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Foreword

Dharmakirti (550-650 CE?)t is arguably, of all Indian Buddhist think-
ers, the one who has exerted the most decisive impact on Indian phi-
losophy as a whole. Strangely enough, his contribution to the Buddhist
intellectuals’ heated polemics against both their coreligionists’ perso-
nalism (pudgalavdada) and the non-Buddhists’ (but also certain Budd-
hists’) self (atman) has never been made the object of the systematic
study it deserves. The Buddhist doctors’ polemic against the Vatsi-
putriyas’ and Sammitiyas’ pudgala is now fairly well documented: the
arguments put forward in the VK, the KV, MSA(Bh), the TSi, the AKBh,
the MHK, the MAV and the TS(P) have been studied or at least trans-
lated and/or summarized by La Vallée Poussin, Stcherbatsky, Schayer,
Sastri, lida, Oetke, Duerlinger, Huntington, Eltschinger and Kishi.2 As
for Dharmakirti’s polemic against the pudgalavada, it has only recently
received scholarly attention.3 The situation is quite pitiable when it
comes to the Buddhist intellectuals’ polemics against the outsiders’
atman: whereas the arguments put forward by early Madhyamikas
(Nagarjuna, Aryadeva) and Yogacaras (YBhi, Vasubandhu’s KSP and
AKBh) have already been investigated to a certain extent,* the same
cannot be said of the controversy as it is reflected in the works of
Dignaga, Dharmapala, Dharmakirti, Bhaviveka, Séntaraksita/Kamala—
§1la, Karnakagomin and Sankaranandana. Dignaga’s Nydya-, Vaisesika-
and Sankhya-pariksdas (which are likely to have contained arguments

1 On the dates of Dharmakirti, see Krasser 2011; for the state of the art before Krasser’s
new chronology, see, e.g., Eltschinger 2007:25-28.

2 See below, Chapter1, §1.1.3.7.

3 See Eltschinger/Ratié 2010, and below, Chapter 1, §1.2.

4 On Nagarjuna’s MMK, see Vetter 1982; on Aryadeva's CS, Chapter 10, see Lang 1986:
95-103; on (the pseudo-)Aryadeva’s S, Chapter 2, see Tucci 1929: 19-37; on YBhil
1296-137,8, see Shukla 1967; on Vasubandhu’s arguments in the KSP, see Yoshimizu

1999; on Vasubandhu’s arguments against Sankhya and VaiSesika in AKBh 9, see, e.g,
Sanderson 1995, Duerlinger 2003a: 96-111 and 238-298,and Mejor 1999.
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against these schools’ views on the atman/purusa) as well as Karnaka-
gomin’s Nairatmyasiddhi are lost;5 the Chinese of Dharmapala’s com-
mentary on CS 10 is still awaiting a translator; Santaraksita’s and
Kamalaéila’s extensive Atmapariksa in the TS(P) has hardly been stu-
died in the West so far;6 Sankaranandana’s Dharmalarnkara, the second
Chapter of which is entitled “A Proof of Selflessness” (Nairatmyasid-
dhi), has only recently resurfaced in the Tibetan Autonomous Region
and remains unedited.” And while Dharmakirti’s identification of the
false view of a self or “personalistic” false view with ignorance/nes-
cience has been made the object of several studies, 8 nothing similar can
be said regarding his many arguments against the self. To be sure,
Iwata, Tillemans and Watanabe have analyzed some occurrences of his
critique of the Sankhyas’ teleological argument; Iwata and Ono have
dedicated important studies to his critique of the Naiyayikas’ vyatirekin
argument; Vetter’s translation of PV 2.131cd-285 includes PV 2.220-
256 as well as PV 2.267-269, where Dharmakirti criticises the Naiyayi-
ka soteriology and polemicizes against the Atmavadins’ view of recol-
lection as providing a strong argument in favour of the self. However,
Dharmakirti’s writings include many more arguments and critical allu-
sions to the self. Maybe due to most specialists’ understanding of
Dharmakirti as a disembodied and axiomatically neutral logician, this
philosopher’s overall attitude and arguments regarding the pudgala
and the self have never been presented in a systematic, historically as
well as religio-philosophically contextualized study. The present book
aspires to fill this important need and is meant as a humble continua-
tion of Oetke’s ‘Ich’ und das Ich (1988), to which many pages of this
study are indebted.

5 On Dignaga’s Pariksas, see Hattori 1968: 9. Karnakagomin refers his audience back
to his own Nairatmyasiddhi in PVSVT 32,21, 81,16, 82,8,92,6, 95,26.

For a systematic treatment of the Atmapariksda Chapter of the TS(P) in Japanese, see
the references to Naito’s numerous publications in Steinkellner/Much 1995: 61-62.

For partial Western translations, see Schayer 1931-1932, Sferra 2004 and Kapstein
20009.

The authors have undertaken a diplomatic and critical edition of Sankaranandana’s
Dharmalarikdra, Chapter 2, and are planning to publish it, together with an English
translation and study, in the not too distant future.

See below, Introduction, §§0.1.1-2 and fn. 7, p. 4.
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It includes three chapters: 1. Dharmakirti’s polemics against his
coreligionists’ pudgalavada; 2. Dharmakirti’s critique of the non-Budd-
hists’ arguments in favour of a self or in disfavour of the Buddhists’
(then mainly Vasubandhu'’s) accounts of selflessness; 3. Dharmakirti’s
arguments (mainly) against the Nyaya’s crypto-Buddhist but atman-
centered soteriology. About one half of the arguments composing
Chapter 2 recur in several works of Dharmakirti (PVSV, PVin 2 and 3,
NB) and have already received sustained scholarly attention: in this
case, we have tried our best to present the doctrinal background of
these arguments and to sum up Dharmakirti’s critique as expounded in
the available secondary literature. Although Vetter’s notes on PV
2.220-256 already contain many insightful remarks, we thought it
might be worth providing these stanzas with an English translation, a
doctrinal introduction, a running commentary and numerous footnotes
taking into consideration Devendrabuddhi’s and Sakyabuddhi’s com-
mentaries as well as the religio-philosophical ideas of his Brahmanical
opponents. As for Dharmakirti’s critique of Buddhist personalism, we
have allowed ourselves to reproduce, with a new introduction and a
few adaptations, a previously published joint contribution of ours?
These three chapters are preceded by an introduction attempting to
capture Dharmakirti's general attitude regarding the self, to provide
his critique of the self with a religio-philosophical meaning, and to deal
with all those remarks by Dharmakirti - critical or not - that found no
place in either of the three parts.

An additional remark is called for concerning Chapter 1. Before
dealing with Pudgalavada Buddhism and Dharmakirti’s critique of his
coreligionists’ “person,” we have devoted considerable attention to the
tathagatagarbha or buddha-nature strand of Indian Mahayana. And
this we have done in spite of the fact that the (at least prima facie)
substantialist leaning of this tradition has never been made the explicit
target of “mainstream” philosophers, and even less so by Dharmakirti.
This addition has no other justification than our wish to call attention
to the fact- or let us say the strong hypothesis - that Dharmakirti, like
Vasubandhu before him, elaborated his ideas on self and selflessness in
an environment in which Buddhist attempts to relativize selflessness

9 See Eltschinger/Ratié 2010.
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and resort to an enduring personality principle are likely to have been
in far greater number than is generally recognized.

Neither of us knows enough Chinese to investigate the important
materials supplied by the the SS, VK, the Mahayanist MPSi, the TSi, the
TDK, the SNS and the DPS. We have relied on English and French tran-
slations in La Vallée Poussin 1925, Tucci 1929, Venkataramanan 1953,
Yamamoto 1973, Sastri 1978, Liu 1982 Fujii 1991 and 1993, Priestley
1999, Walser 2005, Miyamoto 2007, Lusthaus 2009, contenting our-
selves with providing references to the Taisho edition and quoting the
Sanskrit text of the TSi as recontructed by Sastri (1975).

Needless to say, writing a book a quatre mains is a major challenge.
Two authors who pursue different scientific interests and have differ-
ent scholarly backgrounds might translate and interpret somewhat
differently the same source materials, and this is bound to happen
when two alleged specialists of distinct (albeit related) fields - i.e., on
the one hand, Dharmakirti and Buddhist studies, and on the other
hand, Saiva nondualism and Brahmanical conceptions of the self -
come to work together. Moreover, we have different styles and writing
habits (although both of us obviously have a certain leaning toward
endless footnotes!). But in spite (or maybe because) of our different
backgrounds and perspectives (and also in spite of the tendency to
work in solitude that usually affects both of us), we took immense
pleasure in working together and intend to pursue this collaboration in
the future.

Vincent Eltschinger has supplied the first draft translation of almost
all the Dharmakirti materials mentioned in this book and is responsible
for all translations from the Tibetan. For her part, Isabelle Ratié has
provided the first draft translation of nearly all the non-Buddhist mate-
rials mentioned in the footnotes, introductory sections and running
commentaries. Not only have we shared the task of interpreting the ga-
thered materials; we have also discussed together all the aspects of this
work (including all translations and interpretations, as well as the
overall structure to be given to this study), so that we assume equal re-
sponsibility for the entire book.

It is our pleasant duty to thank Shoryu Katsura and Toshikazu
Watanabe for putting at our disposal their provisional reconstruction
of Dignaga’s PS 3 as well as their edition of the PST thereon; Kyo Kano,
for sending us an article on Dharmakirti’s critique of the self that was
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still unpublished at that time; Robert Kritzer, for sending us unpub-
lished teaching materials; Helmut Krasser, for the many materials he
has made available to us and for his help in technical matters; Johannes
Bronkhorst, who provided insightful remarks on several of the mate-
rials alluded to here; Tina Draszcyk, Berthe Jansen and Birgit Kellner,
for their help in interpreting two difficult passages; Masamichi Sakai
and Jonathan Silk, for providing many quotations with their exact ref-
erences in the Taisho Tripitaka; the editors of the Indogaku Chibetto-
gaku Kenkyu, for allowing us to reproduce significant parts of a pre-
vious publication. Michael Ravenscroft deserves heartfelt thanks for
carefully reading the manuscript and improving our English; and our
debt to him and Pamela Ravenscroft goes far beyond what language
and science will ever be able to reach. Last but not least, the authors
wish to express their deepest gratitude to those who took the trouble
to read and thus significantly improve (parts of) an earlier draft of our
manuscript: Hugo David, Harunaga Isaacson, Ernst Steinkellner, John
Taber, Toshikazu Watanabe.

Vienna - Leipzig - Leiden
September 2010 - March 2012






Introduction

Dharmakirti’s Attitude toward the Self

More systematically and radically than Dignaga, Dharmakirti embodies
the early medieval Buddhist intellectuals’ turn toward apologetics on
behalf of Buddhism as a whole and against the growing hostility of the
brahmanical élites.! And as his provocative identification of the false
view of a self2 (atmadrsti) with nescience3 (avidya) most clearly testi-
fies, Dharmakirti was a staunch adversary of the self. Indeed, the word
datman occurs with relative frequency in his works. However, most of
these occurrences pertain to statements regarding selflessness (nair-
atmya) as the only possible way to liberation, or, equivalently, to the
belief in a self as the root-cause of defilements, rebirth and suffering. In
other words, arguments against the self or the person are surprisingly
rare in the works of such an uncompromising proponent of selfless-
ness - at least in comparison with works of other noted Buddhist scho-
lars such as Vasubandhu, Candrakirti, Santaraksita, Kamalasila and
Sankaranandana, whose writings generally include at least one inde-
pendent section dedicated to the refutation of the atman and/or the

1 The present introduction aims at depicting Dharmakirti’s general attitude toward
the self (especially the belief in a self as the hallmark of nescience) and providing
his critique with a religio-philosophical meaning. It mainly deals with those of
Dharmakirti’s allusions to the self that have not found their place in the body of this
study due to their lack of argumentative value or isolated character.

2 When atman occurs in such compounds as atmadrsti we have generally translated
it as “a self” rather than “the self” since the latter translation might misleadingly
induce the reader to think that atmadrsti is a misconception of the self understood
as a real entity, instead of conveying the idea that dtmadrsti is precisely the false
view that there is such a thing as a self. Unfortunately we could not achieve com-
plete consistency in this respect, as the context in which such compounds appear
sometimes calls for a definite article that sounds more natural in English.

3 See below, §§0.1.1-2.
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pudgala. Moreover, several among his arguments apparently exhaust
themselves in merely presenting as paradigmatic instances of logical
fallacies the proofs of the self put forward by Naiyayika, Vaisesika and
Sankhya opponents.

The reason(s) why Dharmakirti did not, contrary to Vasubandhu or
Santaraksita, criticise these proofs in a systematic manner, remain(s)
shrouded in mystery. Did he hold Vasubandhu to have provided a suffi-
ciently extensive and convincing treatment of the issue? But why, then,
did Dharmakirti not answer Uddyotakara’s counterarguments, as he
did on the issues of language and universals? Why did Dharmakirti
overlook the flagship among the Buddhist as well as non-Buddhist
Atmavadins’ arguments, viz. that of the self as the only possible way to
account for the synthesis or coordination (pratisandhana) of cogni-
tions? Whatever the answers to these questions, 4 a systematic study of
Dharmakirti’s arguments reveals that his critique nearly covers the en-
tire range of his opponents’ proof strategies. But it also reveals that
Dharmakirti’s polemics against the self does by no means reflect a
disinterested and religiously uncommitted search for truth.

First, his critique must be located in the context of the Buddhist
epistemologists’ self-representation (and, probably, self-legitimation)
as those Buddhists who, by defeating the non-Buddhists’ misleading
and soteriologically harmful epistemological views, make the path to
liberation possible5 Second, Dharmakirti’s arguments must be read
against the background of his anthropological and epistemological ela-
borations on scriptural authority: should a given treatise present as
inferable things that are not, as the Veda and Brahmanical religio-
philosophical §astras do, this treatise ought to be rejected as unreliable
and hence not eligible as a scriptural basis for the religious endeavours

4 Dharmakirti was certainly well aware of the fact that claiming the notion of a self to
be the most congenial sign of nescience, i.e, a wrong notion (viparydsa), was not
enough to refute it. That, contrary to Vasubandhu before him or Santaraksita after
him, he did not deem useful to refute all the Buddhist and non-Buddhist attempts
to prove the existence of a self, might be due to his conviction that the proof of
momentariness (ksanikatva), and especially what would become the sattvanumana
from PVin 2 onward, was a sufficient argument against a permanent self. See
below, §0.2.2.

5 See Krasser 2005, Eltschinger 2005: 154-162, Eltschinger forthc. b (§2.2).
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of practically rational persons (preksavatpurusa). Third, one should not
lose sight of the fact that numerous Buddhist sources, including epis-
temological ones, can be interpreted as holding the critique of the self
to be instrumental in the eradication of at least one - admittedly be-
nign - form of the personalistic false view (satkayadrsti), which Dhar-
makirti equates with nescience and therefore with the cause of suf-
fering. Fourth, Dharmakirti’s arguments culminate in a long section of
PV 2 aimed at demonstrating that any variant of atmavada makes libe-
ration impossible. In other words, the Buddhist critique of the self is
religiously and soteriologically committed in that it is instrumental in a
rational person’s choice of a reliable religio-philosophical system capa-
ble of fulfilling his/her expectations as to elevation (abhyudaya) and
summum bonum (nihsreyasa). And since the only soteriologically relia-
ble path is Buddhism - which alone prescribes selflessness as the
means toward liberation -,6 the critique of the self is apologetically
committed too.

6 Cf. AKBhp-461,1-4/AKBhk 34,1-8: kim khalv ato 'nyatra mokso ndsti / ndsti / kim
karanam / vitathatmadrstinivistatvat / na hi te skandhasantdna evatmaprajiiaptim
vyavasyanti / kim tarhi / dravyantaram evatmanam parikalpayanti / atmagraha-
prabhavads ca sarvaklesa iti /. “[Objection:] But isn’t there any liberation outside
the [teaching of the Buddha]? [Answer:] There isn’t. - Why? - Because the [outsid-
ers] stick to the erroneous view of a self, for [contrary to us,] they do not consider
the designation ‘self’ [to refer] merely to the series of the constituents; rather, they
conceive the self as an independent substance. Now, all [the] defilements [which
are responsible for bondage] originate from the belief in a self[, and this is the
reason why there is no means of liberation outside selflessness as prescribed by
the Buddha].” [@ atah is to be understood against the background of AK 8.43, espe-
cially §asanam muneh.] Cf. also AK, antepenultimate and ultimate stanzas (AKBhp;
478,14-21/AKBhik 168,1-8): ity etam suvihitahetumargasuddham buddhanam pra-
vacanadharmatam nisamya / andhanam vividhakudrsticestitanam tirthyanam ma-
tam apavidhya ydnty anandhdh // imam hi nirvanapuraikavartinim tathdgataditya-
vaco’msubhasvatim / niratmatam dryasahasravahitam na mandacaksur vivrtdm
apiksate //. “Those who are not blind proceed by observing that the [fundamental]
law [inherent] in the teaching of the buddhas is unobjectionable (Suddha) thanks to
a well ordained path of [argumentative] reasons and by rejecting the doctrine of
blind outsiders [such as Kapila and Ulika] who were prompted by various evil false
views. For the weak-eyed [outsider or personalist] fails to see, even [though it is]
manifest, this selflessness which is the only path to the city of nirvana, which is
radiant due to the rays which are the words of the sun[-like] Tathagata [and] which
is conveyed by thousands of noble ones.” On the city of nirvana, see below, fn. 374,
p. 282.
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0.1. DHARMAKIRTI'S ACCOUNT OF THE BELIEF IN A SELF AS
NESCIENCE

0.1.1. According to Dharmakirti, nescience/ignorance/delusion (avi-
dya, ajaana, moha) basically consists in erroneous perception (mithyo-
palabdhi), pseudo-perception (pratyaksabhasa), concealment (samvrti)
and conceptuality (vikalpa), which all superimpose unreal aspects
(abhiitakara) onto the real.” And Dharmakirti calls “personalistic false
view” that part of nescience which, superimposing a fictitious self and
that which is believed to belong to this self (atmiya), gives rise to all
defilements (klesa) and commits living beings to action and rebirth.8
Dharmakirti equates the personalistic false view with nescience in sev-
eral sections of his PV.9 The identification of satkdyadarsana with nes-
cience occurs first in PV 1.222:

The birth of all kinds of defects0 is due to the personalistic false view [i.e., to
the clinging to the self and what belongs to the self, and] this [false view of a
self] is [nothing but] nescience.!!

[ts identity with ignorance is stressed in Dharmakirti’s commentary on
the same stanza:

All defects are born of the personalistic false view, and it is this [false view]
that is called “ignorance” [in our doctrinal system].12

As for equating the personalistic belief with delusion, it is done at least
twice in PV 2:

7 On Dharmakirti’s views regarding avidya, see Vetter 1990: 22-26, Franco 2001:
289-300, Eltschinger 2009b and 2010c. The present section is but an adaptation of
§§1.3 and 2.1 of the latter two essays. On Dharmakirti’s identification of nescience
to conceptuality, see especially Eltschinger 2009b: 41-62.

On the satkayadrsti, see Rahder 1932, Kosa IV.15-17, fn. 3, and Traité 11.737, fn. 3.
See also below, fn. 26, p.7.

@

©

For a hypothesis and detailed references regarding Dharmakirti’s likely sources for
these identifications, see Eltschinger 2009b: 70-76.

10 On the nature of these dosas see below, fn. 67, p.203.
11 PV 1.222acy: sarvdasam dosajatindm jatih satkdyadarsanat / savidya [...] //-

12 PVSV 111,19-20: satkayadarsanajah sarvadosah / tad eva cajiianam ity ucyate /.
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Delusion is the root]-cause] of defects, and this [delusion] consists in the be-
liefin a [personal] being.13

All the impurities have this [delusion] as [their] root[-cause], and this [delu-
sion] is the personalistic false view.14

0.1.2. Dharmakirti was well aware of the fact that his interpretation of
nescience as the false view of a self could incur criticism from many of
his coreligionists, even though he was by no means the first Buddhist
scholar to interpret it in this manner. Whereas his general under-
standing of nescience in terms of erroneous cognition was closely in
line with Vasubandhu'’s position, his identification of a false view (drs-
ti) with nescience could be rejected on the grounds that Vasubandhu
held the false view to be associated (samprayukta) with nescience and
not identical with nescience;!5 consequently, this identification could
easily be found guilty of contradicting Buddhist scriptures (agamaviro-
dha). Dharmakirti was thus compelled both to explain how something
can be said to be associated with itself and to account for such a loss of
the meaning of “associated” (samprayuktartha). He seems to have en-
trusted (hypothetical) followers and/or commentators with the task of
answering these questions of a more dogmatic character. His exegetical
justification for this identification occurs in the following stanza:

Delusionis presented as the [principal] cause of defects [in one siitra, and] in
another one, it is the personalistic false view, because [defects] are elimi-
nated when the [personalistic false view] is eliminated.16

In his commentary,” Dharmakirti argues that if the Buddha has taught
delusion to be the cause of defilements in one sitra, and the persona-

13 PV 2.196ab1: mohas ca miilam dosanam sa casattvagrahah [...] /.
14 PV 2.212cd: tanmulds ca malah sarve sa ca satkdyadarsanam //.
15 See AK 3.29c.

16 PV 1.223 (leaving ata eva untranslated): moho nidanam dosandm ata evabhidhi-
yate / satkdyadrstir anyatra tatprahdane prahanatah //. Note also PV 2.214: vyakhye-
yo 'tra virodho yas tadvirodhdc ca tanmayaih / virodhah Sinyatadrsteh sarvadosaih
prasidhyati //. “The contradiction [with scripture] which [seems to ensue] on this
point has to be explained. However, since [the perception of emptiness] is contra-
dictory to this [personalistic false view], it is established that the perception of emp-
tiness contradicts all the defects [too], which are born of this [personalistic false
view].” On °maya, see below, fn. 41,p. 10.
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listic false view in another one, he could only have the same primary
cause (pradhanalhetu]) in mind, because in both cases he is pointing
out the factor that, when eliminated, leads to the elimination of the de-
filements, i.e., the “material” cause (upadana). In other words, “delu-
sion” and “personalistic false view” are synonymous. How do the com-
mentators with this type of doctrinal background explain away the
contradiction with the scripture that seems to ensue from this identi-
fication? What does “associated” mean in the Abhidharmic statement
“nescience is associated with the false view(s)” if nescience and the
personalistic false view are one and the same thing?18 According to De-
vendrabuddhi, “associated” points here to a relationship between the
parts and the whole (ekadesaikadesibhdva); Sakyabuddhi explains it as
being like the relationship between the body and its limbs (angangi-
bhava).r* According to Prajfiakaragupta, “associated” refers to a rela-
tionship between universal and specific instance (samanyavisesa-
bhava) 20 Nescience and the personalistic false view stand in the same
kind of relationship as a forest and palasa-trees (Butea frondosa) in the
expression: “The forest has palasa-trees” (palasayuktam vanam iti), or
the body and limbs such as hands in the expression: “The body has
[limbs] such as hands” (panyadiyuktam sariram iti)21 The apparent
contradiction with scripture can then be explained away easily: the
statement that nescience is asso ciated with the personalistic false view
means that nescience, considered as a whole, a body or a universal,
possesses the personalistic false view considered as a part, a mem-
ber/limb, or a specific instance.22 As Prajiiakaragupta concludes, “by
mentioning [that the personalistic false view is] a specific instance,

17 See PVSV 111,23-112,5, Dunne 2004: 372-373, Eltschinger 2007: 236-239.
18 See PVP D92b7-93a1/P107a7-8, PVA 146,14-16 and PVV 85,15-17.

19 See PVP D93al1/P107a8-b1 and PVT Ne D137a5/P169a6; see also PVA 146,14 and
PVV 85,16-17.

20 See PVA 146,20; see also PVV 85,20.

21 For palasayuktam vanam iti, see PVP D93al1-2/P107b1, PVA 146,20, PVV 85,20,
Vibh. 85, fn. 10. For panyadiyuktam sariram iti, see PVP D93a2/P107b1 and Vibh.
85, fn. 10. The second example obviously does not fit together with the explanation
of “associated” as samanyavisesabhdva, hence its disappearance in the PVA and
PVV.

22 See PVP D93a3/P107b2-3, PVT Ne D137a5-7/P169a6-b1, PVA 146,21.
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nescience consisting in this [i.e, a false view,] is pointed out as being
primarily the cause [of defilements].” 23 Or, according to Manorathanan-
din, “[Dharmakirti’s] aim [in defining nescience as the personalistic
false view] is to show that nescience consisting in a false view is pri-
marily the cause of defilements.” 2¢ As we can see, although Dharmakirti
was by no means the first Buddhist intellectual to connect avidya with
atmadrsti and the like or to define the former by means of the latter, he
may have been the first to develop an exegetical strategy to justify an
equation that could easily be taken, at least among the Abhidharmikas,
as unorthodox.

0.1.3. Various terms refer to this kind of nescience in Dharmakirti’s
writings: “personalistic false view” (satkayadrsti, °darsana), “false view
of a self’ (atmadarsana), “belief in/adhesion to a self” (atmagraha,
atmabhinivesa), and “false view of /belief in a [substantial] living being”
(sattvadrsti, sattvadarsana, sattvagraha) 25 According to Yogacara and
Sautrantika definitions, the personalistic belief consists in regarding
the five constituents to which one clings (upadanaskandha) either as a
self (atmatah) or as one’s own (atmiyatah, i.e., as belonging to the
self).26 People who are deluded by this false view hold a basically tran-
sient (sat < sidati) collection or cluster to be both permanent (nityasan-
jiia) and unitary (pindasafijid). In his account of the future Buddha’s
philosophical reflections on the eve of his career, Dharmakirti presents
the cause of suffering (duhkhahetu) in the following way:

23 PVA 146,21-22: evam visSesabhidhanena tatsvabhavavidya nidanabhiita pradhdnye-
na nirdista /.

24 PVV 85,20-21: drstisvabhavavidya pradhanyena klesahetur ity upadarsanam [...]
prayojanam /.

%5 For the various designations of nescience in Dhar makirti's works (especially in PV
2), see Vetter 1990: 23.

26 That satkdya should be interpreted as the five upddanaskandhas is obvious from
the definitions adduced in the Mauli Bhiimih of the Yogacarabhiimi (see Ahn 2003:
62, and for a German translation, Ahn 2003: 169-172), AS 7,8 (see Ahn 2003: 170,
fn. 27, and for a German translation, Ahn ibid.), PSk 9,12-13 (for a French transla-
tion, see Dantinne 1980:15), TrBhg *14,14-16/TrBh. 23,12-14, AKBhp: 281,20-21
on AK 5.7.
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The cause [of suffering, i.e, of rebirth,] is attachment bearing upon the condi-
tioning factors, [an attachment that is] due to the belief in the self and what
[supposedly] belongs to the self.2?

According to Devendrabuddhi, craving proceeds from one’s adhering
to the painful conditioned factors that are intrinsically free from the
self and one’s own, under the aspects of the self and one’s own.28 This
is tantamount to saying that defilements such as craving only occur
once unreal aspects have been superimposed on dharmas, specifically
on the five constituents to which one clings, which lack these aspects
entirely. While commenting on another passage, Devendrabuddhi
claims that defilements such as desire (another equivalent for attach-
ment and craving) proceed from one’s superimposing aspects such as
“permanent,” “pleasurable,” “self” and “one’s own” on the imperma-
nent, painful, selfless and empty constituents.2° A huge number of pas-
sages presenting the same idea could be adduced here: the personalis-
tic belief is responsible for one’s superimposing contrary aspects such
as self and one’s own on the selfless and empty constituents.30 As
Dharmakirti himself has it, “desire [arises] from the superimposition of
another [i.e, unreal] nature onto something (dharma) that does not
have this nature.”3t PV 2.270 provides us with Dharmakirti’s most
significant statement as to how craving takes place once unreal aspects
have been ascribed to reality:

Having][, due to ignorance3?] superimposed sixteen unreal aspects, viz. “last-
ing,” “pleasant,” “mine,” “I,” etc., onto the four [nobles’] truths,33 one craves
[for what is pleasurable to the self].34

»”

27 PV 2.135aci: atmatmiyagrahakrtah snehah samskaragocarah / hetuh [...] //. sne-
ha = trsnd according to PVP D56a7/P64a4 and PVT Ne D117b3-4/P143b7; Sakya-
buddhi (PVT Ne D117b4/P143b7-8) explains gocara as *visaya.

28 See PVP D56b1/P64a5-6.

29 See PVP D60b2-3/P69a4-5.

30 See, e.g, PVP D88a4-5/P101b4 and PVP D88a6/P101b5-6.

31 PV 2.196ab: atmantarasamaropad rago dharme "tadatmake /.

32 According to PVP D116a1/P134b2 (sgro btags nas ni mi Ses pa’i phyir).

33 At least according to the Vaibhasikas, each of the four nobles’ truths is to be succes-
sively contemplated under four different aspects: the truth of suffering, under the
aspects “impermanent,” “painful,” “empty” and “selfless”; the truth of origin, under
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According to Devendrabuddhi and Sékyabuddhi, nescience, i.e., the
false view of a self, has one grasp aspects that are contrary to the real
ones, i.e.,, it makes one superimpose an “I” onto what is selfless and a
“mine” onto what is empty.35 But nescience is also responsible for delu-
ded persons taking momentary things to be lasting (sthira) or even un-
changeably permanent (kitasthanitya)3¢ or holding intrinsically pain-
ful things to be pleasurable, i.e, not to be under the sway of cankers

34

35

36

” o«

the aspects of “(distant/material) cause” (as a seed), “arising,” “(serial) causation”
and “(joint) condition”; the truth of cessation, under the aspects of “cessation,”
“calm,” “excellent’” and “salvation”; the truth of the path, under the aspects of
“path,” “fitness,” “access” and “conducive to release.” See AKBhp, 343,16-19 on AK
6.17c1, PVP D62a3-7/P71al1-6 and Wayman 1980. The AKBh records a lengthy dis-
cussion pertaining to four different ways of interpreting these sixteen aspects ( see
AKBhpr 400,1-401,17 on AK 7.13a, Kosa V.30-39, Pruden 1988-1990: 1V.1110-
1116). According to the fourth exegetical pattern, each of these aspects aims at
counteracting (pratipaksa) a particular false view. The aspects anitya, duhkha, St-
nya and andtman counteract the false views of permanence, pleasurableness, one’s
own, and self; the aspects of hetu, samudaya, prabhava and pratyaya contradict the
false views of the absence of a cause, of a unique cause such as God or primordial
matter (according to AKVy 628,30-31), of an evolution of being, and of an intelli-
gent creation; the aspects nirodha, $anta, pranita and nihsarana oppose the false
views that release does not exist, that release is painful, that the bliss of dhyanas is
the most excellent, and that liberation, because it is subject to falling again and
again, is not definitive; as for the aspects marga, nyaya, pratipad and nairydnika,
they respectively counteract the false views that there is no path, that this is a
wrong path, that there is another path, and that the path is subject to retrogression
(see AKBhpr 401,11-17, Kosa V.38-39, Pruden 1988-1990: IV.1115-1116). The ex-
planations provided by Dharmakirti’'s commentators are too scarce to allow us to
determine which interpretation, if any, they favoured. Devendrabuddhi and Sakya-
buddhi content themselves with listing the four aspects superimposed on each of
the last three truths (see PVP D115b6-7/P134a8-b2 and PVT Ne D147b3-5/
P182a8-b2).

PV 2.270: sthiram sukham mamaham cetyadi satyacatustaye / abhiitan sodasakaran
aropya paritrsyati //.

See PVP D115b3-4/P134a4, PVP D115b6/P134a7-8 and PVT Ne D147al-2/
P181b3-5.

See PVP D115b4/P134a5-6 (to be compared with Vibh. 102, fn. 1) and PVT Ne
D147a6-7/P182a2-3.
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(sasrava) or dependent on causes (hetuparatantra) in each of their suc-
cessive moments (pratiksanam)37

0.1.4. According to Dharmakirti and his commentators, the personalis-
tic false view is the (principal) cause (niddana), the origin (yoni, prabha-
va), or the root (mula) of all (kinds of) defects (dosa), defilements
(klesa, upaklesa) or moral impurities (mala).38 Among the expressions
denoting the fact that defilements such as desire originate from the
false view of a self, one also encounters “cause” (kdrana, alone or with
preceding utpatti®, pradhana®; hetu3?), “arising” (jati, utpatti*®) and suf-
fixal elements such as °pirvaka, °mayast °hetuka, %a, °miila, or °krta.
Defilements originate from the personalistic false view (satkaya-
darsanaja, jig tshogs su Ita ba’i ran bZin), (causally) presuppose the
false view of a self or the adherence to the self and one’s own (bdag tu
Ita ba sron du son ba can, atmatmiyabhinivesaptrvaka), arise from the
false view of a self (bdag tu Ita ba las byun ba), or have nescience for
their cause (avidydahetuka).#2 They are all based on the beliefs in “I” and
“mine” (nar ‘dzin pa dan na yir ‘dzin pa dag la gnas pa) and arise in de-
pendence on a mind that complies with the false view of a self and
one’s own (bdag dan bdag gir lta ba'i rjes su ‘brel ba’i sems la Itos nas
[...] ‘gyur ba)s3

0.1.5. As we have seen, the belief in a self and what belongs to the self is
the cause of suffering, i.e., attachment bearing on the conditioning fac-
tors. In other words, nescience is the cause of craving (trsna), which is

37 See PVP D115b5/P134a6. duhkha(bhiita) is regularly explained as sasrava in the
PVP; see, e.g, PVP D57b7 /P66al and PVP D58a3 /P66a5.

38 E.g, PV 2.197a (dosa), PV 1.222a (sarvdsam dosajatindm), PV 2.214d (sarvadosa),
PVSVT 401,24-25 and PVP D91a2/P105a5 (sarvaklesa), PVP D60a2-3/P68b4 (iion
mons pa dan fie ba’i fion mons, *kleSopaklesah), PV 2.212c (malah sarve).

39 E.g, PVSVT 50,28 (karana), PVSVT 401,29 and PVP D91a2/P105a5 (utpattikarana),
PVSVT 402,23-24 (pradhdnakarana), PVSVT 401,21 (hetu).

4 E.g, PV 1.222b (jati), PVSVT 401,22 and 26 (utpatti).

# Rendered in Tib. as ran bZin (can). Note PVT Ne D137b3/P169b6: ran bZin ni o bo
fiid dam rgyuyin no //."“*maya [points] either [to] the nature (*ripa) or [to] the cause
(*hetu).”

42 Respectively PVSV 111,19, PVP D93b1/P108al (on ran bZin, see above, fn. 41), PVP
D60a2-3/P68b4, PVSV 8,20, PVP D93a5/P107b5, PVSVT 401,24 and 25.

43 Respectively PVP D93b1-2/P108al-2 and PVP D67b4 /P77a6-7.
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nothing but the traditional sequence of dependent origination, where
both nescience and craving function as the cause of suffering: as de-
filements, they both give rise to other defilements (e.g, trsna—upa-
dana) and to actions (kriya, e.g., avidya—samskara, or upadana—bha-
va), the latter being in turn responsible for new foundations (vastu) of
existence (e.g, samskara—vijiidna, or bhava—jati)44 Insofar as they
give rise to actions leading to new existential foundations, nescience
and craving# are the two causes of (re)birth ([/punar]janman) and
transmigration (samsara),*6 which are the hallmarks of suffering.4
Whereas Devendrabuddhi simply defines suffering as (re)birth (skye
ba’i mtshan fiid can gyi sdug bsnal), Dharmakirti characterizes it as the
constituents undergoing transmigration (duhkham samsarinah skan-
dhah) 8 It is hardly surprising, then, that according to Dharmakirti, “as
long as (s)he adheres to a self, the [person who experiences craving
remains] in samsdra.”*® According to Devendrabuddhi, for whom “the
personalistic false view is the cause of the connection (*pratisandhi) to
a new existence (*punarbhava),’s® “the [person] who is under the sway
of the false view of a self has the notion of pleasure (*sukhasarfijiia)
with regard to suffering [and] will be connected to a new existence.”51
The link between the false view of a self, attachment and rebirth can be
summarized as follows:

4 See AK 3.27 and AKBhp; 134,26-135,3, Kosa 11.69, Pruden 1988-1990: 11.407.

4 See PVP D56a6/P64a3, PVP D57b3/P65b4, PVP D115b6/P134a8, PVP D116al/
P134b3, PVP D115b2/P134a2-3,PVP D58b1/P66b4.

4 For definitions of samsdra, see PVP D62b3-4/P71b2-3 (to be compared with PVV
62,11-12), PVP D95b6/P110b3 (together with PVT Ne D138b6-7/P171a7-8),
TSPk 184,21-22 /TSPs 230,8-9 (unidentified quotation).

47 See PVT Ne D148a1/P182b6. Suffering is also defined in terms of duhkhatdtraya in
PVP D62b4/P71b3—4 (together with PVT Ne D120b5-7/P147b5-7). On the three
types of painfulness, see below, Chapter 3, §3.3.7.

48 Respectively PVP D56a6/P64a3 and PV 2.146c.

49 PV 2.218cd (leaving tena untranslated): tendtmabhiniveso yavat tavat sa samsa-
re//.

50 PVP D85a6-7/P98a3-4: ’jig tshogs Ita ba yan srid par fiin mtshams shyor ba’i rgyur
gyur pa. See also PVP D85b5/P98b2-3.

51 PVP D85a6/P98a3: garn la bdag tu Ita ba yod pa de ni sdug bsnal la bde ba’i ‘du Ses
canyin te / yan srid par mtshams shyor bar ‘gyurro //.
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Thus when there is adherence to a self, a multitude of defects such as attach-
ment to one’s own (*dtmiyasnehddidosa) arise, and attachment to a self
causes [one] to take a [new existential] place (*sthana).5?

0.1.6. Let us now consider the genealogy of defilements from the per-
sonalistic false view. As we shall see, Dharmakirti provides a coherent
picture of the sequence avidya-(sadayatana-sparsa-vedanad-)trsna-
upadana-bhava-jati, although some items in his account have no expli-
cit equivalent in the traditional twelve-membered chain of dependent
origination. In Dharmakirti’s opinion, the false view of a self may be
held directly responsible for the rise of at least three factors: the notion
of otherness, the belief in one’s own, and attachment/craving. In an in-
teresting statement, Dharmakirti points out:

Once [the notion of] the self exists, the notion of the other (parasanijia)
[arises, and] from this distinction between the self and the other [are born]
grasping and aversion; bound to these two, all the defects arise.53

Devendrabuddhi accounts as follows for the genealogy of otherness:

As long as the thought adheres to a self (*atmeti), [it has] the notion of a self
(*atmasanjiid), and once this [notion] exists, all that [the thought] does not
grasp in this way is [held to be] other.5*

In another statement, Dharmakirti declares that “the [false] view of a
self generates the belief in one’s own (atmiyagraha).”s> Persons de-
luded by the false view of a self regard the constituents of being both as
a self and as belonging to the self, but this feeling of property may well
be extended beyond the constituents and range over parts of the world
that have been posited as other than the self. The personalistic belief is
responsible for yet another factor, which is variously termed “desire”
(raga), “craving” (trsna), “grasping” (parigraha) or “attachment” (sne-

52 PVP D58a7-b1/P66b3-4: de Itar na bdag tu mion par Zen pa yod na bdag gir chags
pa la sogs pa’i skyon gyi tshogs ’jug par ‘gyur Zin / bdag tu chags pas kyan gnas yons
su len par byed do //.

53 PV 2.219 (aryd metre): atmani sati parasafjiia svaparavibhagat parigrahadvesau /
anayoh sampratibaddhah sarve dosah prajayante //.

54 PVP D95b7/P110b4-5:ji srid du blo bdag ces mnon par Zen pa de srid du bdag tu "du
Ses pa dan de yod na de Itar mi 'dzin pa gan yin pa de thams cad gZan yin no //.

55 PVSV 111,18: adtmadarsanam dtmiyagraham prasiite /.
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ha), and clearly corresponds to the eighth link of dependent origina-
tion, i.e, craving. In spite of this functional equivalence, these terms
seem not to be necessarily synonymous, for Dharmakirti is likely to
have introduced a causal sequence between them, thus splitting the
traditional eighth link into two. If this is correct, from the false view of
a self arises first attachment or love for the self and one’s own, and
then craving for the things that are regarded as beneficial or pleasura-
ble to the self. This can be seen in the following stanza:

He who sees a self has a constant attachment for this [self, thinking of it as]
“.” Because of [this] attachment [for the self] he craves for the pleasures [of
this self and his] thirst conceals [from him] the defects [of the things he
deems conducive to these pleasures].>

Here, both Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin interpret “attach-
ment” as “attachment for the self.”>? Whereas attachment regards the
self (but bears upon the conditioning factors), craving regards the
pleasures (sukha) of the self38 i.e., the things that are deemed condu-
cive to these pleasures,5° or impure (sasrava) things that are (deemed)
favourable (anugrahaka) in that they are conducive to the pleasures
(of the self).60 Besides the frequent occurrence of expressions such as
atmasneha,s! atmdatmiyasnehas? or even *satkdyasneha$3 Devendra-
buddhi’s definition of sneha is worth noticing:

56 PV 2.217 (arya metre): yah pasyaty atmanam tatrasyaham iti sasvatah snehah /
snehat sukhesu trsyati trsna dosams tiraskurute //. Sakyabuddhi interprets dosa as
“birth, ageing and death” (*jatijaramarana, PVT Ne D138b1/P170b8).

57 See PVP D95a6/P110a2 and PVV 87,3.

58 PVP D95a6/P111a2: bdag gi bde la sred ‘gyur.

59 PVV 87,3-4: sukhasadhanatvenadhyavasitanam vastinam.

60 See PVP D95b1/P111a4-5 and PVSVT 402,8.

61 See, e.g, PVP D58a1-2/P66a3.

62 See PVP D57b3/P65b4. Attachment for the self and what belongs to the self is said
to regard the object that is clung to as the self and one’s own (atmatmiyatvabhi-
niviste visaya atmatmiyasnehah, PVSVT 401,26-27).

6 See, eg, PVP D90b5/P104b7.

=
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[We call] “attachment” an inclination for the self and one’s own which pre-
supposes the [afore-mentioned delusion].&

According to Dharmakirti, attachment for the self and what belongs (or
ought to belong) to the self is in turn the cause of hostility (pratigha)
and aversion (dvesa):

Indeed, he who, without grasping (parigraha), sees that there is neither [ nor
mine, is not attached to anything and, [being so] devoid of attachment, is not
averse to anything [either], for there is no [aversion] regarding that which
does not hinder the self or one’s own, nor regarding that which opposes the
[said] hindrance.65

One can show hostility or aversion only for that which hinders (upa-
rodha) or harms (pida) what has been taken as the self and one’s
own:s6

Aversion [arises] with regard to that alone which offers opposition (prati-
kilavartin) by its hostility to that upon which the attachment for the self and
one’s own bears (visayabhiita). Therefore, there is no aversion without at-
tachment for the self and one’s own.”

And in Dharmakirti’s eyes, that which is other than the self gives rise to
aversion only insofar as it opposes love for the self and one’s own, but
arouses craving as soon as it is regarded as pleasurable to the self.
Craving for the pleasures of the self and that which is conducive to
them generally implies one’s running around in search of pleasure.
This is indeed the Vaibhasika definition of the ninth link of dependent
origination, appropriation or clinging (upadana),s8 which Dharmakirti
obviously has in mind in PV 2.218ab:

64 PVP D60a2/P68b2-3: de sron du son ba can gyi bdag dan bdag gir Zen pa ni chags
pa’o //.See also PVP D94b7 /P109b4-5.

65 PVSV 111,15-17: na hi ndham na mameti pasyatah parigraham antarena kvacit sne-
hah / na cananurdginah kvacid dvesah / atmatmiyanuparodhiny uparodhapratigha-
tini ca tadabhavat /.

66 See PVSVT 402,12 and PVP D60a2/P68b3.

67 PVSVT 402,13-15: atmatmiyasnehavisqyabhiitavirodhena yah sthitah pratiktlavarti
tatraiva dvesah / tasman natmatmiyasneham antarena dvesa iti /.

68 See AK 3.23cd.
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Seeing [but desirable] qualities [to the things that he deems pleasurable to
the self], he craves [for them, thinking of them as having to become] “mine,”
and clings (upd\/ da-) to the means [that are conducive] to them.s

But Dharmakirti also holds attachment to the self to be the cause of the
three different kinds of craving that the oldest layers of Buddhist ca-
nonical literature have made responsible for rebirth (paunarbhavika):
craving for (future) existence (bhavatrsnad), craving for sensual plea-
sures (kamatrsna), and craving for non-existence/annihilation (vibha-
vatrsnd)’° According to him, craving for sensual pleasures is to be
interpreted as the actions (pravrtti) of living beings to secure what
they hold to be pleasurable (sukhapti), whereas craving for annihila-
tion refers to those of their actions that aim at avoiding suffering (duh-
khanapti). This matches again perfectly with the Vaibhasika account of
the tenth link of dependent origination, viz. bhava (literally “exis-
tence”), which is to be understood as the “action which results in future
existence” (bhavisyadbhavaphalam karma): bhava refers to the actions
resulting in rebirth which are accumulated by those who run around
(under the sway of craving) in order to quench their thirst.’! In these
stanzas, Dharmakirti brings together both meanings of bhava, i.e,
action to secure the pleasures of the self and the (future) existence to
which they inevitably lead:

The cause [of suffering] is the longing for [re]existence, because human be-
ings reach a specific [existential] place [and condition] due to [their] hope of
obtaining it. The [afore-mentioned longing for existence] is [called] the desire
for [re]existence. And since a living being [only] acts with the desire to obtain
pleasure and avoid suffering, these two [i.e., craving for pleasure and craving
for the avoidance of suffering] are regarded as the desire for sensual plea-
sures and the desire for annihilation. And since attachment to the selfis the
cause [ofit, this dual action] pertains to everything for [the living being] who
has the notion of [something] pleasurable with regard to [something] unplea-

69 PV 2.218ab (arya metre): gunadarsi paritrsyan mameti tatsadhandny updadatte /.

70 For references to canonical loci by Dharmakirti’s commentators, see PVP D79b3-
4/P91a7-8, PVA 134,33-135,2 and PVV 74,10-11. For their Pali equivalent, see
Vetter 1990: 87, fn. 1.

71 See AKBhp,132,19-21 and AK 3.24ab.
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surable. Therefore, craving is the basis of existence [i.e., the cause of bon-
dage].”2

0.2. THE “SPECULATIVE” FORM OF THE PERSONALISTIC BELIEF
AND THE FUNCTION OF PHILOSOPHY

0.2.1. Buddhist treatises such as the YBhii and the AKBh regard the
personalistic false view as twofold. The one we have considered so far
corresponds to the satkayadrsti in its innate or natural (sahaja) form,
which afflicts (nearly) all sentient beings including animals such as
wild beasts and birds. And since the innate personalistic belief can only
be eliminated by the path of mental cultivation (bhavanaheya), only
buddhas, sravakas/arhats and pratyekabuddhas have rid themselves of
it. The other form of the personalistic false view is of a theoretical,
“speculative” (vi- or pari-kalpita) nature, and can be eliminated by the
path of vision (darsanaheya). In its speculative form, the satkayadrsti
characterizes the outsider (anyatirthya, tirthika) intellectuals elaborat-
ing philosophical views concerning the self. Such is the YBhi's account
of the twofold satkayadrsti:

What does the personalistic false view consist of? - We call “personalistic
false view” the false view of, the adhesion (*abhinivesa) to and the mentaliza-
tion (sems la ’jog pa) of a self and what [supposedly] belongs to [this] self
(*atmatmiyadrsti) regarding the [five] constituents to which one clings (*upa-
danaskandha). And one ought to know (*veditavya) that this [personalistic
false view] is twofold (*dvi[viJdha): innate (*sahaja) and speculative (*pari-
kalpita). Among them (*tatra), the innate [personalistic false view] is that of
all the immature ordinary persons (*balaprthagjana) and up to wild animals
(*mrga) and birds (*paksin). As for the speculative [personalistic false view],
it must be seen (*drastavya) as that of the outsiders (*anyatirthya).”3

72 PV 2.183a2-185: hetur bhavavdrichd parigrahah / yasmad desavisesasya tatprapty-
asakrto nrnam // sa bhavecchaptyandpticchoh pravrttih sukhaduhkhayoh / yato ’'pi
praninah kamavibhavecche ca te mate // sarvatra catmasnehasya hetutvat sampra-
vartate / asukhe sukhasafijiasya tasmat trsna bhavasrayah //.

VinSg 112b6-113al (as quoted in Kritzer 2005: 293): ’jig tshogs la Ita ba gan Ze
na / fie bar len pa’i phun po dag la bdag gam bdag gir ba Ita ba darn / mnon par Zen
pa dan sems la ’jog pa gan yin pa de ni ’jig tshogs la Ita ba Zes bya’o // de an rnam pa
ghiis surig par bya ste / lhan cig skyes pa dan kun brtags pa’o // de la lhan cig skyes

7

w
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According to Yasomitra, the personalistic belief in its speculative form
characterizes Atmavadins such as Kapila and Ulika, the founders of the
religio-philosophical systems of Sankhya and Vai$esika.’# That Dhar-
makirti acknowledged the distinction between the innate and spe-
culative forms of the satkdyadrsti can easily be substantiated.”s Sakya-
buddhi accounts for this distinction as follows:

74

75

pa ni byis pa so so’i skye bo thams cad dan tha na ri dags dan bya rnams kyi yan yin
no // kun brtags pa ni gZzan mu stegs can rnams kyi yin par blta bar bya’o //. On this
distinction, see also PrSVy Illv5 (Muroji 1991: 83; sahajatmadrsti) and PrSVy Illv6-
7 (Muroji 1991: 81; parikalpitatmadrsti), AKBhpr 290,19-20 (sahaja satkayadrstir
avyakrtd / ya mrgapaksinam api vartate / vikalpita tv akusaleti piarvdcaryah /; see
Kritzer 2005: 292); see also LAS01 117,17-118,13 and ASBh 62,3-4. As Prajiiakara-
gupta rightly points out, the (innate) satkdyadrsti is nothing but defiled ignoran-
ce/delusion (see PVA 145,12-13, together with stanza 886). On mrgapaksin, see
also VP 2.149-150.

AKVy 463,17-18: yatmavadibhih kapiloliikadibhir vikalpita /. Note that the Sankhya
and the Vai$esika are the only non-Buddhist schools criticised in AKBh 9. Interest-
ingly enough, these are also the exclusive target of Aryadeva’s $S according to its
commentary by Vasu(bandhu?) (both translated into Chinese by Kumarajiva in
404, Tucci 1929: xiv): “Kapila, Ulika and others say that the atman and the dhar-
mas exist. Kapila says: ‘From the primeval matter (pradhdna) in the beginning, the
intellect (buddhi) arises. From the intellect arises the aharnkdra; from ahankdra
arise the five subtle elements (siksmabhiita); from the five subtle elements arise
the five material elements (mahabhitita); from the five mahabhiitas arise the eleven
organs of senses. The dtman is the controlling agent (adhisthatr), has the charac-
teristics of being eternal and intelligent. He is indifferent (udasina or madhyastha).
He eternally remains and is neither destroyed nor perishes. He com prehends all
the dharmas. Those who can understand these twenty-five principles obtain libera-
tion. Those who do not understand these cannot get rid of the samsara.’ Uliika says:
‘Really there is an dtman eternal; because of the characteristics of breathing out
(prana), inspiration (apana) (nimesa), unmesa vitality dyuh [sic], and so on; there-
fore it is known that there is an atman. And again, because (of the necessity of the
existence of) a place where desire and hatred, joy and sorrow, and the intelligence
might adhere, the atman is really existent.” Translation Tucci 1929: *19-*20 (quoted
without the Chinese characters). On the VaiSesika position, see below, §0.2.2. and
fn. 82, p.20.

PV 2.199ad1: satkdyadrster vigamad adya evabhavo bhavet / madrge cet sahajahaner
na [...] //. “[Objection:] Non-[re]existence (abhava) [i.e., liberation from samsadra,]
should occur [already] on the initial path [ie., on the path of vision], for the false
view of a self[, which is the cause of the connection to a new birth,] ceases [at that
time. Answer:] No, because [at that time] one does not rid oneself of the innate
[false view of a self].” See also PV 2.200 and PVP D85b1-2/P98a5-7.
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The speculative [personalistic false view] arises from [one’s] thinking about
(*cint-?) [religio-philosophical] treatises (*$astra), etc. As for the innate
[personalistic false view], it arises from a beginningless impregnation (*ana-
divasand) [...] The one that arises from a beginningless impregnation can only
be eliminated by the path of [mental] cultivation.?6

Now, a Buddhist philoso pher is certainly not in a position to uproot the
innate satkayadrsti in any other mental stream (something even bud-
dhas cannot do). But what he can do, and is actually concerned with, is
to refute the various expressions of the speculative personalistic belief,
which leads the world astray. And together with the Naiyayikas and the
Buddhist personalists, YaSomitra’s Sankhyas and VaiSesikas are pre-
cisely the target of Dharmakirti's arguments against the self. This is
what the present book is about.

0.2.2. According to the conclusive stanza of PV 1, the belief in an eter-
nal self that would be the agent of good and bad deeds is one of the five
marks of complete stupidity:7”

[Believing in the] authority of the Veda, claiming something [permanent] to
be an agent,78 seeking merit in ablutions, taking pride in one’s caste, and
undertaking penance to remove sin, these are the five signs of complete stu-
pidity devoid of any discrimination.”

76 PVT Ne D131b6-7/P162a7-b1: kun tu brtags pa ni bstan bcos sems pa la sogs pa’i
sgo nas byun ba’o // lhan cig skyes pa ni thog ma med pa’i bag chags las byun ba’o //
[...] thog ma med pa’i bag chags las byun ba de ni bsgom pa’i lam fid kyis span bar
bya ba fiid yin [...] //.

77 Complete stupidity, i.e., being devoid of any rational knowledge (nyayanusarijiiana-
rahita), of any knowledge deriving from the force of the means of valid cognition
(pramdnabalam vijianam; PVT Ne D70b5-6/P85a7-8 = PVSVT 619,5-7).

78 Qur interpretation of kasyacit kartrvadah is based on Sakyabuddhi’s, who under-
stands kasyacit as *atmadder nityasya (PVT Ne D70a5/P84b6), thus taking kartr as
“agent” (see below, fn. 80-81, p. 19-20, PV 1.332a and PVSV 174,14-16) and sup-
plying a °tva. Note, however, that Karnakagomin interprets kasyacit as naiyayi-
kadeh (PVSVT 618,18), and kartr as “creator” (iSvaras tattvadindm karteti; PVSVT
618,18). According to the latter interpretation, kasyacit kartrvadah rather means
“someone’s claiming that there is a creator [God].”

79 PV 1.340: vedapramanyam kasyacit kartrvadah snane dharmeccha jativadavale-
pah / santaparambhah papahandya ceti dhvastaprajiiane parica lingani jadye //.
Translation Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012: 77-78. Having shown, throughout the
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Dharmakirti holds the claim that something permanent is an agent to
be rooted in the Veda itself:

[The Veda says that] a permanent soul is the agent [of action].80

This he explains as follows in his commentary:

80

The Veda declares that a soul (pums) which neither loses its former nature
nor assumes a new one [i.e, which is permanent,] is successively the agent of
[good and bad] deeds and the experiencer of the fruits of [those] deeds: [itis
supposedly the experiencer] due to being the inherence cause [of pleasant

PVSV, that the outsiders only talk nonsense (ayuktabhidhayitva), Dharmakirti
concludes the work by pointing out, in a merely indicative way (dinmadtram), the
five principal signs of their stupidity (jddya; compare PVT Ne D70a2-3/P84b1-2
with PVSVT 618,12-13). That Dharmakirti alludes to only five signs is a synecdoche
(*upalaksana), for the signs of the outsiders’ stupidity are innumerable (*aprame-
ya; PVT Ne D70b6/P85a8-b1, to be compared with PVSVT 619,7-8). For explana-
tions regarding each of the five marks, see Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012, fn.
170-174, pp. 77-78.

PV 1.332a: nityasya pumsah kartrtvam. As Hugo David kindly informs us, the idea
that the Veda rather than the Upanisads proper teaches the existence of a perma-
nent self is not specific to Dharmakirti and recurs in Kumarila’s writings. This is
especially the case of SV sambandhaksepaparihara 102-104, where Kumarila criti-
cises Sankhya ideas on gnosis and liberation: jiidnam moksanimittam ca gamyate
nendriyddina / na ca sankhyadivijiianan mokso vedena codyate // atmd jiatavya ity
etan moksartham na ca coditam / karmapravrttihetutvam atmajiidnasya laksyate //
vijiidte casya pararthye ydpi ndma phalasrutih / sdrthavado bhaved eva na svar-
gadeh phalantaram //. “That [discriminating] knowledge is the cause of liberation
is not understood by means of the senses], inference], etc; nor is it prescribed by
the Veda that liberation comes from [discriminating] knowledge [of the self as it is
taught] by Sankhya, etc. When it is said that the self is to be known, this is not
prescribed for the purpose of liberation. It is indicated [rather] that knowledge of
the self is the cause of carrying out [ritual] acts [such as jyotistoma, which bear fruit
beyond the present life]. Given that it is for the sake of something else [ie, the
ritual acts], the declaration of its fruit is an arthavada. There is no other fruit [of
ritual acts] than heaven, etc.” Translation Taber 2007: 178 (slightly modified). As
Taber (2007: 160) comments, “only on the basis of an understanding that the self
survives the body would one undertake actions whose consequences are to be
enjoyed in another world.” The passage referred to is likely to be adapted from
BAU 2.4.5. On Kumarila’s doctrines of (supreme) self and liberation in the SV, the
Tantravarttika, the Tuptika and the Brhattika, see Mesquita 1994, Taber 2007 and
Yoshimizu (Kiyotaka) 2007.
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and unpleasant sensations,] and [the agent] due to assuming the control [of
bodily actions], etc. And this has repeatedly been shown to be incorrect.8!

Although it does not adduce any argument against the self, this passage
deserves closer examination.

Here, Dharmakirti is more likely to criticise Vaisesika (and Naiya-
yika) ideas than the Veda itself. Consider the Vais$esika’s classic state-
ment regarding the inference of the self:

The marks of the self are breathing up and down, closing and opening [the
eyes], life, the movements of the mental organ, and the transformations of the
other sense organs; pleasure and pain; desire and aversion; and effort.s2

Now, Prasastapada seems to divide these inferential marks into two
categories: those that allow one to infer the self as a controlling agent
(adhisthatr), and those that are the marks of a property-possessor
(gunin), i.e., an inherence cause.83 Here are Prasastapada’s remarks as
regards the first inference:

81 PVSV 174,14-16: apracyutanutpannaptrvapararipah puman karta kramena kar-
mandm karmaphalanam ca bhokta samavayikaranddhisthanabhavadinety aha ve-
dah / tac cayuktam ity aveditaprayam /. For Karnakagomin’s (PVSVT 611,7-12)
and Sakyabuddhi’s (PVT Ne D64b3-6/P77b1-5) diverging commentaries on this
passage, see Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012, fn. 135, pp. 65-68.

82 VSu 3.2.4: pranapananimesonmesajivanamanogatindriyantaravikarah sukhaduhkha
icchadvesau prayatnas cety atmalingani /. On this siitra see, e.g., Preisendanz 1994:
263-274 and Oetke 1988:319-322 and 334-340.

83 The concept of inherence cause (samavdyikdrana) is at home in Vaisesika, as is the
description of the self as a samavayikarana. On samavayikdrana in general, see VSii
1.1.14 and DPS$91 (Miyamoto 2007: 26); on samavaya and samavayikarana in con-
nection with the self, see VSt 10.1 and especially DPS 10 (Miyamoto 2007: 10): *ka
atma / yo buddhisuk haduhkhecchadvesaprayatnasamskaradharmddharmanam sa-
mavayikdaranam jianotpadanalaksanam sa evatma /. “What is the self? The self is
that which is the inherence cause of cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, ef-
fort, residual traces, merit and demerit, [and that which is] characterized as pro-
ducing cognition.” Read in the light of Devendrabuddhi’s, Sakyabuddhi’s and Mano-
rathanandin’s commentaries, PV 2.63-72 presents interesting materials in con-
nection with the critique of the VaiSesika conception of the self and its function as a
samavayikarana (on this passage and the identity of Dharmakirti’s opponent[s], see
Franco’s detailed discussion in Franco 1994 and 1997: 133-155). These stanzas
occur right in the middle of Dharmakirti’s lengthy polemics against the Materialist’s
reduction of the mind (citta, caitanya) to a property (dharma) of the four material
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elements (/mahd]bhiita). Here, the Materialist attempts to prove that the relation-
ship which obtains between the elements and the mind is one of support and sup-
ported (asrayasrayibhava, also ddharyadharabhdva): the material elements are the
support while the mind (or: cognition) is the supported entity. Dharmakirti opens
this new part of his critique on the following six stanzas (PV 2.63 -68, translated on
the basis of Devendrabuddhi’s and Sakyabuddhi’'s commentaries [PVP D31b4-
33a6,/P35b5-37b3, PVT Ne D101b5-103a5/P124a8-126a4]): andsraydt sadasator
ndsrayah sthitikaranam / satas ced dsrayo nasyah sthdatur avyatirekatah // vyati-
reke 'pi taddhetus tena bhavasya kim krtam / avinasaprasangah sa nasahetor mato
yadi // tulyah prasangas tatrdpi kim punah sthitihetund / d nasakdgamat sthanam
tatas ced vastudharmatd // nasasya saty abadho ’sav iti kim sthitihetund / yatha
jalader adhara iti cet tulyam atra ca // pratiksanavindse hi bhavanam bhavasan-
tateh / tathotpatteh sa hetutvad asrayo 'yuktam anyatha // syad dadharo jaladinam
gamanapratibandhatah / agatinam kim adharair gunasamanyakarmanam //. “For
neither what exists nor what does not exist [can] have a support. Objection: No,
[for] a support is the cause of the duration of an [already] existing [thing, and hence
existing things do have a support. Answer: This agent of an entity’s duration
can]not [be] the support [of an already existing entity] because this [duration] is
not distinct from the agent of duration. [And] even if [duration] were distinct [from
the agent of duration, it would have to be] the cause of this [duration]. What does
[then] this [agent of duration] cause to the entity [itself, so that it can be regarded
as its support]? [Moreover,] it [would] follow that [the supported entity, i.e., the
mind,] would not be destroyed [at any time. And] if one accepts that this [destruc-
tion] is due to a cause of destruction, the same [undesirable] consequence [will
follow] in the case of this [cause of destruction] as well. What [then] can be the use
of a cause of duration? [Objection: The entity] lasts thanks to this [agent of dura-
tion] until it meets with an agent of destruction. [Answer: But then,] destruction
being the [very] nature of the entity, this [destruction will be] unobstructible.
Therefore, what can be the use of a cause of duration? Objection: [There is a sup-
port,] just as [there is] a sustainer][, like a vessel,] of [really existing things] such as
water. [Answer:] But [exactly] the same [as before is to be replied] in this case! For
if [real] entities[, which have the property of arising in ever different locations,]
perish at every [single] moment, [it is not because it causes water to continue to
exist that] this [vessel] is a sustainer|[, but] because it is the cause of [the fact that]
the series of the entity arises like this [i.e, in the same place asits sustainer. Being a
sustainer] cannot be otherwise. [Moreover, a vessel for instance] could [possibly]
be the sustainer of [things] like water[, which have the property to flow], be cause it
prevents [them] from moving, [but then,] what about the sustainers of qualities,
universals and actions, which are [entirely] devoid of motion?” After this rather dry
row of arguments against the asrayasrayibhava as a model for the relationship
between body and mind (but also against VaiSesika models of the relations obtain-
ing between the categories), Dharmakirti concludes as follows (PV 2.69): etena sa-
mavayas ca samavayi ca karanam / vyavasthitatvam jatydader nirastam anapdsra-
yat //. “With this [refutation of the dsrayasrayibhava], inherence, the inherence



22

SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

cause and the fixity of [things] like classes are [ipso facto] discarded, because [as
we have just shown,] there [can] be no support(/substratum).” In other words,
Vaisesika ontology relies on relations that do not stand criticism, for according to
both Devendrabuddhi (PVP D33a6-7/P37b4) and Sakyabuddhi (PVT Ne D103a5-
6/P126a5), inherence amounts to nothing but an asrayasrayibhava between things
that are established inseparately, such as substances and qualities (aprthaksiddha,
ayutasiddha; PVT Ne D103a5/P126a4-5, Vibh. 36, fn. 1; cf. PDhS 86,2-3: ayutasid-
dhanam adhdryadharab hiitdnam yah sambandha ihapratyayahetuh sa samavdyah /.
“Inherence is the [necessary] condition for the cognition ‘here’ regarding things
that are established inseparately [and] stand in a relationship of sustainer and sus-
tained.” Translation Franco 1997: 318). Now if the asrayasrayibhdva is dismissed,
the Vai$esika conception of the self as the samavayikdrana of its qualities pleasure,
pain and cognition is bound to crumble, and such is the purport of the commenta-
tors’ explanations on PV 2.69. According to Devendrabuddhi (PVP D33a7/P37b4),
Sakyabuddhi (PVT Ne D103a6/P126a5-6) and Manorathanandin (PVV 36,6-7),
Dharmakirti’s allusion to the inherence cause targets (pseudo-)entities such as the
non-Buddhists’ atman in their relationship with pleasure, pain (*ukhaduhkhadi,
PVT) and cognitions (buddhyadi, PVV). The gist of the critique appears in PV 2.65c:
things (such as the VaiSesika qualities of the self or the Materialist’s mind) possess-
ing a permanent support (the self or the material elements) will have no end. (For
explanations of jatydader vyavasthitatvam, see PVP D33a7/P37b4, PVT Ne D103a7/
P126a6-7 and PVV 36,7-8; according to PVP D33a7-b1/P37b5-6, “etc.” refers to
relationships such as the dharmadharmin relation, the mind’s dependence on the
material elements, etc,; interestingly enough, Sakyabuddhi finds his “Vaibhasika
coreligionists” [ran gi sde pa bye brag tu smra ba rnams] guilty of the same kind of
error). In PV 2.70-72, Dharmakirti summarizes the previous discussion as follows
(translated according to PVP D33b2-34a2/P37b7-38a8 and PVT Ne D103b1-
104a2/P126a8-b1-127a3): parato bhavandsas cet tasya kim sthitihetuna / sa vi-
nasyed vindapy anyair asaktah sthitihetavah // sthitiman sasrayah sarvah sarvotpat-
ta ca sasrayah / tasmat sarvasya bhavasya na vinasah kadacana // svayam vinasva-
ratma cet tasya kah sthapakah parah / svayam na nasvaratma cet tasya kah sthapa-
kah parah //. “[To sum up:] if an entity owed its destruction to [something] else],
then it would last as long as the cause of its destruction is not present; under such
circumstances], what would be the use of an [extraneous] cause of its duration
[that would serve no purpose]? And were this [entity] to perish [by itself,] without
[the intervention of] other [entities, then it would perish in any case, and] the [al-
leged] causes of [its] duration [would] lack any efficacy. [M oreover,] all that which
possesses a support possesses duration, and all that which arises possesses a sup-
port. Therefore, no entity [would] ever perish. If [an entity] is of a transient nature
in itself[, then, since it does not depart from this nature, it will perish by itself;
under such circumstances,] which other [entity could] cause it to continue to exist?
[But] if [this entity] is not of a transient nature in itself], then it will last by itself;
under such circumstances,] which other [entity could] cause it to continue to
exist?” According to Devendrabuddhi, Sakyabuddhi, Manorathanandin and Vibhiiti-
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candra (see the references below), PV 2.71 must be interpreted at least partly as a
critique of Atmavadin (especially VaiSesika) conceptions, and this along the same
line of argument as above: if cognition, pleasure and pain have the permanent self
as their support (or samavayikarana), then they should never cease to exist (the
objection of course applies to the Materialist who holds the four material elements
to be permanent: if the mind is a property of the elements, then it should last for-
ever [see PVP D33b7/P38a5-6 and Vibh. 37, fn. 2]). PVP D33b5-7/P38a3-5 makes
explicit the complex structure of PV 2.71 as follows: drios po ‘ga’ Zig skye ba dan
Idan pa gan yin pa de ni kun rten bcas yin par 'dod pa des na / re zig bdag la brten
pa’i bde ba la sogs pa (D : P pa’i) gan dag yin pa’i rten rtag pa de dag ni rtag tu gnas
par byed pa dan ma bral ba’i phyir ’jig pa med pa fiid yin no / /@ gan dag gi (D : P gis)
yan mi rtag pa fiid rten yin na de’i yan gZan dan de’i yan gzan (P : D gZzan ma) yin pa
de ltar na / rdul phra rab rtag pa’i bar dub rten yin pa’i phyir rtag tu gnas pa fid du
‘gyur roc //. [@ Cf. PVV 36,20-21: tatra yo nama kascin nityasrayo yatha sukhadir
atmasritah sarvah sa nityam sthitiman syat sthapakah sada sthiteh /. b Cf. Vibh. 36,
fn. 6: yo namanityasrayas tasyapy anyo ydvan nityah paramdanava ity dha /. ¢ Cf.
Vibh. 37, fn. 1: iti nityam eva sthitih.] “It is accepted thatall entities that have arising
possess a support, [and] thus: to begin with (*tavat), those [entities] that possess a
permanent support (*nityasraya) - [like] pleasure, etc. (*sukhadi), which rely on
the self (*atmasrita?) - [will] not perish, because they are never without [some-
thing] that causes [them] to last (*sthapaka). As for those [entities that, like pots,9]
possess an impermanent support (*anitydsraya), this [impermanent] support also
has another [entity] for its support, and the [latter] another, and so [on] up to the
permanent atoms (*paramanu); therefore, [they too] will always continue [to
exist].” @ According to PVT Ne D103b6/P126b6-7 (gar dag gi Zes bya ba ni gzugs la
sogs pa’i’o //).® Note PVT Ne D103b6-104a1/P126b7-127a1 (to be compared with
PVV 36,22-37,2, translated in Franco 1997: 320-321): de’i yan gZan dan de’i yan
gZan yin pa Zes bya ba ni re Zig bum pa’i yan lag can gyi tha ma’i gyo mo rten yin Zin
de dag giyan ran fiid kyi rtsom pa yin la de dag gi yan ran iiid rtsom pa po gZan yin
pa de ltar na yan lag can rdul giiis kyi bar du’o // de’i yan rdul phra rab rtag pa’i bar
du rten yin no // de bas na re zig rdul giiis pa ni rtag tu gnas pa yin Zin / de’i stobs
kyis des brtsams dan / bum pa la sogs pa’i yan lag can gyi (P : D gyis) mthar thug pa’i
bar du’o //.“‘This [impermanent] support also has another [entity] for its support,
and the [latter] another, ie.: to begin with (*tavat), the last gross part (Tib. gyvo mo
probably = Skt. kapdla, pot-half?) of the whole (*avayavin) consisting in a pot is a
support; this [support] too has [a support, i.e., the parts] which aggregate [so as to
constitute] it (*svatmany drambhakah/svarambhakah?), and the latter, another
[ie., the parts that in turn] aggregate [so as to constitute] it, and so [on,] up to the
atomic dyad (*dvyanuka), and this [atomic dyad] in turn has the permanent atoms
(*paramanu) [for its] support. Therefore, first the atomic dyad lasts forever, and
thanks to it, [the wholes] resulting from the aggregation of the [parts] ( *tadarab-
dha?), and [this] up to, finally, the whole [that consists in] a pot, etc. (*ghatadyava-
yavin).” The translation of this passage is tentative.
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[The self] is inferred [as] the body’s controlling agent endowed with effort
from the undertaking [of action] and abstaining [from it], which inhere in the
body [and] are suitable for obtaining what is useful and rejecting what is
harmful, just as a charioteer [is inferred] from the action of the chariot. And
[the selfis also inferred thus] through breath, etc.84

As for his views regarding the second inference, they are as follows:

And [the self] is inferred [as] a property-possessor from the properties that
are pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort.s>

Thus, whereas the first inference (—adhisthatr) seems to be concerned
with the self as an agent inasmuch as it presides over bodily actions,
the second one (—gunin, i.e.,, samavayikaranas¢é) seems to deal with the
self as an experiencer inasmuch as it experiences pleasure and pain,
but also - and this has eschatological consequences - merit and deme-
rit (dharmadharma) 8 In other words, the self is an agent in that it con-
trols bodily action, and an experiencer in that it is the inherence cause
of pleasant and unpleasant sensations as well as merit and demerit.88
And according to Karpakagomin’s commentary on PVSV 174,14-16,
the doctrine alluded to by Dharmakirti is summarized in Santaraksita’s
TS as follows:

However, others admit that the self is the substratum of desire, etc., while not
consisting of consciousness by itself, that it is permanent and omnipresent,
that it is the agent of acts [both] good and bad, and the experiencer of the
fruit of these [acts, and finally] that itis conscious due to its association with
consciousness, but not by nature. Its connection with cognition, effort, etc, is

8¢ PDhS 15,8-10: Sarirasamavdyinibhyam ca hitahitapraptipariharayogyabhyam pra-
vrttinivrttibhydm rathakarmand sdrathivat prayatnavan vigrahasyadhisthatanumi-
yate pranadibhis ceti /. See Oetke 1988: 279 (arguments no. 3 and 4).

85 PDhS 163-4: sukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayatnais§ ca gunair guny anumiyate /. See
Oetke 1988: 280 (argument no. 9). To be compared with NS 1.1.10: icchddvesapra-
yatnasukhaduhkhajfianany dtmano lingam /. “The marks of the self are desire, aver-
sion, effort, pleasure, pain [and] cognitions.”

86 See VS0 1.1.5 and VSt 1.1.14.
87 See PDhS 16,7-8 and DPS 10, quoted above, fn. 83, p. 20.

8 Interestingly enough, the author of the commentary on Aryadeva’s S$ seems to be
already familiar with this twofold division of VSt 3.2.4. See above, fn. 74,p. 17.
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called its agency; whereas the inherence of the awareness of pleasure, pain
and so on [inthe self] is [its] being an experiencer.8

In his short rebuttal of these conceptions (PVSV 174,16), Dharmakirti
declares that the agency of permanent entities has already been re-
futed several times.%® This, however, raises an interesting question.

89

90

TS 171-173: anye punar ihatmanam icchddinam samadsrayam / svato ’cidriipam
icchanti nityam sarvagatam tatha // Subhasubhanam kartaram karmanam tatpha-
lasya ca / bhoktaram cetandyogdc cetanam na svartpatah // jianayatnadisamban-
dhah kartrtvam tasya bhanyate / sukhaduhkhddisamvittisamavayas tu bhoktrta //.
Here is Prajiidkaramati’s introduction to TS 171-172, which he also quotes (BCAPsy
327,7-13 /BCAPLvp 295,17-23): tatra naiydyikds tavan nityam@® sarvagatam prati-
pranibhinnam acetanam® cetandyogat tu cetanam sukhadigunadharam subhasubha-
karmakartdaram tatphalopabhoktaram paralokinam catmanam icchanti / naiydyika-
vad vaisesika api / tad uktam /. [ nityam BCAPryp : nitya® BC APsw. b pratipranibhin-
nam acetanam BCAPyp : pratipranibhinnacetanam BCAPsp.] “In this regard, first of
all the Naiyayikas admit that the self is permanent, omnipresent, distinct according
to each living being, not conscious [by nature] and yet conscious because of [its]
association with consciousness; [it is] the substratum of the properties that are
pleasure, etc, the agent of actions [whether] good or bad, the experiencer of the
fruit of these [actions], and it transmigrates to another world. As the Naiyayikas,
the VaiSesikas too [admit this]; this has been said [in the following two stanzas].”
As we can see, both Santaraksita and Prajiiakaramati hold these idea§ to be com-
mon to Naiyayikas and Vai$esikas. On the self as adhisthatr, see also SV atmavada
76 (Oetke 1988: 434), SK 17b2c, and the Sankhya piirvapaksa quoted above, fn. 74,
p-17.

All the non-Buddhist schools targetted by Dharmakirti acknowledge the perma-
nence (nityatd) of the self. For Mimamsa, see SV atmavada 7aci and 20-21 (Oetke
1988:425); for Sankhya, see SK 3d; for Vaiéesika, see DPS 95 (Miyamoto 2007: 27)
and PDhS 3,15-17; for Nyaya, see NSii 3.1.18-26. Note that certain Buddhist Pudga-
lavadins (Haimavatas?) who were neither Vatsiputriyas nor Sammitlyas admitted
the permanence of the pudgala. See, e.g., the following excerpt from the SNS
(463c23-25): “In the opinion of these schools, the Buddha spoke of attaining the
unshakeable happiness [in parinirvana] and so the person is eternal. Since the
person attains the unshakeable happiness and has no aggregates, the person dwells
beyond the possibility of knowledge; therefore the person is eternal.” Translation
Priestley 1999: 41. Note that according to the Vatsiputriyas and the Sammitiyas,
“the pudgala is neither eternal nor subject to annihilation, since it is neither the
same as the aggregates nor different from them” (Priestley 1999: 41). That Dhar-
makirti was alluding here to the two vinasitvanumanas (“inference [of momentari-
ness in the sense] of [causeless] annihilation”) of his PVSV (98,4-100.24 and 141,17-
1505) is very unlikely (on the vinasitvanumana, see Steinkellner 1968: 363-369
and Rospatt 1995: 178-195). Indeed, the vindsitvanumana type of the proof of
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Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin explain that this idea has already
been discarded by the sastrakara himself - Dharmakirti - and by his
coreligionists (svayiithya).?1 Now, the argument against the causal effi-
cacy of permanent entities is the so-called inference of momentariness
from the mere fact of existence (sattvanumana), which Dharmakirti in-
troduces first in PVin 2, i.e,, after the PVSV92 Does, then, Dharmakirti
refer to earlier remarks of his discarding the agency of permanent enti-
ties, to ideas elaborated by his coreligionists, or to both? Be it with re-
gard to the Vaisesika’s universals (samanya) or to the Mimamsa’s no-
tion of a Vedic sound (Sabda), Dharmakirti emphasizes time and again,

91

92

momentariness (ksanikatva, ksanabhangitva), which was developed for purely
intra-Buddhistic needs (see Sakai 2010: 23-24), only demonstrates that whatever
is produced (krtaka) by causes and conditions (hetupratyaya) is not only imper-
manent (anitya), but also necessarily momentary (ksanika). This proof is, however,
incapable of proving that whatever exists (sat) - including that which is not
empirically seen to be subject to annihilation (vindsa) - is momentary. And this is
the task of the sattvanumana. To wit: to exist amounts to be causally efficient (artha-
kriydsamartha; see, e.g., PV 1.166ab and PV 3.3ab); now, momentary entities alone
are causally efficient, for a non-momentary (aksanika) entity (say, the self) is
incapable of bringing about an effect either gradually (kramena) or at one time
(vaugapadyena); therefore, non-momentary entities do not exist. On the sattva-
numana, see below, and fn. 92.

See PVT Ne D64b6/P77b6-7 and PVSVT 611,17.

PVin 2 80,1-6: na hi tasyaksanikasyarthakriya sambhavati / kramayaugapadyaviro-
dhat / akramah / anapeksasya kartuh svasattamatrena ksepayogat / prag akartuh
pascad api svabhavaparavrtteh / apeksayam coktam / napi yugapatkriyd / tatsva-
bhavasya pascad apy akriydyogat / tad ayam bhavo nivrttasarvasamarthyah satta-
laksanam atipatati /. “For such a non-momentary [thing] cannot have any causal
efficacy, since [its efficacy] is contradictory [whether it is regarded as occurring]
gradually or simultaneously. [It can]not [be efficacious] gradually, because [if it is]
an agent that does not depend [on cooperative causes but acts] due to its mere
existence, [it] cannot remain [inefficacious; but if it is] not an agent previously, [it
cannot become an agent] later either, since no change [can occur] in its nature; and
[we] have [already] explained [that it is impossible as well] if [it] dependson [other
cooperative causes]. Nor is it efficacious simultaneously, since the nature of this
[once efficacious entity] cannot be[come] inefficacious later. Therefore this [pseu-
do-]entity that is devoid of any efficacy does not fit with the definition of existence.”
Translation (modified) Yoshimizu 1999: 234-235. See also HB I1.145, n. 107,
Steinkellner 1968: 373, Oetke 1993: 27, Rospatt 1995: 162, fn. 362. On the
development of the vinasitvanumadna into the sattvanumadna, see Steinkellner 1968
and Sakai 2010: 22-43; on the structure of Dharmakirti’s sattvanumana, see Oetke
1993. See also above, fn. 90, p.25, in fine.
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in the PV, that permanent entities like these cannot produce anything
without undergoing change, i.e., without ipso facto losing their perma-
nence.?3 This is likely to be at least one among DharmaKkirti’s intentions
in PVSV 174,16. However, as pointed out first by Nagatomi and demon-
strated by Yoshimizu,% the basic structure of Dharmakirti’s sattva-
numana is already to be found in early Sarvastivada, Sautrantika and
Yogacara texts, especially in the context of the refutation of a perma-
nent God’s creation. But in the same important contribution, Yoshimizu
has also drawn attention to an interesting passage of Vasubandhu’s
KSP, where a proof strategy that clearly foreshadows Dharmakirti’s
sattvanumdna is used in order to refute a permanent self% This pas-
sage, which Dharmakirti may well have had in mind, runs as follows:

93 On the negation of the permanent Vedic words’ efficiency in PV 1 and PVSV, see
PVSV 117,15-16, PV 1.252cd (together with PVSV 131,16-21), PVSV 136,13-16; on
that of the permanent universal, see PVSV 73,7-11; more generally, see Eltschinger
2007: 189-196. On Dharmakirti’s refutation of the permanent Vedic words’ causal
efficiency in PVin 2 67,6-9, see Steinkellner 1979: 67-68 and Yoshimizu 1999:
234-235, fn. 11. A somewhat similar argument can be found in the MPPU (149a12 -
14): “Si I'Atman était éternel, il ne pourrait éprouver ni douleur (duhkha) ni bon-
heur (sukha). Pourquoi? Quand la douleur survient, on s’attriste, et, quand le bon-
heur arrive, on se réjouit. Mais ce qui est modifié (vikrta) par la tristesse et la joie
n’est pas éternel.” Translation Traité 11.742.

9 See Nagatomi 1967: 64-69 and Yoshimizu 1999:231-243. On early Yogacara (YBhu,
SrBhii) refutations of a permanent God, see Chemparathy 1968 and Yoshimizu 1999:
242-243,fn.23.

