledge of Brahman, starting with its
“audition” (Sravana) in the Scripture, developing through “reflection” (rmanana) and “contemplation”
(nididhyasana), and eventually leading to “direct perception” (saksatkara).

102 See Steinkellner 1978: 127.
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3.6 With this last point it seems we have exhausted most of what Mandana had to say on
the topic of the Buddha’s omniscience. It is now time to enquire whether his arguments
aroused any response from the Buddhist side in the following centuries, as was the case for
Kumarila. Our main field of investigation will be the work of an immediately later Buddhist
philosopher, Prajiiakaragupta, on whom Mandana’s influence — so is at least my contention
— is most easily discernible.

4. An early Buddhist paraphrase of ViV 15: Prajiakaragupta’s Prama-
navarttikalamkara (PVA) ad PV 2.29 (vv. 2.358-370)

4.1 Although Mandana’s influence on later Buddhist thought is yet to be properly valued,
it is nevertheless certain that the ViV was read and extensively used by some at least
among later Buddhist logicians. Of the several texts one could invoke in support of this
claim,'% none is perhaps as revealing as Prajiiakaragupta’s commentary on PV 2.29 (PVA
2.358-370).!% Prajiiakaragupta is probably the first commentator on Dharmakirti’s Pra-
manavarttika to regard the Buddha’s omniscience (sarvajiiatva) as a central topic of the
Pramanasiddhi-chapter (= PV 2).!19 His commentary on PV 2.29-33 is therefore, along
with chapter 26 of Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha, among the oldest available testimonies
of that debate stemming from the Buddhist pramana-tradition. Prajiiakaragupta’s long
discussion of PV 2.29, where Dharmakirti objects to the possibility of a knowledge of
objects beyond the senses (paroksarthajiiana) in the absence of a means (sadhana) to
accomplish it, forms the pitrvapaksa of that section, and is for the most part a web of
mimamsaka arguments set against the possibility of omniscience. This section of the Vartti-
kalamkara is thus of high significance for the early history of this debate in Buddhism and
Mimamsa alike.!% In his recent study of that section, Sh. Moriyama (2014) rightly points
out Prajfiakaragupta’s indebtedness to Kumarila’s works — both the S1V and the BT —'%’

103 Apart from the PVA, possible echoes of Mandana’s arguments have been identified so far in the works

of Kamalasila (see above n. 76), Sankaranandana (see n. 66) and Ratnakirti (see nn. 37 and 66).

I am quoting here the recent edition of the passage by Moriyama (2014: 168—179) (= PVA), which
corresponds to PVAg 50.17-52.25. The numbering of karikas is identical in both editions.

According to R. Jackson (1991: 235-236), Prajnakaragupta’s “conflating omniscience and authorita-
tiveness” constitutes a decisive innovation of the Varttikalamkara with respect to earlier commentaries
on Dharmakirti’s work. See also Franco (2011: 90, n. 44) and Moriyama (2014: 19-26), who reach the
same conclusion, the latter by an in-depth study of PVA ad PV 2.1-7. Interestingly, omniscience will be
regarded by some later Tibetan commentators as the fundamental topic, not only of those karikas, but
of the whole second chapter. See Jackson (1991: 232 and 236), who mentions in particular the case of
rGyal tshab (15% c.). The latter’s indebtedness to Prajiakaragupta (which of course need not be direct)
is evident from the passage of his commentary on PV 2 translated in Jackson 1991: 241, which is little
more than a paraphrase of PVA ad PV 2.29.

106 Apart from a small portion of the text (PVA 168.9-10 and PVA 2.367-369), a rather bold adaptation
of an argument originally found in PV 1.335, all arguments of Prajiiakaragupta’s pirvapaksin can be
traced back to earlier Mimamsa works (see table below, § 4.6). Yamari’s tentative identification of
Prajiiakaragupta’s opponent as a materialist (tshu rol mdzes pa pa, Skt. *carvaka?), on which Moriyama
(2014: 244, n. 5) already expressed serious doubts, can therefore be entirely discarded.

As he convincingly shows (pp. 58-59), the objection given in PVA 2.359 that an omniscient would
also experience the taste of impure things (asuci), which is not found in the SIV, is certainly borrowed
from the BT (= TS 3144). Even if some parallels he draws between the PVA and the SIV might be
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but also notes (pp. 59-60) that this cannot account for the pitrvapaksin’s argumentation as
a whole, which has no clear equivalent in the works of the great Mimamsaka. Adding to
Moriyama’s remarks, I shall argue that Prajiakaragupta’s model in building his pirvapaksa
is not only Kumarila, but also Mandana, and that the first half of the text (PVA 2.358-363)
in particular can be read as a paraphrase of ViV 15.!% Incidentally, this identification of one
of Prajfiakaragupta’s main opponents will help us, it is hoped, to solve certain difficulties in
the interpretation of that delicate passage, and also to highlight certain minor divergences
between the Buddhist scholar and his Brahmanical source.

4.2 Prajhakaragupta’s fundamental distinction, to begin with, between two possible inter-
pretations of the word sadhana (“means”) in PV 2.29bc (tatsadhanasya ca | abhavat)'®
— namely, as the (efficient) cause (hetu/karana) of the Buddha’s omniscience and as the
(informing) cause of our certitude (niscaye hetuh) of an omniscient being’s existence
—110 has generally been interpreted in reference to the SIV or BT.!'" Yet nowhere does
Kumarila formulate such an opposition, which on the other hand closely corresponds to
Mandana’s distinction, already found on the threshold of ViV 15, between the (efficient)
cause (hetu/karana) that should account (upa-Npad®®s) for omniscience''? and the cause
of our knowledge (jiiana) of an omniscient being.!'® It is thus simpler to assume that

contested (especially in the case of PVA 2.358 and 2.359cd, as we shall see, but also in other cases like
PVA 2.362ab and 2.364, in which Prajfiakaragupta might equally refer to the BT), the identification of
SIV (codana®) 137 as the source of PVA 2.365, already proposed by Jayanta (see Moriyama 2014: 248,
n. 25), is in turn quite convincing. The parallel passage of the BT (= TS 3238-40) might indeed be
alluded to by Prajnakaragupta through his use of the expression vikalparahita (“devoid of conceptual
knowledge”), but the karika shows no evident formal similarity with that part of Kumarila’s late work,
while it is very close in wording to the verse of the SIV.

The possibility of Mandana’s influence on Prajfiakaragupta in this pitrvapaksa is briefly considered by
Moriyama (2014: 63-65), who does not however engage in a systematic comparison of both texts.
The whole text of PV 2.29 runs as follows: pramanyam ca paroksarthajianam tatsadhanasya ca (em.;
tat sadhanasya Ed) / abhavan nasty anusthanam iti ke cit pracaksate //; “And the reliability [of any
religious authority] consists in [His/its] knowledge of objects beyond the senses, but because there is no
[possible] means to complete it, there is no [successful] practice in conformity with [its teaching]. Thus
claim certain [Mimamsakas].” Translation: Moriyama 2014: 244.

See PVA ad PV 2.29: yas tavad asarvajiia eva sarvajiio bhavati, tasya paroksarthaparijiane ko hetuh?
na khalv idr§am kim api karanam upalaksitam, yato ’nusthanat sarvavedanam bhavati (...) napi
tanniscaye hetur asti; “First of all, if someone who is not omniscient becomes omniscient, what is the
cause (hetu) of his knowledge of objects that are beyond the senses? For sure, [you] cannot point out any
such cause (karana) from which, through practice, the knowledge of all [things] would arise (...); nor
is there any cause of [our] certitude (niscaye hetuh) that such a [being exists]” (168.5-9). Translation:
Moriyama 2014: 244 (modified).

1" See Inami 1996: 87, n. 5 and Moriyama 2014: 56.

112 See ViVK 15ab: hetvabhave phalabhavat pramane ’sati na prama /; “No effect [takes place] without
a cause, [so] no valid knowledge [of all things takes place] without a [corresponding] means of
valid knowledge” (S 458.2 [= M 114.2/G 81.2]); ViV 15: (...) karananivrttya karyanivrttipratiteh
(S 460.2-461.1 — translated above, § 2.2).

See ViV 15: (...) na, tasyanupapatter ajiianac ca; “No, for [an omniscient being] cannot be accounted
for, and because we would have no way to know [Him]” (S 445.1-458.1 [= M 114.1/G 81.1]); ViV
19: evam tavad anupapattih, ajiianam® api; “Thus [it has been shown], first of all, that [an omniscient
being] cannot be accounted for; now [we will see that] there is also no knowledge [of such a being]” (S
686.1-2 [= M 204.5/G 145.2]). * agjiianam S: jianam M G.
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Mandana’s distinction is the source of Prajfiakaragupta’s twofold interpretation of the word
sadhana in Dharmakirti’s verse.

4.3 The assumption of a debt to Mandana further allows us better to understand the struc-
ture of Prajiiakaragupta’s pirvapaksa, which already caused some difficulty to its Indian
commentators. Thus Yamari (11 ¢.) tentatively identifies four parts in PVA 2.358-363,
corresponding to four possible causes (rgyu) of the Buddha’s omniscience: sensory cog-
nition (dbang po’i shes pa; Skt. *indriyajiiana?), the senses and the object (?) (dbang po
dang don, Skt. indriyartha?), mental cognition assisted by repeated practice (goms pa
dang bcas pa’i yid kyi shes pa, Skt. *abhyasavanmanojiiana?) and inference (rjes su dpag
pa; Skt. *anumana?).'** To this rather unlikely organisation of the pirvapaksin’s proof,
Moriyama (2014: 57-62) opposes his own twofold division, which sounds much more
promising: (1) refutation of omniscience as a form of sensory perception (v. 358-359), (2)
refutation of omniscience as a form of mental perception (v. 360-362). The problem is that
Kumarila, whom he considers to be Prajiiakaragupta’s main model, never seems to consider
that omniscience could be something other than sensory perception, such as for instance
mental perception. So, either one considers that Prajiakaragupta himself introduces that
possibility!'!® or one has to admit that he draws from some other source, which is then very
likely to be Mandana’s set of three (not two) hypotheses: omniscience as a form of sensory,
mental or yogic cognition (see § 3.4). The following table presents the various hypotheses
in presence regarding the nature of the Omniscient’s cognition:

SIV/BT ViV 15 PVA 2.358-363 PVA 2.358-362
(Moriyama 2014)
lindriya- caksuradijanma  pratya- indriyajiana indriyajiiana
pratyaksa]  ksam (S 461.2-468.1) (1.358-359 + 50.24)  (1.358-359 + 50.24)
manasam pratyaksam  manovijiana (1.360)  manovijiana
(S 468.1-542.1) (1.360-362)
bhavanamayam pratyaksam  abhyasat |vijianam)/
(S 542.1-555.2) bhavana (1.361-363)

4.4 Arguments set against omniscience as a form of sensory or mental perception are
clearly similar in the ViV and PVA: the limitation of the domain (visaya) of sensory percep-

114 Tibetan text quoted in Moriyama (2014: 59, n. 12). Since the original Sanskrit of Yamari’s Suparisuddhi

(on which see Steinkellner/Much 1995: xx) is still unpublished, it is not possible to check whether
oddities of this classification are due to Yamari or to his Tibetan translator. In any case, Mandana’s name
is not included in the list of authorities identified by M. Ono (2000: xxiv) in Yamari’s commentary, so it
is quite possible that Prajfiakaragupta’s commentator did not know the ViV. My very limited knowledge
of Tibetan did not allow me to consult Jayanta’s slightly earlier commentary.

This seems to be, in substance, the option chosen by Moriyama (2014: 59-62), who solves the diffi-
culty by reading Prajfiakaragupta’s argument as a reaction to Dharmakirti’s newly elaborated theory
of yogic perception. I am not quite convinced by this explanation since Dharmakirti, like Dignaga
before him, clearly distinguishes between mental and yogic perception, so there would be no point for
Prajiiakaragupta to discuss mental perception specifically if that were really the point at stake.
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tion to what is related/proximate (sambaddha [ViV]/samnihita [PVA)) to the senses,'!'¢ the
mind’s lack of autonomy (svatantra[tva]) from the senses in knowing external objects.!!”
A more delicate issue is whether there is any allusion to the perception of yogins in this
passage of the Varttikalamkara, as is my contention. The three karikas at stake (PVA
2.361-363) read as follows:''®

(361) The clarity (spastata) of that [cognition acquired] through repeated prac-
tice (abhyasa) cannot encompass all [objects]. If it (tasya) relies on Scripture,
lits] erroneousness (bhrantata) also (api) follows; (362) on the other hand
(tu), one does not reach all things (sarvam vastu) as they are established by
an inference (anumanaprasiddha), so there is no meditation (bhavana) that
can encompass everything; how [then would one become] omniscient? (363)
Through repeated practice of the [sacred] treatises, etc. (Sastradi) one can only
understand what is taught by them (Sastraprabhrti); how [then] will anyone
(tasya) attain knowledge of the totality [of being] (sakalya)?'!

Although these verses still pose considerable problems in the detail of their interpretation,
one can clearly recognize in them an elaboration on Mandana’s main thesis regarding
meditation (see above, § 3.5): omniscience cannot result from meditation (bhavana —
362cd), for it only consists in the repeated practice (abhydasa — 361a/363a) of what has
already been obtained by some other means (i.e. Scripture or inference). It is also possible
that v. 363ab should be read in reference to Mandana’s idea of meditation as an essentially
non-productive activity, although this is far from certain.!* It seems in any case that
Prajiiakaragupta substantially changes the nature of Mandana’s argumentation by insisting,
above all, on the incapacity of the two ‘root-pramanas’ to apprehend all things,'?! while

116 See PVA 168.11-12: (...) indriyajiianasya samnihitavisayasya darsandt; “because one observes that a

sensory cognition has its object in [its] proximity.” Translation: Moriyama 2014: 245.

See PVA 2.360cd: svatantram tu manojiianam naiva kena cid isyate //; “On the other hand, a mental
cognition [that is] independent [of sense faculties] is never observed by anyone.” Translation: Moriyama
2014: 246. Cf. ViVX 15d: paratantram bahir manah // (S 458.3 — translated above, n. 85).

PVA 2.361-363: abhyasat spastata tasya na sarvavisaya bhavet | agamasritatve tasya bhrantatapi
prasajyate 1/ 361 // anumanaprasiddham tu vastu sarvam na labhyate [/ tato na sarvavisaya bhavana
sarvavit katham [/ 362 [/ Sastradyabhyasatah Sastraprabhrty evavagacchatu | sakalyavedanam tasya
kuta evagamisyati // 363 // (p. 170).

My translation of the passage differs only punctually from that of Moriyama (2014: 246-247).

Even though this interpretation is clearly very tentative, such a solution would avoid the disturbing
redundancy of v. 363ab with respect to vv. 361-362. The hypothesis of an implicit reference to Kumarila’s
BT (= TS 3163), upheld by Moriyama (2014: 77), would be another way out of this difficulty, but I
must say I cannot easily read in Prajiiakaragupta’s half-verse Kumarila’s objection that excellence or
superiority (atiSaya) in the knowledge of a treatise (§astra) does not entail excellence in the knowledge
of another treatise (Sastrantara): evam Sastravicaresu drsyate 'tisayo mahan | na tu Sastrantarajiianam
tanmatrenaiva labhyate // “Thus we notice [in some people] a great superiority in the knowledge of
treatises, but this is not sufficient [to establish their] knowledge of other treatises.”