9 Note that the issue of the causality of permanent entities had already been touched
upon in the MSA(Bh)’s critique of the pudgala. Suffice it to quote here MSA 18.99-
100: akartrtvad anityatvat sakrnnityapravrttitah / darsanadisu yatnasya svayam-
bhiitvam na yujyate / tathasthitasya nastasya pragabhavad anityatah / trtiyapaksa-
bhavdc ca pratyayatvam na yujyate //. “Because the [pudgala] would no [longer] be
an agent, because [its exertion] is impermanent, [and] because [exertion] would
occur [all] at once [and] permanently, [this pudgala’s] effort in order to see [visible
things], etc, cannot be self-arisen. Neither a [pudgala] that [always] remains as it is
nor a perishable [pudgala] can be the [causal] condition [of the exertion aimed at
producing seeing, etc, and this for three reasons:] because [this exertion] does not
exist before[, hence cannot be due to a permanent cause]; because [this pudgala]
would [ipso facto] be impermanent; and because there is no third hypothesis [ie,
the hypothesis of a pudgala that would be neither permanent nor impermanent].”
On these stanzas and Vasubandhu’s commentary, see Eltschinger 2010a: 320-322.
See also below, Chapter 1, §1.2.3, and fn. 201, p. 110.
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If certain consciousnesses (rnam par Ses pa, *vijiidna [i.e., the six kinds of con-
sciousnesses]) depend on the [self], how do you think the self is their basis? If
you say that the arising [of these consciousnesses depends on the self], why
[would they] arise gradually (rimgyis, *kramena), since no differentiation oc-
curs in the self? If you say that [they arise gradually] since [the self] depends
on other cooperative causes (lhan cig byed pa’i rgyu, *sahakarihetu), how do
you understand that [the self, whichis] other than these [cooperative causes],
has the ability to make these [consciousnesses arise]? [Rather, the coopera-
tive causes must have this ability.] If, then, you say that the lasting existence
("dug pa, *sthiti) [of these consciousnesses] depends on the [self], what [sort
of] lasting existence is possible with regard to these [consciousnesses] that
cannot remain after having arisen and [yet] do not fall [i.e., are not unstable]
(Itunn ba mayin pa)®s

As we can see, this is exactly the kind of critique that, anticipating the
universalisation of the argument in PVin 2, Dharmakirti might have re-
ferred to in PVSV 174,16. Besides, Dharmakirti himself alludes several
times to the causality of permanent entities in the context of an argu-
ment against a permanent self:97

% KSP D143b3-5/P166b4-6, as quoted in Yoshimizu 1999:236-237, fn. 18: rnam par

9

N

Ses pa rnams ci zig de la rag lus na / gan gis na bdag de’i rten du rtog / gal te skye ba
yin no Ze na / bdag la ni khyad par du ‘qyur ba med na / ci’i phyir rim gyis 'byun / gal
te lhan cig byed pa’i rgyu gzan la Itos pa’i phyir ro Ze na / de dag las gZan pa la de
skyed pa’i nus pa yod par ji ltar khon du chud / ‘on te ‘dug pa Zig de la rag las pa yin
no Ze na / skyes nas mi gnas pa dag dan / Itunn ba ma yin pa dag la 'dug pa ci Zig
yod / de bas na rten de ‘dra ba’i rdzas ni mi 'dod do //. Translation (modified)
Yoshimizu 1999: 236. As Yoshimizu (1999: 235-236) makes clear, the KSP accepts
the existence of a seventh vijiidna, the alayavijiana which it defines as the recepta-
cle of the seeds of all dharmas (chos thams cad kyi sa bon gyi gZi; see Schmithausen
1987: 11.275, fn. 138). Vasubandhu’s argument is directed against an Atmavadin
opponent claiming that the self (*atman) is the basis of the six consciousnesses, not
the alayavijiiana (KSP D143a7/P166a7-8: o na ci’i phyir bdag gi rdzas fiid rnam par
Ses pa drug gi rten du mi 'dod ce na /. “Why, then, don’t you accept the very substan-
tial [existence] of the self [bdag, *atman] as the basis of the six consciousnesses?”
Translation Yoshimizu 1999: 236). For an analysis of this passage, see Yoshimizu
1999:235-243. For Sumati$ila’s commentary on this passage, see Yoshimizu 1999:
239-241, fn. 22.

As PVP D86a6/P99a6 testifies: gZzan yan bdag fiid kyi ‘chin ba dan thar pa ni yod pa
mayinno //.“Moreover, a [permanent] self has neither bondage nor liberation.”
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[There can be neither bondage nor liberation for something permanent.] Be-
ing the cause of the arising of suffering is [what we call] “bondage”: [since
what is permanent is devoid of the capacity to bring about anything,%] how
[could this belong] to [something] permanent? [And] being the cause of the
non-arising of suffering is [what we call] “liberation”: how [could this belong]
to [something] permanent?9?

And as we shall see, the causality of supposedly permanent entities
forms the background of two among the arguments that will be dealt
with in detail below: first, Dharmakirti’s symmetric claim that the pud-
gala can be the agent neither of bondage nor of liberation;1°0 second,
his claim that the very permanence of the self contradicts its being an
agent of psychophysical actions and an experiencer of their results. 10

0.2.3. In the inference, “Whatever exists (sat, i.e., is causally efficacious)
is momentary (ksanika),” demonstrating that a non-momentary entity
such as the self cannot produce an effect either gradually or at one time
(i.e., lacks causal efficacy) served to negate the possibility that a non-
momentary entity may exist. In technical terms, this demonstration is a
(means of) valid cognition negating/excluding (the presence of the
logical reason) in the contrary (of the property to be proved) ([sadh-
yalviparyaye badhakapramanam, VN 2,1 and 6). In other words, none
of the dissimilar instances can be considered to exist, and this is the
function of Dharmakirti’s sattvanumana.1°2 Consider, now, the follow-
ing inference: “Whatever is produced (krtaka) is selfless (niratma-
ka).”103 How to establish that nothing of what can be assumed as a

98 According to PVP D86a7/P99a7 (‘ga’ Zig la yan nus pa med pa’i phyir).

99 PV 2.202: duhkhotpadanahetutvam bandho nityasya tat kutah / aduhkhotpadahetu-
tvam mokso nityasya tat kutah //. Note PVP D86b2-3 /P99b2-3: de dag ni ran gi sde
pa bstan bcos mdzad pa gZan gyis man du bsad zin pa’i phyir ma spros so //.“Since
the [impossibility, for permanent entities, to bring about their effect] has [already]
been dealt with extensively by other coreligionists (*svaytithya) who have authored
treatises (*Sastrakdra) [on that topic’], we won’t expatiate [upon ithere].”

100 See below, Chapter 1, §1.2.3. This argument follows immediately upon PV 2.202
(see above, fn. 99).

101 See below, Chapter 2, §2.4.
102 See above, §0.2.2.

103 See PVT Ne D17a7-b1/P19a6-7: gan byas pa de ni bdag med pa fiid yin no Zes bya
ba la sogs pa’i sbyor ba la byas pa fiid la sogs pa’i gtan tshigs kyis bdag med pa fiid
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dissimilar instance (i.e., entities provided with a self, satmaka) exists?
This is what Dharmakirti seems to be up to in a rather intricate passage
of his PVSV on PV 1.291. To put it briefly, Dharmakirti attempts to
show that the Atmavadins’ self does not meet the conditions required
of a self, i.e.,, owing its existence to itself alone (svato bhavah, as the
Madhyamika would say), and not to something else (parato bhavah). In
other words, the non-Buddhists’ self lacks independence or autonomy
(svatantrya)104 And why so? Because its control over both action
(kriya) and experience (bhoga), i.e., its being an agent and an expe-
riencer, ruins its autonomy by making it dependent (paravasa) on a se-
ries of causes that enable it to act and experience (e.g., as regards ac-
tion: desire, which in turn depends on an object previously expe-
rienced as pleasurable, etc.; and as regards experience, the object expe-
rienced, as well as the internal organ that grasps it, etc.). In other
words, the self is produced anew by every successive phase of its action
and experience. Thus as it is defined by the Atmavadins, the self turns
out to be simply... selfless (niratman). And if even the self is selfless in
that it is produced, it can be safely concluded that the logical reason
“being produced” is pervaded by the property “selflessness.” Here is
the passage under consideration:

[But it is] not so [in the case of] selflessness, etc., [i.e, selflessness, etc., are
not a mere absence,] 1% because [they] are a specific nature [of real things].

rtogs pa [..] //- “In the argument (*prayoga): ‘What[ever] is produced is selfless
(*vat krtakam tan niratmakam eva?), one cognizes selflessness (*nairatmya) through
a [logical] reason (*hetu) such as being produced’ (*krtakatva).”

104 On the self’s lack of autonomy, see Traité 11.743, where svdtantrya is meant in a
moral rather than ontological sense. The locus classicus regarding the self’s lacking
autonomy and hence not being a genuine self is SN 111.66-68 (Anattalakk hana Sut-
ta, traditionally held to be the Buddha’s second discourse); see also MN 1.230-231
(Calasaccaka Sutta). On these passages, see Collins 1982: 97. Note PVSVT 274,9-
10: atmasabdo ’pi kvacid arthe svatantrasya khyapandya krtah. “As for the word
‘self’ (atmasabdo ’pi), it is coined in order to express [something] autonomous with
regard to a certain effect.” Note also PVSVT 274,13 -14: tatha hi svatantrendtmadina
yo ’dhisthitah sa sasvamikah parair isyate /. “For [our Atmavadin] opponents admit
that what is controlled by an autonomous self, etc., possesses a ruler/owner.”

105 e, are not *virahamdtralaksandh (PVT Ne D17a1/P18b6), or virahariipdah (PVSVT
548,17-18).
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Indeed, the selfl% [that you acknowledge is] not independent in the control
over [good and bad] deeds and the experience [of their pleasant and unplea-
sant results,}7 and hence] is selfless (nirdtman), for [being a genuine] self is
characterized by independence with regard to the [appropriation of deeds
and experience]. Therefore selflessness, [which is] a [real] nature, is not the
mere absence of a self [that is nothing, like a hare’s horn]. Otherwise, [i.e., if
selflessness were the mere absence of a self, it would be totally indetermi-
nate.1%8 Now,] since [alogical reason] such as “being produced [by causes and
conditions]”1% could not [apply] to [something] indeterminate, there would
be no proof of selflessness through it. [But there is one, and this is the reason
why the Buddhist does not accept selflessness to be the mere absence of a
selfi10,Ji11

Here, Dharmakirti is playing on the two meanings of atman as “self” and “(intrinsic)
nature” (see PVT Ne D17a2-3/P18b7-8 = PVSVT 548,20: atma svabhdvah, and [ad
niratma] PVT Ne D17a3 /P18b8 = PVSVT 548,20: svabhdvaparyayo 'tratmasabdah /).

Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin interpret asvatantra as paravasa (PVT Ne D17a2-
3/P18b7-8 = PVSVT 548,20; on vasa [Pali vasa], see MN 1.231), with a locative case
relationship to kriydbhogadhisthana (tatra). adhisthana is explained as svikara
(“appropriation,” PVT Ne D17a2/P18b7 = PVSVT 548,19-20), with a genitive case
relationship to kriyabhoga (tayoh). Karnakagomin interprets kriyd as Subhdasubha-
karanam (PVSVT 548,19). As for bhoga, it is explained as sukhaduhkhdnubhava
(PVT Ne D17a2/P18b7 = PVSVT 548,19; note, e.g., TK 144,1: sukhaduhkhanubhavo
hi bhogah.).

According to PVT Ne D17a6/P19a4-5 = PVSVT 548,25-26 (anyathd yadi nivrtti-
matram nairatmyam syat tada nihsvabhdavatvan nirupdakhyam eva tad bhavet /). On
the indeterminacy of the self, see also MPPU 148c28-149a3: “[L]a vraie nature
(bhiitasvabhava) de I'Atman ne peut étre établie avec précision (niyama); on ne
peut pas établir s’il est éternel (nitya) ou transitoire (anitya), autonome (svatantra)
ou non-autonome (asvatantra), actif (karaka) ou inactif (akaraka), matériel (ripin)
ou immatériel (artpin), et autres caracteres (nimitta) de ce genre. La ouil y a carac-
tere (nimitta), il y a réalité (dharma), mais, sans caractere, pas de réalité. Puisque
I'’Atman n’a pas de caractére, nous savons qu'il n’existe pas.” Translation Traité
11.740.

Here, adi (“such as”) refers to logical reasons such as “following immediately upon
effort” (prayatnanantariyakatvadi, PVT Ne D17a6-7/P19a5 = PVSVT 548,27-28).
These logical reasons are properties of real things (vastudharma).

According to PVT Ne D17a7-b1/P19a7 (de bas na sarns rgyas pa ni med pa tsam gyis
bdag med pa la sogs pa bdag med par mi 'dod do //) and PVSVT 549,6 (isyate ca /
tasman na bauddhasyatmavirahamatram nairatmyam /). For the first part of Sakya-
buddhi’s explanation, see above, fn. 103, p. 29.
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The passage is also interesting because Dharmakirti specifies what sel-
flessness is not, i.e., the mere absence of a self. In other words, here he
is addressing the reproach that in the Nairatmyavada perspective, one
has to realize what turns out to be a mere non-entity. He argues that on
the contrary, from the Buddhist point of view, realizing selflessness
means becoming aware of an essential feature of reality.112 In order to
explain why it is so, Dharmakirti points out the Atmavadin’s fundamen-
tal mistake: his opponent believes in a self understood as a substance,
i.e, as a permanent, unchanging and independent entity that he
presents as the substratum of experience and karmic results.113 Con-
trary to the Atmavadin’s self, the Buddhist selflessness is nothing like a
mere non-entity such as a hare’s horn (in which case nothing could be
proved about it as it would remain perfectly indeterminate apart from
its being non-existent): it is an essential component of reality. 114

0.2.4. But let us turn back to Dharmakirti’s critique of the Veda. As we
shall see below,115 Dharmakirti’s main charge against the self is that it
cannot be validly inferred, and that all the proofs put forward by the
Veda as well as his Sankhya, Vaisesika, Naiyayika and Pudgalavadin op-
ponents can be shown to be fallacious. In other words, one cannot con-
clude to the existence of a self on the basis of an inference functioning
by force of something real (vastubalapravrtta) or, better, of an infe-
rence that does not depend on scripture (anagamapeksa). Thus, these
religio-philosophical systems cannot be elected as reliable bases for
the rational human beings’ religious practice. Dharmakirti spells this
out in a famous passage in which he presents the threefold method al-

111 PVSV 154,12-16: naivam nairdatmyddayah / svabhdvavisesat / kriydbhogadhistha-
ndasvatantro hy atma nirdtma / tatsvatantryalaksanatvad atmanah / tad ripam nair-
datmyam natmanivrttimatram / anyatha nirupakhye krtakatvadyayogan na tato nair-
atmyasiddhih syat /.

12 See above, fn. 33, p. 8, Eltschinger 2009a: 200-207, Eltschinger 2010b: 410-411
and Eltschinger 2010c: 50-55.

113 See above, §0.2.2.

114 See PVP D108b4-5/P126a2-3 ad PV 2.252 (quoted below, fn. 342, p.274).

115 See below, Chapter 2, §2.2.
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lowing one to hypothesize a treatise’s reliability (avisamvada) and
hence scripturality (Gagamata):116

116

117

A [treatise]’s reliability consists in the fact that neither perception nor the
two kinds of inference invalidate the empirical and transempirical things
[that are] their [respective] objects. [A treatise’s] not being invalidated by
perception consists [first] in the fact that the things it holds to be perceptible
are indeed such [i.e., perceptible], as [the five skandhas, i.e, colours] such as
blue, [affective sensations such as] pleasure and pain, [ideation consisting in
one’s] grasping the characteristics [of things, conditioning factors] such as
desire, and cognitions[, which are perceived by sensory perception and self-
awareness. Second, a treatise’s not being invalidated by perception consists]
in the fact that the [things] it does not hold to be such [i.e., perceptible,] are
[indeed] imperceptible, as [pseudo-constituents] such as pleasure, which [the
Sankhya erroneously takes to] combine in the form of sounds, etc, and
[categories] such as substances, motions, universals and connections|, which
the Vaisesika erroneously takes to be perceptible]. Similarly, [a treatise’s not
being invalidated by inference] consists [first] in the fact that the [things] it
holds to be the objects of an inference that does not depend on scripture are
really such [i.e., inferable], as the four nobles’ truths, [and second] in the fact
that the [things it holds to be] uninferable are really such [i.e., uninferable], as
the self, [God,] etc. [And this type of invalidationis] also [relevant] concerning
the inference that depends on scripture[, which consists in identifying inter-
nal contradictions within a treatise]: for example, once it is admitted that
demerit has the nature of [defilements] such as desire and the [corporeal and
verbal acts] that originate from them, one does not prescribe [things] such as
ablutions and fire oblation in order to remove it [i.e, demerit, because they
cannot annihilate its cause].117

On the threefold analysis (pariksatraya) and Dharmakirti’s strategies for scriptural
evaluation, see Tillemans 1993: 9-15, Keira 2006, Eltschinger 2007: 92-114 and
Krasser 2012.

PV 1.215 and PVSV 108,20-109,3: pratyaksenanumadnena dvividhenapy abddha-
nam / drstadrstarthayor asyavisamvadas tadarthayoh // pratyaksenabddhanam
pratyaksabhimatanadm arthandm tathabhavah / yathad niladisuk haduhkhanimitto-
palaksanaragadibuddhinam / atathabhimatanam capratyaksata / yatha sabdadiri-
pasannivesindm sukhadinam dravyakarmasamanyasamyogadindm ca / tathanaga-
mapeksanumanavisayabhimatandm tathabhavah / yatha caturnam dryasatyanam [
ananumeydanam tathdbhavah / yathatmddinam / dgamapeksdnumane ’‘pi yatha
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This passage is closely connected to the one in which Dharmakirti
blamed the Veda for claiming a permanent self to be the agent of
psychophysical actions and the experiencer of their eschatological re-
sults.118 For a treatise (e.g., the Veda) that wrongly claims uninferable
entities like the self or God to be inferable must be discarded as unreli-
able. Once again, one should be wary of regarding this criticism as per-
taining merely to issues of logic and epistemology, for as Dharmakirti
himself declares:

The [ordinary] person [who wishes to engage in action] cannot live without
resorting to scriptural authority[, and this for two reasons: first], because
[this person] learns (Sravana) [from scripture what] great benefits or misfor-
tunes|, such as heaven or hell, can be expected from his] engaging in or ab-
staining from certain [intentions such as violence], whose results [remain
completely] imperceptible [to him]; and [second,] because [this person] does
not see any contradiction to the existence of these [desirable and undesirable
results].119

In other words, ordinary persons of limited cognitive capacity (arvag-
darsin) have no other possibility than to rely on scripture while engag-
ing in action. But to opt for a scripture, they have to resort to rea-
son(ing) (yukti) and test the available treatises as to whether those of
their statements bearing on empirical - i.e., perceptible and inferable -
things stand critical analysis. The critique of the self is thus concerned
with the very possibility, for ordinary persons, of engaging in an escha-
tologically and soteriologically successful practice.

0.2.5. Most of the arguments against the self and the pudgala that will
be dealt with in the present book fall under this heading, i.e., are aimed
at showing that the proofs (sadhana) put forward by the Atmavadins
are fallacious. Two among these proofs are paradigmatic instances of
logical fallacies and recur throughout Dharmakirti’s works. First, the

ragadirtipam tatprabhavam cddharmam abhyupagamya tatprahdndya sndndgniho-
trader anupadesah /. On this passage, see Yaita 1987: 7-8, Dunne 2004: 362-363,
Eltschinger 2007: 105-109 and 221-223 (fn. 23-27), and Moriyama forthc.

118 See above, §0.2.2.

119 PVSV 108,2-5: ndyam puruso ’ndsritydgamapramanyam dasitum samarthah / aty-
aksaphalanam kesaricit pravrttinivrttyor mahanusamsdapayasravandt tadbhave viro-
dhadarsandc ca /.
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so-called (kevala)vyatirekin, a Naiyayika argument that can be formu-
lated as follows: “This living body possesses a self, because it possesses
breath, etc.” Dharmakirti’s critique of this pseudo-proof appears in the
PVSV, PVin 2, PVin 3 and NB 3.120 Second, a Sankhya argument to the
effect that “[things] like the sense organs are for the benefit of another
[(i.e., uncomposed) entity], because they are composite [entities].”
Dharmakirti’s critique, which can be found in the PVSV, PV 4, PVin 3
and NB 3, is strongly indebted to Vasubandhu and Dignaga.2! Third,
the VaisSesikas’ and Naiyayikas’ repeated claims to the inferability of
the self, which Dharmakirti undermines in the PVSV by showing that,
contrary to the sense organs, an imperceptible self can be inferred nei-
ther on the basis of a logical reason consisting in an essential property
(svabhavahetu) nor on the basis of a logical reason consisting in an ef-
fect (karyahetu).122 Fourth, the Buddhist Pudgalavadins’ recourse to ef-
fect as alogical reason in order to establish their pudgala, an argument
Dharmakirti criticises in the PVSV in a way that improves on Vasu-
bandhu’s strategy in the AKBh.123 Fifth, the Naiyayikas’ and the VaiSe-
sikas’ recourse to memory (smrti, smarana) as providing an argument
in favour of the self, which Dharmakirti criticises, here again in the
footsteps of Vasubandhu’s AKBh and probably against Paksilasvamin,
in PV 2.124

0.2.6. However, Dharmakirti’s most significant contribution to the criti-
que of the self is arguably his thirty-seven-verses long critique of
(mainly) Nyaya soteriology, where he shows that the Atmavadin must
renounce all hope of achieving liberation through the cultivation of
suffering (duhkhabhdavana) applied to what supposedly belongs to the
self (e.g, cognition, sense organs, etc.) as long as he does not abandon
the self. For as we have seen,25 the idea of “one’s own” (atmiya) or
“mine” (mamafkara]) is the natural and necessary outcome of the false

120 See below, Chapter 2, §2.1.
121 See below, Chapter 2, §2.3.
122 See below, Chapter 2, §2.2.
123 See below, Chapter 1, §§1.2.1-2.
124 See below, Chapter 2, §2.4.

125 See above, §0.1.
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view of a self: how could one, then, show detachment (vairagya)2¢ to-
ward what belongs to the self as long as one believes in (graha) and
hence is attached to (sneha) the self?127

How is this “soteriological” argument to be connected in its overall
meaning with those reviewed above? Dharmakirti’s critique of Nyaya
soteriology occurs in PV 2.220-256. These stanzas belong to his exami-
nation (pariksa, vicara) of the Buddha as a protector (tayin) of the suf-
fering sentient beings (PV 2.146-279): according to him, the Buddha
has become (like) a means of valid cognition (pramanabhiita) because
he teaches the four nobles’ truths or the path toward salvation in a re-
liable manner.128 More specifically, PV 2.220-256 occurs right in the
middle of Dharmakirti’s examination of the truth of the path (marga-
satya, PV 2.205-279). In other words, the critical appraisal of concur-
rent religious paths serves as a reason for assessing their respective
authority (pramanya) in soteriologically relevant matters. In these
stanzas, Dharmakirti shows that someone who desires liberation (mu-
muksu) cannot achieve salvation through the Buddhist-like but atman-
centered soteriology of the Nyaya. And this is enough to demonstrate
that the Nyaya lacks authority since it fails to identify and teach what is
expedient for one to secure final release. In this regard, PV 2.220-256
pursues the same ambition as the previous arguments: the critical eval-
uation of the sixth-century Indian philosophical systems as religious
paths.

126 See below, fn. 1, p.187.
127 See below, Chapter 3.

128 On Dharmakirti’s interpretation of the epithet pramanabhiita, see Krasser 2001. On
the structure(s) of PV 2, see Franco 1997: 15-43.



Chapter 1

Dharmakirti against the pudgala

1.1. Two BUDDHIST VERSIONS OF THE SELF AND THE PERSON

1.1.1. Introduction

Be it through textbooks or introductory courses, most of us have once
been taught that one of the hallmarks of Indian Buddhism was its way
of addressing human existence and at times reality itself as empty and
selfless. To be sure, there is still no such thing as a consensus concern-
ing the historical Buddha'’s position on the self (provided he ever had
one), and several scholars contend that the Buddhist denial of a self - a
“metaphysical shipwreck” — only came about over time in the writings
of self-appointed representatives of “orthodoxy” as a form of trahison
des clercs: Whatever the case may be, most scholarly introductions de-
pict the monastic intellectual elites as predominantly committed to the
doctrine of selflessness and as uncompromisingly defending it against
a set of (pseudo-)Buddhist sectarian denominations labelled as “per-
sonalist” (pudgalavadin, so called because of their acceptance of an en-
during and nearly substantial subject of experience, rebirth and libera-
tion). What these introductions generally fail to emphasize, however, is
that at least according to the statistics provided by the Chinese scholar
and pilgrim Xuanzang (who travelled to and in India in 629-645), one
of these denominations, the Sammitiyas, represented about one third
(70,000) of the total amount (220,000) of Buddhist monks and institu-

1 See, e.g, Bhattacharya 1973 and Hulin 2008 (“metaphysical shipwreck’ in
Bhattacharya 1973: 75; for the sources of this expression [Barth, (C.AF.) Rhys
Davids], see Bhattacharya 1973:75-76, fn. 8). For an overview and (more) balanced
assessment of the canonical materials, see Collins 1982: 65-115 and Schmithausen
2000. For a short historiographical survey, see Collins 1982: 7-12.
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tions in seventh-century northern India.2 And if this, provided it is true,
does certainly not prove that all Sammitiya monastics assented to
personalism, it at least suggests that they belonged to a sect whose
Abhidharma(-like) scriptures made the existence of the “person” one of
its most significant doctrinal features. This is not the all of it, however.
To the testimony of Xuanzang, the Mahayanists formed another third
of the whole monastic community (the remaining third being consti-
tuted by [Mila]sarvastivadins, Sthaviras and Mahasanghikas). Now,
the least one can say is that many Mahayanistic scriptures (stitras and
Sastras alike) testify to a certain partiality for substantialist accounts of
human existence, reality, salvation and buddhahood. As pointed out by
Seyfort Ruegg and Bhattacharya, this is the case of the MSA(Bh) and
several stitras.3 But the remark applies especially well to the move-
ment(s) that, in scriptures such as the TGSu, the Mahayanist MPSq, the
SMDSNSii and the LASi, and in corpora such as the RGV(V), advocated
the soteric presence of a buddha nature/element or embryo of a tatha-
gata within all sentient beings.# In other words, the Buddhist scholars
and practitioners who showed reservations about the strongest ver-
sions of selflessness and/or subscribed to “substantializing” doctrines
might well have been in much higher number than is generally recog-
nized, something which, taken together with other alleged “heresies”
(doctrines akin to satkaryavada, sphota and apauruseyatd, attitudes
towards caste, ethics and permanence, etc., not to speak of Buddhist
“tantric” symbols and practices), raises fairly interesting questions
regarding issues of orthodoxy and heterodoxy - and the non-emic
applicability of such concepts - within Indian Buddhism (and Budd-
hism as a whole).5 Symmetrically, those in an intellectual position to

[N

See below, §1.1.3.1.

3 See Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 370-377 and Bhattacharya 1973: 3-7; see also below, fn.
44,p.57.

The issue of the self in the tathagatagarbha traditions of India, Tibet, China, Japan
and Thailand is dealt with extensively in Williams 2009: 103-128.

5 Or, to put it with Williams (2009: 124), “[o]ne issue is how legislative the teachings
of not-Self and dependent origination, or the Madhyamika idea of emptiness, are
for Buddhist identity” (note also Williams 2009: 125 on “the legislative claim of the
centrality of the not-Self d octrine for Buddhist identity”). As we shall see, this was
already at stake in sitras connected with the tathdagatagarbha such as the
SMDSNSi (see King 1995) and the LASi (see below, §1.1.2.1), and proved to be es-

IS
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defend what they (and, more often than not, we and their non-
Buddhist challengers) held to be the Buddhist doctrinal orthodoxy re-
garding the self (Abhidharmikas such as Vasubandhu, and the Buddhist
epistemologists along their line), might have been but a minority (al-
beit an influential one) within Buddhist institutions.

1.1.2. The “Immanence of the Absolute,”s or the
tathagatagarbha as the True Self of Living Beings

1.1.2.1. There can be no point in attempting to outline here the histori-
cal development and doctrinal standpoint(s) of the tradition(s) com-
monly referred to as the tathagatagarbha or buddha-nature strand of
Indian Mahayana Buddhism.” The term tathdgatagarbha itself - maybe
first a bahuvrihi compound soon to be used as a tatpurusa referring to
a separate entity - points to the idea, developed first in different sets of
similes,® of an “inherent buddhahood” (Zimmermann 2002: 13), i.e,
that all sentient beings possess, own or contain a tathdgata, have a

pecially relevant in the “mainstream” scholiasts’ polemics against Buddhist perso-
nalism (see below, §1.1.3.1 and fn. 57, p. 65). But this is not without contemporary
counterparts, as can be seen in the Japanese debates over the “Critical Buddhism”
movement (see the discussions in King 1995: 15-17, Zimmermann 2002: 82-84
and Williams 2009: 122-125) or the Thai polemics around the Dhammakaya move-
ment (see Williams 2009:125-128).

Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 44 and 46, Zimmermann 2002: 64.

On the tathagatagarbha, see Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 245-408, Liu 1982, Brown 1991,
Zimmermann 2002: 11-92 and Williams 2009: 103-128 (= Chapter 5). As most
authors emphasize, the Indian buddha-nature movement(s) never developed into
(a) philosophical school(s) or “along scholastic lines” (King 1995: 1) in the way
early Yogacara or Madhyamaka did, and can even be shown to have been reluctant
to Abhidharma-like argumentation. This might provide one reason why its/their
dogmatically problematic assertions regarding permanence and the self, contrary
to the Pudgalavadins’, were apparently never made the target of sustained criticism
on the part of “mainstream” Buddhist scholiasts.

[=)

~

]

Concerning the similes as they can be found in the TGS1 (and, though in a reorga-
nized form, in the RGV[V]), note the following remark by Zimmermann (2002: 35):
“Generally speaking, it is the notion that a precious element, pure in nature, but
hidden and unsuspected, truly exists, and while it is covered with impurities, its
nature remains unaffected.” On the similes in the Mahayanist MPSii, see Yamamoto
1973:181-186 and Liu 1982: 77-82; in the RGV(V), see Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 253 -
257; seealso Brown 1991: 125-134.
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fully awakened buddha as their essence.? Or, according to other, possi-
bly slightly later interpretations, all living beings are believed to pos-
sess an “embryo,” a “germ” (bija) or even the “[causal] element”10 (dha-
tu) of a tathagata. In both cases, this (embryo/germ of a) tathagata,
though basically unchangeable, is enwrapped, covered and polluted by
the filth of purely adventitious, accidental (dgantuka) impurities
(mala) and defilements (klesa). Provided a full-fledged tathagata is al-
ready present in the living beings, the path toward salvation amounts
to the gradual manifestation or revelation of this inner nature through
a process of purification of the impurities,!! so that “becoming a bud-
dha does not involve an essential transformation or generative causal
act by which a gap between the state of being hindered by mental de-

9 For an analysis of the compound in the TGS, see Zimmermann 2002: 41-46. The
core teaching of this sitra appears in the following passage (quoted in RGVV
73,11-12): esa kulaputra dharmandm dharmatd / utpadad va tathagatanam anut-
padad va sadaivaite sattvds tathagatagarbha iti /. “Son of good family, the True
Nature (dharmata) of the dharmas is this: whether or not tathdgatas appear in the
world, all these sentient beings contain at all times a tathdgata.” Translation
Zimmermann 2002: 40; for a similar statement in the MPSi (524a28-b1), see Liu
1982: 66. As pointed out by Zimmermann (2002: 40) in the context of the TGSG, a
tatpurusa analysis of this passage would require the translation of tathdgatagar-
bhah as “store(s) of a tathdgata” (but by no means “embryo[s] of a tathdgata”).
Note, however, the following remark by Zimmermann (2002: 45): “As attested by
the prevailing use of the word tathdgatagarbha in other writings, and in the Ratna-
gotravibhagavyakhyad itself, as a tatpurusa compound (the “embryo of a tathagata”
as a separate entity), a tendency towards a grammatically non-adjectival use of the
term was inherent from earliest times. The title of the stitra further stimulated such
an independent understanding, and with the appearance of the concept of buddha-
dhatu in the Mahayanist Mahdparinirvanastitra as more or less a synonym for
tathdgatagarbha, the temptation to interpret this latter as a tatpurusa probably
proved irresistible.”

10 Note RGVV 72,10: tat(= tathagatatva)praptaye hetus tathdgatadhatur iti / hetv-
artho ‘tra dhatvarthah /. “The cause of one’s obtaining this [state of a tathagata] is
the tathdgata-element. Here the meaning of ‘element’ is that of ‘cause.”

1

jay

On this “theory of revelation/manifestation,” see Zimmermann 2002: 13-14, 64, 81
(“theory of manifestation of buddhahood over one of pure causation”), and below,
fn. 13, p. 41. Note also Zimmermann 2002: 67: “[T]he Pasupata doctrine of abhi-
vyakti, which latter concept, namely liberation as the manifestation of the innate
Siva’s perfections through the removal of impurities (mala), is strikingly similar.”
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filements and that of perfect awakening is bridged.”12 In case the
tathagatagarbha is conceived as residing in sentient beings in an em-
bryonic form, the salvational process will consist in the gradual matu-
ration/ripening, or even causation, of the germinal tathagata.'3 What-
ever the case may be, all living beings have the potential to, and ac-
tually will become perfectly awakened buddhas, a conception that is
likely to derive from, and to provide justification for, the ekayana doc-
trine put forward in the SDPSu.14 Now, what is of utmost interest to us

12

13

14

Zimmermann 2002: 62.

In either of their two main forms, the tathagatagarbha teachings bear overtones of
a doctrine similar to the Sankhyas’ satkdryavada (the doctrine according to which
the effect pre-exists in its cause, i.e., according to which nothing can be produced
that does not already exist before). One of the nine similes of the TGSa
(Zimmermann 2002: 63) “affirms the imperishability of the seed, and the fact that
the result (karya), namely the tree, is already contained in the seed. It emphasizes
that seed and tree are of the same nature [...] The assertion by the authors of the
TGS[1] that the seed already bears the tree within itself certainly accords well with
their ‘theory of revelation’ [...] What is decisive for them is the essential oneness of
seed and tree. Nothing new has to be added; the complete tree is already found in
the seed.” See also Zimmermann 2002: 80 and Liu 1982: 70-77 and 83-86. For
other examples of Buddhist satkdryavadda, see Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 138-141; for an
early Buddhist reference to Varsaganya as a representative of satkdaryavada, see
Seyfort Ruegg 1963; for early Buddhist critiques of satkdaryavada (as entailing
eternalism), see Schoening 1995: 1.285-287. The Mahayana MPSi also contains an
interesting passage on (and against) satkaryavada and similar ideas; see Yamamoto
1973:193-195.

According to the ekayana teaching, there is only one vehicle, i.e, the Mahayana, the
vehicle to buddhahood (and no distinct sravaka or pratyekabuddha paths). See
Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 175-243 and SDPSt 40,13-15: ekam evaham Sariputra yanam
darabhya sattvanam dharmam desayami yad idam buddhayanam / na kificic chari-
putra dvitiyam va trtiyam va yanam samvidyate //. “With reference to only one
vehicle, Sariputra, I teach the dharma for living beings, namely, the vehicle of the
buddhas. Sariputra, there is not any second or third vehicle.” Translation
Zimmermann 1998: 157. According to Zimmermann (2002: 77), “the TGS[i] can be
understood as a text that subsequently provided a theory for the great assertion
put forward in its popular predecessor, the Saddharmapundarikasiitra, namely that
all living beings will attain buddhahood. Thus while the Saddharmapundarikasiitra,
in a religious environment where it was probably not always heartily welcomed,
announced that all living beings would eventually attain buddhahood, the TGS[i],
in a successive step, adopted as its task that of working out a justification for this
assertion.” Note also Zimmermann 2002: 80: “The story of the bodhisattva Sada-
paribhita [in SDPSa 19, VE/IR] shows that the time for such an assertion may not
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is the fact that this hidden (embryo of a) tathdagata'5 has been repeat-
edly described not only as permanent (nitya), enduring/stable (dhru-

s =7

va), peaceful (Siva) and eternal (sasvata),i6 but also as the sentient be-

15

16

have been ripe yet- a conclusion supported by descriptions in the Saddharma-
pundarikastitra of other harsh reactions towards its own propagators from the side
of non-Mahayana followers. The TGS[i], in this point, was apparently not held back
by any related consideration, zealously promulgating as it did the message of a
universal buddhahood present in all living beings.” On the relation between these
two siitras, see also Zimmermann 2002: 15, 76, 91; see also Zimmermann 1998:
155-165 (and 1998:159-161 concerning the story of Sadaparibhiita).

See the excerpt of the SMDSNSi quoted in RGVV 45,20-46,4. These epithets can
also qualify, e.g,, the immaculate buddhahood (amalam buddhatvam, RGV 2.29) and
the (Tathagata’s) dharma-body (dharmakdya, RGVV 54,12-15).

Analogous descriptions occur already in the Mahayanist MPSa (513a3-4: “How do
bodhisattvas know the buddha-nature? The buddha-nature has six aspects. What
are these six? [They are:] first, to be eternal, second, to be pure, third, to be real,
fourth, to be virtuous, fifth, to be discerned in the future [by everyone], and sixth, to
be true.” Translation Liu 1982: 67; on the undestructibility of the buddhadhdtu, see
also Yamamoto 1973: 185 and 186; on its eternity and immutability, see also
Yamamoto 1973: 192; on its unproductedness, see also Yamamoto 1973: 195) and
the SMDSNSi (281a4-6, quoted in RGVV 46,2-4): na punar bhagavams tathagata-
garbho jayate va jiryati va mriyate va cyavate votpadyate va / tat kasmad dhetoh /
samskrtalaksanavisayavyativrtto bhagavams tathdgatagarbho nityo dhruvah Sivah
sasvatah /. “But, Lord, the tathdgatagarbha is not born, does not get old, does not
die, does not pass away to become reborn. What is the reason? The Tathagata,
Lord, is beyond the realm with the characteristic of the conditioned. The tatha-
gatagarbha is permanent, steadfast, peaceful, eternal” Translation (modified)
Wayman/Wayman 1990: 104-105; see also Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 363. Note also
RGV 1.80-82: na jayate na mriyate badhyate no na jiryate / sa nityatvad dhruvatvac
ca Sivatvdc chasvatatvatah // na jayate sa nityatvad atmabhavair manomayaih /
acintyaparindmena dhruvatvan mriyate na sah // vasanavyadhibhih stksmair ba-
dhyate na Sivatvatah / andsravabhisamskaraih §asvatatvan na jiryate //. “Le [dhatu]
ne nait ni ne meurt, il n’est pas attaqué, et il ne dépérit pas grace a sa permanence,
sa stabilité, sa tranquillité, et son éternité. En raison de sa permanence il ne nait
pas dans des existences mentales; en raison de sa stabilité il ne meurt pas par
transformation inconcevable; en raison de sa tranquillité il n’est pas attaqué par les
maladies subtiles que sont les Imprégnations; et en raison de son éterité il ne
dépérit pas a cause des conformations sans impuretés.” Translation Seyfort Ruegg
1969: 363. Note also RGV 2.29: acintyam nityam ca dhruvam atha Sivam Sasvatam
atha prasantam ca vyapi vyapagatavikalpam gaganavat / asaktam sarvatraprati-
ghaparusasparsavigatam na drsyam na grahyam $ubham api ca buddhatvam ama-
lam //.“La bouddhaté immaculée est impensable, permanente, stable, tranquille, et
éternelle; elle est apaisée, compénétrante et exempte de conceptualisation différen-
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ings’ innermost or supreme self ([param]atman). In other words, as
early as the TGSQ1 (which, however, never makes use of atman and re-
lated terms), the tathagatagarbha teachings “must be attributed a posi-
tion within a strand of Buddhism which does not conceal its favor for
the concept of a positive continuous subject.”1” This is the case in the
Mahayanist MPSi, which, at least as far as its first part is concerned, is
replete with statements to the effect that the tathagatagarbha or the
buddhadhatu is nothing but the true self.18 This is also the case of the
SMDSNSi and the RGV(V), where the notion of a perfection of self
(atmaparamita) characterizing the buddha-nature plays a key doctrinal

17

18

ciatrice, a I'instar de 'espace vide; sans attachement et partout exempte du contact
grossier en tant que sans résistance, elle n’est ni visible ni saisissable, et elle est
bonne.” Translation Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 362.

Zimmermann 2002: 15. According to Zimmermann (2002: 81), “that the TGS[d] is
not an isolated case of a relatively early Mahayana work propagating a positive,
enduring constituent in living beings is shown, for example, by the rewording of the
verses of the Gaganagarjasiitra in the oldest stratum of the Ratnagotravibhdga.
There it is the mind’s innate nature (cittaprakrti) which is compared to ‘space,
being described as ‘luminous,” ‘without cause and condition,” and ‘without origina-
tion and destruction.” Note also Zimmermann 2002: 83: “[Tlhe TGS[ii] seems to
continue a tradition in Indian Buddhism which was based on a positive use of the
concept of ‘person’ and was not committed to a one-sided denial of a self. From
early times on, it seems, this positive strand co-existed with the majority of schools
which categorically rejected the existence of a self.”

On the doctrine(s) of the self in the Mahayana MPSq, see Liu 1982: 71 and 77 -78,
Fujii 1991, Fujii 1993 and Williams 2009: 108-109. Note the following excerpts
from section 8.12: “The Buddha said: ‘O good man! ‘Self’ means tathagatagarbha.
Every being has the buddha-nature. This is self. Such a self is, since the very
beginning, under cover of innumerable illusions. This is why man cannot see it.”
Translation Yamamoto 1973: 181. “The nature of self is none but the undisclosed
storehouse of the Tathagata. Such a storehouse can never be broken, put to fire, or
made away with.” Translation Yamamoto 1973: 185. “The true self of the buddha-
nature is like the diamond which cannot be crushed out.” Translation Yamamoto
1973:186. “The nature/ Of the three refuges is that of self. If one knows/ Clearly
that the nature of self has the buddha-nature,/ Such a one well enters the undis-
closed house./ One who knows of self and what belongs to self/ Comes already out
of the world.” Translation Yamamoto 1973: 187. “The nature of self and the bud-
dha-nature/ Do not differ.” Translation Yamamoto 1973: 189. “O good man! The
true self about which the Tathagata speaks today is the buddha-nature.” Transla-
tion Yamamoto 1973:200.
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and exegetic role.19 And such a teaching can also be found in at least
one stanza from the Sagathaka of the LASu:

And the embryo(/essence) of a tathdgata is [only] to be cognized through
[one’s] personal cognition; itis the [true] self [and] is characterized by purity;
itis beyond the domain of the reasoners.20

1.1.2.2.1. To the best of our knowledge, neither did the Buddhist scho-
liasts ever criticise this identification as the outcome of a substantialist
heresy nor did the non-Buddhists unmask it as a Buddhist recognition
of the self. As pointed out by Zimmermann (2002: 83, fn. 175), how-
ever, the LASU contains at least one important statement to the effect
that the proponents of the buddha-nature were aware of the risk of be-
ing accused of siding with the allodoxes. Those advocating the buddha-
nature consequently felt compelled to provide hermeneutic strategies
in order to neutralize such (at least potential) reproaches.2t Here is the
famous passage presenting Mahamati’s question to the Buddha:

Then the bodhisattva, the great being Mahamati said the following to the
Blessed One: “But in a siitra-passage, the Blessed One has expounded the ta-
thagatagarbha. And [there] you have, so it is said (kila), presented this
[tathdgatagarbha] as [being] pure of all eternity due to [its] naturally radiant
purity; [there,] the Blessed One has presented [this tathdgatagarbha] as the
bearer of the thirty two characteristics [of a great being], as contained in the
body of all sentient beings, as enwrapped in the cover of the [five] constitu-
ents, [eighteen] elements and [twelve sensory] bases - just as a jewel of great
price and value is enwrapped in a polluted cover —, as overpowered by desire,

19 See below, §1.1.2.3.

20 LASG 10.746: pratyatmagatigamyas ca atma vai Suddhilaksanah / garbhas tatha-
gatasyasau tarkikandm agocarah //. Needless to say, this stanza is liable to several
interpretations. Note also LASu 10.760: yatha hi garbho garbhinyam® vidyate na ca
drsyate / atma hi tadvat skandhesv ayuktijiio na pasyati / /. [* garbhinyam em. : gar-
bhinya Ed.] “For, just as an(/the) embryo exists in a pregnant woman but is not
[directly] perceived, the self [exists] in the constituents, [although] he who does not
know [the right ways of] reasoning (ayuktijiia) does not see [it].” Note that accord-
ing to the LASQ, the tathdgatagarbha is to be equated with the alayavijiiana (see,
e.g, LASU 221,12-13: tathdgatagarbhasamsabdita alayavijiiane; LAST 222,9-10:
alayavijidnasamsabditas tathdgatagarbhah); see Brown 1991:179-185.

21 On these hermeneutic strategies regarding the self, see Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 17 -55
(= Chapter1).



DHARMAKIRTI AGAINST THE PUDGALA 45

aversion and delusion and polluted by the filth of [false] imagination, as per-
manent, enduring, peaceful and eternal. In which sense (katham), then, O
Blessed One, does this doctrine of the tathdgatagarbha differ from the outsid-
ers’ doctrine(s) of the self? [For,] O Blessed One, the outsiders too teach (a)
doctrine(s) of the self [which present(s) it] as an agent [that is] permanent,
devoid of qualities, all-pervading [and] imperishable.”22

Thus according to Mahamati, the tathagatagarbha doctrine spelt out in
other siitras (one may think here of the SMDSNSi and the MPSii)
comes very close to the outsiders’ atman theory in construing the
buddha-nature as a bearer of - and maybe an agent behind - psycho-
physical reality, as the locus of auspicious qualities, as naturally pure
and radiant in spite of its being wrapped up in and polluted by adventi-
tious defilements, and as permanent, enduring and eternal. Here is the
Buddha'’s suggestive reply to Mahamati’s question:

The Blessed One said: “O Mahamati, my teaching of the tathdgatagarbha does
indeed differ from the outsiders’ doctrine(s) of the self. Rather, 0 Mahamati,
the tathagatas teach [that] the meaning of words (paddrtha : tshig gi don)
such as ‘emptiness,” ‘tetralemma, ‘nirvana,’ ‘non-origination,” ‘signless’ and
‘unfocused’ is the tathdgatagarbha, O Mahamati; [and in so doing)] the tatha-
gatas, arhats [and] perfecly awakened ones teach something (gocara) non-
conceptual and non-phenomenal (nirabhasa) by means of (mukhopadesena)
the tathdgatagarbha so that the immature [beings] may get rid of the state of
being terrified by selflessness. But the bodhisattvas, the great beings which
belong to the future and the present should not, O Mahamati, take this [tatha-
gatagarbhal for the self For example, 0 Mahamati, a potter pro duces various

22 LASG 77,13-78,4: atha khalu mahamatir bodhisattvo mahdsattvo bhagavantam etad

avocat / tathagatagarbhah punar bhagavata sttrantapdthe ‘nuvarnitah / sa ca kila
tvaya prakrtiprabhdasvaravisuddhyddivisuddha eva varnyate / dvatrim$allaksana-
dharah sarvasattvadehantargato maharghamilyaratnam malina®vastrabparivesti-
tam iva skandhadhatv dyatanavastrabvestito ragadvesamohabhibhiitaparikalpama-
lamalino¢ nityo dhruvah Sivah sasvatas ca bhagavata varnitah / tat katham ayam
bhagavams tirthakaratmavadatulyas tathdagatagarbhavddo na bhavati / tirthakara
api bhagavan nityah kartd nirguno vibhiir avyaya ity atmavadopadarsanam kur-
vanti /. [® °ratnam malina® em. : °raktamalina® Ed. b °vastra® em. (Tib. gos) : °vastu®
Ed. ¢ ragadvesamohabhib hiita parikalpamalamalino em. (Tib. ‘dod chags dan Ze sdan
dan gti mug gis zil gyis non pa yons su rtog pa’i dri mas dri ma can du gyur pa) :
ragadvesamohabhiitaparikalpamalamalino Ed.] This passage is quoted by Candra-
Kirti in MAV 196,12-197,5.
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vessels out of a single mass of earth particles (paramanu), [and this] by
means of [his] hands, art, stick, water, thread and effort. In the same way, O
Mahamati, the tathagatas teach this very selflessness of the dharmas, which
is beyond all the characteristics of conceptual construction, either by teaching
the embryo [of a tathdgata] or by teaching selflessness, as the potter [does],
by way of various lexical and phonetic modalities conforming to insight and
skill in means. For this reason, 0 Mahamati, the teaching of the tathagata-
garbha differs from the outsiders’ teaching of the self Thus by teaching the
tathagatagarbha, [the tathdgatas] teach (°upadesena nirdisanti) the tathd-
gatagarbha in order to attract the outsiders who adhere to the doctrine(s) of
the self. How indeed could they quickly awaken to the supreme perfect
awakening, [those persons|] whose thought (asaya) has fallen into the false
view [consisting in] the erroneous concept of the self [and] who possess a
thought that has fallen from the domain of the three [doors to] liberation? It
is for this purpose, O Mahamati, that the tathdgatas, arhats [and] perfectly
awakened ones teach the tathdgatagarbha. Therefore, this [teaching of
theirs] differs from the outsiders’ doctrine(s) of the self. And hence, O Maha-
mati, you ought to follow selflessness which is [nothing but] the tathagata-
garbha in order to go beyond the outsiders’ false view(s).” Then, on this oc-
casion, the Blessed One spoke the following stanza: “The person, the series,
the constituents, the conditions, the atoms, matter, God, the agent, [all those]
are conceived as mind-only."23

23 LASuU 78,5-79,9: bhagavan daha / na hi mahamate tirthakaratmavddatulyo mama

tathagatagarbhopadesah / kim tu mahamate tathagatah stnyatadbhiitakotinirvanad-
nutpadanimittapranihitadyandm mahamate paddrthanam tathdagatagarbho pade-
Sam krtva tathagata arhantah samyaksambuddha balanam nairatmyasantrasapada-
vivarjanartham@ nirvikalpaka®nirabhdasagocaram tathdagatagarbhamukhopades ena
desayanti / na catra mahamate ‘nagatapratyutpannair bodhisattvair mahdsattvair
atmabhinivesah kartavyah / tad yatha mahamate kumbhakara ekasman mrtpara-
manuraser vividhdni bhandani karoti hastasilpadandodakasttraprayatnayogat /
evam eva mahamate tathdgatas tad eva dharmanairatmyam sarvavikalpalaksana-
vinivrttam vividhaih prajiio payakausalyayogair garbhopadesenac va nairdtmyopa-
desena va kumbhakaravac citraih padavyafjanaparydyair desayante / etasmadt
karandn mahamate tirthakaratmavadopadesatulyas tathdgatagarbhopadeso na
bhavati / evam hi mahdmate tathagatagarbhopadesam atmavadabhinivistanam
tirthakaranam akarsandartham tathdgatagarbhopadesena nirdisantid / katham vata-
bhiitatmavikalpadrstipatitasaya vimoksatrayagocarapatitasayopetah ksipram anut-
taram abhisambodhim abhisambudhyerann iti / etadartham mahamate tathagata
arhantah samyaksambuddhds tathagatagarbho padesam kurvanti / ata etan na bha-
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1.1.2.2.2. Ordinary persons and outsiders alike stick to erroneous con-
ceptions of the self and are at odds with the apparently nihilistic doc-
trine of selflessness. Both in order to alleviate their fear of selflessness
and to attract them to (Mahayana) Buddhism, the buddhas teach the
purposedly substantialist doctrine of the tathagatagarbha. In other
words, the tathagatagarbha dispensation is nothing but a rhetorical
device reflecting skill in means and designed primarily to proselytize
(akarsana) the non-Buddhists. Such was also Bhaviveka’s and Candra-
kirti’s overall interpretation of the buddha-nature teachings.2+ Paradig-
matic instances of this proselytic concern are already to be found in
some of the Mahayanist MPSi’'s own statements regarding the tatha-
gatagarbha teaching, most notably in a dialogue between the Buddha
and (the) six allodox masters:

What is called “self” is the tathdgata. Why is it so? The [buddha-|Body (sku)
being infinite is free from the blemish of doubt, and it neither acts nor grasps,
so that it is said to be “permanent.” In virtue of non-production and non-
cessation (anutpada, anirodha) it is said to be “blissful” (sukha). In virtue of
the absence of the impurities of klesa it is said to be “very pure” (parisuddha,
visuddha). In virtue of the absence of ten marks, it is said to be “Empty”

vati tirthakaratmavdadatulyam / tasmadt tarhi mahdmate tirthakaradrstivinivrtty-
artham tathagatanairdtmyagarbhanusdrinde ca te bhavitavyam / atha khalu bha-
gavams tasyam veldyam imam gdtham abhdsata / pudgalah santatih skandhah
pratyaya anavas tatha / pradhanam isvarah karta cittamatram vikalpyate //. [ °vi-
varjandrtham em. (Editor’s variant in fn. 4, p. 78) : °vivarjitartham Ed. b Note Tib.
rnam par mi rtog pa’i gnas (*nirvikalpakapada?) for nirvikalpaka® Ed. ¢ Note Tib. de
bzin gsegs pa’i siin por bstan pa (*tathdgatagarbhopadesena) for garbhopadesena
Ed. 4 Note Tib. blo gros chen po de Itar de bZin gsegs pa rnams kyi mu stegs byed bdag
tu smra ba la mirion par Zen pa rnams dran ba’i phyir de bZin gsegs pa’i sfiin por bstan
pas de bZin gsegs pa’i siiin po ston te /. € tathdgatagarbhanairatmydnusarind em.
(Tib. de bZin gsegs pa’i siiin po bdag med pa’i rjes su ’jug pa) : tathagatanairatmya-
garbhanusarind Ed.] This passage is quoted by Candrakirti in MAV 197,5-198,10.

2+ After quoting the LAST passages considered above (see fn. 22, p. 45, and fn. 23, p.
46), Candrakirti explains (MAV 198,13-16) that sitra texts such as these, although
they are interpreted by the Vijianavadins as of definitive meaning (nitartha),
contain in fact explicit statements to the effect that they ought to be understood as
being of an intentional meaning (neydrtha); on this point, see Seyfort Ruegg 1989:
27-28. For a similar strategy in Bhaviveka’s T] (169a7-b6), see Seyfort Ruegg
1989: 28 and 40; for a brief discussion of, and references to, Tson kha pa’s and Bu
ston’s attitudes, see respectively Williams 2009: 113 and Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 22 -
23,fn.9.
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(Siinya). Consequently, the tathagata is permanent, blissful, self, very pure,
Empty and without marks. - The tirthikas [then] said: “If the tathdgata is
Empty because he/it is permanent, blissful, self, very pure, and without
marks, this is indeed so! And knowing that the dharma taught by Gautama is
also not Empty (ston pa ma yin pa), we accept and retain it.” Many tirthikas
then took to religion in the Teaching of the Buddha with their minds full of
faith.zs

At an earlier point, the same MPSi records the following dialogue be-
tween allodox wandering ascetics and the Buddha:

“If only Gautama did not teach a nihilistic view (ucchedadrsti), we would ac-
ceptinstruction and the discipline ($ila) from him.” - [The Buddha thereupon
observes:] “I then knew the thoughts of these wandering ascetics (pari-
vrdjakas) [...] 1 said to them: ‘Why do you think that I teach a nihilistic
view? - The wandering ascetics answered: ‘Gautama, in all the stitras you
have said that there is no self in all living beings. If you thus say that no self
exists, how can that not be a nihilistic view? If no self exists, who will bind
himself by discipline and who will infringe it? - Bhagavat replied: ‘I have not
said that no self exists in all living beings. If I have always said that the
buddha-nature (sans rgyas kyi ran bZin) exists in all living beings, is this very
buddha-nature then not the self? Thus [ do not teach a nihilistic theory. If, be-
cause one does not see the buddha-nature of all sentient beings, one asserts
the not permanent, the not self, the not blissful, and the not very pure, it is
said that one teaches nihilism.”” Then, after the ascetics had heard the expla-
nation that this buddha-nature is self, they all produced the thought (citta) di-
rected toward supreme and perfect Awakening (anuttarasamyaksambodhi).
And having at that moment entered religious life (parivraj-), they exerted
themselves on the path of Awakening (bodhimadrga) [..] This buddha-nature

25 MPSi{i Nu 151b2-5: gan bdag ces bya ba de ni de bZin gsegs pa yin no // de ci’i phyir

ze na / sku mtha’ yas pa the tshom gyi dra ba med pa / mi byed mi len pa’i phyir rtag
pa Zes bya / mi skye mi’gog pa’i phyir bde ba Zes bya / fion mons pa’i dri ma med pa’i
phyir yons su dag pa Zes bya / mtshan fiid bcu med pa’i phyir ston pa Zes bya ste / de
bas na de bZin gsegs pa ni rtag pa dan bde ba dan bdag dan yons su dag pa / ston
pa / mtshan ma med pa’o // mu stegs can gyis gsol ba / gal te de bZin gsegs pa rtag
pa dan bde ba dan bdag dan yons su dag pa dann mtshan ma med pa’i phyir ston na
Ita / gau ta mas gsuns pa’i chos kyan ston pa ma yin par rig ste / de bas na bdag cag

gis spyi bos blans te bzuns su gzun no Zes gsol nas de’i tshe mu stegs can tshad med pa

rnams sans rgyas kyis bstan pa la dad pa’i sems kyis rab tu byun ro //. Translation
Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 22.
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is not in reality atman, and it is for the sake of sentient beings that a self is
spoken of. Whereas in virtue of the existence of causes and conditions the
Tathagata has spoken of not-self (bdag med pa) as self, in reality there is no
self. Though he has spoken thus, this was no untruth either. It is because of
the existence of causes and conditions that it is said that the self is not-self.
Whereas self exists in reality, it is with a view to the world of living beings
(loka) that it has been said that there is no self. But that was no untruth. The
buddha-nature is not-self (bdag med de); and if the Tathagata has spoken of
“self” this is because a designation has been employed (btags pa yin pa’i

phyir)26

Whatever their historical relevance, these narratives and dialogues
would seem to give weight to Zimmermann’s hypothesis that in the
TGSq,

[o]ne of the authors’ goals may have been to widen the circle of Mahayana
followers by announcing that non-Mahayana Buddhists and even non-Budd-

26 MPSi{i Nu 96b6-97a8: gal te gau ta ma 'di chad par Ita ba mi ston na bdag cag de la
lun dan tshul khrims mnod do Zes smras so // |...] kun du rgyu de dag gi bsam pa
mkhyen nas kun du rgyu de dag la "di skad ces bka’ stsal to // ci’i phyir na la chad par
Ita ba ston pa yin no siam du sems / kun du rgyu de dag gis gsol ba / gau ta ma
khyod kyis mdo sde kun las sems can thams cad la bdag med do Zes bsad de / de Itar
bdag med do Zes bsad na ci’i phyir chad par Ita ba ma yin / gal te bdag med na gan
gis tshul khrims sdom Zin gan gis tshul khrims bsig par ‘gyur / bcom Idan ’das kyis
bka’ stsal pa / des ni sems can thams cad la bdag med do Zes ma bsad do // nas ni
rtag tu sems can thams cad la sans rgyas kyi ran bZin yod do Zes bsad na sans rgyas
kyi ran bZin de fiid bdag ma yin nam [/ don de Ita bas na na chad par Ita ba mi ston
te / sems can thams cad kyi sans rgyas kyi ran bZin ma mthon bas rtag pa med pa
dan bdag med pa dan bde ba med pa dan yons su dag pa med de / gan de skad du
smra ba de ni chad par Ita ba ston pa Zes bya’o // de’i tshe kun du rgyu de dag sans
rgyas kyi ran bzin fiid bdag yin no Zes bsad pa thos nas thams cad bla na med pa yan
dag par rdzogs pa’i byan chub tu sems bskyed de / de’i mod la rab tu byun nas byan
chub kyilam la nan tan byed par gyur to // [...] sans rgyas kyi ran bZin yan dag par
na bdag ma yin te / sems can kyi phyir bdag ces bsad do // [...] rgyu dan rkyen yod
pa’i phyir de bZin gsegs pas bdag med pa la bdag tu bsad mod kyi yan dag par na
bdag med do // de Itar bsad mod kyi brdzun pa yan mayinno // [...] rgyu dan rkyen
yod pas bdag la bdag med par ‘chad de yan dag par na bdag yod kyan ’jig rten gyi
phyir bdag med par bsad mod kyi yan brdzun pa ma yin no // sans rgyas kyi ran bZin
ni bdag med de // de bzin gsegs pas bdag ces bsad pa ni btags pa yin pa’i phyirro //.
Translation Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 22-23. On this passage, see also Williams 2009:
108 and Liu 1982: 87-88.
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hists were in possession of the buddha-nature. In this way, they could count
on facilitating their conversion to Mahayana.?’

At any rate, the tathdgatagarbha literature displays sufficient evidence
to the effect that the proponents of the doctrine(s) (1) were aware of
its/their similarity with the non-Buddhists’ theories of a self, (2) tried
their best in order to neutralize this suspicion (3) by discarding these
accounts (see below, §1.1.2.5, and fn. 47, p. 60) and/or (4) by present-
ing the tathagatagarbha dispensation as an expedient device. And as
we shall see below (§1.1.2.3.1), they also worked out a complex rein-
terpretation of the four wrong notions (viparyasa).

1.1.2.2.3. Moreover, as noted by Zimmermann again, the TGSt remains
entirely silent on emptiness, a fact that accords well with its substan-
tialist leaning. Now, if most of the tathagatagarbha scriptures do in fact
elaborate on siinyata, and at that in a very original way,28 they also con-
sistently present emptiness and selflessness as mere upayas designed
to bring one’s excessive clinging to (false conceptions of) the self, false

27 Zimmermann 2002: 76. Note also Zimmermann 2002: 15: “One of the motives
could thus have been to attract to religious practice hitherto neglected segments of
the Buddhist community, or even groups from outside it.”

28 On the conceptions of emptiness to be found in tathdgatagarbha (and, at least
partly, early Yogacara) literature (later to give rise to the so-called gZan ston,
“other-empty,” see first Williams 2009: 112-115), see Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 319-
328. The most characteristic features of the tathdgatagarbha notion of emptiness
are encapsulated in RGV 1.154-155: napaneyam atah kificid upaneyam na kificana /
drastavyam bhiitato bhiitam bhiitadarst vimucyate // Stinya dgantukair dhatuh savi-
nirbhagalaksanaih / astinyo 'nuttarair dharmair avinirbhagalaksanaih //. “Nothing
is to be taken away from it, nothing is to be added to it. The real must be seen as it
really is, [and] the one who sees the real is liberated. The [tathdagata-]element is
empty of [those dharmas that] are adventitious [and] characterized as separable,
[but] it is not empty of [those] supreme dharmas [that are] characterized as insepa-
rable.” On this passage, see also Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 313, King 1995: 9 and
Williams 2009: 111. In short (Williams 2009: 111), “[t]he real meaning of empti-
ness [...] is that one thing lacks another. What remains, as with the Yogacara, is
really there. In this sense the buddha-nature is indeed empty. It is empty of ad-
ventitious defilements which simply do not exist at all from the point of view of its
own innate purity. On the other hand, the Ratnagotravibhaga states that the tatha-
gatagarbha is not empty in the sense that it is itself ‘like an illusion.” This suggests
that the tathdgatagarbha is not (on the Madhyamika model) empty of its own in-
trinsic existence.” See also King 1995: 10.
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views and defilements to quiescence. In other words, if the tathagata-
garbha teachings are meant as an expedient device aimed at proselytiz-
ing the substantialist non-Buddhists, emptiness and selflessness aim at
diverting the “converted” from false conceptions of, and excessive
attachment to the self, as well as the concomitant defilements. One of
the earliest witnessess to this attitude is the Mahayanist MPSq, in
which the following assertion is found:

All common mortals continuously and one after the other abide in wrong
views. In order to cut off wrong views from them, the Tathagata shows and
speaks about no-self??

Elsewhere, the same text claims:

To save beings, he [= the Tathagata, VE/IR] gives them the law of no-self.
Having thus practised the Way, the beings make away with the mind that
clings to self and gain nirvana. All this is to make away with the wrong con-
cept of the people, to show them the way and make them stand above, to
show them that they stick to self, that what goes in the world is all false and
not true, and make them practise no-self and purify their own self.30

A similar doctrine appears in the RGV:

Having thus said that every knowable [thing], wherever it occurs, is in every
respect empty [and] similar to a cloud, a dream or a magical creation, why do
the buddhas say, in this [connection], that there is a buddha-element in every
living being? [This they have] said so that those who possess the five defects
[consisting in having] a dejected mind, despising inferior living beings, be-

29 Translation Yamamoto 1973:200.

30 Translation Yamamoto 1973: 182. Note also: “One with wisdom discriminates
things and does not say that all are non-eternal. Why? Because man possesses the
seed of the buddha-nature. When no-self is talked about, common mortals say that
there must not be self in the Buddhist teaching. One who is wise should know that
no-self is a temporary existence and is not true. Knowing thus, one should not have
doubt. When the undisclosed tathdagatagarbha is stated as empty and quiet, com-
mon mortals will think of ceasing and extinction.” Translation Yamamoto 1973:
192. And further: “O World-honoured One! The unholy common mortals possess
the nature of common mortals and they say that they possess a self.” Translation
Yamamoto 1973:199.
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lieving(/grasping) unreal [things], negating real factors and [having] exces-
sive attachment to the self, may get rid of them.3!

As we can seeg, stitra and Sdstra are in close agreement: emptiness and
selflessness must be regarded as provisional means designed to cure
false views (drsti) and wrong notions (viparydsa). But as our sources
make clear, Sinyata and nairatmya ought, first, not to be clung to, and
second, to be reversed/inverted so that one may gain access to the true
characteristics of the absolute. We are thus facing a situation in which
both the substantialist tathagatagarbha teaching and selflessness are
seen as upayas. This reflects King’s “doctrinal tensions” as they find ex-
pression in the SMDSNSii: on the one hand, the tathagatagarbha is de-
nied the status of a self conceived according to the model of the outsid-
ers’;32 on the other hand, it is believed and taught to be characterized
by an atmaparamita 33

31 RGV 1.156-157: Sinyam sarvam sarvatha tatra tatra jiieyam meghasvapnamaya-
krtabham / ity uktvaivam buddhadhatuh punah kim sattve sattve ’stiti buddhair
ihoktam // linam cittam hinasattvesv avajiiabhitagraho bhitadharmapavadah /
atmasnehas cadhikah parica dosa yesam tesam tatprahandartham uktam //. See also
Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 262 and 317, and Williams 2009: 111-112; see also RGV 2.57,
where nairdtmya is regarded as an upaya, and the Dharanisvarardjasitra quoted in
RGVV 3,15-16 (see Seyfort Ruegg 1969:317-318,fn. 1).

32 SMDSNSi (281b4-6): “Lord, the tathdgatagarbha is neither self nor sentient being,
nor soul, nor personality. The tathdgatagarbha is not the domain of beings who fall
into the belief in a real personality.” Translation Wayman/Wayman 1990: 106; see
also King 1995: 3. For the Tibetan text and the broader context of this passage, see
below, fn. 49, p. 62.

33 SMDSNSi (280a6-b1, quoted in RGVV 31,2-4): bcom Idan ’das sems can rnams de
bzin gsegs pa la dad pas rtag par ’du Ses pa dan bde bar 'du ses pa dan bdag tu ’du Ses
pa dan gtsan bar 'du Ses pa’i sems can dag ni bcom Idan ‘das phyin ci log tu 'gyur ba
ma lags te / bcom ldan ‘das sems can de dag niyan dag pa’i Ita ba can du "du 'gyur ba
lags so // de ci’i slad du Ze na / bcom Idan ‘das de bZin gsegs pa’i chos kyi sku fiid rtag
pa’i pha rol tu phyin pa dan bde ba’i pha rol tu phyin pa dan bdag gi pha rol tu phyin
pa dan gtsan ba’i pha rol tu phyin pa lags pa’i slad du’o //. “When sentient beings
have faith in the Tathagata and those sentient beings conceive [him] as permanent,
pleasurable, self, and pure, they do not go astray. Those sentient beings have the
right view. Why so? Because the dharmakaya of the Tathagata has the perfection of
permanence, the perfection of pleasure, the perfection of self, the perfection of
purity.” Translation (modified) Wayman/Wayman 1990: 102; see also King 1995:
3. To be compared with the SMDSNS# passage of RGVV 31,2-4, quoted below, fn.
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1.1.2.3.1. In order to understand this, we have to take a closer look at a
very interesting doctrine that can be found in the Mahayanist MPSq, 34
the SMDSNSii and the RGV(V). Relying on the siitra (MPSii) materials,
Fujii refers to this doctrine as the “double denial of the four illusions”
(1993: 29), while Seyfort Ruegg calls it the theory of the “contrecar-
rants par inversion de I’erreur quadruple” (caturvidhaviparydsa[vipa-
ryaya]pratipaksa, RGV 1.36, RGVV 30,10).35 Let us consider first the fol-
lowing excerpt from the SMDSNSii:

34

35

36

[Ordinary] living beings, O Blessed One, are in error (viparyasta) with regard
to the five constituents which are clung to when [they] cling to them, [for]
they identify the impermanent as permanent, the painful as pleasurable, the
selfless as self, [and what is] bad as good. [But,] O Blessed One, all the srava-
kas and pratyekabuddhas are no less in error with regard to the Tathagata’s
dharma-body, which remains uncognized (adrstapiirva) through(/because
of) [their] knowledge of emptiness [and is] the object of an omniscient’s
knowledge [only]. Those living beings, O Blessed One, would not be in error
who, true sons of the Blessed One, would identify [the Tathagata’s dharma-
body] as permanent, self pleasurable [and] good; these, O Blessed One,
would see correctly. - Why? - [Because,] O Blessed One, the very dharma-
body of the tathagatas possesses the perfection of the permanent, the perfec-
tion of the pleasurable, the perfection of the self, [and] the perfection of the
good. Those living beings who see the Tathagata's dharma-body in this way,
O Blessed One, see [it] correctly. [And] those who see [it] correctly are the
true sons of the Blessed One.36

36, p. 53. On the atmapdramita, see also Brown 1991: 81-90 (and more generally
72-100 on the tathagatagarbha doctrine of the four paramitas).

See Fujii 1993.

On the four wrong notions/misconceptions (viparyasa), see, e.g., AKBhp, 283,5-7,
Conze 1962, Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 377-380.

SMDSNSi (280a4-b3, quoted in RGVV 30,19-31,6): viparyastd bhagavan sattva
updttesu paficasipadanaskandhesu / te bhavanty anitye nityasaiijiiinah / duhkhe su-
khasafijiiinah / andatmany atmasafijfiinah / asubhe subhasafijfiinah / sarvasravaka-
thagatadharmakaye viparyastah / ye bhagavan sattvah syur bhagavatah putrd
aurasa nityasafjiiina atmasaijiiinah sukhasafjiiinah Subhasafjfinas te bhagavan
sattvah syur aviparyastah / syus te bhagavan samyagdarsinah / tat kasmad dhetoh /
tathdgatadharmakaya eva bhagavan nityapdramita sukhapdramitdtmaparamita
Subhaparamita / ye bhagavan sattvas tathagatadharmakdyam evam pasyanti te
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As we can see, the Sravakas and the pratyekabuddhas are as mistaken
with regard to the characteristics of the unconditioned as the ordinary
living beings are with regard to the true features of the conditioned. In
other words, the sravakas’ and pratyekabuddhas’ views on reality
(impermanence, emptiness, selflessness, painfulness), which are tradi-
tionally held to lead to salvation and are contrary to those of the ordi-
nary living beings, are themselves to be counteracted in order to match
ultimate reality.3” The RGVV spells it out in a very systematic way:

Identifying (safijiia) an impermanent thing such as corporeality as being per-
manent (nityam iti), a painful [thing] as being pleasurable, aselfless [thing] as
being a self, [and] a bad [thing] as being good, this is [what we] call the four
wrong notions (caturvidho viparyasah). [Now,] since it is the contrary of
these [four wrong notions], the right notion (aviparyasa) itself is fourfold. -
What [do these] four [right notions consist of]? - Identifying this very thing,
corporeality, etc, as [being] impermanent, painful, selfless, and bad, this is
[what we] call the contrary of the four wrong notions. But with reference to
the Tathagata’s dharma-body, which is characterized as permanent, etc., [we]
regard (abhipreta) as wrong notions these very [four right notions] whose
counterpart (pratipaksa) constitutes (vyavasthapita) the fourfold (caturaka-
ra) perfection of(/in) good qualities of the Tathagata’s dharma-body, ie.,
perfection of the permanent, perfection of the pleasurable, perfection of the
self, [and] perfection of the good.38

samyak pasyanti / ye samyak pasyanti te bhagavatah putrda aurasah [...] /. See also
Seyfort Ruegg 1969:269 and 365-366, and Bhattacharya 1973: 5-6.

37 Note Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 311 (following RGVV 74,5-76,17): “Suivant la RGVV
(1.153) les facteurs qui entravent la compréhension (adhigama) de la Réalité sont
la chute dans la vue personnaliste (satkdyadrsti), 'attachement a l'erreur (vipary-
asa), et la perturbation de I'esprit par (la vue spéculative, drsti, relative a) la Siinya-
ta; ainsi les personnes ordinaires engouées de la satkayadrsti, les sravaka et les
pratyekabuddha attachés aux notions de 'impermanence, du non-soi, de la douleur,
et de I'impur, et les jeunes bodhisattva qui ne connaissent pas encore le véritable
sens profond de la Vacuité n’arrivent pas - temporairement - a comprendre la Réa-
lité.”

38 RGVV 30,11-18: ya rupadike vastuny anitye nityam iti safijiid / duhkhe sukham iti /
anatmany atmeti / asubhe Subham iti safjiid / ayam ucyate caturvidho viparydsah /
etadviparyayena caturvidha evaviparyaso veditavyah / katamas caturvidhah / ya
tasminn eva rupddike vastuny anityasarijiid / duhkhasafijiia / anatmasariijiia / asu-
bhasafijiid / ayam ucyate caturvidhaviparyasaviparyayah / sa khalv esa nityadila-
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The “double denial of four illusions” consists, then, in rejecting both the
outsiders’ and the sravakas/pratyekabuddhas’ conceptions of reality as
erroneous. Note that this does not amount to reverting to the ordinary
persons’ wrong notions, for, as we shall see below, the true characteri-
zation of the absolute as a self has nothing in common with the outsid-
ers’ speculations on the atman.

1.1.2.3.2. As we have seen, the Tathagata’s body of the law is characte-
rized by four perfections of(/in) good qualities (gunaparamita) -
permanent, pleasurable, self, good. Now, the realization (adhigama) of
these perfections, which amounts to the purification of one’s tatha-
gatadhatu, is the result (phala) of four kinds of cultivation (bhavana)
that are presented as the four properties (dharma) of a bodhisattva’s
soteric practice and as counteracting the characteristic attitudes and
wrong notions of four kinds of persons - icchantikas3® (Suciviparyasa),
outsiders (atmaviparydsa), sravaka(yanika)s (sukhaviparyasa), and
pratyekabuddha(yaniya)s (nityaviparyasa). By cultivating faithful con-
viction (adhimukti) in the Mahayanistic law (mahdayanadharma), a
bodhisattva counteracts the delight (abhirati) in the impure (asuci)
samsara that is characteristic of the icchantikas (who are hostile to the
mahdyanadharma) and realizes the Subhaparamita (RGVV 31,8-10). By
cultivating the perfection of insight (prajiaparamitd), a bodhisattva
counteracts the delight of believing in an unreal self (asadatmagraha)
that is characteristic of the outsiders (anyatirthya, who see a self in the
five constituents that are clung to - parficasipadanaskandhesv atma-
darsinam), and realizes the atmapdaramita (RGVV 31,10-16). By culti-
vating psychic concentrations, a bodhisattva counteracts delight in the
mere cessation of samsaric suffering (samsaraduhkhopasamamatra)
that is characteristic of the sravakas (who are afraid of suffering in
samsara - samsaraduhkhabhiru) and realizes the sukhapdramita
(RGVV 31,16-32,2). Finally, by cultivating great compassion (mahaka-
runa), a bodhisattva counteracts delight in loneliness (asamsargaviha-

ksanam tathdgatadharmakayam adhikrtyeha viparydso 'bhipreto yasya pratipakse-
na caturakdra tathdgatadharmakayagunapdramita vyavasthapita / tad yathd nitya-
paramitd sukhapdramitatmaparamitd Subhapdramiteti /. See also Seyfort Ruegg
1969: 365 and Bhattacharya 1973:5.

39 On the icchantikas or “no-hopers” (Williams 2009: 107), “decadents” (Williams
2009:98), see Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 75-76, Liu 1984 and Karashima 2006.
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ra), which is characteristic of the pratyekabuddhas (who are indifferent
to the good of ordinary living beings - sattvarthanirapeksa) and rea-
lizes the nityapdaramita (“because from the origin of samsara, he is con-
stantly and uninterruptedly attached to [his] eagerness for the good of
[all] living beings”40).

1.1.2.4. The reversal of the wrong notions that are characteristic of the
Sravakas and the pratyekabuddhas (nairatmya — dtman) does not
amount to a return to, or a recognition of, the outsiders’ views on the
self. Consider the following passage from the RGVV:

All the outsiders indeed regard a thing such as corporeality, which does not
have this nature, as a self. But this thing is invariably (sarvakalam) not a self,
for it is contradicted by the definition of the self as it is recognized by these
[outsiders]. On the contrary, the Tathagata has reached the other(/opposite)
shore of the selflessness of all factors thanks to [his] objective knowledge.
And since this selflessness is not contradicted by the definition of the self as
he perceives it, it is invariably admitted to be the self, for itis selflessness that
is called the self, as one says “fixed on account of non-fixation.”#

As we have seen, the outsiders regard the self as existing in the consti-
tuents, i.e., take real things (vastu) such as corporeality to be the self,
and speculate on its nature and even its size.42 Now according to the

40 RGVV 32,2-5: satatasamitam a samsdrat sattvarthapaligodhapaliguddhatvate /. [

4

4

=

)

°paligodhapaliguddhatvat em. (Schmithausen 1971: 143) : phaligodhaparisuddha-
tvat Ed.] On paligodha and paliguddha, see BHSD 337b s.v.

RGVV 31,12-16: sarve hy anyatirthyad ripadikam atatsvabhdvam vastv atmety upa-
gatah / tac caisam vastu yathdgraham atmalaksanena visamvdditatvat® sarvakdlam
andtma / tathdagatah punar yathdbhitajiidnena sarvadharmanairatmyaparapdram
abhipraptah / tac casya nairatmyam atmalaksanena® yathadarsanam avisamvadi-
tvate sarvakalam atmabhipreto nairatmyam evatmetid krtva / yathoktam sthito ‘stha-
nayogeneti /. [@ visamvaditatvat em. (Schmithausen 1971: 143) :visamvaditvat Ed. b
atmalaksanena em. (Bhattacharya 1973: 6, fn. 5) : anatmalaksanena Ed., Tib. ¢ To be
read avisamvaditatvat (see Schmithausen 1971: 143)? 4 atmeti em. (Schmithausen
1971: 143) : atmani Ed.] On this passsage, see also Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 366-367,
Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 24-25 and Bhattacharya 1973: 6; on (sujsthito ‘sthanayogena
(“standing by way of no standing,” Williams 2009: 112), see Seyfort Ruegg 1969:
367, fn. 1 and Bhattacharya 1973: 6, fn. 6.

Note Fujii 1993: 29: “[T]he siitra says the past anatmanvada [sic] was only an upd-
ya to eliminate the wrong thought about the atman which is common in the ordi-
nary world, but in the fact the atman exists originally. Then what is difference
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RGVYV, this does not even conform to these outsiders’ versions of the
self (which may be tentatively held to include properties such as per-
manence and all-pervasiveness43). Rather, what does conform to the
true definition of the self is nothing but selflessness.+4 But does such a

43

between the dtman the sitra asserts and the one non-buddhist philosophers as-
sert? The sitra says that the atman the Buddha preaches is not like the ordinary
thought, for example, the dtman is like a poppy seed or largeness of one’s thumb
and so on.” According to MSAVBh Tsi D177a6/P208b1-2, although the living beings
(*sattva) cultivate the view of a self (*atmadrsti) and are only familiar with the self
through its name (*nadmamatra), they cannot reach liberation (*moksa; *apavarga;
*nirvana) because they do not really see the self, which has the size of a thumb
(*angusthamatra) or the size of a mustard-seed (*sarsapamatra). The Blessed One
has taught the pudgala so that the living beings, by seeing this tiny self, may
achieve liberation. Sthiramati alludes here to Upanisadic speculations about the
size of the dtman: angusthamadtra in Katha Upanisad 4.12; sarsapa in Svetdasvatara
Upanisad 3.14.3. For a similar discussion in the context of the polemic against the
Pudgalavadin, see Traité 11.744 and fn. 1; on sarsapa, see also Venkataramanan
1953:189.

See above, fn. 22, p.45.

Note that the MPSi and the RGV(V) are by no means the only Buddhist texts
emphasizing the identity or at least correlation between selflessness and the self
(see Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 370-377). This is notoriously the case of MSA 9.23: Si-
nyatdyam visuddhdyam nairatmydatmagralabhatah / buddhah suddhatmalabhitvad
gata atmamahatmatam //. “In pure emptiness(/once emptiness has been purified),
[the buddhas] obtain the supreme self [consisting] of selflessness; therefore, since
they obtain a pure self, the buddhas reach the greatness of the self.” See also Seyfort
Ruegg 1969: 371 and Bhattacharya 1973: 4. MSABh 38,1 -4 ad loc.: tatra canasrave
dhatau buddhanam paramatma nirdisyate / kim karanam / agranairdtmydtmaka-
tvat® / agram nairdtmyam visuddhad tathatd sa ca buddhanam atma svabhavarthena
tasyam visuddhayam agram nairatmyam atmanam buddha labhante Suddham /
atah Suddhatmalabhitvad buddha atmamahatmyam praptah [...] /. [* Note MSAVBh
MiD119a4: bdag med pa’i mchog thob pa’i phyir.] “And here is taught the buddhas’
supreme (parama) self in the undefiled element. - Why [is this self supreme]? - Be-
cause it consists (atmaka) in the supreme (agra) selflessness. The supreme self-
lessness is [nothing but] the pure (viSuddha) thusness, and this [pure thusness] is
the self of the buddhas in the sense of their own-being. [And] once it is purified
(viSuddha), the buddhas obtain the supreme selflessness, [their] pure (Suddha) self.
Therefore, because they obtain [their] pure self, the buddhas reach the greatness of
the self.” See also Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 371 and Bhattacharya 1973: 4. According to
Sthiramati (MSAVBh MiD119a4-5), “supreme selflessness” is to be understood as
including both pudgalanairatmya and dharmanairdtmya. Note also Sthiramati’s
(MSAVBh MiD119a5-7) explanation of “self’: bdag ces bya ba’i sgra ’di ni skabs gcig
tu mu stegs pas yons su brtags pa’i bdag iid la yan bya bar ‘dren te / 'di Itar bdag dan
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teaching amount to a positive or “kataphatic” (Seyfort Ruegg) descrip-
tion of the absolute? Certainly not, granting the RGV’s definition of the
four gunaparamitas:

Indeed, the [Tathagata’s dharma-body] is pure (Suci) because it is naturally
pure (Suddha) [and] because of the elimination of the impregnations; it is the
supreme self because [in it] the [conceptual] proliferation [positing] self and
selflessness has come to complete quiescence; it is pleasurable because of the
cessation of the mental constituents and their causes; [finally,] it is perma-
nent because of the penetration into the equality of samsara and nirvana.*s

In other words, the purpose of the RGV(V) might well be, not to hypos-
tasize selflessness, but to account for the absolute in a paradoxical or
apophatic way: far from substituting a positive (supreme) self to sel-
flessness, the RGV(V) seems to “indicate” the absolute as transcending
the purely conceptual distinction between self and selflessness, thus
emphasizing non-duality (advaya, beyond conceptually constructed di-
chotomies) and the middle way (madhyama pratipat) 46

45

46

sems can dan srog ces bya ba la sogs pa’o // bdag ces bya ba’i sgra 'di ni skabs gcig tu
chos kyi ran bZin la yan bya bar "dren te / me ni dro ba’i mtshan iiid ces bya ste / dro
ba’i ran bZin Zes bya ba’i don to // sa sra ba’i bdag fiid ces bya ba bsad na / sra ba’i
ran bzin Zes bya ba’i don to // ’di’i skabs bdag ces bya ba’i sgra ran bzin gi don du
dran ste / sans rgyas rnams ni bdag med pa’i ran bzin du gyur pas bdag gi mchog
thob pa Zes bya’o //.“The word ‘self’ [can] be employed in the sense of the self that
is postulated (*parikalpita) by the outsiders, as [in] ‘self, ‘[substantial] living being’
(*sattva), ‘life principle’ (*iva), etc. [But] the word ‘self [can] also be employed in
the sense of the nature (*svabhava?) of the factors (*dharma): ‘Fire has heat for
[its] characteristic (*usmalaksana?)’ means that it has heat for [its] nature (*usma-
svabhava?). [In the same way,] to say that earth consists in solidity (*kharatmaka?)
means that it has solidity for [its] nature (*kharasvabhava?). In the present context,
‘self’ has the meaning of ‘nature’ (*svabhdvartha): since they partake of the nature
of selflessness, the buddhas obtain the supreme self.” On the characteristics/natu-
res of the four great elements, see below, fn. 95-96, p.74.

RGV 1.37-38: sa hi prakrtisuddhatvad vasanapagamac chucih / paramdtmatma-
nair dtmyapraparicavyupa?$antitah // sukho manomayaskandhataddhetuvinivrtti-
tah / nityah samsaranirvanasamataprativedhatah //. [@ °vyupa® em. (Schmithausen
1971:143) : °ksaya°® Ed.] See also Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 250-251 and 369.

Regarding the Mahayanist MPSi, note Fujii 1993: 29: “Thus the siitra asserts the
datman positively, but at the same time takes cautions against the view leading to
one extreme, namely, atman-vada or anatman-vada. So the sitra explains an iden-
tity between dtman and anatman. The sitra says the dtman is nothing but the
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1.1.2.5. The tathagatagarbha literature bears strong overtones of a
substantialist account of human nature, salvation, and the absolute.
The buddha-nature is regularly described in terms of (supreme) self;
key Buddhist concepts such as emptiness and selflessness either play a
marginal role, or are relegated to mere expedient devices, or reworked
so as to allow for seemingly positive descriptions of the absolute; the
most prominent sitras and $astras of this tradition do not hesitate to
claim for a relativization, and more often than not an Aufhebung, of the
traditional Buddhist doctrine of the four wrong notions. But by defin-

andtman and the andtman is also nothing but the atman, and by transcending the
two extremes one can realize the middle path.” Note also the Mahayanist MPSi’s
(526a2-6) interesting use of the tetralemma in this connection: “Good sons! The
buddha-nature is matter, non-matter, and neither matter nor non-matter. It is with
marks, without marks, and neither with marks nor without marks. It is one, not
one, and neither one nor not one. It is neither permanent, nor impermanent, nor
neither permanent nor impermanent. It is being, non-being, and neither being nor
non-being. It is finite, infinite, and neither finite nor infinite. It is cause, effect, and
neither cause nor effect.” Translation Liu 1962: 69. Note also Seyfort Ruegg 1969:
369: “Cette notion des paramitd dont le dharmakadya se ‘constitue’ (prabhavita) est
donc remarquable puisqu’elle parait aboutir elle aussi a une conception positive et
quasi substantialiste de I'’Absolu. Mais il ne semble pas que ces paramita soient des
attributs concrets qualifiant un absolu hypostasié et substantiel puisqu’elles se
posent par un procédé d’inversion qui contrecarre la méprise consistant a traiter le
dharmakdya comme un quelconque dharma mondain; et elles se présentent par
conséquent simplement comme le contraire de ce qui, sur le plan mondain, a con-
stitué la méprise quadruple [...] Dans ces conditions, il serait difficile de soutenir
que le paramatman du RGV (1.37) est un dtman existant en soi comme une entité,
car il répond précisément a la tranquillité (santi) qui résulte de I'épuisement du
développement discursif consistant en la dichotomie du soi et du non-soi (1.37). Et
si 'on a parlé d’un tel paramatman ‘en faisant du nairatmya un soi’ (nairatmyam
datmani krtva [see above, fn. 414, p. 56, VE/IR]), cette facon de parler - comme
I'énoncé antiphrastique de la Prajiidparamita ‘fixé sous le rapport de la non-fixa-
tion’ (susthito 'sthdnayogena) - est employée précisément parce qu’elle tient au
paradoxe; c’estd’ailleurs ainsi qu’elle fait ressortir la nature vraiment inexprimable
de I'Absolu incomposé (asamskrta), qu’on regarde, dans le ‘discursus’, comme le
contraire du composé (samskrta).” Note also Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 376: “De ces con-
sidérations il semble ressortir qu’il n’est pas question, dans les textes faisant état
du nitya et de I'atman, d’'un enseignement de tendance nécessairement substantia-
liste ou quasi vedantique qui, en se donnant pour supérieur al’enseignement boud -
dhique fondamental de I'impermanence et du nairdtmya, chercherait a se substi-
tuer a celui-ci, mais bien plutét d’'un procédé servanta ‘indiquer’ la Réalité inexpri-
mable.” On the middle way, see also below, §1.1.2.5.
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ing the (supreme) self in terms of selflessness, both sitra and Sastra
sources seem to advocate a paradoxical and apophatic approach to the
absolute rather than a purely substantialist one. Whatever the case
may be, however, it seems nearly certain that the proponents of the
tathagatagarbha did not hold the strongest and allegedly “definitive”
versions of emptiness and selflessness to provide a satisfactory ac-
count of human experience and the unconditioned. In order to make
their point, they developed new conceptions of the relationships be-
tween conditioned and unconditioned reality, trying to show that true
descriptions of the latter were beyond the mere negation of ordinary
views concerning the former. In so doing, they endeavoured to concep-
tualize their buddha-nature in such a way that it could be true to the
old Buddhist ideal of the middle way between annihilationism (ucche-
davada) and eternalism ($asvatavada), viz. negating or affirming (the
positive existence of) a self, and even provided arguments for it:

If what is called “self” were an eternally permanent (kitasthanitya) dharma,
there would be no freedom from suffering (duhkha). And if what is called
“self’ did not exist, pure religious conduct (brahmacarya) would be of no
avail [...] Itis to be known that the buddha-nature is the middle way (madhya-
ma pratipat) altogether free from the two extremes (antadvaya) [..] Non-
duality is reality: by nature self and not-self are without duality (g7is su med
pa). The Lord Buddha has thus affirmed that the meaning of the tathdgata-
garbha is unfathomable [...] In the Prajiidparamita-Stitra also I have already
taught that self and not-self are without duality by characteristic.’

47 MPSu Ju 126b1-2, 126b8-127a1, 128a3, 128a6: ci ste bdag ces bya ba ther zug du
rtag pa’i chos yin na ni sdug bsnal dan bral bar mi ‘gyur ro // gal te bdag ces bya ba
med na ni tshans par spyod pa dag phan 'dogs med par ‘gyur ro // [...] sans rgyas kyi
ran bzin ni lam dbu ma mtha’ giiis dan yons su bral ba yin par rig par bya’o // [...]
ghiis sumed pa iiid ni yan dag pa fiid do // de bZin gsegs pa’i siiin po’i don ni de Itar
dpag tu med [...] sans rgyas bcom Idan ’das kyis yons su bsdags pa [...] nas sron
'phags pa Ses rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa chen po’i mdo las kyan bdag dan bdag med
pa’i mtshan fiid kyis gnis su med par bstan to //. Translation Seyfort Ruegg 1989:
23-24. Note also MPSii Nu 92a1-2: thams cad stor par mthon la / stori pa ma yin pa
mi mthon ba ni lam dbu ma Zes mi bya / thams cad bdag med pa’i bar du mthon la
bdag mi mthon ba ni lam dbu ma Zes mi bya’o // lam dbu ma Zes bya ba ni sans rgyas
kyi ran bzin no //. “When one sees that all is Empty, failure to see the non-Empty
will not be called the Middle Way. When one sees all up to [the limit of] non-self,
failure to see the self will not be called the Middle Way. What is called ‘Middle Way



DHARMAKIRTI AGAINST THE PUDGALA 61

As Seyfort Ruegg hasiit,

4

3]

for the canonical texts teaching the tathagatagarbha and buddha-nature, the
middle way eschewing both eternalism and nihilism remained valid. And the
affirmation of an absolute or dtman opposed to andtman or nairatmyain a di-
chotomously conceptualized binary pair (vikalpa) based on discursive pro-
liferation (praparica) would, therefore, be no more acceptable than the purely
nihilistic position of a dogmatic denial of the absolute.*8

is buddha-nature.” Translation Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 24. On the middle way, see also
RGVV 34,20-35,2: anitydh sarvasamskara iti ced bhagavan pasyeta sasya syad uc-
chedavrttih / sasya syan na samyagdrstih / nityam nirvanam iti ced bhagavan pas-
yeta sasya sydc chasvatadrstih / sasya syan na samyagdrstih /. “If [someone] saw
that all conditioned [factors] are impermanent, this [person], O Blessed One, would
[fall into] the false view of annihilationism [and thus] would not have the right
view. [But] if [someone] saw that nirvana is permanent, this [person] would [fall
into] the false view of eternalism [and thus] would not have the correct view.”
Needless to say, any account of the middle way between extremes is bound to
neutralize both views, and this is something the MPSa does not fail to do, as the
following excerpt (MPSii Nu 151a7-b2) testifies concerning sdsvatavada: ston pa
drug gis gsol ba |/ gau ta ma gal te bdag med na sus dge ba dari mi dge ba byed par
‘gyur / bcom Idan “das kyis bka’ stsal pa / gal te bdag ces bya ba des byed na rtag pa
Zes bya bar run nam / de ste rtag pa yin na / res ‘ga’ ni dge ba byed la [ res ‘ga’ ni mi
dge ba byed / gal te dge ba dan mi dge ba byed pa’i dus yod na / ci ste bdag ni mtha’
yas zes smra / gal te bdag gis byed pa Zig yin na / ci’i phyir mi dge ba’i chos spyod /
da ltar bdag de byed pa yin / Ses pa yin na ci’i phyir sems can la bdag med pa the
tshom skye bar ‘gyur / de Ita bas na mu stegs can gyi chos la ni nies par bdag med
do //.“The six [tirthika-]masters asked: ‘Gautama, if the self (atman) does not exist,
who will do good and evil? - Bhagavat replied: ‘If what is called ‘self’ does [it], can
one say [of this ‘self, as the tirthikas do] that it is ‘permanent (nitya)? And if it is
permanent, does it sometimes do good and sometimes evil? If there is a moment
when it does both good and evil, will it be said that the self is ‘infinite’? If it is the
self that acts, why does it do something evil? If it is the self that acts, and if [this
self] is knowledge, how is it that doubt arises about the non-existence of the self?
Hence, as concerns the tirthika doctrine, the self certainly does not exist.” Transla-
tion Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 21. For arguments against the self in the MPSQ, see
Yamamoto 1973:182-183.

Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 41; see also Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 25-26. On the middle way in
the Mahayanist MPSq, see Liu 1982: 73-74, quoting MPSii 572b18-23: “Thus, [we
maintain that with respect to sentient beings,] the buddha-nature is neither exis-
tent nor non-existent, [or] is both existent and non-existent. Why do we say that
the buddha-nature is existent? Because all [sentient beings] will have it [in the fu-
ture]. Since sentient beings will continue [to pass from one life to another] without
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Now, the same applies mutatis mutandis to the Buddhist personalists,
for whom selflessness does not provide a satisfactory account of hu-
man experience (memory, rebirth, moral responsability, salvation,
etc.),* and who also endeavoured, though with different hermeneutic

49

interruption like the flame of a lamp until they achieve the most perfect enlighten-
ment, we say that [with respect to sentient beings, the buddha-nature] is existent.
Why do we say that the buddha-nature is non-existent? We say that [the buddha-
nature with respect to sentient beings] is non-existent, because all sentient beings
do not yet have [the excellence of] being eternal, blissful, personal and pure, cha-
racteristic of all buddhadharmas. The union of [the two aspects of] existence and
non-existence is the middle way.”

In spite of their substantialist leaning, the proponents of the buddha-nature seem
to have been much less inclined than the Pudgalavadins to shape their tathagata-
garbha along lines echoing the non-Buddhists’ atman (on this point, see below,
§1.1.3.5 and fn. 112, p. 82). Two reasons at least can be adduced in order to account
for this difference. First, the (early) exponents of the buddha-nature were almost
certainly not Abhidharma scholars concerned with harmonizing their teachings
with traditional dogmatic systems (and even less so with demonstrating their
tenets). Second, and contrary to the pudgala, the tathdgatagarbha is not aimed pri-
marily at accounting for those psychophysical, ethical and eschatological functions
and events that were, in the opinion of the Buddhist Personalists as well as the
non-Buddhists, left unanswered by the skandhamatra doctrine; rather, the buddha-
nature is designed to justify universal salvation and provide an account of the
unconditioned. However, one should be wary of overestimating this distinction, for
early tathdgatagarbha literature also supplies texts suggesting that the buddha-
element “fulfils several of the requirements of a Self in the Indian tradition”
(Williams 2009: 108). Let us quote here but two witnesses to this tendency. Ac-
cording to the SMDSNSi (281a8-b6), “if there were no tathagatagarbha, there
would be neither aversion towards suffering nor longing, eagerness, and aspiration
towards nirvana. What is the reason? Whatever be these six perceptions ( *vijiiana),
and whatever be this [other] perception, these seven natures ( *dharma) are un-
fixed (*asthita?), momentary (*ksanika?), and lack experience of suffering (*duh-
khanubhava?); hence these natures are unfit for aversion towards suffering or for
longing, eagerness, and aspiration towards nirvdna. Lord, the tathdgatagarbha has
ultimate existence without beginning or end, has an unborn and undying nature,
and experiences suffering; hence it is worthy of the tathdgatagarbha to have aver-
sion towards suffering as well as longing, eagerness, and aspiration towards nir-
vana. Lord, the tathdgatagarbha is neither self (*atman) nor sentient being (*sat-
tva), nor soul (*iva), nor personality (*pudgala). The tathdgatagarbha is not the
domain (*gocara) of beings who fall into the belief in a real personality (*satkaya-
drstipatita).” (gal te de bZin gsegs pa’i siiin po ma mchis na ni sdug bsnal la skyo ba
dan mya nan las “das pa la 'dod cin don du giier ba dan smon pa yan ma mchis par
‘gyurro // de ci’i slad du Ze na / bcom Idan 'das rnam par Ses pa drug po gan lags pa
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(e.g, selflessness as an updaya), argumentative (refutation of both the
self and selflessness) and dogmatic strategies, to transcend the tradi-
tional dichotomy between samskrta- and asamskrta-dharmas by creat-
ing a third category - the avaktavya - for their “person.” According to
them, this was the price to pay in order to be true to the middle way as
it had been indicated by the Buddha's refusal to answer the questions
of Vacchagotta/Vatsa(sa)gotra.50

50

’di dag dan bcom Ildan “das “di Itar chos bdun po “di dag ni mi gnas pa dan skad cig pa
dan sdug bsnal rnams myon ba ma lags pas chos de dag ni sdug bsnal la skyo ba dan
mya nan las das pa la ‘dod cin don du giier ba smon par mi rigs so // bcom Idan 'das
de bzin gsegs pa’i siiin po ni thog ma dan tha ma ma mchis pa’i mthar mchis pa dan
mi skye ba dan mi ‘gag pa’i chos cin sdug bsnal myon ba lags pas / de bcom Idan "das
de bzin gsegs pa’i siiin po de ni sdug bsnal la yan skyo ba dan mya nan las ‘das pa la
yan “dod cin don du giier ba dann smon par 'os so // bcom Idan 'das de bZin gsegs pa’i
siiin po bdag ma lags / sems can ma lags / srog ma lags / gan zag ma lags te / bcom
Idan ’das de bzZin gsegs pa’i siiin po ni sems can ’jig tshogs la Ita bar Itur ba dag [...]
[gi] spyod yul ma lags so //. Translation Wayman/Wayman 1990: 105-106; the
Sanskrit reconstructions in brackets are ours.) In this passage, the vijianas are
sharply contrasted with the permanent tathagatagarbha: because of their transient
character, the former are not in a position to store experience of suffering or aspi-
ration to the cessation of suffering. In other words, something is needed in order to
bridge or synthetize these purely momentary perceptions, and this function of the
buddha-nature is reminiscent of both Pudgalavadin and Atmavadin doctrines. In
the LASQ (220,2-5), the bodhisattva Mahamati asks the following question to the
Buddha: “May the Blessed One, may the Sugata teach me about the existence and
the cessation of the [five] constituents, the [eighteen] elements and the [twelve
sensory] bases. [For] if there is no self, what is it that exists, or what is it that
ceases? And(/now) the immature [living beings], who rely on existence and cessa-
tion, do not know nirvana because they fail to understand the exhaustion of suffer-
ing.” (desayatu me bhagavan desayatu me sugatah skandhadhatvdyatananam pra-
vrttinivrttim / asaty atmani kasya pravrttir va nivrttir va balas ca pravrttinivrtty-
asritd duhkhaksayanavabodhdn nirvanam na prajananti /.) For the Buddha’s leng-
thy answer, see LASU 220,9-221,1.

Note that the avyakrtavastus (see below, fn. 61, p. 66) were also resorted to by the
proponents of the buddha-nature, as the Mahayanist MPSa (596c-597b, see Liu
1982: 82-83) testifies. And this they seem to have done in exactly the same spirit
as the Pudgalavadins.
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1.1.3. On Pudgalavada Buddhism

1.1.3.1. According to Bareau, the Vatsiputriya sect branched off from
the Sthavira group of early Buddhism some time during the first half of
the third century BCE.5! Around the turn of the Common Era, the
Vatsiputriya movement gave rise to four sub-sects: the Bhadrayaniyas,
the Dharmottariyas, the Sannagarikas (or Sandagirikas) and the Sam-
mitlyas (or Sammatiyas).52 Except for the Sannagarikas, these sub-sects
are attested epigraphically from the second century CE on: in Mathura
and Sarnath (Sammitiyas, respectively second and fourth century CE),
in Karle and Junnar (Dharmottariyas, second century CE), in Nasik and
Kanheri (Bhadrayaniyas, second century CE).53 While the history and
ideas of the first three sub-sects are shrouded in mystery, it seems very
likely that the Sammitiyas gained prominence and eventually eclipsed
even the mother-sect, the Vatsiputriyas.5¢+ And if the testimony of the
Chinese pilgrims Xuanzang and Yijing is to be trusted, by the seventh
century CE, the Sammitiyas had become by far the numerically most
important group among the few surviving non-Mahayanist denomina-
tions (Sarvastivadins, Sthaviras). Their area of influence extended from
the lower Indus to the lower Ganges with nearly hegemonic strong-
holds in Sindh (about 100 monasteries and 10,000 monks), Malava
(about 100 monasteries and 20,000 monks) and, most importantly
perhaps, Valabhi, where a huge monastic complex (viharamandala)
and intellectual centre flourished from the beginning of the sixth cen-
tury onwards under Maitraka patronage.55 Interestingly enough, cer-
tain among the doctrines of this important Buddhist denomination

51 See Bareau 1955: 33 and 114.

52 For a legendary account of this schism, see Bareau 1955: 122-123, Priestley 1999:
36-37 and Lusthaus 2009: 285.

53 See Bareau 1955: 36. For references, see Bareau 1955: 122, fn. 2-3,127, fn. 4, and
128, fn. 4.

54 Note Yasomitra’s (AKVy 699,3) explanation of vatsiputriya: vatsiputriyd aryasam-
matiyah.

55 See Bareau 1955:36 and 121-122. All in all, the Sammitiya sect amounted to about
65,000 monks and 1,000 monasteries (16,000/500 for the Sarvastivadins, 20,000/
200 for the Sthaviras), only next to the Mahayanists (about 70,000 monks). Grant-
ing that the total amount of monks was 220,000, the Sammitiyas formed about one
third of the entire community.
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have been regarded consistently by most other Buddhist groups (or, to
put it more cautiously, by most institution-based and non-tantric Bud-
dhist scholiasts and philosophers) as a heresy - a deviation - known as
“personalism” (pudgalavada) 56 In other words, whatever the represen-
tativity of personalism within the Sammitiya monastic communities,
the most powerful among the non-Mahayanist denominations was
deemed heretic by most of its coreligionists.57 During centuries, from
Devasarman to Kamalasila, the intellectual elite of most other groups
and/or schools (Theravadins, Vaibhasikas, Madhyamikas, Yogacaras,
Sautrantikas, “epistemologists,” etc.) shaped ever more sophisticated
arguments against the Vatsiputriya and/or Sammitiya Pudgalavada.
But what did these Buddhist personalists - apparently a contradiction
in terms - believe?58

1.1.3.2. Although what the historical Buddha actually taught seems to
remain out of scholarly reach, it is notorious that Sakyamuni has been

5 On this translation, see Collins 1982: 162 and Chau 1984: 7. Note that the expres-
sions “Pudgalavadin/Pudgalavada” (in much the same way as “Hinayana” and “Sra-
vakayana”) refer neither to an institutional sect nor to a doctrinal school, but rather
to the representatives of a set of doctrines based on the notion of pudgala and
always through the lenses of their opponents. To the best of our knowledge, no
Indian Buddhist thinker has ever used this rather deprecative label as a self-
designation. On the uses of puggala in the Pali canon, see Collins’ insightful remarks
in Collins 1982:160-165.

57 If the term is appropriate at all under such circumstances, for the Buddhists of all
persuasions who thought of themselves as “orthodox” (i.e., non-Pudgalavadins)
held contradictory opinions on the question whether the Pudgalavadins were
Buddhists or not. “Coreligionists” (svayiithya) appears in MSAVBh (Tsi D163al-
4/P191b2-6; see Eltschinger 2010a: 307-308, fn. 53), MAV 244,8 and 286,12, and
“Buddhist” (bauddha) in MSAVBh (Tsi D166a6-7/P195a8-b2; see Eltschinger
2010a: 314, fn. 72) and AKVy 699,4-5. But to authors such as Vasubandhu, Santa-
raksita, Kamalasila and Prajiidkaramati, the Pudgalavadins are at best “pseudo-
Buddhists” (saugatammanya) and “outsiders from within” (antascaratirthika). See
AKBhpr 472,13-15/AKBhe 120,2-5, TS 336 and BCAPsy 328,28-329,1; see also the
texts discussed in Kosa V.228. The YBhi's (129,7, see below, fn. 111, p. 79) de-
serves closer inspection.

58 On the doctrines of the Pudgalavadins, see Venkataramanan 1953, Bareau 1955:
114-130, Chau 1984, Chau 1987, Priestley 1999, Walser 2005: 199-208, Lusthaus
2009. On their literature, see Venkataramanan 1953, Bareau 1955: 115 and 122,
Chau 1984: 7-8, Chau 1987:34-35 and 43-44, Buswell 1999, Lusthaus 2009: 278-
285. Priestley 1999:43-52 (= Chapter 3) provides the best overview to date.
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ascribed various and at times contradictory views on the self, ranging
from Upanisadic to pragmatic, agnostic and even nihilist theses.5° The
extant Pali and Chinese canons as well as many Sanskrit quotations re-
peatedly show the Buddha in dialogue with the ascetic wanderer
Vacchagotta/Vatsa(sa)gotra.s® According to these accounts, the Buddha
refused to commit himself on a set of ten or fourteen points including
the question whether the soul (jiva) is the same as or different from the
body - let us say the five constituents (skandha) - and which came to
be known as the “unsettled(/unanswered) matters” (avyakrtavastu).s
The texts in our possession account for the Buddha'’s silence in various
ways: as reflecting the Buddha’s “pragmatic” stance (as the simile of
the arrow would testify to),52 as emphasizing the middle way between
eternalism and annihilationisms3 and dismissing the question as irrele-
vant (as the similes of the son of a barren woman or the hair of a tor-
toise suggest).64+ According to these testimonies, the Buddha'’s silence
could be interpreted as suggesting that the soul is neither identical to
nor distinct from the body/constituents, thus seemingly leaving the
door open for the existence (whatever this may mean) of a self.65 Now,

59 See above, fn. 1, p. 37.

60 See, e.g, MN 1.483-489 (no. 72, Aggivacchagottasutta), MN 1.489-497 (no. 73,
Mahavacchagottasutta), SN 1V.391-395 (no. XLIV, x, §7, Moggallana), SN.IV 395-
397 (no. XLIV, x, §8, Vaccha), SN 1V.398-400 (no. XLIV, x, §9, Kutithala-sala), SN.IV
400-401 (no. XLIV, %, §10, Ananda), SN IV.401-402 (no. XLIV, x, §11, Sabhiya); see
also MN 1.427-432 (no. 63, Cialamalunkyasutta).

61 On the avyakrtavastus, see SN 1V.374-403, AKBhp; 292,8-294,4 (Kosa 1V.43-48),
Traité 1.153-161 and 423, Collins 1982: 131-139, Oetke 1994 and Walser 2005:
205-207; for other references, see May 1959: 277-278, fn. 1015. In the specific
context of the polemic against Pudgalavada, see especially AKBhp: 469,9-471,19/
AKBhig 98,1-114,3 (Kosa V.262-270), MAV 250,16-252,2 and Venkataramanan
1953:168 and 175-176.

See MN 1.429-430.
See SN 1V.400-401.
64 On the vandhyaputra, see AKBhp; 292,19-20; on the hair of a tortoise, see AKBhp;

469,12 /AKBhit 98,5; see also AKBhp: 469,20-21/AKBhig 100,34 (the mango tree)
and Collins 1982:132-133.

This seems to be the point made by the Pudgalavadin in TSiske 91,17-20: nasty
atmeti bhavato vacanam ayuktam / kasmat / catursu vyakaranesu caturtham stha-
paniyam vyakaranam |[...] / yadi paramarthato nasty atma na syad idam sthapani-
yam vyakaranam /. “Your claim that the self d oes not exist is ill-founded. - Why? -

6.
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following the doxographers Vasumitra, Bhavya and Vinitadeva, this
coincides with the most provocative thesis of the Vatsiputriya and
Sammitiya sects: “The pudgala is neither the same [as] nor different
[from] the skandhas.”¢6 As suggested by Priestley, the Vatsiputriyas are
likely to have traced their ancestry (and lineage?) back to Vaccha-
gotta/Vatsa(sa)gotra, whom Chinese sources also refer to as Vatsi-
putra, and who was ordained as a monk by the Buddha himself before
reaching the status of arhat still during the latter’s lifetime.6? And we
would even go so far as to hypothesize that the basic views of the
Pudgalavadins regarding the self were meant to conform to a specific
interpretation of the Buddha'’s silence. Whereas most Buddhist schools
took it to involve the irrelevance of a question addressing something as
nonexistent as the son of a barren woman, it might be that the Vatsi-
putriyas and the Sammitiyas interpreted it as pointing to the existence
of an ontologically indeterminate pudgala. And according to Harivar-
man’s Pudgalavadin,

The Buddha [only] claimed that there is no self so as to discard the wrong
view of those outsiders [who] postulate that there is a self that is [something]
over and above the five constituents, permanent [and] characterised as inde-
structible.s8

1.1.3.3. Did the Pudgalavadins really claim, as most of their opponents
would like them to do, that the pudgala ultimately exists, i.e., that it ex-
ists as a substantial, independent entity? First, the earliest extant
sources (the VK and the KV) do not resort to the dichotomy between

[Because] among the four [types of] questions, the fourth is [the one that is] to
remain unanswered. If the self did not exist ultimately, this question would not
remain unanswered.” See also Walser 2005: 206.

66 Lusthaus 2009: 284; see also Bareau 1955: 115 (Vatsiputriya), to be compared
with Bareau 1955: 123 (Sammitiya). On the relationship between this doctrine and
the problem of the whole and its parts, see Bronkhorst 1992:69-71.

67 See Priestley 1999: 34-36.

68 TSixske 91,14-15: paricaskandhavyatirikto nityo ‘vinasilaksano sty atmeti tirthikah
parikalpayanti / tesam mithyadrstivyavacchedaya bhagavan aha nasty atmeti /. See
also TSiwske 93,18-20. This “cathartic” and “upayic” interpretation of selflessness
echoes similar accounts in the tathagatagarbha tradition. See above, §1.1.2.2.
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“designational” (prajiiaptisat) and “substantial” (dravyasat).$® Second,
it seems that the Pudgalavadins’ replies to their opponents changed in
the course of time. More precisely, the Buddhist personalists are likely
to have never abandoned the idea of a “true and ultimate” (saccikattha-
paramattha) self;7° but to have oscillated and probably evolved in their
reply strategies:”! they would have answered that the pudgala exists
neither substantially nor designatively;’2 or, that it is substantial;”3 or,
that the pudgala is strictly designational,’# thus claiming that some-
thing can be at the same time “true and ultimate” and purely designa-
tional; and however strange this may look from a “mainstream”
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On the distinction between dravyasat and prajiiaptisat, see Lusthaus 2009: 276-
278. The Pudgalavadin of the KV (1.1.149, 150, 152) clearly claims that his puggala
(really) exists (saccikattha, vijjamana, atthi), and so does the one of the VK (see La
Vallée Poussin 1925: 358).

The interchangeability of the terms “person” (pudgala), “self” (atman), “soul” (jiva)
and “being” (sattva) is clear from passages such as VK 542c24 (see Priestley 1999:
81-82), SNS 463a13,463a18 and 19, 465a25, 465b4 (see Priestley 1999: 82), and
464al0 (see Priestley 1999: 83). Note also TSixsk 94,4: atma ca pudgalah /. saccika-
tthaparamattha according to KV 1.1.1.

Priestley 1999: 87-88: “That they abandoned the one and adopted the other need
not imply any real alteration in their understanding of the pudgala; they may
simply have decided that its nature could be indicated more effectively by describ-
ing it as substantial. The change in their doctrine (if in fact there was one) may
represent no more than a modification of their strategy for its exposition and
defence.”

See AKBhpr461,19/AKBhik 40,1.

As might be hypothesized from their opponents’ statements, such as MSA 18.92
(see Eltschinger 2010a: 305 and 307-311), MHK 3.92 (see lida 1980: 175), MAV
6.146 (see Huntington 1992:175) and TS 349.

As testified by SNS 462b11-15 (see Priestley 1999: 84-85), and especially 465b5-
10, which is worth quoting here: “Now, we reply, the synonyms [...] ‘self’ and so on
are accepted. As the Buddha said to the tirthikas, ‘Although the self exists, it is
conceptual; the self is not substantial. The self is spoken of on the basis of the exist-
ing impure aggregates.” With regard to the dharmas that go and come, the Buddha
spoke of the self, but it is not a substantial self. As the Buddha said, ‘According to
whatever formations [...] it is based on it receives its name.” Therefore the Buddha
spoke of a conceptual self.” Translation Priestley 1999: 85.
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Buddhist perspective, this seems to mirror their position.”> According
to Priestley,

[a]s aconceptual entity it cannot be determined as either the same as the five
aggregates or different from them, but as “true and ultimate” it is non-illusory
and directly perceptible, and (we might add) has real functions as the agent
of its karma and the subject of perception and recollection.6

Or, to put it otherwise,

[tlhey maintain that it is “true and ultimate” in the special sense that its
existence and functions are not reducible to those of its constituents; its
relation to the five aggregates is indeterminate because, although it is not
reducible to them, neither is it independent of them. The pudgala or self of
each individual is thus single, a unity formed by a particular combination of
the five aggregates and persisting through all the changes of its impermanent
constituents: it is the author of its own deeds and continues as the enjoyer of
their results.””

What about the cognizability of this ontologically hybrid pudgala, then?
The Pudgalavadins are likely to have claimed that the person was
accessible to all of the six cognitions (vijidna), be it in an indirect
manner only’8 - a claim dismissed by the “orthodox” scholiasts by
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Note SNS 464b22: “Since the insubstantial can exist, this assertion that the in-
substantial and the non-existent are both alike nonexistent though spoken of as
existent is difficult to accept.” Translation Priestley 1999: 96. Priestley (1999: 96)
adds: “The position of the SNS, then, seems to be that the pudgala or self is concep-
tual and insubstantial, and yet is something that exists.”

Priestley 1999: 88. Note also Priestley 1999: 98: “The criterion for being ‘true and
ultimate’ seems to be causal efficiency.” On the Pudgalavadins’ and especially the
Sammitiyas’ understanding of karman, see Walser 2005:199-200.

Priestley 1999:101. Note also Lusthaus 2009: 280: “The pudgala is on the one hand
merely a linguistic construction. On the other hand, it involves something in every-
one’s experience about which we can say nothing definitively coherent. It is unreal
(merely nominal), but experientially, even soterically, effective.”

According to TSisske 92,12-14 (bhavatam Sdsana atma sadvijianair vijiidyate [).
Note also TSixske 92,15: atma sadvijiianavijiieyah. According to the Vatsiputriya/
Sammitiya of AKBh 9 (AKBhp;463,10-14/AKBhig 52,1-7, Kosa V.238), the pudgala
is grasped by all the six vijianas, but in an indirect manner. On the manovijiiana,
see Kosa V.242-243, fn. 3 and, in the context of the perceptibility of the pudgala,
AKBhp, 467,1-2 /AKBh 80,2-3 (Kosa V.252) and AKBhp, 463,10ff./AKBhs 52,1ff.
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pointing to the fact that it was cognizable to none of the six cognitions,
whose objects are strictly distinct and delimitated.”® It is not unlikely
that the Pudgalavadins were pressed to renounce this dogmatically
difficult position and advocated the existence of a seventh cognition
(referred to maybe as *sattvavijiiana)2° or even attempted to include
the cognition of the pudgala into mind-cognitions!

(Kosa V.238ff.). See also Traité 11.735-736 and fn. 1. On the cognizability of the
pudgala, see also below, fn. 150, p.97.

79 See La Vallée Poussin 1925:370-376.
80 VK 543c21-544a28; see La Vallée Poussin 1925: 367-369. The Pudgalavadin

8

=

claims that the Buddha did in fact know this seventh cognition but refrained from
revealing or promulgating it. Was, then, the Buddha ignorant of this seventh vijiia-
na (and thus not omniscient), or did he indulge in dcaryamusti? Here is the dialo-
gue between the Pudgalavadin and the Stinyatavadin (VK 544a17-28): “Je n’accuse
pas Bhagavat d’ignorance, je ne 'accuse pas de faire le maitre qui ferme la main.
Bhagavat connait de son savoir de Bouddha, mais il ne proclame pas. En effet, il a
dit dans le stitra de la forét des simsapas (Samyutta V.437): ‘bhiksus, jusqu’au nom-
bre complet des feuilles des foréts de simsapds de cette grande terre, j’ai directe-
ment connaissance de ces dharmas. Quoique je les sache de mon savoir de Bouddha,
je ne les dis pas aux autres.’ C’est ainsi que Bhagavat, connaissant la sep tieme con-
naissance, ne la proclame pas. Le Stinyatavadin doit demander: Le siitra de la forét
de SimSapds ne contient-il pas une conclusion? Bhagavat, en fait, continue et dit:
‘Les dharmas [que je n’enseigne pas] ne sont pas utiles au salut, au bien, au dharma,
a la vie religieuse (brahmacarya), ils ne produisent pas l'intelligence (abhijfia), la
bodhi, le nirvana. A supposer qu’existe votre pudgala, il n’est pas utile au salut, au
bien, au dharma, a la vie religieuse, il ne produit pas l'intelligence, la bodhi, le nirva-
na: il est sans emploi. Donc le pudgala n’existe pas.” Translation La Vallée Poussin
1925:369. It is tempting to hypothesize that such a canonical statement (SN V.437-
438 [no. LV], ix, 32, Simsapd]) formed the background of Dharmakirti’s emphasis
on (what was to become) the upayuktasarvajiiata by contrast with the sarvasarva-
jAata (knowing the exact number of insects [kitasarikhyd]); see PV 2.29-33.

See MSABh 155,23-26: upalabdhir hi ndma buddhyad pratipattih / na ca pudgalam
buddhya na pratipadyante pudgalavadinah / uktam ca bhagavata / drsta eva dhar-
ma atmanam upalabhate prajiidpayatiti / katham nopalabdho bhavati /. “[The Pud-
galavadin:] But what is called ‘perception’ [also consists in] a cognition by the
intellect (buddhi). Now, it is not the case that [we] Pudgalavadins do not cognize
the pudgala through the intellect. Moreover, the Blessed One has said: ‘In this very
life, [the living being] perceives an atman, designates [an atman]. How [then can
the pudgala be said] not [to be] perceived?” According to MSAVBh Tsi D164al-
4/P192b3-7, one cannot claim that only (*kevalam) that which is cognized (*\/drs’-)
by the (corporeal) sense organs exists as a real substance (*dravyasat), for there
are things existing as real substances which, though they are not perceived by the
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1.1.3.4.1. According to Vasumitra’s doxographical account, “[t]he pud-
gala is neither the same [as] nor different from the skandhas. It is a
prajiiapti dependent on the skandhas, ayatanas, and dhadtus.”s2 The
personalists actually developed a sophisticated account of the pudgala
as a designation. Note, first, that according to Harivarman'’s TSj, the (or
some) Pudgalavadins expanded the traditional dichotomy between
conditioned (samskrta) and unconditioned (asamskrta) factors in
order to accommodate their pudgala:

82

83

The dharmas which may be known are called the five categories of dharmas:
the past, future, present, uncreated and inexpressible dharmas. The self is in
the fifth [category of dharmas]83

(corporeal) sense organs, are cognized by the intellect ( *buddhi), like the mind and
the mental factors (*cittacaitta). Therefore, “perceived” (*upalabdha) can also refer
to things that are grasped by mental cognition (*manovijiidna). According to the
Pudgalavadin, then, insofar as the pudgala is made perceptible (*pratyaksikrta) by
the intellect, it is grasped by perception (*pratyaksapramana) and therefore exists
as a real substance. On the cognizability of the self, note also YBhia 131,9-12
(YBhiri, 77a4-6): kaccid icchasi yasau sattvabuddhih sa pratyaksarthagr ahikanu-
mandrthagrahika veti / sacet pratyaksarthagrahika tena ripadayah skandha eva na
sattvah pratyaksa iti na yujyate / saced dnumanikarthagrahika tena baladarakanam
apy anabhyithya sahasa pravartata iti na yujyate /. “Do you accept that this [very]
notion of a [substantial] living being grasps an object of perception(/a perceptible
object), or that it grasps an object of inference? If it grasps an object of percep -
tion(/a perceptible object), then it is impossible, for only the constituents, corpo-
reality, etc., not a [substantial] living being, are perceptible. [But] if it grasps an
inferential object, then it is impossible, for [this substantial living being] occurs
undeductively [and] immediately (anabhyithya sahasa : ma brtags par ‘phral la ’jug
par) down to young children (baladaraka : byis pa chun nu).”

SBhUC 16c14-15. Translation Lusthaus 2009: 284.

TSich 260¢9f. (TSixske 95,1-2: jieyadharma yad uta paiicadharmakosah - atita ana-
gatah pratyutpanna asamskrta avaktavyd iti / dtma paficamadharmdntargatah /).
Translation Priestley 1999: 79, who also quotes (ibid.) MPPU 61a24f.: “The pudgala
is included in a fifth, inexpressible category of dharmas.” This doctrine might have
a forerunner in KV 1.1.225-226: puggalo sankhato ti / na h’evam vattabbe |...]/
puggalo asankhato ti / na h’evam vattabbe |[...]/ puggalo n’eva sankhato nasamkhato
ti / na h’evam vattabbe |[...]/ puggalo n’eva sankhato nasankhato ti / amanta / san-
khatani ca asankhataii ca thapetva atth’aiina tatiyd kotiti / na h’evam vattabbe |...]/
sankhatafi ca asankhatafi ca thapetva atth’afifia tatiya kotiti / amanta |...]/ afifiam
sankhatam afifiam asankhatam afifio puggalo ti / na h’evam vattabbe |[...]/ khandha
sankhatda nibbdnam asankhatam puggalo n’eva sankhato ndsankhato ti /| amanta /.
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According to the two Chinese versions of the TDK and the SNS, this
inexpressible pudgala is liable to three prajAaptis.8* Or, to put it
otherwise, there are three kinds of persons according to three different
modes of designating them: the pudgala as appropriating the present
constituents, the pudgala as engaged in temporality, and the pudgala
once freed from appropriation, i.e., experiencing nirvana. According to
the TDKs, these three modes of designation respectively dispell the
false view of the sentient being as nonexistent (but also as existent,
TDKXx), annihilationism (ucchedavada) and eternalism (sasvatavada) 85

1.1.3.4.2. First, the pudgala as conceived or designated according to
appropriation (updadana- or upadadya-prajiiapti)és refers to the person
as appropriating (as internal, TDKk), due to past karmic forces (sams-
kara) and fetters (samyojana, TDKk), the present constituents (skan-
dha), the eighteen sensory elements (dhdtu) and the twelve sensory

“[T]s the person conditioned? - Nay, that cannot truly be said [...] Is the person
unconditioned? - Nay, that cannot truly be said [...] Is he neither? - Nay, that cannot
truly be said [...] I repeat my question. - Yes. Apart from the conditioned or the
unconditioned, is there another, a third alternative? - Nay, that cannot truly be said
[...] I repeat my question. - Yes [...] Are then the conditioned, the unconditioned,
the person, entirely different things? - Nay, that cannot truly be said [...] Are the
aggregates conditioned, Nibbana unconditioned, the person neither conditioned
nor unconditioned? - Yes.” Translation Aung/Rhys Davids 1915: 54-55. Note also
VK 545b13-19: “Le Pudgalavadin dit: ‘Le Pudgala existe [...]' Le Stinyatavadin de-
mande: Le Pudgala, faut-il dire qu’il est samskrta, qu’il est asamskrta? S'il est sam-
skrta, on peut dire du Pudgala, comme des autres samskrtas, qu’il nait, dure, se
transforme, périt; s'il est asamskrta, on peut dire du Pudgala, comme des autres
asamskrtas, qu’il ne nait pas [...] - Bhagavat a dit: ‘Bhiksu, je dis qu’il y a deux
choses, le samskrta, 'asamskrta: en dehors du samskrta et de I'asamskrta, il n’y a
pas autre chose. Doncil n’y a pas de Pudgala.” Translation La Vallée Poussin 1925:
369.

8¢ The present section is based on TDKs 24a29-b7 as translated in Priestley 1999:
56-57 and Lusthaus 2009:280-281, TDKk 10a3-29 as translated in Priestley 1999:
57-60 and Lusthaus 2009: 281-283, and SNS 466a28-c27 as translated in
Priestley 1999: 63-66. On these three prajfiaptis, see Venkataramanan 1953: 182-
195, Chau 1984: 9-11, Chau 1987: 35-39, Priestley 1999: 53-80 (= Chapter 4),
Walser 2005: 200-203 and Lusthaus 2009: 280-283.

85 See TDKs 24a29-b8 and Walser 2005: 203 and 207.

86 For a discussion of the Indic original, see Priestley 1999: 71-72 and Walser 2005:
324, fn. 34.
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bases (dyatana) 8’ The SNS takes this modality as viewing the (concept
of the) person as dependent on its basis:

So it is to be understood that the person [based on] the five aggregates and
the twelve spheres in any of the five destinies, or with asuras and the inter-
mediate existence, seven destinies, and in the present existence whether
kalala, arbuda, ghana, pesin or prasakhd, as newborn, child, youth, middle
aged, or old,® with a mind determined as good or bad, following the rules or
transgressing the rules, is called on the basis of the above dharmas, and all of
the above whether combined or not combined, the person conceived (or
designated) according to the basis.8

According to the Pudgalavadins, the designation of a person is based
on the five constituents (skandhan upadaya)?°® a relation that, at least
as early as the KV, was explained by resorting to the image of the tree
(rukkha) and the shadow (chaya):

Just as the designation of the shadow is based on the tree, in exactly the same
way, the designation of a person is based on corporeality [and the four other
constituents].1

But at least from the TDS and the SNS, this image seems to have been
replaced by that of fire (agni) and fuel (indhana):
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As the Buddha explained when he spoke to Papaya, “Whatever the formations
on whose basis it is expressed, from those its name is established.” This is
called upadayaprajiiapti, as in the example of fire.9

Here, the TDKk (1029, see Priestley 1999: 57-60) adds that the appropriated factors
and the pudgala are neither the same nor different: “If the living being and the body
were the same, [the living being] would be impermanent and [of the nature of]
suffering. If they were different, it would be permanent and without suffering.”
Translation Priestley 1999: 58. Moreover, if it were impermanent, there could be
no interest in the fruit of religious life; but if it were permanent, one would not
engage in religious life.

On this tenfold division of embryonic life (garbhavasthd, items 1-5) and post-
embryonic life (jatavastha, items 6-10), see AKBhp:85,12-13 (Kosa 1.255-256) and
AKVy 198,32-34.

SNS 466b22-26. Translation Priestley 1999: 64-65.

See, e.g, AKBhp: 461,19-20/AKBh.t 40,3-4, quoted below, fn. 135, p. 88,and §1.2.2.
KV 1.1.189: yatha rukkham upaddya chdyaya paiifiatti / evam eva ripam upadaya
puggalassa parifiatti /. See also KV 1.1.171-172.
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The Buddha furthermore explained, “Whatever the formations upon which it
depends, from those it receives its name, as a fire receives its name on the
basis ofits fuel.”

This image is attested and criticised as early as the TSi and the MSA. %
How should we account for these comparisons? Four aspects can be
thought of. First, the shadow cannot be said to be identical to or
distinct from the tree; in the same way, fire cannot be said to be the
same as or other than fuel% (something that the non-Pudgalavadins
repeatedly challenge®6). Second, the shadow and the fire can be said to

92

93

94

95

96

SNS 466b4-6. Translation Priestley 1999: 165.
SNS 467a23f. Translation Priestley 1999: 165.

On the TDS’ statements regarding fire and fuel, see Priestley 1999: 166. On this
analogy, see SNS fL66b4—6, quoted above (see also Chau 1987: 35, Venkataramanan
1953: 182), SNS 467a23f, quoted above, TSixsk 94,9-10, MSA 18.95, MSABh
156,13-24 and MSAVBh Tsi D167a2-b1/P196a7-b6 (Eltschinger 2010a: 314-316
and fn. 76-82), AKBhp, 461,24-462,24 /AKBht 40,9-48,5 (Kosa V.234-237), and
especially AKBhpr 462,1-4/AKBhg 42,2-6, Duerlinger 1982, Cousins 1995: 88,
Buswell 1999: 360, Priestley 1999: 165-186 (= Chapter 11), Walser 2005: 203-
204. Cousins (1995: 88) argues that the fire-fuel analogy, which does not occur in
the earliest extant sources, might have been borrowed by “later Pudgalavadins”
from Nagarjuna’'s MMK, Chapter 10. See also below, §1.2.1.1 and fn. 149, p. 97.

According to MSAVBh Tsi D167a2-b1/P196a7-b6, fire and fuel exist as real sub-
stances (*dravyasat) but are not distinct things, for once fire has arisen from fuel,
they are no longer distinct things; and if they were distinct things, fire could arise
even in the absence of fuel; but since one does not observe that fire arises in the
absence of fuel, they are not distinct things. Nor are fire and fuel one and the same
thing, for fuel is the cause of fire and does not have heat for its nature ( *usnatd-
svabhdva), whereas fire is the effect of fuel and has heat for its nature; and if they
were one and the same thing, then, as one would not burn oneself when touching
([sam]\/sp_rs’-) fire, one would burn oneself when touching fuel.

See, e.g, MSABh 156,17-18: tesam ca bhinnam laksanam ity anya evagnir indha-
ndat /. “Now, since their characteristics are distinct, fire is simply other than fuel”
See Eltschinger 2010a: 315, fn. 77. See also AKBhp: 462,14 /AKBhg 44,13: tayor api
siddham anyatvam laksanabhedat /. “Even [so,] these two, [fire and fuel] are estab-
lished to be [mutually] other, because they have different characteristics.” As ex-
plained by TSisk 94,10-11, MSABh 156,17, AKBhpr 462,12-14 /AKBhir 44,11-13
and AKVy 700,21-24, fire consists in the element fire (tejodhatu) while fuel con-
sists in the remaining three elements (Sesani bhitani, MSABh 156,17), ie., water
(ap, think of sap or oil), earth (prthivi, think of wood) and wind (vayu, think of gaz).
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exist, albeit in a less determinate way as the tree and the fuel. Third,
there is no more shadow without tree than there is fire without fuel
(something the non-Pudgalavadins would qualify®7), which seems -
fourth - to point to a causality relationship between the causes that are
the tree and the fuel and the effects that are the shadow and the fire. To
sum up, y is not reducible to x; y exists; y does not exist without x; and
y is caused by x.

1.1.3.4.3. The Pudgalavadins’ second mode of designation corresponds
to the person as conceived according to the past, i.e.,, on the basis of
past constituents, bases and elements (TDKs), or to “approach” (TDKk),
or to “transition” (SNS) - the latter two referring to the person in the

Now, these elements have different characteristics. According to MSAVBh Tsi
D167b5-6/P197a3-5 (see also MSAVBh Tsi D168a2-4/P196b2-4), fire has heat
for its characteristic (*usnatalaksana), whereas earth, water and wind have respec-
tively for their characteristics solidity (*kharalaksana), fluidity (*snehalaksana) and
mobility (*iranalaksana). See AK 1.12cd, AKBhp,8,18-25 and Kosa 1.22-23; see also
above, fn. 44, p. 57. This idea seems to find an echo in PVSV 147,12 (see below, fn.
180 and 181, p. 104) although Dharmakirti’s main argument is much more encom-
passing (see below, fn. 149, p. 97).

97 On the existence of fire in the absence of fuel, see MSABh 156,20-21: vina punar
indhanendgnir astiti katham idam vijiidyate / upalabdheh [= MSA 18.95d1] / tatha
hi vayuna viksiptam diram api jvalat paraiti / athdpi syad vayus tatrendhanam iti /.
“[The Pudgalavadin:] But how is it known that fire [also] exists without fuel?
[Answer:] Because one perceives [that fire can exist without fuel], for [when it is]
flung by the wind, [fire can] even go a long way while [still] ablaze. [The Pudgala-
vadin:] But in this case, the wind [itself] might [well] be the fuel!” This is reminis-
cent of SN 1V.399: seyyathapi vaccha aggi sa-upadano jalati no anupadano / evam
eva khvaham vaccha sa-upadanassa upapattim pafifidpemi no anupdaddnassa ti /
yasmim pana bho gotama samaye acci vatena khitta diram pi gacchati / imassa
pana bhavam gotamo kim upadanasmim panfiapeti ti / yasmim kho vacccha samaye
acci vatena khittd diiram pi gacchati / tam aham vdtupddanam vadami vato hissa
vaccha tasmim samaye upddanam hoti ti /. “Just as, Vaccha, a fire with fuel blazes
up, but not without fuel, even so, Vaccha, do I declare rebirth to be for what has
fuel, not for what is without fuel. - But, master Gotama, at the time when a flame,
flung by the wind, goes a very long way, as to fuel what says the master Gotama
about this? - At the time when a flame, Vaccha, flung by the wind goes a very long
way, [ declare that flame to be supported by the wind. At that time, Vaccha, the
wind is the fuel.” Translation Woodward 1972: 280-281. The Buddha explains next
that in the case of rebirth, craving is the fuel.
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past, (and/or) in the future, (and/or) in the present, as in the follow-
ing expressions: “In the past, I was King Kus$a,” “In the future you will

have the name Ajita,

» o«

In the present I am a prominent merchant.” 9

This second kind of prajaapti, which points to the person “who has not
yet appropriated [...] or who has already appropriated” the constitu-
ents (TDKk), refers to that which underlies the rebirth stories (jataka)
of the (future) Buddha100 and

98

9

100

The problems pertaining to this second kind of designation are nearly insuperable.
First, whereas the TDKs has it refer to the past only, both the TDKk and the SNS
have it refer to the three times. According to Priestley (1999: 73), “[t]he only ob-
vious explanation is that the doctrine initially recognized only conception accord -
ing to the past and was later expanded when it was noticed that the person could
also be conceived according to future and present. Perhaps the original intention
was to explain and justify the Buddha’s references to his own previous existences
[...] With the expansion of the doctrine to include conception according to future
and present, a more general term for these three forms of temporal conception of
the person would have to be found. In the Si éhdnmii chdojié [= TDKk, VE/IR] it was
‘conception according to approach’; in the SNS, ‘conception according to transi-
tion.”” Do these two Chinese expressions, fangbian (75 {€) and du (&) respectively,
render one and the same Indic original? According to Priestley, this original might
be either updya (see Priestley 1999: 73) or, more probably, upacara (see Priestley
1999: 74-75). Note, in this connection, Lusthaus’ (2009: 281) translation as “heu-
ristics for metaphorical devices.” Note also that the SNS (466b27 -28, see Priestley
1999: 63-66) seems to take “transition” at its face value: “What is the person
conceived (or designated) according to transition? At the time when it is passing
over to another existence, it is described by the Buddha as ‘a being in transition.”
Translation Priestley 1999: 65.

According to Lusthaus 2009: 283; to be compared with Priestley 1999: 58-59.

The jatakas (i.e. Jataka 1.42, King Mahasudars$ana) are indeed resorted to by Hari-
varman’s Pudgalavadin in TSi«ske 90,20-91,4. Note thesis no. 3 of the Vatsiputriyas
(according to Vasumitra and Bhavya): “dharmas, if apart from the pudgala, cannot
move on from a previous lifetime to a subsequent lifetime. On the basis of the
pudgala, one can say there is transference (sankranti).” Translation Lusthaus 2009:
284; see also Bareau 1955: 116. However, as the SNS strongly insists, the pudgala is
never (until the nirupadhisesanirvana) without a set of skandhas, and this is the
reason why the Pudgalavadins strongly advocated the existence of intermediate
existence (antarabhava). See thesis no. 33 of the Vatsiputriyas (according to Vasu-
mitra) in Bareau 1955: 119, and thesis no. 10 of the Sammitiyas (according to the
KV) in Bareau 1955:124. Note also Venkataramanan 1953: 187 (and 195): “There -
fore leaving the body of the five skandhas, when all that is extinct, the person
moves on from this life to another. Hence it is said that there is the person who
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explains (i) how personal continuity, being an uninterrupted flow of psycho-
physical phenomena, not only flows in the present, but has its source in the
past and continues to flow into the future, and (ii) how personal karmic
responsability is possible, such that Buddhism is no longer susceptible to the
charge that it is nihilistic and immoral.101

Chau’s statement cannot be accepted without qualification, however,
for the Pudgalavadins, in keeping with what they thought had been the
Buddha'’s attitude, proved rather cautious about issues of moral re-
sponsibility and personal identity in samsara. Consider the following
excerpt from the KV:

Does (a person or) soul run on (or transmigrate) from this world to another
and from another world to this? - Yes. Is it the identical soul who trans-
migrates from this world to another and from another world to this? - Nay,
that cannot be truly said [...] Then, is it a different soul who transmigrates? -
Nay, that cannot be truly said.102

A similar dialogue occurs in the VK on the question whether the
transmigrating pudgala is the same or different, say, in its successive
destinies (gati) as a hungry ghost (preta) and as an animal (tiryagyoni),
or whether the stream-enterer (srotadpanna) is the same as or differ-
ent from the one who obtains the fruit of this condition.103 Consider,
then, the following dialogue of the KV:

Is he who does the acts the same as he who experiences the effect? - Nay, that
cannot truly be said [...]  repeat my question. - Yes. Then, are happiness and
misery self-caused? - Nay, that cannot truly be said [...] Is the doer a different
[person] from the enjoyer [of the effect]? - Nay, that cannot truly be said [...] I

leaves the five skandhas of this state (viz.) upapattibhava and takes up the five
skandhas of the antardabhava.”

101 Chau 1984: 11, to be compared with Chau 1987:37. See below, §1.1.3.5.

102 KV 1.1.158: puggalo sandhavati asma loka param lokam parasma loka imam lokan
ti / dmantd / so puggalo sandhdvati asma loka param lokam parasma loka imam
lokan ti / na h’evam vattabbe [...]/ afifio puggalo sandhavati asma loka param lokam
parasma loka imam lokan ti / na h’evam vattabbe /. Translation Aung/Rhys Davids
1915:26.

103 See La Vallée Poussin 1925:359-360.
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repeat my question.- Yes. Then, are happiness and misery caused by
another? - Nay, that cannot truly be said.104

Here again, a similar passage can be traced in the VK.105 Thus on the
issue of the identity of the agent (kattar, kartr) of deeds and the experi-
encer (patisamvedin, bhoktr) of pleasant and unpleasant results, the
Pudgalavadins seem to have remained true to what they regarded as
the Buddha'’s attitude, i.e., did not commit themselves beyond claiming
that they were neither the same nor different.

104 KV 1.1.212: so karoti so patisamvedetiti / na h’evam vattabbe [...]/ so karoti so pati-

105

samvedetiti /| amantd / syam katam sukhadukkhan ti / na h’evam vattabbe |...]/
afifio karoti afifio patisamvedetiti / na h’evam vattabbe [...]/ afifio karoti aiifio pati-
samvedetiti / dmantd / param katam sukhadukkhan ti/ na h’evam vattabbe /.
Translation Aung/Rhys Davids 1915:47-48. This refers back to canonical passages
such as SN 11.22: kim nu kho bho gotama sayankatam sukhadukkhanti / ma hevam
timbarukati bhagava avoca / kim pana bho gotama parakatam sukhadukkhanti /
ma hevam timbarukati bhagava avoca /. “Now then, Master Gotama, is pleasure and
pain brought about by one’s self? - Not so verily, Timbaruka, said the Exalted One.
Well then, are they brought about by another? - Not so verily, Timbaruka, said the
Exalted One.” Translation Rhys Davids/Woodward 1972: 17-18. SN 11.20: sa karoti
so patisamvediyatiti kho kassapa adito sato sayankatam dukkhanti iti vadam sassa-
tam etam pareti / aififio karoti afifio patisamvediyatiti kho kassapa vedanabhitun-
nassa sato parankatam dukkhanti iti vadam ucchedam etam pareti / ete te kassapa
ubho ante anupagamma majjhena tathagato dhammam deseti / avijjapaccayad san-
khard / sankhdrapaccaya vififidnam /. “‘One and the same person both acts and
experiences [the results]’: this, Kassapa, which you called at first ‘suffering self-
wrought,” amounts to the Eternalist theory.” ‘One acts, another experiences [the
result]’: this, Kassapa, which to one smitten by the feeling occurs as ‘suffering
caused by another, amounts to the Annihilationist theory.” To you, Kassapa, the
Tathagata, not approaching either extreme, teaches the Norm by a middle [way]:
conditioned by ignorance activities come to pass, conditioned by activities con-
sciousness.” Translation Rhys Davids/Woodward 1972:16.

VK 542c24ff. See La Vallée Poussin 1925: 364-366. Here is the position of the
Pudgalavadin before the debate starts: “Il y a un moi (atman), un étre (sattva), un
vivant (jiva), un étre qui nait (jantu), un étre qui se nourrit (posa), un male (puru-
sa), un pudgala. Parce qu’il y a un pudgala, on fait des actions ou agréables a sentir
[dans leur rétribution] (sukhavedaniya), ou désagréables a sentir, ou ni-désagré-
ables-ni-agréables a sentir. Ayant fait des actions agréables a sentir, on éprouve des
sensations agréables; ayant fait des actions désagréables a sentir, on éprouve des
sensations désagréables; ayant fait des actions ni-désagréables-ni-agréables a sen-
tir, on éprouve des sensations ni-désagréables-ni-agréables.” Translation La Vallée
Poussin 1925: 364.
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1.1.3.4.4. Let us add a few words concerning the third kind of designa-
tion, viz. the pudgala conceived according to cessation:

When that has ended, with no [further] appropriating, no seizing as another
or oneself, [the one who is] at rest without remainder, having passed over
from here to the further bank, is conceived (or designated) according to
cessation.106

This mode is seen at work in statements such as: “The Fortunate One
has attained parinirvana,”197 “appropriation is exhausted,” “no [fur-
ther] appropriation [will occur],”108 “There is no further case of his
taking up the aggregates.”109 The pudgala as designated by cessation
points to the end of appropriation. Its purpose is

to demonstrate that the Tathagata or an arahant after attaining the nirvana
without remainder (nirupadhisesanirvana) [..] is the liberated person par
excellence [referred to as uttama® or paramapuriso], dwellingin beatitude.110

1.1.3.5. As we have seen, the Pudgalavadins are likely to have resorted
to the self in order to account for functions that, in their opinion, could
not be explained satisfactorily in terms of the mere constituents, bases
and elements, i.e., were felt not to be reducible to the existential
basis.111 What are these functions? The MSABh presents us with the
following Pudgalavadin objection:

106 TDKk 10a18-20, translation Priestley 1999: 59. Here again, the TDKk (10a23-24,
see Priestley 1999: 57-60) adds: “If he were different [from the aggregates], he
could not have attained parinirvana; if he were not different, he could not have
attained parinirvana.” Translation Priestley 1999: 59.

107 Priestley 1999:56.

108 Lusthaus 2009:283.

109 Priestley 1999: 66.

110 Chau 1984: 11.

111 The atmavada section of the YBhi's savitarkadibhiimi (see Shukla 1967: 36-37)
contains a very interesting series of objections against (a strong version of) self-
lessness. Although the Atmavadin is presented here inter alia as ito bahyas tirthyah
(YBhi1 129,7), there are good reasons to believe thathe is a Buddhist Pudgalavadin.
The passage starts with a definition of atmavada (YBhu 129,6-9 [YBhiri, 76a7-
b1]): atmavadah katamah / yathapihaikatyah Sramano va brahmana evandrstir
bhavaty evamvadi / tadyathd / ito bahyas tirthyah / satyatah sthitita atma va sattvo
vd jivo va poso va pudgalo vetyddi / sa kasmad evandrstir bhavaty evamvadi /.
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“What does the doctrine of self consist of? - For example, in this [world], an ascetic
or a brahmana has such a view, holds such a discourse, ie., [is] an outsider who is
exterior to the [Buddhist religion]: a self, a [substantial] living being, a life prin-
ciple, an individual, or a person really (satyatas) [exists], steadily (sthititas) [exists]. -
Why does this [person] have such a view, hold such a discourse?” As an answer, the
author(s) of the passage suggest(s) that the doctrine of self stems from both scrip-
ture (dgama) and reason(ing) (yukti, YBhai 129,9 [YBhirip 76b1]). The reasons
adduced for it are as follows (YBhi 129,11-130,14 [YBhirp 76b2-77a5]): dva-
bhyam karanabhyam / abuddhipirvam ca sati sattvabuddhipravrttyupalabdhitah /
buddhiptirvam ca cestopalabdhitah / tasyaivam bhavati / sa ced dtma na syat paii-
cabhir dakaraih paficavidhavastudarsane saty atmabuddhir na pravarteta / ripd-
krtim drstva rilpabuddhir eva pravarteta na sattvabuddhih / sukhaduhkhdvadirnam
samskdaram drstva vedanadibuddhir eva pravarteta® / na sattvapatitocchritabud-
dhih / naminam namasambaddham samskaram drstva safjiabuddhir eva pra-
varteta / na ksatriyo va brahmano va vaisyo va studro va buddhadattob va gunamitro
veti sattvabuddhih / subhasubhacestasambaddham samskaram drstva samskarabud-
dhir eva pravarteta / na balapanditasattvabuddhih / visaye vijiidnanuvrttime drstva
cittabuddhir eva pravarteta / naham pasydmityevamadisattvabuddhih / yatas$ cai-
vam abuddhipiirvam esu paficasu vastusu paficakara sattvabuddhir eva pravartate
na samskarabuddhih / tasmad abuddhipirvam tavad? asya drstva sattvabuddhi-
pravrttyeupalabdhita evam bhavaty asty datmeti / tasyaivam bhavati / sa ced atma
na syan na samskaresu buddhiptirva cestopalabhyeta / aham caksusa rupdni drak-
syami pasyami drstavan / na va draksyamityevam |[...] yatha darsana evam S$rotra-
ghranajihvakayamanahsu veditavyam / evam kusalakarmabhisamskare kusalakar-
manirvrttav akusalakarmabhisamskare 'kusalakarmanirvrttav ityevamadika buddhi-
purva cesta nopalabhyeta / na caisa samskaramatre yujyate / tasmad evam bhavaty
asty atmeti //. [® vedandbuddhir eva pravarteta em. (Tib.) : safjiiabuddhir eva pra-
varteta na sattvapatitocchritabuddhih / vedanddibuddhir eva pravarteta / Ed. b
buddhadatta em. (Tib.; YBhia 135,8-12): brahmadatta Ed. ¢ Note Tib. jug pa,
*(pra)vrtti? 4 Tib. with no equivalent of tavat. ¢ °pravrtty°® em. (Tib. ’jug pa) : °praty®
Ed.fNote Tib. dge ba’i chos, *kusaladharma.] “For two reasons: [first,| because one
observes that the notion of a [substantial] living being occurs unconsciously (abud-
dhipiirvam) with regard to a real (sat) [thing/event], and [second,] because one ob-
serves [that] a [given cognitive or ethical] behaviour (cestd) [is made] consciously
(buddhiptirvam) [i.e., entails an ‘I’ awareness. Regarding the first reason,] it occurs
to the [person given to reason(ing)] in the following way. If the self did not exist,
the fivefold (paficabhir akaraih) notion of a self would not occur upon perceiving
the [following] five [real] things. [To wit:] (1) When one perceives the [physical]
shape (akrti) of [something] corporeal (ripa), only the notion of [this] corporeal
[thing] would occur, not the notion of a [substantial] living being. (2) When one
perceives a conditioning factor involving (avadirna : gyo ba) pleasure or pain, only
the notion of an [affective] sensation, etc., would occur, not the saddened or exalted
notion of the [substantial] living being (sattvapatitocchritabuddhi: sems can la
dams pa’ dan mthos pa’i blo) [who experiences it]. (3) When one perceives a condi-
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tioning factor with a [specific] name [and] connected with a [specific] name, only
the notion of [this verbal] designation would occur, not the notion of the [substan -
tial] living being [who bears it] in the form: [he is] a ksatriya, a brahmana, a vaisya,
a §udra, [the person named] Buddhadatta or Gunamitra. (4) When one perceives a
conditioning factor connected with a meritorious or demeritorious behaviour, only
the notion of [this] conditioning factor would occur, not the notion of a stupid or a
wise living being. (5) When one perceives the occurrence of the [bare] cognition
(vijiana) of an object, only the notion of the [cognizing] mind (citta) would occur,
not the notion of a [substantial] living being [acting as a cognizer] in the form ‘I
perceive. And since it is so, [it is] only the fivefold notion of a [substantial] living
being [that] occurs unconsciously with regard to these five [real] things, not the
notion of a [mere impersonal] conditioning factor. Therefore the [person given to
reason(ing)], seeing [it] first because (s)he observes that the notion of a [substan -
tial] living being occurs unconsciously [with regard to something real], thinks that
the self exists. [And second,] this occurs to him/her as follows: If the self did not
exist, one would not observe, regarding the conditioning factors, a conscious[ly
personal] behaviour in forms such as: ‘I shall see, I see, I have seen [these] visible
[things] through [my] eyes (caksusd), or: ‘I shall not see [them].’ Note that [this
occurs]| with audition (Srotra), olfaction (ghrana), taste (jihva), tactile (kaya) and
mental (manas) [cognition] just as it [does] with vision (darsana). In the same way,
one would not observe a conscious|[ly personal] behaviour such as ‘[l have] done a
good action’ (?kusalakarmanirvrttau) when a good action has been performed, or
‘[l have] done a bad action’ when a bad action has been performed. Now, such a
conscious[ly personal] behaviour is impossible if there are only [impersonal]
conditioning factors|[, and no self]. Therefore, it occurs to the [person given to
reason(ing)] that the self exists.” According to this passage, the notion of a self
(atmabuddhi, sattvabuddhi) arises both unconsciously (abuddhipiirvam) and con-
sciously (buddhipirvam). It arises unconsciously when, upon perceiving a real
thing or event (vastu), we grasp (different modalities of) a living being instead of
the bare constituent (skandha) which, according to the normative Buddhist scheme,
is supposed to be responsible for this apprehension. Now according to the
(Buddhist) Atmavadin, this would not be the case if the self did not really exist. As
for the notion of a self that arises consciously, it is the one involved in our cognitive
and ethical activities, which entail personal awareness and moral re sponsibility. In
other words, the constituents alone do not provide a satisfactory account of social
interaction, cognition and ethics, which all imply the notion of a living being, of self
and other(s). The YBhii passage ends with the following remarks (YBhi 136,9 -
137,7 [YBhirip 81a6-b4]): api tu paramarthikam dtmalaksanam vaksyami / dhar-
mesv atmaprajiiaptih / sa tebhyo ’‘nyananyatvendvaktavyo ma bhid asya dravya-
sattvam iti / tesam va dharmanam atmalaksanatvam / sa punar anityalaksanah /
adhruvalaksanah / anasvasikalaksanah / viparinamalaksanah / jatidharmalaksanah /
jaravyadhimaranadharmalaksanah / dharmamatralaksanah / duhkhamatra®laksa-
nah / tatha hy uktam bhagavata / ita ime bhikso dharma atmanityas te bhikso atma-
dhruvo ’nasvasiko viparinamadharmako bhikso atmety evamadi / api cab caturbhih
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The pudgala, which is the seer, [and this] up to the cognizer, the agent, the ex-
periencer, the knower and the one who liberates himself, does simply exist.112

In other words, the Buddhist personalist seeks to establish an agent
(kartr) of cognitions, an experiencer (bhoktr) of the pleasant and un-
pleasant results of good and bad deeds, and a person partaking in lib-
eration (moktr). The pudgala as an agent of deeds and an experiencer
of their fruit appears as early as the VK and the KV, as we have seen.113
Its being a knower of the dharmas is recorded in the Vibhasa and the
AKBh.114 And the Vibhasa also presents the pudgala as providing a
basis for recollection.115 To sum up:

11
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karanaih samskaresu sattvaprajiiaptir veditavya |/ sukhasamvyavahdrartham / lokd-
nuvrttyartham / sarvathd sattvavastu nastity uttrasaprahandrtham ca / dtmani pa-
ratra ca vyapadesato gunasattvadosasattvasampratyayotpadandartham ca /. [®
°matra® with no Tib. equivalent. ? api ca em. (Tib.) : api Ed.] “Moreover, I am going
to state the ultimately valid definition of the self: [it is nothing but] the designation
of the factors as self. [Now] this [self] can/must not be described as either different
or the same as these [factors] lest it exist as a [real] substance. Or, it is these [very]
factors that are the definition of the self. And this [self] is characterized as imper-
manent, non-enduring, unreliable, [subject to] change, having the property of being
born, of ageing, illness and death, [and] of [consisting of] the factors and suffering
only. For the Blessed One has said: ‘Therefore, O monk (Tib. dge slon dag), these
factors are your (Tib. khyod kyi) self[, and it is] impermanent; your self, O monk
(Tib. dge slon), is non-enduring [and] unreliable; [your] self, O monk, is subject to
change (viparinamadharmaka), and so on. Furthermore, note that the designation
of the conditioning factors as self owes to four reasons: [first,] in order to facilitate
[linguistic] transactions (sukhasamvyavahardrtham : tha siiad la bde bar bya ba);
[second,] in order to comply with the [usage of the] ordinary world(/beings);
[third,] in order to eliminate the terror [inpired by the fact] that something like a
[substantial] living being (sattvavastu) exists in no way; and [fourth,] in order to
arouse certainty(/confidence) (sampratyaya) in the presence of good qualities and
defects by pointing [them] outin [one’s] self and other [persons].”

MSABh 156,24-157,2: asty eva pudgalo ya esa drasta yavad vijiiata karta bhokta
jAata mokta ca /. Sthiramati (MSAVBh Tsi D168b4-7 /P198a5-b2) characteristical-
ly takes this objection as of non-Buddhist provenance (see Eltschinger 2010a: 317,
fn. 83). To be compared with YBhii 134,20 (sa bhoktd va karta va mokta veti),
135,2-3 (mokta kartd moktatmeti), 134,4 (drastradilaksanah) and 130,18-19 (ri-
padisu visayagrahaka atma).

See above, §1.1.4.3 and fn. 102-105, pp. 77-78.

Vibhasa 42c19ff. Note thesis no. 15 of the Vatsiputriyas: “La personne (pudgala)
connait (jandti) les choses (dharma).” Translation Bareau 1955: 118. This seems to
be at stake in VK 543b7-9: “Le Pudgalavadin dit: Il y a un dtman, un sattva, un jiva,
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Thus the pudgala, with its three designations, is an ineffable (avaktavya) that
avoids the two extremes: annihilation (uccheda) and eternity (sSasvata). The
pudgala is the agent of knowledge, memory, the rebirth process, the ripening
of actions (karmavipdka), and, after eliminating its obstacles, dwells in beati-
tude.116

But, strange as it may look on account of their being constantly blamed
for indulging in the false view of the self, the Pudgalavadins clearly had

115

116

un jantu, un posa, un purusa, un pudgala. Parce qu’il y a un Pudgala, relativement
aux dharmas vus, entendus, sentis, connus, il y a acquisition, recherche, consi déra-
tion mentale.” Translation La Vallée Poussin 1925: 366.

Vibhasa 55a18-21. These three features appear in the personalist’s objection of
MPPU 148b14-18: “2¢ Argument. - S'il n'y a pas d’atman intérieur (adhydtma),
[étant donné que] la connaissance des couleurs nait et périt d’instant en instant
(ksanotpannaniruddha), comment distingue-t-on et connait-on la couleur bleue
(nila), jaune (pita), rouge (lohita) ou blanche (avadata)? 3¢ Argument. - S’'il n’y a
pas d’atman, et puisque les connaissances humaines actuelles (pravrttivijiiana),
naissant et périssant toujours a nouveau, disparaissent avec la vie du corps, qui
donc a partie liée avec les actes - péchés (apatti) ou mérites (punya)? Qui endure la
douleur (duhkha) ou le bonheur (sukha)? Qui est libéré (vimukta)?” Translation
Traité 11.736-737.

Chau 1984: 11. SNS 465a17-465b1: “Now we reply, the Buddha said that there is
the concept (or designation) of the person; therefore this is its concomitant. If non -
self were really the non-existence of the self, there could not be any killing of a
living being or one who Kkills or anyone who is killed. Neither would there be theft,
and so also for sexual misconduct, lying and drinking intoxicants. Neither would
there be any doer or any deed, or any consequences [..] Thus the Four Noble
Truths also would not exist. If the Four Noble Truths did not exist, there would also
be no Buddha teaching the Four Noble Truths. If there were no Buddha, there
would also be no Sangha. Thus if the person did not exist, the Three Jewels and the
Four Truths would also be non-existent. But such statements are utterly unreason-
able. Thus if the person did not exist, the above errors would be established and
further errors would also be produced. But if the person exists, if the self exists,
there are errors as stated above. One should understand truly according to the
stitras spoken by the Buddha. Therefore in reality the self exists.” Translation
Priestley 1999: 85-86; see also Chau 1987: 42-43 and Venkataramanan 1953:
177-178. The passage left untranslated by Priestley is as follows (in Chau’s transla-
tion): “[S’]il n’y avait pas d’acte, de résultat, il n’y aurait ni naissance, ni mort. Mais
les étres vivants, a cause des actes et de leurs résultats, transmigrent dans le cycle
de la naissance et de la mort (samsdra). S’il n’y avait ni naissance, ni mort, il n’y
aurait pas de cause (hetu) de la naissance et de la mort. S’il n’y avait pas de cause, il
n'y aurait pas de cessation de cause. S'il n'y avait pas de cessation de cause, il n'y
aurait pas d’orientation vers la voie (marga).”
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their own version of this drsti. According to the SNS, the view of the self
consists in one’s taking either one or all constituents as the self; the
view of a separate self consists in one’s holding the appropriating self
to be different from the appropriated constituents. But to consider that
there is no self, i.e., to regard the self as merely another name for the
constituents, is no less a false view.117

1.1.3.6. According to most of the rare extant Vatsiputriya/Sammitiya
sources, the doctrine of the pudgala was meant to provide a satisfac-
tory account of Buddhism as a middle way between the extremes of
eternalism and annihilationism. This seems at least to be the meaning
of the personalists’ statement to the effect that the pudgala cannot be
said to be either the same as or distinct from the five aggregates. For if
the pudgala is the same as the skandhas, it will be as conditioned and
hence momentary as they are, and one can no longer account for rec-
ollection, continuity and moral responsibility. But if the pudgala is
independent from the skandhas, it will be as eternal and unconditioned
as the non-Buddhists’ atman, and then any relationship with psycho-
physical reality and need for religious life will be lost. By claiming that
their pudgala was neither an eternal and independent entity nor some-
thing purely impermanent reducible to the psychophysical constitu-
ents, the Pudgalavadins expected not only to provide the middle way
with a doctrinal foundation, but also to disclose the rationale behind
the Buddha'’s refusal to answer the question whether the soul is identi-
cal to or different from the body. Whether their attempt accounted bet-
ter than mere dependent origination for the middle way is a question
that was solved in the most uncompromising way by their coreligion-
ists.

1.1.3.7. Whatever the historical circumstances of their rise, the Budd-
hist personalist sects had to face sustained criticism on the part of self-
proclaimed orthodox Sthaviras(/Theras) and Sarvastivadins from a
very early date. Indeed, both the KV and Devasarman’s VK118 reflect a

117 See Priestley 1999: 64 and 67 and Walser 2005: 202. Note also TSixsk 92,18-19:
bhavan dha - ndsty atmetiyam mithyadrstir iti /.

118 The relevant section of the KV is 1.1, pp. 2-69. For a translation, see Aung/Rhys
Davids 1915:8-63; for a summary, see McDermott 1996: 266-272; see also Collins
1982: 178-182. The relevant section of the VK is 537a27-547c5. For a translation,
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lively and already well formed controversy in terms and arguments
whose close similarity already stroke La Vallée Poussin.11® What is
striking about the KV and the VK is their lack of any hint at the non-
Buddhists’ accounts of the self. In other words, the polemical scope of
these early testimonies is purely intra-Buddhistic; the polemic rests on
shared dogmatic, terminological and scriptural assumptions. Here, the
Pudgalavadin is always brought, through scripturally- and dogmatical-
ly-based arguments, to contradict the word of the Buddha. No less
interestingly, several among the issues that were to become key com-
ponents of the later controversies against the non-Buddhists are al-
ready present: is the supposedly transmigrating pudgala one and the
same in two successive destinies, say as a preta and as a human being?
Is the one who acts the same as the one who experiences the fruit of ac-
tion? Is there an agent of cognitions, sensations and actions? How is the
pudgala to be cognized? In other words, certain Buddhists labelled as
personalists did not await the non-Buddhist Atmavadins in order to as-
sume a somehow real person behind the flux of momentary psycho-
physical events. Nor did their opponents wait for the hot disputes
against the non-Buddhists in order to shape arguments against these
elaborations. And in spite of Sthiramati’s statements to the contrary,120
the same can be assumed of the chronologically next significant anti-
personalist tracts, YBhu 129,6-136,4, MSA 18.92-103 and MSABh
154,27-160,6.121 Even a rapid glance at the extant Pudgalavada

see La Vallée Poussin 1925: 358-376; for a summary, see Potter 1996: 369-374
and Willemen/Dessein/Cox 1998: 200-201.

119 See La Vallée Poussin 1925: 345 and Kosa Ixxxiv-xxxv (“le pudgalaskandhaka pré-
sente avec Kathavatthu, i, 1, des analogies étroites qui vont jusqu’a l'identité des
formules”), and Frauwallner 1964: 92. According to McDermott (1996: 265, sum-
marizing Bareau’s views as expressed in the typescript [Paris 1951] of the latter’s
French translation of the Dhammasargani), “Bareau thinks that some verses of the
work [KV, VE/IR] or its prototype may have been read at Pataliputta during Aso-
ka’s reign, and that Kathavatthu and Vijiadnakdya may stem from the same proto-
type.” On the relationship between the KV and the VK, see Bronkhorst 1993b,
where Bronkhorst shows that, contrary to the VK’s, the controversy as it is re-
flected in the KV is certainly no more than a purely scholastic exercise with no real
confrontation. See also Watanabe 1983: 154-208.