The purvapaksin’s ground for refusing access to the totality of being to inference and Scripture is in
itself far from clear. It is almost certain, as rightly pointed out by Moriyama (2014: 59-60, n. 14), that he
discards inference in v. 362ab on the basis of Kumarila’s remark in SIV (codana®) 115cd that inference
and similar pramanas cannot grasp objects in the future (bhavisyant). His argument against Scripture
in v. 361cd is in turn quite obscure, and I am not at all convinced by Yamari’s recourse to the (typically
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Mandana rather insisted on the “heteronomy” (paratantrya) of meditation, preventing it
from becoming a pramana in the full sense of the term. So, if the general structure of
this piurvapaksa seems to follow that of ViV 15, the detail of the argument is a blend of
Kumarila’s, Mandana’s and — one may think — Prajfiakaragupta’s own reflections.

4.5 Assuming, as I did, that most arguments in the first part of this pirvapaksa are
drawn from the ViV will also, it is hoped, allow us to solve problems in the detail of
the interpretation of that passage of the Varttikalamkara. Two verses are particularly
problematic, namely vv. 2.358 and 2.359cd. The first verse is interpreted by Moriyama
(2014: 57-58 and 245, n. 12) as an allusion to SIV (codana®) 112—114 which is, as we
remember, a crucial group of stanzas dealing with the mutual limitation of the senses,
barring them the access to the totality of being. One has some difficulty, however, to read
this argument in Moriyama’s translation of PV 2.358:!2

If an omniscient being arises despite the non-distinction regarding sense fac-
ulties and objects [between omniscient beings and ordinary people], everyone
would become omniscient because of the non-distinction regarding sense
faculties and objects. (Moriyama 2014: 245)

Although Moriyama does not provide much explanation for this, the logic behind his
translation seems to be the following: since the senses of the (putative) Omniscient — the
historical Buddha for instance — are not different from ours, they share the same limitations
(358ab); if we suspend this limitation (admitting, for instance, that the eye could grasp
sounds or smells), then there is no reason why everybody should not become omniscient
(358cd). The interpretation of the compound indriyarthavisesa as the “non-distinction of
the senses and the object [in us and in an omniscient being]” looks quite forced though,
which makes me suspect that this translation somehow misses the point. The argument
becomes clearer, I think, if we relate Prajiakaragupta’s remark to Mandana’s reasoning on
the relation of identity (fanmatrapratibandha/®anubandha) possibly underlying a relation
of invariable concomitance (vyapti) between the means of valid knowledge (pramana) and
the object to be known (prameya) (see above, § 2.2 [argument 2AIb] and nn. 31-32):!%
should an object be identical with the means to know it (e.g., the senses), there would be no

Buddhist) argument of an “absence of connection [of speech] with external objects” (phyi rol gyi don
dang ’brel med pa — Tibetan text quoted by Moriyama [2014: 246, n. 18]), which I find very unlikely
to come from the mouth of a mimamsaka opponent. Though many interpretations of this half-verse
are possible, I think it would make more sense for the pitrvapaksin to underline, while speaking of
the “erroneousness” (bhrantata) of verbal cognition, its conceptual character. The opponent would
then reject Dharmakirti’s claim that a conceptual (i.e. erroneous) cognition arising from the audition of
Buddhist Scriptures could lead by its mere repetition to a non-conceptual (i.e. non-erroneous) cognition.
The Sanskrit text of PVA 2.358 reads as follows: indriyarthavisese 'pi yadi sarvavidudbhavah [ sarvajiia
eva sarvah syad indriyarthavisesatah // (p. 170).

Recall that such a relation would allow us, in the hypothesis considered by Mandana, to infer the absence
of the object to be known (prameyabhava) — i.e., an omniscient being — from the absence of a pramana
establishing its existence, as when we infer for instance the absence of smoke (= vyapya) from the
absence of fire (= vyapaka).
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difference between existing and being known, and everyone would become omniscient.'?*
On that basis, we can hopefully render Prajiakaragupta’s argument in a more faithful way:

Even if an omniscient being arose out of the absence of difference between a
sense and [its] object (indriyarthavisesa), everybody would become omniscient
because of this absence of difference between a sense and [its] object!

This is not at all a central point in Mandana’s argumentation, and I am struck by the amount
of knowledge of Mimamsa Prajinakaragupta expects from his reader (unless, of course,
Mandana himself is borrowing the argument from a Buddhist source). The same impression
results from another possible hint at ViV 15 in PVA 2.359cd. As we have seen above (n.
107), the first half of this verse (asSucyadirasasvadasamgamas canivaritah /) is almost
certainly a paraphrase of a verse of the BT (= TS 3144) arguing that an omniscient being,
who would experience all things, would also experience the taste of impure things, etc.
(aSucyadirasa).'® The second half of the verse (prapyakarindriyatve ca sarvavit katham
ucyate [/)is read by Moriyama (2014: 245) as a continuation of this argument, and translated
as follows:

And [thus,] if [an omniscient being’s] sense faculties function after having
had a direct connection [with an object], how can he be [honorably] called an
omniscient being?

This translation is in itself impeccable, and it also makes perfect sense to say that the
perception of impure things is especially problematic if the senses operate while reaching
(prapyakarin) their object. The presence of ca in pada c is disturbing though,!?® and
suggests another argument may be alluded to. As we saw (§ 3.2), the difference between
prapyakarin and aprapyakarin is also mobilised by Mandana while dealing with sensory
perception to establish that neither explanation of perception (i.e. with and without a contact
between the senses and the object) can account for a knowledge of past and future objects
(S 465.1-466.2). 1 find it plausible that Prajnakaragupta reminds us of this argument, a
possibility that would also match our main hypothesis that he is following the chronological
order of ViV 15. If this proved correct, the allusion would be even more elliptic than in
the preceding case, and would presuppose a reader fully conversant with the detail of
Mandana’s argumentation.

124 ViV 15: (...) tanmatrapratibandhabhavac ca, anyatha sarvasya sarvadarsitvaprasangah, avisesat

(S 459.4-460.1 — translated above, § 2.2). Supposing Prajfiakaragupta is indeed alluding to that argu-
ment, it is possible that he interprets avisesa in ViV 15 as well as the absence of difference between
the senses and the object (indriyarthavisesa). This intepretation would differ from Vacaspati’s under-
standing of that term as referring to the absence of difference between us and the Omniscient. See NyK
460.7-8: avisesad asmadadinam bhavadabhimatena saha sarvavida. My translation of the passage
(above, § 2.2) follows this last interpretation.

PVA 2.359ab: asucyadirasasvadasamgamas canivaritah /; “And [for an omniscient being who perceives
everything through the sense faculties], the connection with the experience of tasting an impure [thing],
etc. is unavoidable.” Translation: Moriyama 2014: 245.

126 As rightly pointed out by Moriyama (2014: 246).

125
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4.6 All this suggests that the ViV was not only known to Buddhist scholars, but that
its contents were also fairly widespread in learned Buddhist circles by the end of the 8%
century. The following table, which also integrates evidence found in previous scholarship,
summarizes my hypotheses concerning the sources of this pitrvapaksa:

SIV/BT/PV/ViV PVA

ViV 15 (S 445.1-458.1) 2.358-370  (prose introd.)
168.5-9

ViVK 15a/ViV 15 (S 461.2-462.1) 2.358-370  (prose introd.)
168.11-12

ViV 15 (S 459.4-460.1) 2.358

BT (=TS 3144) 2.359ab

Idem/ViV 15 (S 465.1-466.2) 2.359cd

ViVE 15d/ViV 15 (S 468.1-470.1) 2.360

ViV 15 (S 542.1-555.2) 2.361-363

SIV (cod®) 115¢d/BT (= TS 3173cd) 2.362ab

SIV (cod®) 134/BT (= TS 3191) 2.364

SIV (cod®) 137/BT (= TS 3238-3240) 2.365

= TS 3249/ViV 18 (S 675.1-676.1) 2.366

PV(SV) 1.335 2.358-370  (prose introd.)
168.9-10/2.367-369

ViV 18 (S 676.1-3) 2.370/PVAs 114.26

5. Conclusion

Having reached the term of this enquiry, Mandana MiSra appears to us, without contest,
as the other great voice of Mimamsa in the early debate on the Buddha’s omniscience.
Less massive, less uncompromising, less influential also than Kumarila’s, his critique is
nevertheless more complex, and philosophically more ambitious. It may also have served a
slightly different purpose. For sure, Mandana’s final view essentially coincides with that
of his predecessor: no Omniscient can legitimately claim to instruct people about their
religious duties, their origin or destiny, or about the path leading them to beatitude. Yet
this reaffirmation of the basic Mimamsa position on religious authority does not imply,
in the case of Mandana, a complete hostility to the ideal of omniscience, as shown by the
following passage of the Brahmasiddhi:'*’

127 BS 2.106cd—107: nanu prapaiicasinyasyadvaitasya brahmariipasya jiieyabhavad isitavyabhavac ca

vijiianam ai§varyam canupapannam, tatra sarvajiiah, sarvesvara ity api Sruti samadheya eva. — naitat
saram, yato neSitavyakrtam isvaratvam, jiieyakrtam va jiiatrtvam, kim tu siddhena jiianaripena si-
ddhaya cesanasaktya jiieyam avapnoti, iSitavyam ca viniyurkte prasasti ca, prakasadahavat. siddhena
hi prakasariupena prakasyam prakasayati vivasvan, na tu prakasyadhinam tasya prakasariupam, dahya-
dhina vagner dahasaktih. tatha ca taccaitanyenaiva krtsnasya praparicasyavabhdasanat tasya bhasa
sarvam idam vibhati, nanyo ’to ’sti drastetyadisruteh sarvajiiatvam (127.5-13).
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[Objection:] but, for that non-dual [entity] having the nature of Brahman,
for whom there is no proliferating [universe], there is nothing to be known
(jieya) and nothing to be ruled over (iSitavya), so knowledge (vijiiana) and
sovereignty (aisvarya) are unaccountable [in its case]. If it is so, scriptural
passages [mentioning Brahman as] “omniscient” (sarvajiia) and “lord of all”
(sarvesvara) must be trusted blindly! — This is not true, because sovereignty is
not brought about by those who are ruled over, nor is it the known [object]
that makes one into a knower (jiiatr). Quite the contrary! [Only] when the
form of knowledge is established, or the ability to reign, may one attain a
knowable [object] or assign tasks and govern those to be ruled over. [It all
happens] as in the case of light (prakasa) and burning (daha): [only] when
the sun’s luminosity is established may it shed light on [objects] to be illu-
mined; its luminosity is not due to [there being] something to illumine, no
more than a fire’s capacity to burn is due to [there being] something to burn.
Thus, since the whole proliferating [universe] manifests itself only thanks to
His consciousness, as stated in scriptural passages like “All this shines only
through His splendour,”!?8 “There is no other seer than Him [= the arman],”'*
[Brahman] is [said to be] omniscient (sarvajiia).

In this text, quite unique in Mandana’s work, we see the lineaments of an alternative
concept of omniscience, virtually escaping the objections raised in the ViV. Omniscience
for Mandana is not a matter of apprehending past and future, or perceiving the extremely
large or extremely small; indeed it is not at all about knowing objects. Omniscience is
understood here, in a negative way, as the absence of obstruction of the natural property
of awareness (jiana) pertaining to Brahman, inversely proportional to the presence of a
multitude of knowable objects (jiieya).'** As such it would be vain to ask for its cause, and
the means to ascertain it is, of course, none but the eternal Veda. To put it differently, we
can read in ViV 15-25 an attempt to release omniscience from its ties with the problem
of dharma, which are as tight in the case of the Buddha as they are in the case of ISvara
for those who uphold Him. In that sense, his critique certainly contributes to Kumarila’s
apologetic enterprise of (re)affirming the Veda as the one source of all religious authority.
But at the same time it also paves the way for a reevaluation of omniscience as part of a
Vedantic soteriology, and thereby for its integration into the conceptual architecture of
Uttara-Mimamsa.
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On the Determination of Causation by Dharmakirti

by
Eli Franco

One of the benefits of reading new translations is not only to learn new things, but also
to find out that things one took for granted and thought to be generally accepted were not
at all so. I had such an experience last year when reading the awe-inspiring translation of
the logical portions of the PVSV by Ernst Steinkellner.! To my surprise, his interpretation
of the relationship between cause and effect, and especially their putative resemblance
in the famous discussion in PVSV on v. 34, were not quite what I took to be the case
when I wrote on the same passage some twenty five years ago. I am, therefore, very
grateful to Steinkellner to have inspired me to take a fresh look at an old problem. My (not
insubstantial) disagreement with Steinkellner on the topic of this paper detracts neither
from my admiration for the great scholar who has been a singular force in our discipline
for the past half a century nor from my gratitude for his friendship and support ever since I
took his seminar on Vadanyaya at the University of Vienna in 1981.

On the alleged similarity between cause and effect

The passage in Steinkellner’s book that took me by surprise concerns the determination of
the relationship between cause and effect, where Steinkellner argues at some length that
cause and effect must be of the same kind rather than similar. I do not know to what extent
this opinion is prevalent. He refers specifically to John Taber and Toshikazu Watanabe,?
who propose different notion of similarity. However in Watanabe’s case, I fail to see that
he assumes the similarity or identity to be between causes and effects. Taber informs me in
personal communication that his suggestion of similarity was only tentative. It is based
on the fact that in the Pramanasiddhi chapter Dharmakirti argues that cognition can only
arise from cognition, senses only from senses, breath only from breath and so on. This
is certainly true, but the question that I want to raise here is whether such similarity is
essential or accidental to causal relationship.

Summarising his interpretation that cause and effect must belong to the same kind,
Steinkellner concludes (2013 II: 213):

Anders gesagt: “Rauch” ist eine Art der Gattung “Feuer.” Das heifl3t, er ist
etwas, das “feuerartig” ist. Er ist eben so nicht “dhnlich” oder “gleich” einer
Ursache, sondern kann, weil er seine wesentlichen Beschaffenheiten dieser
Ursache verdankt, als eine Art der Gattung der Ursache beurteilt werden.

1 Steinkellner 2013.
2 See Taber 2003: 490 and 492f., and Watanabe 2004: 58—60 referred to in Steinkellner 2013 II: 211f., n.
366.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 77-90.
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My first contention does not only concern the understanding of the similarity — whether it
means appertaining to the same kind, the same species or the same genus — but is more
radical: Cause and effect are not, or do not have to be, of the same species or the same
kind. They don’t even have to be similar. Furthermore, I claim that this question is not
at all addressed in the passage in question (PVSV on v. 34). Rather, what Dharmakirti
maintains in this passage is that causes of the same kind produce effects of the same kind.
In other words, the similarity, or the appertainment to same kind, is between causes among
themselves and effects among themselves, not between causes and effects.® To substantiate
this claim I suggest to take a close look at the passage in question (PVSV 22.10-19 on

On the Determination of Causation by Dharmakirti

Put differently, “smoke” is a species of the genus “fire.” That is to say, it is
something “fiery.” It is thus not “similar” or “equal” to [its] cause; rather,
because it owes its special properties to its cause, it can be judged to be as a
species of the genus of the cause.