120 See above, fn. 112,p. 82.

121 See Eltschinger 2010a and Kishi 2011. YBhii 129,6-137,8 might have inspired the
author(s) of the MSA(Bh). On the adtmavada section of the YBh, see Shukla 1967.

e
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sources is enough to make sure that these texts’ polemics are purely
intra-Buddhistic. The same remark applies to the nearly contemporary
MPPU!22 and to Harivarman'’s TSi, 123 which rely on the same scriptural
sources - those advocated by the Pudgalavadins - and analogous argu-
ments. One can certainly argue that the “orthodox’ or “mainstream”
Buddhists never lost sight of the fact that their Pudgalavadin oppo-
nents came dangerously close to the outsiders’ accounts of the self, and
often resorted to the latter as a criterion or “limit-case” in assessing
their “coreligionists™ degree of orthodoxy. But just as numerous Maha-
yanasitras simply mention the outsiders’ views although they target
the Sravakayanists alone (found guilty of misunderstanding the law
and/or to indulge in mundane, purely institutional affairs), these
sources seem never to take the tirthikas’ conceptions into considera-
tion. The non-Buddhists’ atman seems to first enter the scene in the
first decades of the fifth century CE: with Vasubandhu’s Paramartha-
saptatika (directed against the views of the Sankhya master Vindhya-
vasin), of which at least one stanza targetted a Sankhya argument in fa-
vour of the self,124¢ with AKBh 9, the last section of which is dedicated to
a critical examination of Sankhya and VaiSesika views on the self,125
and with a commentary on Aryadeva’s SS ascribed to Vasu(bandhu?),
where the Sankhya and the VaiSesika alone are criticised.126 But as was
to be expected from the sixth-century Buddhist philosophers’ conspi-
cuous shift in polemical targets and ambitions, 127 things changed with
Dignaga and those indebted to him. As far as our knowledge goes,
Dignaga contented himself with criticising the Sankhya argument al-
ready criticised in the Paramarthasaptatika;'2¢ Dharmapala turned his
polemic against the outsiders’ self; Dharmakirti, who devoted several

122 MPPU 148b3-150a25; see Traité 11.735-750.

123 TSich 259¢8-260c26 (translated into Chinese by Kumarajiva in 412 CE) and TSixsk
90,17-95,15 (= section 35); see Sastri 1978: 69-74.

124 On the Paramarthasaptatikd, see below, fn. 138, p. 159.

125 On AKBh 9, see, e.g, Stcherbatsky 1970, Kosa V.230-302, Duerlinger 1982, 19894,
1989b, 2003a and 2009, Oetke 1988: 195-242, Mejor 1999, Anacker 1999, Kapstein
2001:77-111 and Goodman 2009.

126 See above, fn. 74, p.17.
127 See Eltschinger 2010b: 398-400 and 432-433, Eltschinger forthc. b (§2.2).
128 See above, fn. 124, p. 86.
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arguments to the refutation of Naiyayika, Vaisesika and Sankhya con-
ceptions, criticised his coreligionists’ pudgala without explicitly men-
tioning it;129 as for Bhaviveka, he had no more than three verses to
dedicate to the pudgala;3° Santaraksita and Kamalasila confine their
critique of the Pudgalavada to the concluding section of their nearly all-
inclusive Atmapariksai3! Here again, the only exception is Candra-
kirti’s MAV, the sixth chapter of which contains a long and learned but,
let us say, not very innovative critique of the pudgala.132 Let us now
turn to Dharmakirti’s original contribution against Buddhist personal-
ism.

1.2. CONTEXT AND ARGUMENTS OF DHARMAKIRTI'’S CRITIQUE

1.2.1. The Immediate Context and Doctrinal Background of
PVSV 147,2-148,5

1.2.1.1. To the best of our knowledge, Dharmakirti alludes nowhere ex-
plicitly to the pudgala. How to make sure, then, that PVSV 147,2-148,5
is directed against the (or at least one version of the) Pudgalavada? Let
us distinguish here between external and internal criteria. External cri-
teria exhaust themselves in the fact that Dharmakirti’s commentators
Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin are unanimous in regarding this pas-
sage as a piece of polemic against the pudgala. Besides their introduc-
tory objection,’33 both of them consistently explain Dharmakirti’s
anaphoras (tad, etc.) as referring either to the pudgala or the skandhas

129 See below, §§1.2.2-3, and Eltschinger/Ratié 2010.
130 MHK 3.90-93; seelida 1980: 173-175.

131 TS 336-349, TSPk 125,16-131,9/TSPs 159,16-166,18; see Schayer 1931-1932 and
Naito 1985.

132 MAV 244,1-288,9 (and especially vv. 146-151); see Tauscher 1981: 36-39, Fenner
1983:19-22 and Huntington 1992:171-177; for a general presentation of the MAV’s
critique of the self, see Fenner 1983. This is reminiscent of Candrakirti’s strategy
while criticising the “naturalization” of the caste-classes. In his CSV ad CS 4.21-23
(see Eltschinger 2012: 71-81), the Madhyamika scholar presents an “old-style” cri-
tique based on traditional, mainly canonical arguments, but shows no awareness of
the renewal of the problematic in the hands of Kumarila and Dharmakirti.

133 See below, fn. 162, p. 102.

=
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(quite often: riipadi). Among the internal criteria, let us mention first
that significant parts of Dharmakirti’s terminology are reminiscent of
traditional discussions about the pudgala. Thus the word avacya (PVSV
147,6, 7, 15, 148,4), highly characteristic - especially in the context of
the treatment of identity (tattva) and otherness (anyatftjva) -, clearly
echoes the Pudgalavadins’ avaktavya/avacya;i34 so does the allusion to
upadana (PVSV 147,23), which is to be interpreted in a sense closer to
the notion of upadayaprajiiapti (“designation-on-the-basis-of”) than to
that of upadana as “material cause” found in the Abhidharmic theory of
causality.135 Moreover, the opponent’s recourse to causality (PVSV

134 On the Pudgalavadins’ thesis that the pudgala cannot be said (avaktavya, avacya) to
be either the same as or other than the constituents (or that it is inexpressible inso-
far as it cannot be described either in terms of identity or otherness with respect to
the skandhas), see above, §1.1.3.4; see also, e.g.,, Chau 1984: 11, Chau 1987: 42,
Chapter 4 in Priestley 1999 and Lusthaus 2009: 279-280, MSA 18.93ab (stating
that the pudgala is ekatvanyatvato ‘vacyah: see below, fn. 147, p. 96; see also MSA
18.94-95), MSAVBh Tsi D163a1-4/P191b2-6 (quoted in Eltschinger 2010a: 307,
fn. 53), AKBhp: 464,4/AKBhk 58,3: atha riupapudgalavat tadupalabdhyor apy anya-
nanyatvam avaktavyam. “But if [the Pudgalavadin replies that] just as visible shape
and the pudgala [cannot be said to be other than or identical to each other], their
[respective] perceptions as well cannot be said (avaktavya) to be other than or
identical to [each other].” On the meaning of ripa in this context, see below, fn. 182,
p- 105. The idea is found again in TS 337: skandhebhyah pudgalo nanyas tirthadrsti-
prasangatah / nananyo 'nekatddyapteh sadhvi tasmad avacyata //. “The pudgala is
neither other than the constituents - for [otherwise] the outsiders’ [false] view [of
a permanent self] would ensue - nor the same [as them], for [otherwise its] multi-
plicity would follow; as a consequence, [its] being inexpressible (avdcyata) [in terms
of identity or otherness with regard to the constituents] is well [established].” See
also below, fn. 147, p. 96.

135 On the probable meaning of updadana/upadaya (both as “basis”/“on the basis of”
and as “appropriation” /“after appropriating”) in pudgalavada, see above, §1.1.3 .4.2
and, e.g,, Chau 1987: 36, Cousins 1995: 89, Priestley 1999: 71-72. AKBhp, 461,19~
20/AKBhig 40,34 ascribes to the Pudgalavadin the assertion that the pudgala is
designated on the basis of (upddaya) the constituents: adhyatmikdn upattan varta-
manan skandhan upddaya pudgalah prajiiapyate / tad idam andhavacanam anun-
militartham na budhydmahe / kim idam upddadyeti /. “[Objection:] The pudgala is
designated on the basis of the constituents that are internal, appropriated [as be-
longing to oneself and] existing [when the pudgala is designated. Answer: As for
us,] we do not understand this obscure statement the meaning of which [you have]
not made clear: what does this [mean], ‘on the basis of'?” (Cf. PVSV 147,23 : ko yam
upddandrthah /. “[But] what is the meaning of ‘basis’?”) The greater part of the
pudgala critique in the AKBh is then devoted to the refutation of this thesis (see,
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147,5-12) as a means of demonstrating that a certain entity (the effect)
cannot be said to be either identical to or different from another one
(the cause) is certainly reminiscent of the MSA(Bh)’s and the AKBh's
lengthy digressions on the relationship between fuel (indhana, etc.)
and fire (agni, etc.), an explanatory metaphor frequently resorted to in
extant Pudgalavada literature.136 We take it for granted, then, that
PVSV 147,2-148,5 is to be interpreted as a critique of the (or a version
of the) Pudgalavada. Yet the passage shows significant differences with
respect to previous attempts to refute personalism.137 A brief summary
of its context and structure may be of help in understanding how
Dharmakirti’s strategy in the pudgala controversy departs from that of
his predecessors.

1.2.1.2. The discussion over the pudgala occurs in the context of the in-
ference of the fact that things perish at every single moment (vinasitva-
numana).138 While explaining the reason of this inference, i.e., the fact
that things’ destruction is spontaneous or causeless (ahetuka),
Dharmakirti specifies that stating this reason does not amount to see-
ing destruction as a property which would come to belong to the per-
ishing entity. When saying that a thing’s destruction is causeless (a
formula seemingly implying that the thing and its destruction are on-
tologically distinct), the proponent of causeless destruction only makes
use of an artificial distinction so as to make clear that there is no cause
for destruction,13® for the use of an expression such as “the x of y” does

e.g, the quotations of the AKBh below, fn. 150, p. 97, where both upadaya and upa-
dana appear).

136 On the fuel-fire metaphor, see above, §1.1.3.4.2, and fn. 94, p. 74, and below, fn.
149, p.97.

137 For instance the KV, the VK, the TSi and the MSABh devote much of the discussion
over the pudgala to the examination of the exegetical problems (various levels of
contradiction with scripture) that a personalistic doctrine entails (on the yukti/
dgama structure of the MSABh argument, see Eltschinger 2010a: 298) and so does
the AKBh (from AKBhp, 464,25/AKBhit 64,1 onwards it mainly deals with scrip-
tural matters), whereas this aspect of the problem is conspicuously absent in PVSV
147,2-148,5 (butalso, interestingly enough, in YBhu 129,6-136,8).

138 On this inference see Eltschinger 2010b: 423-424 (§12b).

139 PVSV 145,11-20 (together with PV 1.276): katham tarhidanim ahetuko vinaso bha-
vatity ucyate / nasyan bhavo ‘pardapeksa iti tajjfidpandya sa / avasthd’hetur uktdsya
bhedam aropya cetasa // na bhavo jato ‘parasman nasam pratilabhate / tathabhi-
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tasyaiva svayam jater ity aparapeksadharmantarapratisedhartham tatsvabhavajia-
panendrthantaram iva dharmino dharmam cetasa vibhajya tanmatrajijiiasayam sva-
bhava eva tathocyate / tad etan mandabuddhayah kvacit tathadarsanad ghosa-
matravipralabdhd ndsam gunam tasya ca bhavam aropya sahetukam ahetukam va-
pratisthitatattvayd bhavacintayatmanam akulayanti /. “[Objection:] Now][, if there
is nothing called ‘destruction’], then in what sense do [you] say that destruction is
causeless? [Answer:] An entity does not depend on [anything] else [ie., a cause of
destruction,] while perishing. Therefore in order to indicate this [i.e, the fact that it
does not depend on a cause of destruction, we] say [that] this state [of destruction]
is without a cause. [And this we do] after having [erroneously] construed through
[conceptual] thought a [purely artificial] distinction between this [state of destruc-
tion and the destroyed entity itself] (PV 1.276). An entity, once produced, does not
receive [its] destruction from [anything] else [ie., from any cause of destruction],
for it is produced itself as being exactly such [ie, as possessing a transient nature].
Thus when one wishes to know just this [i.e., when one wonders whether the
destruction of an entity comes from something else or not],2 by indicating the
[transient] nature of this [entity] in order to negate a distinct property [ie., de-
struction,] that [would] depend on [something] else, it is [in fact nothing but this]
nature that [we] describe in those terms (tathd), [but this we do] after distinguish-
ing through [conceptual] thought a property [ie., destruction,] from a property-
bearer as if [this property were] something [really] distinct [from it. And] this is
precisely what (tad etat)? dull-witted [people erroneously] construe (aropya) as a
[distinct] property [consisting in] destruction, [subsequently construing] its exis-
tence as well [and its being] either with or without a cause, [as these people are]
led astray by the mere words|[: ‘The entity’s destruction occurs’] because they have
seen, in a certain [other] case [ie., in such words as ‘the king’s servant,’ ¢ that it is]
so, [i.e., that such a statement refers to two distinct entities. In so doing] they perp -
lex themselves with [idle] ontological considerations (bhavacintd) of unfounded
truth.” [@ According to PVT Je D323a5/P395a6-7 ~ PVSVT 521,28-29: bhavasya-
nyasmat kim vindso bhavati na veti*. *veti em. (PVT ‘gyur ram ’on te) : ceti Ed. b Note
PVT Je D323a6/P395a8-b1 ~ PVSVT 521,31-522,10: tad etad [...] bhavad* avyati-
riktam nasitvam tattvato vyavasthdpitam. *bhavad em. (PVT dnos po las) : abhavad
Ed. “Precisely that destruction that hasbeen determined asnot being really distinct
from the [perishing] entity [itself].” ¢PVT Je D323a7 /P395b2 = PVSVT 522,12-13:
rajiiah purusa ityadau vyatirekavibhakti*prayoge tathadarsandt sam bandhinor vi-
bhagadarsanat /. *Note PVT tha dad pa’i rten can rnam par dbye ba, “case-endings
that possess a distinct basis.” “Because they have seen, in a use of the case-endings
[conveying] a distinction, such as ‘the king's servant, [that it is] so [i.e, that there
is] a distinction between the two correlates.” On the use of the genitive vyatireka-
vibhakti when there is no real difference, see below, fn. 140,p. 91.
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not necessarily imply that x and y are distinct real entities.140 The
opponent objects that Dharmakirti, who has repeatedly stated that an

140 PVYSV 32,18-33,5 (together with PV 1.60): nanu ca vacyavisesabhavat sanketabhedo
‘py ayukto dvayor ekabhidhanat / tatha ca vyatirekinya vibhakter ayogas tasya bhe-
dasrayatvat / dvayor ekabhidhdane ’pi vibhaktir vyatirekini / bhinnam artham iva-
nveti vdcye lesavisesatah // na vai sabdanam kdcid visayasvabhavayattda vrttir
icchato vrttyabhavaprasangat / te yatha vyatirikte vyatirikte va prayoktum isyante
tathd niyuktds tam artham apratibandhena prakasayanti / tena gaur gotvam ityeka-
rthabhidhane ’pi kasyacid visesasya pratydyandrtham krte sanketabhede vyatirik-
tarthd vibhaktir arthantaram ivadarsayanti pratibhdty anarthantare 'pi tathdprayo-
gadarsandbhyasadt / na tavata sarvatra bhedah / anyatrdpi purusecchavasat pravrt-
tasya pratibandhabhavat / yathaikam kvacid ekavacanena khydpyate tadavisese ’pi
gauravadikhyapandrtham bahuvacanena /. “Objection: Since the [thing] signified
[by the two words ‘property’ and ‘property-bearer] is the same, even a distinct
convention is improper, for these two [words] refer to one [and the same thing].
And thus]|, since the property and the property-bearer are not distinct things ac-
cording to you], a [genitive] case-ending conveying a distinction? is improper, be-
cause [the use of] this [case-ending] presupposes (°dsraya) a [real] distinction.
[Answer:] Even though the [two words expressing the property and the property-
bearer] refer to one [and the same thing], the [genitive] case-ending, which [usual-
ly] conveys a distinction, shows (anveti, gl. darsayati) the object as [if it were]
distinct because of the slight difference [brought] into the signified [by a distinct
convention, and not because of any real difference]. (PV 1.60) The reference of
words is certainly never (na [...] Sabddnam kacid [...] vrttih) based on the [intrinsic]
nature of the [external] objects, for it would follow that reference would not be
[made] arbitrarily. These [words are] employed in the way one wishes to use
[them, be it] with regard to [something] distinct[, as when one says: ‘The king’s
servant,’] or with regard to [something that is] not distinct[, as when one says: ‘It is
the self that is the seer of the self, and they] manifest this object without any
restriction (apratibandhena). Therefore, even though the [two words] ‘cow’ [for the
property-bearer and] ‘cowness’ [for the property] refer to one [and the same]
thing, when a specific convention is made in order to make known a certain differ-
ence? the [genitive] case-ending whose object is [usually] distinct appears and
[ipso facto] presents [the property] as [if it were] something different [from the
property-bearer] although it is not something different; [and this occurs] because
of [our] habit of observing [the genitive case-ending] being used in this way [ie,
when there is a real distinction. But] for all this [i.e., due to the mere use of this
case-ending], there is not a [real] distinction in every case, because there is nothing
to prevent a [word conveying a distinction from being] used according to human
arbitrariness in another case as well [ie, when there is no real difference]. For
example, one [thing] is expressed in a certain [context] with the singular [tvam, and
in another context] with the plural [yidyam] in order to express respect, etc., even
though [this thing] does not differ with regard to its [oneness].” [¢ Note PVSVT
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entity x is subjected to the alternative between identity and otherness
with respect to an entity y,141 must admit that destruction is either dis-
tinct from the entity that perishes (but then destruction should be per-
ceived as a distinct entity, which is not the case) or identical to it (but
then nothing can happen to this entity that is destruction itself):
whatever the case, how can the entity ever perish?142 Dharmakirti an-

14
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146,11: vyatirekinya iti vyatirekabhidhdyinya gor gotvam iti sasthya / (“‘conveying
a distinction,’ i.e, a genitive indicating a distinction in the form: ‘the cow’s cow-
ness’”) and PVSVT 146,15: vibhaktir vyatirekini vyatirekasya vacika sasthi / (“a
case-ending conveying a distinction [i.e.] a genitive expressing distinction”). » PVSVT
14625-26: agovyavrttinimittasya gotvasya prakasanartham / agovyavrttimatram
gotvasabdena pratipadyam ity evankrte (sanketabhede) [...] /. “When a specific con-
vention is made as follows: with a view to manifesting that cowness is the criterion
of the exclusion of [one thing] from non-cows, the mere exclusion [of this thing]
from non-cows must be indicated by the word ‘cowness.””] On the issues of the
genitive case-ending and distinction/non-distinction in the context of the refuta-
tion of the pudgala, see also MAV 6.143 (Huntington 1992: 174-175).

PVSV 75,21-22: svabhavo hi svabhavan na tattvam anyatvam va langhayati / ripa-
syatadbhitasyanyatvavyatikramat /. “[And] indeed, a [real] nature [x] does not
avoid being either identical to or other than a [real] nature [y], for a [real] nature
[x] that is not y does not elude being other [than y].” PVSV 117,18-20: vastu [...] ni-
yamena |[...] bhedabhedau ndtivartate / ripam hivastu / tasydtattvam evanyattvam
ity uktam /. “Necessarily, a [real] entity [x] does not transgress [the alternative
between] distinction and non-distinction, for a [real] entity is a nature. [Now, we
have already] said [above in PVSV 75,21-22] that otherness is nothing but x's not
being y.” PVSV 118,23-24: na ca bhedabhedau muktva vastuno 'nya gatih / tasya ri-
palaksanatvat / ripasya caitadvikalpanativrtteh /. “And for a [real] entity [x], there
is no other possibility than being distinct or not [from an entity y], because this
[real entity] is defined as a nature, and because a nature does not escape this alter-
native [between distinction and non-distinction].” PVSV 144,11: tasmat sato ripa-
sya tattvanyattvavyatikramadt /. “Therefore [it is so] because a [really] existing
nature [x] does not escape [the alternative between] being identical to or other
than [y].” See also PVSV 64,3-7.

PVSV 145,21-25 (together with PV 1.277ab): svato 'pi bhave 'bhavasya vikalpas ced
ayam samah / nanv aparabhdvitve 'pi vinasasya svata eva bhavasya bhavato 'yam
tattvanyattvavikalpas tulyah / tadd kim arthdntarabhdve bhdvo na drsyate / an-
arthdntaratve ’pi tad eva tad bhavati / tan na kificid asya jatam iti katham vinasto
ndma /. “[Objection:] Even if [one admits with you that] non-existence [i.e., destruc-
tion,] exists by itself [ie., is causeless, you have to face] the same alternative
[between identity and otherness] (PV 1.277ab). But even if [destruction] is not due
to [anything] else, [you have to face] the same alternative as to whether an entity’s
destruction existing only by itself is the same [as the entity itself] or other [than it].
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swers that in fact the alternative between identity and otherness only
applies to the arising of something real possessed of a distinct nature.
As a consequence it cannot concern destruction itself, for the propo-
nent of causeless destruction does not assert the existence of a distinct
property called “destruction” but only the fact that the entity itself does
not exist.143 Destruction only appears to be endowed with a nature of

143

Then if [this causeless destruction] exists as something distinct, why don’t [we]
perceive this [distinct] entity?e [But] again, in case [this causeless destruction] is
not something distinct, it is the [entity itself, say a pot,] that is what [is called ‘de-
struction’]. Therefore since nothing happens to the [entity], how [can it be called]
‘destroyed’ [at all]?” [ PVT Je D323b5/P396a2: ci’i phyir mi snan ste / snan ba fiid
du’gyur ro /.“Why don’t [we] perceive this entity? [We] should perceive [it].”] Here
does bhavah refer to destruction (which should be perceived if it is a distinct
entity) or to the entity such as the pot (which remains unaffected by destruction if
destruction is something distinct from it, so that it should be perceived)? The
interpretation of tan na kificid asya jatam iti depends on the answer given to this
question. In the first hypothesis, this conclusion concerns anarthantaratve 'pi tad
eva tad bhavati. In the second hypothesis, it concerns both members of the
alternative.

PVSV 145,25-146,1 (together with PV 1.277cd): nanv atra / na tasya kificid bhavati
na bhavaty eva kevalam ity uktam / na hy ayam vinaso 'nyo va kascid bhavasya bha-
vatity aha / kim tarhi / sa eva bhavo na bhavatiti / yadi hi kasyacid bhavam briyat /
na bhavo ‘nena nivartitah sydt / tatha ca bhavanivrttau prastutaydm aprastutam
evoktam syat / na hi kasyacid bhavena bhavo na bhiito nama / tada na bhiito yadi
svayam na bhavet /. “[Answer:] But haven’t [we] said in this regard: this [entity]
possesses no [particular property called ‘destruction,” be it distinct or not from
itself]: it simply does not exist (PV 1.277cd). For the [proponent of causeless de-
struction] does not say that destruction or any other [property like continued exis-
tence and transformation]® belongs to the entity, but rather that it is the entity
itself that does not exist. For if he stated[, with the word ‘destruction,’] the exis-
tence [ie., the rise,]? of a certain [property], the [existence of this property]¢ would
not make the entity cease to exist (nivarteta). And thus, since the cessation of the
entity is the subject under discussion, [he] would only be stating [something] irre-
levant [by positing another distinct thing],4 for an entity [can]not be said not to
exist [merely] because of the existence of something [else]. Then [an entity can only
be said] not to exist if it itself does not existe” @ According to PVT Je D323b7-
324al/P396a6-7 = PVSVT 523,6-7 (anyo va sthityanyathatvadiko dharmah). b Ac-
cording to PVT Je D324a1-2/P396a8 = PVSVT 523,10 (bhavam utpadam). € Against
PVT Je D324a2/P396a8 = PVSVT 523,10 (anena vadind). ¢ According to PVT Je
D324a2/P396bl =~ PVSVT 523,12 (arthantarasyanyasya vidhanad* aprastutam.
*Note PVT brjod pa’i phyir for vidhanat). ¢ The text of the PVSV is not well estab-
lished here: (1) PVSVryp D346b3/P509a7-8 reads: jig pa Zes bya ba (*na bhiito
ndma?), which echoes the reading of the MS A (svayam na bhiito nama bhavet /).
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its own when we say that it is causeless, but the activity (vyapdra) ex-
pressed by any verbal rooti# (i.e., here, the activity consisting in exist-
ing) can only belong to an entity endowed with functionalities, so that
destruction cannot be considered the real agent of the verb “to be.
Thus when we say that a hare’s horn is a non-existence, far from as-
serting the hare’s horn existence, we actually intend to deny the exis-
tence of the hare’s horn; accordingly, the statement “destruction is
causeless” is not the affirmation that destruction exists as a real entity
but the negation of its having a cause. Dharmakirti concludes that only
a real entity x (i.e, only an entity possessing a nature of its own, which
is not the case of destruction) is subjected to the alternative between
identity and otherness with respect to y.145

(2) PVSVrj, D346b3/P509a8 and PVT Je D324a3/P396b2 read: gan gi tshe (*yada).
(3) PVSVrj, D346b3 /P509a8 reads: yod pa med pa (*na bhavati?), clearly more sa-
tisfactory than bhavet.

144 See, e.g, Cardona 1974.

145 PVSV 146,11-147,2 (together with PV 1.278ab): tasmad yasya naso bhavatity ucya-
te sa svayam eva na bhavatity uktam sydt / na vai ghosasamyad visaydantaradrsto
vidhih sarvatra yojandm arhati / na hi gardabha iti namakaranad baleyadharma
manusye 'pi samyojyah / tathd na caitrasya putro bhavatity atra drsto vidhir nase 'pi
virodhdt / evam cabhidhane 'pi prayojanam aveditam eva / atah / bhave hy esa
vikalpah syad vidher vastvanurodhatah / bhavo ‘vasyam bhavantam apeksate / sa ca
svabhava eva / nihsvabhavasya kvacid vydpare samavesabhavat / vydpara iti hi
tathabhiitasvabhavotpattih / sa nihsvabhavasya katham syat / katham idanim bha-
vaty abhavah sSasavisanam ityddivyavahdrah / na vai Sasavisanam kificid bhavatity
ucyate / apitv evam asya na bhavatiti bhavapratisedha eva kriyate / api ca / vyava-
hartdra evaitad evam vyapdravad iva samdropyddarsayanti prakaranena kenacit /
na tu tat tatha / sarvarthavivecanam hi tatra tattvam na kasyacit samavesah / na
khalv evam vinaso vastuni tadbhavat / asav api yadi vaktrbhir evam khyapyate na tu
svayam tatha tada na kificid bhavatitistam eva / tasmat svayam bhavan svabhavo
vikalpadvayam ndtivartate tattvam anyattvam iti /. “Therefore one must say that it
is the [entity] the destruction of which is said to ‘exist’ that does not exist itself. It is
certainly not the case that, on the grounds of a [mere] similarity in wording, the
affirmation (vidhi : bya ba) observed in another case [such as: ‘Caitra’s son’] can be
applied to every case [ie., to ‘the thing’s destruction’ too]. Indeed, the properties of
an ass (baleya) cannotbe applied to a human being as well [merely] on the grounds
that [a certain person] is named ‘Gardabha (= ass)’; in the same way, the affirma-
tion (vidhi: bya ba)® which is observed in the [statement]: ‘Caitra’s son exists’
(caitrasya putro bhavatiti) [does] not [apply] to [the case of] destruction as well,?
because it is contradictory. And although the [verbal] expression is [grammatically]
the same (evam), [its real] purpose (prayojana: dgons pa) has been presented
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[above].c Therefore: this alternative [between identity and otherness] can [only]
concern the [coming into] existence [of something real], because activity (vidhi)
necessarily belongs (anurodha) to something real (PV 1.278ab). [Coming into] exis-
tence necessarily requires [something] that comes into existence, and this [can]
only [be] a nature, for that which lacks a nature does not engage in any activity
(vyapara). For [what we call] an ‘activity’ is [nothing but] the arising of such a
nature; [but] how could this [arising] pertain to [something] that lacks a nature
[ie., destruction]? [Objection:] Now, [if that which lacks a nature does not engage in
any activity,] how [do you explain] a usage such as ‘a hare’s horn is a non-exis-
tence’? [Answer:] One certainly does not say thata hare’s horn is something; rather,
[when] thus [stating that a hare’s horn is a non-existence,] one simply negates the
existence of this [hare’s horn by saying] that [it] does not exist. Moreover, it is the
speakers who, according to the context [of discussion such as: ‘Is the hare’s horn
non-existence or is it not?” erroneously] construe and present this [hare’s horn]
thus [i.e, as the agent of existence in the sentence: ‘The hare’s horn is a non -exis-
tence’] as if it had an activity; but it is not so.4 Being devoid of [the nature of] any
object is the true nature of this (tatra) [hare’s horn, and] nothing [unreal] engages
in [an activity such as coming into existence.¢ But our opponent] certainly does not
[admit] destruction [to be] such [ie, characterized as void of the nature of any
object, like a hare’s horn or the son of a barren woman], because [according to him]
this [property] exists [ie., arises,] in the entity. Even though (yadi [...] tu) the
[ordinary] speakers present this very [destruction that our opponent considers
thus] in the same way [as having an activity when they say that it ‘exists, they] do
acknowledge that it iself is not so [i.e, that it does not have arising as a property],f
[and] therefore that it is nothing. Therefore if it exists by itself [i.e., in a non-
superimposed way,]9 the nature [of an entity] cannot escape these two [mutually]
exclusive options (vikalpadvaya), ie., [either] identity [or] otherness.” @ PVSVT
525,23: vidhir arthantarasya putrasya vidhdnam /. “Affirmation, ie., the position of
a son who is something distinct.” In spite of the Tibetan rendering of vidhi as bya ba
(a usual equivalent of Skt. vydpara), here the meaning of vidhi seems more likely to
be “affirmation,” although from the next verse onwards it obviously means vyapara
(in the sense of the grammatical agent’s activity). » PVSVT 525,24: na bhavasya
ndso bhavatity atrapi bhavad vyatireko naso vidheyah /. “In the [statement:] ‘“There
is a destruction of the entity’ as well, destruction is not to be posited as distinct
from the entity [itself].” Note that PVT Je D325a6/P397b7 explicitly refers here to
the genitive (*sasthi) case-endings (de Itar na nag pa’i bu Zes bya ba’i rnag “di la tha
dad pa’i rten can gyi drug pa [*vyatirekavibhaktisasthi] sbyar ba dag).¢<1.e.,, in PVSV
145,16-17 according to PVT Je D325a5/P398a2-3 = PVSVT 525,28-29. 4 le,
pseudo-things like a hare’s horn or the son of a barren woman (vandhyasuta in PVT
Je D325b3/P398b2-3 = PVSVT 526,23) do not have a vyapara (*vyaparavat PVT Je
D325b6/P398b6, vaparayukta PVSVT 526,30) simply because of linguistic usage
(vyavaharamatrena, PVT Je D325b6/P398b6 = PVSVT 526,29). ¢ Note PVT Je
D325b6/P398b7-8: [...] gyi drios por gyur pa’i bya ba ‘ga’ Zig dan Idan pa ni ma yin
no //. “But it does not have any real activity.” f As a justification for this, PVT Je
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1.2.1.3.1. The Pudgalavadin enters the stage at this point,14¢ objecting
that the pudgala is not subjected to this alternative since it is neither
the same as nor other than the constituents.147 It is not identical to
them because its nature is distinct from theirs, but it is not other than
them because it is causally related to them and because otherness is a
mere lack of relation (apratibandha). Dharmakirti criticizes his oppo-
nent’s notion of causality (which entails that a cause and its effect are
neither identical nor mutually other) while relying on his own analysis
of relation (according to which a relation can be either of identity or of
causality, the latter obtaining between entities that have distinct na-
tures).148 He then puts forward his own definition of otherness as the
fact that two natures remain unmixed. As a consequence, if, as the
Pudgalavadin contends, the pudgala and the constituents do not have
the same nature, there can be no relation between them (except a cau-
sality relation that the Pudgalavadin cannot accept since it concerns
entities that are mutually other) and they have distinct properties, so
that they must be mutually other. The opponent attempts to rescue the

D326a2/P399a3 = PVSVT 527,13 add: nirtpatvad asya /. 9 According to PVT Je
D326a3/P399a4 = PVSVT 527,15 (svayam anadhyaropitendkarena).

146 See below, fn. 162, p. 102.

147 On the Pudgalavadins contention that the pudgala is neither the same as nor other
than the constituents, see, e.g, Bareau 1955: 115 (Vatsiputriya), Chau 1987: 40,
Chapter 4 in Priestley 1999 and Eltschinger 2010a: 294. The thesis is presented in
the following way in MSA 18.93: ekatvanyatvato 'vacyas tasmad dosadvayad asau /
skandhatmatvaprasangdc ca taddravyatvaprasangatah //. “This [pudgala] cannot
be said (avdcya) to be either one [and the same] with or distinct from the [basis of
its designation, i.e, from the five constituents], because of the two faults [that
would ensue]: for [if the constituents and the pudgala were one and the same,] the
constituents would be the self, and [if the constituents and the pudgala were
distinct,] the [pudgala] would be a [real] substance.” See Eltschinger 2010a: 330;
see also AKBhp, 462,3-4/AKBhg 42,5-6: na canyah skandhebhyah Sakyate pratijia-
tum $asvataprasangat / napy ananya ucchedaprasangadt /. “And this [pudgala] can-
not be asserted [to be] other than the constituents, because [if it were other than
them its] eternity would ensue; nor [can it be asserted to be] the same, because
[then its] annihilation would ensue.” See also above, §§1.1.3.4.1-2, and fn. 134, p.
88.

148 On the two types of relation acknowledged by Dharmakirti, i.e., identity (tadat-
mya), which concerns two conceptually extracted properties of one and the same
entity, and causality (tadutpatti), which regards two distinct entities, see Eltschinger
2010b: 414-415 (§10¢) and below, fn. 151, p.98.
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thesis of a relation between the constituents and the pudgala by ex-
plaining that this relation does not lie in a causal connection between
them but in some sort of invariable connection between their respec-
tive cognitions. Dharmakirti replies by showing that there is no such
connection and by arguing that the pudgala, which is not known
through a distinct cognition but, according to the Pudgalavadin himself,
“on the basis” of the constituents, has no nature of its own: if it did it
would necessarily appear in a distinct way as an object of cognition.

1.2.1.3.2. Dharmakirti thus follows the gist of the MSABh or AKBh argu-
ments insofar as he too attacks the Pudgalavadin’s contention that the
pudgala is designated on the basis of the constituents by showing that
the causal relation assumed between the constituents and the pudgala
does not stand critical examination14 and that the pudgala is not per-
ceived on the basis of the constituents.150 However, he does so with ar-

149 Both the MSABh and the AKBh criticize the view that causally related elements can
be said neither to be identical nor to be mutually other: they endeavour to show
that in fact an effect and its cause are mutually other, most notably because they
have different characteristics (see above, fn. 96, p. 74). This idea seems to find an
echo in PVSV 147,12 (see below, fn. 180 and 181, p. 104) but Dharmakirti’s main
argument is much more encompassing: instead of merely pointing out the distinct
characteristics of fire and fuel (or those of the pudgala and the skandhas), he shows
that the Pudgalavadins’ thesis, which equates the causality relation with inex-
pressibility in terms of identity or otherness, ends up diluting the very notion of
causality to the point that everything can be considered a causal condition while
nothing can be said tobe other than anything else.

15

o

The MSA(Bh) rejects the pudgala’s existence as a substantially existing (dravyasat)
nature on the grounds of its not being perceived (see MSA 18.92: prajiiaptyastitaya
vdacyah pudgalo dravyato na tu / nopalambhad viparydsat sanklesat klistahetu-
tah //. “The pudgala must be said to exist as a [mere] designation, but not as a
[real] substance, because one does not perceive [it] (nopalambha), because [our
pseudo-perception of the pudgala] is [nothing but] a wrong notion, because it is a
pollution, because [the personalistic false view] is the cause of [that which is]
defiled.” Translation Eltschinger 2010a: 305; on the form nopalambha, see Conze
1967 s.v.). The AKBh, examining the relation between the awareness of the con sti-
tuents and that of the pudgala, points out that the designation (prajiapti) pudgala
rests either on the perception of the constituents (but then the unperceived pud-
gala is nothing but a designation for the perceived constituents) or on the percep-
tion of the pudgala itself (but then the pudgala differs from the constituents since it
can be perceived by itself). See AKBhp; 463,3-6/AKBht 50,1-5: yada ca pudgalah
prajiiapyate kim tavat skandhdn upalabhya prajiapyata ahosvit pudgalam / yadi
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guments that appear profoundly renewed insofar as they rest on im-
portant innovations of his own system: while his criticism of the rela-
tion between the pudgala and the constituents rests on his definition of
the so-called natural relation (svabhdvapratibandha),!s! his analy sis of

151

tavat skandhams tesv eva pudgalaprajiiaptih prapnoti / pudgalasyanupalambhat /
atha pudgalam katham asya skandhan upaddya prajiiaptir bhavati / pudgala eva hi
tasya upadanam prapnoti /. “And when the pudgala is designated, is it designated
when perceiving the constituents or the pudgala [himself]? On the one hand, if [it is
designated when perceiving] the constituents, then the designation pudgala con-
cerns only these [constituents], since the pudgala is not perceived (anupalambha);
on the other hand, [if it is designated when perceiving] the pudgala, how could the
[pudgala] be designated on the basis of (upddaya) the constituents [as the Pudgala-
vadin claims]? For then the basis (upddana) of this [designation] concerns the sole
pudgala.” See also AKBhp: 463,25-464,2 /AKBhie 56,8-13: atha ripany upalabha-
manah pudgalam upalabhate / kim tayaivopalabdhyopalabhata ahosvid anyaya /
yadi tayaiva / riupad abhinnasvabhavah pudgalah prapnoti / ripa eva va tatpra-
jAaptih / idam ca riipam ayam pudgala iti® katham idam paricchidyateb / athaivam
na paricchidyate / katham idam pratijidyate riipam apy asti pudgalo 'py astiti /
upalabdhivasena hi tasyastitvam pratijiidyetac /. [* AKBhig iti: AKBhp, om. iti. b
AKBhig paricchidyate : AKBhp: gamyate. ¢ AKBhig pratijiidyeta : AKBhp, pratijia-
yate] “If [the opponent explains that] one perceives the pudgala when perceiving
visible things (riipa), does one perceive [the pudgala] through the same perception
[as that of the visible things] or through another one? If [it is] through the same
[perception], the pudgala must have the same nature [as the visible things], or
[rather,] the designation [pudgala] only regards the visible things, and [thus] how
could [we] make this distinction: ‘This is the visible thing, this is the pudgala’? Now
if [we] cannot make such a distinction, how could [we] admit that both the visible
thing and the pudgala exist? For it is due to perception (upalabdhi) that the exis-
tence of this [pudgala] could be admitted.” On the cognizability of the pudgala, see
above, §1.1.3.3.

Thus Dharmakirti’s opponent considers that related entities cannot have natures
that are completely alien to each other; accordingly, in PVSV 147,3 -4 he defines the
otherness of two given entities as a lack of relation between their natures (svabha-
vapratibandha). However, according to Dharmakirti, relation cannot be understood
as the merging or mixture (miribhavana) of the relata’s natures: real entities
remain unmixed with one another (see, e.g., SP 5: tau ca bhavau tadanyas ca sarve
te svatmani sthitah / ity amisrah svayam bhdvds tan misrayati kalpana //. “And the
two [so-called related] entities as well as [their relation, which is supposedly] dis-
tinct from [them,] all rest in themselves; as a consequence, entities remain unmixed
[amisra] in themselves: it is conceptual thought that mixes them.”). According to
Dharmakirti, otherness is precisely this fact that entities’ natures do not merge or
their mutual exclusiveness (parasparam ananugamah, PVSV 147,8-9; cf. PVSVT
528,15-16, which explains it as amisribhavanam: see below, fn. 174, p. 103).
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the pudgala’s alleged perception, which shows that the pudgala is no
real entity, rests on his elaboration of the notion of anupalabdhit>2 and
more importantly, on the equation between existence and functionality
(arthakriya)!>3 and on the idea that any existing entity must have the
minimal efficacy consisting in producing a cognitive appearance of it-
self:154 the pudgala is not a real entity precisely because it is devoid of
such a power.

1.2.1.3.3. Here the Pudgalavada’s critique is instrumental in establish-
ing Dharmakirti’s own version of the identity principle (according to
which a real entity x must be either the same as or other than areal en-
tity y), or rather, it is instrumental in establishing that this principle
only applies to real entities (so that the opponent of the causeless de-
struction thesis cannot claim that destruction must be subjected to the
alternative between identity and otherness with respect to the perish-
ing entity). However, it is worth noting that the TSP adopts the reverse
strategy: there the pudgala’s ontological status is no longer used to es-
tablish the scope of the identity principle; rather, it is the scope of the
identity principle that determines the pudgala’s ontological status.
Thus Santaraksita and Kamalasila endeavour to show that because the
identity principle only applies to real entities, the pudgala, which es-
capes the alternative between identity and otherness with respect to

Indeed, Dharmakirti acknowledges one relation besides that of pure and simple
identity, namely, the causality relation, but he shows that the natures involved in it
remain heterogenous (see Eltschinger 2010b: 414-415 [§10c]. The Pudgalavadin,
by claiming that the pudgala is related with the constituents, is thus confronted
with the very alternative between identity and otherness that his pudgala suppos-
edly escapes: either the pudgala’s relation with the constituents is one of pure and
simple identity, or it is one of causality (and therefore of otherness). In order to get
away from this alternative he has to acknowledge the lack of relation (apratiban-
dha) between the pudgala and the constituents, but by doing so he is doomed to
accept their otherness since he himself defines otherness as apratibandha (PVSV
147,12; see below, fn. 179, p.104).

152 See Eltschinger 2010b: 416-419 (§10¢€) and below, fn. 186, p. 106.

153 See Eltschinger 2010b: 402-403 (§5b). Cf. TS 347ab, quoted below, fn. 211, p. 113.

154 PVSV 149,27-150,2: jianamatrarthakriydyam apy asamarthye vastv eva na syat /
tatha hi tallaksanam vastv iti vaksyamah /. “If [something] lacks the ability to per-
form the functionality that is a mere cognition, it is no real entity at all; for we will

say that a real entity has as its characteristic this [functional efficacy].” See, e.g.,
Yoshimizu 1999:145 and 149.
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the constituents, cannot be a real entity.155 Saying that only a real en-
tity cannot escape the alternative between identity and otherness is
tantamount to claiming that something that cannot be stated in terms
of identity or otherness can only be unreal or is a pseudo-entity (avas-
tu), and such is (one among) the Buddhist epistemologists’ criteria for
the old Abhidharmic distinction between “substantially real” (dravya-
sat) and “designatively real” (prajiiaptisat) so constantly at stake in all
the traditional accounts of the pudgala controversy.l56 How to estab-
lish the pervasion (vyapti) between the two properties tattvanyatvava-
cyatva and avastutva? This is what Santaraksita is up to in TS 338-342.
The argument is formulated as follows in TS 338ad:

155 Candrakirti had already adopted a somewhat similar strategy (on this strategy, see
Duerlinger 1984: 264 and 270). Candrakirti spells out the anti-Personalist’s classic
argument as follows (MAV 6.147): gan phyir gzugs las sems brjod med mi rtogs //
dnos yod brjod med rtogs pa mayin iiid // gal te bdag ‘ga’ drios por grub gyur na //
sems Itar grub dros brjod du med mi ‘gyur //.“[The difference or identity of] mind
with respect to form is not conceived of as inexpressible, and in fact, no existing
(vastusat) is considered inexpressible. It follows that if the self is an established
entity, then, like ‘mind,” which is [also] an established entity, [its difference or iden -
tity with respect to psychophysical aggregates] would not be inexpressible.” Trans-
lation Huntington 1992:175. The full version of the argument in contraposed form
appears in MAV 6.148: gan phyir khyod bum drios por ma grub pa’i // 1o bo gzugs
gan phun po las brjod med ‘gyur te // ran gis yod par grub par rtogs mi bya //.
“According to our opponent, a jug is not by nature an established entity precisely
because [its difference or identity] with respect to form, for example, is inexpressi-
ble. Likewise, the relationship of the self to the psychophysical aggregates is also
inexpressible, and therefore one ought not conceive of the self as intrinsically exis-
tent.” Translation Huntington 1992: 175.

156 Note TSPk 127,17 /TSPs 115,15: evam tavad avacyatvabhyupagame prajiaptisat-
tvam pudgalasya praptam iti pratipaditam /. “Thus, it has been shown first that if
one accepts that the pudgala cannot be said [to be either identical to or different
from the constituents,] it follows that it [only] exists as a designation.” On Vasu-
bandhu'’s distinction between dravyasat and prajiiaptisat, see Katsura 1976; on the
Pudgalavadins’ understanding of prajiiapti, see above, §§1.1.3.3-4. Surviving evi-
dence regarding theories of the pudgala indicates that the Pudgalavadins them-
selves regarded the pudgala as a prajiiapti (see, e.g., Chau 1987: 42-43, Buswell
1999: 354, Lusthaus 2009 and Eltschinger 2010a: 294-295).
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Areal pudgala does not exist, because it cannot be said to be either identical
to or other than [another entity], like a water-lily in the sky.157

Kamalasila reformulates his master’s argument in the following “for-
mal” application (prayoga):

[Waptii] Whatever cannot be said to be either the same as or other than a
[given] entity is not a [real] entity, like a water-lily in the sky. [Paksadhar-
mata:] Now, the pudgala cannot be said [to be either the same as or other
than another entity. The logical reason involved in the present argument] is
the non-perception of the pervader.158

According to TSPx 126,17/TSPs 114,22, TS 340-342 are aimed at
demonstrating this pervasion:

157

158

159

160

Since the alternative between difference and identity has a [real] entity as its
basis, the [pseudo-things] that are without a nature [of their own] are not [to
be] designated as identical to or other than [other things], etc., but [this is]
not [the case of]| a [real] entity. For the negation [to which one resorts when
saying:] “[x] is not y [i.e., does not have y for its nature]” entails (°vat) [the
affirmation of] another entity. [Therefore] one obviously states [its] other-
ness with regard to y.15° And to negate that [x] does not have y for its nature
amounts to saying that [x] is identical [to y]. Therefore a [real] entity [x] does
not transgress [the alternative between] identity and difference with regard
to a [real] entity [y].160

TS 338azd: pudgalo naiva vidyate paramarthikah / tattvanyatvadyavacyatvan na-
bhahkokanadadivat //.

TSPk 126,14-15/TSPs 114,19-20: yad vastunah sakasat tattvanyatvabhydm vacyam
na bhavati na tad vastu / yathd gagananilanam / na bhavati ca vdcyah pudgala iti
vyapakanupalabdhih /.

According to TSPk 127,7-8/TSPs 115,5 (svabhavantaravidhinantariyakatvad vastu-
no vastvantarabhavanisedhasya /). According to TSPk 127,5/TSPs 115,3, this an-
swers the question: katham punar gatyantarabhavah /.

TS 340-342: bhedabhedavikalpasya vastvadhisthanabhavatah / tattvanyatvady-
anirdeso nihsvabhavesu yujyate // na vastuni yad etad dhi tan neti pratisedhanam [
tad vastvantaravat tasmad vyaktam anyatvam ucyate // atadbhavanisedhas ca tat-
tvam evabhidhiyate / natikramati tad vastu tattvam bhedam ca vastunah //. Kama-
lasila concludes (TSPk 127,16 /TSPs 115,13-14): iti siddha vyaptir maulasya hetoh //.
“Thus, the principal reason’s pervasion is established.”
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As a consequence, the pudgala is not a real entity. Equivalently, the
pudgala is nothing but an entity of designation, which coincides
perfectly with the MSA(Bh)’s and Vasubandhu’s conclusions.

1.2.2. PVSV 147,2-148,5:161 Annotated Translation

162/ [certain real ] nature [X]’s being other [than y] is nothing but its not
being y, 163for visible shape’s (riipa) and taste’s being reciprocally
other, too, is nothing else [than each one’s not being the other one]. 164
Objection: [Although x does not have the nature of y, still it cannot be
said to be other than y, for] otherness [actually] consists in [their]
natures’ lacking a [mutual] relation (pratibandha).1¢5 [Answer:] What
does this so-called relation [between x and y] consist of, so that [x]
would be neither this [i.e., of the nature of y,] nor of a nature other
[than y]? Objection: [This relation consists in x’s] being born (janman)

161 Sakyabuddhi’s and Karnakagomin’s commentaries appear in PVT je D326a4-Ne
1b3/P399a6-Ne 1b5 and PVSVT 527,18-530,22.

Introduction, PVT Je D326a4-5/P399a6-7 ~ PVSVT 527,18-20: ripddiskandhasva-
bhavah pudgalo na bhavaty atha ca® ripadibhyo nanyah / tasmatb tattvanyattvam
ativartata eva svabhdva iti cet / tan na / yasmat [...] /. [2 Note PVT de Ita na yan
(*tathapi?).b tasmat em. (PVT de bas na) : tasma Ed.] “Objection: The pudgala does
not have as its nature the constituents such as corporeality, and yet it is not other
than corporeality, etc. Therefore it is the case that a [real] nature escapes [the alter -
native between] identity and othemess. [Answer:] This is not [the case], because
[...]” On the Pudgalavadin’s thesis that the pudgala is neither the same as nor other
than the constituents, see above, §1.1.3.4, fn. 134, p. 88 and 147, p. 96.

Introduction, PVT Je D326a5/P399a8 = PVSVT 527,21:yadi pudgalo 'pi na skandha-
svabhavas tadd skandhebhyo ‘nya eva / yatah [...] /. “If the pudgala itself does not
have the constituents as its nature, then [it can] only [be] other than the consti-
tuents, because [...].”

16:

)

16.

@

164 Conclusion, PVSVT 527,22-23: atatsvabhavatvam evanyattvam / tac ca pudgale 'py
astiti so 'pi skandhebhyo ‘nya evestavyah /. “[x’s] being other [than y] is nothing but
[its] not having y as its nature. Now, since this is the case of the pudgala too, [you]
have to admit that it is [simply] other than the constituents.”

165 Conclusion, PVT Je D326a6-7/P399b1-2 = PVSVT 527,24-26: sa ca pratibandhah
pudgalasya skandhesv asti / tato ‘tatsvabhavatve 'pi nanyattvam skandhebhyo pud-
galasyeti /. “Now, there is a [mutual] relation between the pudgala and the consti-
tuents. Therefore even though the pudgala does not have the constituents as its
nature, it is not other than them.”
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[of y].166 [Answer: If it were because x is the effect of y that it could not
be said to be either y or other than y, then] no cause and no effectt6”
could [ever] be said [to be either identical with or other than] one
another; and so168 everything [would be] somehow¢ [causally] useful
(upayogin) to everything, therefore!70 nothing would be other than
anything. And thus even [someone using the word] “inexpressibility”
(avdcyata)t’t [defined in the afore-mentioned way] would merely
express a causality relation with another word without [conveying] a
different meaning.172 173[As for ourselves| however, we define (bri-
mah) otherness as the exclusiveness (ananugama) of [two real]
natures [i.e., as the fact that they do not mix with each other174]. Now,

166 Conclusion, PVT Je D326b1-2/P399b4 ~ PVSVT 528,10: evam sati kdaryatvat skan-
dhebhyah pudgalasya tattvanyattvenavdcyatvam istam /. “This being the case, since
[the pudgala] is an effect [of the constituents, we] admit that the pudgala cannot be
said to be either the same as or other than the constituents.” (Note that the PVT
treats this as the conclusion of the objection whereas the PVSVT seems to under-
stand it as the beginning of Dharmakirti’s rebuttal). On the Pudgalavadins’ conten-
tion that the constituents and the pudgala stand in a causal relation comparable to
that of fuel and fire, see above, §1.1.3.4.2, fn. 136, p. 89, and 149, p. 97.

167 Note that PVSVs 527,7, PVSVri, D346b6/P510b1 and PVT Je D326b2/P399b5 read
sarvakaryakarananam (rgyu dan 'bras bu thams cad), against PVSVT 528,11 (sarva-
kdarananam) and according to Gnoli (a silentio), MSS A and B. We have read: sarva-
karyakaranandm.

168 Explanation, PVT Je D326b2/P399b6 = PVSVT 528,11: tathd ceti karyatvad avacya-
tve. “And so, ie, if [it is] because [the pudgala] is an effect [of the constituents that
it] cannot be said [tobe eitheridentical to or other than them].”

169 Explanation, PVT Je D326b2-3/P399b6-7 ~ PVSVT 528,12: katharicid iti saksat pd-
ramparyena ca.? [ PVT reads *va.] ““Somehow,’ ie, in a direct or indirect manner.”

170 Explanation, PVT Je D326b3 /P399b7 = PVSVT 528,12-13: iti sarvatra kdryakarana-
bhavat. “Therefore [i.e.] because a causality relation [would thus obtain] with re-
spect to everything.”

71 See above, §1.1.3.4, fn. 134, p. 88, and 147, p. 96.

172 On this refutation of the opponent’s view of causal relation, see above, fn. 149, p.
97.

173 Introduction, PVT Je D326b4/P400al = PVSVT 528,15: anyattvam tu na nisid-
dham [ yasmat [...] /.“But [according to us, their] otherness is not discarded [for all
that], because [...].”

174 PVT Je D326b4-5/P400al-2 = PVSVT 528,15-16 explain parasparam ananugamam
as amiribhavanam.
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since [all entities] possessing a [real] nature are mutually [exclusive,
they] have to be [mutually] other. 175And [between entities that are not
identical,176] no[thing] except the natural relation consisting in causal-
ity [can be] called a “relation,” for it is not contradictory that [some-
thing which is causally] independent!’? [from something else] may
deviate [from the latter].178 [Both] because of this [lack of relation!79]
and because [x and y have] distinct properties [i.e., inex pressibility-as
and expressibility-as respectively,180 x and y] are [simply] other. 181

175

176

178

179

180

181

Introduction, PVT Je D326b5-6/P400a3-4: gal te skye ba’i mtshan fiid can gyi rag
lus pas phun po dag las gan zag gZan fiid du yod pa ni ma yin mod kyi ‘on kyan rag lus
pa gzan fiid du yod do Ze na /. “Objection: [True,] it is not thanks to a relation
defined as causality (*janmalaksanapratibandha) that the pudgala is other than the
constitu ents; there are, however, other [kinds of] relations.”

The causality relation (tadutpatti) is the only one possible in the case of discrete
entities, and the only one left open for the Pudgalavadin, for whom an identity-type
(tadatmya) relation is ruled out by his insistence on the fact that the pudgala
cannot be said to be the same as the constituents. See Eltschinger 2010b: 414 -415
(§10c), and above, fn. 151, p.98.

Explanation, PVT Je D326b7 /P400a5 = PVSVT 528,19: andyattasya tadutpattya ta-
trapratibaddhasya. “Independent [i.e.] not related to y through causality.”

On this reasoning see above, fn. 151, p. 98.

According to PVT Je D327a1/P400a7 ~ PVSVT 528,20, tatah provides the first of
two reasons: tato ‘pratibandhat® pudgalasya skandhebhyo ‘nyattvam /. [@ PVT reads
*yathoktad apratibandhat.] “Because of the [afore-mentionedpyr] lack of relation,
the pudgala is other than the constituents.” See above, fn. 151, p. 98.

See PVSVT 528,20-21: tatha hy avacyatvam pudgalasya dharmah skandhanam tu
parasparam vacyatvam iti dharmabhedah /. “To explain: the pudgala has the prop-
erty of being inexpressible (avdcyatva) [in terms of identity or otherness] whereas
the constituents [have the property of] being expressible (vdcyatva) [in these
terms] with respect to one another, so [the pudgala on the one hand and the consti-
tuents on the other hand] have distinct properties.” Cf. TSPx 127,27 /TSPs 115,25
(following the statement that two real entities determined as having mutually con -
tradictory properties are distinct from each other): vacyatvavacyatvadiparaspara-
viruddhadharmddhyadsitau ca skandhapudgalau. “Now, the constituents and the
pudgala have mutually contradictory properties such as expressibility and inex-
pressibility.”

Explanation, PVT Je D327a2-3/P400a8-b2: ‘di la yan sbhyor ba ghis su ‘gyur te / gan
Zig gan la rag lus pa med pa de ni de las gZan pa yin te / rta las ba lan (D : lan dan P)
Ita bu’o // phun po dag la gan zag kyan rag lus pa med pa Zes bya ba ni ran bZin gyi
gtan tshigs so // gan Zig gan las chos tha dad pa de ni de las gZan yin te / dper na rta
las ba lan Ita bu’o // phun po dag las gan zag kyan chos tha dad pa yin no Zes bya ba
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Objection: The relation [between x and y] is a matter (krta) of cogni-

tion[, not of causality]. Suppose the following be urged (syad etat): Be-
cause x, the cognition of which is invariably connected to the cognition
of y, necessarily appears [in cognition] when y is cognized|, their rela-
tion is a matter of cognition, and due to this cognitional relation], x
cannot be said [to be other than y] although it does not have the nature
of y.182 [To this, let us answer as follows:] No, [the cognition of x is not
invariably connected to the cognition of y,] because x is devoid of [any]

182

ni ran bZin gyi gtan tshigs fiid do //. “And there are two [formal] applications in this
[connection: (1)] An x that is not related to a y is other than y, as a cow with regard
to a horse. Now, the pudgala is not related to the constituents. [The logical reason
involved here] is a svabhavahetu. [(2)] An x whose properties differ from y’s is
other than y, as a cow with regard to a horse. Now, the pudgala has properties dif-
ferent from y’s. [The logical reason involved here] is a svabhavahetu.”

Explanation, PVT Je D327a6-7/P400b6-8: gzugs la sogs pa gzun ba fiid kyis kyan
gan zag kyan gzun bayin te / de ni mig la sogs pa’i rnam par Ses pas Ses par bya ba
fid yin pa’i phyir ro // de bas na gzugs la sogs pa rtogs pa med na mi ’byun ba yan
(P : D om. yan) gan zag rtogs pa yin pa de Itar na gan zag phun po’i ran bZin ma yin
du zin kyan phun po dag las gZan fid du brjod par bya ba ma yin Ze na /. “It is
[indeed] due to [our] grasping of [objects] such as visible things that the pudgala
too is grasped,? for this [pudgala] can be cognized (*jiieya?) through a visual cog-
nition, etc.? Therefore, the cognition of the pudgala is invariably connected with the
cognition of [objects] such as visible things. [And] thus, although the pudgala does
not have the nature of the constituents,© it cannot be said to be other than the
constituents.d” [2 To be compared with PVSVT 528,26-27: tatha hi ripasabdadigra-
hanenaiva pudgalagrahanam isyate /. “For [you] accept that [it is] due to [our]
grasping of [objects] such as visible things and sounds [that] the pudgala is
grasped.” » To be compared with PVSVT 528,27: caksuradivijiianavijiieyatvat pud-
galasyeti / (where pudgalasya is simply substituted for *(t)asya). < = PVSVT 528,29:
askandhasvabhavam api /. 4= PVSVT 528,28: skandhebhyo ‘nyatvenavacyam.] How
to interpret gzugs = ripa in this explanation? The commentators’ allusion to cak-
survijiidna as well as Karnakagomin'’s reference to sabda suggest that the objects
(visaya) of the different sensory cognitions are meant (cf. the shift of meaning of
the term ripa in the AKBh when the discussion moves to the pudgala as an object
of knowledge, jiieya, from AKBhp: 463,1/AKBhr 48,6 onwards). Remember, how-
ever, that these visayas are instances of the ripaskandha (as dhatus/dyatanas no.
1-5). Thus, the pudgala would be cognized when one cognizes (through indriyapra-
tyaksa) visible things, sounds, etc, i.e, objects belonging to the realm of corpo-
reality, and/or when one cognizes (through svasamvedanapratyaksa) affective
sensations (vedanaskandha), perceptual identifications (safjiidskandha), cognitions
(vijiianaskandha), etc. On the cognizability of the pudgala, see above, §1.1.3.3 and
fn. 150, p. 97.
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nature of its own (svayam) [i.e., independently of the nature of y,] for
its nature is nothing but that which appears [in cognition in the form of
y, and this for two reasons: 183first] because if x were endowed with a
nature [of its own, i.e,, if it were not simply of the nature of y], then it
would appear (pratibhasaprasanga) [separately in cognition], as [does]
y;184 [and second,] because [something] perceptiblel85 does not exist if
it does not appear [in cognition].186 [And] since even if [x] were [held to
be] imperceptible, the cognition [still] would not have this form [i.e.,
the aspect of x],187 what is it the cognition of[, and] related to what?188

183 Introduction, PVT Je D327b1/P401a3 =~ PVSVT 529,10: atharipadisvabhavah pud-
galah / tada [...] /. “If the pudgala does not have the constituents as its nature, then
[...]”

184 Conclusion, PVT Je D327b2/P401a4 = PVSVT 529,11: na ca pratibhasate® / tato
nasty eva pudgalah /. [® PVT reads *prthak pratibhasate.] “Now, it does not appear
[separatelypvr]. Therefore the pudgala simply does not exist.”

185 Explanation, PVT Je D327b2-3/P401a4-5: snan du run ba ste dmigs pa’i mtshan fiid
kyir gyur pa. “Perceptible, i.e, for which the [causal] characteristics for a perception
have been attained (*upalabdhilaksanaprdpta).” On upalabdhilaksanaprapta, see
Eltschinger 2010b:416-419 (§10e).

186 Explanation, PVT Je D327b3/P401a5: ‘dis ni gan zag med par bsgrub pa’i phyir ran
bzin mi dmigs pa bsad pa yin no //. “With this, [Dharmakirti] resorts (*ukta) to the
non-perception of a thing/nature (*wvabhavanupalabdhi) in order to demonstrate
that the pudgala does not exist.” On svabhavanupalabdhi, see Eltschinger 2010b:
416-419 (§10e).

187 Explanations. (1) PVT Je D327b3/P401a6: de’i rio bo Ses pa ste gan zag gi ran bZin
"dzin pa’i Ses pa ma yin pa. “The cognition would not have this form, i.e, the cogni-
tion would not grasp the nature of the pudgala (*pudgalasvabhdvagrdahaka?).” (2)
PVSVT 529,13: na tadripam jiidnam na pudgalakaram jiianam. “The cognition
would not have this form, i.e, the cognition would not have the pudgala as its mode
of apprehension.”

188 Conclusion, PVT Je D327b4 /P401a7 = PVSVT 529,14-15: na ripadijianandntariya-
kam pudgalajiidnam ity arthah / tathda ca na jfidnakrtah pratibandha iti bhavah /.
“The cognition of the pudgala is not invariably connected to the cognition of [con-
stituents] such as corporeality: this is the meaning. And thus, the relation is not a
matter of cognition: this is [Dharmakirti’s] idea.” Here Dharmakirti’s reply rests on
the principle that if the pudgala were a real entity endowed with a nature of its
own it would necessarily produce a distinct cognitive appearance of itself (see
above, fn. 154, p. 99).
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189Moreover (ca), if the [perceptual] cognition of a [real entity] x de-
pends on [something else, say] y, it is certainly not the case that the na-
ture of x ceases to appear (pratibhasa eva nasyati) [in cognition when y
appears], as [the nature] of [colours] such as blue, the cognition of
which depends on light[, does not cease to appear when light ap pears
in cognition].1%0 Or what does x’s close connection (pratyasatti) to y191
consist of, so that x itself is [also] manifest (pratyupatisthate) when one
cognizes y [although this y] lacks x’s own nature? For [if it were] so
there would an absurdity.192 Objection: [This close connection consists
in] the fact that [the x] that is being cognized has y for its basis
(upadana).1%3 [Answer: But] what is the meaning of “basis”? [First] a
causality relation [between x and y can]not [be intended] since it is not
accepted. Or, if one accepts [a causality relation between x and y, still
one does not necessarily perceive x when one perceives y, for] the
effect and the cause do not manifest (pratyupasthapana) a cognition of

189 Introduction, PVT Je D327b4-5/P401a7-8 = PVSVT 529,16: riupadydyattapratiti-
tvad eva prthak pudgalo na pratibhdsata iti cet /. “Objection: It is because [its] cog-
nition depends on [constituents] such as corporeality that the pudgala does not
appear separately [in cognition].”

19 Explanation, PVSVT 529,19-20: yatha niladinam alokapratibaddhajiananam aloke
pratibhasamane ’pi svapratibhaso na nasyati / alokavyatirekena tesam pratibhdasa-
nat / tadvat pudgalasyapi syat /. “For example, the own [cognitive] appearance of
[colours] such as blue, the cognition of which is related to light, does not cease
when light appears [in the cognition], because these [colours] appear distinctly
from light [in the cognition]. Now, the pudgala too should likewise have [a distinct
appearance when light appears].”

As testified by PVSVri, D347a4/P511al (de la ni [P : D om. ni] don de fie ba gan
yin /) and the commentaries (PVT Je D327b6/P401b3: phun po de la gan zag ces
bya ba’i don de fie ba ste 'brel pa gan yin /. PVSVT 529,21: kd vd tasya pudgalasya
pratydsattih sambandhas tatra skandhe /), tatra (PVSV 147,21) belongs to this
sentence. We have read: kd vd tasya pratyadsattis tatra / yat [...] /.

192 Explanation, PVT Je D327b7-328a1/P401b4-5 =~ PVSVT 529,24-26: apratibaddhe
pratibhasamadne yadi niyamena pudgalah pratibhdseta / tadad yasya kasyacit prati-
bhasane ‘nyo ‘py atyantasambaddhah pratiyeta® ity arthah /. [® pratiyeta em. (PVT
rtogs pa fiid du ‘gyur ro): pratiyata Ed.] “If the pudgala necessarily appeared when
[something] unrelated [to it appears], then, when whatever appears [in cognition],
all [things] other [than that, although] utterly unconnected [to it], would appear:
this is the meaning”

193 On this term see above, §1.1.3.4.2, and fn. 135, p. 88.

19

=
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each other [in a reciprocal way].194 Objection: It is the cognition [of x,
not x itself,] that is invariably related to y[, and their] close connection
[consists in this invariable relation. Answer:] Has it not been [already]
said [above] that this very [invariable relation of a cognition] is
impossible in the absence of a relation [between x and y themselves]?
195Now, [we have already] said [many times] that [there is] no relation
between [things] that are not effect and cause [of one another. What
has been said,1% i.e., that] “[an X] the cognition of which is invariably
related to the cognition of y, etc.,” [this] also would be [true] provided
there were a cognition of x [distinct from y. Now, there is no such cog-
nition,] because there is no cognition of that x which does not appear in
cognition in its own form, independently (asamsargena) of [anything]
heterogenous (asvaripa). And for want of such a [cognition], defining
the nature of an object [such as x] as inexpressible [as being identical
to or other than y] is illegitimate (na sidhyati). A really existing [thing]
must therefore be possessed of either identity or otherness], for there
is no other possibility for a real entity].197

194 Explanation, PVSVT 529,30-530,10: yatha karyat karanapratitis tathd na karanat
karyapratitir bhavatity arthah /. “Contrary to the cognition of the cause through the
effect[, which is legitimate], there is no cognition of the effect through the cause.”
On this point, see Eltschinger 2010b:415-416 (§10d).

195 Introduction, PVT Je D328a4-5/P402a2-3 = PVSVT 530,15: akaryakaranayor api
pudgalaripddyoh pratibandho bhavisyatity ata dha [...]. “[Dharmakirti] says [what
follows] in order to [meet the present objection]: Although they [do] not [enter a
relation of] effect to cause, the pudgala and [constituents] such as corporeality will
[certainly] have a relation.”

19 According to PVT je D328a5/P402a4 ~ PVSVT 530,17 (yatpratipattinantariyakam
yajjianam ity api yad ucyate [...]), in PVSV 147,13-15.

197 PVSV 147,2-148,5: atattvam eva svabhavasyanyattvam / na hi riparasayor apy
anyad eva parasparam anyattvam / svabhavapratibandho ‘nyattvam iti cet / ko 'yam
pratibandho ndma yena sa ca na sydt / nanyasvabhavas ca / janmeti cet / sarva-
karyakarandnam® parasparam avacyata syat / tathd ca sarvah sarvasya katharicid
upayogiti na kascit kutascid anyah sydt / evam cavdcyatety api kdryakdranabhava
eva Sabdantarenoktah syat / narthabhedah / svabhavananugamamb® tv anyattvam
brimah / sa ca svabhavavatam¢ parasparam asty evety? anyattvam eva / ha ca
tajjanmalaksanat svabhavapratibandhad anyah pratibandho nama / andyattasya
vyabhicaravirodhat / tato dharmabhedac canyattvam / jaanakrtah pratibandha iti
cet / syad etat / yatpratipattinantariyakam yajjiianam tadgatau niyamena tatprati-
bhasanat tad atadriipam apy avdcyam iti / na / tasya nihsvabhdvatvat svayam / sa
eva hi tasya svabhavo yah pratibhdti / svabhavavattve ’sya tadvat pratibhdsapra-
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1.2.3.0n PV 2.202-204

Dharmakirti’s second argument against the pudgala occurs at the very
end of his treatment of the truth of cessation (nirodhasatya) in PV 2.
Here, as in PVSV 147,2-148,5, Dharmakirti does not allude to the pud-
gala in any explicit way, so that this interpretation relies on the im-
mediate context (a discussion of the satkdyadrsti and the eschatological
consequences of one’s adhering to a self),198 on terminology (avdcya in
PV 2.203a and c) and on the (almost) unanimous explanation of these
stanzas as a critique of the Pudgalavada by his successors (Devendra-
buddhi, Sakyabuddhi, Santaraksita, Kamalasila, Manorathanandin).1%°

[t is well-known that, at least from Vasubandhu onwards, the Yoga-
cara intellectuals developed a model of causality that denied perma-
nent entities such as God or the self any functionality and therefore any
real existence, for only impermanent entities can bring about an ef-

sangat / apratibhdsamadnasya ca drsyasyabhavat / adrsyatve 'pi na tadripam jia-
nam iti kasya kimdyatta pratipattih / na ca yad yaddyattapratitikam tasya svabha-
vapratibhdsa eva nasyati / prakasdyattapratitindm iva niladindm / ka va tasya
pratydsattis tatra /¢ yat tasminn andtmaripe pratiyamdne sa svayam pratyupa-
tisthate / atiprasango hy evam syadt / pratiyamanasya tadupadanateti cet / ko yam
upddandrthah / na kdryakaranabhavo ‘nabhyupagamat / abhyupagame va na ka-
ryakdrane ‘nyonyapratitipratyupasthdpane / pratiter eva tanndntariyakata praty-
dsattir iti cet / nanu saivasati pratibandhe na yuktety ucyate / nakaryakdranayoh
kascit pratibandha iti coktam / yatpratipattinantariyakam yajjianam ity api taj-
jAdne sati syat / na hi yo vijiiane svartpenasvariipdsamsargena na pratibhasate
tasya kificij jianam / tadabhavan na sidhyatyf avacyatalaksanam artharipasya /
tad bhavata vastutas tattvanyatvabhaja bhavitavyam /.4 See above, fn.167,p.103.b
svabhavananugamam PVSVys: svabhavananugamanam Ed. € svabhavavatam : sva-
bhavatam Ed. 9 evety : eva ity Ed. ¢ See above, fn. 191, p. 107.f na sidhyaty : na sidh-
yati Ed.

198 On Dharmakirti’s views regarding satkayadrsti = avidyad, see Introduction, §0.1. On
PV 2.200-201 and Dharmakirti’s views on the pratityasamutpada, see Eltschinger
2009a: 173-175 and Eltschinger 2010c: 28-48.

199 Here as elsewhere, Prajiiakaragupta is an exception, as is testified to by his intro-
duction to PV 2.203. PVA 141,8-9: athdpi syat - na nitya atma purvoktadosan napy
anityo 'preksaptrvakriyaprasangat / ato nityatvanityatvabhyam avacyah / tad api na
yuktam /. “But if [the following] were [urged]: ‘The self is neither permanent, be-
cause of the afore-mentioned fault, nor impermanent, because an irrational action
would follow; therefore it cannot be said to be either permanent or impermanent’ -
this too is incorrect.”
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fect200 To put it briefly, a permanent entity, the causal capacity of
which is complete and unimpeded and therefore does not depend on
the circumstantial intervention of a cooperating factor, can bring about
an effect neither gradually (kramena) nor simultaneously (yaugapad-
yena). It cannot bring it about gradually, because nothing prevents this
entity from producing its effect entirely at once. But it cannot bring
about its effect at one time only, since if it is permanent, no change can
occur in its nature and it cannot become inactive once it has started
producing. Provided that these authors’ criterion for existence is func-
tionality, only impermanent entities can be regarded as existent, whe-
reas permanent entities, which do not meet this requirement, are held
to be nonexistent.

Interestingly enough, the issue of the causality of permanent enti-
ties had already been touched upon in the MSA(Bh)’s critique of the
pudgala. Suffice it to quote here MSA 18.99-100:

Because the [pudgala] would no [longer] be an agent, because [its exertion] is
impermanent, [and] because [exertion] would occur [all] at once [and] per-
manently, [this pudgala’s] effort in order to see [visible things], etc., cannot
be self-arisen. Neither a [pudgala] that [always] remains as it is nor a perish-
able [pudgala] can be the [causal] condition [of the exertion aimed at pro-
ducing seeing, etc, and this for three reasons:] because [this exertion] does
not exist before[, hence cannot be due to a permanent cause]; because [this
pudgala] would [ipso facto] be impermanent; and because there is no third
hypothesis [i.e, the hypothesis of a pudgala that would be neither permanent
nor impermanent].201

200 See above, Introduction, §0.2.2, and below, Chapter 2, §2.4; see also Yoshimizu
1999.

201 For the Sanskrit of MSA 18.99-100, see above, fn. 95, p. 27. On these stanzas and
Vasubandhu’s commentary, see Eltschinger 2010a: 320-322. We are not aware of
any parallel argument in Vasubandhu’s AKBh. Note also YBhii 132,1-3: kaccid ic-
chasy anityas cestahetur nityo veti / saced anityah savikara atma cestata iti na yuj-
yate / sacen nityo nirvikdras tena nirvikaras cestata iti na yujyate /. “Do you accept
the cause of action (cesta) [ie., the self]] as impermanent or permanent? If it is
impermanent, it undergoes change, [and] it is impossible that [such] a [changeable]
self acts. [But] if it is permanent, it is unchangeable, [and] therefore it is impossible
that [something] unchangeable acts.”
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Now, the causality of permanent entities also provides the doctrinal
background of PV 2.202, a stanza most likely to be interpreted as
targetting a permanent self:202

[There can be neither bondage nor liberation for something permanent.] Be-
ing the cause of the arising of suffering is [what we call] “bondage”: [since
what is permanent is devoid of the capacity to bring about anything]2° how
[could this belong] to [something] permanent? [And] being the cause of the
non-arising of suffering is [what we call] “liberation”: how [could this belong]
to [something] permanent?204

But at least according to Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin, Dhar-
makirti’s target in the next stanza has shifted to the Pudgalavadin
(which Manorathanandin takes to be a Vaibhasika20s): if only imperma-
nent entities are able to perform functionalities, then the pudgala,
which cannot be said to be impermanent according to the personalist
opponent, is no more able than the permanent self to act as a cause of
bondage or liberation.206 And such is indeed the intent of the objection
that opens Devendrabuddhi’s commentary on PV 2.203:

202

203

204

205

206

As PVP D86a6/P99a6 testifies: gZan yan bdag fiid kyi ‘chin ba dan thar pa ni yod pa
mayinno //.“Moreover, a [permanent] self hasneither bondage nor liberation.”
According to PVP D86a7/P99a7 (‘ga’ Zig la yan nus pa med pa’i phyir).

PV 2.202: duhkhotpadanahetutvam bandho nityasya tat kutah / aduhk hotpada hetu-
tvam mokso nityasya tat kutah //. Note PVP D86b2-3 /P99b2-3: de dag ni ran gi sde
pa bstan bcos mdzad pa gZan gyis man du bsad zin pa’i phyir ma spros so //.“Since
the [impossibility, for permanent entities, to bring about an effect] has [already]
been dealt with extensively by other coreligionists (*svaytthya) who have authored
treatises (*Sastrakara) [on thattopic], we shall not expatiate [upon it here].”

PVV 80,17-19: sydd etat / na nityasya hetutvam / bandhamoksau ca yuktav iti / ni-
tyatvanityatvabhydm avacyasya pudgalasya tau bhavisyata iti manvanam vaibha-
sikam praty aha |[...] /. “Suppose the following be urged: [Something] permanent is
not [their] cause, and [thus] bondage and liberation are justified. Both will belong
to a pudgala that cannot be said to be either permanent or impermanent. Against a
Vaibhasika who thinks in this way, [Dharmakirti] says [...].” Note, however, that
Vacaspatimisra also ascribes pudgalavada to the Vaibhasikas in his NVTT (456,18-
19: so 'yam vatsiputrandm [sic] vaibhasikanam siddhantah /).

That the pudgala would not be able to experience bondage (or samsara) and libera-
tion is also the focus of Bhaviveka’s MHK 3.90: na pudgalah samsarati mucyate nai-
va tattvatah / prajiiapyatvad yatha vesma vacyatvad vapi gandhavat //. “Neither
does the pudgala really transmigrate nor is it really liberated, because it is [merely]
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Let us admit that [something] permanent [like the outsiders’ self] has neither
bondage nor liberation. [As for ourselves,] however, [our position is not
flawed] since we acknowledge that the pudgala, which cannot be said to be
either permanent or impermanent, [experiences] bondage and liberation.207

Dharmakirti’s answer runs as follows:

For that which cannot be said to be impermanent [can]not [be] the cause of
anything, [so that] even in the case of [something] that cannot be said [to be
impermanent], bondage and liberation cannot be experienced in any way.208

While explaining Dharmakirti’s stanza, Devendrabuddhi discards the
Pudgalavadin’s objection as follows:

20

20;

20!

[

8

]

This is not the case, for there [can] be no [real] entity lacking one of the two
aspects, since [the two properties of being] permanent and [being] imperma-
nent are defined as mutually contradictory. [This is] because, for a [real] ent-
ity, being excluded (*vyavaccheda?) from one [of these two] is invariably con-
nected to possessing the other one, and possessing one [of these two] is inva-
riably connected to being excluded from the other one. Now, this pudgala can
be either momentary or non-momentary. To begin with, if it is non-momen-
tary, then it is permanent, because such is the state of [that which] exceeds
[one single] moment. Therefore it would be contradictory if [something]
permanent could not be said to be permanent.20®

to be designated[, but not ultimately real], like a house, and also (vapi) because it
can be expressed, like a smell.” See also lida 1980: 173. The YBhi and MSA (see,
e.g, MSA 18.96-100 and Eltschinger 2010a: 306) already set forth arguments to
the effect that the pudgala cannot be an agent (kartr), hence not an agent of libera-
tion (moktr). On the notions of kartr, drastr and moktr, etc, see above, fn. 112, p.
82.

PVP D86b3/P99b3-4: gal te rtag pa la (P : las D) ’chin ba dan thar pa yod pa ma yin
pa de Itar ni dod pa fid yin mod kyi / rtag pa dan mi rtag pa fiid du brjod du med pa’i
gan zag bcins pa dan thar par khas len pa’i phyir ro Ze na /.

PV 2.203: anityatvena yo ‘vdcyah sa hetur na hi kasyacit / bandhamoksav avacye 'pi
na vidyete katharicana //.

PVP D86b3-6/P99b4-7: de ni ma yin te / giii ga’i rnam pa (P : par D) ma yin pa’i
drios po med pa’i phyir ro // rtag pa dan mi rtag pa dag ni phan tshun sparns te gnas
pa’i mtshan fiid can yin pa’i phyir ro // dnos po la gcig rnam par gcad (D : bcad P) pa
dan yons su gcod pa dag ni de las gZan yons su gcod pa dan rnam par gcad pa med na
mi 'byun ba fiid yin pa’i phyir ro // gan zag de yan skad cig ma ‘am skad cig ma ma
yin par ‘gyur gran na / re Zig gal te skad cig ma ma yin pa de’i tshe skad cig ma las



DHARMAKIRTI AGAINST THE PUDGALA 113

However, the most detailed treatment of this stanza (to be more pre-
cise, of PV 2.203ab) is to be found in Kamalasila’s commentary on TS
347, which is much indebted to Devendrabuddhi’s above-quoted expla-
nation of PV 2.203. Kamalasila introduces his master’s stanza as fol-
lows:

It is not only because it cannot be said to be either identical to or other than
[the constituents] that one shows that the pudgala is not a [real] entity; itis
also because [the pudgala] cannot be said to be impermanent that [it] is a
non-entity. In order to show this, [Santaraksita] states [TS 347].210

As we can see, this statement provides us with an interesting transition
between Dharmakirti’s two lines of argument, i.e., between the critique
of the pudgala as tattvanyatvavadcya and the critique of the pudgala as
anityatvenavacya — and here as in the previous argument, the notion of
arthakriyd plays a pivotal role. Santaraksita spells this out as follows:

Moreover, the capacity to [perform] functionalities is the [only] definition of
existence, [and this capacity] is limited to momentary [things] only. Thus
[something] that cannot be said [to be momentary] is not a [real] entity.2!1

Let us now quote Kamalasila’s explanation in full:

Indeed, the definition of existence, [i.e.,] the nature of a [real] entity, amounts
to this only: the capacity to [perform] functionalities, because not being a
[real] entity is defined as [being] devoid of any [functional] efficacy. There-
fore being a [real] entity is indirectly defined as the efficacy in [performing]
functionalities. Now, this functionality is limited to momentary [things] only.

phyi ma’i gnas skabs fiid yin pa’i phyir rtag pa yin no // de bas na rtag pa ni rtag pa
fiid du brjod par bya ba ma yin no Zes bya ba ‘gal lo //.In the parallel passage of the
TSP (see below, fn. 213, p. 115), tyaga and parigraha correspond to the PVP’s rnam
par gcad pa and yons su gcod pa. Now if *vyavaccheda can be interpreted in the
sense of tydga, the same cannot be said of *pariccheda and parigraha. The meaning
of pariccheda(ka) remains obscure. Of course, one cannot rule out the hypothesis
that the Sanskrit manuscript(s) used by the Tibetan translators already read pari-
ccheda instead of parigraha (due to scribal error).

210 TSPk 128,13-14/TSPs 116,6-7: na kevalam tattvanyatvabhydm avdacyatvad avastu
pudgalo 'yam iti pratipaditam / ito 'py anityatvenavdcyatvad evavastv iti pratipada-
yann dha [...] /.

211 TS 347: arthakriyasu saktis ca vidyamanatvalaksanam / ksanikesv eva niyata ta-
tha’vdcye na vastuta //.
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[Santaraksita’s] implicit idea is: it implies (vydpta) momentariness. [And this
is] because it is contradictory that [something] permanent [may perform] a
functionality either gradually or at one time. As a consequence, the pudgala is
not a [real] entity [if it] cannot be said to be momentary in this way, because
in this case one negates momentariness, which is implied by [functionality],
as one negates a [property] such as being a §imsapa when one negates [the
property of]| being a tree. As [Dharmakirti has] said [in PV 2.203ab]: “For that
which cannot be said to be impermanent [can|not [be] the cause of anything.”
Suppose the following be urged: If the pudgala were permanent, then it
would be contradictory for it to [perform] a functionality either gradually or
simultaneously. [But] insofar as (yavata [..] atah) it [cannot be said] to be
permanent any more than it can be said to be impermanent, its efficacy in
[performing] a functionality is not contradictory at all. [We reply:] This is
incorrect, for an entity lacking both aspects cannot be a [real] particular
(svalaksana), because [the properties of being] permanent and impermanent
are defined as mutually contradictory (anyonyavrttipariharasthita), since, for
a [certain real] entity, lacking (tydga) one aspect is invariably connected to
possessing the other one, [and] possessing (parigraha) [one aspect is
invariably connected to] lacking [the other one]. Indeed, we do not refuse the
application of the word aviacya to the pudgala, because nobody can negate
[something that, like any other verbal designation, is] based on mere free
will, but this [pudgala] is [unfortunately] presented here as having the nature
of an entity. Does the nature of this entity called pudgala always exist or not?
If it [always] exists, then it is simply permanent, for what is called
“permanent” is nothing else; rather, one calls “permanent” a nature thatlasts
forever [and] does not perish, as [Dharmakirti has] said [in PV 2.204ab]:
“Wise [people] call ‘permanent’ that nature which does not perish.”12 But in
the hypothesis that [its nature] does not [always] exist, then again it is simply
impermanent, because [being] impermanent is defined as [having] a nature
that does not last. As a consequence, since there is no other possibility than
[being] momentary or non-momentary, and since it is contradictory that
[something] non-momentary [may perform] a functionality either gradually

212 PV 2.204: nityam tam dhur vidvamso yah svabhavo na nasyati / tyaktvemam hrepa-
nim drstim ato sa nitya ucyatam //. “Once they have got rid of the embarrassing
false view [that superimposes a pudgala whose nature is neither permanent nor
impermanent], wise [people] call ‘permanent’ that nature which does not perish.
Therefore this [pudgala whose nature does not perish] must be called ‘perma-
nent.”
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or at one time, existence, which is defined as the efficacy in [performing]
functionalities, implies momentariness. It is therefore established that one
negates existence when one negates momentariness.z13

As we can see from the immediate context and the purport of PV
2.202-204, Dharmakirti’s critique of the pudgala has obvious soterio-
logical implications, for giving credence to the existence of such a
pseudo-entity threatens one’s progression along the Buddhist path
toward salvation. First and foremost, Pudgalavada is nothing but a cha-
racteristic instance of satkdyadrsti (in its parikalpita, “speculative”
form, the one eliminated with the darsanamarga, the “path of vi-
sion”214), i.e,, nescience (avidya), the very origin of suffering according
to Dharmakirti. And by negating the impermanence of the pudgala, the
Pudgalavadin also denies it any functionality, i.e., deprives it of any
agency over transmigration and liberation.

213 TSPk 128,17-129,8/TSPs 116,10-29: idam eva hi vidyamanatvalaksanam vastusva-
bhavo yad utarthakriyasu saktih / sarvasamarthyavirahalaksanatvad avas tutvasyeti
samarthyad arthakriyasamarthyalaksanam eva vastutvam avatisthate / sa cartha-
kriyd ksanikesv eva niyata / ksanikatvenaiva vyapteti yavat / nityasya kramayauga-
padyabhyam arthakriyavirodhdt / atas tathd ksanikatvendvdcye pudgale vastutd
nasti / tatra tadvyapakasya ksanikatvasya nivrtter vrksatvanivrttau simsapatvadi-
nivrttivad iti / yathoktam - anityatvena yo 'vdacyah sa hetur na hi kasyacid itia / syad
etat - yadi pudgalo nityah syat tada tasya kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriya-
virodhah syat / yavatad yathdsav anityatvenavdcyas tatha nityatvendpity ato 'rtha-
kriyasamarthyam asyaviruddham eveti / btad asamyak / na hy ubhayakaravinirmuk-
tam vastu svalaksanam yuktam / nitydnityayor anyonyavrttiparihdr asthitalaksana-
tvat / vastuny ekakaratydgaparigrahayos tadaparakaraparigrahatydganantariya-
katvatb / na hy asmabhir avacyasabdanivesanam pudgale pratisidhyate / svatantre-
cchamatrdadhinasyac kenacit pratiseddhum asakyatvat kintv idam iha vasturiipam
nirtiipyate / kim asau pudgaldakhyasya vastunah svabhavah sarvaddsty ahosvin ndsti-
ti / yady asti tada nitya evasau / na hi nityo namanya eva kascid api tu yah sva-
bhavah sadavasthayi na vinasyati sa nitya ucyate / yathoktam - nityam tam dahur
vidvamso yah svabhavo na nasyatitid/ atha ndstiti paksas taddpy anitya evdsau /
anavasthdyisvabhavalaksanatvad anityasya / atah ksanikdksanikavyatirekena gaty-
antarabhavad aksanikasya ca kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriyavirodhat ksanika-
tvendrthakriyasamarthyalaksanam sattvam vyaptam iti pudgale ksanikatvanivrttau
sattvanivrttih siddha /.2 = PV 2.203ab. b Cf. PVP D86b3-6/P99b4-7, quoted above,
fn. 209, p. 112. <°adhinasya TSPs: °anitasya TSPk. 4 = PV 2.204ab.

214 On the distinction between sahgja (“innate”) and vi- or pari-kalpitd satkdyadrstih,
see Introduction, §0.2.1, and Eltschinger 2009a: 172-173.
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1.3. CONCLUSION

To the best of our knowledge, Dharmakirti remained entirely silent on
the buddha-nature. To be more precise, if tathagatagarbha patterns of
thought are discernible in his works (most conspicuously in PV 1.221,
PVSV 110,23-111,10 and PV 2.208ab215), Dharmakirti seems never to
criticise this strand of Indian Mahayana Buddhism on account of its
strong substantialist overtones — and the same applies to Vasubandhu
and the whole Buddhist epistemological tradition. What Dharmakirti
does criticise is Buddhist personalism. However, his arguments are
brief and implicit, so that their identification as targetting Buddhist
Pudgalavada owes much to his commentators’ explanations, to termi-
nology and to context. Note also that, in stark contrast with his “main-
stream” predecessors’ controversy, Dharmakirti never touches upon
issues of scriptural exegesis and heterodoxy. Thus whereas the KV, the
VK, (the YBhi,) the MSA(Bh), the TSi and the AKBh directed lengthy
arguments against their “coreligionists” personalism (leaving the non-
Buddhists’ atman mostly out of consideration) and made scriptural ex-
egesis an important if not dominant issue, Dharmakirti concentrated
his arguments on the non-Buddhists’ versions of the self and (there-
fore) left the ground of the traditional yukti-cum-dgama method of
argumentation. We may surmise that here, as in his critique of the out-
siders’ self, Dharmakirti strongly relied on his predecessors’ critiques
and spared himself the trouble of repeating them. But Dharmakirti is
also to be credited for the development of an entirely new line of ar-
gument against the pudgala, one that was consonant with his own
elaborations on causal efficiency and the two types of relation. Here as
elsewhere, Dharmakirti’s focus and methodology most certainly reflect
a polemical agenda directed against the non-Buddhists as well as a
strong concern with leaving internecine quarrels as implicit as possi-
ble.

215 On PV 1.221/PVSV 110,23-111,10, see Eltschinger 2007: 232-235; on PV 2.208ab,
see Seyfort Ruegg 1969: 437, Franco 1997: 88-89 and Eltschinger 2005: 184-197.
In the present state of our understanding, however, we are inclined to believe that
if tathagatagarbha structures and terminology do appear in these passages, Dharma-
kirti’s way of interpreting them frontally contradicts the tathdgatagarbha teachings
as they can be found, e.g, in the Mahayanist MPSi, the SMDSNSi and the RGV(V).



Chapter 2

Dharmakirti against Atmavadin Arguments

2.1. AGAINST THE S0-CALLED VYATIREKIN

2.1.1. The Context of PVSV 12,26-13,11: A Critique of Non-
Perception as a Means to Establish Co-Absence (vyatireka).

Dharmakirti’s first argument against the atman occurs very early in the
PVSV and targets the Naiyayikas’ (kevala)vyatirekin, an allegedly valid
logical reason (hetu) that possesses (only) co-absence, i.e., is absent
wherever the property to be proved (sadhya) is absent (nivrtti, abhava,
etc.). The argument recurs in almost the same form towards the end of
PVin 2.1 In both the PVSV and PVin 2, itis part of Dharmakirti’s lengthy
critique of his Buddhist and non-Buddhist predecessors’ view that
mere non-perception (adarsanamatra) is the method to be followed in
order to establish co-absence.2 In Dharmakirti’s opinion, problematic
logical reasons (hetvabhasa, lit. “pseudo-reasons”) such as the (keva-
la)vyatirekin and the over-exclusive (asadharana) logical reason would

1 PVin 2 95,11-96,5; see Steinkellner 1979: 124-126.

2 See Steinkellner 1966 and Katsura 1992. As PSV ad PS 5.34 (see Katsura 1992: 226
and fn. 14) as well as Dharmakirti’s own statements in PV4.207 and PVin 3 117,12-
14 (see Ono 1999: 308-309) testify, Dignaga is very likely to have recognized mere
non-perception as a proper method for establishing the absence of the logical
reason in the dissimilar instances. According to Katsura (1992: 227), I$varasena
“must have inherited the idea of mere non-perception from Dignaga. However, he
gave it the status of a valid means of cognition (pramdna); thus he admitted a third
type of pramana in addition to Dignaga’s perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumana). By doing so, I think, I§varasena believed that he could firmly establish
co-absence (vyatireka) and the pervasion between two items, so that he could re-
move the hypothetical and inductive nature of Dignaga’s logic.” See also Ono 1999:
303-304 and fn.9.
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turn out to be proper logical reasons if mere non-perception were a
proper method of ascertainment (the same applies mutatis mutandis to
the inference possessing a remainder [Sesavadanumanal).3 But Dhar-
makirti’s critique of the (kevala)vyatirekihetu permeates his whole
work, for it can be found again in PV 4.205ff., PVin 3 115,7-124,5 and
NBwm 3.96-108/NBs 3.98-110, viz. in the context of his reinterpretation
of Dignaga’s “wheel of logical reasons” (hetucakra)# Note that while
these passages provide important materials for the exegesis of the
PVSV and PVin 2 argument, they also reflect different philosophical
preoccupationss and, as far as PVin 3 and NB 3 are concerned, develop
a new line of argument against the (kevala)vyatirekin.6 But in all cases,
Dharmakirti’s aim is to demonstrate that only a natural relation (sva-
bhavapratibandha) between the probandum and the probans allows us
to ascertain both co-presence and co-absence.”

3 On the Sesavadanumana, see PVSV 12,15-25 (and PVin 2 95,1-10; Steinkellner
1979:122-124); on the asadharanahetu, see PVSV 14,1-5 (and PVin 2 96,12-15;
Steinkellner 1979: 128), Ono 1999: 305, and below, fn. 5.

On Dignaga’s hetucakra, see Frauwallner 1959: 162-164; on Dharmakirti’s reinter-
pretation, see, e.g., Ono 1999 and Iwata 2002.

ES

5 Whereas the PVSV and the PVin 2 arguments are directed against the (kevala)vy-
atirekin as such, the arguments to be found in PV 4, PVin 3 and NB 3 deal with the
so-called over-exclusive (inconclusive) logical reason (asadharan[anaikantik]ahetu,
a logical reason that occurs only in the subject [dharmin] of the proof and lacks
both co-presence and co-absence [anvayavyatireka]). Dignaga’s example of an
over-exclusive logical reason was “because it is audible” (s§ravanatvat) in the proof
that sound is permanent (Sabdo nityah). In PV 4, PVin 3 and NB 3, Dharmakirti has
changed this example into “because it possesses breath, etc.” (pranddimattvat) in
the proof that the living body possesses a self (jivacchariram satmakam). As shown
by Ono (1999: 307), however, Sravanatvat and prdanddimattvdt have the same
logical structure and entail the same fallacy according to Dharmakirti’s system. On

this, the reasons for Dharmakirti’s modification and its consequences, see Ono
1999 and Iwata 2004.

See below, §2.1.5.

On the svabhavapratibandha, see above, Chapter 1, §§1.2.1.3.1-2, fn. 148, p. 96, fn.
151, p. 98, and below, §2.1.4. See also, among many other studies, Steinkellner
1974,Katsura 1992: 224-225 and Eltschinger 2010b: 414-415 (§10c¢).

[<
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2.1.2. The (kevala)vyatirekihetu and the Inference of the Self

Given the way Dharmakirti presents his opponent’s thesis, and particu-
larly the inference that his opponent adduces as an example of valid
logical reason - i.e., “this living body is not without a self because [if it
were,] it would follow that it would not have breath, etc. (pranadi)” -,
the target here is most probably Uddyotakara’s defence of the vyatire-
kihetu. Thus in the NV (where mere non-perception is apparently ac-
cepted as a valid means of establishing co-absence),8 this logical reason
is defined in the following way:

[A logical reason] having [only] co-absence (vyatirekin) is [a reason] which,
pervading the intended [object of the inference] while there is no similar in-
stance (sapaksa), is not present in dissimilar instances (vipaksa) - for exam-
ple: “This living body is not without a self because [if it were,] it would follow
that it would not have breath, etc.”

The sources of this passage are still shrouded in mystery. It has been
assumed that the vyatirekihetu’s defence found in the NV was bor-
rowed by Uddyotakara from an earlier Naiyayika work, but its actual
authorship remains unclear.1? In any case, the inference of the self put

8 See Ono 1999: 309; see also above, fn. 2, p.117.

9 NV 43,11-12 ad NSu 1.1.5: vyatireki vivaksitavyapitve sati sapaksabhave sati vipa-
ksavrttih / yatha nedam jivacchariram niratmakam apranadimattvaprasangad iti /.
On this passage as the object of Dharmakirti’s criticism see, e.g., Prets 1999: 333-
334,Kano2001:410 and Iwata 2004: 118, fn.39. On Uddyotakara’s definition of the
vyatirekihetu see Okazaki 1995 and 2003. For other mentions of this example by
Uddyotakara see, e.g, NV 53,4-5 ad NSi 1.1.5, NV 88,12-13 ad NSa 1.1.23, NV
116,10-17 ad NS 1.1.35 (see below, fn. 19, p. 123),NV 116,20-117,3 ad NS 1.1.35
(see below, fn. 19, p. 123).

10 According to Steinkellner (1979: 125, fn. 479), Uddyotakara’s typology of logical
reasons was first stated by another, so far unknown Naiyayika, since Uddyotakara’s
analysis of the term “threefold” (trividha) in NSt 1.1.5 as meaning anvayavyatire-
kihetu, anvayahetu and vyatirekihetu is presented as that of another Naiyayika, and
since after presenting his own version of the wheel of logical reasons, he states that
a heterodox teacher of the school (ekantavadin) acknowledges (as Uddyotakara
himself does) two kinds of anvayin and one kind of vyatirekin as valid reasons.
However, as shown in Prets 1999: 334-335, both arguments seem doubtful (it is
uncertain whether Uddyotakara “shares the view of someone else or advocates his
own” when stating this interpretation of the term trividha; besides, the term ekan-
tavadin may not refer here to another Naiyayika but to “somebody who teaches
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forward here - which might have as its original basis the Upanisadic
association of breath with the selfil - is not alluded to in the list of
marks (linga) of the self enumerated in NSa 1.1.10, where prana is not
found.12 The term does appear however in the corresponding list of the
VS:

The marks of the self are breathing up and down (prandpana), closing and
opening [the eyes], life, the movements of the mental organ and the trans-
formations of the other sense organs; pleasure and pain; desire and aversion;
and effort.13

Vaisesikas such as Prasastapada or Candrananda interpret the pres-
ence of prandpdna in VSu 3.2.4 as meaning that the self can be inferred
as an agent endowed with effort (prayatna) from the observation of
the particular action of breathing; 14 but the argument might in fact be
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universal propositions,” and in any case the ekantavddin is not presented as the
proponent of the inference from pranadi but only as someone for whom there are
two kinds of anvayin and one kind of vyatirekin). On the NV’'s unknown Naiyayika
sources, see Oberhammer 1962.

On this association (and sometimes equation) see, e.g., Olivelle 1998: 23, BAU 4.4.4,
ChU 3.14.2-3, etc.

NS 1.1.10: icchadvesaprayatnas ukhaduhkhajiianany datmano lingam /. “The marks
of the self are desire, aversion, effort, pleasure, pain [and] cognitions.” On the ways
in which the self is established through its marks in Vai$esika and/or Nyaya, see,
e.g., Chakravarti 1982, Oetke 1988: Part I, Watson 2006: Chapter 1 and Ratié
2011a: 62-80.

VSt 3.2.4: pranapananimesonmesajivanamanogatindriyantaravikarah sukhaduhkha
icchadvesau prayatnas cety atmalinigdni /. On this sitra see, e.g., Preisendanz 1994:
263-274. The presence of pranadi in it had already been noted in connection with
the vyatirekihetu example in Steinkellner 1979: 125, fn. 479. For allusions to these
items by the Buddhist epistemologists, see below, fn. 32, p. 127 (PVSVT 62,24-25)
and 66, p. 136 (NBTm 214,19-20/NBTs 76,3-4).

See PDhS 15,8-10, quoted above (Introduction, fn. 84, p. 24). Prasastapada adds
(PDhS 15,10-12): katham / $ariraparigrhite vdyau vikrtakarmadarsandad bhastra-
dhmapayiteva /. “How [is the self inferred from breath as the body’s controlling
agent endowed with effort]? [Answer: We infer the self thus] because [we] observe
an altered action in the air [that is] absorbed in the body, as [in the case] of a
leathern bag thathas been filled with air.” Cf. NK 211,8-212,2, which explains pra-
nddi- as the prandpana- of VSi 3.2.4 (the siitra is quoted in NK 211,6-7): katham iti
prasnaptrvakam prandpanayor lingatvam darsayati sariraparigrhita iti / vayus tir-
yaggamanasvabhavah Sariraparigrhite ca vayau prandapanakhye vikrtam svabhava-
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much earlier, since it is apparently already criticized in the MP, where
the character called Nagasena argues that breathing up and down are
rather activities that belong to the body.15 The SBh for instance men-
tions a criticism of this Buddhist counterargument that, according to

15

viparitam karmordhvagamanam adhogamanam ca drsyate / tasmdt prayatnavan
vigrahasyadhisthatanumiyate yas tatha vayum prerayati / anyathdsya vikrtatvasam-
bhavat / bhastradhmapayiteveti drstantah / Sariram prayatnavadadhisthitam iccha-
purvakavikrtavayvasrayatvad bhastravat /. “[With the sentence] ‘in the [air that is]
absorbed by the body [...],” [Prasastapada] shows how breathing up and down are
marks [of the self, as an answer] to the question just asked: ‘How?’ Air has as its
nature to move horizontally; now, [we] observe an action, [namely] a movement
upwards and a movement downwards, in the air called ‘breathing up’ and ‘breath -
ing down’ [that is] absorbed by the body, [and this action is] ‘altered’ [i.e,] changed
in its nature. Therefore [we] infer a controlling agent of the body that is endowed
with effort and prompts the air in such a way, because otherwise the alteration of
this [action] would be impossible. The [inference’s] example is [given in] ‘as [in the
case] of a leathern bag thathas been filled with air.’ [To wit:] the body is controlled
by [something] endowed with effort, because [it] is the locus of the altered air,
which [must have been] preceded by a will [to alter it], just as [in the case of] a
leathern bag.” Cf. VSV 28,16-18: tiryakpavanasya vayor dehasthitasya yat prandpa-
nakarma tat prayatnakaryam / Sariraparigrhitavdyuvisayatve sati vikrtatvad bhas-
traparigr hitavayukarmavat /. “When air, which [usually moves] horizontally, re-
sides in the body, its action [consisting of] breathing up and down is the effect of an
effort, because when [the action] concerns the air that is absorbed by the body, it is
altered, as [in the case] of the action of the air absorbed by a leathern bag.” The
same argument is found again, e.g, in the NM, where Jayanta, after defending the
inference of the self from the marks mentioned in NSt 1.1.10, adds (NMw 11.293,5-
6/NMy 11.219,24) that “nonetheless, regarding this [self] there is a great deal of
additional reasons” (tatra tv asti hetunivaho bahur anyah), among which the fol-
lowing (NMwm 11.293,13-14/NMy 11.220,5-6): pranddimdarutanam antascalatam cala-
calagatindm / sahajanijakarmavikrtau karanam anumiyate kificit //. “A certain
[controlling entity] is inferred as the cause of the alteration of the natural and cha-
racteristic action of the airs that are breathing up, etc, which circulate inside [the
body] and which keep moving [up and down].” Cf. GBhV 11.220,20: sahajanija-
karmavikrtau / sahajam yan nijam karma tiryaggatilaksanam tasya vikrtir tirdhvam
adhas ca gatih /. ““The alteration of the natural and characteristic action’ [means]
the alteration [ie,] the movement up and down, of [air’s] natural [and] charac-
teristic action, which is characterized as a horizontal movement.” See also NR
505,6-9,quoted below, fn. 18, p.122.

See MP 30,27-31,9, where Nagasena concludes (31,8-9): n’eso jivo / assasapassasa
nam’ete kayasankhard ti /. “This is not the life-principle; in-breathing and out-
breathing are bodily activities.” Translation Horner 1969:41; see also Collins 1982:
184 (and for the same passage in Chinese sources, Demiéville 1924:101-102).



122 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Kumarila, does not belong to Sabara himself,16 and that Parthasarathi-
misra explicitly ascribes to the “Vaisesikas, etc.”17 According to the
Atmavadin portrayed by Sabara, the action of breathing does not be-
long to the body itself because the former does not last as long as the
latter, as can be observed in the case of a corpse, so that a breathing
agent other than the body must be inferred. 18

16 Kumarila explains that the arguments adduced in this passage of the SBh do not
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belong to Sabara himself and that he only mentions them with a view to refute
them before putting forward his own, superior proof of the self. See SV atmavada
92ab: parair abhigatan piurvam atmahetin nirasyati /. “[Sabara] first eliminates the
reasons [for acknowledging] the self that are admitted by others.”

See NR 504,6-7: bhasyakdrena pranadibhir enam upalabhamaha iti vaisesika disam-
mata hetava upanyastah /. “The author of the Bhasya [now] brings forward the rea-
sons acknowledged by the Vaisesikas, etc, in ‘we perceive it through breath, etc.”
See also Biardeau 1968, in which the author examines the whole passage devoted
to the atman in Sabara’s commentary on Jaimini’s sitra 1.1.5 and notices (1968:
111) that “en fait les arguments du Mimamsaka en totalité reprennent les thémes
succintement exposés dans les Vaisesikasitra 111 2 4-21."

See SBh 72,4-73,2 (Sabara is explaining that it is not the body itself that possesses
the sacrificial paraphernalia [yajiidyudha] but the entity to whom the body be-
longs): dha ko ’sav anyo nainam upalabhamahe / pranadibhir enam upalabhdma-
he / yo ’sau pranity apanity unmesati® nimesatityadicestitavan / so ‘tra Sarire yajnia-
yudhiti / nanu Sariram eva pranity apdniti ca / na / pranadayah sSariragunavidhar-
mano 'yavaccharirabhavitvat / yavac chariram tavad asya gund riupddayah / prand-
dayas tu saty api $arire na bhavanti / sukhadayas ca svayam upalabhyante na ripa-
daya iva Sariragunah parenadpiti / tasmdc chariragunavaidharmyad anyah $arirad
yajiiayudhiti /. [* unmesati conj. : ucchvasiti SBh, Frauwallner 1968: 50.] “[The ob-
jector] says: ‘What is this other [entity to which the body supposedly belongs]?
[For] we do not perceive it [Answer:] We perceive it through breath, etc. That
which possesses motion (cestitavan), i.e. that which breathes up, breathes down,
opens and closes the eyes (unmesati nimesati) and so on, is that which, in the body,
possesses the sacrificial paraphernalia. [Objection:] But it is the body that breathes
up and down. [Answer:] No. Breath, etc., are properties that differ from the proper-
ties of the body, because they do not exist as long as the body [exists]: the proper-
ties of the body, such as [its] colour, [last] as long as the body, whereas breath, etc,
no [longer] exist even though the body [still] exists. And pleasure, etc, are per-
ceived by oneself [only], contrary to colour, etc., which, as properties of the body,
[are perceived] by other [people] as well. Therefore, due to the fact that these prop -
erties differ from the properties of the body, [we know that what] possesses the
sacrificial paraphernalia is other than the body.” Cf. NR 505,6-9, where the expla-
nation of how breathing up and down are marks from which one can infer the
existence of the self is reminiscent of Candrananda’s and Prasastapada’s (see
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However, when stating the inference of the self from pranadi,
Uddyotakara does not mention action as the basis of the reasoning, nor
the idea that breathing cannot belong to the body itself and is therefore
related to a substance different from the body. Rather, as is made clear
in Uddyotakara’s commentary ad NSu 1.1.35, the inference that he has
in mind rests on the mere fact that in the debate over the existence of
an enduring self, all parties acknowledge at least the invariable
concomitance between the absence of breath, etc., and the absence of
self (since even the Buddhists, who deny the existence of the self, admit
that what is devoid of breath is devoid of self). It is from this univer-
sally acknowledged invariable concomitance between the absence of
breath and the absence of self that the presence of the self is inferred in
the living body from the presence of prana in it (which, in Western
logic, sounds like a formally invalid argument): the absence of the self
is excluded from the living body on the grounds that there is no
absence of prana in the living body.1?

above, fn. 14, p. 120): ma bhid dehadharmah / tathdpi katham atmalingatvam /
vayor hy trdhvddhogativi§esah pranapanasabdabhyam ucyate / sa ca vayudharmah
katham atmalingam ucyate, tiryaggamanasilasya vayor nakasmad trdhvadhogatih
sambhavatiti taddhetuprayatno ‘numiyate / prayatnas ca gunatvad guninam anu-
madpayati / sa catmeti /. “Let us admit [then] that [breathing up and so on] are not
properties of the body; nonetheless, how are [they] marks of the self? [Answer:]
The air’s particularity of moving up and down is expressed through the words
‘breathing up’ and ‘breathing down.’ [Objection:] And this property of air, why is it
called a mark of the self? [Answer:] Because [since] air has as its nature to move
horizontally, it cannot move up or down without any [particular| cause [prompting
it to do so]; therefore an effort which is the cause of these [movements] is inferred,
and effort, since it is a property, makes [us] infer a property-bearer - and this is the
self”

19 See NV 116,10-17: udaharanam tu nedam niratmakam jivacchariram apranadi-
mattvaprasangadd iti / yadubhayapaksasampratipannam aprdnadimat tat sarvam
niratmakam drstam / na cedam apranadimad bhavati / tasman nedam niratmakam
iti / so 'yam avitah parapaksapratisedhdya bhavatiti / tav etau vitavitaheti laksa-
nabhyam prthagabhihitav iti / tatra svartipenarthaparicchedakatvam vitadhar-
mah / avitadhar mah punah parapaksapratisedhenaiva pravartata iti / ekasya vidhi-
yamano ’rtha itarasya pratisidhyamanah /. “Rather, the [right] example [regarding
the proof described by NSi1 1.1.35 as tatha vaidharmyat] is: ‘This living body is not
without a self because [if it were,] it would follow that it would not have breath,
etc’ [We] observe that whatever is acknowledged by both parties as not having
breath, etc, is selfless. Now, this [living body] is not without breath, etc.; therefore
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In this respect it should be noted that VSi 3.2.9 answers in the

following way the objection according to which the self, if it is only
postulated as an indeterminate cause accounting for the marks of the
self, is merely scriptural (dgamikaz° a word that also appears in Dhar-

20

it is not selfless. This is the indirect (avita) [logical reason], which is aimed at refut-
ing the opponent’s thesis. These two logical reasons, direct (vita) and indirect, are
distinguished [here] through their [respective] characteristics. Among these [two],
the property of the direct [reason] is the fact that it determines its object through
its own form, whereas the property of the indirect [reason] functions through the
mere refutation of the opponent’s thesis; the object of the former is asserted
[while] the [object] of the latter is negated.” See also NV 116,20-117,3: yadi cavy-
abhicarad dhetur artham pratipadayati / tadacodyam etat katham avitah pratipd-
daka ity avitasyapi vyatirekavyabhicaritvat pratipddakatvam iti / katham / yavad
apranddimat tat sarvam niratmakam drstam iti / apranadimattvam ca jivacchari-
ran nivartate / tasmat tadavyabhicari niratmakatvam api nivartsyatiti /. “And if the
logical reason demonstrates the object because of invariability (avyabhicara), then
there is no point in objecting this: ‘How can the indirect [reason] demon strate?’
because the indirect [reason] too demonstrates due to the invariability of co-
absence. [We answer the question] ‘how?’ [in the following way:] Because [we] see
that whatever is without breath, etc,, is selfless; now, being without breath, etc, is
excluded from the living body; therefore selflessness as well, which does not
deviate (avyabhicdrin) from [not having breath, etc,] must be excluded [from the
living body].” On the distinction between vita and avita/avita reasons (which
seems to have first appeared in the Sankhya, although Franco has challenged this
view), see Frauwallner 1958: 228, 264-265 and 268-269, Franco 1999, Kano 2001:
409, Okazaki 1995: 3 and Okazaki 2006.

See VSu 3.2.7: samanyato drstdc cavisesah /. “[Objection:] And because [the self is
inferred as] that which is apprehended as a generality (samanyato drstam), there is
no distinction.” VSV 29,14-16 explains: pranadinam nirnimittanam sukhadinam ca-
ndsritanam anutpattir ata esam kenapi nimittenasrayena bhavyam ity ato 'pi sama-
nyato drstad akasadinam anirdsad avisesas tesam api hetutvasambhavat /. “[In the
reasoning:] ‘Breath, etc, [if they were] without a cause, and pleasure, etc, [if they
did] not reside in a substratum, could not arise, therefore they must have some
cause [and] substratum,” since space for instance is not excluded from this [cause
and substratum] apprehended as a [mere] generality, ‘there is no distinction’
[between space and this cause and substratum that you claim to be the self],
because [space, etc,] can be causes as well.” VSa 3.2.8 concludes: tasmad agami-
kam /. “Therefore [this] is [merely] scriptural.” VSV 29,19 explains: atmastiti prava-
damadtram ity arthah /. “The meaning is: this [assertion] that the self exists is a mere
opinion.” On the meaning of pravada see, e.g, PVSVT 616,13-14, which glosses
pravadesu in PVSV 175,22 as siddhantesu, and VP 1.8 (with VPV 30-35), where
pravada is used in the similar sense of a mere opinion that has not been ration ally
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makirti’s critique?21):
Itis not[merely] scriptural, because of the vyatireka of the word “1.”22

The word vyatireka in this stitra has been interpreted in various ways
by modern scholars, the words aham iti Sabdasya vyatirekat being di-
versely understood as meaning “given that the word ‘I’ [means] some-
thing more [than the body],”?3 or “because of the restricted use of the
word 1,24 or “because [it is] distinguished [from others (i.e., other sub-
stances, VE/IR)] by the word ‘1,”"25 or again “because of the distinction
of the word ‘T’ [from other words].”26 Oetke for instance considers that
the reasoning presupposes a metaphysical principle regarding the na-
ture of speech, i.e., the idea that each word reveals a particular object.2”
In any case, posterior Vai$esika authors interpret the siitra as meaning
that the affirmation of the self’s existence is not merely scriptural be-
cause breath, etc., require a cause or a substratum and because breath,
etc., are only ascribed to that which the word ‘I’ denotes and not to any
other substance: while we can say “I have breath,” we do not say “earth
has breath.”28 In other words, the VaiSesikas emphasize that breath,

justified. On samanyato drstam, see below, fn. 89, p. 143,90, p. 144, 93, p. 145, and
96, p. 146.

21 On Dharmakirti’s assertion that his opponent’s self is “scriptural[ly established],
not inferential[ly]” (dgamikatvam [...] nanumeyatvam), see below, fn. 46, p. 129.

22 VSu 3.2.9: aham iti Sabdavyatirekan nagamikam /.

23 Biardeau 1968: 116 (“Etant donné que le terme ‘je’ [exprime] quelque chose de
plus [que le corps]”).

24 Schuster 1972:343.
25 See Honda 1990: 141.

26 Oetke 1988: 321 (“wegen der Verschiedenheit des Wortes ‘ich’ [von anderen Wor-
tern]”). Preisendanz 1994: 229 gives a similar interpretation.

27 See Oetke 1988: 323-324 on this “‘sprachphilosophische’ Doktrin” according to
which “jedes Wort einen Gegenstand bezeichnet”; see also Preisendanz 1994: 229.

28 See VSV 29,22-23: aham itiSabdena ksityddibhinnatmadravyavisayenaikadhikara-
nyad aham pranadiman aham sukhavan iti / tasmat pranadilingatvan nagamikam /.
“Since in [such expressions as:] ‘I have breath, etc, I have pleasure, [the words
‘breath,’ etc,] are co-referential (aikadhikaranya) with the word ‘I’ - which denotes
a substance distinct from [all other substances] such as earth -, [and] since breath,
etc, are marks [of the self], this [assertion that the self exists] is not [merely]
scriptural.” Cf. PDhS 16,6-7: tathahams$abdendpi prthivyadisabdavyatirekad iti /.
“Similarly, [the self] is also [inferred] due to the word ‘I, because of the co-absence
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etc., are legitimate marks of the self because nobody attributes the
property of having breath to that which cannot be designated as “1,”
and this vyatireka of the word “I” might be seen as the basis of the co-
absence presented by Uddyotakara between what is devoid of self and
what is devoid of breath, etc. Thus, when stating that his opponent’s
self is only scriptural because he distinguishes what is selfless and
what is not “according to [mere] acceptance,” Dharmakirti might also
have in mind this Vaisesika reasoning according to which the mere lin-
guistic use of the “I” enables us to distinguish what is selfless and what
is not.

2

3

9

]

2.1.3. Dharmakirti’s Argument in PVSV 12,26-13,11: English
Translation?®

Moreover, [if the absence of the logical reason from the dissimilar instances
were determined through non-perception,] the [logical reason] that pos-
sesses [only] co-absence (vyatirekin) would be a [valid] logical reason as well
(PV 1.18c). [An example of a logical reason that possesses only co-absence is:]
this living body is not without a self because [if it were,] it would follow that
it would not have breath, etc.3° 310ne does not perceive breath, etc.,32 in the

(vyatireka) [of this word] with words such as ‘earth.”” See also NK 218,8-11 ad loc.:
yo yasyarthasya vacakah sa tacchabdena samdnadhikarano drsto yatha dravyam
prthiviti / ahamsabdasya tu prthivyadivacakaih Sabdaih saha vyatirekah samandadhi-
karanatvabhavah / aham prthivy aham udakam iti prayogdbhavat / tasman nayam
prthivyadivisayah /. “[We] observe that [a designation] that denotes an object [x] is
co-referential with the word [for x] - for example, the word ‘substance’ [is co-
referential with the word] ‘earth.” But the word ‘I’ is co-absent with words denoting
earth and so on [i.e.] it has no co-referentiality with them, because of the absence
of such uses as: I am earth, ‘I am water.” Therefore this [word ‘T'] does not desig-
nate [substances other than the self] such as earth.”

For references to the parallel in PVin 2 and Steinkellner’s translation, see above, fn.
1,p- 117, and below, fn. 46, p. 129; for a partial translation of the passage, see Ono
1999:305-306.

PVT Je D31a7/P37b2: shyor ba ni gson po’i lus ni bdag dan bcas pa yin te / srog la
sogs pa dan ldan pa’i phyir ro Zes bya ba /. “The formal application (*prayoga) [here
is as follows]: the living body possesses a self, because it possesses breath, etc.”
PVSVT 62,22-23: pranadimattvac ca satmakam / ayam ca hetuh satmake kvacin na
drsto niratmakebhyas ca vyavrtta iti sadhyanivrttau nivrttidharma vyatireki kath-
yate /. “And [thus the living body] possesses a self, because it possesses breath, etc.
Now, [according to our opponent,] this logical reason is not perceived in any[thing]
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[things that ] like pots, are selfless, [be they] visible or invisible;33 therefore
by [thus] excluding the [non-possession of breath, etc., in the living body and
hence selflessness], one can know [that] the self [exists in the living body].3*
35[However, we reply the following:] Since the non-perception of [something]
imperceptible (adrsyanupalambha) [like the self] does not [allow one to]
establish the non-existence [of this selfin things like pots], the selflessness of
[things] like pots is not established; therefore breath, etc., are not excluded
[from that which is selfless].3¢ 37Objection: Since [the Buddhists] admit [self-

possessing a self and is excluded from the [things that are] selfless. Thus [he] calls
vyatirekin a [logical reason] that has the property of being absent when the [prop-
erty] to be proved is absent.”

According to PVT Je D31a7-b1/P37b2-3, the following is stated by the opponent
after he has made mere non-perception a means of valid cognition (*adarsanama-
tram pramanikrtya). On adarsanamatra as a means of valid cognition, see above, fn.
2,p.117.

PVT Je D31b1-2/P37b3-4 =PVSVT 62,24-25: pranddyadarsanat prandp anonm esa-
nimesddarsanat /. “Because one does not perceive breath, etc, [i.e,] because one

does not perceive breathing up, breathing down, closing and opening [the eyes].”
See above, fn. 13, p.120.

PVT Je D31b2/P37b4-5 = PVSVT 62,25-26: drstesu svabhavanupalambhenaivadar-
Sanam pranadinam upalabdhilaksanapraptatvdt / adrstesv api tajjatiyatayd /. “In
the [case of] visible [things], the non-perception [of breath, etc.,] is due to the non-
perception of a thing (svabhavanupalambha), because breath, etc, have attained
the [causal] characteristics for a perception (upalabdhilaksanaprapta), [and it is so]
in [the case of] invisible [things] too, because they are of this sort [too].” PVSVT
62,26 adds: tena nairatmyam pranddyabhavena vyaptam /. “Therefore selflessness
is pervaded by the absence of breath, etc.”

Translated according to PVSVT 62,27-28 (jivaccharire tu tannivrttya pranadimat-
tvabhavanivrttya nair atmyasya nivrtter adtmagatih syat /), which is closer to Uddyo-
takara’s own explanation (see above, fn. 19, p. 123) than PVT Je D31b2-3/P37b5-
6: de las log pas Zes bya ba ni bdag med pa de las srog la sogs pa ma mthon ba tsam
gyis log pas gson po’i lus la bdag yod par rtogs par ‘gyur ro //. Translated according
to Sakyabuddhi’s interpretation, the sentence would be: “Therefore, by [thus]
excluding [breath, etc,] from that [which is selfless], one can know [that] the self
[exists in the living body].”

According to PVT Je D31b3/P37b6 = PVSVT 62,28, the opponent now asks Dharma-
kirti how he can hold the logical reason “because it possesses breath, etc.,” to be a
cause of doubt (samsayahetu). On this point, see Iwata 2004: 124.

PVT Je D31b4-5/P37b8: bum pa la sogs pa las srog la sogs pa log tu zin kyan / ‘on
kyan bdag med pa las log go Zes bya ba ni med do Zes bya ba’i tha tshig go //.“The
[intended] meaning is that although breath, etc, are excluded from [things] like
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lessness], it is established [that things like pots are selfless. Answer:] Now [if
the Buddhists’ acceptance is authoritative,38] how [is it that you attempt] to
prove [the existence] of a self [in the living body]7*? And how [is it that] the
proof of selflessness, [which is] not authoritative (apramdnika) [according to
you as regards the living body, applies] to [something] other [than the living
body, i.e, to things like pots]?*! Moreover, [our opponent] distinguishes ac-
cording to [mere] acceptance [a living body that is endowed] with a self and
[things like pots that are] selfless, and then claims [that the logical reason,
namely possessing breath, etc.,] is conclusive [regarding the self] due to the
absence [of breath, etc., only] in those [things that are selfless; in so doing,] he
can [only] acknowledge that the self is scriptural[ly established], not inferen-
tial[ly].#2 As a consequence, since the absence of a self [remains] unestab-
lished in spite of the fact that one does not perceive [it in things like pots,
breath, etc., can be excluded from no selfless thing at all, and thus breath, etc.,
are simply inconclusive].8 #[And] even if breath, etc., were absent in a

pots, yet they are not excluded from [things that are] selfless.” PVSVT 62,30-63,9:
pranddyabhdvena sandigdhasya nairatmyasyapy asiddhir iti yavat /. “The [intended]
meaning is that selflessness, which is doubtful, is not established either through the
absence of breath, etc.”

On the Atmavadin’s claim that selflessness is accepted by both parties, see above,
fn. 19, p.123.

According to PVT Je D31b5/P38al-2 = PVSVT 63,11 (yadi bauddhabhyupagamah
pramanam).

PVT Je D31b6/P38a2 = PVSVT 63,11-12: tad api bauddhena niratmakam istam /.
“[For] this [living body] too is accepted by the Buddhist as selfless.”

PVT Je D31b6/P38a2-3 = PVSVT 63,12-13: jivaccharire nairatmyabhyupagamo ’pra-
manikas tato ‘syatma sadhyata iti / yady evam [..] /. “[The Atmavadin opponent
holds] the acceptance of the living body’s selflessness not [to be] authoritative;
therefore, the self is demonstrated for him. If so [...].” Instead of tato ’syatma sa-
dhyate, the PVT reads: de’i phyir 'di ni bdag med par mi 'dod do Ze na /. “Therefore,
[he] does not accept that this [living body] is selfless.”

PVT Je D31b7/P38a3-4 ~ PVSVT 63,14: na hi bauddhasyabhyupagamah kvacit pra-
madnam kvacin neti /. “For the Buddhist's acceptance [can]not [be] authoritative
here[, but] not there.”

See above, fn. 20, p. 124, and 22, p. 125.

According to PVT Je D32a3/P38a8 = PVSVT 63,19-20 (nasti kutascin niratmakat
prandder nivrttir ity agamakatvam /). It may be tempting to read atmano nivrtty-
asiddhih rather than datmano nivrttyasiddheh, which looks utterly elliptical, but
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certain [visible pot] when [a self] is absent, [yet] the absence [of breath, etc.,]
in all [of them] would not be established for want of a relation [between
breath and the self]; therefore [breath, etc.,] are inconclusive [as alogical rea-
son]45.46

2.1.4. Explanations (Mainly Based on PV 4 and PVin 3)

Uddyotakara attempted to play down Dignaga’s doctrine of the three
characteristics (trairtipya) of a valid logical reason by claiming that
logical validity, i.e., a logical reason’s conclusiveness (gamakatva,
aikantikatva), does not necessarily imply that all three conditions be
instantiated.4” In other words, the (kevala)vyatirekin is valid insofar as
it meets the first and the third requirements by being a property of the
subject of the proof (paksadharmata) and being absent wherever the

PVSVri, P418a8, PVT Je D32a3/P38a8 (both bdag Idog pa ma grub pa’i phyir),

45

46

47

PVSVs 63,4, PVSVT 63,19 (atmano nivrttyasiddheh) seem to rule out this possibility.

PVT Je D32a3-4/P38b1 = PVSVT 63,20-21: evam?® tavan naivatmanah kutascin ni-
vrttih siddhd / abhyupagamya tiicyate /. [* evam em. (Tib. de Itar na) : etat Ed.] “Thus,
so far (tavat) it has been established that the self [can]not [be] excluded from any-
thing. But, [provisionally] accepting [that it can, Dharmakirti] says [the following].”

PVT Je D31a5/P38b3 = PVSVT 63,23: sandigdhavyatirekitvad agamakatvam /. “[The
logical reason ‘breath, etc,’] is inconclusive, because its possessing co-absence is
doubtful”

PVSV 12,26-13,11 (together with PV 1.18c) = PVin 2 95,11-96,5: kim ca / vyatireky
api hetuh syat / nedam niratmakam jivacchariram apranadimattvaprasangad iti /
nirdtmakesu ghatadisu drstadrstesu pranadyadarsandt / tannivrttyatmagatih
syat® / adrsyanupalambhdd abhavasiddhau g hatadinam nair atmyasiddheh pranader
anivrttih / abhyupagamat siddham iti cet / katham idanim atmasiddhih / parasyapy
apramanikd katham? nairatmyasiddhih / abhyupagamena ca satmakanatmakau
vibhajya tatrabhavena gamakatvam kathayatdgamikatvam datmani pratipannam
syan nanumeyatvam / tasmadd adarsane '‘py dtmano nivrttyasiddheh / tannivrttau
kvacin nivrttav api pranadinam apratibandhdt / sarvatra nivrttyasiddher agamaka-
tvam /.2 PVin 2 95,12-13 reads: nirdtmakanam ghatadinam drstadrstanam prand-
dyabhdvena vyaptes tannivrttau vyapyanivrtter atmagatih syat /. “Da die gesehenen
und nicht gesehenen seelenlosen (Dinge) wie Topf usw. durch das Fehlen von Atem
usw. umfafdt sind, wiirde sich, weil das Umfafdte (die Seelenlosigkeit) beim Fehlen
dieses (Fehlens von Atem usw.) fehlt, die Erkenntnis ergeben, daf} [der Gegenstand,
der lebendige Korper] eine Seele hat” Translation Steinkellner 1979: 125-126. b
katham with no equivalent in PVin (but see PVinti, 42*31:ji Itar).

See above, §2.1.2, and Prets 1999: 333-336. On trairtpya see, e.g, Katsura 1985.
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property to be proved is absent (vipakse ‘sattvam). Now according to
Dharmakirti, co-absence cannot be ascertained because the self does
not meet the conditions for a perception (anupalabdhilaksanaprapta),
i.e., is (radically) imperceptible (adrsya, atyantaparoksa) or beyond
cognitive reach (viprakrsta) for ordinary, non-enlightened living be-
ings.48 Thus, the basic problem faced by the (kevala)vyatirekin is that
the scope of the similar and dissimilar instances (sapaksa, vipaksa) is
uncertain: what does possess a self, and what not? Indeed, whereas the
non-perception of something perceptible allows one to conclude to its
absence hic et nunc, the non-perception of something imperceptible
(adrsydanupalabdhi) does not allow one to treat this imperceptible thing
as nonexistent, be it linguistically, cognitively or practically.#* Dharma-
kirti himself spells this out as follows in PV 4 and PVin 3:

And one knows that breath, etc., [which fulfil the conditions for perception,]
exist or do not exist by perceiving [them] somewhere [i.e, in a living body]. If
one could similarly perceive the self [somewhere], one could know that it ex-
ists or does not exist [there].5

Or, equivalently:

Itis indeed by perceiving [them] somewhere that one knows that breath, etc.,
exist [there] or not. But [it is] not so [in the case of] the self. Therefore one
does not know whether it exists or nots!

As a consequence,

because [the self] is beyond cognitive reach, the occurrence or the absence of
the self [in this or that thing] is not established; therefore, [the occurrence or

48 On the acknowledgement of the selfs imperceptibility by most Atmavadins, see
below, fn. 71, p. 139.

49 On the distinction between drsya- and adrsya-anupalabdhi, see, e.g., Katsura 1992:
228-231 and Eltschinger 2010b: 416-419 (§10¢); see also Tillemans 1999 and Ono
1999:309-310.

50 PV 4.212: pranades ca kvacid drstya sattvasattvam pratiyate / tathdtma yadi drsye-
ta sattvasattvam pratiyeta® //.[@ pratiyeta em. (Tib. rtogs par ‘gyur) : pratiyate Ed.]
See Ono 1999: 310, fn. 26.

51 PVin 3 118,10-11: pranadayo ’pi hi kvacid darsanad eva sadasatah pratiyante / na
caivam dtmeti na tasya sadasattvapratitih //. See Ono 1999: 310, fn. 26.
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the absence] of breath, etc., [is not established] either in the [things that pos -
sess or do not possess aself].52

And since this cannot be known, neither co-presence nor co-absence
can be ascertained, because one cannot ascertain that breath, etc., are
only present where the self is present. As Iwata has it,

[iln the above-mentioned refutation of the Naiyayikas’ claim of the mere
negative concomitance, Dharmakirti does not resort to the argument that
since the reason “breathing, etc.” belongs only to the subject of inference, it is
absent from both similar and dissimilar instances. The basis for his refutation
is that since similar instances include a self, which is beyond the sphere of
cognition, itis impossible to ascertain whether the reason is present in them
or not. In other words, he reduces the uncommon [asadharana, VE/IR] rea-
son to the reason that is doubtful with regard to both the positive and nega-
tive concomitance.>3

But the reason why neither co-presence nor co-absence can be ascer-
tained is that the two properties lack both types of natural relation, viz.
identity (tadatmya) and causality (tadutpatti)5+ This is Dharmakirti’s
claim at the very beginning of his discussion of the over-exclusive logi-
cal reason in PV 4:

[We] call “invariable relation” the fact that the exclusion [of the logical reason
from the dissimilar instances] is conclusive. And this [conclusiveness does]
not [occur] in the case of [logical reasons, such as “breath, etc.,” that are] not
related [to the property to be proved]. Itis because of this [relation] that co-
presence is warranted[, not by means of mere non-perception]. For the [the
logical reason’s] possessing co-absence can [only] be established if [itis] es-
tablished [that the probandum] is identical [with the probans] or is the cause
[of the latter]. Therefore, in the [case of an over-]specific [logical reason], nei-
ther co-absence nor co-presence [is established].5s

52 PVin 3 116,10-11: viprakarsad atmano vrttivyatirekasiddhes tatra pranadinam api/.
See also Iwata 2004:123.

53 [wata 2004: 124.
54 See Iwata 2004:125.

55 PV 4.205-206: aikantikatvam vyavrtter avinabhdva ucyate / tac ca ndpratibaddhesu
tata evanvayasthitih // svatmatve hetubhave va siddhe hi vyatirekita / sidhyed ato
visese na vyatireko na canvayah //. See also Ono 1999: 308.
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Now, the type of natural relation that obtains between breath and the
self cannot be one of identity, as Séntaraksita and Kamalasila make
clear by pointing out that the Atmavadin himself ascribes to breath
properties (such as impermanence, non-omnipresence and corporeal-
ity) that are contrary to those that he attributes to the self.56

Since obviously breath and the self are distinct, the only type of nat-
ural relation that can obtain between them is that of causality. In
Dharmakirti’s system, the ascertainment of causality relies on a com-
plex empirical procedure involving several perceptions and non-per-
ceptions.5” Now, the reason why this method of ascertaining causality
does not apply to the inference of the self is - once again - that the self
is radically imperceptible (atyantaparoksa):

One could know their relation through perception and non-perception, but
these [perception and non-perception] are not established for [something]
radically imperceptible [such as the self].58

Dharmakirti spells this out in PV 4:

Objection: The absence of [the logical reason] breath, etc, pervades [the ab-
sence of the property to be proved, namely] selflessness. Therefore [the logi-
cal reason] breath, etc, must be absent when [the property to be proved,] the
self, is absent. [Answer:] This is not [the case], because the absence of the one
[i.e, the self] is not [necessarily] related (ayoga) to the absence of the other
one [breath, etc.]. Objection: Then [breath, etc., will be either] identical [to the
self or] born from it. [ Answer:] This is not [the case either, for this relation] is
[only] established if one perceives this [breath, etc.,] when one perceives the

56 TSPk 89,11-13/TSPs 82,32-33 (together with TS 209ab): tayor atmapranadikayor
na tadatmyalaksanah sambandho ’sti svabhavabhedabhyupagamat / tatha hy anitya
avyapino murttas ca pranadayah / tadviparitas tv atma /. “Between these two [ie.]
the self [on the one hand] and breath, etc, [on the other hand,] there is no relation
characterized as identity, because it is admitted that they differ in nature. [And]
indeed, [according to you, things] like breath are impermanent, non-omnipresent
and corporeal, whereas the self [has properties that are] contrary to [all] this.” The
text is quoted in full below, fn. 63, p. 135. On the attempt by some Atmavadins to
show that breath is not merely corporeal, see above, fn. 18, p. 122.

57 On the determination of causality, see, e.g., Kajiyvama 1963, Inami 1999, Lasic 1999
and Lasic 2003; see also below, fn. 103, p. 149.

58 PVin 3 118,7-8: upalambhdanupalambhabhyam hi tayoh pratibandham janiydt / tau
catyantaparoksasya na sidhyatah /. See also Iwata 2004:126-127.
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self, and if one does not cognize [the self] when one does not cognize [breath,
etc.]. Now, [these] perception and non-perception are not established for [the
self, which is] radically imperceptible.s

Asa consequence,

[a logical reason such as “breath, etc.,” is a cause of doubt] because [the self
can]not [be] established through [breath, etc., which are] something different
[from it but] are not [its] effects. [And] indeed, a causality relationship be-
tween [things] like breath and the self is not established, because this [cau-
sality relationship] rests on the perception [of breath, etc.,, whenever one
perceives the self]] and the non-perception [of the self whenever one perce-
ives breath, etc.]. Therefore it is not the case that [the self] exists when
[breath, etc., which are] not related [to it], exist. Therefore there is [only]
doubt.6

As Ono nicely putsit, “[t]he reason why so-called ‘pure negative’ logical
reason is fallacious is, paradoxical as it may be, that it does not have
negative concomitance in Dharmakirti’s sense.” 61

59

60

61

PV 4.208-210: pranadyabhavo nairdtmyavyapiti vinivartane / atmano vinivarteta
pranadir yadi tac ca na // anyasya vinivrttyanyavinivrtter ayogatah / tadatma tat-
prasiitas cen naitad atmopalambhane // tasyopalabdhav agatav agatau ca prasi-
dhyati / te catyantaparoksasya drstyadrsti na sidhyatah //. See also Ono 1999:309.

PVin 3 116,11-13: arthantarad akaryabhiitad asiddhes ca / na hi karyakaranabha-
vah pranddinam atmanas ca sidhyati / tasyopalambhanupalambhasrayatvat / tena
ndpratibaddhasya bhave bhava iti samsayah /. See lwata 2004: 126; note also PVin
3 117,8-12: sa catmapratibandhas tadatmyatadutpattibhyam anyo ndstity uktam /
te ca darsanena vina na sidhyatah / tan natmavinabhavi pranddih / tata eva ndtma-
nivrttav asya nivrttir api / yato vyatirekity ucyate / na hy apratibaddhah kasyacin
nivrttau niyamena nivartate / tasmad visesasya na vyatireko nanvayah /. “And [we
have already] said that [breath’s] relation to the self [can]not be other than identity
or causality. Now, these two [types of relation] are not established without percep-
tion[, but the self is imperceptible].@ Therefore breath, etc, have no [ascertained]
invariable relation to the self[, and] this is the reason why those [breath, etc,] are
not absent when the self is absent [simply] because one says that they possess co-
absence. Indeed, [X] is not necessarily absent when a certain [y to which x is] not
related is absent. Therefore, the [over-]specific [logical reason] has neither co-
absence nor co-presence.” [@ According to PVinT Tshe D155b4-5: de’i bdag fiid dan
de las ‘byun ba de dag kyan gan la mthon ba yod pa de fiid la ‘grub la / bdag ni mthon
ba med pa de’i phyir /.] See Ono 1999: 308, fn.22.

Ono 1999: 308.
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In the TS(P), Santaraksita and Kamalaéila give a synthetic account of
Dharmakirti’s criticism that is worth quoting by way of conclusion:62

Moreover, if a [natural] relation were established between breath, etc., and
the self, then this conclusion [would] be sound; otherwise, [it is] inconsistent,
[for] when the son of a barren woman is missing, it does not follow as a con-
sequence that the living body [is devoid of breath, etc. And] indeed, the con-
sequence you draw in the case of the absence of breath, etc., [functions] si-
milary. For if a certain relation characterized either as identity or as causal-
ity were established between breath, etc., and the self, then it would be ra-
tional to conclude that breath, etc., are absent in the body when the self is
lacking. For otherwise, the conclusion that the one (anya) is absent when [the
other one, which is] not related [to it], is absent, would be inconsistent, be-
cause of its absurdity. [And] indeed, breath, etc., [which are] not related to it,
are not [necessarily] absent when the son of a barren women is absent.
Therefore, when someone draws the [following] conclusion: “It follows that
breath, etc., which are not related to it, are absent when the son of a barren
woman is absent, as [in] a pot,” [this conclusion] is inconclusive. In the same
way, your own conclusion to the effect that breath, etc., are absent when the
self is absent is strictly inconclusive. Here the meaning is: because a [natural]
relation [between them] is unestablished. In order to [answer the following
objection:] “But how [is it] that a [natural] relation [between them] is unes-
tablished?”, [Santaraksita] says: First, [the relation that obtains] in this [case]
is not[one of] identity, because itis acknowledged that both of them differ [in
nature]. But [there is] no causality relation [between them], because [if there
were,] it would follow [that breath, etc., would be produced] at one time.
Therefore how [can] breathing up and down (prdnapana), etc., which are de-

62 The passage answers the following objection in TSPk 82,6-11/TSPs 76,26-31 (to-
gether with TS 184): punah sa eva vyatirekinam hetum atmasiddhaye prayuktavan -
nedam nirdtmakam jivacchariram apranddimattvaprasangdd ghatdadivad iti / tad
darsayati - pranadib hir viyuktas ca jivaddeho bhaved ayam / nairdtmyad ghatavat
tasmdn naivdsty asya niratmata //. “But the same [author]? has used the logical
reason that [supposedly] possesses [only] co-absence in order to prove [the exis-
tence of] the self: ‘“This living body is not selfless, because [if it were,] it would
follow that it would not possess breath, etc., like a pot.’ [Santaraksita] presents this
[argument in the next stanza]: ‘Moreover, this living body would be devoid of
breath, etc, because [it would] be selfless, like a pot. Therefore, it is not selfless.” [2
sa most likely refers back to Uddyotakara (mentioned in TSPk 81,9/TSPs 76,1).] On
this passage see Kapstein 1989.
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void of [any] relation to the [self], be absent from the body when the self is
absent [from it]? [...] Between these two [i.e,] the self [on the one hand,] and
breath, etc., [on the other hand,] there is no relation characterized as i dentity,
because it is admitted that they differ in nature. [And] indeed, [according to
you, things] like breath are impermanent, non-omnipresent and corporeal,
whereas the self [has properties that are] contrary to [all] this. Moreover,
[there is] no [relation] characterized as causality [between the self and
breath, etc.,] because [if there were,] it would follow that breath, etc., would
[be produced] at one time since they would have a complete cause [indepen-
dent of any cooperating factor, i.e., a permanent self]. Now, there is no other
[type of] relation except these [two, viz. identity and causality]. Therefore
how [can] breath, etc., which are devoid of [any] relation [to a self], be absent
from the body (tanoh sarirat) specified by life [when the self is supposedly
absent]?[...] One must consider that this renders null and void those [things]
that, like desire, aversion, effort, pleasure, pain and cognition, are presented
by the opponents as [inferential] marks of the self, because they have no rela-
tion [with the self. Here,] the formal application [is as follows]: Whatever is
not related to x does not make x known, as a crane? (baldka), etc., does not
make sesamum, etc., known. Now, breath, etc., are not related to the self. [The
logical reason involved in the argument is] the non-perception of the per-
vader.63

63 TSPk 88,22-89,19/TSPs 82,16-83,7 (together with TS 207-210): pranddinam ca
sambandho yadi siddhah sahatmand / bhavet tada prasango 'yam yujyate ‘sangato
‘nyatha // na vandhydsutasinyatve jivaddehah prasajyate / pranadivirahe hy evam
tavdpy etat prasafijanam // yadi hi prdnadinam dtmand saha tadatmyalaksanas
tadutpattilaksano va kascit sambandhah siddho bhavet tadatmanivrttau Sarire pra-
nadinivrttiprasango yuktiman bhavet / anyathd hy apratibaddhasya nivrttav anya-
nivrttiprasango ’sangata eva syad atiprasangdt / na hi vandhyaputranivrttau tad-
asambaddhandm pranadindm nivrttir bhavati / tasmad yatha vandhyasinunivrttau®
tadasambaddhanam pranddinam nivrttih prapnoti ghatddivad iti kenacit prasan-
gapadanam kriyamdnam anaikdntikam bhavati / evam tavapy etad dtmanivrttau
pranddinivrttiprasafijanam anaikdantikam eva / sambandhasiddher iti bhavah /
katham punah sambandhasiddhir ity aha - na tavad iha tadatmyam bhedangi-
karandt tayoh / karyakaranata ndpi yaugapadyaprasangatah // tad atmano nivrt-
tau hi tatsambandhavivarjitah / kim ami vinivartante prandapanadayas tanoh // |[...]
tayor atmapranadikayor na tadatmyalaksanah sambandho ‘sti svabhavabhedabhyu-
pagamat / tatha hy anityd avyapino miurttds ca pranadayah / tadviparitas tv atma /
ndpi tadutpattilaksanah / pranddindm avikalakdranatvena yaugapadyaprasangat /
na caitadvyatirekena sambandhdntaram asti / tasmat sambandharahitah pranada-
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2.1.5. Dharmakirti’s Argument in PVin 3 and NB 3

Both in PVin 3 and NB 3,64+ Dharmakirti further develops against the
vyatirekin aline of argument initiated in the context of his discussion of
Dignaga’s example of an over-exclusive logical reason (asadharan/anai-
kantik]ahetu), viz. “because it is audible” (Sravanatvat). He explains
this reason’s inconclusiveness as follows:

The over-exclusive [logical reason sravanatvdt] is a cause of doubt too, for
[both its] occurrence [in the similar instances] and [its] absence [from the
dissimilar instances] are doubtful[, and this for two reasons: first] because,
since no[thing] can remain outside the twol[, viz. being permanent or being
impermanent, this logical reason] cannot be ascertained as lacking in both [of
them; and second,] because there is no demonstration of the cognition that it
exists in one of the two.65

Applied to the vyatirekin, this argument runs as follows:
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When these two characteristics [i.e, the presence of the logical reason in the
similar instances and its absence in the dissimilar instances] are doubtful,
[the logical reason is also] inconclusive, as [it is the case in the following ar-
gument:] “The living body possesses a self because it is endowed with
[things] like breath.66”¢7 [ This over-exclusive logical reason is inconclusive for
two reasons: first, because] apart from what possesses a self and what does

yah kim iti tanoh $arirdj jivanavisistad vinivartate / [...] etenecchadvesaprayatna-
sukhaduhkhajianadini yany atmalingatvena parair uktani tani pratisiddhani drasta-
vyani /| sambandhasiddheh / prayogo ye yatra na pratibaddhads te tasya gamaka na
bhavanti yathd tilader balakadayah / na pratibaddhds ca pranddaya atmaniti vya-
pakanupalabdhih /. @ vandhydstununivrttau em. (TSPk, TSPti, D198b6) : vandhyasi-
nunivrttau tadasambaddhanivrttau TSPs.

See PVin 3 115,9-116,2 (see Iwata 2004: 119-121 and Ono 1999: 310, fn. 27) and
NBwm 3.96-108/NBs 3.98-110 (quoted below, fn. 69,p. 137).

PVin 3 45,10-46,1: asadharano ‘py ubhayavyavrtter niscaydyogat / ubhayabahir-
bhiitasyabhavat / ubhayor ekatra bhave ca pratitisadhanabhavat pravrttinivrttyoh
samsayad eva samsayahetuh /. See Iwata 2004: 116 and fn. 35; see also Iwata 2004:
111-112.

NBTm 214,19-20/NBTs 76,3-4: pranah svasadaya ddir yasyonmesanimesadeh pra-
nidharmasya sa prandadih.

NBTwm 214,20 /NBTs 76,5: ayam asadharanah samsayahetur up apdditavyah.
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not possess a self, there is indeed no [third] groups8 (rasi) where [things] like
breath could be present, for the presence and the exclusion of a self include
all [existing things]. And [second, because] the presence [of things like
breath] in [any]one of these two is not ascertained, for [things] like breath
are not established [to exist] in [anything] known as possessing a self or not
possessing a self. Therefore, because [things] like breath, which are related to
the living body [i.e., which are properties of the subject of the argument], are
not established as being excluded from anything possessing a self or not pos-
sessing a self, they are not absent from any of them. Neither do [things like
breath] have co-presence with them, because [things like breath] are not es-
tablished [to exist] in that which is of one [of these two] nature[s]. Nor is
there [any] ascertainment of [the fact that] these [things] lack co-presence
and co-absence with that which possesses a self and that which does not pos-
sess a self, because the ascertainment of the non-existence of the one[, say co-
presence,] is invariably connected to the ascertainment of the existence of the
other[, say co-absence], for co-presence and co-absence have the nature of a
mutual exclusion. Therefore, since co-presence and co-absence are doubtful,
[such a logical reason] is inconclusive, because there is no ascertainment of
[either] the [property] to be proved or the contradictory (itara) [one]
through it.®

68 DhPr 216,21: rasih prakarah.

69 NBu 3.96-108/NBs 3.98-110: anayor eva dvayo ripayoh sandehe 'naikdantikah //
98/96 // yatha satmakam jivacchariram pranddimattvad iti // 99/97 // na hi sat-
makaniratmakdabhyam anyo rdsir asti yatra pranadir varteta® // 100/98 // dtmano
vrttivyavacchedabhyam sarvasangrahat // 101/99 // napy anayor ekatra vrttinis-
cayah // 102/100 // satmakatvena niratmakatvena va prasiddhe pranader asid-
dheh? // 103 /101 // tasmdj jivaccharirasambandhi pranadih satmakad anatmakac
ca sarvasmad vyavrttatvenasiddhes tabhyam na vyatiricyatec // 104/102 // na ta-
tranveti // 105/103 // ekatmany apy asiddheh // 106/104 // napi satmakadn nir-
atmakdc ca tasyanvayavyatirekayor abhavaniscayah // 107 /105 // ekabhavanisca-
yasyaparabhavaniscayanantariyakatvatd // 108/106 // anvayavyatirekayor anyo-
nyavyavacchedartpatvat / ata¢ evanvayavyatirekayoh sandehdad anaikantikah //
109/107 // sadhyetarayor ato niscayabhavat // 110/108 //. [@ varteta em. (PVin 3
115,9; NBu [vartate (varteta)]; NBTu 216,6/NBTs 76,19) : vartate Eds. b asiddheh
NBwm (cf. PVin 3 115,11 and NBTwm 217,9/NBTs 77,13) : asiddhis tabhyam na vyatiric-
yate NBs. ¢ °asiddhes tabhyam na vyatiricyate NBy (cf. PVin 3 115,12 and NBTwm
218,6/NBTs 77,20) : °asiddhih NBs. 4 °nantariyakatvat NBw (cf. NBTs 79,1 and
2/NBTwm 220,6 and 7) : °nantariyavatvat NBs. ¢ NBs ata (cf. PVin 3 116,1) : tata NBu.]
For references to the (shorter) parallel passage of PVin 3, see above, fn. 64, p. 136.
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In this argument, Dharmakirti no longer explicitly resorts to the two
issues of mere non-perception as a method of ascertaining co-absence
and the natural relation that must obtain between the probans and the
probandum. As Iwata remarks, Dharmakirti’s claim that the over-exclu-
sive logical reason is inconclusive relies on the excluded middle (ter-
tium non datur): it is impossible that something real be neither pos-
sessed of a self nor lacking a self. But since the self is imperceptible, the
alternative cannot be adequately construed and hence it cannot be de-
cided whether breath occurs in things endowed with a self or in self-
less things. In Iwata’s explanation:

In the first ground Dharmakirti points out that the reason “breathing, etc.,”
should necessarily be present either in some things that possess a self or in
others that do not possess a self and that there is no third thing beside these
two. The negation of the third thing indicates that the alternatives are exactly
contradictory. In the second ground he states that it is impossible to deter-
mine in which of the two alternatives “breathing, etc.” resides. From these
two grounds he derives the conclusion that both the positive concomitance,
i.e, “breathing, etc.,” is present only in things that possess a self, and the neg-
ative concomitance, i.e, “breathing, etc.,” is never present in things that do
not possess a self, are doubtful.”0

2.2. AGAINST THE INFERABILITY OF THE SELF

2.2.1. The Self’s Imperceptibility and the Atmavadin’s
Inference of the Self from Its Effects

Dharmakirti briefly develops a second line of argument against the self
while criticizing adarsanamatra as the means to establish co-absence.
It basically consists in accusing the Atmavadin of inconsistency insofar
as he admits that mere non-perception can prove non-existence in
general but refuses to apply this proof to the self, which he regards as
imperceptible.

As a matter of fact, many Atmavadins - among whom several Naiya-
yika authors - assert that the self is imperceptible and must therefore

70 Jwata 2004: 120.
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be inferred;7’! and the VaiSesikas explicitly argue that the self’s non-
perception is no evidence for the self’s non-existence, since this non-
perception is due to another cause, namely the self’s subtlety (sauks-
mya).72 Dharmakirti ironically notes that by doing so, the Atmavadin
leaves himself wide open to the same criticism as the Materialist
(carvaka) - who happens to be a staunch opponent of dtmavada’s: just
as the Materialist contends that non-existence can be established
through mere non-perception while regarding consciousness as an im-
perceptible power of material elements,’* in the same way, the Atma-
vadin sees non-perception as a proof of non-existence but nonetheless
asserts the existence of an imperceptible self. Dharmakirti takes this
opportunity to criticize what may be viewed as the very foundation of
the classic demonstration of the self, i.e., the inference of its existence

71 See, e.g, NBh 16,1-2, introducing NSii 1.1.10: tatratma tavat pratyaksato na grhya-
te / sa kim aptopadesamdtrad eva pratipadyata iti / nety ucyate / anumandc ca
pratipattavya iti /. “Among the [enumerated objects of knowledge], the self, to begin
with, is not grasped through perception. [We answer the question] ‘Is it only
known through the sole teaching of an authoritative [person]?’ [in the following
way]: ‘No. [The self] can also be known through inference.” However, the Naiyayi-
kas are not unanimous in this repect. See, e.g,, Chakravarti 1982: 226, fn. 8, and
Watson 2006: 131, fn. 25. Whereas Uddyotakara and Udayana defend the thesis
according to which the self is perceived, Jayanta shares with the author of the NBh
the opinion that the selfis imperceptible.

72 See, e.g, PDhS 14,16-15,2 (quoted below, fn. 76, p. 140) and NK 176,10-12 ad loc.:
tatsadbhave badhakam pramanam nasti pratyaksanupalabdher anyathdsiddhatvat
sadhakam ca pramanam anumanam astiti pratipadayann aha tasyeti / pratyakso-
palabdhiyogyatavirahah sauksmyam /. “[Prasastapada] states [the following sen-
tence beginning with the word] tasya while showing that there is no means of valid
cognition disproving the existence of the [self], because the non-perception [of the
self] through direct perception is accounted for otherwise [than due to the self’s
non-existence, i.e., due to the self’s subtlety], and because there is a means of valid
cognition proving [that the self exists, namely] inference. Being subtle [means]
lacking the capacity to be perceived.”

73 The Carvakas’ critique of the dtman apparently consisted in a dehatmavada (see,
e.g, Bhattacharya 2009: 98, fn. 71), ie, in arguing that “the so-called atman [...] is
nothing but another name for the body” (Namai 1976a: 31). On this critique see,
e.g, NMuy 11.267,9-13/NMy 11.201,24-202,1 (quoted below, fn. 99, p. 147), Namai
1976b: 62-69 and Bhattacharya 2009: 148-156.

74 See below, fn. 99,p. 147, and 165, p. 170.
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as an imperceptible cause assumed so as to account for a number of
perceptible effects.

Admittedly, the modalities of the self’s inference vary according to

the interpretation given of the marks of the self enumerated in NS
1.1.10 and VSii 3.2.4. Thus, as seen above, VaiSesikas claim to infer the
self as an agent from the existence of actions such as breathing, 75 and
the statement that the self must be inferred as the agent of the action of
perception is found both in Vai$esika’¢ and Naiyayika’” sources.

75

76

77

See, e.g, PDhS 15,8-10 (quoted above, fn. 84, p. 24, and fn. 14, p. 120), NK 211,8-
212,2 and VSV 28,16-18 (quoted above, fn. 14, p. 120).

See, e.g, PDhS 14,16-15,2: tasya sauksmyadd apratyaksatve sati karanaih sabdady-
upalabdhyanumitaih Srotradibhih samadhigamah kriyate / vasyadinam karandnam
kartrprayojyatvadarsanat / Sabdadisu prasiddhya ca prasadhako ‘numiyate /. “Be-
cause [the self] is not perceptible due to its subtlety, [we] know [it indirectly]
through the instruments [of perception] such as the auditory organ and [the other
sense organs, which are themselves] inferred from the perception of sound and so
on, because [we] observe that instruments such as an axe must be used by an
agent. And [the self] is inferred [as] the knower (prasddhaka) through the know-
ledge (prasiddhi) of sounds and so on.” On the inference of the sense organs alluded
to here, see below, fn. 92, p. 144, and 93, p. 145. Prasastapada must have in mind
VS 3.1.2: indriyarthaprasiddhir indriyarthebhyo ‘rthantaratve hetuh /. “The know-
ledge (prasiddhi) of the indriydrthas is a reason [for kn owing] that [the self] is dis-
tinct from the indriyarthas.” On the difficulties of this sitra (notably the meaning of
the compound indriyartha and its various interpretations) see Oetke 1988: 303-
319.VSV 25,6-7 (which analyzes the compound as a dvandva) explains: grahyanam
arthanam sabdadinam yeyam prasiddhis taya ca Srotrddinam karandnam / anayen-
driyarthaprasiddhyaibhyo grahyagrahanebhya indriyarthebhyah paro grahitatma-
numiyate /. “[We] know (prasiddhi) the apprehended objects such as sound, and
through this [knowledge, we know] the instruments such as the auditory organ;
[and it is] through this [very] knowledge of the sense organs and [their] objects
that [we] infer [something] different from [both] these apprehended [things] and
the [instrumental] apprehension [itself, i.e, from the sense organs and their ob-
jects; and this inferred entity is] the apprehender, the self.” Cf. VSV 26,11 ad VSa
3.1.8: indriyani kartryojyani karanatvad vasyadivad iti /. “The sense organs mustbe
used by an agent, because they are instruments, like an axe.”

See, e.g.,, NBh 16,5-20, which explains that the marks of the self mentioned in NSt
1.1.10 all involve a synthetic cognitive activity (pratisandhana) that presupposes a
single knowing agent (jiiatr). On this argument see Oetke 1988: 254-259, Watson
2006: 141, fn. 58, Ratié 2011a: 66-69, and below, fn. 206, p. 181, and 207, p. 182.
While commenting on NSii 3.1.1, the NBh develops an argument somewhat differ-
ent but also based on the idea that cognitive activity involves a form of synthesis
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Alternatively, the self is inferred as the substratum (dsraya) or the
property-bearer (gunin) in which this or that property (guna) must re-
side; this latter strategy is found both in Vai$esika’8 and Naiyayika7?
texts (and is mentioned in both Buddhist8 and Brahmanical8! sources

78

79

80

(anusandhdna) that requires a single agent (we are capable of recognizing an object
that has been perceived through the visual sense in the past and that is now per-
ceived through the sense of touch, and the synthesis of various perceptual cogni-
tions involved in this recognition shows that there is a unitary agent of these
cognitions). On the latter argument see Oetke 1988: 260-268, Chakrabarti 1992,
Preisendanz 1994: 163-187 and Ganeri 2000. See also NMy 11.293,7-8/NMy
11.220,1-2, which mentions the Vaisesika argumentaccording to which sense organs
must be used by an agent: kartrprayojyatd khalu drsta datradikaranajatasya / tvak-
Srotrady api karanam tathaiva kartra prayujyeta? //. [? prayujyeta NMv : prayujyate
NMy.] “Surely, [we] observe that what happens to be an instrument, such as a
sickle, must be used by an agent; and exactly in the same way, the skin, ears and so
on, which are instruments, mustbe used by an agent.”

See, e.g, VSV 29,5 ad VSu 3.2.4: sukhdadayas ca gunisapeksah / gunatvat / ripavat /.
“And pleasure, etc, stand in need of a property-bearer, because [they] are prop-
erties, just as colour.” Cf. PDhS 16,3-4: sukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayatnais ca gunair
guny anumiyate / te ca na Sarirendriyagundh /. “And [the self] is inferred [as] a
property-bearer through the properties that are pleasure, pain, desire, aversion
and effort; and these are not properties of the body or of the sense organs.”

See, e.g, NBh 12,16-19 ad NSi 1.1.5 (quoted below, fn. 89, p. 143) and NV 64,12-
13 ad NSu 1.1.10: athavecchadvesaprayatnasukhaduhkhajiianany atmano lingam ity
anyatha varnayanti / guna icchadayah / gunas ca paratantra bhavantiti nyayah /.
“Alternatively, [some] explain [the aphorism] ‘Desire, aversion, effort, pleasure,
pain and cognitions are marks of the self’ otherwise. Desire, etc., are properties,
and the principle [underlying this alternative explanation is] that properties are
dependent [on something else].” After showing that the list of NSii 1.1.10 is indeed
a list of properties, and that these properties cannot belong to the body, NV 64,17 -
18 concludes: tatpratisedhdc catmagunatvam iti parisesyat siddha atmeti /. “And
because [we] have negated that [the body may be the substance on which these
properties are dependent, these properties must] be properties of the self; thus the
self is established by [way of] elimination.”

See, e.g, AKBhp; 475,22-23/AKBht 148,11-12: avasyam atmabhyupagantavyah /
smrtyadindm gunapaddrthatvat / tasya ca gunapadarthasydvasyame dravyadsrita-
tvat / tesam canyasrayayogad iti /. [@ AKBhig ca gunapadarthasyavasyam : AKBhp,
carthad avasyam.] “[The VaiSesika:] The self must necessarily be admitted, because
memory, etc, belong to the category of properties, because [everything that be-
longs to] the category of properties must necessarily reside in a substance, and
because there can be no other substratum [for these properties besides the self].”
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that set out to criticize it). The two modalities of inference - that which
rests on the necessity of an agent, and that which rests on the necessity
of a substratum - are sometimes conflated,82 but most importantly, the
marks may also be regarded as effects (karya) that must be explained
by assuming an imperceptible cause. Thus Candrananda for instance
explains that the self must be inferred as the cause (nimitta) of breath,
etc.s3

Dharmakirti denies any validity to such an inference on the grounds
that the so-called marks of the self cannot be determined as effects of
an imperceptible cause. Relying again on his definition of the ascer-
tainment of an entity x as being an effect of an entity y through a series
of perceptions and non-perceptions,8+ he argues that an imperceptible
entity cannot be considered the cause of anything since the co-pres-
ence and the co-absence between this entity and its alleged effect can-
not be determined through perception.8s

On the role of memory in the demonstrations of the self see, e.g, Ratié 2006 and
Ratié 2011a: 62-80; see also below, §2.2.4.

81 See, e.g, SV atmavada 101, where the Vaiéesika answers the objection of his Bud d-
hist opponent thus: gunatvad asritatvam hi sukhadeh syad rasadivat / ya asritah sa
atma [...] //. “For pleasure, etc., since they are properties just as taste, etc.,, must
reside [in some substratum]; and that in which [they] reside is the self.”

82 See, e.g, NK 177,8-10 ad PDhS 14,16-15,2 (quoted above, fn. 76, p. 140): Sabdadisu
visayesu prasiddhir jiidnam tatrapi prasadhako jiatanumiyate / jianam kvacid asri-
tam kriyatvdc chidikriyavat / yatredam dsritam sa atma /. “The knower (prasadha-
ka) [ie,] the knowing agent (jiatr), is inferred with respect to knowledge (pra-
siddhi) [i.e.] the cognition (jiana) of objects such as sound. A cognition must reside
in some [substratum], because it is an action, such as the action of cutting. That in
which it resides is the self.”

See VSV 29,14-16, quoted above, fn. 20, p. 124. Although the NBh and NV do not
seem to present “desire, etc.” (the self’s marks enumerated in NSii 1.1.10) as ef-
fects, Jayanta does; see below, fn. 90, p. 144.

84 See above, fn. 57, p. 132, and 58, p. 132, and PVT je D38a6/P45b1-2, quoted below,
fn. 103, p. 149.

It should be noted that in the SAS, Dharmakirti defends the thesis that the existence
of other cognitive series is legitimately inferred, even in the idealistic perspective
of the Vijianavadins, from our perception of actions that we know not to have
performed ourselves. In other words, Dharmakirti acknowledges that although one
cognitive series cannot be perceived by another (at least in the case of ordinary
persons), we can infer the existence of other cognitive series from action regarded

8
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The PVSV then anticipates an argument that the Atmavadin could

put forward in response to this attack:86 although the self is impercept-
ible, it can be legitimately inferred through an inference of the sama-
nyato drstam type. This kind of reasoning is capable of establishing the
existence of entities by nature imperceptible?” since it shows that with-
out the existence of these entities - conceived by analogy with other
perceptible causes as some indeterminate88 imperceptible cause - this
or that particular phenomenon would remain inexplicable. It is often
used to infer the self either as the substratums® or as the cause of its

86

87

88

89

as their effect. See, e.g, the first verse of the treatise, the Sanskrit text of which is
preserved in Ramakantha’s NPP 62,9-10 (see Kitagawa 1955: 3, fn. 8) and Abhina-
vagupta’s IPVV 11.110,1-2 (see Ratié¢ 2007: 323, fn. 20, and Ratié 2011a: 591): bud-
dhipirvam kriyam drstva svadehe ‘nyatra tadgrahat / jiayate® yadi dhis cittamatre
"py esa nayah samah //. [@ jiiayate NPP, Ses ‘gyur SAS : kalpyate IPVV.] “If[, according
to those who consider that objects exist outside of consciousness,] one knows [the
existence of] a cognition [belonging to another series] because after seeing that in
one’s own body, [one’s own] action presupposes a cognition, one perceives [action]
in some other [body,] the same method [is valid] in the [doctrine of] mind-only
(cittamatra) as well.” However, this should not be deemed contradictory to Dhar-
makirti’s assertion that the inference of an imperceptible self from action regarded
as its effect is invalid. First, the inference defended by Dharmakirti in the SAS does
not regard a self understood as a permanent substratum of cognitions (and as such
utterly imperceptible) but only a cognitive series (see Kitagawa 1955: 2 -3) similar
to that which is experienced through the mere self-awareness characterizing any
cognition. Second, according to Dharmakirti the causality relation is established in
the case of the inference of other cognitive series (whereas it is not in the case of
the inference of a permanent self) precisely because one apprehends through mere
self-awareness the invariable concomitance of the momentary cognitive event con -
sisting of a desire to act with the momentary cognition of one’s action (on this
causal relation in the SAS see, e.g, Inami 2001: 466468, Katsura 2007: 412-421,
Ratié 2007:323-335 and Ratié 2011a: 590-606).