34cd):

anyahetukatvan nahetukatvam iti cet / na / tatrapi tulyatvat | tadabhave ’py a-
gnau bhavatiti | katham va tato ’nyato vatajjananasvabhavad bhavet | svayam
atatsvabhavasyajananat / tasyahetuta syat /| na vai sa eva bhavati tadrsasya
bhavat | anyadrsad bhavan katham tadrsah syat | tadrsad dhi bhavan tadrsah
syat | anyadrsad api tadrso bhave tacchaktiniyamabhavan na hetubhedo bhe-
daka ity akaranam visvasya vaisvarupyam syat | sarvam va sarvasmaj jayet
(read: jayeta) [ tasmat karanabhedabhedabhyam karyabhedabhedau / tan na
dhumo ’rthad drstakaravijatiyad bhavaty ahetukatvaprasangat /

Steinkellner’s translation* (2013 I: 55):

(Einwand:) “Weil er eine andere Ursache haben (kann), ist er [auch dann,
wenn er ohne Feuer vorhanden ist] nicht ohne Ursache.” (Antwort:) (Das
ist) nicht (der Fall), denn auch im Falle dieser (anderen Ursache) [wire die
Ursachelosigkeit] die gleiche, denn, auch wenn diese (andere Ursache) fehlt,
ist (der Rauch) beim (Vorhandensein von) Feuer (dennoch) vorhanden. Oder
weshalb konnte er aus diesem oder einem anderen entstehen, wenn (beide)
nicht das Wesen™ haben ihn hervorzubringen? Weil das, was selbst nicht dieses
Wesen" (ihn hervorzubringen) hat, ihn nicht hervorbringt, wire dieser (Rauch
nichts als) ursachelos.

(Einwand:) (Aus der anderen Ursache) entsteht ja nicht gerade dieser (gewohn-
lich vom Feuer hervorgebrachte Rauch), denn es entsteht ein derartiger (ta-
drsa). (Antwort:) Wieso ist er ein derartiger (tadrsa), wenn er aus einem
nicht Derartigen entsteht? Weil er aus Derartigem entsteht, wire dieser

Though the formulation is a bit ambiguous, I believe that this is what Mookerjee and Nagasaki also
mean in their translation (Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964: 84): “There is no exception to the rule that
similars produce similars and dissimilars produce dissimilars.” Dunne (2004: 335-336) also does not
seem to share Steinkellner’s interpretation. Gillon’s translation (2009: 202) leaves the possibility open.
The emphasis indicates where our interpretations differ.
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(Rauch) namlich ein derartiger. Wenn auch aus nicht Derartigem ein
derartiger (Rauch) entstiinde, (wiirde) eine Verschiedenheit der Ursache
keine Verschiedenheit der Wirkung veranlassen, weil die Kréfte dieser (der-
artigen und andersartigen Ursachen) nicht [auf die jeweiligen Wirkungen]
eingeschrinkt waren. Somit wire die Vielseitigkeit des Universums ohne
Ursache oder alles wiirde aus allem entstehen. Daher ergeben sich die Ver-
schiedenheit und Nichtverschiedenheit der Wirkungen aus der Verschiedenheit
und Nichtverschiedenheit der Ursachen. Infolgedessen entsteht der Rauch nicht
aus einer Sache, die von der [als Ursache] gesehenen Erscheinungsform [ndm-
lich des Feuers] verschiedenartig ist, weil (sonst seine) Ursachelosigkeit folgen
wiirde.

My tentative translation:’

[Objection:] Because [smoke] has [also] another cause [than fire],° it is not
without a cause [when it arises without fire].

[Reply:] No, because it’s the same in this case too.” [In this case, one would
consider that smoke] arises when fire is present, even when that [other cause]
is absent.

Or [given different causes of smoke, which have different natures, if the one,
e.g., fire, has the nature of producing smoke, the other, having a different
nature, would not have the nature of producing smoke. Thus] how could
[smoke] arise either from that [fire that has the nature of producing smoke] or
from something else, which does not have the nature of producing it? What
itself does not have this nature [of producing smoke] does not produce [it].
Consequently [since that the other thing does not produce smoke, if smoke
would arise without fire] it would have no cause.

[Objection:] It is not the case that exactly that [smoke] arises [from the other
thing] because something of the same kind [as smoke] arises.

I thank Karin Preisendanz for making this translation more precise.

For instance, a termite mound or an anthill.

The argument is not entirely clear to me. How does it differ from the second argument which begins
with katham va? Perhaps one can understand the first argument epistemologically: If smoke arises also
from other cause than fire, then just as one would not be able to infer smoke from fire, one would equally
not be able to infer smoke from the other cause, for one knows that even when the other cause is absent,
smoke could arise from fire. Thus, what Dharmakirti would be claiming in the first argument (up to
katham va) is not that smoke would actually be without a cause, but that its cause would not be inferable.
The second argument is clearer. Dharmakirti defines (or in fact reduces) fire to that whose nature is
to produce smoke. If smoke arises from non-fire, it would arise from something whose nature is not
to produce smoke and thus without a cause. One may mention here that Dharmakirti recognizes that
the determination of causation is not always possible. In a case of a so-called general effect, or effect
common to more than one causal complex (karyasamanya), the determination of the cause may not be
possible, for instance in PVSV on v. 12, the fact that one speaks may be based on desire or on compassion
(see also Franco 2012). Similarly, activity after rest, a special configuration (samsthanavisesa) and so
on (see PV II 10f.) may prove a conscious agent, but not that this agent is an eternal God and not a
human being. How are such statements compatible with what is stated here?
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[Reply:] Inasmuch as it arises from something of a different kind [than fire],
how could it be of the same kind [as smoke]? Indeed, inasmuch as it arises
from something of the same kind [as fire], it is/must be® of the same kind (i.e.,
not the same kind as the cause, but of the same kind as the other effects of
fire, namely, smoke; viz., effects of the same kind must arise from causes of
the same kind). If [an effect] of the same kind [as smoke] would also arise
from [a cause] of a different kind [than fire], a difference in cause would not
distinguish [effects] because there would be no restriction to the capacity of its
[cause to produce all kinds of effects]. Thus, the diversity of the world would
be without a cause, or everything would arise from everything. Therefore, the
difference and identity of effects are due to difference and identity of causes.
Therefore, smoke does not arise from something which is of a different kind
than that thing whose form has been observed [before whenever smoke arose]
because [in this case smoke] would be without a cause.

The upshot of Dharmakirti’s argument in this passage is that if causes of different kinds
can produce the same effect, we will not be able to infer the cause from the effect. To make
such inference, the question whether the effect is similar to the cause is quite irrelevant.
The effect does not have to be similar or of the same kind as the cause in order to enable
such an inference. The fact that Dharmakirti does not assume that the effect is similar to the
cause in all cases is more than clear in the example of the lotus and the cow dung, which
appears a bit later in this context. Dharmakirti refers to an apparently wide-spread belief
that some lotuses do not arise from a lotus seed but from cow dung. It will be difficult to
maintain that a lotus and the cow dung are similar or of the same kind, all the more so
when Dharmakirti himself expressly says that they belong do different kinds (vijatiya).” If
one were to maintain that even cow dung and lotus belong to the same kind, the notion of
appertaining to same kind would become arbitrary, tautological, and circular when used
for the determination of causation. For if appertaining to same kind means, as Steinkellner
argues, the fact that the properties of the effect are due to the cause, then to be of the same
kind as something simply means to be produced by that thing. In other words, if we then
argue that a cause must be of the same kind as the effect, we would actually argue that the
cause must be a cause.

Modes of causation

My second and perhaps more important contention is that what Dharmakirti states at the
beginning of PV I (and in the parallel passages in the Pramanaviniscaya, Hetubindu and
Vadanyaya) is not meant as complete doctrine of determination of causality. I do not wish

8 See the emendations suggested by Steinkellner (2013 I: 55, nn. 30-31).

K See PVSV 22: 22-23: yad api kimcid vijatiyad bhavad drstam gomayadeh Salitkadi. Karnakagomin
(PVSVT 106: 13—-14) adds the example of §ara grass (?) arising from a cow horn and a scorpion
arising from cow dung: adisabdad gausrrigac charo gomayad vrscikah. Note that the discussion here
concerns everyday practice. In Abhidharma causality one could indeed maintain similarity between
cause and effect and Dharmakirti certainly accepts the notion of samanantarapratyaya. This is however
not relevant to the present context, which deals with inferences in everyday practice.
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to deny the importance of these passages, or even their paradigmatic role, but they do not
tell us the whole story. Curiously, studies of Dharmakirti’s notion of causation'® have not
raised the question as to how Dharmakirti puts his own theory into practice. I suggest,
therefore, to broaden the scope of the discussion and open up some new perspectives. It
is important to note that Dharmakirti’s practice in determining causation is considerably
more complex and varied than his statement in PVSV on v. 34 and in the parallel passages
in his later works would suggest.

Determining permanent causes

According to the usual interpretation, Dharmakirti’s suggestion for the determination of
causation (as based on PVSV on v. 34) consists in identifying a cause in a given situation
by isolating it from the environment. Given that all other conditions remain the same, and
upon the introduction of a certain new element the effect arises, while when this element
is removed, the effect does not arise, one can determine that the one is the cause of the
other.!!

Thus, according to this statement, one would not be able to determine causal relation, if
an entity is permanent or constantly present, for one would be unable to observe whether the
effect is absent when the cause is absent. Yet Dharmakirti admits that the earth, of course
along with other factors, is a cause of the sprout. For all practical purposes, the earth is
eternal and always present. How could it be determined as a cause of sprouts? Dharmakirti’s
reply indicates that presence and absence are indeed not necessary to determine causation
in all cases. In the case of earth, it suffices to observe a transformation that brings about
changes in the result. For instance, by perfecting the earth with manure, ploughing it and
so forth, one observes changes in the quality of the sprout (PV 1I 25). These changes allow
one to determine that the earth is part of the causal complex of the sprout. (So when it
comes to God, the reason why he — at least for Dharmakirti and his opponents it’s a he
— cannot be determined as a cause is, in the final analysis, not because he is eternal and
all-pervasive, but because he is changeless.)

Determining a “permanent” material cause

Similarly, one would hardly expect the process of introducing and removing the cause in the
case of a material cause (upadana). In this case, just like the case of the earth and the sprout,
it’s the transformation in the material cause which allows its identification. This is stated
several times and in various forms, for instance in PV II 60-61: Without transformation in
the material cause (upadana), there is no transformation in the effect, just as a plate does
not change without transformation in the clay. One would not seriously expect the enquirer
to remove the clay in order to observe whether the plate continues to exist.

10
11

The most important studies are mentioned in Steinkellner 2013 II: 185-186.
PVSV 22.3-5: yesam upalambhe tallaklsanam anupalabdham yad upalabhyate, tatraikabhave ’pi
nopalabhyate, tat tasya karyam. See the translation below.
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Determining a “permanent” non-material cause

Dharmakirti’s notion of causation is often apparent when he denies causal connection in
specific cases and we must pay attention to such cases as well. For instance, cognition and
body are always present together, at least throughout one’s life. How can one deny that
the body is the cause of cognition or that they are causes of each other? In this case too
Dharmakirti relies on the same principle: a transformation of a cause must bring about
a transformation in the effect. Thus, if we observe a transformation of the one without a
transformation in the other, we can exclude the possibility that the two are causally related.
Therefore, when one observes a change in the cognition without a change in the body, one
can conclude that the cognition does not produce the body and vice versa. This does not
mean that the body is not at all a cause of cognition, but that it is not its so-called material
cause.

Temporality

Cause and effect are also connected by a temporal aspect: The effect must last as long as
its cause. For instance, if the body were the cause of cognition, the cognition would last as
long as the body, and thus there would be no dead body (PV 1I 51). Further, temporality
allows one to distinguish between material/main cause and auxiliary cause (upakaraka).
Fire may change the color of a pot, but the pot and its new color, unlike smoke, continues to
exist when the fire ceases (PV II 50). The auxiliary cause is responsible for some specific
aspect of the result, not for the result as such.

The influence of the body on cognition is explained by Dharmakirti in this way, that is,
as an auxiliary cause. For instance, the transformation of the body due to poison causes a
mental transformation in the form of pain. Dharmakirti claims that in this case the body is
only the object of cognition and the pain results from perceiving the body, not directly from
the body (PV II 48). He does not explain though why perceiving someone else’s body does
not cause pain in the same manner; one may assume that he would anchor the distinction
in the false apprehension of the body as belonging to oneself.

Gradation

Another important aspect to which cause and effect have to conform is the gradual arising.
If the cause does not change, the effect cannot arise gradually (or after a time). Thus, lack in
gradation allows one to exclude causal relation between breath and body: “How can breath
be gradual without its cause be gradual?” (PV II 107) Similarly, if the body is constant
throughout one’s life, cognitions cannot arise from it one after the other. They would have to
arise all at once. The gradual arising cannot be due to co-producers unless they bring about
changes in the cause (e.g., the body, PV 11 43). I am not sure how Dharmakirti would justify
this statement in some cases. For instance, light, senses and object, which are co-producers
of a cognition, do not bring about changes in the previous cognition.
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Locating or locative cause (special case of auxiliary cause)

Dharmakirti’s causal theory uses not only upakaraka, but also adharalasraya, which may
be translated as locating cause. Dharmakirti considers this cause from two aspects. If things
are momentary, the adhara causes them to be located in the same place. For instance, the
plate causes the berries, which would tend to fall on the floor and disperse in all directions,
to be produced in the same place. Similarly, the jug keeps the water from spilling (PV I
144, see also PV II 67-68, 74). If things are not momentary, the adhara is the cause that
prevents their movement. In this manner, Dharmakirti explains the role of the body in
mental phenomena such as amnesia (smrtibhramsa, PV 11 76).

Reversibility of process

Reversibility of process also allows one to determine causation. For instance, the Carvakas
argue that changes in the humours can account for the changing capacity of the body to
produce cognitions, i.e., when the humours are in strong disequilibrium which causes death,
the body is no longer capable of producing cognitions, just like a wick becomes incapable
to produce a flame, but Dharmakirti retorts that when the humours of a dead body regain
their equilibrium, just as they do when fever is cured, life would arise again (PV II 54-55).
If the Carvaka argues that the process is not reversible, like the transformation of wood
into charcoal, this is not correct because one applies medicine to reverse the transformation
of humours.

Increase and decrease

An important aspect for the determination of something as a cause is whether its increase
and decrease brings about the corresponding increase and decrease in the result. For
instance, lamp and light. However, one observes increase in the properties of cognition
such as wisdom, compassion, etc., without increase or decrease in the body. Therefore, the
body cannot be the support/cause of cognition (PV II 73). It is impossible that the effect
would be destroyed when the cause increases, e.g., when pitta increases, fever does not go
away (PV II 151). (The anomaly of water and homeopathic medicine would have presented
a challenge in this case.)

The Carvaka claims that when the humours are balanced, the production of sperm
increases, which causes the increase of desire. This would be a valid argument, but Dharma-
kirti retorts that a sick person may have strong desires and a healthy person none. Further,
one may have strong desires even without sperm. Increase in desire arises from increase in
pleasure, even when there is no increase in the humours (PV II 151). Further, one observes
sick persons with unbalanced humours and strong desires, and also that one ejaculates
blood when sperm is exhausted (PV II 153). (I'm afraid I cannot vouch for this observation.)