See below, fn. 104, p. 149.

On this type of inference see, e.g, Schuster 1972 and Nenninger 1994. On its use as
a means to establish the existence of entities that are by nature always impercep -
tible (nityaparoksa), see below, fn. 93, p. 145, and 104, p. 149. On its use in the con-
troversy over the existence of iSvara, see Krasser 2002: 105; on its use in the con-
troversy over the existence of objects external to consciousness, see Ratié 2011b.
See below, fn. 96, p. 146, 107, p. 150, and 110, p. 150.

The NBh and NV thus mention the samanyato drstam inference as a means to
establish the self as the substratum of the marks mentioned in NSii 1.1.10. See NBh
12,16-19 ad NSi 1.1.5: samanyato drstam nama yatrapratyakse linigalinginoh sam-
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marks; here it consists in showing that if some cause - i.e., the self - is
not postulated so as to account for such phenomena as breath, etc.,
these phenomena remain unexplainable.®? Dharmakirti mentions the
paradigm of this type of inference, i.e., that of the sense organs (indri-
ya) 22 which, although they are bound to remain imperceptible, must be
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bandhe kenacid arthena lingasya samanyad apratyakso lingi gamyate / yathecchadi-
bhir atma / icchadayo gunah / gunas ca dravyasamsthanah / tad yad esam sthanam
sa atmeti /. “What [we] call the samanyato drstam [inference] is that in which,
while the relation between the mark and the possessor of the mark is impercepti-
ble, the imperceptible possessor of the mark is understood from the general fea-
ture (samanya) [shared] with something [else] by the mark. For example: the self
[is inferred] from desire, etc. Desire, etc, are properties; and properties reside in a
substance; therefore their locus is the self.” Uddyotakara, while explaining how the
inference of the self is an illustration of samanyato drstam, specifies (NV 48,17) that
the self is then inferred from the fact that desire, etc, which are properties, must
reside in some substratum (paratantra icchadayo gunatvat / ripavad iti /. “Desire,
etc, are dependent [on some other entity] because they are properties, just as
colour.”).

The NBh and NV merely present the marks of the self in NSt 1.1.10 as properties
from which the self must be inferred as a substratum (see above, fn. 89, p. 143);
however, Jayanta, while mentioning the inference of the self as the paradigm of the
samanyato drstam inference, specifies that this substratum is to be inferred from
the marks regarded as effects - i.e., according to him the self is to be inferred as a
particular type of cause, namely a substratum. See NMy 1.351,5-6/NMy 1.194,12-
13: icchadikaryam dehadivilaksanasrayam Sarirddisu bad hakapramanopapattau sa-
tyam kdryatvad iti samanyatodrstasya kramah /. “The method of [inference of] an
[object] apprehended through a generality is as follows: an effect such as desire has
a substratum distinct from the body, etc. [i.e, the self], because it is an effect, [and]
given that arguments have been adduced against [the possibility that] the body,
etc, [may be this substratum].”

Cf, e.g, VSV 29,14-16 (quoted above, fn. 20, p. 124), explaining samanyato drstat in
VSi 3.2.9 (see above, ibid.). Note that the two examples of marks of the self given
by Dharmakirti are “breath, etc.” (pranadi, not explicitly mentioned here but see,
eg,fn. 113, p. 151) and “pleasure, etc.” (sukhadi).

The term “organ” might appear misleading insofar as the indriya of sight, for
instance, is more than what we usually consider the visual organ (i.e. the visible
body parts called “eyes”). According to Indian philosophers, we must assume the
existence of some imperceptible entities (whether they are conceived as atoms or
rays, and whether they are thought to enter into contact with their object or not:
see Preisendanz 1989: 147-149) residing inside what we ordinarily call our visual
organs, and the indriyas are precisely these imperceptible perceptual instruments.
However, the rather common translation “sense faculties” does not seem relevant



DHARMAKIRTI AGAINST ATMAVADIN ARGUMENTS 145

inferred in order to account for the fact of perception.?3 The establish-
ment of the indriyas through inference is thus put forward here so as to
show that entities which stand beyond the perceptual range (and such
is the case of the self) can validly be inferred as the causes of effects
that would otherwise remain impossible to account for.94

Dharmakirti’s reply to this argument is reminiscent of Vasuban-

dhu’s concise dismissal of the analogy between the inference of the
sense organs and that of the self.%5 It consists in noticing that in the
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either in so far as the sense faculties do not stand in need of any inference: seeing is
knowing that one sees, and the Indian philosophers do not mean that we need to
infer our sense faculties but rather, that we must infer the existence of the imper-
ceptible instruments (karana) that make these sense faculties possible (see below,
fn. 93). Provided that one keeps in mind that etymologically, an organ is a bodily
“instrument,” and that sense organs are not limited to the perceptible body parts
called “eye,” “ear,” etc, the translation “sense organs” therefore appearsto us as the
least unsatisfactory, given that the indriyas are the (bodily) instruments of
perception.

See below, fn. 104, p. 149. For another mention of the indriyas’ inference by Dhar-
makirti see, e.g., PVSV 118,1-4, translated in Eltschinger 2007: 269 (see also ibid.:
fn. 219-221). Cf, e.g, NMuy 1.348,6-11/NMy 1.193,8-12: samanyato drstam tu yatra
sambandhakale ’pi lingisvaripam apratyaksam nityaparoksam eva samanyato vyap-
tigrahandd anumiyate yatha sabdddyupalabdhyd Srotradi karanam / indriyanam
atindriyatvan na kadacit pratyaksagamyatvam / atha ca cchedanadikriyanam para-
Svadhadikaranapiirvakatvena vydptigrahanac chabdadyupalabdhikriyandm karana-
purvakatvam anumiyate /. “As for the [inference called] samanyato drstam, [it is the
kind of inference] in which one infers, due to [one’s] grasping an invariable con-
comitance on the basis of a generality, [something] whose nature as a mark posses-
sor is imperceptible, always invisible, even at the time when the relation [between
the mark and the mark possessor is established] - for instance, an instrument such
as the auditory organ [is inferred] thanks to the perception of sounds, etc. Because
sense organs are supersensible, [they] can never be directly apprehended. And yet,
because one grasps the invariable concomitance of actions such as cutting with [the
property of] presupposing instruments such as an axe, one infers that actions such
as sound perception presuppose [some] instruments [i.e, the sense organs].” This
inference is also alluded to, e.g,, in PDhS 14,16-15,2 (see above, fn. 76, p. 140).

Cf, e.g, NPP 9,1-2: ata evendriyadir iva karyat so 'picchatmakad anumiyata iti nai-
yayikah /. “The Naiyayikas [contend] that for this very reason, [we] infer this [self]
from [its] effect, i.e., desire, just as [we] infer the sense organs, etc.” On this passage
see Watson 2006:128-130.

See AKBhp, 461,7-12/AKBhig 36,7-12: tatredam anumanam / sati karane karana-
ntarasyabhave karyasyabhavo drsto bhave ca punar bhavas tadyathankurasya / saty
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case of the inference of the sense organs, what is inferred is merely a
cause in general, i.e,, an entity conceived of as devoid of any particular-
ity besides that of contributing in producing a particular effect that
arises occasionally.9¢ However, the Atmavadin claims to infer much
more than a cause in general accounting for phenomena such as breath
or pleasure: what he intends to establish through this reasoning is the
existence of an entity particularized as being a permanent agent and
experiencer.9’ He thus infers much more than is legitimate, %8 so that his
self cannot be said to be perceived even in a purely indirect way,
through its alleged effect. And yet, according to the Atmavadin’s own
position regarding non-perception, the self’s imperceptibility should be
enough to establish its nonexistence.

2.2.2. Dharmakirti’s Argument in PVSV 16,8-19: English
Translation

Moreover: how [can the Atmavadin and the Materialist accept] this very non-
perception which [according to them] does not establish the nonexistence of

eva cabhdsaprdpte visaye manaskare ca karane visayagrahanasyabhavo drstah pu-
nas ca bhavo 'ndhabadhirddindm anandhabadhiradindm ca / atas tatrdpi kdranan-
tarasyabhavo bhavas ca niSciyate / yac ca tatkdranantaram tad indriyam ity etad
anumdnam / na caivam datmano ‘stiti ndasty atma /. “The inference of the [sense
organs] is as follows: when, while a [certain] cause is present, another cause is
absent, the effect is observed not to occur, whereas when [this other cause] is
present, [the effect] occurs, e.g., a sprout. And when a [certain] cause [is present,
namely, on the one hand,] the object thathas appeared, and [on the other hand,] an
act of attention, [we] observe that there is no apprehension of the object for [those
who are] blind, deaf, etc., whereas [this apprehension] occurs for those who are
neither blind nor deaf, etc. Therefore [we] ascertain the absence and presence of
another cause for this [apprehension] too; and this other cause is the sense organ.
Such is the inference [with respect to the sense organs]. Now, there is no such
[inference] for the self; therefore there isno self.”

% See below, fn. 106-107, p. 149-150. On this cause in general (hetumdtra) or mere
(indeterminate) cause (kificinmatram nimittam), see Ratié 2011a: 458, fn. 200 and
201. Cf. Candrananda’s remark that the self, if it is inferred as a samanyato drstam,
is only inferred as “some cause” (kenapi nimittena): see above, fn. 20, p. 124.

97 See below, fn. 110-111, p. 150.
9 The nondualist Saivas later exploit precisely this line of argument to prove that the

Sautrantikas’ inference of external objects is not valid (see Ratié 2011b, particu-
larly fn. 44).
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[things] such as the self and consciousness [as a potency] of earth,% [as] that
which establishes the absence of the logical reason [from the dissimilar in-
stances]? For the [Atmavadin'®] who makes non-perception a means of valid
cognition [enabling us to cognize the absence of the logical reason from the
dissimilar instances], the doctrine of the self would be groundless because,
since the self is imperceptible,01 102its effect], which might serve as an

99 PVSVT 73,25-27 (to be compared with PVT Je D38b7-39a1/P46a4-5, where the
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quotation is missing): bhiitdnam eva Saktis caitanyam isyate carvakaih / bhitasva-
bhava ca myd iti /| evam mrdah khalv api caitanyam anupalabhyamdnam apicchan
lokayatikah / yad aha - tebhyo bhiitebhyas caitanyam madasaktivad vijiianam iti /.
“The Carvakas consider that consciousness is a power belonging to material ele-
ments only, and that earth consists of a material element. Thus the Lokayatika
considers that consciousness, although it is not perceived, surely belongs to earth;
this is what he states in ‘Consciousness (caitanyam [...] vijidnam) arises from these
elements, just as a power of intoxication [arises from a ferment and so on].”” On the
Barhaspatya fragments “consciousness arises from these [elements]” (tebhyas cai-
tanyam /) and “just as a power of intoxication [arises from a ferment and so on]”
([kinvadibhyo] madasaktivat /), see Namai 197 6a: 31-32, Namai 1976b: 39 (A4 and
A5) and 52, Bhattacharya 2009: 79 (1.4 and 1.5) and 121, fn. 49, and Franco 2011:
634b-6362, Cf. NMum [1.267,9-13 /NMvI11.201,24-202,1: na catmasiddhau kificana lin-
gam asti / jianadiyogas tu bhiitanam eva parindmavisesopapaditasaktyatisayaju-
sam bhavisyati / yatha gudapistadayah pragasatim api madasaktim dsaditasuraka-
raparindmadh prapadyante tatha mrddadyavasthaydm acetandny api bhiitani Sarira-
kdraparinatani caitanyam spraksyanti /. “[The Carvaka:] And there is no mark
whatsoever [that could enable us] to establish the self. Rather, the association with
cognitions and so on must belong to the material elements themselves, which
possess an additional power brought about by a particular transformation. Just as
molasses, flour and so on acquire an intoxicating power - although [this power]
was previously absent - when undergoing a transformation into the aspect of
liquor, in the same way, material elements, although they are unconscious [when]
they are in the state of earth and so on, must reach consciousness when they are
transformed into the aspect of the body.” The mention of mrt by Dharmakirti is
most probably a reference to the first of the four material elements acknowledged
by the Carvakas (see Namai 1976b: 39, A2 and Bhattacharya 2009: 78, 1.2 for the
Barhaspatya fragment prthivy dpas tejo vayur iti tattvani /. “The constituents of re-
ality are: earth, water, fire, wind.”).

Acording to the commentaries, Dharmakirti has in mind “Vai$esikas, etc.” See PVT
Je D38al-2/P45a4: bye brag pa la sogs pa 'di’i bdag tu smra ba (*vaisesikader asya-
tmavadinah); see also PVSVT 72,22: asya vaisesikadeh.

PVT Je D38a2-6/P45a5-b1: ’di Itar bdag mrnon sum ma yin pa’i phyir bdag mnon
sum du ni (D : P om. du ni) mi dmigs so // bdag ni tshu rol mthon ba’i dban po’i Ses
pa’i yul ma yin te / de ni ran bZin bskal pa yin pa’i phyir ro // dban po’i Ses pa’i mjug
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thogs su 'byun ba yid kyi mrion sum gan yin pa de yan dban po’i Ses pa’i yul gyi de ma
thag pa’i yul la dmigs pa yin no // ran rig pa’i yan ma yin te / de’i yul ni ran gi no bo
yin pa’i phyir ro // gan Zig bdag ni na’o siiam pa’i Ses pa’i mnon sum yin no Zes zer ba
de yan rnar (D : snar P) mi ‘on ste / na’o sfiam pa’i Ses pa ni rnam par rtog pa dan
bcas pa fiid kyis mnon sum ma yin pa’i phyir dan / bdag skem mo shom mo Zes bya ba
la sogs pas lus kyi gnas skabs la kun tu (P : du D) reg pa’i phyir te / bdag la ni skem
pa la sogs pa (D : pa la P) fiid yod pa mayin no //. “For, because the self is imper-
ceptible, it (*atman) is not apprehended (*upa\/Iabh-) perceptually. The self is
indeed not the object of a sensory cognition (*indriyajiianavisaya?) for [ordinary
persons] of limited cognitive ability (*arvdgdarsin?), for it is beyond [cognitive]
reach on account of its [intrinsic] nature (*svabhdavaviprakrsta). As for the mental
perception (*manasapratyaksa) that takes place immediately after (mjug thogs su
’byun ba) the sensory cognition, it relies (*d\/lamb-?) on the object (*visaya) [that
follows] immediately (*anantara) the object of the sensory perception. And [the
self can]not [be the object] of self-cognition (*svasamvitti?) either, for its object is
[cognition] itself. And to say that the self is perceptible (*pratyaksa) through the
cognition ‘I' (*aham iti pratyayah?) is not pleasant to hear (*karnasubhaga?)
either[, and this for two reasons: first,] because the cognition ‘I’ inasmuch as it is
conceptual (*savikalpa?), is not a [genuine] perception; and [second,] because [ex-
pressions] such as ‘I am thin’ (*krso "ham?) [or ‘I am] thick’ (*sthilo ham?) pertain
(*sam\/sprs'-?) to bodily states (*Sariravastha?). And indeed, [being] thin does not
belong to the self.” The argument of the “cognition ‘I'” (aham iti pratyaya, aham-
pratyaya, ahampratiti, sometimes equated with ahankara) to which Sakyabuddhi is
alluding here was used by Naiyayikas (e.g, Uddyotakara) and Mimamsakas (Sabara
and Kumarila), and is criticized in Buddhist sources such as AKBh 9 and the TS(P).
On this argument and its Buddhist critique see, e.g, Biardeau 1968: 113-125, Oetke
1988: 208-209, Taber 1990 and Ratié 2011a: 52-62. PVSVT 72,24 gives a much
more concise commentary on the passage: na pratyaksenatmana upalambhah / ni-
tyaparoksatvabhyupagamat /. “The self is not apprehended perceptually, since it is
admitted that [it] is always imperceptible.”

PVT Je D38a6-7/P45b1-2: mnon sum mayin pa fiid kyis bdag la ran bzin du gyur
pa’i rtags kyan med do // 'bras bu ma grub pa’i phyir ‘bras bu’i rtags kyan med de /.
“Because [the self] is not perceptible (*apratyaksatvena), there is no [inferential]
mark that would consist in a nature (*svabhdvabhiitalinga?) regarding the self; and
since [its] effect is not established, there is no [inferential] mark [consisting in] an
effect (*karyalinga) either.” PVSVT 72,24-25: atha syad atmano ‘numdnam evopa-
lambho sty evety ata daha - tatkaryetyadi /. “[Dharmakirti] states [the passage] be-
ginning with tatkarya® so as [to answer the following objection]: ‘But let [us] admit
that there is indeed an apprehension (upalambha) of the self that [consists] only
[in] an inference.”
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inferential mark,] is unestablished.1%3 1040On the contrary (tu), one [can legiti-
mately] say that [things] such as the sense organs1% are [inferentially] estab-
lished, for it is established that the effect consisting in a [sensory] cognition
depends [on an additional cause] because it is occasional.1% [In the case of

Or should one read, with PVSVri, P414a7 (bdag mrion sum ma yin pa’i phyir dan
’bras bu ma grub pa’i phyir ro //): “Because the self is imperceptible [and] because
its effect[, which might serve as an inferential mark,] is not established”? In any
case, Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin comment the passage in the following way.
PVT Je D38a6/P45b1-2: bdag mrion sum ma yin pa’i (D : sum yin pa la P) mnon sum
dan mi dmigs pa bsgrubs (D : bsgrub P) pa 'bras bu dan rgyu’i dnos po med do // de
bas na rtags med pa’i phyir bdag ni rjes su dpag pa’i yul yan ma yin no //. “There is
no causality relationship (*karyakaranabhava) that could be established through
perception (*pratyaksa) and non-perception (*anupalabdhi) for an imperceptible
(*apratyaksa) self. Therefore, since there is no [inferential] mark (*linga), the self is
not the object (*visaya) of an inference (*anumana).” PVSVT 72,25-26: apratyaksa-
tvad evatmanas tatkdryasvabhavariipasya lingasyaniscayan nanumanam upalam-
bhah /. “Precisely because the self is imperceptible, one cannot ascertain an [infe-
rential] mark [for it] that would consist either in its effect or in a nature; therefore
there is no apprehension [of the self that would consist in] an inference.”

PVT Je D38a6-7/P45b2-3: gal te mig la sogs pa mnon sum ma yin pa rnams ji ltar
’bras bu rnam par $Ses pas rjes su dpog ce na / dban po la sogs pa ni Zes bya ba la sogs
pa smos te /. “[Dharmakirti] states [the passage] beginning with *indriyanam so as
[to answer the following objection]: ‘Just as one infers the visual sense organ, etc.
(*caksuradi), which are not perceptible (*apratyaksa), one will infer [the self]
through the cognition (*vijiidna) of [its] effect (*karya).” PVSVT 73,8-9:yatha nitya-
paroksanam apindriyadinam anumanam tathdtmano bhavisyatiti ced dha - indriya-
nam ityadi /. “[Dharmakirti] states [the passage] beginning with indriydnam so as
[to answer the following objection]: ‘Just as there is an inference of the sense
organs even though they are always imperceptible, in the same way, there must be
[an inference] of the self [even though it is always imperceptible].”

According to Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin, these things also include the “seeds
of memory, etc.” (PVT Je D38a7 /P45b3-4 =~ PVSVT 73,9: adisabdat smrtibijadinam /).
On smrtibija, see below, fn. 203-204, p. 181.

PVT Je D38b1-2/P45b4-5 = PVSVT 73,10-12: tatha hi satsv api ripalokamanaska-
resu nimilitalocanddy avasthasu vijiidnasyabhdvat punas conmilitdlocanavasthdsu
bhavad vijianakdryam karandntarasapeksam sidhyati / tatah [..] /. “To explain:
since in states where the eyes (Tib. mig) are shut for instance, there is no [sensory]
cognition even though a visible object, light and an act of attention are present, and
since on the other hand, in states where the eyes are opened, there is [a sensory
cognition], it is established that the effect [consisting in a sensory] cognition is de-
pendent on some other cause [besides the visible object, light and the act of atten -
tion]. Therefore [...].” On this reasoning see, e.g, Ratié 2011b:491-492.
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the sense organs, etc., one simply infers] that something [more, subsequently
called “sense organ,”] is the cause of this [effect consisting in a sensory cogni-
tion],1%” but not that [this cause is] so [and so, as the Atmavadin does in the
case of the self].1%8 [And attempting to] demonstrate that an effect such as
pleasure [can be explained] in the same way1% (evam) does not promote the
cause (na [..] kafcid artham pusnati) [of the Atmavadin], for [everyone] ad-
mits that [things like pleasure] possess some kind of indeterminate cause
(vena kenacit).110 111And thus, there can only be non-perception of the self.

PVT Je D38b2-3/P45b6-7 ~ PVSVT 73,14-15: etad uktam bhavati /9 yatd sapeksam
idam kaddcitkam vijianam tatc kim apy asya vijiianasya karanam astity anumiya-
te /4 tad eva cendriyam iti vyavahriyate /. [* PVT with no equivalent of etad uktam
bhavati /. ®» Note PVT gan gi phyir (*yatah). ¢ Note PVT de’i phyir (*tat[ah’]). 4 Note
PVT Zes bya ba’i rnam pa ’dis (*ityevamprakarena?) instead of ity anumiyate /.|
“This is what [Dharmakirti] says [here]: since this [sensory] cognition is dependent
[on something else as it is] occasional, one infers that there is some (kim api) [addi-
tional] cause of this [sensory] cognition; and this is what is called ‘sense organ.”

PVT Je D38b3/P45b7 ~ PVSVT 73,15-16: na tv evambhiitam iti na ripavisesena
murttatvadind yuktam indriyam anumiyata?® ity arthah /. [* PVT has no equivalent
of yuktam indriyam anumiyate.] “The meaning of ‘but not that it is so’ is, ‘[but] the
sense organ is not legitimately inferred as having a particular form [i.e,] as having
the [property of] being material, etc.”

PVSVT 73,16-18: evam iti yatha kadacitkavijiianak aryanyathdnupap attyendriyanu-
manam tatha sukhadikaryam yasya sukhadi karyam@ tat kim apy astity anumaneb
tac catmasvaripam iti prasadhitam /. [* sukhadi karyam em. : sukhadikaryam Ed.b
anumdne PVSVTwms: anumadnena Ed.] “‘[Attempting to demonstrate that an effect
such as pleasure can be explained] in the same way’ [means arguing the following:]
just as the inference of the sense organs is based on the impossibility of accounting
for the effect [consisting in] an occasional [sensory] cognition otherwise [i.e, if one
does not assume the existence of the sense organs], in the same way, the effect
[consisting in] pleasure, etc., is proved [to be dependent on some additional cause]
in an inference [according to which] there is something which possesses pleasure,
etc, as its effect, and [according to which] this [something] has the nature of the
self.” Note that the PVT (Je D38b4 /P45b8) understands sukhddikarya as *atmaguna
(bdag gi yon tan), i.e., “property of the self”

PVT Je D38b5/P46al = PVSVT 73,19-20 explain yena kenacid as anirdistavisesena,
ie., “of unknown/indeterminate specificity.”

PVT Je D38b5-6/P46al-2 = PVSVT 73,20-22: na caivambhiita atma / nityakartr-
bhoktratvadilaksanatvenabhyupagamat / yatas ca yathabhyupagatasyatmano nasti
karyalingam / tathd ca sati [...] /. [* The PVT analyzes nityakartrbhoktr® as a dvan-
dva compound.] “And the self is not so [i.e, it is not just some kind of indeterminate
cause], because [the Atmavadin] considers that [it] is characterized [by the prop-
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[Therefore,] why is the [Buddhist,] who discards the [self] by means of the
[non-perception defined as the silence of both perception and inference, ] 112
rejected [by the Atmavadin] on the grounds that [mere] non-perception does
not prove [the non-existence of the self]? How could [then non-perception, if
it] does not prove [that the self does not exist], prove [that the logical reason]
is absent [from the dissimilar instances]1137114

erties of] being permanent, being an agent and being an experiencer, etc.; and since
there is no [inferential] mark of the self considered in this way, [Dharmakirti says
‘thus,’ i.e,] since it is so.”

See PVSVT 73,22-23: tasmat tam datmanam tenanupalambhena praty aksanumana-
nivrttilaksanena pratyacaksanah /. “Therefore [the Buddhist,] who discards the self
by means of that [type of] non-perception defined as the silence of both perception
and inference.” Note also PVT Je D38b6/P46b2-3: saris rgyas pa la sogs pas bdag
med de mi dmigs pa’i phyir ro Zes mi dmigs pa des bdag de sel ba [...]/. “The Budd-
hist, etc., who discards the self by means of non-perception [by saying]: ‘The self
does not exist, because one does not perceive it.”

PVT Je D38b6-7/P46a3-4 = PVSVT 73,24-25: katham asddhanam sad vipaksad
dhetoh pranadimattvader vyatirekam sadhayet /. “How could [non-perception, if it]
does not prove [that the self does not exist,] establish that the logical reason [ie.)]
possessing breath, etc, is absent from the dissimilar instances?”

PVSV 16,8-19 (together with PV 1.22): kim ca / atmamrccetanadindm yo 'bhava-
syaprasddhakah / sa evanupalambhah kim hetvabhavasya sadhakah // anupalam-
bham cdsya pramdnayata dtmavdado niralambah sydt / apratyaksatvad atmanas
tatekdryasiddheh / indriyandm tu vijaanakdryasya kadacitkatvat sdpeksyasiddhya
prasiddhir ucyate / kim apy asya karanam astiti / na tv evambhiitam iti / naivam su-
khadikaryam prasadhitam karicid artham pusnati / yena kenacit karanavattvabhy-
upagamat / tatha canupalambha evatmanah syat / tam tena pratydcaksanah kim iti
prativyiidho ‘nupalambhasydsadhanatvad iti / katham asadhanam vyatirekam sa-
dhayet /. @ Note that PVSVrj, P414a7 and PVT Je D38a6-7 /P45b1-2 are without any
equivalent of tat®.
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In

2.3. THE REFUTATION OF THE SANKHYA’S TELEOLOGICAL
ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF THE SELF

2.3.1. The Sankhya's Teleological Argument

several of his works, Dharmakirti mentions and criticizes another

argument meant to establish the self’s existence. According to the
SK, 115

the Person (purusa) exists, because composites (sarighdta) are for the benefit
of another [entity] (parartha); because of [its] difference from the three
qualities (guna), etc.; because of the [need of a] control [for the three quali-
ties, etc.]; because of the existence of an experiencer (bhoktr); and because of
the activity aimed at [obtaining perfect] isolation (kaivalya).116

Later Sankhya texts such as the GBh,117 the MV,118 the YD119 or the
TK120 explain the first reason mentioned in SK 17 in the following way:

115

116

117

As far as our knowledge goes, the SK is the most ancient extant Sankhya text pre-
senting the argument criticised by Buddhist authors. Note, however, that Vasu-
bandhu, who may have been active at the latest during the first half of the fifth
century CE, already criticised a similar argument (see below, §2.3.2). Moreover,
both the NPSi and the NB (see below, fn. 134, p. 158, and 126, p. 155) obviously
target an argument whose example was Sayandsanddyargavat, which does not ap-
pear in the SK. A likely candidate as the source of this argument is the Sastitantra.
SK 17: sanghatapararthatvadt trigunadiviparyayad adhisthanat / puruso ’‘sti bhoktr-
bhavat kaivalyartham pravrttes ca //. The last argument apparently alludes to the
Sankhya principle according to which the activity of primordial nature is for the
benefit of the Person in the sense that it has as its sole purpose the liberation (vi-
moksa) of the Person. See, e.g., SK 56-57: ity esa prakrtikrto mahadadivisesabhiita-
paryantah / pratipurusavimoksdartham svartha iva parartha drambhah // vatsavi-
vrddhinimittam ksirasya yatha pravrttir ajiiasya / purusavimoksanimittam tatha
pravrttih pradhdnasya //. “This [phenomenal world], from the [evolute called] the
Great to the particular [great] elements, is produced by primordial matter for the
benefit which is the liberation of each Person; this activity is for the benefit of
another [ie, the Person, although it] seems to be for [nature’s] own benefit. Just as
milk, which is unconscious, acts so as to (nimitta) make the calf grow, in the same
way, primordial nature acts so as to free the Person.”

GBh 20,9-15: asti purusah / kasmat / sanghatapararthatvat / yo 'yam mahadadi-
sanghatah sa purusartha ity anumiyate ‘cetanatvat paryankavat / yatha paryankah
pratyekagatrotpalaka®pddapithatilipracchadanapato padhanasanghatah parartho
na hi svarthah / paryankasya na hi kificid api gatrotpalddyavayavanam parasparam
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krtyam asti / ato 'vagamyate 'sti puruso yah paryarke Sete yasyartham paryarikah /
tat pardrtham idam Sariram paficandm mahabhiitanam sanghdto vartate / asti pu-
ruso yasyedam bhogyam $ariram bhogyamahadadisanghatariipam samutpannam
iti /. [@ pratyekagatrotpalaka® conj.: pratyekam gatrotpalaka® Ed.] “The Person
exists. Why? ‘Because composites are for the benefit of another [entity]. [We] infer
that this composite consisting of [the evolutes of primordial matter called] the
Great [ie, the intellect], etc, is for the benefit of the Person, because it is uncons-
cious, like a bed. For instance, a bed, which is a composite [made of various] ele-
ments [considered] one by one: utpalaka [?], feet, a support, a covering blanket
[made of] cotton and a pillow, is for the benefit of another [entity]; for it is not for
its own benefit, since the parts of the bed [i.e.] the elements utpala [?], etc, that are
[its] parts, do not produce anything for each other. From this [we] understand
[that] there is a person who lies on the bed, for the benefit of whom the bed is.
Therefore this body, which is a composite of the five great elements (mahabhiita),
exists for the benefit of some other [entity; that is,] there is [indeed] a Person for
whom this body is produced, [as this body is] an object of experience (bhogya)
[and] consists of a composite of [the evolutes called] the Great, etc., that are [in
turn] objects of experience.”

MV 22,6-15: asti purusah / sanghdtapararthatvat / yatah sanighatas ca pararthah /
tasmad dhetoh / iha loke ye sanghatds te parartha drstah paryankarathasaranada-
yah / evam gatrandm mahadadinam sanghdtah samuddyah pardrtha eva / pary-
ankarathddayah kdsthasanghdtah / grhadayah kdsthestakddisanghdtdh / na hi te
rathagrhaparyankdadayah kim api svartham sddhayanti / na va paraspararthdah /
kim tv asty asau devadattadir yo 'smin paryanke sete rathena gacchati grhe nivas-
atiti / evam ami mahaddadayas caksuradayo na svartha na ca paraspararthah / kim
tu pararthah / yas casau parah sa catma / tasmad anumimahe ’sti puruso yasyadrthe
caksuradisanghdtah Sariram utpannam iti /. “The Person exists, for the reason
[stated in the stanza:] ‘Because a composite is for the benefit of another [entity].” In
this world, [we] observe that [things] that are composites, such as a bed, a chariot,
a house, etc, are for the benefit of another [entity]. In the same way, the composite
[ie.] the combination of the parts [consisting of the evolutes called] the Great, etc,,
is indeed for the benefit of another [entity]. Beds, chariots, etc., are composites
[made] of wood; houses, etc, are composites [made] of wood, bricks, etc. For
these - chariots, houses, beds, etc. - do not produce anything for their own benefit,
nor do they [produce anything] for each other. Rather, there is an [individual], e.g.,
Devadatta, who lies in the bed, drives the chariot [and] inhabits the house. In the
same way, the eyes, etc, which [consist of the evolutes called] the Great, etc., are
not for their own benefit, nor are they for the benefit of each other; rather, they are
for the benefit of another [entity]. And this other [entity] is the self. Therefore we
infer that there is a Person for whose benefit the composite [consisting of] the eyes,
etc, [i.e.] the body, is produced.”

YD 168,5-7: iha sanghdtah pardrtha drstas tadyatha sayandasanarathasarandda-
yah / asti cdyam Sariralaksanah sarighdtah / tasmad anendpi pararthena bhavita-
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the body or the bodily organs (often simply referred to as caksuradi,
“the eyes, etc.”) are for the benefit of another [entity] because they are
composed (samhata) or are composites. To justify the necessity for
composites of being for the benefit of another entity, they give exam-
ples of composites such as beds and seats, the existence of which is not
an end in itself since it is not for their own benefit (svartha), and which
do not exist for the benefit of each other (parasparartha) but for that of
the individuals who use them. Beds and seats are therefore for the
benefit of another entity; accordingly, the eyes, etc., which are compo-
sites, must be for the benefit of another entity, and this other entity
must be the self (which is asamhata, “uncomposed”). As noted by
Watson, although some modern scholars have understood the Sankhya
inference as an argument “from design,” it does not endeavour to prove
the existence of the self as the designing author of the composites that
exist for its sake.121 It is therefore a teleological argument in the sense
that it claims to establish the existence of an uncomposed entity from
the mere fact that composites always exist for the sake of an entity dis-
tinct from them. The idea is mentioned and criticized in Buddhist texts
such as (at least) one of Vasubandhu'’s lost works,122 Dignaga’s PSV, the
NPSt, works by Dharmakirti and his commentators or the TS(P); but it

vyam / yo ‘sau parah sa purusah / tasmad asti purusah /. “In this [world, we] ob-
serve that composites are for the benefit of another [entity], as a bed, a seat, a
chariot, a house, etc. Now, this composite defined as the body exists; therefore it
too must be for the benefit of another [entity]. This other [entity] is the Person -
therefore the Person exists.”

120 TK 120,11-14: puruso sty avyaktader vyatiriktah / kutah / sanghdtapararthatvat /
avyaktamahadahankaraprabhrtayah pararthah / sanghatatvat / sayanasanadyan-
gavat / sukhaduhkhamohatmataydvyaktadayah sarve sanghdtah /. “There is a Per-
son [that is] distinct from the unmanifest, etc. - Why ? - ‘Because composites are
for the benefit of some other [entity]’: the unmanifest, the Great, the sense of ego
(ahankara), etc., are for the benefit of another [entity], because they are compo-
sites, like utensils such as a bed, a seat, etc. All [things] such as the unmanifest are
composites, because they consist of pleasure, pain and delusion [ie. the three qual-
ities sattva, rajas and tamas).”

121 See Watson 2006:195-196.
122 See below, §2.3.2 and fn. 139, p. 159.
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also appears in a variety of texts that belong neither to the Sankhya nor
to the Buddhist tradition.123

2.3.2. The Refutation of the Argument as Proving the Con-
trary of the Intended Thesis

The Sankhya argument is mentioned in PV 4, PVin 3 and NB 3 while
Dharmakirti endeavours to defend Dignaga’s assertion that a thesis in
an inference for others (pararthanumana) must be that which is in-
tended (ista) by its proponent.i2¢ There the Sankhya proof of the self is
adduced as a mere example of an ambiguously formulated argument 125
where the actually intended thesis must be understood from the con-
text of the discussion (prakarana), since the SK for instance only states
that the eyes, etc., must be for the benefit of some other entity without
specifying that this other entity is the self.i2¢ But while doing so,

123 See, e.g, NV 326,7-11 (quoted below, fn. 148, p. 162) and SV anumanapariccheda
105-106 (quoted below, fn. 149, p. 163). The argument also appears in non-Brah-
manical contexts, e.g., in the Saivasiddhanta, and it is exploited along with its Budd-
hist refutation by Ramakantha: see Watson 2006: 192-202. Note that it is also men-
tioned by the Saiva nondualist Utpaladeva, albeit in the context of his dualistically
oriented Isvarasiddhi: see Taber 1986: 110 and Ratié forthc.: fn. 28.

124 PS 3.2ab. For a detailed analysis of this discussion, see Tillemans 2000: 50-67 and
Iwata 2007a and 2007b.

125 On the examples of such arguments mentioned by Dharmakirti, see Iwata 2007a
and 2007b.

126 PV 4.29cd: anukto 'picchayd vyaptah sadhya atmadrthavan matah //. “Even though
not [explicitly] stated, what is pervaded by the [proponent’s] intention is held tobe
the sdadhya, as in [the Sankhya’s argument that the eyes, etc, are] for the benefit of
the self (atman).” Translation Tillemans 2000: 48. Cf. PVV 425,2-3: tato 'nuktam
apy dtmarthatvam sanghatatvac caksuradeh sankhyasya sadhyam /. “Therefore, al-
though [it] is not [explicitly] stated, what is to be proved (sadhya) for the Sankhya
is that the eyes, etc, are for the benefit of the self, because they are composites.” Cf.
also PVV 425,6-8: atmarthavat / yathdtmadsti na veti vivade tatsadhandartham san-
khyena pardrthas caksuradayah sanghadtatvdc chayanasanddyangavad ity uktasya
sadhanasyatmarthatvam anuktam api sadhyam icchavisayatvat //. “[This is what
Dharmakirti means by stating] ‘As in [the Sankhya’s argument that the eyes, etc,
are] for the benefit of the self’: for instance, in the dispute [concerning the ques-
tion] whether there is a self or not, in the argument formulated in the Sankhya in
order to demonstrate the [point in dispute, i.e.:] ‘The eyes, etc, are for the benefit of
another [entity], because they are composites, just as utensils such as a bed, a seat,
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Dharmakirti explains how the actually intended thesis of the Sankhya
is illegitimate: there is no co-presence (anvaya) of the property to be
proved (i.e., being for the benefit of the self,) and the logical reason (i.e.,
being a composite,) in the examples presented (i.e., the bed, etc.), as
such composites are seen to be for the benefit of another composite,
and not for that of an uncomposed entity such as the so-called Person
of the Sankhya. (According to Dharmottara, this is precisely the reason
why the Sankhyas ambiguously state that the eyes, etc., are for the
benefit of another entity instead of clearly saying that they are for the
benefit of the self.127) As a consequence, the logical reason refutes the
Sankhya’s very intention (istaghatakrt, istavighatakrt).

etc,” what is to be proved, although [it is] not [explicitly] stated, is the fact that
[they] are for the benefit of the self, because it is the object of [the Sankhya propo-
nent’s] intention.” PVin 3 12,1-3: katham idanim asriiyamanah sdadhyatvenesta iti
gamyate / prakarandt / yatha samhatanam pararthye sadhya atmarthatvam / tad
anuktam apicchaya vyaptam sadhyam iti darsanartham istagrahanam /. “[Objec-
tion:] Now, how do [we] know that [a property] is intended as that which is to be
proved [although we] do not hear [it since it is not explicitly stated by its propo-
nent]? [Answer:] From the context of the discussion. For instance, [the property of]
being for the benefit of the self when one wishes to prove that composites are for
the benefit of another [entity]: although what is to be proved is not stated, it is per-
vaded by the [proponent’s] intention; this is what [the word] ‘intended’ conveys [in
the definition of the inference for others].” NBw 3.45-47 /NBs 3.47-49: ista iti yatra-
rthe vivadena sadhanam upanyastam tasya siddham icchata so ‘nukto ’pi vacanena
sadhyah / tadadhikaranatvad vivadasya / yatha pararthds caksurddayah sanghdta-
tvac chayandsanddyangavad iti / atrdtmartha ity anuktav apy atmarthata sadhya /
tena noktamatram eva sadhyam ity uktam bhavati /. “[The following] is what is
expressed [by the word] ‘intended’ [in the definition of the inference for others].
Although the point with respect to which [someone] presents a demonstration
while intending to establish this [demonstration] because of a dispute may not be
explicitly stated, it is that which is to be proved, because this [point] is the basis of
the dispute. For example, in: ‘The eyes, etc, are for the benefit of another [entity],
because they are composites, just as utensils such as a bed, a seat, etc.,” although it
is not stated that [the eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of the self, what is to be proved
is [precisely that they] are for the benefit of the self. Therefore what is to be proved
is not merely what is [explicitly] stated.” See Iwata 2007b: 276-279.

127 See NBTwm 181,3-5/NBTs 58,5-6: §ayanasandadisu hi purusopabhogdngesv atmdrtha-
tvenanvayo na prasiddhah / sanghatatvasya pararthyamatrena tu siddhah / tatah
pardrtha ity uktam /. “For the co-presence [of the logical reason ‘being composed’
and of the property to be proved] ‘being for the benefit of the self’ is not well
established in utensils [instrumental in] a person’s enjoyment, such as beds and
seats; whereas [the co-presence] of [the reason] ‘being composed” with [the prop-
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The Sankhya’s proof of the self had already been used by Dignaga
(PSV ad PS 3.22d) as an illustration of an argument that disproves the
property (meant) to be proved.128 Thus Dignaga explains:

For example, that particulars [such as the sense organs] are composites
proves both that [these] are for the benefit of another [entity] and that [this]
other [entity] is a composite.129

In his introductory prose to PS 3.27, he goes on asking:

But how should the [kind of] contradictory [logical reason called] istavi-
ghatakrt be explained?130

After explaining that this is a logical reason for the reverse (viparyasa-
hetu) of the property (meant) to be proved, he adds later in his com-
mentary:

Butifitis so, this [logical reason] is contradictory because it proves the con-
trary of the pararthya [as itis] specified [by the Sankhya opponent, i.e., being
for the benefit of the self].131

Dignaga further explains:

For [the Sankhya opponent] admits that composite [entities such as the sense
organs] are for the benefit of another [entity that is] not a composite [viz the
self/Person] [...] Now, the fact that this [other entity] is not a composite is es-
tablished neither through perception nor through inference, because its
[very] existence is not established.132

And he concludes:

erty] ‘being for the benefit of another [entity]’ is established - therefore [the
Sankhyas only] say that [the eyes, etc,] are ‘for the benefit of another [entity].”

128 PSV ad PS 3.22d; (PSVk P131b7, PSVy P49a7): *sadhyabadhak asddhanam.

129 PSV ad PS 3.22d; (PSVk P131b7, PSVy P49a7): *tad yatha bhedanam sanghdtatvam
pardrthyam ca sadhayati / sanghdtatvam ca parasyapi /.

130 PSV ad PS 3.27 (PSVk P133b1, PSVy P50b3): *yat tarhi ya istavighdtakrd viruddhah
sa katham vaktavyah.

131 PSV ad PS3.27 (PSVk P133b4, PSVy P50b6): *evam tarhi visistapardrthyaviparyaya-
sadhanad viruddha esah.

132 PSV ad PS 3.27 (PSVk P133b4, PSVy P50b6): *tatha hi sanghatanam asanghdtapadra-

rthyam istam [...] na ca tasyasanghdtatvam praty aksendnumanena va siddham tat-
sattvasiddheh.
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[It is] undoubtedly a reason for the reverse [of the property meant to be
proved].133

In other words, the Sankhya argument entails a contradictory reason
(viruddhahetu) insofar as it shows that the eyes, etc., must be for the
benefit of another composite134 rather than for the supposedly uncom-
posed self assumed by the Atmavadin.

Now, we can be fairly certain that Dignaga’s critique relied on ear-
lier arguments put forward by Vasubandhu against the Sankhya proof.
In both PV 4 and PVin 3, Dharmakirti himself specifies that this criti-
cism had already been put forward by others before him while giving
the following quotation:

If the atman is [what is meant by] “another” (para), [then] this [atman] is not
established [in the example].13>

133 PSV ad PS3.27 (PSVk P133b4,PSVy P50b6): *asamsayam viparydsahetuh.

134 See, e.g, NPSi 13: dharmavisesaviparitasadhano yathd pararthas caksurdadayah san-
ghdtatvdc chayandasanadyangavad iti / ayam hetur yathd pararthyam caksuradinam
sddhayati tatha samhatatvam api parasya sadhyadharmavisesaviparitam sadhaya-
ti / ubhayatrdvyabhicardt /. “[There is a kind of fallacious logical reason] that
proves the contrary of the particular property [meant to be proved], for instance
in: ‘The eyes, etc, are for the benefit of another [entity] because they are compo-
sites, just as utensils such as a bed or a seat.’ This reason [i.e., ‘because they are
composites’], while proving that the eyes, etc.,, are for the benefit of another
[entity], proves that this other [entity] is composed, which is the reverse of the
particular property thatis to be proved, because these two[, being for the benefit of
another entity and being a composite,] do not deviate from one another.” Cf. NPT
40,12-14: tathd caivam api vaktum Sakyata eva - samhatapararthds caksurdadayah
sanghdatatvac chayandsandadyangavad iti / Sayandasanddyangadni hi samhatasya kara-
caranorugrivadimata evartham kurvanti nanyasya / tathopalabdher iti /. “And thus
[this] can be said just as well: ‘The eyes, etc., are for the benefit of another compo-
site [entity], because they are composites, just as utensils such as a bed or a seat.
For utensils such as a bed or a seat are for the benefit of [something] composed
that possesses hands, feet, thighs, a neck, etc., and for nothing else, because [we]
oberve that such is the case.”

135 PV 4.32c: atma paras cet so 'siddhah. Translation Tillemans 2000: 55. PVin 3 13,4-
5:yad aha - atma paras cet so ’siddha iti / tasyaiva cestasya vighatakrdviruddhah /.
“This has been said: ‘If the self is [what is meant by] ‘another,’” [then] this [self] is
not established [in the example].” And the [logical reason] of this intended [thesis]
is contradictory [as it] refutes precisely the [intended thesis].”



DHARMAKIRTI AGAINST ATMAVADIN ARGUMENTS 159

Dharmottara and Manorathanandin identify the author of the quota-
tion as Vasubandhu.136 According to Tillemans, the passage might be
borrowed from Vasubandhu's Vadavidhi or Vadavidhdna3’ But the
lost Paramarthasaptatika, which is written in verse and in which Vasu-
bandhu criticised the Sankhya teacher Vindhyavasin,3¢ seems to be a
much more likely candidate as a source of Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s
polemics. According to Watanabe’s reconstruction, Vasubandhu’s verse
was as follows:

If the self is [what is meant by] “another,” [then] this [self] is not established
[in the example]; if [it means another] composite[, then something like a
sense organ] is for the benefit of that [i.e, another composite; and if] internal
(antara) composites [such as the mind and mental factors were adduced as
the logical reason,] then, as [in the case where the self is what is meant by
“another”], they could not be for the benefit of another [entity understood as
an entity distinct from composites].13

Leaving padasb to d provisionally out of consideration,40 let us briefly
focus on the meaning of the beginning of the verse according to
Dharmakirti. PV 4.32 states:

This [viz being for the benefit of the dtman] also has the fault that there is no
co-presence (anvaya) [of the property to be proved (sadhyadharma) and the
reason] in the example. As [Vasubandhu] has explained: “If the atman is

136 PVinT Dze D17a3/P20a2-3 (see Tillemans 2000: 55, fn. 194): slob dpon dbyig gfien
gis ci skad du gZan gyi don Zes bya ba 'dir gal te pha rol po bdag gZan gyi sgras brjod
par 'dod na bdag de ni ma grub pa’o Zes bsad pa yin no //. “The master Vasubandhu
has said that if, in the [statement] ‘for the benefit of another,’ the [Sankhya] oppo-
nent means the self with the word ‘another,’ [then] this self is not established [in
the example].” PVV 426,10-11: yathoditam dcaryavasubandhuna / pararthas cak-
surddaya ity atra paras ced atma vivaksitah so ‘siddho drstanta iti /. “As the master
Vasubandhu has said: ‘In [the argument:] ‘The eyes, etc, are for the benefit of
another [entity], if the self is what is meant by ‘another, [then] this [self] is not
established in the example.”

137 Tillemans 2000: 55 (as noted ibid,, fn. 194, the fragment is not found in Frauwallner
1933 and 1957).

138 See, e.g., Frauwallner 1959:809, Mejor 1999: 107-110 and Mejor 2008: 120, fn. 2.

139 Watanabe 2008: 64: atma paras cet so ‘siddhah sanghatas cet tadarthakah / san-
ghata antara evam tatha na syuh pardrthakah //.

140 See below, §2.3.3.
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[what is meant by] ‘another’ (para), then this [dtman] is not established [in
the example].” In that case [the reason] would refute what is intended
(istaghatakrt) .14t

Thus in NB 3, Dharmakirti illustrates the istavighatakrt type of
contradictory reason in the following way:

[An] example [of contradictory reason that refutes what is intended is:] ‘The
eyes, etc, are for the benefit of another [entity], because they are composites,
as utensils such as a bed or a seat. [The logical reason] is contradictory, be-
cause it proves the contrary of what is intended by the [Sankhya proponent,
namely] being for the benefit of another [entity] that is not composed.14

Neither Dignaga nor Dharmakirti explains why the logical reason ad-
duced by the Sankhya proves the contrary of what he intends to prove,
viz. the fact that being a composite entity implies being for the benefit
of another composite entity. In this connection, Dharmottara provides
the following explanation. According to him, the reason why they are
necessarily for the benefit of another composite is that they must be
regarded as causal factors in the production of that for whose benefit
they are; but what is produced is necessarily composed (samhata):

The Sankhya [proponent] who claims that the self exists, when urged by the
Buddhist to answer the question: “Why is that?” states this argument (pra-
madna) in order to establish the self. From this [context we know that] what is
to be proved [in his argument] is the fact that the eyes, etc., provide a help
(upakarakatva) to the self which is uncomposed. But this [logical] reason is
pervaded with the contrary [of what the argument is aimed at establishing],
because that [entity] x that provides a help to [another entity] y is the
producer of y; and that which is being produced, whether simultaneously or
gradually, is composed. Therefore what [the argument] establishes is [only]
that the eyes, etc, which are for the benefit of another [entity], are for the

141 PV 4.32: ananvayo ’pi drstante dosas tasya yathoditam / atma paras cet so ‘siddha iti
tatrestaghdtakrt //. Translation Tillemans 2000: 55.

142 NBm 3.87-88/NBs 3.90-91: yathd pararthas caksuradayah sanghatatvdc chayana-
sanddyangavad iti / tadistasamhatapardrthyaviparyayasadhanad viruddhah /.
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benefit of another composed [entity, but not that they are for the benefit of an
uncomposed self].143

Dharmottara thus points out the very basis of the Buddhist criticism of
the teleological argument: from the Buddhist perspective, existing for
the sake of something else can only mean having a causal role in the
production of that thing, and being causally produced can only mean
being composed. The Sankhya leaves itself open to the Buddhist assault
all the more since the teleological argument is stated in such a way that
the Person (purusa), understood as a pure, uncomposed and inactive
consciousness, ends up being equated with empirical individuals (pu-
rusa) that the Sankhya itself regards as composed entities. 144

This criticism is in turn found in the works of Sankhya authors45
who endeavour to defend the argument formulated in SK 17 by show-

143 NBTm 212,12-15/NBTs 74,4-8: atmastiti bruvanah sankhyah kuta etad iti paryanu-
yukto bauddhenedam atmanah siddhaye pramdnam dha / tasmad asamhatasyatma-
na upakarakatvam sadhyam caksuradinam / ayam tu hetur viparyayavyaptah /
yasmad yo yasyopakarakah sa tasya janakah / janyamanas ca yugapat kramena va
bhavati samhatah / tasmat pardrthas caksuradayah samhataparartha iti siddham /.

144 See, e.g, GBh 20,9-15 (quoted above, fn. 117, p. 152), where this ambiguity is ob-
vious, as Gaudapada mentions that the bed is for the benefit of the person (purusa)
who lies on it, or MV 22,6-15 (quoted above, fn. 118, p. 153) where Mathara speci-
fies that a bed, a chariot or a house are for the individual, “e.g, Devadatta, who lies
in a bed, drives a chariot [and] inhabits a house.” Compare with, e.g, YD 168,15-16
(quoted below, fn. 146, p. 162), where perceptible individuals such as Devadatta
are presented as composed entities in contrast with the imperceptible Person. See
also Iwata 2007b: 280 on this Sankhya “trick.”

145 See, e.g, YD 168,8-11 (following the explanation of the teleological argument, see
above, fn. 119, p. 153): dha - na sanghatarthatvopalabdheh / Sayandadayo hi saty api
pardrthatve sanghatarthah / yadi ca tair atidesah karyakaranasanghatasya kriyate
praptam asya tadvat sanghatdrthatvam / evam purusaviparitarthasiddhiprasan-
gah / athaitad anistam na tarhi caksurddayah pararthah /. “[The Buddhist] replies:
[This is] not [the case], because [we] observe that [composites] are for the benefit
of [other] composites, since even if a bed, etc, are for the benefit of another [ent-
ity], they are for the benefit of [another] composite. And if through them [we] make
an analogical reasoning (atidesa, lit. “transposition”) concerning a composite con-
sisting in the body and the sense organs (karyakarana), it follows that this [com-
posite] is likewise for the benefit of a composite. Thus [this reasoning] leads to the
establishment of an entity that is contrary to the Person; but this is not what [you]
intend [to do], so [you must rather admit that] the eyes, etc, are not for the benefit
of another [entity].” Cf. TK 120,14-16 (following the explanation of the teleological
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ing, e.g., that the Person must be uncomposed because it is impercepti-
ble146 or that the Buddhist position leads to an infinite regress. 1471t is
also mentioned by Brahmanical authors such as Uddyotakara48 and

144

=)

147
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@

argument, see above, fn. 120, p. 154): syad etat / sayanasandadayah sanghatah sam-
hatasariradyarthd drsta na tv atmanam prati pardrthah / tasmat sanghdtantaram
eva param gamayeyur na tv asamhatam atmanam iti /. “Suppose the following be
urged: [We] observe that a bed, a seat, etc.,, which are composites, are for the
benefit of the body, etc, which [in turn] are composites; but they are not for the
benefit of another [entity if this is meant] with respect to the self. Therefore [these
examples] may lead us to understand [the existence] of another [entity] that is
nothing butanother composite, but not an uncomposed self.”

In the YD, the reply to the Buddhist objection, too long to be quoted here in full,
mainly consists in showing that the Person must be uncomposed because it is not
directly perceived, “for if it were composed, like [an empirical individual such as]
Devadatta, this Person would be directly perceived” (YD 168,15-16: sati hi sanghd-
tatve devadattadivad ayam purusah pratyaksata evopalabhyeta /).

Vacaspatimisra answers the Buddhist objection by interpreting the words that fol-
low the argument in SK 17 as a complement of this argument (on the disagreement
between the SK commentators in this respect see, e.g., Watson 2006: 192, fn. 211),
and by resorting to a reasoning based on infinite regress probably borrowed from
Uddyotakara’s NV (quoted below, fn. 148; note that Vacaspatimisra refers to his
own NVTT in the same passage, TK 120,23). See TK 120,16-19: ata aha - trigunddi-
viparyaydt / ayam abhiprayah | sanghdtantardrthatve hi tasyapi samhatatvat tena-
pi sanghatantararthatvena bhavitavyam evam tena tenety anavastha syat /. “[It is]
due to this [objection that the SK’s author] says: ‘Because of [its] difference from
the three qualities.” Here is the [author’s] intention: for if [composites] were for the
benefit of another composite, since this [second composite] would in turn be a
composite, there should be a [third composite] being for the benefit of another
composite, [and] in the same way there should be a [fourth, and] a [fifth]: there
would be an infinite regress.” In TK 120,28-29, Vacaspatimisra concludes (after
stating that the three qualities are composed): tasmad dacaryena trigunddiviparya-
yad iti vadatasamhatah paro vivaksitah / sa catmeti siddham /. “Therefore the mas-
ter, by stating ‘because of [its] difference from the three qualities,” means that the
‘other’ is not composed; and this [other, uncomposed entity is] the self - this is
[now] established.” The TK (and the YD?) thus seem to play on a second possible
meaning of the first words of SK 17, sanghatapararthatvat, which can be taken to
mean “because composites are for the benefit of another [entity],” but also, if inter-
preted as a (Buddhist) pirvapaksa, “because [composites] are for the benefit of
another composite.”

The Buddhist objection is stated in NV 326,7-8: pararthas caksuradayah sangha-
tatvdc chayandsanddivad iti / sanghatah sanghatantarartha iti cet /. “[The Sankhya
argues as follows:] ‘The eyes, etc, are for the benefit of another [entity], because
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Kumarila14® (who present it as the standard Buddhist refutation of the
reasoning put forward in SK 17), and Uddyotakara in particular sets
out to defend the Sankhya argument, notably by accusing the Buddhist
of inconsistency (since he asserts that composites must be for the ben-
efit of other composites while denying reality to composites)5° and by
arguing that an uncomposed entity must be assumed in order to avoid
infinite regress.151

149

150

151

[they] are composites, just as a bed, a seat, etc.’ [Here, the Buddhist objects:] ‘Com -
posites are for the benefit of another composite.”

After presenting the argument in SV anumanapariccheda 105ab, Kumarila explains
(ibid,, 105cd-106): sayane sanghapararthyam bhautikavyaptahetuke // atmanam
prati pararthyam asiddham iti badhanam / asamhatapararthatve drste samhatatapi
ca //. “In [the example, ie,] a bed, where the reason [being a composite’] is per-
vaded with [the property of being] a material entity, [we find a property of] being
for the benefit of another [entity] that is [itself] a composite; [therefore the prop-
erty of] being for the benefit of another [entity] is not established [if this is meant]
with respect to the self - this is the refutation. And whereas [the Sankhya] sees the
[property of] being for the benefit of another [entity as the property of being for
the benefit of] an uncomposed [entity, this other entity must] be composed.” Cf. NR
270,27-28: samhataripavastvantarapararthyasadhanat prakrtyatiriktatmapara-
rthyam abhimatam na sidhyet / ato na sisadhayisitatmasiddhir iti /. “Because it es-
tablishes [the property of] being for the benefit of another [entity, viz.] another
entity the nature of which is composed, the intended [property to be proved, viz.]
being for the benefit of another [entity understood as] a self distinct from primor -
dial matter, cannot be established; therefore there is no demonstration of the self
as [the Sankhya] wishes to establish [it].”

See NV 326,8-11: atha manyase satyam sanghatah pardrtha bhavanti te tu sanghd-
tantararthah / yathd sayanddaya iti / na / sanghatasyabhyupagam e virodhat / na hi
rupadiskandhavyatiriktam sanghatam bhavantah pratipadyante / na casati sangha-
tantare sanghatanam sanghatantararthatad sidhyati / atha pratipadyate vyahatam
bhavati /. “But if you consider that it is true that composites are for the benefit of
another [entity], but that they are for the benefit of another composite [and not for
that of the uncomposed entity that the self is supposed to be], just as a bed, etc,
[are for the benefit of another composite, your position is] not [sound], because it is
contradictory [for you] to admit [the very existence of] a composite. For you [Budd -
hists] do not admit any composite over and above constituents such as corpo-
reality; and if there is no other [entity apart from the constituents that would be] a
composite, [you can]not establish that comp osites are for the benefit of other com-
posites! But if [you] admit [the existence of such a composite over and above the
constituents], there is a contradiction.”

See NV 327,2-5: yac capi bhavan sanghatantaram pratipadyate / tatrapy anivrttam
sanghatatvam iti tendpi sanghatdntararthena bhavitavyam iti / evam canavastha /
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2.3.3. The Refutation of the Argument as Being Useless

In PVin 3 and PV 4, Dharmakirti, after explaining how the Sankhya’s in-
tended thesis is refuted, also expounds what absurd consequences fol-
low if one takes a thesis independently of its proponent’s actual inten-
tion: either the demonstration establishes something that its author
does not intend to establish, or it is useless because it establishes
something that is already admitted.152 As an illustration of the latter
case!53 he mentions again the assertion that the eyes, etc., are for the
benefit of some other entity: if we merely take into account what the
argument explicitly states, it is useless because it only establishes that
the eyes, etc., have a causal efficacy with respect to some other entity
that is not particularized by the property of being uncomposed, which

na cainam Saktah kascit pratipadayitum iti yad esd nivartate tad asamhatam / atha-
samhatam naivdsti / asamhatdnabhyupagame sanghatanupapatter vydghatah / na
hi kadacid asamhatapratisedhe sarnighatah sidhyatiti /. “Besides, in that which you
regard [as] another composite [for the benefit of which the eyes, etc, are], the
[property of] being a composite does not disappear; therefore this too must be for
the benefit of another composite, and thus there is an infinite regress. And since
nobody can justify this [infinite regress], that which puts an end to this [infinite
regress] is [necessarily] uncomposed. [Objection:] But there is no uncomposed [ent-
ity. Answer:] Refusing to acknowledge [the existence of] an uncomposed [entity] is
contradictory [for you], because of the impossibility of [the very existence of] a
composite [according to you]; for no composite is established if one denies [the
existence of] an uncomposed entity.” For a critical assessment of Uddyotakara’s
defence of the Sankhya argument, see Oetke 1988: 379-381 and Watson 2006: 201,
fn. 239. The argument of infinite regress is exploited in the TK (see above, fn. 147,
p.162).

152 PV 4.33: sddhanam yadvivadena nyastam tac cen na sadhyate / kim sadhyam anya-
thanistam bhaved vaiphalyam eva va //. “Suppose thatwhen a sadhana is presented
because of a dispute about a certain [proposition], that [proposition] is [nonethe-
less] not being proved. Then what is being proved? Otherwise [if the proposition in
dispute were not the sadhya], then either [the sddhya] would be something unin-

tended, or [the sadhana] would be completely superfluous.” Translation Tillemans
2000:57. See also PVin 3 13,6-8, closely similar to PV 4.33.

153 On the illustration of the former case (viz. an argument aimed at showing that a
word has a meaning before its connection with a conventional meaning, which,
when taken regardless of the proponent’s intention, ends up showing that a word
has a meaning due to external factors), see Iwata 2007a.
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the Buddhists too gladly admit (since they acknowledge that the sense
organs contribute to the production of cognitions):154

In the same way, [if the Sankhya’s sadhya merely consists in what is explicitly
stated, i.e., being for the benefit of another entity, then] the eyes, etc., al-
though they are established to be for the benefit of another [entity] because
they are composites, are not [established to be] for the benefit of the self
since the [general property of] being for the benefit of another [entity] is not
[further] specified. Since [we Buddhists too] accept that these [eyes, etc,]
have causal efficacy with regard to another [entity, viz. cognition, that is it-
self] composed, the argument is [simply] useless.155

Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of pada b in Vasubandhu’s stanzas ar-
rives at the same conclusion:

154

155

If the word “other” indicates a composite [made] of eyes, etc, such as Caitra,
[then] the eyes, etc, too are established to be for the benefit of that for which
the bed, the seat, etc., are; i.e., [they too are] for the benefit of [another] com-
posite. This establishes that composites are for the benefit of [other compo-
sites. But] because the [Buddhist] opponent too acknowledges that the eyes,
etc., are for the benefit of the group of the mind and mental factors, what [the
argument] proves is [already] established (siddhasadhya).156

See PVV 427,1-3: athavestasya sadhyatvabhave pararthas caksuradayah samhata-
tvad ity atratmarthatvasyasamhatapdararthyasydsadhyatvat / jidnahetutvena sam-
hatapadrarthye® bauddhendpiste sadhanavaiphalyam eva va syat //. [@ samhatapdra-
rthye conj.: samhatapardrthyasya Ed.] “Alternatively, if what is intended [by the
proponent of a thesis] is not what is to be proved, in this [proposition]: ‘The eyes,
etc, are for the benefit of another [entity] because [they] are composed, what is to
be proved is not that [the eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of the self [or] that they are
for the benefit of some uncomposed [entity]. Therefore the argument can only be
useless, since the Buddhist too admits that [they] are for the benefit of a composed
[entity] insofar as [they] are causes of a cognition.”

PVin 3 13,10-14,2: tatha pardrthas caksuradayah sanghatatvat siddha api pararthya-
visese natmarthah / samhatapararthakriyopagamad esam sadhanavaiphalyam //.
PSTwms B 137b1-3 (PSTtib D175b5-176a2/P201a2-6; the passage is also quoted in
Watanabe 2008: 65, fn. 12): atha caksuradisanghatas caitradikah parasabdenopala-
ksito yadarthah sayanasanadayas caksuradayo °pi tadarthah sidhyanti / sanghata-
rthd ity arthah / anena sarighdtanam tadarthata siddha / parenapi caksuradinam
cittacaittakalaparthatvabhyup agamat siddhasadhyata /.
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According to Jinendrabuddhi, Vasubandhu’s Sankhya opponent now
attempts to save his logical reason “being a composite” from being con-
tradictory by specifying it through the additional property of being in-
ternal (antaratva)is’? Vasubandhu replies that internal composites
such as the mind and mental factors (cittacaitta), which belong to the
Buddhist explanation of mental machinery, are also for the benefit of
composite entities inasmuch as they are for their mutual benefit (pa-
raspararthaka). Such is Dignaga’s elaboration on Vasubandhu’s answer
(which he quotes in his commentary on PS 3.27158):

In this regard, [the properties attributed to] the eyes, etc., [namely] “being a
composite” together with “being internal,” which are presented as the [logi-
cal] reason, are refuted because [they] do not possess the [threefold] charac-
teristic of alogical reason. To explain: these two [properties] are not estab-
lished [to exist together] in the similar instances [i.e., in that which is for the
benefit of the self], and because, on the contrary, they are [both] established
in the dissimilar instances, i.e,, in that which is for the benefit of each other,
they are included in the first [kind of] contradictory [reason].15?

However, note that according to Dharmakirti, the dilemma regarding
the way the term “other” should be interpreted is not exactly that

157

158

159

See PSTms B 137a4-5 (PSTtib D175b2-3/P200b6-7): bhavatu kevalasya sarighdta-
tvasya viruddhatvam / yada tv antaratvasahitam prayujyate yad asankyacdryavasu-
bandhuna sanghata dntara evam tatha na syuh pardrthaka ity uktam / tadd katham
tasya viruddhatvam /. “Let us admit that [the property of] being a composite is con-
tradictory on its own (kevala). However, if [it is] accompanied with [the property
of] being internal - which the master Vasubandhu, who has anticipated [this objec-
tion], expresses in ‘In the same way, the internal composites [too, such as the mind
and mental factors,] are [for the benefit of another composite]; thus they cannot be
for the benefit of another [entity understood as an entity distinct from compo-
sites]’ -, then how could this [reason] be contradictory?”

See PSVk P134a6-8, PSVy P51a6-8.

PSV ad PS 3.27 (Watanabe 2008: 66, fn. 16; see PSVk P134a6-8, PSVy P51a6-8): ta-
tra sanghatatvam antaratvasahitam caksuradindm hetutvenopanyastam hetulaksa-
nayogan nisiddham / tatha hy ubhayam sapakse ‘siddham vipakse tu paras pardrtha-
ke siddhatvad viruddhe ptirvaka evantarbhiitam /. Some Sankhya texts allude to this
property of being for the benefit of each other and deny that such may be the case
in the examples they adduce (see, e.g., GBh 20,9-15, quoted above, fn. 117, p. 152,
or MV 22,6-15, quoted above, fn. 118, p. 153). See also TSPk 117,17-24/TSPs
107,3-7 (quoted below, fn. 163, p. 168), where an argument similar to Vasuban-
dhu’sis used to refute the objection of an Atmavadin.
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found in the fragment of Vasubandhu: in the PVin the alternative is not
(or at least, not immediately) between the meaning “self” and the
meaning “composite,” but rather, between the meaning “self,” unders-
tood as an entity that has the particularity (visesa) of being uncom-
posed, and the meaning “other” in general, devoid of any particularity -
in which case one is entitled to consider that composites are included
within this general class of entities. In this respect the TS(P)’s analysis
of the Sankhya argument is particularly interesting. It enumerates
three possible interpretations of the Sankhya argument:160 (1) the
argument demonstrates that the eyes, etc., are for the benefit of
another entity that is altered by them insofar as it receives some addi-
tional property from them - in which case what is proved is already
admitted by the Buddhists, who acknowledge that the eyes, etc., con-
tribute to the production of a cognition;16! (2), it demonstrates that the

160 TSPk 117,10-11/TSPs 106,23-24: adheyatisayo va paro 'bhipreto bhavet yadvana-
dheyatisayartipatvad avikary atha va samanyena pdrarthyamdtram avicdritarama-
niyam sddhyata iti trayo vikalpah /. “[In the Sankhya’s argument,] ‘the other’ [for
the benefit of which the eyes, etc, are] may mean either ‘[something] that can re-
ceive some additional property’ [from them], or ‘[something] unchanging because
its nature cannot [receive] any additional property,” or again, [what this argu ment]
demonstrates [may be] the mere fact, pleasant [as long as it is left] un examined,
that [the eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of some other [entity] in general - these are
the three options.”

16

N

TS 307-308: pararthyam caksurdadinam yat punah pratipadyate / Sayyasanadivat
tena sanghatatvena hetund // adheyadtisaydrthatvam yady esam upapadyate / ista-
siddhir yad istas te ‘smabhir jianopakarinah //. “The [Sankhya] demonstrates that
eyes, etc., are for the benefit of another [entity] through the [logical] reason con-
sisting in [their] being composites, as a bed, a seat, etc. If what they [thus] prove is
the fact that [eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of another [entity] that can receive an
additional property [from them, they only] establish what [we already] admit, since
we admit that the [eyes, etc,] contribute to [producing] a cognition.” Cf. TSPk
117,11-13/TSPs 106,24-27: tatra prathamapakse siddhasddhyata / yatas te cak-
surddayo ‘smabhir vijiiano pakdrina istah / caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate tac ca-
ksurvijiidnam yadvat kdayam pratitya sprastavyani cotpadyate kayavijiianam iti vaca-
nat /. “In the first hypothesis among these [three], that which is to be proved is [in
fact already] established, since we admit that the eyes, etc, help [produce] a cogni-
tion; because it is said [in the Buddhist scriptures]: ‘This visual cognition arises in
dependence on the eye and visible [objects, etc.,] up to bodily cognition[, which]
arises in dependence on the body [i.e, skin,] and tactile [objects].”” This quotation is
often found in Buddhist sources (see, e.g, SrBhii 66,4-5 and AKBhp, 31,11-12); see,
e.g, SN IV.67-69: dvayam bhikkhave paticca vififidnam sambhoti / [...] cakkhufica
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eyes, etc., are for the benefit of some unchanging entity - in which case
the example is empty of what is to be proved (since beds, etc., are not
for the benefit of such an unchanging entity), so that the logical reason
(“because they are composites”) establishes the contrary of what the
Sankhya is trying to prove (since composites are only seen to be for the
benefit of other composites);162 (3), it demonstrates that the eyes, etc.,
are for the benefit of some unspecified other entity - in which case the
demonstration is useless, since the eyes, etc., are already admitted to
have a causal role with respect to thought (citta).1¢3 The second

162

163

paticca ripe ca uppajjati cakkhuviifidnam / [...] sotafi ca paticca saddecup pajjati so-
taviiiianam / |[...] ghdnariica paticca gandhe cuppajjati ghanaviifianam / [...] jivhaii-
ca paticca rase ca uppajjati jivhaviiiianam / [...] kdyaii ca paticca photthabbe cup-
pajjati kayaviiifianam /. “O monks, a [sensory] cognition arises in dependence on
two [things] [...] In dependence on the eye and a visible thing there arises an eye-
cognition [...] In dependence on the ear and a sound there arises an ear-cognition
[...] In dependence on the nose and a smell there arises a nose-cognition [...] In
dependence on the tongue and a taste there arises a tongue-cognition [...] In depen-
dence on the body [i.e, the skin,] and a tactile thing there arises a body-cognition.”
TS 309: avikaryupakaritvasadhane sadhyasiinyatd / drstantasya calasyaiva yuktas
te ‘py upakarinah //. “[But] in case [the argument is meant] to prove that they help
some unchanging [entity], the example is devoid of what is to be proved, [since]
these [eyes, etc,] can rightly [be considered to] help only a changing [entity].” Cf.
TSPx 117,13-17/TSPs 106,28-33: atha dvitiyah paksas tada viruddhata hetor ity
ddarsayann aha avikaryupakaritvetyadi / avikarino nityasyopakaritvam avikaryupa-
karitvam / tasya caksuradinam sadhane sati drstante sadhyaviparyayenaiva hetor
vyaptatvad viruddhata / yatas te sayanadayas calasyanityasyaivopakarino yuktah /
avikariny atisayasyadhatum asakyatvat /. “But if [you adopt] the second hypothesis,
then the [logical] reason is contradictory. [Santaraksita] shows this when stating
[the verse] beginning with avikaryupakaritva®. ‘Being of help to something un-
changing’ [means] being of help to something permanent. If [this argument] de-
monstrates this with respect to the eyes, etc., since the [logical] reason is pervaded
by the contrary of what is to be proved in the example, it is contradictory, because
beds, etc, can legitimately [be said to] help only an [entity] that is changing [ie.]
impermanent, since no additional property can be brought to an unchanging [ent-
ity].”

TS 310: sdmdnyena tu pdrarthyam yady esam samprasddhyate / tathapi sddhanam
vyartham siddhas cittopayoginah //.“But if [what] they show [with this argument]
is that [the eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of another [entity] in general, even so, this
argument is useless, [since the eyes, etc,] are [already] established to help [pro-
duce] the mind (citta) [ie., a cognition].” Cf. TSPx117,17-24 /TSPs107,3-7: atha sa-
manyenadheydtisayddivikalpam@ apasya pararthyamadtram sadhyata iti trtiyah pa-
ksah / tadapi siddhasadhyata / cittopakdritvena caksuradinam istatvat / atha cit-
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interpretation obviously corresponds to the first option mentioned by
Vasubandhu (“If the dtman is [what is meant by] ‘another’ [...]") and
formulated by Dharmakirti with respect to the actually intended thesis
of the Sankhya. The first and the third are at first sight quite similar
since in both cases it proves something that the Buddhists already ad-
mit. They do differ though, insofar as the first apparently corresponds
to Vasubandhu's second member of the alternative (“if it means
[another] composite [...]") whereas the third TS(P) interpretation
corresponds to Dharmakirti’s statement that if one understands the ar-
gument according to what it explicitly says, i.e., as meaning that the
eyes are for the benefit of some unspecified other entity (and not for
the benefit of an entity particularized by the property of being uncom-
posed), the argument becomes useless.

tam api sadhyadharmitvenabhyupagamyate yatha naiydyikair abhyupagatam /
evam api bhavatadm nestasiddhih / cittavyatirekendtmano ’nistatvat / napi naiydyi-
kanam abhimatarthasiddhih / parasparopakaritvena caksuradindm paropakaritva-
syestatvatb / paravaravad dpeksikatvat paratvasya / cittasya canekakdaranakrtopa-
karopagrahenotpatteh sanighatatvam kalpitam asty eveti hetor api na siddhih /. [
Note TSPri, P264b4: bya ba’i khyad par dan bya ba’i khyad par ma yin pa’i rnam par
rtog pa, ie., *adheyatisayanddheyatisayavikalpa. b TSPk napi |[...] °estatvat : TSPs om.
ndpi [...] °estatvat.] “But if [we] eliminate the options [according to which what the
argument proves is that the eyes, etc,, are for the benefit of a changing entity] that
can receive an additional property and [for the benefit of an unchanging entity]
that cannot receive any additional property,® [what] is demonstrated [by this argu-
ment is] the mere fact that [the eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of another [entity] in
general - this is the third hypothesis. In that case too, what is to be proved is [in
fact already] established, because the eyes, etc, are admitted to help [produce] the
mind [ie, a cognition]. But if [you reply] that [you] admit the mind as well to be the
property-bearer of what is to be proved [along with the eyes, etc, which must be
proved to be for the benefit of some other entity], as the Naiyayikas admit it, even
so, you do not establish what you intend [to establish], since [you Sankhyas] do not
accept the self to be distinct from the mind. Nor does [this] establish the point
acknowledged by the Naiyayikas, [because the fact that [factors such as] the eyes
are of help to another [entity] is [to be] accepted in the [mere] sense of being of
help to each other, since ‘being other’ is relative (apeksika), as the further and
nearer ends [of something]. And that the mind is a composite is indeed [to be] as-
sumed on the grounds that it arises by benefitting from the help of various causes
(anekakaranakrta); therefore the reason is not established either.” @ Translated on
the basis of the Tibetan version.
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2.3.4. Dharmakirti’s Critique of the Sarnikhya’s Argument in
PVSV 16,20-27: Once Again on Non-Perception

The PVSV criticism of the Sankhya argument is quite different, and so is
the context. Dharmakirti has just accused a (Naiyayika) Atmavadin and
a Carvaka of inconsistency since they admit the epistemic validity of
mere non-perception as a means to establish absence when it suits
them and reject it when it does not.164 Thus the Naiyayika uses it to es-
tablish the self’s absence in things that are without breath but refuses
to draw from the self’s imperceptibility the conclusion of its nonexis-
tence. Similarly, the Carvaka uses non-perception as a means of valid
cognition when refuting the Buddha’s omniscience but he refuses to
apply it to consciousness that he claims to be a product of material
elements.165 Dharmakirti then accuses a Sankhya proponent of self-
contradiction: on the one hand, this third character acknowledges the

164 See above, §2.2.2.

165 PVSV 16,19-20: mrdah khalv api kascic caitanyam anupalabhyamdanam apicchann
adarsanad vacandder vyavrttim aha /. “And although someone [i.e., the Carvaka,]
admits [the existence of] a consciousness [arising] from earth even if it is not per-
ceived, he [nonetheless] asserts the exclusion of speech and so on [in all omniscient
beings] on the grounds that [it] is not perceived.” Cf. PVT Je D39a1-2/P46a5-6 =
PVSVT 73,27-29: tata evapramadnakat [...] adarsanad vacanader asarvajiatvadisa-
dhandya lingatveno panitasya vipaksad vyavrttim dha /. “On the grounds of this very
non-perception [which he holds] not to be a means of valid cognition [in the other
case], he asserts the exclusion of speech and so on, which [he] presents as marks
for establishing that there is no omniscience, etc,, from the dissimilar instances [ie.,
omniscient persons].” On this argument see, e.g., TSk 3240/TSs 3239: yada copadi-
Sed ekam kificit samanyavaktrvat / ekadesajiiagitam tan na syadt sarvajiiabhasitam //.
“And should [the alleged omniscient Buddha] teach [even] a single thing asan ordi-
nary speaker, this would be the discourse of someone knowing [only] a part [of
what is to be known]; it would not be the speech of an omniscient.” Cf. TSPk 843,8-
10/TSPs 1019,13-16: na hy avitarkd vacanapravrttir astiti savikalpaceto 'vasthite-
naivanena dharmo deSaniyah / tatas casyam avasthdydm balapanditayor avisesad
asarvajiia evasav iti tadbhdsitam asarvajiiabhasitam eva syat /. “For the activity of
speaking is not devoid of reasoning (vitarka); therefore he must teach the dharma
while being in a state where his thought is conceptual; and therefore, in this state,
‘because there is no difference between a child and a learned one, he cannot be
omniscient’ [i.e,] his speech must be the speech of [someone] who is not omnis-
cient.” Cf. fragment BSii 54 of Brhaspati in Namai 1976b: lokavyavahdram prati sa-
drsau balapanditau. “With respect to worldly transactions, the child and the learned
are similar.”
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invisible presence of curd in milk in the form of a potentiality (sSakti);166
on the other hand, he asserts the absence of composition in entities
that are not for the benefit of another entity, and his assertion is solely
based on the fact that we do not see that these entities are composites.
This latter idea is the very foundation of the teleological argument
since, as Dharmakirti notices, the absence (vyatireka) of the property
of being composed in that which is not for the benefit of another entity
guarantees that every composite is for the benefit of another entity;
and the YD for instance explicitly states that the Person must be un-
composed for the reason that contrary to composed entities, we do not
perceive it:

For if it were composed, like [an empirical individual such as] Devadatta, this
Person would be directly perceived.1¢”

While taking this opportunity to criticize the Sankhya conception of
transformation and the notion of potentiality that it involves,168 Dhar-
makirti once more emphasizes the inconsistency of the Atmavadin,
who admits the nonexistence of an entity on the grounds of its imper-
ceptibility only insofar as it suits his agenda:

And another one [i.e., a Sankhya, although he admits the existence of] curd
etc., [which are invisible,] in milk, etc, [asserts] the absence [of the property
of being a composite] in [entities] that are not for the benefit of another [ent-
ity] on the grounds that one does not perceive [their] being composites. For
what necessity is there in this [assertion] that composed [entities] should
necessarily be for the benefit of another entity?16? [ The Atmavadin: But] there

166 On the notion of potentiality in Sankhya, see Frauwallner 1953: 391. In PVinT ( Tshe
D125b3-5/P147a5-8), Dharmottara distinguishes two currents within Sankhya,
namely that of the “proponents of the thesis according to which [transformation] is
a manifestation” (abhivyaktivadin) and that of the “proponents of the thesis accord-
ing to which [transformation] is another state” (avasthantaravadin), and he speci-
fies that the former propound the notion of potentiality while the latter refuse it
(see Watanabe 2011: 561, fn. 21).

167 YD 168,15-16 (see above, fn. 146, p. 162).

168 For other passages targetting the Sankhya notion of transformation in Dharma-
Kirti’s works, see Watanabe 2011.

169 PVT Je D39a3-4/P46a8-b1 ~ PVSVT 74, 11-13: na cadars§anamatrenasya hetor vyap-
tih sidhyati / ko hy atra niyamah sanghdtair avasyam pardrthair bhavitatvyam ya-
tah? sanghatatvdc caksuradindm pardrthyasiddhyatmadrthatvam sankhyasya sidh-



172 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

170

17

17

iy

N

is indeed a perception of curd and so on in milk and so on: it is an inference
from the fact that [curd, etc.,] could not arise from [milk, etc., if milk, etc.,] did
not have [this] potentiality (asakta) [in them beforehand].17° [Answer:] But
what is this potentiality? Is it the entity itself [ie., curd, etc,] or something
else?71 [f it is the [entity] itself, [this potentiality present in the milk] should
be perceived exactly in the same way [as curd, etc, when it becomes manifest
and milk disappears,] because there [can be] no difference [between the ob-
jects of these two perceptions].172 [But] if [this potentiality is] something dis -

yet /. [® Note that PVT reads gan gis na, i.e,, *yena instead of yatah.] “Besides, [it is]
not [the case that] the pervasion of this logical reason is established through mere
non-perception. For what necessity is there in this [assertion that] compo sites
should necessarily be for the benefit of another [entity], so that the Sankhya may
establish that the eyes, etc, are for the benefit of the self through the demonstra-
tion that [they] are for the benefit of another [entity] due to [their] being compo-
sites?”

PVT Je D39a5-b1/P46b3-6 ~ PVSVT 74,15-20: anumanam cahasaktad anutpatter
iti / yadi hi ksiradau dadhyadisaktir na syat tato ‘Saktat ksirader dadhyadi notpad-
yeta / prayogas tu yad yajjanane na saktam na tasya tata utpattir yatha salibijad
yavankurasya / utpadyate ca dadhyaddih ksiradibhyas tasmad asti dadhyadisaktih
ksiradav iti karyahetupratiripako vaidharmyaprayogah / Saktir® eva ca dadhyadi /
karyakaranayor abhedad iti manyate /. [@ Saktir em. (PVSVTus, PVT) : Sakter Ed.]
“And [the objector] says that [this] inference is [drawn] from the fact that [curd,
etc,] could not arise [from milk, etc, if milk, etc.,] did not have this potentiality [in
them beforehand]. For if the potentiality of curd, etc, did not exist in milk, etc, then
curd, etc, could not arise from milk, etc., [as milk, etc., would be] devoid of this po-
tentiality. As for the [formal] application[, it is as follows]: ‘An x that is not capable
of producing a y does not give rise toy - for instance, a seed of rice [does not give
rise] to a sprout of barley. Now milk, etc, do give rise to curd, etc.; therefore there
is indeed a potentiality of curd, etc., in milk, etc.” So it is a reasoning through dissi-
milarity that counterfeits an [inference through] effect as a [logical] reason. And
curd, etc., are the potentiality itself, since there is no difference between the effect
and its cause - so thinks [the Sankhya opponent].” On the satkaryavada, see also fn.
13, p. 41.

PVT Je D39b1/P46b6-7 ~ PVSVT 74,20-21: athetyadi siddhantavadi / yo ’sau da-
dhyadiko bhavah pascad upalabhyate kim sa eva bhavah Saktir utdnyad eva kificid
dadhydder arthantaram /. “In ‘But [...], the Buddhist (siddhantavadin) [replies]:
This entity which [is called] potentiality, is it the same as the entity which is curd,
etc, [and] which is perceived afterwards [instead of the milk]? Or is it some other
thing that is distinct from curd, etc.?”

PVT Je D39b1-2/P46b7 ~ PVSVT 74,21-22: tathaiveti nispannariipa®dadhyadivat
ksiravasthayam® upalabhyeta visesabhavat /. [* PVT without equivalent of °ripa®. b
ksiradyavasthayam em. (PVT) : ksiravasthayam Ed.]. “[It should be perceived] ‘ex-
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tinct [from curd, etc.], how can this [i.e., curd, etc,] exist when a distinct thing
[i.e, this potentiality,] exists? Rather, [when the Sankhya says that curd, etc.,
are in milk, etc, due to the latter’s capacity to produce milk,] it must be a
mere metaphor (upacdra). This is their [ie, the Sankhya Atmavadins’]
inconsistency [i.e, discarding non-perception as a means of valid cognition
and nonetheless making use of it]173,174

2.4. ON MEMORY: PV 2.267-269
PV 2.258-266, Dharmakirti polemicizes against a likely Saiva oppo-

nent in whose views one can secure final liberation from all impurities
(mala) through ritual initiation (diksa).l’s Dharmakirti closes his cri-
tique by demonstrating that the self can be of no help in the initiatory
process.’76 Whatever the polemical context, PV 2.267-269 can be re-
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actly in the same way’ - i.e, [when] in the state of milk for instance, [this potential-
ity] should be perceived [exactly] as [when it] takes on the form of curd, etc, be-
cause there is no difference between the objects [of these two perceptions].”

According to PVT Je D39b3-4/P47al1-2 ~ PVSVT 74,23-25: dadhyadijananasamar-
thyat ksiradau dadhy adity upacdramdtram syat / anupalambham apramadnikrtya
punas tasyaiva pramdnikaranam ayam parasparavydghdta esdm datmavadindm@ ity
mere metaphor [when the Sankhyas say]| that curd, etc., are in milk, etc., due to
[milk’s] capacity to produce curd, etc. Having discarded non-perception as a means
of valid cognition, nonetheless [they] make this very [non-perception] a means of
valid cognition. [With this Dharmakirti] sums up [the meaning of the verse by
pointing out that] this is the Atmavadins’ inconsistency.”

PVSV 16,20-27: dadhyadikam cdparah ksiradisv apardrthesu sanghdtatvadarsanad
vyatirekam / ko hy atra niyamah samhatair avasyam pararthair bhavitavyam iti /
asty evopalambho dadhyddinam ksiradisv anumanam / asaktad anutpatteh / atha
keyam Saktih / sa eva bhava utanyad eva kificit / sa eva cet tathaivopalabhyeta
visesabhavat / anyac cet katham anyabhave tad asti / upacaramatram tu syad ity
ayam esam parasparavydghatah /.

See Sanderson 2001: 10-11, fn.7 and Eltschinger forthc. a (§1.3.2).

Note, for a transition to the issue of the self, PVP D114a3-4/P132a7-8: gal te bdag
kyan “di la fie bar shyor ba yod pa de Itar na de ci’i phyir lhag mar byas pa yin Ze na /
gan gis na ’jug pa dan ldan pa dan ldog pa dan Idan pa de tsam fiid ni bdag gi rio bo
yin no //.“[Objection:] If the self is also involved (*upa\/yuj-) in this [(soteric) proc-
ess?], then why does it remain? For the nature of the self is nothing but possessing
action (*pravrtti?) and abstaining [from action] (*nivrtti?).” The meaning of this
passage remains obscure to us.
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garded as a self-contained series of arguments against the self. In sev-
eral respects, this important section testifies to Dharmakirti’s indebt-
edness to Vasubandhu: on the one hand, those of his arguments that
question the causality of permanent entities echoe the KSP’s critique of
a permanent self (as well as yet older Yogacara Buddhist arguments
against a permanent creator God);177 on the other hand, his critique of
the self as the only possibility to account for the continuity seemingly
at work in memory and karmic retribution apparently presupposes
Vasubandhu’s arguments against both the Pudgalavadin and the non-
Buddhist Atmavadins in AKBh 9. Interestingly enough, PV 2.269 is
likely to provide us with Dharmakirti’s only allusion to the vexed prob-
lem of memory in the context of an explicit critique of the self.

Basing himself on PVSV 174,14-16,178 Devendrabuddhi introduces
Dharmakirti’s argument as follows:

There is no self (*na kascid atma) that would provide its help (*fupakaraka?)
either by being the controlling agent (*adhisthatr) or the inherence cause
(*samavayikarana), or [by] any other [kind of] contribution (*upayoga?), so
that (*yena) one could admit to say that it provides its help.17?

Here is Dharmakirti’s first assault against the self as a cause:

Since [something] permanent [i.e.,, a permanently efficacious?® self,] does not
depend [on any cooperating factor], it is contradictory that [its effect] be pro-
duced in succession,8! [as] the [causal] action of [something] whose nature
[remains] the same when it produces and when it does not produce [an effect

177 See Yoshimizu 1999. As we shall see below, PV 2.267-269 presupposes Dharma-
Kirti’s arguments against isvara as they can be found, e.g, in PV 2.21 and 23.

178 See above, fn. 81, p.20.

179 PVP D114a4-5/P132a8-b2: byin gyis rlob pa po iiid dam ’phrod pa 'du ba can gyi
rgyu Aid dam fie bar sbyor ba gZzan ‘ga’ Zig gis phan ‘dogs par byed pa’i bdag cun zad
yod pa ma yin na gan gis na de yan 'dir fie bar sbyor ba can du brjod par ‘dod par
‘gyur /.

180 According to PVP D114a5/P132b1 (dnos po rtag pa rtag tu nus pa).

181 PVP D114a5/P132b2: de man du dpyad zin to //.“[And] this has [already] been often
examined.” See below, fn. 183, p.175.
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is contradictory], and [as it is contradictory that] the cause and [its] result are
one [and the same].182

Dharmakirti’s critique entails three successive steps, all of which pre-
suppose the following premise: if it is of a productive or causally effi-
cient nature, a permanent entity does not depend on cooperating fac-
tors (sahakarin, the presence and hence co-efficience of which are
occasional [kadacitka], i.e., spatio-temporally limited) in order to bring
about its effect.

As Devendrabuddhi remarks, the first step of Dharmakirti’s argu-
ment - the fact that a permanent entity such as God or the self cannot
produce anything in succession (kramena) - permeates Dharmakirti’s
arguments against a creator God (iI$vara), the Mimamsaka conception
of authorless (apauruseya) and permanent Vedic words as well as his
proofs of momentariness (ksanikatva, especially in the so-called sattva-
numana).183 As far as the issue of the self is concerned, however, Dhar-
makirti’s argument is reminiscent of Vasubandhu'’s critique of the cau-
sality of a permanent self in the KSP,184 even in not taking into consi-
deration the second term of the usual alternative, i.e., the hypothesis of
a causal efficiency producing its effect at one time, all at once, “simul-
taneously” (yaugapadyena).185

182 PV 2.267-268a: nityasya nirapeksatvat kramotpattir virudhyate / kriyayam akriya-
yam ca kriyd ca sadrsatmanah // aikyam ca hetuphalayoh |...] //.

183 On Dharmakirti’s arguments against isvara, see Nagatomi 1967, Jackson 1986,
Krasser 1999, Krasser 2002: 11.19-55, Kapstein 2004 (and, for antecedents, see
Chemparathy 1968 and Yoshimizu 1999: 242-243, fn. 23). On Dharmakirti’s argu-
ments against the manifestation of permanent Vedic words, see Yoshimizu 1999:
238, fn.20, and Eltschinger 2007: 189-196. On Dharmakirti's proofs of momentari-
ness, see above, fn. 92, p. 26.

184 See above, fn. 96, p.28.

185 Note, e.g,, PVin 2 80,1-6 (quoted above, fn. 92, p. 26). Sumatisila (KST D96a3-
b6/P109b1-110a8) explains as follows Vasubandhu’s silence about the yaugapad-
yena hypothesis: de la cig car bya ba mi byed par ni gsal ba fiid de / cig car de la rag
lus pa’i "bras bu mi snan ba’i phyir ro //. “Among these [alternatives], it is very clear
that the [self] cannot produce an effect simultaneously, since no effect thatdepends
on it is seen to be simultaneous.” Translation (modified) Yoshimizu 1999: 240, fn.
22. See also Yoshimizu’s remarks on Sumatisila’s explanation in Yoshimizu 1999:
237, fn. 19.
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As for the second step of Dharmakirti’'s argument, according to

Devendrabuddhi, 186 it echoes PV 2.21:

Provided that (yada) the entity [called “God,” when it is] not a cause [i.e., be-
fore it creates], is [of] the very same [nature] as [when it is] a cause [i.e., in
the state of creating], due to which [differentiation] do [you] accept it [as] a
cause? [And you] do not accept [it] as not [being] a cause.187

Lastly, Devendrabuddhi explains the third step of Dharmakirti’s argu-
ment as follows:

Thus: the active state of a permanent self is the cause, whereas its state of ex-
periencing is the effect. [But there can be] no difference between these two
states, because [otherwise] permanence would be lost. [In this way,] that
which has the nature of the cause of this very [effect] is the effect, [and] in
this sense itis contradictory that the cause and the effect do not differ.188

According to Dharmakirti, a permanent self can be neither a cause nor
an agent. Or if it is, then its active state (the cause) must be the same as
its experiencing state (the effect).

In order to escape Dharmakirti’s critique, the Atmavadin now sug-

gests a new argument. In Devendrabuddhi’s words:

186

187

PVP D114a6-7/P132b3-4: mi byed pa’i dus las khyad par med pa’i phyir phyis kyan
’di byed pa ‘gal bar ‘gyur ro Zes / ji ltar dnos de rgyu yin pa / de Itar de fiid gan gi
tshe / rgyu min de ni gan gis ‘qyur // Zes bya ba’i skabs su bsad zin to //. “Since there
is no difference with the time when it does not produce [its effect] (*akriyakalad
visesabhavat), it is contradictory that it may produce it afterwards (*pascat). [And
this] has [already] been stated on the occasion of PV 2.21.” Note also PVT Ne
D146a4/P180b4: ‘bras bu byed pa’i dus dan ’bras bu mi byed pa’i dus dag tu bdag
fiid mtshuns pa yin no Zes bya ba’i don to //. “The [intended] meaning (*artha) [of
PV 2.267cd] is: the self is the same at the time when it produces [its] effect and at
the time when it does not produce [its] effect.”

PV 2.21: yatha tat karanam vastu tathaiva tad akaranam / yada tat karanam kena
matam nestam akaranam //.

PVP D114a7-b1/P132b5-6: de Itar na bdag rtag pa’i byed pa’i gnas skabs gan yin
pa de nirgyu yin Zin de fiid kyi lons spyod pa’i gnas skabs gan yin pa de 'bras bu yin
na gnas skabs ’di fiid la khyad par med pa yin te / rtag pa fiid fiams pa’i phyir ro // de
fiid kyi rgyu’i ran bZin gan yin pa de ’bras bu yin pa de ltar na rgyu dan ’bras bu tha
dad pa med pa 'gal ba yinno //.
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Suppose the following be urged (*syad etat): The agent (*kartr) and its result
(*tatphala?) are different from the self, so [that] what [we accept] is estab-
lished.18°

Here is Dharmakirti’s reply:

If [one admitted that] the two of them [viz. agency and experience] are dis-
tinct from the [self, then the self’s] being an agent and an experiencer would
be lost Moreover, [its] capacity [as a cause] is not ascertained (na sidhyati).1%

The Atmavadin opponent wishes to demonstrate that the self is both
an agent and the experiencer of the results of its agency. Now fif, in or-
der to escape Dharmakirti’s arguments, he admits that agency and ex-
perience are distinct from the self (so that the cause and the effect can
themselves be different), then he must admit that this independent self
is neither an agent nor an experiencer. While explaining the (rather
obscure) last pada of PV 2.268, Devendrabuddhi again refers back to a
stanza belonging to Dharmakirti’s polemic against an eternal creator
God:

[That something permanent that is not a cause may get involved in a causal]
operation is also ill-founded without a difference in nature. And since a per-
manent [God] is never absent (avyatirekin), [its] capacity [as a cause] is diffi-
cult to be found out.2!

Devendrabuddhi explains pada d as follows:

[An entity’s] being a cause (*hetuta?) is not [ascertained] merely because it
produces something (*vastu) but because, for example, x exists when y exists
and x is absent when y is absent even though [all of] x’s capable causes [that
are] other than y are present. Thus one can show without any doubt that x is
an effect of y [and] then establish that y is its cause. But God, because it is
eternal, lacks such an absence, [and] thus it is not established that it obeys co-

189 PVP D114b2/P132b7: de Itar ni 'gyur mod kyi / bdag las byed pa dan de’i 'bras bu
gZan yin pa de Itar na 'dod pa la sgrub pa fiid yin no Ze na /.

190 PV 2.268bd: vyatireke tatas tayoh / kartrbhoktrtvahanih syat samarthyam ca na si-
dhyati //.

191 PV 2.23: svabhavabhedena vina vydparo 'pi na yujyate / nityasyavyatirekitvat sam-
arthyam ca duranvayam //.



178 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

presence (*anvaya) and co-absence (*vyatireka) with the entities [that are
supposed to be its effects]. Therefore, how [can it be] a cause?192

As for PV 2.269, Devendrabuddhi introduces it as follows:

[The target of PV 2.269 is] the [following] claim (*yad api [..] uktam) [of the
Atmavadin]: if there is nothing unitary (*yadi na kascid eko ’sti?) [such as the
self], then (*tada) that which is [perceptually] experienced (*anubhiita) by
one [person must] be remembered (*smrta) by another, or what is seen
(*drsta) by one [person must] be recognized (*pratyabhijidta) by another, or
[the action] performed (*krta) by one [person must] be experienced (*anu-
bhiita) by another.13

Or, in Manorathanandin’s words:

Objection: If there is no self, then as a result, it should be the case that one
[person] perceives and performs the action, [and that] another one remem-
bers and enjoys the result, and thus [there would be] an absurdity. [Against
this, Dharmakirti] states [PV 2.269].19¢

These arguments, which form the classical answer of both the Pudgala-
vadins and the Atmavadins to the Buddhist charge against the self, 195
recur throughout AKBh 9.19

And the [undesirable] consequences [put forward by our opponents as invali-
dating our position'?” - namely that] memory, the experience [of pleasure

192 PVP D12b2-4/P14a2-4: dnos po la byed? pa tsam gyis rgyu fiid ma yin gyi ‘on kyan
dper na ’di ni “di yod na ‘gyur la / de las gZan pa’i nus pa de’i rgyu dag yod du zin
kyan de med na med par ‘gyur ba’i phyir / de ltar na the tshom med par de’i 'bras bu
fiid du bstan par 'gyur ba de’i tshe / de’i rgyur grub par ‘gyur ro // ’di ‘dra ba’i ldog
pa ni rtag pa fiid kyi phyir dban phyug la yod pa ma yin pa de Itar na dnos po rnams
la de’i rjes su ‘gro ba dan ldog pa’i rjes su byed pa grub pa med pa’i phyir ji Itar na
rgyuyin /.2 byed em.: med P,yod D.

193 PVP D114b7-115a1/P133a6-8: gan yan gal te gcig ‘ga’ Zig kyan yod pa ma yin pa
de’i tshe gZan gyis fiams su myon ba gzan gyis dran pa ‘am [ gZan gyis mthon ba gZzan
gyis no ses pa ‘am [ gzan gyis byas pa gzan gyis myon ba ma yin no // |...] Zes brjod
pa/.

194 PVV 102,6-7: nanu yady atma nasti tadanyenanubhiutam karma ca krtam anyah
smarati bhunkte phalam iti syat tathd catiprasanga ity aha |[...] /.

195 For the use of this type of argument by Atmavadins see, e.g, Oetke 1988: 468; for
its use by Pudgalavadins see above, Chapter 1, §1.1.3.4.3.

19 See below, fn. 211, p. 184.
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and pain as karmic retribution], etc., [would belong to] another [person than
the one who perceived, acted, etc,1% in the first place -] do not invalidate
[our arguments], for [according to us] there is no one to remember some-
thing [previously perceived], because [what is] remembered [i.e, remem-
brance, ] arises [indirectly] from [perceptual] experience [alone].200

Like his opponent’s counter-arguments, Dharmakirti’'s answer is
strongly reminiscent of Vasubandhu'’s rebuttal of similar objections in
AKBh 9. Given that Dharmakirti’s answer is elliptic, that his ideas re-
garding memory (smrti, smarana) and recognition201 (pratyabhijiidna)
are under-studied and that his commentators’ explanations are
scarce,202 the best thing one can do for now is to interpret PV 2.269cd

197

198

199

200

20

=

202

According to PVP D115a2/P133a8 (gZan gyis gnod pa can du brjod pa gan yin pa
de).

PVP D115a1/P133a7-8: sogs pa smos pas ni gZan the tshom za bar gyur pa la gZan
gyis nes pa yinno //. “The word ‘etc.” (*adiSabdat) [covers such cases as:] one would
ascertain what another was in doubt about.”

According to PVP D115a3/P133b2 (dran pa fiid dran pa yin te) and PVV 102,12
(smrtir eva smrtam tasyodbhavah).

PV 2.269: anyasmaranabhogddiprasangdas ca na baddhakah / asmrteh kasyacit tena
hy anubhiiteh smrtodbhavah //.

Note that pratyabhijiid(na) is an important concept in the framework of Dharma-
Kirti’s version of the apoha theory, where it is synonymous with words such as nis-
caya, “(perceptual) judgment/ascertainment’” and adhyavasdya, “determination
(as).” On pratyabhijiia(na) as ascertainement, see, e.g., Katsura 1993, Kellner 2004
and Eltschinger 2010b: 403-404 (§5c). While there can be no doubt that Dharma-
Kirti's account of identification or ascertainment in the PVSV has an important
bearing on the issue of memory and cannot differ significantly from Dharmakirti’s
elaborations in PV 3.503cd-531, any account of memory in Dharmakirti’s thought
must await the results of currentresearch on PV 3.

PVP D115a3/P133b2: fiams su myon ba gsal bas nus pa phyi ma phyi ma ches sin tu
ba’ie yid kyi rnam par Ses pa bskyed pa’i sgo nas phyis rkyen ji Ita ba bZin du dran pa
skyed par byed do // gan gi phyir de Itar iams su myon ba las dran pa skye ba de bas
na gcig 'ga’ zig fiams su myon ba fiid dran par byed pa ma yin no // 'dir dnos po’i
rkyen yin na yan byed pa po la Itos pa ma yin te / sna phyir gyur pa’i ‘du byed rnams
la rnam pa ‘ga’ Zig la sgro btags pa la ’jug pa de Itar na de las dros po’i ran bZin grub
pamayin no //.[2To be read ches $in tu byun ba’i?] “A vivid (*spasta, *sphuta, *pa-
tu?) [perceptual] experience (*anubhiiti?), due to [the fact that it] generates a men-
tal cognition (*manovijidna) that produces’ a [reproductive] capacity which [in
turn produces a] subsequent [reproductive capacity, etc.] (*uttarottarasakti?), later
generates a memory according to conditions (*yathapratyayam). Since, in this way,
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against the background of parallel passages in AKBh 9. But let us first
consider the following excerpt of Dharmakirti’s PVin 1:

[Objection:] But how [is it] now [that human] practice [is] due to perception,
which [according to you] does not consist in [a conceptual] ascertainment
[but in the mere awareness of an object]? For it is while [conceptually] ascer-
taining [i.e, identifying something,] as ‘this [brings pleasure’ or ‘this brings
suffering]’ that one acts in order to obtain what is instrumental in [securing]
pleasure and to avoid what is instrumental in [provoking] suffering. [An-
swer:] This is not a fault [on our part], because [human] practice, [which
arises] from a desire for perceived [things that occurs] immediately upon
perceiving them, is [made possible] due to memory, which arises through the
capacity of [a former perceptual] awareness (samvid). Even though percep-
tion is a bare vision of the object, [human] practice, [which arises] from a de-
sire and [its] opposite [i.e, aversion,] regarding perceived things immediately
upon perceiving them, is [made possible] due to memory, which arises
through the capacity of [a former perceptual] experience [and] synthetically
connects (pratisandhdyin) [the presently perceived object with the object
previously] experienced. Itis indeed a property of what is real that[, provided
it is] vivid, a [previous perceptual] experience imprints (adhatte) a seed of
memory. Due to the perception of something similar [to what has been per-
ceived previously], this [seed of memory] awakens(/is actualized); [thereu-

a memory arises from [perceptual] experience, it is not the case that a certain
[agent that would be] unitary (*eka) causes [one] to remember what has been
[perceptually] experienced [before]. Here, although something real [i.e., perceptual
experience,] is the condition [of the memory’s arising, the causal process] does not
depend on an agent (*kartr): one superimposes a certain aspect (*akara) on the
conditioning factors (*samskara) that arise in succession (*ptrvapara?). Thus, a
real nature (*vastusvabhava?) [such as a self] is not established through it.” On ma-
novijiiana and manasapratyaksa, see Stcherbatsky 1993: 309-339; see also PVin 2
19,3-20,7 (and Vetter 1966: 59-63 for a German translation; note Vetter 1966:
104, fn. 36) and NB 1.9 (and Stcherbatsky 1993: 26-28 for an English translation):
svavisaydnantaravisayasahakarinendriyajiidnena samanantarapratyayena janitam
tan manovijiianam /. “A mental [perceptual] cognition is that [cognition which is]
generated by a sensory cognition [functioning here as this mental cognition’s]
condition [in quality of homogenous and] immediate antece dent, [a sensory cogni-
tion] whose cooperating [factor] is the object? that follows immediately its own
object [i.e. this sensory cognition’s own object].” @ Or: which cooperates with the
object (Dharmottara [NBTm 58,4/NBTs 10,11] clearly interprets the compound as a
bahuvrihi).
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pon] the impregnation of desire develops and, due to it, action [can take
place].203

In this oft quoted passage, Dharmakirti explains that human practice
arises from a desire that presupposes memory and presents memory
as originating from a past perceptual awareness (anubhava, samvid)
via the subsequent “awakening” (prabodha) of a seed of memory
(smrtibija) imprinted (ahita) by this past perception itself204¢ and sub-
sisting in the subsequent series of momentary cognitions. In Dharma-
Kirti’s views, this seed of memory becomes actualized due to one’s per-
ceiving something similar (tadrsadarsana) to the object of the past
perception.

In several respects this explanation seems to echo one of the most
important arguments developed by the commentators of NSt 1.1.10205
so as to support their Atmavada, and it is tempting to read the passage
as being meant at least in part as an implicit refutation of this argu-
ment. Thus according to Paksilasvamin, human practice occurs through
a desire (iccha) that rests on our capacity to synthetically apprehend
(pratisandhana) both the object perceived as a cause of pleasure in the
past and the object perceived now,206 and action involves an effort to

203 PVin 1 18,5-19,2 (together with PVin 1.18): katham tarhiddanim aniscayatmanah
pratyaksad vyavahdrah / niscinvan hidantaya sukhaduhkhasadhanayoh praptipari-
hdraya pravartate / ndyam dosah / yasmat taddrstav eva drstesu samvitsamarthya-
bhavinah / smaranad abhildsena vyavahdrah pravartate // arthdlocanamadtre ’pi
pratyakse ‘nubhavasdmarthyabhdvino ‘nubhiitapratisandhayinah smarandt taddrs-
tav eva drstesv abhildsetarabhyam vyavahdro bhavati / vastudharmo hy esa yad
anubhavah patiyan smrtibijam ddhatte / tadrsadarsanad asya prabodho ‘bhilasava-
sanavivrttir ato vrttis ca /. Dharmottara’s lenghty commentary is found in PVinT
Dze D82b2-86a3.

204 PVin 1 19,1-2 is the source of Manorathanandin’s (PVV 102,13-14) commentary
on PV 2.269:vastudharmo hy esa yad anubhavah patiyan smaranabijadhdnadvarena
smaranam janayati /. “It is indeed a property of what is real that [provided it is]
vivid, a [perceptual] experience generates a memory by imprinting a seed of mem-
ory.”

205 See, e.g., Kellner 2001: 504, according to which the description in PVin 1.18 “bears
a not insignificant resemblance to precursors in Paksilasvamin’s Nyayabhdsya and
Pataijali’s Mahabhasya.”

206 See above, fn. 77, p. 140, and NBh 16,5-7: yajjatiyasyarthasya sannikarsat sukham
datmopalabdhavan tajjatiyam evartham pasyann upaddtum icchati / seyam ddatum
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obtain something or to get rid of it that can occur only provided that
one remembers the pleasure or pain experienced upon perceiving a
particular object207 While Dharmakirti acknowledges this, his explana-
tion of memory shows that human practice and the capacity to recol-
lect that it involves can be accounted for without having recourse to
the notion of a permanent and unitary self, since memory requires
nothing more than a trace left in a series of momentary and heteroge-
nous cognitions.

Now, this explanation of memory is the one Vasubandhu develops at
length against a Pudgalavadin opponent in AKBh 9. The key-passage
occurs in the framework of the critique of the Pudgalavada:

[Objection:] But if a self does not exist in any way, how is it that, thoughts
being momentary, one remembers or recognizes an object that has been per-
ceived a long time before? [Answer: Remembrance and hence recognition
arise] from a particular thought the cause (anvaya, gl. hetu AKVy) of which is
a [perceptual] notion of the object [that will later be that] of memory. [Ques-

icchaikasyanekdrthadarsino darsanapratisandhanad bhavati lingam dtmanah /. “The
self, which has [formerly] experienced pleasure from the contact with an object of a
certain sort [and] now sees an object of the same sort, desires to obtain it. This very
desire to obtain [an object, which arises] from the synthesis (pratisandhdna) of the
[past and present] perceptions belonging to a unitary perceiver [who apprehends]
various objects, is a mark of the self.” According to NBh 16,8, the same is true of
aversion, which drives us away from objects that we consider causes of pain: evam
ekasyanekarthadarsino darsanapratisandhanad duhkhahetau dvesah /. “In the same
way, aversion|[, which arises] from the synthesis of the [past and present] percep-

tions belonging to a unitary perceiver [who apprehends] various objects], is a mark
of the self].”

207 NBh 16,8-10: yajjatiyo ’syarthah sukhahetuh prasiddhas tajjatiyam artham pasyan
adatum prayatate / so 'yam prayatna evam anekdrthadarsinam darsanapratisan-
dhatdram antarena na syat /. “[Someone] makes an effort so as to obtain an object
upon seeing it [if] this [object is] of the same sort as an object that this [person al-
ready] knows [to be] a cause of pleasure; [and] in the same way, this very effort
could not take place without a perceiver of various objects [who is also] the syn-
thesizer (pratisandhatr) of these perceptions.” NBh 16,12-13 specifies that the
cause of this knowledge is memory while explaining how pleasure and pain are
also marks of the self: sukhaduhkhasmrtya cayam tatsadhanam ddadanah sukham
upalabhate / duhkham upalabhate sukhaduhkhe vedayate /. “And this [person] ex-
periences - [ie,] becomes aware of - pleasure and pain while obtaining what is in-
strumental in [producing] these [present pleasure and pain] thanks to the memory
of some [past] pleasure and pain.”
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tion: But] of what kind is the particular thought from which memory arises
immediately? [Answer: From a thought] inclined toward the [object or asso-
ciated] with notions, etc.,208 that are either similar or related [to this object;
and it is a thought] whose force is not impaired by [problems] such as a mod-
ification of the basis [i.e., an illness], sorrow and [mental] distraction. For a
particular thought that does not have this [perceptual notion of the object]
for its cause is not capable of generating this memory even though it may be
of this sort [i.e., inclined toward the object, possessing similar or related no-
tions, etc., and of unimpaired force]; and a [particular thought] of another
sort [i.e, one that is not inclined toward the object, etc., and is of impaired
force,] is not capable of generating this memory [either] although it [may
have] this [(perceptual) notion of the object] for its cause. But in the case
where the two [conditions are found], it is capable [of generating it]. So this is
how memory occurs, since one does not observe that another [kind of
thought] has [this] capacity.20

For memory to arise, two sets of conditions that pertain to memory’s
immediate cause - called a “particular thought” by Vasubandhu - must
be instantiated. (1) First, this thought must be, through a process that
we will consider below, the end-product of a previous perceptual
awareness of the object upon which memory bears (pace momentari-
ness). (2) Second, this thought must meet two further sub-sets of con-
ditions: (2a) this thought must be characterized by at least one of the
following features: (2al) being inclined toward or focusing on the ob-
ject (say the actual fire in the case of fire); (2a2) being associated with
a notion, a former resolution, an intentness or a perceptual habitus,

208 AKVy 711,7-8: adigrahanena pranidhananibandhabhyasadigrahanam /. “The word
‘etc. includes [factors] such as habitus based (?nibandha) on a [former] resolution.”

209 AKBhp; 472,16-22/AKBhg 122,1-9: yadi tarhi sarvathapi nasty atma katham ksa-
nikesu cittesu cirdnubhiitasyarthasya smaranam bhavati pratyabhijiianam va / smr-
tivisayasafjiidnvaydc cittavisesat / kidrsdc cittavisesad yato ‘nantaram smrtir bha-
vati / tadabhogasadrsasambandhisafijiiadimato ‘nupahataprabhdvad dsrayavisesa-
Sokavyaksepadibhih / tadrso 'pi hy atadanvayacittavi§eso na samarthas tam smrtim
bhavayitum tadanvayo ’pi canyddrso na samarthas tam smrtim bhavayitum / ubha-
yathd tu samartha ity evam smrtir bhavaty anyasya® samarthyddarsanadt /. [* anya-
sya AKBhig : anyasyam AKBhp:.] See Kosa V.274-276 and Duerlinger 2008: 96-97
and 238-244. For an overview of Abhidharmic conceptions of recollection, see Cox
1992:85-87.
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etc.,210 that bears similarity with the object (say a notion of heat in the
case of fire); (2a3) being associated with a notion related to the object
(say smoke in the case of fire); (2a4) being associated with a former
resolution (pranidhana, AKVy); (2a5) being associated with (percep-
tual) habitus (abhyasa, AKVy). (2b) Besides, its causal capacity (pra-
bhava) must be impaired by none of the following factors: (2b1) illness
(vyadhi, AKVy), (2b2) sorrow, (2b3) mental distraction, (2b4) magical
action (karman, AKVy) and (2b5) formulas (vidya, AKVy).

Provided all these conditions are instantiated, memory arises. But
what about the process leading from the initial perceptual thought
(upalabdhicitta) to the “particular thought” responsible for the rise of
memory and then to the mnesic thought (smrticitta) itself? As hinted at
by Manorathanandin, this process, which Vasubandhu describes as an
evolution or, better, a (series of) transformation(s) of the series (santa-
tiparinati), is to be accounted for in terms of seeds (bija).211 What does
this process consist of? Vasubandhu spells this out in a passage that
provides us with clues regarding the second aspect of the problem at
stake, viz. the explanation of the relationship between past action
(karman) and (the experience of) its results (phala):212

210 See above, fn. 208,p. 183.

211 See above, fn. 204, p. 181, and AKBhp-472,22-26 /AKBhg 124,1-7: katham idanim
anyena cetasd drstam anyat smarati / evam hi devadattacetasa drstam yajiadatta-
cetah smaret / na / asambandhat / na hi tayoh sambandho sty akaryakaranabha-
vad yathaikasantanikayoh / na ca brimo ‘nyena cetasa drstam anyat smaratity api
tu darsanacittat smrticittam anyad utpadyate / santatiparinatyd yathoktam iti ka
evam sati dosah / smarandd eva ca pratyabhijiidnam bhavati /. “[Objection: But]
how is it, now, that one [mind] remembers what has been seen by another mind?
For in this case (evam), Yajfiadatta’s mind would remember what has been seen by
Devadatta’s. [Answer:] No, [it is not so,] because there is no [causal] relation
[between their two minds]. Indeed, there is no relation between [their] two
[minds], because there is no causality relationship [between them] as there is [one]
between [minds] belonging to one [and the same] series. Moreover, we do not
claim that one [mind] remembers what has been seen by another, but [that]
another, mnesic thought arises from a perceptual thought, [and this] due to a
transformation of the series, as was said [before]. Therefore, what is the fault [on
our side] if it is so? And it is from memory that recognition arises.” See Kosa V.274-
276 and Duerlinger 2008: 96-97 and 238-244.

212 AKBhp; 477,7-9/AKBhig 158,1-5: katham asaty atmani vinastat karmana dyatyam
phalotpattih / atmany api sati katham vinastat karmana ayatyam phalotpattih /
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As forourselves, however, we do not claim that the result arises subsequently
from an action [that is already] destroyed, but from a particular transforma-
tion of its series, as the sprout from the seed, as it is said [in ordinary lan-
guage] that the result arises form the seed. And [here,] neither [is it meant
that] this [result] arises from a seed [that is already] destroyed, nor [that it
arises] immediately [after the seed]. Rather, [it arises] from a particular
transformation of its series [i.e,] from the last stage [which consists in] the
flower [and is] realized through a succession that comprises the sprout, the
stalk and the leaf. [The Atmavadin:] But [if] the [result] is realized by the
flower, why do [we] say [that it is] the result of the seed? [Vasubandhu:] Be-
cause the [causal] capacity imprinted by the [seed] indirectly accrues to the
flower. If [the capacity of the flower] were not preceded by the [capacity of
the seed, the flower] would not be capable of generating a result of that kind
[i.e, similar to the seed]. Similarly, it is said that the result arises from the ac-
tion. And neither does it arise from an action [that is already] destroyed nor
[does it arise] immediately [after the action], but from a particular transfor-
mation of its series. [The Atmavadin:] But what is the series, what is the
transformation, what is the particularity [of the last phase of transforma-
tion]? [Vasubandhu:] The series [consists in] the stream, which originates
from an action, of each successive thought, and this [series]’s arising [ever]
differently is [its] transformation. And that [transformation, ie., that new
phase] which is capable of generating the result immediately is [called] a par-
ticular transformation because it is distinguished [in this regard] with regard
to the other][, preceding] transformations.213

tadasritad dharmddharmat / yatha kah kimasrita ity uktottaraisa vacoyuktih /
tasmad andsritad eva dharmadharmad bhavatu /. “[The Atmavadin:] If there is no
self, how [can] a result arise later from an action [that is already] destroyed? [Vasu -
bandhu: But] even if there is a self|, as you contend], how [can] a result arise later
from an action [that is already] destroyed? [The Atmavadin:] From merit and
demerit, which rest on the [self as qualities of a substance. Vasubandhu:] This is
vain rhetoric (vdcoyukti), to which [we have already] answered, for example [while
asking:] ‘What rests on what?’ [So] let us admit [that the result arises] from merit
and demerit which do not rest [on the self].” On nairdtmya and the relation
between action and its result in the AKBh, see also Sanderson 1994.

AKBhpr 477,9-20/AKBhig 158,5-160,5: naiva tu vayam vinastat karmana ayatyam
phalotpattim brimah / kim tarhi / tatsantatiparinamavisesad bijaphalavat / yathd
bijat phalam utpadyata ity ucyate / na ca tad vinastad bijad utpadyate / napy
anantaram eva / kim tarhi/ tatsantatiparindmavisesad ankurakandapattradi-
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As it is accounted for by Vasubandhu and Dharmakirti, the process
does not require any agent, subject or substratum responsible for the
continuity between perception and memory or between acts and their
(eschatological) experience. Acts and perceptual experiences simply
plant seeds214 that gradually transform themselves up to the point
where the conditions are met for them to produce their result.

214

kramanispannat puspavasanat / tat punah puspdn nispannam kasmat tasya bijasya
phalam ity ucyate / tadahitam hi tat paramparaya puspe® samarthyam / yadi hi
tatpiurvakam® nabhavisyat tattadrsasya phalasyotpattau na samartham abhavi-
syat / evam karmanah phalam utpadyata ity ucyate / na ca tad vinastat karmana
utpadyate ndpy anantaram eva / kim tarhi / tatsantatiparinamavisesat / ka punah
santatih kah parindmah ko visesah / yah karmapirva uttarottaracittaprasavahc sa
santatis tasyd anyathotpattih parindmah / sa punar yo ‘nantaram phalotpadana-
samarthah so ’ntyaparinamavisistatvat parinamavisesah /. [¢@ paramparaya puspe
AKBhg (Tib. brgyud pas) : paraya puspe AKBhp.. b tatpirvakam AKBhig: tatpirvi-
kan AKBhp.. ¢ prasavah AKBhig: °pravasah AKBhp.] See Kosa V.295-296 and
Duerlinger 2008: 108 and 293-296.

AKBhp, 64,5-7: kim punar idam bijam nadma / yan ndmartipam phalotpattau samar-
tham saksat param paryena va / santatiparinamavisesat / ko 'yam parindmo nadma /
santater anyathatvam [/ kd ceyam santatih / hetuphalabhiitas traiyadhvikah sam-
skardh /. “[Question:] But what is it that [you] call a ‘seed’? [Answer: A seed] is a
name-and-form that is capable of giving rise to a result in a direct or an indirect
manner due to a particular transformation of the series. [Question:] What is it that
[you] call a ‘transformation’? [Answer: A transformation] is the fact that the series
is otherwise. [Question:] And what does this series consist of? [Answer: The series
consists of] the con ditioning factors that are [successively] causes and results [and]
belong to the three times [i.e, past, present, future].” See Kosa 1.185.



Chapter 3

Dharmakirti against the Self as the Basis of
Brahmanical Soteriologies

3.1. THE DOCTRINES OF THE SELF AS SOTERIOLOGIES

In PV 2.220-256, Dharmakirti engages in what appears to be the long-
est and most elaborate critique of Atmavada(s) found in his works.
Here however, the subject of the discussion is neither ontological nor
epistemological. These stanzas are not meant to demonstrate that the
self does not exist, nor that it cannot be apprehended by any means of
valid cognition. They address a soteriological issue and are aimed at
showing that if there is a self, there can be no liberation (moksa) from a
painful existence within the beginningless cycle of births and deaths
(samsara). This demonstration entails a detailed criticism of the way
the Atmavadins define liberation and what one should aspire to be
liberated from, since Dharmakirti’s opponents consider that liberation
can be obtained by discriminating the self from what is not the self
(anatman) and by achieving detachment (vairdgya)! from what we
wrongly take to belong to the self (atmiya).

1 Although there seems to be no perfect equivalent of the term vairagya in European
languages, it is often translated thus (as opposed to rdga understood as “attach-
ment”). Admittedly, the word may sometimes mean “aversion,” “disgust,” “loathing”
(see MW s.v.). In the present context, however, it rather denotes a perfect indiffe-
rence or dispassion, i.e., a disposition contrary to raga (which designates the fact of
being “coloured,” i, affected by something, as well as passionate desire or love).
As will be seen below, this state of dispassion excludes all passions, i.e, desire
(sometimes expressed by the word rdga) but also hatred or aversion (dvesa). It is
often opposed to a state designated by words that literally mean something like
“attachment”: sneha (which means “love,” but also designates the property of being
sticky), sakti (which means “adherence,” “attachment” in the literal sense of the
term, but also “addiction” for instance), anuv'saiij- (which refers to the act of cling-
ing, adhering or being attached to), etc.
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3.1.1. Sarikhya

Thus the Sankhyas hold that bondage arises from the confusion be-
tween an unconscious and active primordial nature (prakrti) or matter
(pradhana) and the Person (purusa) conceived as an inactive con-
sciousness.? Thus according to the SK,

and because of the opposition [between the possession of the three qualities
that characterizes matter and the Person’s status], it is established that the
Person is a witness, possesses isolation (kaivalya), neutrality (madhyasthya),
is the perceiver, and is not an agent. Therefore, due to association (samyoga)
with this [Person], the unconscious subtle body (liriga) seems to be endowed
with consciousness; and in the same way, although agency belongs to the
qualities [of matter, the Person, which] is indifferent (uddsina), seems to be
an agent.3

Individuals who are not liberated confuse matter with the Person in-
asmuch as they attribute agency to consciousness in spite of its being a
purely contemplative entity. But they also wrongly ascribe conscious-
ness to what is in fact a purely material entity (or rather, a collection of
entities), namely the subtle body (linga/lingasarira/stiksmasarira). The
latter is said to “go from the [evolute called] the Great to the subtle
[elements].”4 In other words, it comprises, besides the five subtle ele-
ments (tanmatra),s the “thirteenfold instrument,”¢ i.e., the threefold in-
ternal organ (antahkarana) made up of the intellect (buddhi), the sense
of ego (ahankara) and the mind (manas), together with the five sense

N

Although the SK for instance does not use the term atman to designate this con-
sciousness, Dharmakirti calls it an atman (see, e.g, below, PV 2.247-248) because it
is defined by the Sankhya as a lasting, unchanging entity that constitutes the very
foundation of a person’s empirical identity.

3 SK 19-20: tasmac ca viparyasat siddham saksitvam asya purusasya / kaivalyam ma-
dhyasthyam drastrtvam akartrbhdvas ca // tasmadt tatsamyogad acetanam cetand-
vad iva lingam / gunakartrtve ca tathd karteva bhavaty udasinah //.

S

mahadadistiksmaparyantam (SK 40).

v

Le, sound (Sabda), tactile form (sparsa), visual form (riipa), taste (rasa) and smell
(gandha). On these see, e.g, GBh ad SK 3.

karanam trayodasavidham (SK 32).

[}
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organs (buddhindriya) and the five organs of activity (karmendriya)’
According to the Sankhyas, as long as the subtle body goes on transmi-
grating, the individual is bound to experience pain, but liberation can
be achieved through a discriminative knowledge (vijiidna) that counte-
racts the confusion between matter and the Person. Thus SK 55 states:

In this [condition of living beings], pain, which is the result of ageing and
death, accrues to the conscious Person, because the subtle body has not
ceased; therefore [in this state], there is pain by nature.?

In his commentary, Gaudapada explains how liberation from this pain-
ful state can be achieved:

When the subtle body ceases, there is liberation; [and] when one obtains li-
beration, there is no [longer] pain. But how does the [subtle body] cease?
[Answer:] When the knowledge of the twenty-five elements constituting real -
ity (tattva) occurs. [This knowledge is] characterized by the perception
(khyati) of the distinction between [the quality of matter called] sattva and
the Person [and takes such a form:] “This is primordial matter, this is the in-
tellect, this is the sense of ego, these are the five great elements, [and] the
Person is distinct from [all of] them.” The cessation of the subtle body is due
to such a knowledge, [and] liberation is due to the [cessation of the subtle
body].?

The subtle body can be eliminated through knowledge1© that consists
in discriminating the Person from matter,!! described in the SK in the
following way:

~

]

©

10

See SK 26: the five sense organs are the ear (Srotra), skin (tvac), eye (caksus), ton-
gue (rasana) and nose (ghrana); the five organs of activity are speech (vdc), hand
(pani), foot (pada), anus (payu) and genital organ (upastha).

SK 55: tatra jardmaranakrtam duhkham prdpnoti cetanah purusah / lingasyavini-
vrttes tasmad duhkham svabhdvena //.

GBh 50,23-51,3: linganivrttau moksah / moksapraptau nasti duhkham iti / tat pu-
nah kena nivartate / yada paficavimsatitattvajiianam sydt / sattvapurusdanyatakhya-
tilaksanam idam pradhanam idam buddhir ayam ahankdra imani pafica maha-
bhiitani yebhyo 'nyah puruso visadrsa iti / evarfijiidnal linganivrttis tato moksa iti /.
See, e.g, MV 53,21: jiianena hi lingam nivartate /. “For knowledge makes the subtle
body cease.”
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Thus, through the repeated [meditation] (abhyasa) on the elements constitut-
ing reality arises knowledge [in the form] “[I] am not [this, this] is not mine,
[this is] not myself.” [This knowledge] is complete, stainless because itis de-
void of doubt (viparyaya),'? and pure (kevala).13

The commentaries diverge as to the meaning of the verse.14 However,
in spite of these diverging interpretations, the gist is the same: as the
MV puts it, the liberating knowledge “consists of the perception that

11

12

13

14

JM 110,12-13: tasya ca nivrttih pradhanapurusantaragjiiagnat. “And the cessation of
this [subtle body occurs] thanks to the knowledge that primordial matter and the
Person are distinct.”

See GBh 58,16 (aviparyayad asam$ayat), MV 58,9 (viparyayah sam$ayas tadviparito
‘viparyayah) and JM 115,5 (aviparyaydd aham ity amanasamsayat).

SK 64: evam tattvabhyasan nasmi na me naham ity aparisesam / aviparyayad vi-
Suddham kevalam utpadyate jianam //.

Thus GBh 58,14-15 interprets nasmi na me ndham iti as “it is not me who exist; this
is not my body; since I am one [thing and] the body is another, [ am not [it]” (nasmi
naham eva bhavami / na me mama Sariram tat / yato ’ham anyah Sariram anyan na-
ham iti /), whereas MV 58,6-7 understands it as “I am not the elements constitut-
ing reality, the elements constituting reality do not belong to me, [ do not belong to
the elements constituting reality; rather, these are material” (nasmi tattvani / na
me tattvani / naham tattvanam / kim tu pradhanikany etani /). JM 115,2-4 com-
ments: yad etat suksmasariram bhautikam ca tasmin na bhavamy api tu prakrtih /
na ma ityadi / na mamedam api tu prakrteh / ndham iti / napy aham prakrtir iti /.
“[I am not in this, i.e.,] [ do not exist in that which is the subtle body and is material;
rather, primordial nature does; ‘it is not mine, etc.” [means]: it is not mine, but
rather, the primordial nature’s; [it] is not myself, ie, neither am I primordial
nature.” (Contrary to the other commentaries mentioned here, the JM does not
present the sentence as the expression of the liberating knowledge, but of the
repeated meditation that must lead to it; see JM 115,4-5: ity evam tattvabhyasat).
The TK, for its part, relies on a grammatical analysis and explains that in the first
element of the sentence, where the negation occurs with the verb “to be,” the
speaker simply denies his agency (see TK 170,19-20: ndsmity atmani kriyamdtram
nisedhayati /. “With ‘I am not,’ [the speaker] merely denies the action [of being] in
himself.”). Vacaspatimisra understands the third element of the sentence (where
the subject occurs with the negation) as a denial that the self may be the substra-
tum of agency (see TK 170,24: aham iti kartrpadam /,“‘T is the word [designating]
the agent,” and TK 170,25-26: niskriyatve ca kartrtvabhavah /, “And if there is no
action, there is no agency”). Finally, regarding the second element, TK 170,26-27
explains: ata eva na me / karta hi svamitam labhate [...]/. “For the same reason, it is
not mine; for it is the agent that has the status of a possessor.”
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the qualities [belonging to matter] and the Person are distinct.”15 In
fact though, acquiring this discriminating knowledge does not lead to
an immediate and full liberation. Someone who possesses it no longer
performs acts that require a karmic retribution, but the merits and
demerits accumulated prior to this knowledge subsist in the form of
residual traces (samskara) and must first be exhausted before the Per-
son can be finally released from the body. Nonetheless, the cause of li-
beration remains discriminative knowledge, since transmigration can
only be made to cease through it:

Although due to the attainment of correct knowledge, merit and so on have
ceased to be causes, [the Person] remains trapped in a body due to the force
of residual traces, just as the whirling of [the potter’s] wheel [that goes on be-
cause of the impulse given to it. But] when one has obtained separation from
the body, [and] when matter has ceased [to be active] because it has reached
its goal,'¢ one obtains an isolation (kaivalya) that is both complete and defini-
tivel?

Thus according to the Sankhya, liberation from pain consists of a state
of perfect isolation in which the permanent, conscious and inactive
entity that is the Person has severed all ties with unconscious and ac-
tive matter by becoming fully aware of the radical difference that sepa-
rates them.

3.1.2. Nyaya

The Naiyayikas too contend that bondage stems from a wrong know-
ledge (mithyajiiana) primarily characterized as a confusion between
the self and what is not the self. For bondage consists in being attached

15 MV 58,11: gunapurusantaropalabdhirtipam.

16 T.e, enabling the Person to discriminate itself from the prakrti. See, e.g., SK 56: ity
esa prakrtikrto mahadadivisesabhiitaparyantah / pratipurusavimoksartham svartha
iva parartha arambhah //. “Therefore this, from [the evolute called] the Great to
the various [gross] elements, is [all] done by primordial nature for the sake of each
Person’s liberation (vimoksa); this endeavour is for the benefit of another [ie., the
Person,] as for one’s own benefit.”

17 SK 67-68: samyagjiianddhigamad dharmddinam akaranapraptau / tisthati samska-
ravasdc cakrabhramivad dhrtasarirah // prapte sSarirabhede caritarthatvat pradha-
navinivrttau / aikantikam dtyantikam ubhayam kaivalyam dpnoti //.
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(virakta) to pleasure (sukha) and the means of realizing pleasure (su-
khasadhana), '8 and this attachment, which necessarily leads to pain
(duhkha), cannot disappear as long as wrong knowledge remains. Thus
while commenting on NS 1.1.2, according to which “when wrong
knowledge, defects (dosa), activities (pravrtti), [re-]births (janman)
and pain disappear one after the other, liberation (apavarga) [occurs]
immediately after their disappearance,”1? Paksilasvamin specifies:

Wrong knowledge, which is of many kinds, occurs with respect to the [al-
ready stated] object of knowledge [the enumeration of which] starts with the
self and ends with liberation. [Le., wrong knowledge takes these forms]: first,
with respect to the self, “it does not exist”’; with respect to [what is] not the
self, “[it is] a self’; with respect to pain, “[it is] pleasure”; with respect to
[what is] impermanent, “[itis] permanent”; with respect to [what is] not safe,
“[itis] safe”; with respect to [what is] dangerous, “[it is] not dangerous”; with
respect to [what is] disgusting, “it is desirable”; with respect to [what] should
be rejected, “[it] should not be rejected.”20

The Naiyayikas’ concise definition of wrong knowledge is even more
telling:

But what is this wrong knowledge? It [consists in] apprehending as the self
what is not the self2!

The following passage from the NBh makes clear that it is because we
take the impermanent body, sense organs, mind, feelings and cogni-
tions for their unchanging substratum that we suffer and transmigrate:

[Question:] But what is this wrong knowledge [said to be the cause of at-
tachment]? [Answer:] It [consists in] apprehending as the self what is not the

18 See NBh 247,3-11, quoted below, fn. 78, p. 206.

19 duhkhajanmapravrttidosamithyajiiananam uttarottarapaye tadanantardpdyad apa-
vargah //.On the order in which the initial compound should be read according to
the commentators, see below, fn. 23,p. 193.

20 NBh 6,9-11: tatratmddyapavargaparyante prameye mithydjiianam anekaprakara-
kam vartate / atmani tdvan nastiti / anatmany dtmeti / duhkhe sukham iti / anitye
nityam iti / atrdne tranam iti / sabhaye nirbhayam iti / jugupsite ‘bhimatam iti / ha-
tavye 'pratihdatavyam iti /. Note the proximity of this description with the four
Buddhist wrong notions (on these viparyasas see above, fn. 35, p.53).

21 NV 470,19-20: kim punas tan mithydjiianam / anatmany dtmagraha iti /.
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self. The delusion [consisting in thinking] ‘1 am’ [with respect to what is not
the self] is [called] the sense of ego, since indeed, the [false] view of [some-
one] who sees what is not the self as ‘I am’ is the sense of ego. [Question:] But
what is the group of objects with respect to which the sense of ego [arises]?
[Answer:] The body, the sense organs, the mind, feelings and cognitions.
[Question:] How is the sense of ego that [arises] with respect to them the
seed of samsdra? [Answer:] Indeed, when the [sense of ego] has determined
(vyavasita) the group [of objects] that are the body and so on as ‘I am,” due to
the annihilation of these [objects], one [wrongly] considers that the self is an-
nihilated, [and being] overwhelmed by the craving (trsnd) for non-annihila-
tion, one clings (upddatte) to them again and again. Clinging to them, one
strives for [re-]birth and death. Therefore, because one is not free from a
body, one is not entirely freed from pain.2

According to the Naiyayikas, bondage occurs because we desperately
seek permanency in our body, sense organs, mind, feelings and cogni-
tions, which are by nature transient, instead of acknowledging that
permanence solely belongs to the substratum of subjectivity that alone
can legitimately be denoted by the word “I” - namely, the self. As a con-
sequence, the Naiyayikas state that liberation is achieved by acquiring
knowledge of reality or right knowledge (tattvajiidna) in which the self
is no longer confused with any of its impermanent and contingent ad-
juncts,23 and they claim that in the liberated state the self is free of all
pain because it is free of all causes of perception:

22

23

NBh 258,10-15: kim punas tan mithydjiianam iti / anatmany dtmagrahah / aham
asmiti moho ’hankdra iti / andtmanam khalv aham asmiti pasyato drstir ahankdra
iti / kim punas tad arthajatam yadvisayo 'hankarah / Sarirendriyamanovedanabud-
dhayah / katham tadvisayo 'hankdarah samsarabijam bhavati / ayam khalu Sarird-
dyarthajatam aham asmiti vyavasitas taducchedad atmocchedam manyamano ’nu-
cchedatrsndyah pariplutah punah punas tad upadatte / tad upadadano janmamara-
ndya yatate / tena Sarirenaviyogan natyantam duhkhad vimucyata iti /.

See, e.g, NBh 7,12-14: yada tu tattvajiiandn mithyajidanam apaiti tadd mithydjia-
napdye dosd apayanti / dosdpdye pravrttir apaiti / pravrttyapdye janmapaiti / jan-
madpaye duhkham apaiti / duhkhdpadye catyantiko ‘pavargo nihsreyasam iti /. “But
when wrong knowledge disappears due to right knowledge, then the defects disap -
pear upon the disappearance of wrong knowledge. Upon the disappearance of
defects, activity disappears; upon the disappearance of activity, [re-]birth disap-
pears; upon the disappearance of [re-]birth, pain disappears; and upon the disap-
pearance of pain, ultimate liberation [occurs], which is the summum bonum ( nih-
Sreyasa).” On nihSreyasa, see Slaje 1986.
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In liberation, there is no body, etc, which are causes of perception. Therefore
liberation is the release from all pains. Because every seed of pain and pain
[itself] are cut offinliberation, liberation is the release from all pain.2+

While commenting on NSa 4.2.45 (“And this is absent in liberation”),25
Paksilasvamin likewise emphasizes that the liberated state is devoid of
all cognitions, specifying that “this [i.e,] the substratum and cause of
cognitions, [namely] the body and sense organs, is absent in liberation,
because [in liberation] there is neither merit nor demerit,”2¢ and he
adds that as a consequence, liberation is free of all pain:

Therefore liberation is the release from all pain. Because the seed of all pain
and the basis of all pain is cut off in liberation, liberation is the release from
all pain, since pain cannot arise without[its] seed and [its] basis.?”

Uddyotakara, for his part, criticizes the Buddhist view that liberation
does not consist in releasing the self but merely a series of momentary
thoughts (citta):

Others [say] that [only] the mind is released, because desire and so on have
power over it, since it is due to desire, etc., that the mind arises in different
[transmigratory] destinies?8 and with different supports [i.e., objects]; whe-
reas desire and so on have no power over the self. [We Naiyayikas answer
that] this is not [true], because [if it were, liberation] would be accomplished
effortlessly: those who consider liberation to be the non-producing and ces-
sation of mind, for those liberation would be attained without effort. Why?
Because [its] arising means [nothing but its] destruction: since whatis born
[instantly] perishes, this is accomplished effortlessly. If [the Buddhist oppo-
nent replies] that liberation is the non-arising of the series [and not the mere
non-arising of one single momentary thought, we reply that] this is not [true

24 NV 495,2-4: tasya Sarirader upalabdhikdranasyabhavo ‘pavarga iti / tasmat sarva-
duhkhamokso ‘pavargah [ yasmat sarvam duhkhabijam duhkham capavarge vicchid-
yate tasmat sarvena duhkhena vimuktir apavargah /.

%5 tadabhavas capavarge /.

26 NBh 279,11: tasya buddhinimittasrayasya Sarirendriyasya dharmddharmabhavad
abhavo ‘pavarge /.

27 NBh 279,13-15: tasmat sarvaduhkhavimokso 'pavargah / yasmat sarvaduhkha bi-
jam sarvaduhkhayatanam cdpavarge vicchidyate tasmat sarvena duhkhena vimuktir
apavargah / na nirbijam nirdyatanam ca duhkham utpadyata iti /.

28 According to NVTT 203,11 (devamanusyadijatir gatis tatrotpattih).
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either,] because [the non-arising of the series] is impossible: the non-arising
of the series cannot be produced, because the series consists of a stream of
entities [existing] as causes and effects [that must go on producing new ef-
fects and causes, etc.]. If [the Buddhist opponent replies] that what is pro-
duced is the non-arising of [thoughts that] have not appeared yet, [then]
since the non-production of [thoughts that] have not appeared yet is [al-
ready] present [for the very reason that they have not been produced yet],
what could be produced [in liberation]? Therefore the release of [mere]
thought is absolutely unestablished.2?

3.1.3. Vaisesika

The case of the VaisSesika is somewhat obscure, as one of the vexed
problems with respect to the history of this system regards the actual
antiquity of its soteriological aspects. Thus modern scholarship has of-
ten presented the passages in the VSu related to yoga and liberation as
later additions to an original text exclusively devoted to a physico-on-
tological enquiry. This is, for instance, Faddegon'’s opinion:

It is not the wish to discriminate soul from that which is not soul, ego from
non-ego, as conceived by later scholiasts, but itis the theoretical desire for a
correct classification and system of definition which has been the starting-
point of the Vai§esika system.30

Several other scholars have more or less adopted this opinion, 3t among
whom Frauwallner, who has argued in particular that the sentence
“Now, from here we shall explain dharma” (athato dharmam vyakhya-

29 NV 83,5-12: cittam vimucyata ity anye / ragadinam tatra samarthyad yasmad raga-

3

3
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=

divasam cittam alambandnantaragatyantaresitpadyate / na punar atmani ragadi-
nam samarthyam iti / na / ayatnatas tatsiddheh / ye cittasyanutpadanam nirodham
capavargam icchanti tesam ayatnasiddho moksah / kim kdranam / janmano vinasa-
rthatvat / jatam vinasyatity ayatnena siddham etat / santater anutpado ’‘pavarga iti
cet / na / tasyasakyatvat / santater anutpado na sakyah kartum / karyakaranabhad-
vapravahasya santatibhavat / andgatanutpadah kriyata iti cet / andgatanutpdadasya
vidyamanatvat kim kriyata iti sarvatha na cittasyapavargah sidhyatiti /.

Faddegon 1969:12.

See Ui 1917: 73-74, Frauwallner 1956: 90, Halbfass 1991:314-315 and 311, Wezler
1982: 647 and Wezler 1983: 57. For a synthetic presentation of these scholars’ re-
spective positions, see Houben 1994:712-721.
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syamah) at the beginning of the VSii must have been a later addition
probably dating from Prasastapada’s time.32 Engaging in a detailed
examination of the complicated issue of the historical development of
the Vaisesika’s soteriological aspects is of course far beyond the scope
of this study. Suffice it to say here that, as noted by Halbfass and
Houben, the passage suspected by Frauwallner was already quoted by
Bhartrhari in this form,33 and that several scholars have convincingly
argued that, as Houben puts it, “the Vaisesika's concern with liberation
was [...] original in the system as it arose in a context in which Jainism
and Buddhism were challenging the Brahmanic society,” and that “the
sixth chapter (dealing with Vedas, dharma and liberation) formed the
very heart of the system.”34

With respect to this Vaisesika view of liberation, it is worth noting
here that the VSu too considers that “desire comes from pleasure,” 35
that this desire is “due to [the] craving”¢ that arises from the expe-
rience of pleasure as well as “from the unseen [force]”3” of merit and
demerit, and that the “activity” resulting from it, which binds the indi-
vidual in samsdra3® because it produces merit and demerit in turn,
“presupposes desire (iccha) and aversion, [whether it is aimed] at
merit or demerit.”3® Candrananda, commenting on VSu 6.2.18, “from
this [arise] contact and separation,”40 explains:

When merit and demerit have accumulated, then there is a contact [of the
self] with the body and sense organs called birth. And when they have been
exhausted, at the time of death there is a separation. But again, through merit

32 See Frauwallner 1956:339, n. 387, and Frauwallner 1984.

33 See Halbfass 1986: 857 and Houben 1994: 717-719.

34+ Houben 1994: 732; see also, e.g., Biardeau 1964: 242-243, fn. 3 (cf. Biardeau 1968:
111), Bronkhorst 1993a and Isaacson 1993 (which focuses on the antiquity of yogic
perception in early Vaisesika).

35 VS 6.2.12: sukhad ragah /.

36 VS 6.2.14: trpteh /.

37 VSii 6.2.15: adrstat /.

38 On the binding role of effort/activity in the Vaisesika, see, e.g, Bronkhorst 1986:
55.

39 VSi 6.2.17: icchddvesaptirvika dharmadharmayoh pravrttih /.

40 VS 6.2.18: tatah samyogo vibhdgas ca /.
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and demerit, there is [another] contact with [another] body and [other sense
organs] and [then] a separation [from them]: thus this beginningless living
being keeps coming back, just as the buckets of a well [that keep being emp-
tied and filled again].t

Similarly, Bhaviveka describes in the following way the Vaisesika view
of bondage:

By acting for what are characterized thus as dharma and adharma, there arise
pleasure (sukha) and pain (duhkha), and attachment [to the former] and
aversion [from the latter]. Being affected by these [attachment and aversion],
man is born again [in another world] as in this world and undergoes transmi-
gration.*2

However, according to Bhaviveka, the VaiSesikas consider that libera-
tion can be achieved through the realization that the self is distinct
from the body, sense organs and mental organ, a realization thanks to
which one achieves detachment from them:

When the soul (atman), which is different from body (Sarira), sense organs
(indriya) and mind (manas) is perceived, pleasure [or pain, which causes at-
tachment or aversion] does not arise, and by the complete abandonment of
the causes (sadhana), the future [dharma and adharma] also will not ensue.
The accumulated [dharma and adharma] are also discarded. On apprehend-
ing the true nature of the body, man will not begin to form attachment to it.
When man definitely apprehends the real soul and firmly understands the
true nature of the six padarthas, dharma [and adharma] also become extinct.
On this pointit is affirmatively stated as follows: “By completely abandoning
the body and the false notions formed by the mind, one attains the pure, per-
fect deliverance. [This state is] justlike fire whose fuel is burnt up.”3

41 VSV 51,1-3: sarficitau yada dharmddharmau bhavatas tada sarir endriyaih samyogo
janmakhyo bhavati / ksinayos ca tayor maranakdle viyogah / punar apy abhyam
dharmadharmabhyam Ssarirdadisamyogo vibhdagas cety evam anadir ayam ghati-
yantravad dvartate jantuh /.

42 T] D243b6-7/P274a5-6 (as edited in Hattori 1994: 703): de Ita bu’i chos dan chos
ma yin pa’i mtshan fiid la ’jug pa las bde ba dan sdug bsnal yin la / de dag la chags pa
dan sdan pa’o // des byas pas 'di Itar yan skye Zin "khor bar ‘gyur te //. Translation
Hattori 1994: 705.

4 T] D244a3-5/P274b2-5 (as edited in Hattori 1994: 703): gal te chos dan chos ma
yin pa med par ji ltar ‘gyur Ze na / ma ‘ons pa mi ’byun Zin bsags pa 'gog pa ste / de la
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As noted by Hattori, 44 the above-mentioned passage bears close resem-
blances to Prasastapada’s PDhS:

However, when someone, thanks to his activity preceded by knowledge [and
performed] without desiring a [particular] result, is born in a virtuous family
and wishes to know the means of getting rid of pain, he approaches a master
[and thus] receives the right knowledge (tattvajiidna) of the six [Vai$esika]
categories; upon the cessation of ignorance, he becomes detached (virakta).
Because [he] no [longer] has desire, aversion, etc., merit and demerit, which
are born from these, no [longer] arise, and the previously accumulated [merit
and demerit] cease due to the experience [that is their retribution]. And hav-
ing brought about satisfaction and pleasure [and] the separation from the
body, since desire, etc., have ceased, only a merit consisting in the cessation
[of activity] remains while producing a pleasure born from the perception of
the ultimate reality. Then, [since this] self is devoid of seeds due to [their] an-
nihilation, it ceases to be endowed with a body, etc. When the body, etc., no
longer arise, there is liberation [i.e,] a cessation (upasama) similar to [that
of] a fire the fuel of which has been burnt.45

Liberation (once more) involves the separation of the self from what is
not the self. This separation can be obtained, at least partially and/or
momentarily, in yogic states (where, “due to a particular contact of the
self and mental organ in the self, there is a perception of the self”46)

45

46

lus dan [/ dban po dan / yid las tha dad pa’i bdag mthon ba na dge ba skye bar mi
‘gyur la / de sgrub par byed pa yons su spans pas ma ‘ons pa yan mi skye ba ste /
bsags pa ‘gog pa yan lus kyi de kho na fiid la rtogs par byed pa na chags par mi rtsom
pa’o // don dam pa’i bdag res par rtogs $in tshig gi don drug gi de kho na fiid nes par
Ses pa na / chos kyan med par ‘gyur ba yin te / dir lus dan yid kyi rnam rtog ni //
thams cad spans nas dri med pa’i // yons su ’da’ bar de ‘gro ste // Sin zad pa yi me
bZin no //. Translation Hattori 1994: 705-706.

Hattori 1994: 706.

PDhS 66,2-10: jidanapiirvakat tu krtad asankalpitaphalad visuddhe kule jatasya
sydidnanivrttau viraktasya ragadvesady abhavat tajjayor dharmdadharmayor anut-
pattau pturvasaricitayos copabhogan nirodhe santosasukham Sariraparicchedam cot-
padya ragadinivrttau nivrttilaksanah kevalo dharmah paramdrthadarsanajam su-
kham krtvd nivartate / tadd nirodhdn nirbijasyatmanah Sarirddinivrttih / punah-
Sariradyanutpattau dagdhendhananalavad upasamo moksa iti /. Translation (mod-
ified) Bronkhorst 1986: 56-57.

VS 9.13: atmany atmamanasoh samyogavisesad atmapratyaksam /.
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and becomes definitive at death when all karmic residues have disap-
peared:

Pleasure and pain are due to the contact between the self, a sense organ, the
internal organ and an object. When there is no production of this [contact]
since the internal organ remains within the self, the absence of pleasure and
pain for the embodied [self] is yoga*’ [...] Liberation is the absence of contact
whereas the [unseen force] no [longer] exists, [and] the non-manifestation [of
anew body] .8

Dharmakirti’s non-Buddhist opponents - whether Sankhya, Nyaya or
Vaisesika - thus consider that liberation consists in getting rid of what
we wrongly take to be the self or to belong to it in some essential way.
As for Dharmakirti, he sets out to show that on the contrary, liberation
can only consist in getting rid of the self itself, since the wrong belief in
the existence of a permanent subjective entity is the root cause of pain
and transmigration.

3.2. DHARMAKIRTI’S MAIN TARGET: THE NYAYA’S SOTERIOLOGY

Dharmakirti criticizes in passing the Sankhya view on liberation, but
obviously this is not his main target. Dharmakirti’s commentators often
ascribe the position of the main opponent in these stanzas to someone
belonging to the so-called Nyaya-Vaisesika (as modern scholarship
usually designates it), or more precisely, to the “VaiSesika, etc.” (vai-
Sesikadi), i.e., to a doctrine admitted by both Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas.
The Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas share many views on liberation, so that
it is often difficult to determine whether a stanza is specifically aimed
at one of them only. However, it seems to us that Vetter is right to
consider that on the whole, Dharmakirti’s main opponent defends a
Naiyayika doctrine#

Thus, much like Paksilasvamin or Uddyotakara, this opponent con-
tends that the cause of samsdra is attachment to that which is wrongly

47 VSu 5.2.16-17: atmendriyamanorthasannikarsat sukhaduhk he tadanarambha atma-
sthe manasi sasarirasya sukhaduhkhabhavah sa yogah /. See Wezler 1982: 660-663
and Nozawa 1996: 928.

48 VSu 5.2.20: tadabhave samyogabhavo ‘pradurbhavah sa moksah /.
49 Vetter 1990: 120, fn. 1.
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considered to belong to the self and enables one to realize pleasure
(sukhasadhana)5° According to this opponent, while the self is free of
defects (nirdosa), the attachment to these means of realizing pleasure
is defective (sadosa) insofar as it is in fact the basis of pain.51 Due to it
one craves (trsnd-/paritrsnavat) pleasure and thus clings (upd\/dd-) to
samsaras? Similarly, the Naiyayikas consider that confusing the self
with the impermanent elements that are means of realizing pleasure
leads to a painful craving, which in turn leads to clinging to samsara.s3

According to Dharmakirti’s opponent, liberation therefore consists
in achieving a state (which once again closely resembles final release
as described by the Naiyayikas)54 where the self is isolated (kevala,
vind)5s from all the elements wrongly attributed to the self,56 and as a

50 On the role of attachment to sukhasadhanas in bondage according to Dharmakirti’s
opponent, see PVV 87,19-21 (quoted below, fn. 82-83, p. 208), PVV 89,2 (quoted
below, fn. 111, p. 216), PVP D99a1/P114a4-5 and PVT Ne D140b4-5/P173b6-7
(quoted below, fn. 126, p. 220), PVV 89,24-25 (quoted below, fn. 131, p. 221), PVV
91,15-16 (quoted below, fn. 179, p. 233), PVV 92,16 (quoted below, fn. 212, p.
243), PVV 93,21-22 (quoted below, fn. 253, p. 253), PVP D108a7-b2/ P125b4-6
(quoted below, fn. 339, p. 273). Compare, e.g., with NBh 15,11-15 (quoted below, fn.
64, p. 202), NBh 245,9-14 (quoted below, fn. 74, p. 205), and NBh 247,3-11 (quoted
below, fn. 78, p. 206).

51 See PV 2.224. On the opponent’s definition of what is defective (sadosa) as the basis
of pain see, e.g,, PVP D104b5/P121a4 (quoted below, fn. 257, p. 253).

52 See, e.g., PVP D97b4/P112b4-5 (quoted below, fn. 110, p.215).

53 On this craving and the subsequent clinging (either to samsara or to the objects
that bind to samsdra) in Nyaya, see, e.g., NBh 245,9-14 (quoted below, fn. 74, p.
205), NBh 258,10-15 (quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193) and NV 59,18-60,6 (quoted
below, fn. 73, p. 205).

54 See below, §§3.3.2ff.
55 See PV 2.225.

56 According to PVP D98a2-3/P113a2-3 (see below, fn. 115, p. 217), Dharmakirti’s
opponent has in mind “attachment, cognitions and sense organs, etc.” The Naiyayi-
kas consider that these elements are “the body, the sense organs, the mind, feelings
and cognitions” (see NBh 258,10-15, quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193). Besides
(atmaj)sneha, buddhi and indriya, other factors appear in Prajiidkaragupta’s and
Sakyabuddhi’s commentaries: thus, the self is a cause of pain when accompanied
(sahaya) by merit (dharma), demerit (adharma) and residual traces (samskara) in
PVA 148,32-33; dharma and adharma recur in PVT Ne D140al1-2/P172b7-8, to-
gether with effort (rtsom, *[pralyatna). The VaiSesikas present effort, merit, deme-
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means to achieve this, he advocates the “cultivation of [the thought of]
pain” (duhkhabhavana)5’ By bringing to perception (pratyak_si\/k_r-)
the fact that everything is pain,58 this cultivation leads to the know-
ledge of the defects (dosa) that stain what we wrongly take to belong to
the self59 insofar as they are the cause of activity (pravrttinimitta)s®
and therefore lead to pain. This cultivation of pain, in which one rea-
lizes that pleasure, like poisoned food, is essentially mixed with pain, 61
is aimed at cutting off (*vyavaccheda?)s? our belief that the elements
wrongly attributed to the self are endowed with good qualitiess3 and
thus supposedly induces a state of complete detachment that leads to
liberation from samsara.

As far as we know, such a cultivation was not prescribed in the
Vaisesika that Dharmakirti may have known, but Naiyayikas such as
Paksilasvamin and Uddyotakara do contend that in order to achieve
detachment and therefore liberation, one should cultivate (the thought
of) pain with respect to rebirth and the means to obtain pleasure. In
other words, according to them, one should concentrate on the thought

rit or residual traces as adventitious qualities of the self (see, e.g., PDhS 16,9-10,
quoted below, fn. 180, p. 233). On dharma and adharma as causes of pain and bon-
dage in the Nyaya, see above, fn. 26, p. 194, and below, fn. 73, p. 205. On the role of
activity (pravrtti) in bondage according to the Naiyayikas, see, e.g., NSu 1.1.2,
quoted above, fn. 19, p. 192, NBh 219,11-13, quoted above, fn. 71, p. 204, and fn.
225,p.246,below.

57 See in particular PV 2.226-227, 229, 238-239, 245-246, 249, 253-254 and their
commentaries. Here the term “thought” between brackets translates the word saii-
jAa found in the compound duhkhasarijiiabhavana/duhkhasafjiiabhavand used by
Paksilasvamin (see, e.g, NBh 247,3-11, quoted below, fn. 78, p. 206, and NBh 247,3,
quoted below, fn. 76, p. 206; see also, for duhkhasarijiia, NBh 245,9-14, quoted be-
low, fn. 74, p. 205). Note, however, that Devendrabuddhi uses the expression *duh-
khakarabhavand, “the cultivation of the aspect of pain” (see PVP D108b2-3/
P125b6-8, quoted below, fn. 340, p. 274).

58 See PV 2.238.

59 See PV 2.236.

60 See PVT Ne D102b5-7/P118b6-8, quoted below, fn. 224, p. 246.

61 See PV2.231 and PVV 90,20-21 (quoted below, fn. 163, p.229),PVP D100b6/P1162a8
(quoted below, fn. 172, p. 231), PVV89,22-23 (quoted below, fn. 173, p.231).

62 PVP D106a2-3/P122b6-7 (quoted below, fn. 283, p.259).

63 See PV 2.245.

=
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that these are intermingled with pain. While explaining why pleasure
has been omitted from the list of objects of knowledge enumerated in
NS 1.1.9, Paksilasvamin thus states:

[The mention of] “pain” [without that of pleasure] is not a denial of the
awareness of pleasure [i.e, of that] which is experienced as pleasant; rather,
what is taught [by this] is the cultivation [consisting of a mental] concentra-
tion (samadhibhavana) [on the fact that re-]birth itself, along with the means
of obtaining pleasure, is pain, because it is intermingled with pain, since it is
[never] free of pain, [and] since it is endowed with various torments. It is [a
cultivation consisting of a mental concentration, i.e.,] one cultivates it while
being concentrated; [and] by cultivating it one becomes disgusted; [and he]
who is disgusted [obtains] detachment; [and he] who is detached [obtains] li-
beration. Liberation is the annihilation of the series of births and deaths [and]
the abandonment of all pain.s*

The cultivation of the thought of pain must lead to disgust (nirveda) s>
which in turn must lead to a detachment that brings about liberation:

64

65

66

That which is pervaded by this [torment], intermingled with it, which exists
without being apart from it, is [called] pain due to [its] association with pain.
He who sees that everything is [thus] pervaded with pain, wishing to get rid
of pain [and] seeing pain in [re-]birth, is disgusted; being disgusted, he is de-
tached; being detached, he is liberated.¢6

NBh 15,11-15: duhkham iti nedam anukiilavedaniyasya sukhasya pratiteh pratya-
khyanam / kim tarhi janmana evedam sasukhasddhanasya duhkhdanusarngad duh-
khenaviprayogad vividhabadhandyogad duhkham iti samadhibhavanam upadisya-
te / samahito bhavayati / bhavayan nirvedyate / nirvinnasya vairagyam / virakta-
sydpavarga iti / janmamaranaprabandhocchedah sarvaduhkhaprahanam apavarga
iti /.

See NBh 15,11-15 (quoted above, fn. 64). On the cultivation of disgusting thoughts
described in the commentaries ad NS 4.2.3, see, e.g, Oberhammer 1984: 38ff,
Oberhammer 1987 and Slaje 1995.

NBh 21,11-13: tayanuviddham anusaktam avinirbhagena vartamanam duhkhayo-

gad duhkham iti / so yam sarvam duhkhenanuviddham iti pasyan duhkham jihasur
janmani duhkhadarsi nirvidyate / nirvinno virajyate / virakto vimucyate /.
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This cultivation is meant to make obvious the various defects that arise
from the confusion between the self and what it is not,¢7 but also their
causes, i.e., the various elements that are unduly confused with the self.
Thus NSt 4.2.1 specifies that “through the right knowledge of the
causes of defects, the sense of ego ceases,” ¢8 and the NBh explains:

The objects of knowledge [the varieties of which have been enumerated in
NSi 1.1.9,] from the body, [sense-organs, objects of perception, cognitions,
internal organ, activity, defects, rebirth,] up to pain, are the causes of defects
insofar as wrong knowledge bears upon them. Therefore when the right
knowledge which bears upon them arises, [it] makes the sense of ego cease,
because it is contradictory that these two [i.e, this right knowledge and the
sense of ego,] may bear upon the same object.®

The knowledge of the defects’ causes allegedly brings about liberation
because the various defects are the causes of activity (pravrttinimitta).
Commenting on NSu 1.1.18 (according to which “the defects are cha-
racterized as prompting to act”),”0 Paksilasvamin explains that as such
they bind individuals to samsara:

Because [the defects] have a common substratum with cognitions, they are
qualities of the self; because they are the cause of activity and because they
have the power of connecting [the present life] with a new birth, they are the
causes of samsdra; because samsara is beginningless, they occur in a begin-
ningless series. Wrong knowledge ceases through right knowledge; when

67 See NBh 7,12-14 (quoted above, fn. 23, p. 193) and NBh 7,1-2: etasman mithyajia-
nad anukiilesv arthesu ragah pratikilesu ca dvesah / rdgadvesadhikardac casatyer-
syastiyamanalobhddayo dosa bhavanti /. “From this wrong knowledge [arise] desire
for things that are favourable [to the selfs pleasure]and aversion for those thatare
adverse [to it]. And because desire and aversion are at the head [of all the other
defects, in turn,] defects such as untruthfulness, envy, jealousy, [self-]conceit or
cupidity occur.” NSi 4.1.3 distinguishes three sorts of such defects: tat trairasyam
ragadvesamoharthantarabhavat /. “This [multitude of defects] is [divided] into three
groups, because desire, aversion and delusion are distinct things.”

68 dosanimittanam tattvajianad ahankaranivrttih /.

69 NBh 259,6-7: Sariradiduhk hdntam prameyam dosanimittam tadvisayatvan mithya-
jAanasya / tad idam tattvajfidnam tadvisayam utpannam aharikaram nivartayati /
samdnavisaye tayor virodhat /.

70 pravartandlaksana dosah /.
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wrong knowledge ceases, the series of desire and aversion is cut off; this is li-
beration.”!

Upon seeing defects and action as the cause of pain, someone who
practices the cultivation of the thought of pain gets rid of pain and thus
gets liberated:

On the other hand, he who sees pain, the basis of pain and pleasure [whichis
always] intermingled with pain [i.e., he who sees] that all of this is pain, tho-
roughly knows pain; and pain, [when] thoroughly known, is abandoned, be-
cause it is no [more] clung upon to, just as poisoned food. In the same way,
[he who knows pain] sees defects and action as the cause of pain; and as long
as the defects have not been abandoned, the annihilation of the series of
pains cannot occur; therefore he abandons the defects. And once defects have
been abandoned, activity does not lead to the connection [to a new birth] for
[someone] who has abandoned defilements, as has been said [in NS
4.1.34]72

Cultivating the thought of pain therefore brings about the power to cut
off (vicchid-) any craving, as Uddyotakara specifies:

[He] who cultivates [the thought that] everything is pain has the thought of
non-attachment (anabhirati) with respect to the three worlds. And for [him]
who dwells (upasina) in this [thought]|, the craving regarding the three
worlds is cut off. What [we] call craving is one’s longing for rebirth. He who
cultivates [the thought] that everything is pain does not have this [craving];
for nobody longs for pain. Since [he] has abandonned [this] craving, he no
[longer] cings to these [things] which are instrumental in rebirth. Because
[he] does not cling to them, merit and demerit that have not yet arisen no
[longer] occur; as for the merit and demerit that have already arisen, they are

71 NBh 219,11-13: buddhisamdnasrayatvad atmagunah / pravrttihetutvat punarbha-
vapratisandhanasamarthydc ca samsdrahetavah / samsarasyanaditvad anadina pra-
bandhena pravartante / mithyajiananivrttis tattvajiianat / mithydjfiiananivrttau ra-
gadvesaprabandhavicchedo ‘pavarga iti /.