Another case where increase and decrease are used to reject causal relation is this:
Even if the material elements were the cause of consciousness, they cannot be the cause
of desire. The causal mode of the elements is not characterized by increase and decrease
because one cannot say that one living being is more alive or less alive than another, but
some living being have strong desires and some weak. Therefore the cause of desire must
be characterized by increase and decrease (PV II 167-169).
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Generality and specificity

This is an argument that I have only seen once. The modal correspondence between cause
and effect presupposed by Dharmakirti is so strong that if the cause is general, the effect
cannot be specific. Sperm does not explain the nature of desire which is directed towards a
specific woman. If the Carvaka claims that the beauty of the woman also plays a role, this
is not correct because one desires also ugly women. The argument looks like an aside, but
if we take it seriously, Dharmakirti claims that if desire is specific towards a single women,
so should also be the sperm (PV II 154).

The numerical aspect

If the cause, or causal complex, is one, the effect is one, if the causes are many, the effects
are also many: If each atom is capable of producing a cognition, there would be as many
cognitions as there are atoms in the body. Similarly, if breath is a product of the atoms of
the body singly, there would be as many breaths as atoms (PV II 103-104).

Restricting, hindering and regulating aspects of causality

It is theoretically possible that although each atom of the body is capable of producing a
cognition, and thus there would be as many cognitions as atoms, the breath in the body
restricts the capacity of atoms to produce only one cognition at the time (PV 1II 103—-104).
Dharmakirti is not explicit about how this could work, but one can assume perhaps that
breath, being a part of the causal complex with one atom, cannot be a part of a causal
complex with another atom. The possibility is of course rejected by Dharmakirti. There is
no restriction that one breath produces one cognition because one observes that several
cognitions arise during one long breath.

Mental properties such as compassion grow out of their own seed (svabija); conse-
quently since samsara has no beginning, everyone should have become a Buddha by now.
This would indeed be the case if the same did not apply to the opposite negative properties
as well. Just as compassion arises from its own seed, so do hatred or aversion (dvesa),
and so on. Thus, compassion and aversion obstruct each other’s development. It is for this
reason that great effort is needed to suppress aversion, etc., with their antidotes (pratipaksa)
so that compassion can flow unhindered and reach its utmost degree, as in the case of the
Buddha (PV II 131).

Limited and unlimited causal processes

Interesting is Dharmakirti’s distinction between limited and unlimited causal process. The
distinction depends on whether or not the causal process has a stable or an unstable result.
Certain results continue by themselves, by their own essence (svarasena pravartate), e.g.,
the change of color in burned wood or the increase in mental properties such as compassion.
Certain are limited because their causes are limited like jumping and its causes force and
effort. Others like boiling water have unstable support. Some are reversible, like heating
gold (PV II 124-126).
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Presence and absence

Finally, we should not forget our starting point. As long as the cause remains, the result
does not cease to exist (PV III 133cd). This is indeed the principle discussed in PVSV 34
and applied to smoke and fire.

Intermediary conclusion

To conclude this section, we see all kinds of correspondences between cause and effect.
For lack of a better word, I would like to call them modal correspondences. Existence
and inexistence or presence and absence are just one of them; others are transformation,
gradation, increase and decrease, reversibility and non-reversibility, generality and speci-
ficity, temporal aspects, numerical aspects and so on. I do not pretend to be exhaustive here.
However, what we do not see is similarity or appertaining to the same kind as an argument
or a consideration in the determination of causal relationship or in its denial.!?> Nowhere is
it said, for instance, that the body cannot be the cause of cognition because it is of different
kind than the cognition.

If we would like to generalise the underlying principle behind the different modalities,
we could say that a change in the cause must bring about a change in the effect. PV II 111
puts it explicitly: if A is the cause of B, B changes when A changes. Or more literally:
“What does not change because of the change of something else is not the result of that
thing” (na hi tat tasya karyam yad yasya bhedan na bhidyate).

The problem of induction

I come now to my third contention, which concerns the problem of induction. Steinkellner
suggested two new interpretations of Dharmakirti’s words, which he sees as complementary
rather than contradictory (2013 II: 210). The core of the discussion is Dharmakirti’s famous
and enigmatic statement in PVSV 22.3-5 (German transl. in Steinkellner 2013 I: 54): yesam
upalambhe tallaksanam anupalabdham yad upalabhyate, tatraikabhave ’pi nopalabhyate,
tat tasya karyam “When a perceptible thing unperceived [before] is perceived when several
[other things] are perceived, and is not perceived when even one among these [things] is
absent, it is the effect of that [one of these things]/of these [several things].”13

No matter whether one understands zat to refer to tatra or to eka, the straightforward
reading of this statement does not single out one thing such as fire as the cause of smoke,
and this in contradistinction to the verse on which this statement comments: karyam dhiimo
hutabhujah. “Smoke is the result of fire” (as well as to later formulations where the plural is
changed to singular). Rather, it is clear that Dharmakirti focuses here on a causal complex.
Perhaps for this reason, Steinkellner suggests that fire in the verse should be taken for the

12 Again, this is not to deny Dharmakirti’s acceptance of samanantrapratyaya and Abhidharma causality.

The discussion above deals with inference on the level of everyday practice.

Steinkellner’s translation opts for the first alternative, as do Mookerjee and Nagasaki (1964: 82); Gillon
(2009: 201) opts for the second: “their effect.” Grammatically eka is subordinate and should not be
referred to by tat, but we know that Dharmakirti does not respect this rule (e.g., Nyayabindu 1.1). For
the time being, I would like to leave this issue open.

13
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entire causal complex, namely, fire (i.e., “heat atoms”), wood, air and so on (2013 II: 189,
199). He further argues that each of the causes referred to by yesam, tatra, etc., is not a
single thing, but a causal complex. In other words, Dharmakirti’s statement means that
several causal complexes are perceived and then any one of them may be absent and not be
perceived. I am not sure what we would gain by this hypothesis; I am also not sure that we
don’t have a terminological problem here. Usually according to Dharmakirti one causal
complex, being complete and unhindered, is alone capable to produce an effect (see also
“the numerical aspect” above). If several complexes cooperate in producing something,
this means, according to Dharmakirti, that they form one larger and encompassing causal
complex. Be that as it may, Steinkellner’s interpretation goes clearly against the straight-
forward understanding of the verse and is contradicted by the commentaries. Nevertheless,
it could be accepted if it would have some advantage, for instance, in making Dharmakirti’s
statements clearer or more persuasive. However, the contrary is the case. If accepted, it
would make the determination of the causal relation practically impossible. How could one
ascertain that even one of the causal complexes is absent? Steinkellner himself says (2013
II: 189) that every causal complex is “in principle quantitatively infinite” (“grundsitzlich
quantitativ unendlich”). Thus, one would be able to ascertain at most that a causal complex
is incomplete; not that it is absent.'* It is of course true that in the final analysis causes for
Dharmakirti are not individual things, but complexes, but going down to this atomic level
of analysis when considering inferences of everyday practice such as from smoke to fire
is counter-productive, for it would mean that for practical purposes in everyday practice
causation could never be determined.

Whatever the case may be, Steinkellner considers this to be the first step of a proof,
which has an inductive character (2013 II: 201). The second step, which consists in a
prasanga (34cd+Vrtti), is supposed to bestow the necessity and general validity (2013 II:
201: “Notwendigkeit und allgemeiner Giiltigkeit verleihen” with references to Dunne 2004:
174f. and Lasic 2003: 186—191) upon the cognition gained from the first step. This may
be true, but one should note the price, and a very high price it is. Basically the prasariga
argument makes non-fire into fire. For fire is now not what looks like fire, heats like fire
and burns like fire, but whatever produces smoke. If it is an anthill, then an anthill is fire,1
if it arises from rubbing together two pieces of wood (PVin II 85.9) then the invisible heat
atoms are fire, and if it is water then water is fire. Thus, the understanding and definition of
fire becomes arbitrary, and Dharmakirti more or less admits it. Furthermore, Dharmakirti

14 Consequently under this interpretation absence (abhava) of causal complex and its incompleteness

(vaikalya) become, at least in practice, conflated.

See PV I, v. 36. Dharmakirti probably refers to a popular belief that anthills or termite mounds contain
fire and emit smoke. As termite mounds are humid, one can imagine that vapors, that look like smoke,
rise out of them when they are heated by the sun. Dharmakirti may also be alluding to the fire ritual,
where an anthill or termite mound symbolizes the head of the sacrifice. On the role of anthills or
termite mounds in the “establishing of fire” (agnyadheya), see Krick 1982: 1391f., esp. 141-142 and
Konig 1984: 170fF.; the belief that fire, as well as the god of fire (Agni), and the sun reside in termite
mounds appears already in Vedic literature, cf. Konig 1984: 171. The Majjhimanikaya 23 (Valmikisutta)
mentions an anthill that “smokes by night and blazes up by day” (Horner 2004 I: 183, repeated with
explanation p. 185; I owe this reference to Antonio Rigopoulos): ayam vammiko rattim dhupayati diva
pajjalati. However, this may refer to an unusual appearance and normally it would be the other way
round.
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admits that certain effects may arise from different causes; would he admit that the lotus seed
and the cow dung have the same nature inasmuch as they produce lotuses? His suggestion
that the nature of lotuses produced by seeds is different from the nature of lotuses produced
by cow dung (PVSV 23.23-24) sounds like an axiomatic assumption rather than one based
on observation. And would scorpions and lotuses have the same nature inasmuch as they
are both produced by cow dungs or would one have to distinguish between different types
of cow dung? Put differently, Dharmakirti’s prasariga makes the inference from smoke to
fire certain, but arbitrary and tautological. If we call fire whatever smoke arises from, then
the inference of fire from smoke is only an inference that smoke has a cause. We are not
actually inferring fire from smoke, but only that smoke has a cause, which we call fire.

Steinkellner considers Dharmakirti’s proof to be a stroke of genius (2013 II: 204:
“... nichts weniger als fiir genial”) and that Dharmakirti may have solved or ‘avoided’ the
problem of induction “at least for his own purposes.” It goes without saying that Dharmakirti
did neither avoid nor solve the problem of induction. It would be naive to expect him to
solve what is clearly an insoluble problem. Moreover, the basis of Dharmakirti’s proof is
not particularly original. What he actually does is to revive an old Abhidharma idea which
appears in the AKBh. Furthermore, the way Vasubandhu mentions the determination of
causation as a matter of course indicates that he too is not its original author, but relies on
a well-known Abhidharma definition:

AKBh 461:8-9: tatredam anumanam sati karane karanantrasyabhave karya-
syabhavo drsto bhave ca punar bhavas, tadyathankurasya.

There is an inference in relation to these [senses]: When cause(s are) present
and another cause is absent, the effect is observed not to arise, and on the other
hand when [that other cause] is present, [the effect] arises, for instance [the
seed] for the sprout.'®

However, this does not mean that Dharmakirti is simply repeating Vasubandhu. Certainly
the philosophical problems he faced in the seventh century were different from those of
Vasubandhu in the fourth. Rather, we have to appreciate Dharmakirti’s advance upon
the doctrine of his predecessors (especially Kumarila and I§varasena), who, like many
philosophers in the Western tradition up to the 21% century, seem to have regarded the
inductive process as merely or basically cumulative. While sporadic accumulation of facts
is certainly used in everyday practice to form general judgements, Dharmakirti’s (and
in that respect also Vasubandhu’s) method depicts not only what we actually often do in
everyday practice, but resembles the one used (of course with much more elaboration
and refinement) in scientific determination of causality, for instance, by pharmaceutical
companies to determine the causes of pathologies, the effect(s) of particular substances,

16 See also AKV 1190.22-24 thereon: sati karane ksetrodakddike, karanantarasya bijalaksanasyabhave

karyasyankurasyabhavo drstah. bhave ca tasya bijasya punarbhavo (read punar bhavo; it does not
make sense to say that the sprout arises again) anikurasya drstah. “When causes such as the field, water
and so on are present [and] another cause such as the seed is absent, the absence of the effect, namely
the sprout, is observed, and on the other hand when this seed is present the presence of the sprout is
observed.”
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and so on.!” Dharmakirti’s advance over the older Abhidharmic formulation can be seen
not only in his reformulation in PVSV on v. 34 and the repeated insistence that mere
non-observation is an unreliable basis for inference, but also in the supplements of this
procedure by multiple other aspects such as increase and decrease, gradation, and so on, as
indicated above. Although rudimentary and unsystematic in its formulation, the various
aspects of causation that Dharmakirti uses in practice contain in a nutshell the procedure we
still employ today: experiment, strength of association, consistency, specificity, temporality,
gradation and coherence. Interestingly, we should also note what it does not contain:
plausibility and probability. To repeat, Dharmakirti neither circumvented the problem
of induction, nor did he solve it. Yet, in his perception that inductive knowledge is not
merely an accumulation of observations, he comes as close to dealing with the problem of
induction as we are today.

What is it all about?

Finally, my fourth and last contention: What is it all about? In the second part of his study,
Steinkellner suggests that Dharmakirti’s statements (in PVSV 22.2—4) can be understood
as having an entirely different purpose (Zielrichtung, 2013 II: 205). They are not at all
aiming at explaining how to determine a causal connection, but what should be understood
under the words “cause” and “effect.” In other words, what Dharmakirti is talking about
are the conditions for the usage of the words. Steinkellner calls this “the linguistic turn”
(2013 II: 210 “linguistische Wende”) and justifies this move by the statement the objects
one investigates are not real entities, but only conceptual constructions of something as
“cause” and as “effect.” Under certain conditions one can conceptualize something as a
“cause” or as an “effect.”

To be sure, the term “linguistic turn” has more meanings than one. The article about
Relativism in the SEP (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy) considers the linguistic
turn to be characterized by “questions about properties and concepts being replaced by
questions about words and linguistic usage.” For example, some philosophers spoke of the
role of language or, more generally, “systems of symbols in structuring our experience,
thought, or even reality itself.” In a lengthy introduction to a volume entitled The Linguistic
Turn (1967), Rorty characterized the linguistic turn as the opinion that “a ‘philosophical
problem’ was a product of the unconscious adoption of a set of assumptions built into the
vocabulary in which the problem was stated — assumptions which were to be questioned
before the problem itself was taken seriously.” (SEP s.v. Richard Rorty, see Ramberg 2009).
In this sense, Dharmakirti should not be considered to introduce a linguistic turn into the

17" The example of pathologies was suggested to me by John Taber in a personal conversation and I

would like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude to him for many stimulating conversations.
However, Taber has his own opinion on the problem of induction (or indeed the lack thereof) in Indian
philosophy and is not to be held responsible for anything suggested here. For the determination of
causation in medical sciences see for instance the often quoted Hill 1965. Among the criteria specified,
Hill mentions the strength of the association, its consistency, specificity, temporality, biological gradient
(which corresponds to “gradation” in Dharmakirti’s terminology), plausibility (as far as I can see, not
used, at least not explicitly, by Dharmakirti or anyone else in the Indian tradition), coherence, experiment
and analogy.
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problem of causation. At least I cannot see him distinguishing concepts from words and
linguistic usage or that the assumption built into a vocabulary would have to be articulated
and questioned before the problem could be solved. I also fail to see that Dharmakirti
would fit into the linguistic turn of the Vienna Circle, which considers representation as
the proper subject matter of philosophy (Vienna Circle, SEP).

The key to our question lies in Dharmakirti’s purpose. What does he aim to achieve
with his new theory of reason in PVSV? As far as I can see, he neither aims at “saving
the phenomena,” nor was he concerned with establishing any scientific theory (in sense of
natural sciences), nor was he a pure logician concerned with the logical problems per se, nor
did he aim at establishing the validity of everyday practice, which involves inferences from
smokes to fires. I think that what really troubled him were inferences on doctrinal matters.
Such inferences appear in the beginning of the PVSV, and in this sense we cannot say that
he keeps his cards close to the chest. Already in v. 11 he addresses the Mimamsa inference:
The Buddha had desires because he had a body, like a common man. And immediately
after that (v. 12) we have an extensive discussion of a somewhat similar inference: The
Buddha was not free from desires (vitaraga) because he spoke, like a common man. Another
inference, perhaps put forward by a Naiyayika, appears in v. 18: The living body is not
without a soul because otherwise it would not have breath and so forth. Such inferences
were unacceptable to the Buddhists, and yet they were valid in the sense of complying
with the trairipya theory. I suggest that it is probably in response to such inferences that
Dharmakirti developed his theory of three kinds of reasons, and the primary aim of his
theory was to show why these and similar inferences were not valid.

Dharmakirti’s dealing of the vyavahara inference from smoke to fire may be seen
therefore just a by-product for his doctrinal concerns. For in classical India, no theory
of inference would get off the ground without dealing with this paradigmatic inference.
However, it is clear that his interest lies elsewhere. As Lasic (2003: 190) has already
noticed, “[h]e [Dharmakirti] does not seem to have aimed [in PVSV 22.2-4, etc.] at a
detailed discussion of the procedure of establishing the causal dependence in an individual
case.” On the other hand, he was very much interested in the pragmatic situation of what
should count as a valid proof in the inter-religious debate. His interest in causation was
thus not directed at causation in natural phenomena, but in causal connection between
body and consciousness, between desires, compassion and speech, between body and soul.
And in dealing with these topics, he was as much interested in the possibility of denying a
causal relation (notably between body and cognition) as in establishing one.
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Reinterpretation of the Compound svabhava-pratibandha in
Dharmakirti’s Logical Theory

by
Yoichi Fukuda

Introduction

Many scholars agree that svabhava-pratibandha forms the actual basis of Dharmakirti’s
logical theory. However, there are different opinions about what svabhava-pratibandha
means.!

In his article “Svabhavapratibandha Again,” Steinkellner wrote that “since the word
pratibandha has only a formal meaning, the word svabhava is responsible for connecting
the reality needed” (1984: 458). He does not distinguish the meaning of sambandha from
that of pratibandha, understanding both as having only the formal meaning of “connection.”

Before examining the usage of the word svabhava-pratibandha in Dharmakirti’s texts,
I would like to consult how pratibandhalpratibaddha is presented in the Mahavyutpatti
and Abhidharmakosa, two authoritative texts on Buddhist terminology. As the Tibetan
equivalents for pratibandha, the Mahavyutpatti lists phyir ’jil ba’am bgegs byed pa’am bar
chad byed pa, which mean hindrance or obstruction (Mahavyutpatti, 6483). The same is
the case in the Abhidharmakosa, where pratibandha is translated into Tibetan as gegs byed
pa | bgegs su gyur pa and into Chinese as [, [, JE (Index to the Abhidharmakosa, p.
248).

On the other hand, in Mahavyutpatti 6481, rag lus pa’am ’brel ba’am bgegs su gyur pa
are given as the Tibetan equivalents of pratibandha, while in the Abhidharmakosa (Index,
p. 248) in four cases “X-pratibaddha” is translated into Tibetan as “X la rag lus/las pa,”
and in one case as “X dang ’brel ba.” In five cases, it is translated into Chinese as Y=,
J&, Fifi. These translations in the Abhidharmakosa all mean “dependence upon.” Thus, in
these traditional texts, pratibandha is never used to mean connection, but is rather chiefly
used to mean dependence.

In one-third of the cases where pratibandha is used in Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika-
svavrtti (hereinafter referred to as PVSV), the word means “obstruction,” translated into
Tibetan as gegs/gags byed (pa). However, in two-thirds of the cases pratibandha is translated
as 'brel ba or rag las/lus pa. I have collected fifty-one passages that use the latter meaning
for pratibandhalpratibaddha (List C). There is no distinction between pratibandha and
pratibaddha in these Tibetan translations. The only difference between them is the syntactic

! Most articles on svabhava-pratibandha have been published in Japanese. A historical survey of these

discussions was written by Kei Kataoka (2012). The idea I present here dates back thirty years. At that
time I wrote two short papers on this theme in Japanese (“An Inquiry into the Structure of Dharmakirti’s
Logic,” 1987; “On the meaning of svabhavapratibandha in Dharmakirti’s Logic,” 1989). In 2012, 1
wrote two additional longer papers (“On the Interpretation of the Compound svabhavapratibandha,”
2012a; “On the Meaning of pratibandha in Pramanavarttikasvavrtti,” 2012b), in which I rearranged
the former presentations and supplemented them with more citations to demonstrate my idea.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 91-109.
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difference in Sanskrit.? In twenty-seven of these passages, pratibandhalpratibaddha is ex-
plicitly related to expressions of the logical nexus, for example, gamya, gamaka, gamayate,
gamyate, avyabhicara, avisamvada, vyapti, anvaya, vyatireka, ekanivrttyanyanivrtti, and so
on.? Another eighteen passages mention pratibandhalpratibaddha without svabhava. From
these usages I could conclude that pratibandha has a more important role than svabhava
as the basis of the logical nexus.

Of these fifty-one examples of pratibandhalpratibaddha in the PVSV, 1 believe that none
conflicts with the meaning of dependence, which is the traditional meaning of pratibaddha
as seen above. Later I would like to return to this point and add another piece of indirect
evidence.

Analysis of the compound svabhava-pratibandha

To understand the meaning of the compound svabhava-pratibandha, 1 will discuss the
assumptions regarding the syntactical value of svabhava in this compound. Until now,
there have been three interpretations of this compound, namely as instrumental tatpurusa,
genitive tatpurusa, and locative tratpurusa. The first interpretation is the most common
and the one used by Dharmottara in paraphrasing the compound in the Nyayabindutika:
svabhavena pratibandhah svabhavapratibandhah (NBT 110,1). However, I could not find
any textual evidence in Dharmakirti confirming that pratibandha is used with words in the
instrumental case. Dharmakirti mentions pratibandha with one word in the genitive case
and another in the locative case; the former indicates a possessor of pratibandha and the
latter indicates an object upon which the possessor of pratibandha is dependent. A similar
situation can be seen in the example of pratibaddha, which is used with a word in the
locative case indicating the object of dependence and a notional subject in the appositional
case. In order to explain the usage of related words used with pratibandha, 1 would like to
consult the Nyayabindu (NB) instead of the PVSV for reasons of simplicity.

NB 2.19: svabhavapratibandhe hi saty artho(X) artham(Y) gamayet /*
NB 2.20: tad(Y)-apratibaddhasya(X) tad(Y)-avyabhicaraniyamabhavat I
NB 2.21: sa ca pratibandhah sadhye arthe(Y) lingasya(X) /

NB 2.22: [lingasya(X)] vastutas tad(Y)-atmyat tad(Y)-utpattes ca /

NB 2.23: a-tad(Y)-svabhavasya(X) a-tad(Y)-utpattes(X) ca tatra(Y) aprati-
baddha-svabhavatvat /

In these statements, X (= hetu or liriga) is the object that infers another thing, and Y (=
sadhya) is the object to be inferred.

According to NB 2.21, X (/iriga) in the genitive case is a notional subject of pratibandha,
which is the repetition of svabhava-pratibandha in NB 2.19. In other words, X (liriga)

Hereinafter I will mention these terms as pratibandhalpratibaddha without distinction.

In the actual texts of Dharmakirti, these words are often part of negative expressions.

Cf. PVSV 2,19-20: svabhavapratibandhe hi saty artho artham na vyabhicarati /.

Cf. PVSV 8,12-13: apratibaddhasvabhavasya avinabhavaniyamabhavat [, PVSV 12,24-25: apratiba-
ddhasya tadabhave sarvatra abhavasiddheh samsayad avyatireko vyabhicarah Sesavatah /.

L SV I S ]
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is a possessor of pratibandha. sadhye arthe (= Y) of the locative case in NB 2.21 and
its substitute pronoun tatra in NB 2.23 represent the object, which is connected to or
dependent upon X (liniga). In other words, Y (sadhya) is an object upon which X (liriga)
is dependent. According to NB 2.23, X (lirniga), which is implicitly assumed to be in
the same case (genitive) as tatsvabhavasya or tadutpattes, is a notional subject of the
bahuvrihi compound pratibaddha-svabhava. The same usage of pratibaddha-svabhava
is found in PVSV: apratibaddha-svabhavasyavinabhavaniyamabhavat (8,12f), or na ca
tadapratibaddhasvabhavo bhavo anyam gamayati (107,25). In both cases, X (liriga or hetu)
is supplemented in the appositional case.

One could naturally interpret this compound as meaning that something (X = lirniga)
has its svabhava, which is dependent upon another thing (Y = sadhya); in other words,
this would mean that the svabhava of X (linga) is dependent upon Y (sadhya). From
these usages of pratibaddha-svabhava, one could conclude that the first component of the
compound svabhava-pratibandha is the svabhava of X (linga) and that the compound is a
genitive fatpurusa.

However, and inconveniently, one exceptional passage exists that possibly suggests
that svabhava expresses the dependent object.® In this case svabhava-pratibandha must
be interpreted as a locative fatpurusa. These examples show that Dharmakirti was not
particularly rigorous in his interpretation of the compound, but that he generally considered
svabhava to be a linga and the compound thus a genitive fatpurusa.

The meaning of pratibandha

Next, I would like to return to the investigation into the meaning of the dependence of X
(linga) upon Y (sadhya). Because Dharmakirti does not explain the meaning of pratibandha
explicitly, we must try to understand it from its context. The word is very closely related to
ekanivrttyanyanivrtti (PVSV 10,23; PV 1.24), which is an improved version of avinabhava,
itself a traditional expression for a logical nexus. While avinabhava means the inevitable
absence of one thing (X = hetu) in the sphere of the absence of another thing (Y = sadhya),
ekanivrttiyanyanivrtti means that the disappearance of one thing (X) is caused by the
disappearance of another thing (Y).” This causality of disappearance is expressed by the
instrumental case or the causative verb, while the inclusive relation of the absence of
two things is expressed by the locative case. Dharmakirti introduces this causality of
disappearance as a condition of an inevitable logical nexus, and insists that the causality of
disappearance necessarily requires the pratibandha relation, meaning the dependence of
the existence of one thing (X = hetu) upon another thing (Y = sadhya). If X is dependent
in this way upon Y, the disappearance of Y will inevitably cause the disappearance of X.

6 PVSV 17,1-3: svam ca svabhavam parityajya katham bhavo bhavet | svabhavasyaiva bhavatvad iti tasya

(= lingasya) svabhavapratibandhad avyabhicarah /. In this case, svabhava is consistently the object to
be conferred and bhava is the object conferring it. Sakyabuddhi commented on the second sentence:
tasyatmabhiitasya sadhaasya SimSapadeh svabhavapratibandhad eva svabhave sadhyabhimate vrksadau
... pratibandhad evavyabhicarah | (KG 75,3ff = PVT 39b7f).

The Tibetan equivalent of avinabhava is med na mi "byung ba, while on the other hand the equivalent
of ekanivrttyanyanivrtti is gcig log pas gzhan ldog pa. As will be shown below, in Tibetan logic the
expression corresponding to the latter is de Idog pa’i stobs kyis khyod ldog pa.
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Such dependence is, in itself, a connection between real objects and therefore to express
this meaning Dharmakirti does not need to mention svabhava.

tasmad ekanivrttya ‘nyanivrttim icchata tayoh kascit svabhavapratibandho
'py estavyah | anyatha ’gamako hetuh syat / (PVSV 10,23-25)

This passage shows that the logical reason (= hetu) is based on the relation of ekanivr-
ttyanyanivrtti and, in turn, this relation is based on svabhava-pratibandha. Conversely, if
svabhava-pratibandha exists between two objects, the disappearance of one object causes
the disappearance of the other and thus one can infer the existence of the former object
from the existence of the latter. One can find this used in a similar way several times in the
PVSV, as detailed below.

PVSV 16,28f: tanmatrasambandhah svabhavo (= sadhya) bhavam (= linga)
eva nivartayet (k.23a—) /.

PVSV 17,5: karanam nivartamanam karyam nivartayati /.

PVSV 17,7f: ubhayatha (= tadatmyena tadutpattya va)® svabhavapratiba-
ndhad eva nivrttih | anyatha ekanivrttyanyavinivrttih katham bhavet (k.24ab) /

PVSV 19,25: tav (= karana and vyapaka) eva hi nivartamanau svapratiba-
ddham (= karya and vyapya) nivartayata iti /.

PVSV 20,1f: apratibandhe hi katham ekasya nivrttir anyasya nivrttim sadha-
yet /.

This nivartaka power does not represent a kind of logical nexus, but rather the power to
affect another object existentially. Based on these expressions, I would like to suggest that
pratibandha, or existential dependence,’ is confirmed by means of the realization of the
causality between the disappearances of two objects. If svabhava-pratibandha does not exist,
then it is not possible to confirm the causality between the two disappearances. Conversely,
if one can find causality between the two disappearances, then svabhava-pratibandha must
exist.
This is the very idea evoked by Dar ma rin chen (1364—-1432) when he said

byas pa mi rtag pa la ’brel ba’i don ldog gi phyogs gcig de gnyis tha dad
mngon sum gyis grub cing | mi rtag pa log pa’i stobs kyis byas pa ldog pa’i
tshul ni mi rtag pa log pa’i gzhi la byas pa ’gog pa’i gnod pa can gyi rtags la
brten nas bsgrub pa yin ...'°

8 According to Sakyabuddhi, KG 75,23.

The translation “existential dependence” coincides with the translation by F. Th. Stcherbatsky (1930).
He translated the first occurrence of svabhava-pratibandha in NB 11.19 (p. 69) as “Because one thing can
convey the (existence of) another one when it is existentially dependent (on the latter)” (my emphasis,
Y. F).

rGyal tshab rje Dar ma rin chen, tshad ma rnam ’grel gyi tshig le’ur byas pa’i rnam bshad thar lam
phyin ci ma log par gsal bar byed pa, Zhol ed., cha, 22b4-5. That the defining character of 'brel
pa is closely related to the causality of two disappearances was first pointed out in the presentation
“rGyal tshab’s Understanding of Svabhavapratibandha” by Choi Kyeon-jin at the Conference of the
International Association of Tibetan Studies, 2013, Ulaanbaatar.
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don ldog is an equivalent of mtshan nyid, that is, the “defining character.” Therefore in
this passage Dar ma rin chen is postulating that there are two conditions that define the
character of the dependence of the produced object upon an impermanent object: (1) the
two objects must be different, and (2) the disappearance of the former object is caused by
force of the disappearance of the latter object.

It is obvious that the second condition is based on ekanivrttyanyanivrtti. don ldog
literally means the distinguishing character in the object, and therefore this ekanivrttyanya-
nivrtti is a distinguishing character of pratibandha. This is indirect evidence of the close
relationship between pratibandha and ekanivrttyanyanivrtti.

Problems in the Tibetan translation of the PVSYV and the commentaries
on Dharmakirti

As shown above, there is little that remains speculative about the meaning of pratibandha
in the texts of Dharmakirti. Now I would like to point out some interesting matters that can
be drawn from the Tibetan translation of the PVSV and its commentary.

I have already mentioned that in the Abhidharmakosa and Mahavyutpatti, pratibaddha
is in most cases translated as rag las pa. In passages no. 1 to no. 25 of fifty-one citations
in List C, below with the exception of no. 5, pratibandhalpratibaddha is translated as
’bral ba/pa and in the rest of the passages, with the exception of nos. 27 and 34, it is
translated as rag las/lus pa. The same situation is found in the Tibetan translation of the
commentary on the PVSV by Sakyabuddhi (PVT). In half of the cases translated into
rag las/lus pa, pratibandhalpratibaddha is used in the context of the basis for the logical
nexus. For example, svabhava-pratibandha in passages nos. 44 and 46 is translated as rang
bzhin lalgyi rag lus pa, not as rang bzhin (dang) ’brel ba, which is the translation in the
first half of the cases of svabhava-pratibandhalpratibaddha-svabhava. In passage no. 40,
tadapratibaddhasvabhava is properly translated as de la rag lus pa med pa’i rang bzhin
can gyi, with the meaning of the bahuvrihi compound. As mentioned above, there is no
distinction made between svabhava-pratibandha and pratibaddha-svabhava in the Tibetan
translation. This transition of the Tibetan translation of the PVSV and PVT might mean that
the translator(s)'! of these two texts realized Dharmakirti’s intentions behind this term in the
process of their translation work, and changed their translation of pratibandhalpratibaddha
halfway through.

But other Tibetan scholars who did not consult the Sanskrit texts must not have noticed
that rag las/lus pa was the translation of pratibandha. Amazingly, they properly recorded
the defining character of ’brel pa as I have mentioned above, even in such a restricted
or incomplete situation. I cannot but concede that they had a very profound ability to
understand Dharmakirti’s intentions.

This change in the Tibetan translation of pratibandhalpratibaddha may have been
influenced by an annotation of Sakyabuddhi, which paraphrases pratibaddha as ayatta and

T The colophon of the PVSV does not mention a translator, but that of the PVT mentions lo ts’a ba rma

dge ba’i blo gros. Perhaps he also translated the PVSV during the same period.
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pratibandha as ayattatva on several occasions (passages nos. 1,12 5, 24, 32, 35, 38, 39, 41,
42, 46).

In the midst of paraphrasing pratibandha in NB 11.21: sa ca pratibandhah sadhye
rthe lingasya, Dharmottara comments that lingam parayattatvat pratibaddham | sadhyas
tv artho ’parayattatvat pratibandhavisayo na tu pratibaddha ity arthah /| (NBT 112,1f);
“linga is pratibaddha because it is dependent upon another [object], while on the other hand
sadhya artha — because it is not dependent upon the other [namely the /iriga] — is an object
of pratibandha, [but] it is not pratibaddha.” Dharmottara clearly interprets pratibaddha as
ayatta and pratibandha as ayattatva. He also puts liriga and pratibaddha in the appositional
case and explains that sadhya is pratibandhavisaya. Moreover, Durvekamisra annotates
pratibandha three times with pratibandhah pratibaddhatvam ayattatvam (NBT 96,21;
110,20; 115,15f). These explanations correspond with what I have explicated above in this

paper.

Conclusion

To summarize my arguments in this paper:

1. pratibandha is more significant than svabhava in the compound svabhava-pratibandha.

2. Generally svabhava-pratibandha is interpreted as pratibaddha-svabhavatva, which
is an abstract noun of a bahuvrihi compound. Therefore, svabhava stands for the lirnga’s
svabhava and svabhava-pratibandha should be understood as a genitive fatpurusa com-
pound.

3. pratibandhalpratibaddha is closely related to the causality of the dual disappearance
of two objects (ekanivrttyanyanivrtti).

4. Therefore, pratibandhalpratibaddha express the existential dependence of one object
upon another, of which the former is liriga or hetu and the latter is sadhya.
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List A: AbhidharmakoSabhasya

1. AKBh
AKBhT
2. AKBh
AKBhT
3. AKBh
AKBhT
4. AKBh
AKBhT
5.  AKBh
AKBhT

icchamatrapratibaddho hi tesam sarvagunasampatsammukhibhavah / (Ch.2,

70.23)

de dag gi yon tan 'byor ba mngon sum du ’gyur ba thams cad ni bzhed pa tsam
la rag lus pa yin pas ... (Ku, 76a7)

—UJEE, RESimiEci.

yasya yatpratibaddha utpadah sa tasyanantaram utpadyate / (Ch.2, 99.13)
gang zhig gang la rag las te skye ba de ni de’i ’jug thogs su skye ste / (Ku 100a5)
it BIBOGK, TR, 9S4 L, BEERESE,
tatra paiicavidhamanaskaranantaram aryamargasammukhibhdavo ‘nyatropapa-
ttipratilambhikebhyah | prayogapratibaddhatvat / (Ch.2, 109.1f)

de la skyes nas thob pa dag ma gtogs pa yid la byed pa rnam pa Inga’i mjug
thogs su 'phags pa’i lam mngon du ’gyur te | sbyor ba la rag lus pa’i phyir
ro // (Ku 107b5f)

SR ToRE, (ERIER, BLEBIAT, FRAPTSEIE, BRE A TOM

yada casyasrayo viparinantum arabhate tadavasyam asya tadasrayapratiba-
ddham cittam sammukhibhitya pascat pracyavet nanyathda / (Ch.3, 156.6f)

gang gi tshe de’i lus yongs su ’jug par rtsom pa de’i tshe yang de las gdon mi za
bar de’i lus dang ’brel pa’i sems mngon du gyur nas phyis ’chi 'pho bar ’gyur
gyi gzhan du ni ma yin no // (Ku, 143alf)

LT BN R R, E SR T OD IRTR AR, HEERAREL,
icchamatrapratibaddhah sarvagunasampatsammukhibhavah / (Ch.7, 421.3)

de dag gi yon tan ’byor pa thams cad mngon du ’gyur ba ni bzhed pa tsam la
rag lus so // (Khu, 122b5)

RAPBIDEE - - - BERKRES | BEAT.

List B: Mahavyutpatti

6483
6481

pratibandhah | phyir ’jil ba’am bgegs byed pa’am bar chad byed pa /
pratibaddhah | rag lus pa’am ’brel ba’am bgegs su gyur pa |
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List C: PVSV, commentaries of Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin

1. PVSV
SVTib
KG

PVT

2. PVSV
SVTib
KG

3. PVSV

SVTib

KG

PVT

4. PVSV

SVTib

KG

PVT

5. PVSV
SVTib

KG
PVT

6. PVSV

SVTib

KG

svabhavapratibandhe hi saty artho "rtham na vyabhicarati / (2,19)
rang bzhin dang ’brel pa yod pa don gyis don ’khrul pa med de | (262a6f)

svabhavena pratibandhah sadhanam krteti samasah | svabhavena pratiba-
ddhatvam | pratibaddha-svabhavatvam iti yavat / (23,16f)

(=) rang bzhin bsgrub par bya ba’i dngos po dang ’brel pa ni de la rag las pa
nyid de de yod na’o // (10a7)

karyasyapi svabhavapratibandhah / (3,3f)

’bras bu yang rang bzhin dang ’brel pa yin te / (262b2)

—(24,25); PVT: - (11a2)

tatranubhayasyapratibandhdt tadabhave anyena na bhavitavyam iti kuta etat /
(5,190

de la gnyis ka ma yin pa ni ’brel pa med pa’i phyir te | de med na gzhan med
par gyur ro Il zhes bya ba der lta ga la ’gyur // (263b7)
anubhayasyakaryakaranatmakasya nisedhyena saha pratibandhabhavat tada-
bhave ’pratibaddhasyabhave / (38,17f)

gnyi ga ma yin pa ste rgyu yang ma yin la "bras bu yang ma yin pa’i bdag nyid
ni dgag par bya ba dang lhan cig ’brel pa med pa’i phyir de med na ste ’brel
pa med pa med na ... (16b2)
apratibaddhasvabhavasyavinabhavaniyamabhavat / (8,12f)

rang bzhin ma ’brel pa ni med na mi "byung bar nges pa med pa’i phyir ro //
(265a6)

tadatmyatadutpattibhyam linginy apratibaddhasvabhavasyavinabhavaniyama-
bhavat 1 (49,12)

de’i bdag nyid dang de las byung ba dag gi rtags can dang | rang bzhin ma
’brel pa ni med na ma ’byung bar nges pa med pa’i phyir ro // (22b2f)
nantariyakam eva karyam karanam anumapayati / tatpratibandhat / (10,5f)
med na mi 'byung ba’i "bras bu kho nas rgyu rjes su dpog par byed do // de la
rag las pa yin pa’i phyir ro // (266a6)

tatpratibandhat |/ tatra karane ayattatvat / (55,4f)

med na mi "byung ba’i ’bras bu kho nas zhes bya ba ni rgyu med na mi ’byung
ba kho nas so I/ de la rag las pa yin pa’i phyir zhes bya ba ni rgyu de la rag
las pa yin pa’i phyir ro I/ (26b2f)

ekanivrttya 'nyanivrttim icchatd tayoh kascit svabhavapratibandho ’py esta-
vyah [/ anyatha ’gamako hetuh syat / (10,23f)

gcig log pas gzhan ldog par 'dod pas ni de gnyis rang bzhin ’brel pa ’ga’ zhig
kyang ‘dod par bya dgos so I/ de lta ma yin na gtan tshigs go bar byed pa ma
yin par 'gyur ro // (266b6)

tayoh sadhyasadhanayoh kascit svabhavena pratibandhas tadatmyatadutpatti-
laksano [1py estavyah [ (57,7f)
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10.

11.

12.

PVT

PVSV
SVTib
KG

PVSV
SVTib
KG

PVSV

SVTib

KG

PVT

PVSV

SVTib

KG

PVT

PVSV

SVTib

KG

PVT

PVSV

SVTib

KG
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(=) bsgrub par bya ba dang sgrub pa de gnyis de’i bdag nyid dang [/ de las
byung ba’i mtshan nyid kyis ’brel pa ’ga’ zhig kyang 'dod par bya dgos te /
(28a2f)

na hy asati pratibandhe 'nvayavyatirekaniscayo ’sti / (10,28)

’brel pa med par ni rjes su ’gro ba dang ldog pa nges pa med de | (266b7)
—(59,27); PVT: — (28a6)

anyathda hy asati pratibandhe ’darsanamatrena vyatireke / (11,5)

de Ita ma yin te | ’brel pa med par ma mthong ba tsam gyis ldog na / (267a2)
—(58,23); PVT: — (28b6)

anupalambhat tu kvacid abhavasiddhav apy apratibaddhasya tadabhave sarva-
trabhavasiddheh [ (12,23f)

mi dmigs pa’i sgo nas ni "ga’ zhig la med pa grub tu zin kyang ’brel pa med pa
ni de med kyang thams cad la med pa mi grub pas / (267b4f)
apratibaddhasya hetoh sadhye | tadabhave sadhyabhave sarvatra vipakse *bha-
vasiddheh... (62,9f)

gtan tshigs bsgrub par bya ba dang ’brel pa med pa ni sgrub par byed pa de

med kyang mi mthun pa’i phyogs su gyur ba’i dngos po thams cad la med par
mi ’grub pa’i gtan tshigs kyis na the tshom za ba yin no // (31a5)

tannivrttau kvacin nivrttav api pranadinam apratibandhat / sarvatra nivritya-
siddher agamakatvam / (13,10f)

"ga’ zhig la de log ste | srog la sogs pa log kyang ’brel pa med pa’i phyir | thams
cad las ldog pa mi ’grub pas rtogs par byed pa ma yin pa nyid do I/ (268a2)
nivrttav api pranadinam apratibandhad atmana saha sambandhabhavat /
(63,23f)

srog la sogs pa log kyang ’brel pa med pa’i phyir | bdag dang lhan cig ’brel
pa med pa’i phyir ... (32a4)

vadi kathamcid vipakse ‘darsanamdatrena apratibaddhasyapi tadavyabhicarah |
(15,11)

gal te ji zhig ltar mi mthun pa’i phyogs la ma mthong ba tsam gyis ’brel pa med
pa yang de ’khrul pa med do zhe na / (269al)

yadi vipakse hetor adarsanamatrenapratibaddhasya svasadhye tadavyabhica-
rah sadhyavyabhicara isyate | (69,2f)

gal te mi mthun pa’i phyogs la gtan tshigs ma mthong ba tsam gyis bsgrub par
bya ba dang ’brel pa med pa’i yang bsgrub par bya ba der "khrul pa med par
‘dod na ni ... (35a6f)

svam ca svabhavam parityajya katham bhavo bhavet | svabhavasyaiva bhava-
tvad iti tasya svabhava-pratibandhad avyabhicarah | (17,1f)

rang gi ngo bo yongs su bor nas kyang ji ltar yod par ’gyur te | rang gi ngo bo
kho na ngo bo yin pa’i phyir ro I/ de’i phyir de ni rang bzhin ’brel pa’i phyir
"khrul pa med do 1/ (270a3)

tasyatmabhiitasya sadhanasya SimSapadeh svabhavapratibandhad eva sva-

bhave sadhyabhimate vrksadau yathoktena prakarena pratibandhad evavyabhi-
carah / (75,3f)
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sgrub pa shing sha pa la sogs pa bdag nyid du gyur pa de ni rang bzhin ’brel
pa kho na’i phyir te / rang bzhin bsgrub par bya bar ‘dod pa shing la sogs pa
dang ji skad bshad pa’i rnam pas ’brel pa kho nas ’khrul pa med do I/ (39b7f)
ubhayatha svabhavapratibandhad eva nivrttih [ (17,7)

gnyis ga rang bzhin ’brel pa kho nas ldog go I/ (270a4f)

ubhayatheti tadatmyena tadutpattya va yah svabhavapratibandhas tasmad eva /
sadhyanivrttya hetor nivritih | anyatheti yadi pratibandho nesyate | ekasyapra-
tibandhakasya sadhyasya nivrttyanyanivrttih | apratibaddhasya sadhanadhar-
masya nivrtih katham bhavet / (75,11f)

(=) gnyi gar zhes bya ba ni de’i bdag nyid dang / de las byung ba’i mtshan nyid
kyis rang bzhin ’brel pa kho nas bsgrub par bya ba log pas gtan tshigs ldog
go Il de lta min na gcig log pas zhes bya ba ni bsgrub par bya ba ma *brel pa
log pas | ji ltar gzhan mi ldog par gyur sgrub pa’i chos ma ’brel pa ldog par
"gyur mi gyur ba kho na ste / (40a3f)

svabhavapratibandhad eva hetuh sadhyam gamayati / sa ca tadbhavalaksanas
tadutpattilaksano va / (17,12f)

rang bzhin ’brel pa kho nas gtan tshigs kyis bsgrub par bya ba go bar byed
de /! de’i ngo bo’i mtshan nyid dam I/ de las byung ba’i mtshan nyid yin no //
(270a6)

svabhavapratibandhad eva sadhyabhimate vastuni pratibaddhatvad eva hetuh
svasadhyan gamayati / (76,1f)

rang bzhin ’brel pa kho nas bsgrub par bya bar ‘dod pa’i dngos po dang ’brel
pa kho nas gtan tshigs kyis bsgrub par bya ba go bar byed do [/ (40a6)

yada punar drstantena nagnidhiimayoh karyakaranabhdavah pradarsyate | tada
yatra dhiimas tratragnir ity eva na syat | pratibandhabhavat / (19,16f)

gang gi tshe dpes me dang du ba dag rgyu dang ’bras bu’i dngos por mi ston
pa de’i tshe ni ’brel pa med pa’i phyir | gang na du ba yod pa de na me yod do
zhes bya ba nyid du yang mi ’gyur na / (271a7)

— (85,5f); PVT: — (44a2f)

drstantenayam eva yathoktasvabhavapratibandhah pradarsyate / (19,21f)
dpes ji skad bshad pa’i rang bzhin ’brel pa 'di kho na rab tu ston pa / (271bl1f)
—(85,8f); PVT: — (44a4)

tav eva hi nivartamanau svapratibaddham nivartayata iti / (19,25)

de dag kho na ldog pa na rang gi ’brel pa zlog par byed pas ... (271b2)

tav eva hi karanavyapakau nivarttamanau svapratibaddham karyam vyapyam
ca svabhavam nivarttayata ... (85,14f)

rgyu dang khyab par byed pa de dag kho na ldog pa na / rang dang ’brel pa
"bras bu dang rang bzhin khyab par bya ba zlog par byed pas | (44a5f)

apratibandhe hi katham ekasya nivrttir anyasya nivrttim sadhayet / (20,1f)
ma ’brel na ni ji ltar gcig log pas gzhan ldog pa sgrub par byed / (271b3)
—(85,18f); PVT: — (44a7)

yadi namaite Sabdah purusaih kvacit praninisita api na Sakyante pranetum
vastupratibandhad dhiimadivat / (35,20f)
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gal te sgra 'di dag skyes bu rnams kyis "ga’ zhig la bya bar 'dod du zin kyang
du ba la sogs pa bzhin du dngos po dang ’brel pa’i phyir bya bar mi nus na ...
(280b4f)

vastupratibandhat / vastvayattatvat | dhiimadivat | na hy agnipratibaddho
dhitmo vahnipratyayanasamarthas tadvaiparityena jalapratyayane niyoktum
paryate | tada vastupratibaddhatve sabdanam ayam upalambhah syad asati
vyatireke katham sasthyadaya iti // (157,14f)

(=) dngos po dang ’brel pa’i phyir dngos po tha dad pa la rag las pa’i phyir
bya bar mi nus na / sgra rnams dngos po dang ’brel pa de’i tshe / tha dad pa

med na ji ltar drug pa la sogs par ’gyur zhes bya ba’i klan ka 'di ’gyur ba zhig
na / (80alf)

sarvas cayam svalaksananam eva darsanahitavasandakrto viplava iti tatpra-
tibaddhajanmanam vikalpanam atatpratibhasitve ’pi vastuny avisamvado ...
(43,21)

di thams cad rang gi mtshan nyid dag kho na mthong bas gzhag pa’i bag chags
kyis byas pa’i bslad pa yin pa las de dang ’brel pa las skye ba’i rnam par rtog
pa rnams ni de snang ba nyid ma yin yang dngos po la mi bslu ste | (285a2f)
sarvas cayam ityadi | sarvo viplava iti sambandhah [ viplavo bhrantih | ayam
iti samanyadirupah | svalaksananam eva yad darSanan tenahita ya vasana ta-
tkrtah | paramparaya sarvavikalpanam vastudarsanadvarayatatvat / tatha hi
nityadivikalpa api vastudarsSanenaivotpannah sadrsaparaparotpattidarsana-
yatatvat / tatra tulye sarvavikalpanam vastudarsSanadvarayatatve / tatpratiba-
ddhajanmanam anityadivikalpanam atatpratibhasitve [’|pi svalaksanapratibha-
sitve [ ’]pi vastuny avisamvadah /(183 ,4f)

'di thams cad ces bya ba la sogs pa smos te | 'di zhes bya ba ni rtag pa la
sogs pa’i rnam par rtog pa’o // thams cad bslad pa yin no zhes bya bar sbyar
te / bslad pa’i rnam par rtog pa’o Il rang gi mtshan nyid dag kho na mthong
ba gang yin pa des gzhag pa’i bag chags des byas pa yin te | rnam par rtog pa
thams cad ni dngos po mthong ba’i sgo nas brgyud de ’ongs pa’i phyir ro /| 'di
ltar rtag pa la sogs pa’i rnam par rtog pa yang dngos po mthong ba kho na las
byung ba yin te | 'dra ba gzhan ’byung ba la sogs pas ’khrul ba ’ba’ zhig tu zad
do I/ de la rnam par rtog pa thams cad dngos po mthong ba’i sgo nas ‘ongs pa
nyid du ‘dra ba las de dang ’brel pa las skye ba mi rtag pa la sogs pa’i rnam
par rtog pa rnams ni de snang ba nyid ma yin yang / rang gi mtshan nyid snang
ba nyid ma yin yang mi rtag pa nyid la sogs pa’i ngo bo de dngos po la yod pa’i
phyir dngos po la mi slu ste / (95b4f)

vastusamvadas tu vastiitpattya tatpratibandhe sati bhavati / (49,2)

dngos po 'thob pa ni dngos po las skye bas de dang ’brel pa yin na "gyur gyi
... (288b6f)

tasmin sadhye pratibandhe sati (/) pratibandha eva kutah / vastitpattya sadhya-
vastutpattya hetubhutaya anyathety asati pratibandhe / (204,8f)

(=) brgyud de dngos po las skye ba’i rgyur gyur pas dngos po dngos po de
dang ’brel te / de Ita yin na dgnos po 'thob par ’gyur gyi zhes bya bar sbyar
ro / (110al)
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vikalpanam arthapratibandhaniyamabhavat | na hi vikalpa yathartham eva
jayante [ (51,8f)

rnam par rtog pa rnams don dang ’brel par nges pa med pa’i phyir te | rnam
par rtog pa rnams ni don ji lta ba bzhin skye ba med pa nyid do // (290a4f)

arthapratibaddho ’rthakaranuvidhanenaotpattih / (212,10)

don dang ’brel pa ni don gyi rnam pa’i rjes su byed par skye ba’o // (116a2)
upakare ’pi tatraiva tatpratibandha iti kim anyas tatkaranat tadupakari /
(53,24f)

phan ‘dogs na yang de kho na la de ’brel pas de byed pa’i phyir de la phan par
byed pa gzhan ci dgos / (291b1)

upakare va samanyakrte upakarasyabhyupagamyamane |/ tatraiva samanye
tasyopakarasya pratibandha iti kim anyo vyaktibhedas tasyopakarasya karanat
tasya samanyasyopakari ... (218,15%)

phan 'dogs na yang zhes bya ba ni spyis byas pa’i phan pa khas len na spyi de
kho na la phan pa de ’brel pas de byed pa’i phyir spyi de la phan par byed pa
gsal ba’i khyad par gzhan ci dgos te ... (120alf)

tadutpattidharma bhavah svabhavapratibandhad apeksate nama / (53,26f)
de las skye ba’i chos can ni rang bzhin ’brel pa’i phyir ltos pa zhes bya’o //
(291b2)

tasmad apeksaniyad utpattih sa dharmah svabhavo yasya sa tadutpattidharmma-
bhavah | svabhavasya pratibandhad ayattatvad apeksate nama upakarinam ...
(218,201)

gang la chos de’i ngo bo nyid yod pa de ni de las skyes ba’i chos can gyi dngos
po’o Il rang bzhin ’brel cing rag las pa’i phyir phan par byed pa la ltos pa zhes
bya ste / (120a3f)

yah kascit kasyacit kvacit pratibandhah sa sarvo janyatayam evantarbhavati /
(54,11)

gang cung zad ’ga’ zhig la lar ’brel pa de thams cad ni bskyed par bya ba’i
khongs su gtogs so I/ (291b3)

yah kascid bhavah pratibandhah kasyacid vastunah kvacid dasraye sa sarvo
Jjanyatayam karyatayam evodbhavati / (219,3f)

gang cung zad dngos po ’ga’ zhig rten la lar ’brel pa dngos po las gyur pa
de thams cad ni bskyed par bya ba ste | bras bu kho na’i khongs su gtogs
so I (120a6f)

katham anyonyasya samyam [ tatsambandhad iti cet | na | apratibaddhasya
sambandhayogat / (55,18f)

Ji ltar gzhan dang gzhan du mtshungs pa yin / gal te de dag dang ’brel pa’i
phyir ro /] zhe na ma yin te | rag ma las pa la 'brel par mi rung ba’i phyir
dang / (292b1f)

apratibaddhasya vyaktav anayattasya tabhir anupakrtasyety arthah / (224,21f)

rag ma las pa la gsal ba la rag ma las pa la ste | de dag gis phan ma btags pa
la zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go // (125alf)
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tathabhiitarthadarsanadvarenayam nanaikadharmabhedabhedapratibhasavi-
plavanusari vyavahara iti tasya tatpratibandhe sati tadavyabhicarah / (65,3f)

tha snyad 'di ni yang dag pa’i don de bzhin du mthong ba’i sgo nas chos du ma
dang | gcig dang / tha dad pa dang | tha dad pa ma yin par snang ba ’khrul
pa’i rjes su 'brang ba’i phyir | de dang der ’brel par ’gyur ba la de (DN: las
du) ma ’khrul pa yin no I/ (297a5f)

tasya vyavaharasya tatpratibandhe tasmims tathabhiute svalaksane parampa-
ryenotpattipratibandhe sati tadavyabhicarah | vastvavyabhicarah / (260,12f)

de ste tha snyad der ’brel par gyur pa de lta bur gyur pa’i rang gi mtshan nyid
der brgyud pas 'byung ba’i ’brel pa yod na de ma ’khrul te | dngos po la ma
"khrul pa yin no 1/ (153b3f)

samavayasamyogav ekarthasamavayadayo ’pi vastusambandhah karyakarana-
bhavan na vyatiricyante | parasparam anyato vanupakarinam apratibandhat /
apratibaddhasya ca asambandhat (70,3f)

phrod pa 'du ba dang ldan pa dang | don gcig la ’du ba zhes bya ba la sogs
pa dngos po’i ’brel pa dag kyang rgyu dang ’bras bu’i dngos po las tha dad
pa ma yin no // gcig la gcig gam gzhan dag gis phan ‘dogs pa med pa ni rag
lus pa med pa’i phyir dang / rag lus pa med pa yang ’brel pa med pa’i phyir
ro 1/ (300a6f)

parasparam anyonyam upakarinam anyato va ’Srayabhimatad anupakarinam
apratibandhad anayattatvat | apratibadhannasya [=apratibandhasya) casa-
mbandhat karanat ... (278,1f)

gcig la gcig te | phan tshun nam rten du mngon par ’dod pa gzhan gyis phan
btags pa med pa’o I/ phan btags pa med pa ni rag lus pa med pa’i phyir te / ltos
pa med pa’i rgyu’i phyir ... (167a5)

tatrapi karyakaranabhavakrta eva pratibandhah / (70,9f)

de la yang rgyu dang ’bras bu’i dngos por byas pa kho na rag lus pa yin no //
(300b1)

tatrapy ekarthasamavayini karyakaranabhavakrta evasrayena saha yah karya-
karanabhavas tatkrta eva yaddvarenaropita eva sambandhah | (278,15f)

(=) don gcig dang 'phrod pa 'du ba de la yang rgyu dang ’bras bu’i dngos por
byas pa kho na ste | rten dang bcas pa’i rgyu dang ’bras bu’i dngos po gang yin
pa des byas shing des sbyar ba kho na rag lus pa’i ’brel pa yin no I/ (167b4f)

tam eva sa asrayah karoti | sa capratibaddha samanya iti kim samanyasyasra-
yena / (72,2f)

de nyid de’i rten byed pa yin la | de yang spyi la rag ma lus pa’i phyir / spyi’i
rten gyis ci zhig byed / (301b2)

sety arthantarabhiitd sthitih / na hi tasyah samanye pratibandhakaranam kimcid
asti ... (285,18)

de zhes bya ba ni gnas pa don gzhan du ’gyur pa’o I/ de la spyi la rag lus pa’i
rgyu cung zhig kyang yod pa ma yin no // (172alf)

pratibaddhe va kah pratibandha iti vacyam / (72,3f)
rag las pa kho na la rag las pa zhes ji ltar brjod par bya [ (301b2)
abhyupagamyata eva sthiteh samanye pratibandha iti ced aha / (285,10)
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gal te gnas pa ni spyi la rag lus par khas blangs pa kno na yin no zhe na /
(172a2)

apekseti hi tatpratibandhah sa canadheyavisesasya samanyasyayukta iti /
(72,71)

ltos pa zhes bya ba ni de la rag lus pa yin na de yang spyi khyad par med pa la
mi rigs pa dang ... (301b3f)

asmin vastuny asyapekseti yeyam apeksa sa tasminn apeksye pratibandhas
tadayattata / (286,2f)

dngos po 'di la 'di ltos pa zhes bya ba la ltos pa gang yin pa de ni ltos par bya
ba ’di dang ’brel cing de la rag lus pa nyid de // (172b3)

napi vyatirekinas tasya kvacid anasrayad anyasyapi vyangyavyafijakabhavadeh
sambandhasya kenacid anupakaryasyapratibandhendabhavat / (75,27f)

tha dad pa las kyang ma yin te | de "ga’ zhig la yang brten pa med pa’i phyir
ro I/ ’ga’ zhig gis phan btags pa med par rag lus pa med pas na bsal bar bya
ba dang | bsal bar byed pa’i ngo bo la sogs pa las "brel pa gzhan yang med pa’i
phyir (303b6f)

kin karanam [ nityatvat kenacid vyaktibhedenanupakaryasya samanyasyaprati-
bandhena / na hy apratibandhasya kascit sambandho ’stity uktam / (297,8f)
ci’i phyir zhe na / rtag pa nyid kyis gsal ba’i khyad par ’ga’ zhig gis phan btags
pa med pa’i spyi rag lus pa med pa’i phyir ro // rag lus pa med pa’i ’brel pa
‘ga’ zhig kyang yod pa ma yin no // (180b3f)

kvacid avisamvado ’sya vastuni karyakaranabhavapratibandhan ... (76,20f)
"ga’ zhig la 'di’i mi slu ba ni dngos po la rgyu dang ’bras bu’i ngo bo’i (D adds
"bras bu’i) ’brel pa las yin gyi / (304a6)

kvacid vastuny asya buddheh sakasad avisamvado yasmat karyakaranasamba-
ddhad ... (300,4f)

dgnos po ’ga’ zhig la ’di la blo las mi bslu ba gang yin pa de ni | rgyu dang
‘bras bu’i "brel pa las yin te / (182b6)

tad dhi kimcid upaliyeta na va yasya yatra kimcit pratibaddham apratibaddham
va /(99,27f)

de ni cung zhig 'ga’ zhig la ’brel pa ma yin te | (D: no /) gang gang la cung
zhig rag las pa ma yin no // (317a6f)

tad dhi vastu | kimcid upaliyet asrayet | yasya yatra kimcid utpadadikam prati-
baddham ayattam | na copaliyeta yasya yatrapratibaddham / (366,2f)

dngos po de ni rten du gyur pa "ga’ zhig la ’brel ba ste brten par ’gyur ba’am /
gang gang la skyed par byed pa po la sogs pa la cung zhig rag lus pa ste ltos
pa’am | "brel pa med pa ma yin zhing gang gang la rag lus pa ma yin no //
(226b11)

seyam sattd apratibandhint cet / niyamavati na syat / (99,28f)

gal te yod pa nyid de 'di ni ’ga’ zhig la rag lus pa can ma yin no zhe na / nges
pa can du mi gyur ro 1/ (317a7)

seyam sattd kvacid apratibandhini cet | dravyakalapeksayd na niyamavati syat /
(366,4)
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gal te yod pa nyid de ’di ni ’ga’ zhig la rag lus pa can ma yin no zhe na / rdzas
dang yul dang dus la ltos par nges pa can du mi ’gyur te / (226b2)

yathasvam vyapini sadhye tayor eva pratibandhat linigayor lingini / (101,1f)
bdag nyid ji Ita ba bzhin du khyab (D: khyad) par byed pa bsgrub par bya ba’i
rtags can la rtags de dag rag lus pa’i phyir ... (318alf)

karyasya karanam vyapakam sadhyam (/) svabhavasyapi svabhavo vyapakah
sadhyas tasmin sadhye lingini tayor eva karyasvabhavayor lingayoh pratiba-
ndhat / (370,5¢f)

‘bras bu’i rgyu khyab par byed pa bsgrub par bya ba yin la | rang bzhin gyi
yang rang bzhin khyab par byed pa bsgrub par bya ba yin te | bsgrub par bya
ba rtags can de la ’bras bu dang | rang bzhin gyi rtags de dag de nyid rag lus
pa’i phyir ro // (228a2f)

sadasatpaksabhedena Sabdarthanapavadibhih [/ vastv eva cintyate hy atra prati-
baddhah phalaodayah // (106,27f)

sgra don bsnyon pa med rnams kyis I/ yod med phyogs kyi bye brag gis I/ dngos
po nyid ni dpyad bya ste I/ ’di la bras ’byung rag las phyir // (321b1f)
yasmad atra vastuni pratibaddhah phalodayah / (387,11)

ci’i phyir zhe na | 'di ltar dngos po 'di la "bras bu rag las phyir sgra’i don la ni
ma yin no // (240b7f)

tad ayam pravartamanah sarvada sadasaccintaGyam avadhiritavikalpaprati-
bhaso vastv evadhisthanikaroti | yatrayam purusarthah pratibaddho ... (107,3f)

de bas na ’di ’jug pa na thams cad du yod pa dang med pa dpyod pa na rnam
par rtog pa’i snang ba la ltos pa med par gang la skyes bu’i don 'di rag lus pa’i
dngos po nyid la dmigs par byed de ... (321b3f)

vastv evadhisthanikaroti visayikaroti yatra vastuny ayam purusarthah prati-
baddhah / (388.,4f)

dngos po gang la skyes bu’i don 'di rag lus pa’i dngos po nyid la dmigs par
byed cing yul du byed de | (241a5)

na ca tadapratibaddhasvabhavo bhavo ‘nyam gamayati / (107,25)

de la rag lus pa med pa’i rang bzhin can gyi dngos po ni gzhan go bar byed
pa ma yin no 1/ (322a3)

tasmin vastuny apratibaddhah svabhavo yasya sabdalaksanasya | anyam ya-
trasau na pratibaddhah / (390,7f)

(=) dngos po de la rag lus pa med pa’i rang bzhin gyi sgra’i bdag nyid can
gyi dngos po gang la yod pa zhes bya bar tshig rnam par sbyar ro // gang la
rag lus pa med pa ni gzhan de’i go bar byed pa ma yin no zhes bya bar sbyar
ro I/ (242b2f)

paryavasthanajanmapratibaddhaduhkavivekat / (111,5)

kun nas dkris pa dang skye ba la rag lus pa’i sdug bsngal dang bral ba’i phyir
dang / (324a3)

tayor yat pratibaddhan duhkhan tasya vivekat | ragadyutpattikale yad duhkham
kayacittaparidahalaksanan tat paryavasthanapratibaddham jatijaravyadhyadi-
duhkhan tu janmapratibaddham / (400,18f)
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de dag la rag lus pa’i sdug bsngal gang yin pa de dang bral ba’i phyir ro I/ "dod
chags la sogs pa’i skye ba’i tshe lus dang sems yongs su gdung ba’i mtshan nyid
can gyi sdug bsnagl gang yin pa de ni kun nas dkris pa la rag lus pa’o // skye
ba dang rga ba dang na ba’i sdug bsngal ni skye ba la rag lus pa’o // (251b3f)

tatah katham idanim tatpratiniyamasamsadhyam tadanvayam sadhayeyuh / na
hy apratibaddhas tatsadhana iti / (114,28f)

de bas na de la so sor nges par bsgrub par bya ba de’i rjes su ’gro ba ji ltar
sgrub par byed par ’gyur te | rag las pa med pa de’i (D adds ni) sgrub par byed
pa ma yin no [/ (326a7)

bahye ’rthe ’pratibandhena niyamabhavat / (417,5)

(=) don gang la rag las pa med pa de ni sgrub par byed pa’i rigs pa ma yin
no /1 (260b2)

parasrayo hi sambandho ’pratibandhe tayoh sambandhita ’yogat / (115,14)

gzhan la (D adds /) rten pa can ’brel pa yin na ni rag las pa med pa la de dag
gi ’brel pa nyid mi rung ba’i phyir ro // (326b4)

parasraya iti parassambandhi asrayo [’1syeti krtva | sambandhini sambandha-
syapratibandhe sati tayoh sambandhinos sambandhitaya ’yogat | na hy aprati-
baddhena kenacit kascit tadvan bhavati gaur ivasvena / (418,15f)

(=) gzhan la brten pa can ’brel pa yin te | ’brel pa 'di la gzhan la brten pa
yod pa’i phyir ro I/ ni’i sgras (D adds ni) nges par gzung ba’o I/ ci’i phyir zhe
na / ’brel pa can la ’brel pa rag las pa med pa yin na ’brel pa can de dag gi
"brel pa nyid mi rung ba’i phyir ro // rta ba lang dang 'dra bar ltos pa med pas
don ’ga’ zhig de dang ldan par mi ’gyur ro I/ (261b3f)

svabhavapratibandho ’nyattvam iti cet / (147,3f)

gal te rang bzhin la rag lus pa med pa ni gzhan nyid yin no zhe na / (346b5f)
nanv atatsvabhavatve ’'pi parasparam svabhavapratibandho [’ lnyattvam iti
cet | sa ca pratibandhah pudgalasya skandhesv asti tato tatsvabhavatve [’]pi
nanyattvam skandhebhyah pudgalasyeti | (527,16f)

gal te rang bzhin la rag lus pa med pa ni gzhan nyid yin na gang zag gi rag
lus pa de yang phung po dag la yod pa de bas na de’i rang bzhin ma yin kyang
phung po dag las gang zag gzhan nyid ma yin no zhe na / (326a6f)

ko ’yam pratibandho nama yena sa ca na syat / nanyasvabhavas ca | (147,4f)
rag lus pa zhes bya ba 'di gang yin | gang gis der yang mi ’gyur ba dang / rang
bzhin gzhan du’ang mi ’gyur | (346b6)

ko [’lyam pratibandho nama pudgalasya skandhesu yena pratibandhena / sa
ca na syad iti skandha-svabhavas ca pudgalo na syat | nanyasvabhavas ca
skandhebhyah [ (527,19f)

phung po dag la gang zag gi rag lus pa zhes bya ba ’di’i gang yin / rag lus pa’i
rgyu gang gis der yang mi 'gyur ba zhes bya ba gang zag phung po’i rang bzhin
du mi ’gyur ba dang gzhan gyi rang bzhin can du mi "gyur ba ste / (326a7f)

na ca tajjanmalaksanat svabhavapratibandhad anyah pratibandho nama / ana-
yattasya vyabhicara-virodhat / (147,10f)
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de’i skye ba’i mtshan nyid kyi rang bzhin gyi rag las pa las rag lus pa gzhan
yvang yod pa ma yin te | rag lus pa med pa’i "khrul pa la ’gal ba med pa’i phyir
ro /1 (347alf)

na canyah pratibandhah pudgalasya skandhesu | yasman na hi janmalaksanaj
Jjanmasvabhavat svabhavapratibandhad anyah pratibandho nama / kim kara-
nam (/) anayattasya tadutpattya tatrapratibaddhasya | tena saha yo vyabhicaras
tasyavirodhat / (528,8f)

(=) gal te skye ba’i mtshan nyid can gyi rag lus pas phung po dag las gang zag
gzhan nyid du yod pa ni ma yin mod kyi ‘on kyang rag lus pa gzhan nyid du
yod do zhe na / de’i zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos te | skye ba’i mtshan nyid can
te | skye ba’i dbang po can gyi rang bzhin gyi rag las pa las rag lus pa zhes
bya ba gzhan yod pa ma yin no I/ ci’i phyir zhe na / de las byung ba’i rag lus
pa med pa de ni de la rag lus pa med pa de dang lhan cig ’khrul pa gang yin
pa de la ’gal ba med pa’i phyir ro I/ gang zhig gang la rag lus pa med pa de ni
der ’khrul pa’i phyir zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go // (326b5f)

JjAanakrtah pratibandha iti cet | syad etat / yatpratipattinantariyakam yajjna-
nam tadgatau niyamena tatpratibhdasanat tad atadriupam apy avacyam iti /
(147,12f)

gal te shes pas byas pa’i rag lus pa yin no zhe na / de ltar ni "gyur na gang
rtogs pa med na mi "byung ba’i shes pa gang yin pa des rtogs pa la nges par de
snang ba’i phyir de de’i ngo bo ma yin du zin kyang / brjod par bya ba ma yin
no zhe na / (347a2f)

pudgalasya skandhesu jianakrtah pratibandha iti cet / ... | yasya ripadeh prati-
pattir yatpratipattis taya nantariyakam avinabhavi yajjiianam yasya pudgalasya
JAanam | tadgatay iti riupadigatau niyamena tasya pudgalasya pratibhasanat |
JjAanakrtah pratibandhas ... | tena jiianakrtat pratibandhat / (528,13f)

(#) phung po dag las gang zag gi shes pas byas pa’i rag lus pa yin no zhe na / ...
(327a4)

nanu saivasati pratibandhe na yuktety ucyate | (147,26)

de nyid rag lus pa (DN inserts med pa) med par rigs pa ma yin no zhes brjod
pa ma yin nam [ (347a6)

nanu saiva pratites tannantariyakata | riupadisu pudgalasyasati pratibandhe
na yuktety ucyate / (530,4f)

de med na mi ’byung ba’i shes pa de nyid ni gzugs la sogs pa gang zag rag lus
pa med par rigs pa ma yin no zhes brjod pa ma yin nam / (328a4)
nakaryakaranayoh kascit pratibandha iti coktam / (148,1)

rgyu dang ’bras bu ma yin pa dag la ni rag lus pa cung zad kyang ma yin no
zhes bya ba yang bshad zin to I/ (347a6f)

akaryakaranayor na kascid vastavah pratibandha ity asakrd uktam ... (530,7)

rgyu dang ’bras bur gyur pa ma yin pa dag la ni dngos su ’brel pa cung zad
kyang yod pa ma yin no zhes mang du bshad zin to 1/ (328a5)
vivaksaya Sabdo ’rthe niyamyate | na svabhavatah | tasya kvacid apratiba-

ndhena sarvatra tulyatvat | yatrapi pratibandhas tadabhidhananiyamabhavat /
(172,191)
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brjod par dod pas sgra ni don dag la nges par bya ba yin gyi ngo bo nyid kyis
ni ma yin te | de ni ’ga’ zhig la yang rag lus pa med par thams cad la mtshungs
pa nyid kyi phyir ro I/ gang la rag las pa yin na yang de rjod par byed pa’i nges
pa med pa’i phyir ro [/ (363a4f)

tasya Sabdasya kvacid vastuny apratibandhena sambandharahitatvena kara-
nena sarvatrarthatulyatvat | yatrapi sabdasya pratibandhah sthanakaranesu
tatah Sabdanam utpatter abhivyakter va / (606,3f)

de ni dngos po ’ga’ zhig la rag lus pa med pa ste | ’brel pa med par don thams
cad la mtshungs pa nyid kyi phyir ro I/ gang la sgra’i rag las pa gnas dang byed
pa dag gi yin te [ de las (DN: la) sgra rnams skye ba’i phyir ram rtag par smra
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1. Introduction

1.1. Philosophical background

This paper aims at presenting and comparing the way non-cognition can serve as the
basis of inference according to Buddhist and Jain philosophers, as well as to indicate the
philosophical relevance of the main divergences between the two conceptions. I will focus
on the view of the Buddhist Dharmakirti, as it is found in his Pramanavarttikasvavrtti
and Nyayabindu, as well as on the view of the Jains Akalanka in his Laghiyastraya and
Manikyanandi in his Pariksamukham.

First of all, the teachings of Akalanka (720-780) represent an important step in the
development of Jain philosophy, especially in the constitution of a paradigm clearly distinct
from the Buddhist one. More precisely, Akalanka has founded a systematic Jain theory of
knowledge in answer to Dharmakirti’s attacks against the Jain theory of non-one-sidedness.
Following the style of his Buddhist opponent, Akalanka expresses his theses in a very
concise way. For example, in his Laghiyastraya (henceforth LT), the Three Short [Treatises],
instead of presenting all the types of inference he grants, he presents only the discrepancies
between the ones Dharmakirti accepts and the one he himself accepts. This concise style
explains our recourse to his commentators. Firstly, the Jain Manikyanandi (9" c.) has
organized Akalanka’s mature philosophy in the Pariksamukham (PM), the Introduction
to Philosophical Investigation. What is more, this work has itself been commented on by
the Jain Prabhacandra (980—-1065) in his Prameyakamalamartanda (PKM), the Sun that
Grows the Lotus of Knowable, as well as by Vadi Devasiri (12" ¢.) in his Pramananayata-
ttvalokalamkara (PNT), the Commentary on the Explanation of the Nature of Knowledge
and Viewpoints. These three works constitute a lineage of commentaries and share the
same conception of inference. I will refer to them as “the tradition of Akalanka.” Since PM
is the first work in this tradition, I will mainly refer to this text, and will quote from PKM
and PNT respectively only when considering matters which are absent from earlier works.

Dharmakirti’s texts are implicitly referred to in the sections on inference in LT and in
PM, and explicitly in PKM and PNT. There, the most frequently quoted work of Dharmakirti
is the Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (PVsV), the Auto-commentary on the Essay on Knowledge.
In this paper, following Prabhacandra and Vadi Devasiri, I will mainly refer to the PVsV.
But I will also make use of Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu (NB), the Drop of Logic, because
one finds there the most extensive list of c