72 NBh 258,15-20: yas tu duhkham duhkhdayatanam duhkhanusaktam sukham ca sar-
vam idam duhkham iti pasyati sa duhkham parijanati / parijiatam ca duhkham
prahinam bhavaty anupadanat savisannavat / evam dosan karma ca duhkhahetur iti
pasyati / na caprahinesu dosesu duhkhaprabandhocchedena sakyam bhavitum iti sa
dosan prajahati / prahinesu ca dosesu na pravrttih pratisandhandya hinaklesasyety
uktam /.
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exhausted through [his] experiences. Because of the annihilation of the seed
of samsara that is merit and demerit, he is liberated, i.e., he is not born
again.”

Here, Uddyotakara seems to have in mind another passage from Paksi-
lasvamin’s NBh:

Thus, for [someone] who sees that every locus of the arising [of the body,
sense organs and cognitions] is intermingled with various torments, the
thought of pain is firmly established with respect to both pleasure and the
means of obtaining pleasure[, namely] the body, sense organs and cognitions.
And because of this firm establishment of the thought of pain, [this individ-
ual] has the thought of non-attachment with respect to all worlds. [And] for
[him] who dwells in this thought of non-attachment with respect to all
worlds, the craving regarding all worlds is cut off. Because of the abandon-
ment of craving, he is freed from all pain, just as [someone] who understands
that milk is poison because of [its] having poison [in it] does not cling to
[milk, and] not clinging [to it], does notsuffer the pain of death.7#

The cultivation of the thought of pain is thus presented as the antidote
(pratipaksa) to pleasure, which for its part is compared to poisoned
food7s Paksilasvamin, while commenting on NSt 4.1.58 (which he

73

74

75

NV 59,20-60,5: sarvam duhkham bhavayatas trailokye ’syanabhiratisafijiia bhava-
ti / tam copdsinasya trailokyavisaya trsnd vicchidyate / trsna nama punarbhava-
prarthana / sasya sarvam duhkham iti bhavayato na bhavati / na hi kascid duhkham
prarthayate / trsnaprahanad yani punarbhavasadhandni / tani nopadatte / tadan-
upadandad andagatau dharmadharmau na bhavatah / yav apy utpannau dharma-
dharmau tav apy upabhogat praksayam gacchatah / so 'vam dharmadharmalaksa-
nasya samsarabijasyocchedad apavrjyate na punar jayata iti /.

NBh 245,9-14: evam sarvam utpattisthanam vividhabddhananusaktam pasyatah su-
khe ca sukhasadhanesu ca Sarirendriyabuddhisu duhkhasafijiia vyavatisthate / duh-
khasafijiidvyavasthandc ca sarvalokesv anabhiratisaiijiia bhavati / sarvalokesv ana-
bhiratisafjiam updsinasya sarvalokavisaya trsna vicchidyate / trsnaprahdnat sarva-
duhkhad vimucyata iti / yatha visayogat payo visam iti budhyamano nopadatte /
anupdadadano maranaduhkham napnotiti /.

For occurrences of the comparison of food poison in Nyaya texts besides NBh
245,9-14 and NBh 247,3-11 (quoted below, fn. 78, p. 206), see NBh 258,15-20
(quoted above, fn. 71, p. 204); see also, e.g., NBh 8,2-3: tad yatha madhuvisasampr-
ktam annam anddeyam evam sukham duhkhdanusaktam anddeyam iti /. “Therefore,
just as food mixed with honey and poison is to be avoided, in the same way, plea-
sure, which is intermingled with pain, is to be avoided.”
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takes to prescribe the cultivation of the thought of pain),’¢ further
explains:

And indeed, this [individual] firmly established in the consciousness of plea-
sure [wrongly] believes pleasure to be the highest human goal[, thinking]:
“There is no higher good besides pleasure; when pleasure is obtained, the
goal is attained, what was to be done is done.” Because of a wrong concep-
tion, he is attached (samrajyate) to pleasure and the objects that are means of
obtaining it. Being attached (samrakta), he attempts [to obtain] pleasure.
[And] for this [individual thus] attempting [to obtain pleasure] arises a pain
of various kinds that is the cause of [re-]birth, old age, disease, death, the
contact with undesirable [things], the separation from desirable [things], and
the non-occurrence of the [things he] longs for; [and] he wrongly believes all
this variety of pain to be pleasure. Pain involves (ariga) pleasure: without
getting pain, one cannot obtain pleasure. He whose intelligence is troubled by
the thought of pleasure, [thinking about pain]: “This is [all] pleasure because
it is aimed at [bringing about pleasure],” does not escape samsdra since he
runs [through it like the tiny creatures ceaselessly revolving in the state
described in the scriptures as] “Be born! Die!” (jayasva mriyasva).”” Therefore
[the NSi] teaches the antidote (pratipaksa) to this thought of pleasure,
[namely] the cultivation of the thought of pain.”8

76 NSu 4.1.58 states duhkhavikalpe sukhabhimdnac ca /. “And because one wrongly

7

7
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believes the variety of pain to be pleasure.” According to NBh 247,3, the following
should be supplied: duhkhasaiijiidbhavanopadesah kriyate, “[we] teach the cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain.”

See ChU 5.10.8: athaitayoh pathor na katarenacana tanimani ksudrany asakrd avar-
tini bhiitani bhavanti jayasva mriyasveti / etat trtiyam sthanam /. “Then there are
those proceeding on neither of these two paths - they become the tiny creatures
revolving ceaselessly. ‘Be born! Die!’ - that is a third state.” Translation Olivelle
1998:237.

NBh 247,3-11: ayam ca khalu sukhasamvedane vyavasthitah sukham paramapuru-
sdartham manyate / na sukhdd anyan nih§reyasam asti / sukhe prapte caritdrthah
krtakaraniyo bhavatiti / mithydsankalpat sukhe tatsadhanesu ca visayesu samraj-
yate / samraktah sukhaya ghatate / ghatamanasyasya janmajaravyadhiprayananis-
tasamprayogestaviprayogaprarthitanup apattinimittam anekavidham yavad duh-
kham utpadyate / tad duhkhavikalpam sukham ity abhimanyate / sukhangab hiitam
duhkham / na duhkham andsadya Sakyam sukham avaptum / tadarthydt sukham
evedam iti sukhasarfijiiopahataprajiio jdyasva mriyasveti sandhavatiti samsaram
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Uddyotakara too explains:

And he who wrongly believes that the variety of pain accruing to [someone]
who makes efforts so as to obtain pleasure is pleasure because it is a cause of
pleasure clings to it again [and again]. He does not escape samsara [i.e.,] he is
born again and again. The antidote to this thought of pleasure is taught
[here - namely, the thought that] everything is pain.”®

Dharmakirti devotes a great part of the stanzas translated below to
criticizing the Naiyayikas’ understanding of duhkhabhavana and to dis-
tinguishing it from the Buddhist understanding of duhkhabhdvana.
This fact is worth noting, because the reason why Dharmakirti primar-
ily targets Naiyayikas in this debate may well be the (at least apparent)
proximity of the Nyaya’s soteriology with that of Buddhism. For al-
though the Naiyayikas claim that liberation is a process of discrimina-
tion and isolation of the self from what it is not, and although they cri-
ticize the Buddhist view that no self is liberated, their soteriological
categories resemble very much the Buddhist ones. Similarities are par-
ticularly obvious in, e.g., the meditation on the thought of pain, but also
in meditations aimed at provoking disgust, the notion of right know-
ledge as an antidote to bondage, the three types of defects, concepts
that are analogous to the Buddhists’ bhava- and vibhava-trsnad, similari-
ties with certain sequences of pratityasamutpdda, reinterpretation of
the Buddhists’ four wrong notions, etc.8 As already noted by several
modern scholars, in all probability these resemblances are due to the
fact that the Nyaya'’s soteriology was influenced by that of Buddhism
through the intermediary of the YSi and YBh.81 These borrowings

nativartate / tad asyah sukhasaiijfidyah pratipakso duhkhasaiijfiabhavanam upadis-
yate /.

79 NV 463,17-464,2: yas ca sukhartham yatamadnasya duhkhavikalpo bhavati tam su-
khangabhavat sukham ity abhimanyamanah punas tad upadatte / punah punar
jayata iti na samsdaram ativartate / tasyah sukhasarijiiayah pratipaksa upadeso 'yam
kriyate sarvam duhkham iti /.

80 See, e.g, Faddegon 1969: 352, Vetter 1990: 127, fn. 1 (which suggests in particular
that the Nyaya’'s method of the cultivation of the thought of pain was borrowed
from Buddhism) and Halbfass 1997: 160 and 163, n. 37.

81 On the influence of the YSii and YBh on the NBh, see, e.g, Oberhammer 1964: 312-
315. On the absorption of Buddhist soteriological aspects within the YSa and YBh
see, e.g, La Vallée Poussin 1937, Wezler 1987: 375-378 and Bronkhorst 1994. On
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might be the reason why Dharmakirti is so eager to present the Naiya-
yikas’ soteriological doctrine as a sort of misunderstanding of the
Buddhist doctrine of salvation - a misunderstanding that, according to
him, stems from the belief in the self’s existence to which the Naiya-
yikas continue to cling,

3.3. TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY OF PV 2.220-256

3.3.1. Dharmakirti’s Main Point: Detachment Presupposes
Detachment from the Self (PV 2.220-225)

As seen above, the Naiyayikas hold that liberation consists in achieving
a state of detachment where the self is entirely disconnected from the
various means of realizing pleasure (such as our body or sense organs)
that we wrongly take to belong to the self, whereas these means of
realizing pleasure are only adventiously associated to the self. Thus ac-
cording to Manorathanandin, the debate between a proponent of the
existence of the self (Atmavadin) and a proponent of selflessness (Nair-
atmyavadin) starts with this assertion from the Atmavadin:

Objection: Even if [someone] has an attachment to the self, due to [his] de-
tachment from what [supposedly] belongs to the self [and] is the means to
realize pleasure, he is not entangled in samsara32

Dharmakirti’s answer runs as follows:

(2.220) Of necessity, [someone] who is attached to the self is not detached
(virajyate) from what [supposedly] belongs to the [self and is the means to
realize pleasure].83 And there is no cause [that would allow him] to eliminate

the hypothesis that Buddhism influenced the Nyaya soteriology through this ab-
sorption, see, e.g., Wezler 1984: 336, Oberhammer 1984: 38ff. and Slaje 1995: 121 -
122. As for the alternative possibility that the cause of these resemblances may lie
in some other common source, see Oberhammer 1977: 210, fn. 287.

82 PVV 87,19-20: yady apy atmani snehavan tathapy atmiye sukhasadhane vairdgyan
na samsaratiti cet /. To be compared with the nearly identical PVP D96a3/P110b8.

83 According to PVP D96a4/P111al and PVV 87,21. Note PVT Ne D139a2-3/P171b4-
5: bdag gi chags pa gan yin pa de bdag tu chags pa dan ldan pa dan ’brel pa tsam gyis
byas pa yin gyirgyu lhag pa la ltos pa ni ma yin no // ’brel pa deyan dus thams cad
du khyad par med pa yin no Zes bya bar dgons so //. “Attachment to what [suppo-
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[his] attachment to a self [regarded as] free from defects [i.e., free from suf-
fering and absolutely devoid of affliction]8+.85

From the very beginning of the discussion, Dharmakirti states the gist
of his critique of the Nyaya position: no one can achieve detachment
from what supposedly belongs to the self without being detached from
the self, and the Naiyayika, by claiming that the self is free of defects
(i.e., devoid of any of the aspects that bind us to suffering and samsara),
makes liberation an unattainable goal. Manorathanandin draws the
consequence of this assertion:

Therefore how [could] liberation [be achieved] through a detachment that
would regard [merely] what [supposedly] belongs to the self [and not the at-
tachment to the self], since attachment to the self is contradictory to detach-
ment from what [supposedly] belongs to the self?86

The Naiyayika claims that liberation consists in freeing ourselves from
our attachment to various factors that we wrongly take to belong to the
self; but Dharmakirti points out that we cannot get rid of what we
wrongly consider to belong to the self as long as we do not get rid of
our attachment to the self itself.

(2.221a) Objection: [It is not the self but one’s] attachment [to the self which]
is defective [and should be eliminated].8”

The Atmavadin objects that the self is not defective in itself, and that it
is only the attachment to it that should be abandoned in order to reach
liberation, as Devendrabuddhi explains:

sedly] belongs to the self is due merely to the relation to possessing attachment to
the self, but does not depend on any additional cause. Now, this relation never
differs. Such is the intention.”

84 According to PVP D96a6-7/P111a4-5 (skyes bu de ni sdug bsnal dan bral ba dan
gcig tu rnam par ‘tshe ba med pa’i bdag ‘dod pa yin pa de ltar na bdag la chags pa
dan bral ba fiid ma yin no //. Tib. rnam par ‘tshe ba may render Skt. vihetha or vi-
himsa).

85 PV 2.220: niyamendatmani snihyams tadiye na virajyate / na casty datmani nirdose
snehdpagamakdranam /. See Devendrabuddhi’s formal application (prayoga) in
PVP D96a7-b1/P111a5-7.

86 PVV 87,22: tat katham atmiyavirdgan muktih / atmasnehasyatmiyavairagyavirodhi-
tvat /.

87 PV 2.221a:snehah sadosa iti cet.
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The opponent thinks as follows: The selfis free from defects, but[itis] the at-
tachment to this [immaculate self that] is defective. [And] since [it is] defec-
tive, the wise ought to eliminate [it], as [one ought to eliminate] a finger bit-
ten by a snake.s8

Manorathanandin similarly clarifies the Atmavadin’s position in the
following way:

Even though the selfis free from defects, the attachment to itis defective.8

Here is Dharmakirti’s riposte:
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(2.221b-222) [Dharmakirti:] Then [ie., since attachment is defective and
hence ought to be eliminated,]® what [should be done]? [The Atmavadin:]
Getrid of it! [Dharmakirti: But] it is impossible to get rid of this [attachment]
if its object], the self]9! is [regarded as] unblemished (adiisita). [And indeed,]
the elimination of desire, aversion, etc.,% which are related to [i.e., arise from
one’s seeing] good qualities and defects [in a certain object, can only be] due
to [the fact that one] no [longer] sees these [good qualities and defects] in the
object; but [this elimination can]not [take place according to] the method
(krama) that [obtains] in the [case of] external [things].%3

PVP D96b2-3/P111a7-8: bdag ni fies pa med pa fiid yin la / de la chags pa gan yin
pa de fiid fies pa dan Idan pa yin no // fies pa dan Idan pa fiid kyi phyir mkhas pa fid
kyis dor bar bya ba yin te / sbrul gyis zin pa’i sor mo bZin no Zes de Itar gZan dag
sems so //. On the comparison with a finger bitten by a snake, see below, fn. 123, p.
219.

PVV 88,1: yady apy atma nirdosas tathapi snehah sadosa iti.

According to PVP D96b3/P111b1 (fies pa dan bcas pa yin na and bdag tu chags pa
skyon dan Idan pa fiid yin pa’i phyir) and PVV 88,1 (tatah sadosatvat).

According to PVP D96b4 /P111b2 (bdag) and PVV 88,4 (datmani).

According to PVP D96b7/P111b6, “etc.” includes jealousy (*irsya). For a definition
of irsyd, see PVT Ne D139a7/P172a3.

PV 2.221b-222: tatah kim tasya varjanam / adisite ‘sya visaye na Sakyam tasyavar-
janam // prahdnir icchddvesader gunadosanubandhinah / tayor adrster? visaye na
tu bahyesu yah kramah //. [* PVuiy and PVpyy read adrstir, whereas PVwiy(tib) reads,
together with the PVP (passim), ma mthon bas.] This might be related to the
commentators’ explanation of prahani as prahanyupaya (PVP D97a1/P111b7 and
PVV 88,10-11). Understanding prahani as prahanyupaya allows one to read adrstih
(“[The means for| eliminating [...] is [one’s] failing to see [...]"), whereas under-
standing prahani alone fits well the ablative adrsteh, indicating the means or cause
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According to Dharmakirti, if, as the Atmavadin claims, it is only our at-
tachment to the self that is defective while the self remains free of de-
fects, then nothing can remove our attachment to the self. Manoratha-
nandin (anticipating Dharmakirti’s own explanation in PV 2.223) speci-
fies that we could get rid of attachment if attachment were merely due
to our seeing positive qualities in the very fact of being attached: upon
realizing that attachment is defective, we would cease to be attached.
But we are attached to something insofar as we see good qualities in
the thing to which we are attached. Therefore if the very object of our
attachment, namely the self, is not considered to be defective, it is
impossible to cease being attached to it:

Indeed, attachment is not clung to or abandoned due to its own good qualities
and defects, but [due to those] of [its] object. Now, [according to you] this
object][, the self] is free from defects; therefore how to get rid of [attachment
to] it?®*

Seeing the self as free of defects in fact means attributing to it a posi-
tive quality, namely the property of really existing; and it is this attri-
bution that prevents us from getting rid of our attachment to the self.
Thus, while commenting on Devendrabuddhi,’s Sakyabuddhi specifies
that if the self is not regarded as defective, it is impossible to cease be-
ing attached to it, “because the attachment to the self only arises from

of this elimination. On the issue of upaya, note Sakyabuddhi’s (PVT Ne D139b1-
2/P172a5-6) interesting explanation: ma mthon ba tsam ni thabs su ‘qyur ba ma yin
te / med pa ni rgyu ma yin pa’i phyir ro // ‘on kyan yon tan ma mthon ba dan skyon
ma mthon bas 'dod chags dan Ze sdan mi skye ba de la go rim bZin du yon tan mthon
ba ma yin pa dan skyon mthon ba ma yin pa fiid ma yin par dgag pas mthon ba min
pa’i sgras bsad pa yin no //.“The mere absence of vision cannot be a means, for an
absence is not a cause[, and this is the reason why the negation in adrsti is not a
categorical one (prasajyapratisedha)]. Rather, [it is] through the non-vision of good
qualities and the non-vision of defects [that] desire and aversion no [longer] arise.
Here, the word ‘non-vision’ expresses, by [way of] an affirmative negation (*pary-
uddsapratisedha), the fact that one does not see good qualities and does not see
defects, respectively.”

9 PVV 88,4-6: na hi snehah svagunadosabhydm upadiyate tyajyate va / kim tu visqya-
sya / visayas ca nirdosa iti katham asya varjanam /.

9 See PVP D96b4-5/P111b2-3.
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the [false] view of the self as [really] existing.”% As a consequence, we
cannot eliminate “desire, aversion, etc.,” or, as the Naiyayikas put it,
“desire, aversion and delusion (moha)” - which constitute the defects
of the transmigrating individual’ - as we could get rid of some un-
wanted thing that we would regard as external to us.9%8

Indeed, Sridhara for instance claims that detachment from the
means of realizing pleasure arises in the same way as our avoidance of
ordinary unwanted things such as snakes or thorns, i.e., through a con-
scious effort to get rid of them caused by the realization that they are
defective:

[We] see [that people] avoid objects such as snakes, thorns and so on through
an effort thatis a particular quality of the self[and consists in] an intentional
avoidance which presupposes the perception of a particular defect [in them].
From this [we] understand [that] the definitive avoidance of the body and
[other means of realizing pleasure] too has as its cause the particular quality
of the self that is [an effort consisting in] an intentional avoidance which pre-
supposes the perception of the defects in the [things to be avoided].»

However, as Devendrabuddhi emphasizes, one cannot get rid of the at-
tachment to the self as one gets rid of undesirable entities that do not
belong to the mental sphere, since attachment of the self cannot be

% PVT Ne D139a5/D171b8: bdag tu chags pa ni bdag yod pa fiid du Ita ba tsam las
skyes pa can fiid yin pa’i phyir.
97 See above, fn. 67,p.203,and 71, p. 204.

9% According to Prajfiakaragupta, the phrase “but [this elimination can]not [take place
according to] the method (krama) that [obtains] in the [case of] external [things]”
is a reply to the following: “Objection: But one [can] abandon something external,
even though it is endowed with good qualities.” (PVA 148,19 athapi syat / bahyam
vastu gunavad api parityajyate /.) However, as the other commentators emphasize,
Dharmakirti’s main point here seems to be rather that we can get rid of an external
thing just because we do not want it (aniccha), whereas we cannot get rid of our
attachment to the self (however hard we may want to abandon this attachment) as
long as we do not eliminate its cause, i.e, our belief in the self.

99 NK 27,1-3: drsto visayanam ahikantakadindm parityago visesadosadarsanaptirva-
kabhisandhikrtanivartakdatmavisesagunat prayatnat / tena Sariradinam dtyantikah
parityago ’pi taddosadarsanapirvakabhisandhikrtanivartakatmavisesagunanimitto
vijiiata iti [...] /.
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uprooted as long as one does not eliminate its cause, i.e., the belief in
the self’s very existence:

When one has caught [something]| undesirable like a thorn, one eliminates it
[by removing it and putting it] elsewhere, but itis not so with mental quali-
ties (*manoguna) [such as desire and aversion]. Therefore, how [can] attach-
ment to the self (*atmabhisvarga?), which comes from [one’s] seeing the self
as [really] existing, [be] eliminated as long as it has not been [clearly] es-
tablished that [its] cause (*nimitta), the [false] view of self, no [longer]| ex-
ists7100

Manorathanandin too explains that while we can abandon some exter-
nal thing just because we do not want it, we cannot get rid of our at-
tachment to the self as long as the very cause of this attachment, i.e.,
the wrong notion that the self exists, is complete (avikala), i.e., as long
as the conditions for the production of its effect remain intact:

However, [it is] not [the case that] the method [employed] with respect to ex-
ternal things, viz. eliminating [them] just because [we] do not want [them]
(aniccha), can also be employed with respect to internal [factors] such as at-
tachment. [For] it is possible to eliminate [something] external that is [in
turn] dependent on [some] external [factor just] because [we] do not want it,
but it is not possible to uproot [attachment, etc. ] which are dependent on the
[false] view of a self], just because we do not want it], since [attachment]
arises because [its] cause[, the false view of a self)] is complete. 10t

Dharmakirti goes on:

(2.223) [And] indeed, attachment is not due to the good qualities [seen in] at-
tachment [itself]; rather, [itis due] to [one’s] seeing good qualities in the ob-

100 PVP D97a2-3/P112al1-2: tsher ma la sogs pa mnon par mi 'dod pa gan yin pa de
phyun nas gZan du "dor bar byed pa de Itar yid kyi yon tan rnams ni mayin no // de
bas na bdag yod pa fiid du Ita ba’i sgo nas ‘ons pa’i bdag tu mrion par chags pa ni ji
srid bdag tu mthon ba’i rgyu mtshan med par® ma grub pa de srid du gan las spans pa
yin /.aTaking PV 2.223 and PVV 88,15-17 (quoted below, fn. 101) into consid era-
tion, one is tempted to read rgyu ma tshan (ba) med par instead of rgyu mtshan med
par,ie, “aslong as it is not established that its cause, the [false] view of a self, is no
[longer] complete.”

101 PVV 88,15-17: na tu bahyesu vastusu yah kramo ’nicchamatrakrtatyagaripah sa
antaresv api snehadisu yuktah / bahyadhinam bahyam anicchaya tyaktum sakyam /
atmadarsanadhinam tu na Sakyapariharam / avikalahetutvenotpatteh /.
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ject [of attachment. Now] if this cause is complete, what [will] prevent [its]
effect [viz. attachment to the self, from arising] 7102

According to Dharmakirti, attachment does not grow from our seeing
positive qualities in attachment itself, but rather, from our seeing good
qualities in the object of our attachment. As Devendrabuddhi points
out, this means that we cannot put an end to attachment just be cause
we see the defects of being attached:

If attachment [simply] arose due to seeing good qualities in attachment to the
self, then this [attachment]| could cease to exist due to seeing defects in it.
[But this is not the case.]103

Dharmakirti further argues that attachment to the self cannot be elimi-
nated as long as its cause is complete, and Manorathanandin explains
that this cause is “the good quality [that we see] in the object [of our
attachment].”104 Devendrabuddhi specifies that the quality thus attri-
buted to the self is its mere existence:

The cause of [one’s] seeing good qualities in the attachment to the self is
simply that one sees the self as [really] existing. [Now,] this [cause€] is com-
plete.105

As long as the cause of our attachment to the self remains intact, this
attachment cannot be eliminated. However, the Atmavadin has stated
earlier that the attachment to the self is defective, and Dharmakirti is
now about to ask him a question that Devendrabuddhi introduces in
the following way:

102 PV 2.223: na hi snehagunat snehah kim tv arthagunadarsanat / kdrane 'vikale tasmin
karyam kena nivaryate //.

103 PVP D97a5/P112a4-5: gal te bdag tu chags pa la yon tan du Ita ba las chags pa skye
bar ‘gyur ba de’i tshe de fies par mthon ba las de med par 'gyur na. The sentence is an
introduction to PV 2.223. Manorathanandin (PVV 88,18) simply introduces Dhar-

makirti’'s verse with kim ca. As for Prajiakaragupta (PVA 148,26),he holds PV 2.223
to provide a summary (sarigraha) of what precedes.

104 PVV 88,22: kdrane ‘vikale tasmin visayagune.

105 PVP D97a6/P112a5-6: bdag la chags pa’i yon tan mthon ba’i rgyu mtshan yan bdag
yod pa mthon ba tsam fiid yin no // de ma tshan ba med pa yin no //. See Devendra-
buddhi’s prayoga in PVP D97a7-b2 /P112a7-b1.
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[You have] said: Attachment is defective, and what is defective ought to be
abandoned by the wise, as a finger bitten by a snake. Now, attachment to the
self is defective [and] hence ought to be abandoned. With regard to this], let

us ask the following question]:106

(2.224) Or, what [does] the defectiveness which [you] observe in attachment
[consist of, so that attachment to the self would have to be abandoned]107? [If
you answer: The defectiveness of attachment consists in its being] the basis
of pain[, we shall reply: But] even so [i.e., even if this attachment is the cause
of pain,108 there will be] no detachment from it, just as [one is not detached]
from the self [in spite of its being the cause of pain], because one sees [it] as
being one’s own.19

According to the Atmavadin, attachment to the self must be abandoned
because it is the basis, i.e., the cause, of pain. Devendrabuddhi explains
that the Atmavadin thus regards attachment as the basis of pain
because due to it one craves for pleasure and thus clings to samsara,
which in turn is pain:

[He] who craves (*paritrsnavat) for pleasure due to attachment to the self
will cling to samsara, which is pain (*duhkhabhiita). Therefore the defect of
attachment is nothing but [its being] the cause of pain (*duhkhahetu), [and]
thus it is established as being defective10

106 PVP D97b2-3/P112b1-3: chags pa ni skyon dan bcas pa yin Zin / fies pa dan Idan pa
gan yin pa de mkhas pa rnams kyis dor bar bya ba yin te / dper na sbrul gyis zin pa’i
sor mo Ita bu’o // bdag tu chags pa yan fies pa dan ldan pa yin pa de bas na dor bar
bya ba yin no Zes bsad pa gan yin pa dela [...] /.

107 According to PVP D97b3/P112b3 (gan gis 'di spans yin) and PVV 89,1 (yendayam
varjayitavyah).

108 According to PVV 89,5 (tathdpi duhkhahetutve 'pi). PVP D97b5-6/P112b6-7: gal te
yan de sdug bsnal gyi rten fiid yin pa’i phyir fies pa dan Idan pa dor bar bya ba yin
pa / deltar yan [...] /. “Even if this [attachment, which is] defective due to its being
the basis of pain, ought tobe abandoned, even so [...].”

109 PV 2.224: ka va sadosatd drsta snehe duhkhasamasrayah / tathdpi na virdgo ‘tra
svatvadrster yathatmani / /.

110 PVP D97b4/P112b4-5: bdag tu chags pa las bde ba la yorns su sred pa dan ldan pa
sdug bsnal du gyur pa’i ’khor ba len par ‘gyur ro // de bas na chags pa’i fies pa ni
sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yin pa de Itar na skyon dan Idan par grub pa fiid do //. See
also Devendrabuddhi’s prayoga in PVP D97b4-5/P112b5-6.



216 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Manorathanandin gives a similar explanation:

To explain: [he] who is attached to the self craves for the means of realizing
the [selfs] pleasure [and therefore] clings to samsdra, which is pain.!11

However, according to Dharmakirti, even though the Atmavadin may
be right to regard attachment to the self as the cause of pain, he fails to
see that this attachment cannot be eliminated as long as it is consi-
dered one’s own. For regarding something as one’s own (whether this
thing is seen as a cause of pain or not) is nothing but being attached to
it; and the belief that something is our own stems from the belief in the
self’s existence. Thus Devendrabuddhi explains:

Just as one is not detached from the self even though the self is the cause of
pain, becauseit is the cause of the notion of “one’s own,” in the same way, one
will not be detached from the attachment to the self, if it is grasped as one’s
own, evenifitis the cause of pain.112

The Atmavadin, however, refuses to draw from this the conclusion that
the cause of pain is in fact the atman itself:

(2.225) Objection: The selfis not a cause of pain [when] in isolation (vina)
from these [factors that are attachment, cognition and sense organs, but only
when associated with them. Answer: But] these [factors] too are such [i.e.,
they are not causes of pain inisolation but only insofar as they are associated
with the self]! [And] thus, both of them [viz, the self and factors such as at-
tachment] are [equally] free from defects [since neither are causes of pain in
isolation]; therefore [one can]not [become] detached from either of them.113

111 PVV 89,2: tatha hy atmani snihyan tatsukhasadhanesu trsnavan duhk habhiitam sam-
saram upddatte /.

11z pVP D97b6-7/P112b7-8: ji Itar bdag la ran gi blo rgyu yin pa’i phyir / bdag sdug
bsnal gyi rgyu yin na yan 'dod chags dan bral ba ma yin pa de Itar bdag la chags pa
yan ran fiid du bzun ba na sdug bsnal gyi rten fiid yin na yan ‘dod chags dan bral bar
‘gyur ba ma yin pa [...] /. Note also PVV 89,5-6: yathatmani svatvadrster duhkha-
nidanabhtitdyd hetav atmani na virdgah /. “Just as one is not detached from the self,
which is the cause of [one’s] seeing [something] as one’s own, which [in turn] is the
cause of pain.” See also Devendrabuddhi’s prayoga in PVP D97b7-98a1/P113al-2.

13 PV 2.225: na tair vina duhkhahetur atma cet te ’pi tadrsah / nirdosam dvayam apy
evam vairagyam na dvayos tatah //.
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The Atmavadin defends his contention that although attachment to the
self is defective insofar as it produces suffering and bondage, the self,
for its part, is free of such defects. He does so by objecting, in accor-
dance with the Nyaya doctrine, that in fact the self is not the cause of
pain in itself, i.e.,, when isolated from the factors that we wrongly take
to be the self.114 It can legitimately be considered a cause of pain only
insofar as it is associated with them:

It is because it is endowed with [things] such as attachment, cognitions and
sense organs, which [supposedly] belong to it, that the self is a cause of pain,
but not in isolation (*kevala?). Thus only the attachment to the self, etc., are
defective, but not the self115

Dharmakirti replies that such a reasoning equally applies to the vari-
ous elements that, according to the Naiyayika, are adventitiously asso-
ciated to the self. Thus Devendrabuddhi explains:

114

115

116

Just as the self is not a cause of pain [when] in isolation, but [only] because it
is associated with [things] such as the attachment to the self, in the same way,
[things] such as the attachment to the self are not [causes of pain] in isolation,
but because they are associated with a self.116

On these factors see above, fn. 56, p. 200.

PVP D98a2-3/P113a2-3: bdag gi chags pa’i blo dan dban po la sogs pa dan ldan pa’i
phyir bdag sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fid yin gyi yan gar ba ni ma yin pa de ltar na bdag la
chags pa la sogs pa fiid fies pa dan ldan pa fiid yin gyi bdag ni ma yin no //. This
interpretation of bdag gi chags pa’i blo dan dban po la sogs pa dan ldan pa’i phyir is
based on the wording of PVV 89,10: (na taih) snehabuddhindriyadibhir atmiyair (vi-
na duhk hahetur atma cet /).

PVP D98a4-5/P113a6-7: ji ltar bdag yan gar ba sdug bsnal gyi rgyu ma yin gyi ‘on
kyan bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa dan ldan pa yin pa’i phyir yin pa de ltar na bdag la
chags pa la sogs pa yan yan gar ba ma yin gyi ‘on kyan bdag dan Idan pa fiid kyi phyir
ro //. Manorathanandin and Prajiiakaragupta provide a similar interpretation. Cf.
PVV 89,10-11: te 'pi snehadayas tadrsa atmanam antarena na duhkhahetavah /.
“These [things] too - such as the attachment to the self - are ‘such’ [i.e, they too]
are not causes of pain in isolation (antarena) from the self.” See also PVA 149,3-4:
na catmasnehddaya atmanam asrayam antarena duhkhahetavah /. “And [things]
such as attachment to the self are not causes of pain in isolation from the self, which
is [their] substratum (dsraya).”
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The Atmavadin must therefore acknowledge that neither the self nor
what we wrongly consider to belong to the self are defective in them-
selves:

Just as the isolated self is not defective since it is not a cause of pain, in the
same way, [things] such as the attachment to the self are not defective, since
they are not causes of pain [in isolation].11”

As a consequence, in the Nyaya perspective, it is impossible to reach
detachment either from the self or from these various factors, since
they are both seen as free of defects. And yet the Naiyayika himself ad-
mits that they are both defective insofar as they are both causes of pain
when associated:

Just as one does not become detached from the self, which entails the same
defect as [things] such as the attachment to the self and the sense organs, in
the same way, one will not become detached from [things] such as the at-
tachment to the self, which share the same defect as the self.118

In other words, liberation is impossible:

And thus, samsara and defects are difficult [i.e, impossible] to escape, be-
cause [their] cause is complete.119

3.3.2. Cultivating the Thought of Pain (duhkhabhavana)
Does Not Eliminate the Notion of Belonging to the Self
(atmiya) (PV 2.226-228)

The Atmavadin does not admit his defeat so easily. He puts forward a
new argument that involves what Paksilasvamin and Uddyotakara

117 PVP D98a5-6/P113a7-bl: ji ltar bdag yan gar ba sdug bsnal gyi rgyu ma yin pas fies
pa dan ldan pa ma yin pa de ltar bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa yan? sdug bsnal gyi rgyu
ma yin pas na bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa yan fies pa dan ldan pa ma yin no //. @
Although yan (*api) makes sense (but is redundant with the second yan), one
wonders whether yan gar ba (“isolated/in isolation”), or even yan yan gar ba are
not to be preferred.

118 PVP D98a7-b1/P113b1-3: ji Iltar bdag tu chags pa dan dban po la sogs pa dan fies
pa mtshuns pa can gyi bdag gi chags pa dan bral ba ma yin pa de Itar bdag dan
mtshuns pa’i fies pa bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa’i chags pa dan bral bar mi ‘gyur

ro//.

119 PVV 89,15: tatha ca samsdro dosas ca durvara hetusakalyat /.
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present as the Nyaya's main instrument of liberation, namely, the culti-
vation of the thought of pain.

(2.226) Objection: By [subjecting attachment, etc., to] the cultivation of [the
thought of] pain, one can [become detached from them in spite of their being
one’s own], as a limb bitten by a snake [can] be abandoned [although it is
one’s own, after one has become detached from it because of pain].120

According to Devendrabuddhi, the Atmavadin’s reasoning is as follows:

A human being cultivates [the thought of] pain [by seeing pain] in [things]
such as the attachment to the self; and by [thus] cultivating [the thought of]
pain, he becomes detached from [things] such as the attachment to the self, as
someone who cultivates [the thought of] pain abandons a limb bitten by a
snake, although [this limb is] grasped as his own.121

The Naiyayika opponent considers that it is indeed possible to become
detached from the factors wrongly thought to belong to the self by cul-
tivating the thought of pain with respect to them, i.e., by cultivating the
idea that they are in fact causes of pain and not means of pleasure: this
cultivation can make us abandon them, as Manorathanandin puts it,

just as the limb [that has been] bitten by a snake, although [it is] one’s own, is
abandoned after one has become detached [from it] due to pain, because [this
limb] is no [longer] a basis for enjoyment.122

While comparing this process to that of somebody resorting to the am-
putation of his own limb bitten by a snake, the Atmavadin might be im-
plying that the Buddhists, who also make use of this image in their so-
teriology,123 should acknowledge the possibility of eliminating attach-
ment to the self according to this analogy.

120 PV 2.226ab: duhkhabhavanaya syac ced ahidastangahanivat /.

121 PVP D98b3-4/P113b6-7: skyes bu bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la sdug bsnal du
sgom par byed cin sdug bsnal bsgom pas kyan bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la 'dod
chags dan bral bar ‘gyur te / dper na sbrul gyis yan lag bzun ba bdag gi fiid du fie bar
bzun ba de yan sdug bsnal bsgom pa dan ldan pas spon bar byed pa |...] /.

=

122 PVV 89,17: yathatmiyam apy ahidastam angam duhkhavasad virajya tyajyate / an-
upabhogdsrayatvat /.

123 See, e.g., RA 3.64: sbrul gyis zin la jilta bur / sor mo bcad la phan bsad pa / de bZin
thub pas gzZan phan pa / mi bde ba yan bya bar gsuns //.“Just as one says that it is
beneficial to cut off a finger when [it has been] bitten by a snake, so the sage
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Dharmakirti’s reply runs as follows:

(2.226¢d-228) [Answer:] The abandoning [of the sick limb occurs] due to
[one’s] abandoning the notion of [something] belonging to the self regarding
this [limb], but not in the contrary case [i.e., not as long as the notion that this
limb belongs to the self remains].12* [But] with regard to [things] such as the
[body and] sense organs,12> which are grasped as the basis of enjoyment [i.e,
as the means to realize it],126 what could prevent the idea that [they] are one’s
own? [And] therefore how (kutah) [could one ever become] detached from
them[, so that one could get rid of them]127? It is [indeed] obvious (pratyaksa)
to everybody [that] with respect to [things] such as hair that have fallen off
[one’s] body, a cognition accompanied by contempt (saghrna) arises, [whe-
reas] with respect to [such things when they have] not [fallen off yet,128 it is a
cognition] accompanied by love (sasprha) [that arises].12?

According to Dharmakirti, only someone who has already abandoned
the notion that a limb is his own - i.e.,, belongs to the self - accepts the
amputation of this limb. In Devendrabuddhi’s words:

124

125

126

127

128

129

(*muni) says that if it helps others, even a [temporary] displeasure (*asukha) can
be brought about.”

Our interpretation of atra relies on PVV 89,22: tatrahidastange. As for viparyaye,
Manorathanandin (PVV 89,22-23) interprets it as atmiyabuddhisattayam; see also
Devendrabuddhi’s commentary quoted below.

adi is explained lus kyi dban po la sogs pa (*Sarirendriyadi) in PVP D99al/P114a5.
PVA 149,12 mentions $ariradisu. PVT Ne D140b4/P173b6 also points to the body
(lons spyod pa’i rten fiid kyis ni lus bzun ba yin no / /).

asraya is explained sgrub par byed pa (*sddhana) in PVP D99al/P114a4-5, and
karanatvena in PVV 89,23. According to PVT Ne D140b1-5/P173b3-8, upabhoga
amounts to sukha, and dsraya to hetu (or kdarana), “because [it is] on their basis
[that] the pleasures of the self arise” (PVT Ne D140b4 /P173b6: de’i sgo nas bdag gi
bde ba skye ba’i phyir ro //). As for the sense organs, they are included because they
are instrumental in the pleasures of the self (*atmasukhasadhana) insofar as they
grasp objects (*visayagrahana).

According to PVV 89,25 (yena tyajyate).

According to PVV 90,4 (anyatracyutesu).

PV 2.226cd-228: atmiyabuddhihanyadtra tydgo na tu viparyaye // upabhogasraya-
tvena grhitesv indriyadisu / svatvadhih kena varyeta vairagyam tatra tat kutah //
pratyaksam eva sarvasya kesadisu kalevardt / cyutesu saghrna buddhir jayate 'nya-
tra sasprha //.
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As long as one has not abandoned the notion that the limb bitten by a snakeis
the basis of enjoyment, one does not proceed to eliminate [it. But] when one
gets rid of the notion of [something] belonging to the self regarding it, [think-
ing:] “If it is not in its natural condition, this sick limb is not the basis of
enjoyment,” then one can eliminate this limb [...] Therefore as long as the no-
tion of [something] belonging to the self exists, one does not get rid [of any-
thing].130

If we consider our body or sense organs as ours, how could we ever
become detached from them? Or, as Manorathanandin puts it, “[how
could one ever become detached from] them [whereas, insofar as they
are] means of realizing enjoyment, [they are] parts of oneself?”131
Dharmakirti gives an example favoured by Buddhist authors, 132 namely
that of those elements (such as hairs or nails) that we love as long as
we regard them as part of ourselves, and to which we become indiffe-
rent or averse when they fall off the body: we keep loving them as long
as they are part of our body (which is in turn a means of realizing plea-
sure) so that we regard them as ours, 133 and we only cease being at-

130 PVP D98b6-7 /P114a2-4: ji srid du sbrul gyis bzun ba’i yan lag la lons spyod pa’i rten
qvi blo iams pa med pa de srid du dor bar spro ba ma yin no // gan gi tshe ran bZin
du gnas par ma gyur pa na man chad yan lag “di lons spyod pa’i rten ma yin no Zes de
la bdag gi blo "dor bar byed pa de’i tshe yan lag de dor bar ‘gyur ro // [...] de bas na ji
srid du bdag gi blo yod pa de srid du dor ba ma yinno //.

131 PVV 89,24-25: tatropabhogasddhane sviyavayave.

132 As noted in Vetter 1990: 128, fn. 1, the passage is reminiscent of VisM 195,29-
196,1: tathahi kesalomanakhadantakhelasinghdnika-uccarapassavadisu ekakottha-
sam pi sarirato bahi patitam satta hatthena chupitum pi na icchanti attiyanti hara-
yanti jigucchanti / yam yam pan’ettha avasesam hoti tam tam ti evam patikilam pi
samdnam avijjandhakarapariyonaddha attasinehardgaratta ittham kantam niccam
sukham attati ganhanti /. “And then, when any such bits of it as head hairs, body
hairs, nails, teeth, spittle, snot, excrement or urine have dropped off the body,
beings will not touch them; they are ashamed, humiliated and disgusted. But as
long as anyone of these things remains in it, though it is just as repulsive, they take
it as agreeable, desirable, permanent, pleasant, self, because they are wrapped in
the murk of ignorance and dyed with affection and greed for the self.” Translation
Nanamoli 2010: 184.

See PVP D99a3/P114a7-8: skra la sogs pa lus las tha dad par ma gyur pa bdag gi
fild du kun nas bzun ba yod na chags pa’i blo byun ba bZin no //. “As a cognition
accompanied by love arises when [things] like [one’s] hair, which are not separated
[yet] from [one’s] body, are grasped as being one’s own.”

13

@
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tached to them inasmuch as our belief that they belong to us disap-
pears.134

3.3.3. The Criticism of the Self’s Relations with What One
Ought to be Detached From (PV 2.229)

The commentators explain that the Atmavadin (who, according to Pra-
jiakaragupta, is relying on the doctrine of the “VaiSesika, etc.,”135 i.e,,
here, most probably the Nyaya doctrine of liberation) then objects the
following:

Objection: One abandons the very notion of [something] belonging to the self
by cultivating [the thought of] pain [with regard to the different factors
regarded as belonging to the self].136

Dharmakirti replies:

(2.229) Indeed, the idea of one’s own [that applies] to these [factors]137 is
generated by [their various] relations [to the self],!38 e.g., [the relation of]

134 See PVP D99a2-3/P114a7: skyon bcas blo ni skye ‘gyur ro // ran gi blo ni ma rtogs
te / na’i lons spyod kyi rten sgrub par byed pa yin no Zes blo dan bral ba’i phyirro //.
“[With respect to things such as hair that have fallen off one’s body,] a cognition
accompanied by contempt (*saghrna) arises; [i.e,] the cognition of one’s own
(*sva[tva]buddhi) is no [longer] perceived, because it is devoid of the cognition
(*buddhi) that [these things] are instrumental (*sadhana, *sddhaka) in [being] the
basis of the I's enjoyment.” Note, however, that Manorathanandin seems to under-
stand that in both cases the hair, etc, are cognized as belonging to the self. See PVV
90,3-4: etac ca pratyaksam eva sarvasya kesadisu kalevardc cyutesv atmiyabuddhi-
visayesu saghrna buddhir jayate / janasyanyatracyutesv atmiyabuddhivisayesu sa-
sprha /. “And this is obvious for everybody: a cognition accompanied by contempt
arises with respect to [things] such as hair that have fallen off the body [and] are
the object of the cognition of belonging to the self;2 [and] people have [a cognition]
accompanied with love with respect to [such things] that are the object of the cog-
nition of belonging to the self ‘when [they have] not’ [ie,] when they have not
fallen [yet].” @ Although PVVus 17a5 bears the same reading as the edition, we
wonder whether the first atmiyabuddhivisayesu could be a corruption of andtmiya-
buddhivisayesu (in which case Manorathanandin’s explanation would be similar to
Devendrabuddhi’s).

135 PVA 149,18: kim ca / vaiSesikadindm /.

136 PVV 90,6: duhkhabhdavanayatmiyabuddhir eva hiyata iti cet /. See also PVP D99b1-
2/P114b6-7.
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inherence (samavaya).13° [Now] since this relation [too] is exactly of the same
kind [i.e, complete,# the idea of the factors being one’s own which is born
from it1%! can]not [be] abandoned even if one sees [defects in them]142.143

Dharmakirti is now targetting another aspect of the Nyaya’s soteriol-
ogy. The Naiyayikas consider that the self entertains various relations
(sambandha) with the elements to which it is associated in samsara,
and that these relations must cease in the liberated state. According to
Dharmakirti, they consist of “inherence, etc.” (samavayadi), and Prajna-
karagupta as well as Manorathanandin seem to explain the “etc.” in
terms of the sixfold classification of the relation between the sense
organ and the sensory object found in Uddyotakara’s NV.144 Thus,
among the relations between the sense organ and the object per-

137 1, “attachment, etc.” (snehadi) according to PVP D99b2/P114b7, “cognition, etc.”
(buddhyadi) according to PVV 90,8.

138 According to PVP D99b2/P114b7-8 (bdag la 'phrod pa ‘du ba’i ’brel pa las yin
no //).

139 On the meaning of °ddi here, see the commentaries quoted below and PVP D99b2-
3/P114b8:sogs pa smos pas ni lus lons spyod kyi rten fiid dan dban po lons spyod kyi
sgrub par byed pa fiid 'brel pa las skye ba. “With the word ‘etc,” [Dharmakirti means
that this idea] is generated by relations [such as] the body’s being the basis of the
[self’s] enjoyments (*upabhogasrayatva) and the sense organs’ being instrumental
in [the self’s] enjoyments (*upabhogasadhanatva).”

140 According to PVP D99b3/P115al (de bZin yin / sha ma bZin du ma tshan ba fiid med
pa yin no //). At the very end of his commentary on PV 2.229, Manorathanandin
(PVV 90,13-14) explains na hiyate as follows: nimittasyavaikalyat, “because [its]
cause is complete.” Note also Prajiiakaragupta’s (PVA 149,23) explanation: ity atma-
sambandho na vyapaiti /. “Therefore the relation with the self does not disappear.”

According to PVP D99b3-4/P115al-2 (‘phrod pa 'du ba la sogs pa’i 'brel pa las skye
ba’i bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la ran fid kyi blo) and PVV 90,13 (sa svadhih).

142 According to PVP D99b3/P115al (bdag la chags pa la sogs pa’i fies pa de Itar mthon
yan), PVV 90,13 (dosadrstav api) and PVA 149,23 (dosadarsane ’pi). While com-
menting on sambandhah sa tathaiveti, Devendrabuddhi (PVP D99b3 /P114b8-115a1)
and Manorathanandin (PVV 90,13) had explained: chags pa dan bral bar 'dod pa’i
gnas skabs yin na yan (*vairagyecchavasthdyam api?), “even when [one] is [in] the
condition of aspiring to detachment,” and: duhkhabhavanayam api, “even if one cul-
tivates [the thought of] pain.”

14

=

143 PV 2.229: samavayddisambandhajanita tatra hi svadhih / sambandhah sa tathaiveti
drstav api na hiyate //.

144 On theissue of this classification’s origin, see Preisendanz 1989: 162, fn. 91.
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ceived,145> the NV distinguishes inherence, but also contact (samyoga),
inherence in what is in contact (samyuktasamavdya) or inherence in
what is inherent in what is in contact (samyuktasamavetasamavaya).
Similarly, Prajfiakaragupta explains:

With pleasure, etc, [the self has] a relation [consisting of] inherence; with the
body, [it has a relation consisting of] contact; with visual form, etc, which
have their substratum in the body [and are therefore inherent in the body,
the self has a relation consisting of] inherence in what is in contact [with it];
with [the properties of] being a visual form, etc., [which are inherent in the
visual form, etc., which in turn are inherent in the body in contact with the
self, the self has] a [relation consisting of] inherence in what is inherent [in
what is in contact with it]; with the auditory sense organ, [it has] a [relation
consisting of] contact; with the visual sense organ, etc., [it has a relation con-
sisting of] contact with what has a contact [with it].146

Whatever the exact meaning of °adi (“etc.”), Dharmakirti’s stanza expli-
citly mentions the relation of inherence, since according to the Naiya-
yikas, the elements from which we should detach ourselves inhere as
qualities (guna) in the substratum constituted by the self.147 As post-
erior Naiyayikas such as Jayanta explain, these qualities are adventi-

145

146

147

NV 28,19-29,1: sannikarsah punah sodhd bhidyate / samyogah samyuktasamavayah
samyuktasamavetasamavayah samavdyah samavetasamavayo visesanavisesyabha-
vas ceti /. “As for the contact [between the sense organ and the object mentioned in
NS 1.1.4], it is divided into [the] six [following] kinds: contact [per se], inherence
in what is in contact, inherence in what is inherent in what is in contact, inherence,
inherence in what is inherent (samavetasamavdya) and the relation between a
particularity and whatit particularizes (viSesanavisesyabhava).”

PVA 149,21-23: sukhddina samavdyasambandhah / Sarirena samyogah / Sarirdsri-
tai ripddibhih samyuktasamavdyah / ripatvadibhih samavetasamavayah / Srotren-
driyena samyogah / caksuradina samyogisamyogah /. Cf. PVV 90,8-10: tatha catma-
nah sukhadind samavayah sambandhah / Sarirena samyogah / Sarirdsritai ripadi-
bhih samyuktasamavayah / Srotrendriyena samyogas caksuradibhih samyogisamyo-
ga atmasambandhah /. “And thus, the self’s relation with pleasure, etc, is inhe-
rence. The self’s relation with the body is contact; [its relation] with visual forms,
etc, which have their substratum in the body, is inherence in what is in contact
[with the self; its relation] with the auditory sense organ is contact; [its relation]
with the visual sense organ and so on is contact with what has a contact [with the
self].”

On this notion of inherence and Dharmakirti’s criticism of the self as an inherence
cause, see above, Introduction, §0.2.2.



AGAINST THE SELF AS THE BASIS OF BRAHMANICAL SOTERIOLOGIES 225

tious (agantuka) and not intrinsic (samsiddhika) to the substance that
is the self,148 so that their inherence within the self must disappear in
the state of liberation, which the Naiyayikas describe as precisely the
absolute separation (viyoga) of the self from these various elements.149
The same idea is found in the VaiSesika: thus Candrananda, comment-
ing on VSu 1.1.2 (“Merit is that thanks to which prosperity and the
summum bonum are obtained”),150 explains that whereas “prosperity is
the obtaining of a desired body in the worlds of Brahma, etc., and the
cessation of the non-beneficial, the summum bonum is liberation, which
consists in the self’s not possessing [its] specific qualities.”151 Dharma-
kirti, however, points out that there is no reason why such a relation
should cease: even if we are aware of the defects affecting the elements
that inhere in the self, why should this inherence vanish if its causes
(i.e., the locus in which the elements inhere and the elements them-
selves) are still present? But if the Naiyayika admits that there is no
such relation, then he is incapable of explaining how these elements
come to be regarded as our own.

3.3.4. The Naiyayikas’ Liberated State Cannot Be Desired by
Those Who Seek Liberation (PV 2.230-235)

According to the commentators, the next objection put forward by the
Atmavadin implicitly targets Sankhya ideas,152 or at least, someone
who does not admit that the self may have a relation such as inherence

148 See, e.g, NMwm11437,15-16/NMy 111.6,15: atmanas ca sukhaduhkhabuddhyddaya
dgantukad guna na mahattvavat samsiddhikah /. “And pleasure, pain, cognitions and
so on are adventitious qualities of the self: [They are] not intrinsic [qualities] such
as [the self’s] greatness.”

149 See, e.g, NV 81,2: tena Sariradina duhkhantendtyantiko viyoga iti /. “[Final release is
the liberation from that, i.e, it is] the absolute separation from that which begins
with the body and ends with pain.”

150 VS 1.1.2: yato 'bhyudayanihsreyasasiddhih sa dharmah /.

151 VSV 2,2-3: abhyudayo brahmadilokesv istasarirapraptir anarthoparamas ca / nih-
Sreyasam adhyatmano vaisesikagunabhavartiipo moksah /.

152 See PVP D99b5/P115a4 (grans can), PVT Ne D141a3/P174a6 (grans can), Vibh. 90,
fn. 1 (sankhyam praty aha /. “Against the Sankhya he says [what follows].”).
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to anything else,153 which is the Sankhya’s case.15# Thus Devendra-
buddhi explains that a Sankhya opponent enters the debate at this
point and takes advantage of Dharmakirti’s refutation of the Naiya-
yika’s position so as to put forward his own thesis regarding the self:

The Sankhya [opponent] thinks [as follows]: Since [there can be] no detach-
ment from the idea, born of relations such as [that of] inherence, that attach-
ment to the self, etc, is one’s own, one cannot achieve liberation. According to
us, however, one remains in samsdra as long as the cognition that determines
primordial nature (*prakrti) and the Person (*purusa) as being one [and the
same] is present. But when one knows that primordial nature and the Person
are distinct, then one is liberated [from samsdra] because one knows that
primordial nature and the Person are different [things] (*prakrtipurusantara-
jAana?).1ss

If the Naiyayika is right, then as Dharmakirti has shown, there can be
no liberation, because the relation of inherence between the self and
the elements thought to belong to it cannot cease, so that one cannot
stop regarding attachment to the self, etc., as one’s own. The Sankhya
proponent, however, offers an alternative that has the advantage of
rescuing the self while explaining how we come to see extrinsic ele-
ments as belonging to the self, and how the self can be freed from these

153 See PVA 149,2-3 (atha samavayadisambandham nangikuryadt / tatrapi pariharah /.
“But [even] if [the opponent] does not admit relations such as inherence, in this
[case] too [his objection] is refuted.”), PVV 90,14 (atha samavayadir ndsty eva tada
[...]- “But if [the opponent considers that] there is simply no [relation such as] inhe-
rence, etc, then [...]").

154 On the opposition between Sankhya and VaiSesika in this regard, see, eg.,
Bronkhorst 1986: 57. The Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas criticize the Sankhyas for dis-
regarding the relation of inherence. For instance, in his commentary ad NS 1.1.5,
Uddyotakara criticizes the Sankhya inference by showing that the seven relations
regarded by the Sankhyas as the basis of inference are invalid because none of
them expresses samavaya (see, e.g, Harzer 2006: 91).

15

a

PVP D99b5-7/P115a4-6: gan yan grans can ‘phrod pa 'du ba la sogs pa’i ’brel pas
bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa ran gi blo bskyed pa gan yin pa de ni de la chags pa dan
bral ba ma yin pas grol bar mi ‘gyur gyi / kho bo cag gis ni ji srid du ran bzin dan
skyes bu dag la gcig fiid du ries pa can gyi blo yod pa de srid du ’khor ba yin Zin |/ gan
gi tshe ran bZin dan skyes bu gZan fiid yin par Ses pa de’i tshe ran bZin dan skyes bu’i
khyad par Ses pa’i phyir grol ba yin no Zes sems na /. On the compound prakrti- or
pradhdna-purusdntarajiiana, see above, fn. 11, p.190.
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elements: bondage consists in confusing the Person with primordial
matter. In other words, the only relation between the self and the
elements wrongly ascribed to it in samsara is a wrong notion that
mixes them, but as soon as this wrong knowledge disappears, i.e., pro-
vided that the Person is discriminated from primordial matter, one is
liberated.156

According to the commentators, it is with this Sankhya objection in
mind that Dharmakirti’s opponent replies:

(2.230) [Objection:] Even if there were no [relation of] inherence, etc., [non-
etheless you must admit a relation since] all these [factors] help produce
(upakarita) [the self’s enjoyment].157

According to Devendrabuddhi, the Atmavadin with whom Dharmakirti
has been debating is trying to avoid the Sankhya’s solution to the prob-
lem raised by the Buddhist, and his answer runs as follows:

Even so, one should answer [in the following way]: The idea that [factors]
such as attachment to the self are one’s own is not due to the fact that one
does not know that primordial nature and the Person are different [things];
rather, it is due to the fact that [these factors] are means of enjoyment. [And]
indeed, [two] distinct things that are external [to each other, i.e., not related
through inherence] (*bahyavastu?), are not the cause of a single cognition.
The notion that these [factors] are one’s own could also be due to [their] help
in producing [the self’'s enjoyment. Thus it is said:] “Even if there were no
[relation of] inherence, etc.” [To wit:] as regards all [these factors], things that
are external [to each other] (*bahyartha?), [even though they] lack inherence,
“help produce [the self’s enjoyment].” [To wit:] they are the causes ofthe idea
of one’s own. Thus, the idea of [these things as being] one’s ownis not due to
[one’s] determining primordial nature and the Person as being one [and the
same], for even if this [determination] is missing, [the idea that these things
are one’s own| exists on the basis of a relation between what helps produce
and what is produced with this help (upakaryopakarakabhava).1s8

156 See above, §3.1.1.
157 PV 2.230ab: samavayadyabhave ’pi sarvatrasty upakarita /.

158 PVP D99b7-100a3/P115a7-b2: de Itar yan brjod par bya ste / ran bZin dan skyes
bu’i khyad par Ses pa med pa’i phyir bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la ran gi blo ma yin
gyi / ‘on kyan lons spyod kyiyan lag iid kyis yin no® // de Itar na® phyi rol gyi dnos po



228 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Dharmakirti’s Naiyayika (and/or Vaisesika) opponent refuses to con-
sider, as the Sankhya does, that we wrongly believe this or that extrin-
sic element (including the attachment to the self) to be our own be-
cause we would confuse the Person with primordial matter. He rejects
this hypothesis on the grounds that two distinct entities that are not
related through inherence cannot be the cause of a single cognition:
how could we ever come to confuse them? According to him, the notion
that these various factors are one’s own can be explained otherwise:
even assuming that these elements do not inhere in the self (an as-
sumption that Dharmakirti has just forced him to make), these ele-
ments help bring about the self’s enjoyment insofar as they are means
of enjoyment (upabhoganga); and it is this causality relation between
what helps and what is helped that is responsible for our belief that
they belong to us.

Devendrabuddhi thus reformulates the Atmavadin’s reasoning in
the following way:

The argument [is as follows]: an x that exists even if y is absent neither de-
pends ony nor is produced by y, as the rice sprout which, even if the barley
seed is absent, exists if the rice seed is present. Now, even if one does not
know that [primordial matter and the Person] are one [and the same thing],
the idea [that factors such as attachment, cognition and sense organs are]
one’s own exists if one knows that these two things that are external [to each
other] stand in a relation between what helps produce and what is produced.
The logical reason [involved in this argument] is an essential property.1s°

tha dad pa dag ni blo gcig gi rgyu ma yin na / de dag la ran gi blor phan 'dogs par
byed pa’i sgo nas 'gyur ba yan yin no // ‘phrod pa 'du sogs med na yan / ‘phrod pa 'du
ba ma yin pa’i phyi rol gyi don / thams cad la ni phan 'dogs yod // ran gi blo’i rgyu
yin pa de Itar na ran bZin dan skyes bu dag la gcig fiid du nes par byas pa’i ran gi blo
ni ma yin te / de med na yan phan gdags par bya ba dan phan ‘dogs par byed pa’i sgo
nas yod pa’i phyir ro //.a Cf. Vibh. 90, fn. 2: upabhogangatvena (vrtteh) /.b de ltar na
is interpreted here in the sense of 'di Itar, i.e., *yasmat.

159 PVP D100a3-5/P115b2-4: shyor ba ni gan Zig gan med na yan yod pa de ni de la Itos
pa med cin des byas pa ma® yin te / dper na nas kyi sa bon med du zin kyan sa lu’i sa
bon yod na yod pa’i sa lu’i myu gu Ita bu’o // ran gi blo yan gcig fiid du Ses pa med na
yan phyi rol gyi don dag la phan gdags par bya ba dan phan ‘dogs par byed pa’i dios
po’i Ses pa yod na yodP pa yin no Zes bya ba ni ran bZin gyi gtan tshigs so //. * ma
em. : DP om. ma. ? na yod em. : DP om. na yod.
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Having thus explained how the notion that these factors are one’s own
arises, Dharmakirti’s opponent proceeds to show how this idea can be
eliminated:

160

16

=

162

163

(2.230cd-231) The idea of [these factors being] one’s own may [simply]
cease (na bhavet) because [they] help produce pain, as [this idea ceases] re-
garding a finger [bitten by a snake. Objection from Dharmakirti:]1¢0 Indeed,
this [factor] is not exclusively [a cause of] pain!6![, insofar as in a certain
respect it is also a cause of pleasure.162 Answer from the Atmavadin: 163 But it
is] predominantly (bhilyasa) [a cause of pain], as poisoned food [which is
pleasurable and nonetheless causes pain. And] on account of [one’s] attach-

According to PVT Ne D141a7-b1/P174b4-5 (gcig tu de ni sdug bsnal min Zes bya ba
la sogs pa ni grub pa’i mtha’ smra ba’o //.“[The sentence] na hy ekdantena tad duh-
kham [belongs to] the Siddhantavadin.”). Cf. PVV 90,19, where na hy ekdntena |[...] is
immediately preceded by iti cet (“If [the opponent] objects that [...]”) which marks
the end of the opponent’s objection.

According to PVP D100a7/P115b8 (sdug bsnal gyi rgyu) and PVV 90,19 (duhkham
duhkhahetuh).

According to PVP D100a7/P115b7-8 (rnam grans kyis bde ba’i rgyu iiid kyan 'di la
yod payinno //) and PVV90,19-20 (parydyena sukhahetutvad api /).

According to PVP D100b3-4/P116a4-5, which clearly takes bhiiyasa savisannavat
as part of the Atmavadin’s reply: de Itar ni ‘gyur mod kyi / gal te yan gcig tu sdug
bsnal gyi rgyu ma yin pa de Itar na yan phal cher lus dan dban po la sogs pa sdug
bsnal gyi rgyu #iid yin pa’i phyir / bde ba fie bar byed pa’i blo dan chags pa dan bcas
pa’i blo fiid ma yin te / dug bcas zas bZin no //. “Suppose the following be urged
(*syad etat): Even though they are not exclusively (*ekdntena) a cause of pain, nev-
ertheless (*tathapi), [things] such as the body and sense organs are predominantly
(*bhiiyasa) a cause of pain, and this is the reason why [they] are not [the object of]
the cognition [of what] helps produce pleasure (*sukhopakarabuddhi?) nor [the
object of] a cognition accompanied by love (*sasprhabuddhi?), as poisoned food (*sa-
visannavat) [which is pleasurable and nonetheless causes pain].” However, note
that Manorathanandin seems to understand bhilyasd savisannavat as the sequel of
Dharmakirti’s objection. See PVV 90,20-21: kintu bhilyasa tad duhkham savisanna-
vat / parinatiduhkhahetur apivisannam apatasukham ca /. “Rather, it is [only] pre-
dominantly[, but not exclusively,] pain, as poisoned food. And although poisoned
food is a cause of pain [in the sense] of a change [for the worse], it involves plea-
sure at the present moment.” Vetter (1990: 130) seems to favour Manorathanan-
din’s interpretation.
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ment to a superior (visista) pleasure, one can become detached from [poi-
soned food insofar as it is] contradictory to this [superior pleasure].164

The Naiyayika portrayed by Dharmakirti contends that the notion that
this or that factor belongs to the self can be eliminated for the simple
reason that these elements cause pain: upon realizing that they cause
pain, we can let go of them, thinking “being the cause of suffering, they
ought to be abandoned,”165 just as we let go of a limb that we no longer
regard as ours because it brings nothing but pain. Devendrabuddhi
thus explains:

The argument [is as follows]: someone cannot have the idea of one’s own
concerning that which causes him an undesirable sensation, as the finger bit-
ten by a snake that is to be eliminated. Now, the complex [formed by things]
such as the self, the body and the sense organs is the cause of an undesirable
sensation. [The logical reason involved in this argument] is the perception of
[something] contradictory to the pervading [property].166

Dharmakirti then replies that the notion that these factors are ours
cannot disappear as easily as the Atmavadin contends, for the reason
that they are not merely causes of pain. If they were, we would not in
fact form any attachment to them and they would not constitute a sote-
riological obstacle; the difficulty of getting rid of them rather consists
in the fact that they are also instrumental in producing pleasure.

As a matter of fact, the Naiyayika does not deny that the various fac-
tors wrongly attributed to the self bring about pleasure.16” Nonethe-
less, as he points out in his answer to Dharmakirti, he considers that in

164 PV 2.230cd-231: duhkhopakardn na bhaved angulydm iva cet svadhih // na hy eka-
ntena tad duhkham bhilyasa savisannavat / viSistasukhasangat syat tadviruddhe vi-
ragita //.

165 PVP D100a5-6/P115b5-6: sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid du ‘qyur ba dor bar bya ba yin
no //.

166 PVP D100a6-7/P115b6-7: shyor ba ni gan zig gan gi mi dod pa’i tshor ba’i rgyu yin
pa de la de ni ran gi blor mi ‘gyur te / dper na sbrul gyis bzun ba’i sor mo dor bar bya
ba Ita bu’o // bdag dan lus dan dban po la sogs pa’i tshogs kyan mi ‘dod pa’i tshor
ba’i rgyu yin no Zes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //.

167 See, e.g, NBh 15,11-15, quoted above, fn. 64, p. 202, where Paksilasvamin explains
that NSii 1.1.9 must notbe interpreted as a denial of the experience of pleasure. See
also Halbfass 1997: 154-155.
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spite of their property of bringing about pleasure, these means of rea-
lizing pleasure can be abandoned in view of the greater benefit (i.e., li-
beration,) that can be expected from this abandonment, just as (ac-
cording to Paksilasvamin’s analogy)168 we abandon what we know to
be poisoned food in spite of its good taste. The various elements that
are means of realizing pleasure are bound to produce pain, and the
pleasure that they bring about is necessarily intermingled with pain, 169
because of the craving that they induce70 and because due to this crav-
ing, one clings to pain.1”t However, the Atmavadin points out that we
are not condemned to being attached to poisoned food: as soon as we
discover some other food capable of bringing us some superior plea-
sure, we renounce eating what we know to be poisoned food, “so that
one may renounce poisoned food because there is another possibil-
ity,”172 as Devendrabuddhi explains. Manorathanandin, for his part, for-
mulates the reasoning in the following way:

But food which is poisoned and [yet] mixed with pleasure is regarded with
detachment by those who are attached to their own good; in the same way,
attachment [to the self], etc, must also be [regarded with detachment by
those who are attached to their own good].173

According to the Naiyayika then, detachment from the means of realiz-
ing pleasure is possible if we are aware of the possibility of liberation,
understood as the cessation of all pain. It is precisely this contention
that Dharmakirti is going to target in the next verses.

(2.232-234) [Answer:] One may [well] renounce a certain state of pleasure
(saukhya) due to craving for a superior pleasure, but if one does not expect
[to reach this superior pleasure], one acts, out of attachment to the self,

168 See, e.g, NBh 258,15-20 (quoted above, fn. 72, p. 204), NBh 245,9-14 (quoted
above, fn. 74, p. 205) and fn. 75, p. 205.

169 See, e.g, NBh 15,11-15 (quoted above, fn. 64, p. 202).

170 See, e.g, NBh 258,10-15 (quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193), NV 59,20-60,5 (quoted
above, fn. 73,p. 205), NBh 245,9-14 (quoted above, fn. 74, p.205).

171 See, e.g, NBh 247,3-11 (quoted above, fn. 78, p.206) and NV 463,17-464,2 (quoted
above, fn. 79, p. 207).

172 PVP D100b6/P116a8: rnam pa gzan srid pa’i phyir ro //.
173 PVV 89,22-23: nanu savisam annam sukhamisram ca vairdgyavisayah svahitakama-
ndm / evam snehddir api syad iti[...] /.
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[merely] according to what one obtains: [we] observe that if [a man driven by
lust] does not obtain the wanton woman [whom he is longing for, he can turn
his] desire (kamita) towards animals.1”4 [And since according to you, when
liberated, the self is in a state of isolation that amounts to being nonexistent,]
how does someone for whom the self is beloved above all (vallabha) accept
(icchati) the destruction of this [self]? [For] how can love (preman)'7s [itself]
desire (icchet) [something that has] ceased [to be the| substratum of all expe-
riences, transactions (vyavahdra) and qualities?7¢ [It cannot desire it,] for
suchis not the nature of love.l7

Dharmakirti is now criticizing the Nyaya’s definition of the liberated
state by showing that this state cannot be wanted, and that as such, it
prevents the individuals from seeking liberation.

He first points out that we do not abandon a certain pleasure (even

a pleasure that, according to the Atmavadin himself, is intermingled
with pain)178 as long as we cannot expect any pleasure superior to
what we are currently experiencing; but the Naiyayikas’ alleged libe-

174

175

176

177

178

The reading nairasye is obviously correct, but Prajiidkaragupta and Manoratha-
nandin comment on nairdtmye; we therefore leave PVV 91,7-14 (ad PV 2.232) out
of consideration. Vibhiiticandra (see Vibh. 91, fn. 1) was aware of this variant read-
ing.

According to Sakyabuddhi (PVT Ne D142a4/P175b3), preman is to be understood
in the sense of the agent, i.e, is the subject of the sentence (chags pa byed pa po iiid
du’o, *prema kartari). Among the arguments in favour of preman as the subject of
icchet, note PVV 92,2 (katham prema snehatisaya icchet) and PVP D101b1/P117a4-
5 = PVT Ne D142a4/P175b3 (pratika: chags pa yis ni ji Itar dod).

Devendrabuddhi (PVP D101b1/P117a4) explains *guna as *prajiiadi. For an analy-
sis of anubhavavyavahdraguna, see especially PVT Ne D142a4-5/P175b4-5, where
Sakyabuddhi explains it as a dvandva compound, and then analyzes: gan la fiams su
myon ba dan tha sfiad dan yon tan gyi rten fiid ldog pa yod pa Zes bya bar tshig rnam
par sbyar ro // (*yatranubhavavyavahdragundsrayo nivrtto ’stiti vigrahah /).

PV 2.232-234: kificit parityajet saukhyam visistasukhatrsnaya / nairdsye tu yathala-
bham dtmasnehat pravartate // alabhe mattakasinya drsta tiryaksu kamita / yasya-
tma vallabhas tasya sa nasam katham icchati // nivrttasarvanubhavavyavahdra-
gunasrayam [ icchet prema katham premnah prakrtir na hi tadrsi //.

See PVV 91,3: kificit saukhyam parinatiduhkhabahulam. “A certain state of pleasure
[ie., a state of pleasure] which is accompanied by pain [in the sense of] a change
[for the worse].”
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rated state cannot be regarded as such a superior pleasure. As Manora-
thanandin explains:

If one does not obtain a means of realizing a superior pleasure, and if [there
is] a cause of pseudo-pleasure, attachment to the self, which is strong,
prompts to act[so as to obtain it].17

Dharmakirti is attacking here one of the most peculiar features of the
Nyaya doctrine of liberation: because in the liberated state, the self
supposedly ceases to be the substratum of the impermanent qualities
that are instrumental in experiencing pain as well as pleasure, the (or
at least some) Naiyayikas contend that the liberated self is perfectly in-
sentient and deny that it may experience any kind of pleasure. The
same idea is found in the Vaisesika, since there too, liberation is con-
ceived of as the separation of the self from such qualities as knowledge
and pleasure.180 As is well known, this doctrinal element was rejected
by Bhasarvajia, a much later Naiyayika;18t but it was criticized early on
by some proponents of the thesis that liberation consists in a perma-
nent state of bliss,182 and Paksilasvamin already mentions their objec-

179 PVV 91,15-16: balavan atmasneho visistasukhasddhanasyaldbhe sukhabhdsahetau
ca pravartayati /. Should one interpret sukhdbhdsahetau ca as a locative indicating
the object, i.e.: “the attachment to the self, which is strong, prompts to act even with
regard to a pseudo-pleasure”?

180 See, e.g., VSV 2,2-3 quoted above (fn. 151, p. 225). The specific qualities of the self
involve those mentioned in VSi 3.2.4 (ie. “pleasure and pain; desire and aversion;
and effort”: see above, fn. 82, p. 20), as specified by Prasastapada in PDhS 16,9-10:
atmalingadhikare buddhyddayah prayatnantah siddhdh /. “The [qualities] beginn-
ing with ‘cognition’ and ending with ‘effort’ have been established [to belong to the
self] in the section [of the VS] devoted to the marks of the self.” (On the qualities of
the self, note also PDhS 16,7-9: tasya guna buddhisuk haduhkhecchddvesaprayatna-
dharmadharmasamskarasarnkhyaparimanaprthaktvasamyogavibhagah. “The quali-
ties of the [self] are: cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort, merit,
demerit, residual traces, number, dimension, separateness, conjunction and
disjunction.”) Note, however, that according to Vibhiiticandra, Dharmakirti’'s target
here is rather the Sankhya (see Vibh. 91, fn. 3, where sarnkhyasya explains yasya in
PV 2.233c¢).

181 See, e.g., Narayanan 1983, Chakrabarti 1983: 171 and 173-175, Oberhammer
1984:285ff,, Halbfass 1997: 156, Ratié 2011a:86-91.

182 See, e.g, NBh 23,4-5: nityam sukham atmano mahattvavat / tat tu mokse 'bhivyajya-

te / tenabhivyaktendtyantam vimuktah sukhi bhavatiti kecin manyante / tesam pra-
mandbhavdd anupapattih /. “Some consider that, just as [its] greatness, the
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tion that “activity is aimed at obtaining [something] desirable (ista),”183
so that in order to be sought, liberation must be a desirable (and
therefore pleasurable) state:

Here is [our opponent’s] inference: “The teaching of liberation is aimed at ob-
taining [something] desirable, and [so is] the activity of [those] who seek
liberation; neither can be aimed at nothing.”18*

Uddyotakara, for his part, mentions the objection in the following way:

[Objection:] In this [world], the ordinary people [whom we can observe],
when engaging in activity, do so in order to obtain [something] desirable;
now, those who are in the process of liberating themselves (moksamana) en-
gage in activity; [therefore] they too must have an activity aimed at obtaining
[something] desirable, [and] this very activity [can] have a goal [only] if
[there is] a permanent pleasure, [and] not otherwise.185

[t is again to be found in some later works such as Jayanta’s NM:

183

184

185

With respect to [liberation as we define it, some] proponents of Vedanta ob-
ject [the following]. Such a liberation[, which consists in the mere separation
from pain,] cannot be the goal of the efforts of [practically] rational people;
for who indeed would make effort so as to obtain a self in which no aware-
ness of pleasure whatsoever is attained, [as this self is] similar to a piece of
stone?186

pleasure of the self is permanent, but [only] becomes manifest in liberation, [and
that] thanks to this manifested [pleasure], one is entirely released [ie.] expe-
riences pleasure (sukhin). [But] because they have no means of valid cognition [to
justify it,] it cannot be [so].” On this controversy over the blissful state of the libe-
rated condition in the Nyaya, see, e.g, Chakrabarti 1983.

NBh 23,18: istadhigamartha pravrttir iti.

NBh 23,18-19: idam anumdnam / istadhigamdrtho moksopadesah pravrttis ca mu-
mukstnam / nobhayam anarthakam iti /.

NV 82,13-15: ihayam lokah pravartamdna istadhigamartham pravartate / pravar-
tante ca moksamandh / tesam apistadhigamarthayd pravrttya bhavitavyam [ seyam
pravrttir nityasukhe ‘rthavati nanyatheti / .

NMw 11.431,17-432,1 /NMy 111.2,11-13: tatra vedantavadina® dahuh - nayam idrso
moksah preksavatdm prayatnabhtumir bhavitum arhati / ko hi nama Silasakalakal-
pam apagatasakalasukhasamvedanasampadam? atmanam upapadayitum yateta /.
tatra vedantavadina NMy : atra tavad vedantina NMw. b °sampadam NMy : °samspar-
Sam NMw.
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Jayanta’s opponent further explains:

But if the self were insentient in this [liberated] state [and thus] in no way
different from a stone, then liberation would be done with! Only samsara, in
which at least pleasure is enjoyed, would be a state worth [experiencing],
however occasional (antarantarapi), stained with pain [and] meagre [this
samsaric pleasure may be. For] let [us] ponder over this: what is preferable -
the experience of a little pleasure, or the annihilation of all pleasures?187

The objection seems to have been some kind of topos!88 and its actual
authorship is unclear. Jayanta attributes it to Vedantins, but was it re-
ally formulated in the first place (i.e., at least from the NBh onwards)
by “early Vedantins,” as some modern scholars assume, 18 or by other
early Naiyayikas whose doctrines have not come down to us?1% In any
case, Dharmakirti apparently exploits this very objection when he ar-
gues that there can be no expectation (nairasya) of the Naiyayika’s libe-
rated state since it is devoid of pleasure, so that if one loves the self,
one cannot desire this state: if liberation is a mere lack of pleasure,
there is no reason why we should abandon the pleasures of samsara,
however infected they may be by pain. It is worth noting too that a
Vedantin such as Mandanamisra formulates against the Naiyayikas
and/or Vaisesikas an objection very close to Dharmakirti’s here:

And a liberation defined as the cessation of the specific qualities [of the self,
namely] consciousness and so on, is not different from the view of annihila-
tion; for even if [something] exists, [its] entirely lacking perception is not

187 NMw 11.432,4-7 /NMy 111.2,15-18: yadi tu jadah pasananirvisesa eva tasyam avastha-
yam dtma bhavet tat krtam apavargena / samsara eva varam avasthanam@ yatra
tavad antardntardpi duhkhakalusitam api svalpam api sukham upabhujyate /
cintyatam tavad idam kim alpasukhanubhavo bhadraka uta sarvasukhoccheda eva /.
a gvasthanam NMy : astu NMu.

188 On the comparison of the Nyaya’s liberated state with a stone (and on the state-
ment that being a jackal in the Vrnda forest would be preferable to liberation
according to the Vai$esika/Nyaya), see Halbfass 1997: 156 and 161-162, n. 26; see
also Frauwallner 1956:105, n. 142 and Mesquita 1995: 253.

189 See, e.g., Jha 1984: 1.285ff, Chakrabarti 1983, Halbfass 1997: 155, or Framarin
2008. On the paucity of our knowledge regarding pre-Sankarian Vedanta, and for
bibliographical references on the subject, see, e.g,, Qvarnstrom 1989: 15-18.

190 See, e.g, Potter 1977b: 688, n. 21; see also Shamasastry 1937:355-356.
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different from nonexistence. And who would long for the nonexistence of a
self beloved above all? Therefore liberation would not be a human goal.1!

One can wonder whether here Mandanamisra has borrowed the criti-
cism from Dharmakirti, or if they have both drawn it from a common
source. At any rate, Dharmakirti’s ironical analogy in PV 2.233ab (a
man who wants a woman but cannot hope to get one contents himself
with an animal) is explicitly quoted by another Brahmanical author,
namely, the Naiyayika Udayana. Quite amusingly, the latter exploits it
against the proponents of the thesis that liberation consists in bliss, as
an illustration of the fact that as soon as desire arises, it can focus on
any object (so that someone who desires a liberation imagined as an
eternal bliss is bound to end up desiring worldly objects as well):

And this [process supposedly leading to the removal of ignorance] can never
reach its end since, the intention [to act] being dependent on the traces [left
by former] pleasure, once this [intention to act] arises, one can act even with
regard to sensuous objects [even though one is] desirous of superior plea-
sures, according to the illustration [given by Dharmakirti]: “[We] observe
that if [a man driven by lust] does not obtain the wanton woman [whom heis
longing for, he can turn his] desire towards animals.”192

Interestingly enough, Paksilasvamin already addresses the objection
according to which a liberated state devoid of pleasure cannot be de-
sired. His main line of argument consists in pointing out that we do not
merely act so as to get something that we desire, but also so as to avoid
what we do not desire. According to him, the objection does not hold
“because [activity can also] be aimed at avoiding [something that is]
not desirable”;193 one can endeavour to obtain liberation with the sole

191 BSi 16,14-16: vijianadivisesagunanivrttilaksana ca muktir ucchedapaksdn na bhi-
dyate / na hi sato 'py atyantiko darsanabhdavo ’bhavad visisyate / kas ca sarvatah
preyasa atmano 'bhavam abhikanksed ity apurusartho moksah syat /.

192 ATV 922,3-8: durantam ca tat / tadabhisandheh sukhasamskarasahakaritaya tad-
udbhave visistasukhdbhilasino vaisayike 'pi pravrttisambhavat / alabhe mattakasin-
ya drsta tiryaksu kamitety udaharandd iti /. Chakrabarti (1983: 177) considers that
the “rather obnoxious illustration” belongs to Udayana himself; Dravid (1995:434)
presents the quotation as a general “saying.”

193 NBh 23,18: anistoparamarthatvat.
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aim of getting rid of pain, and in order to get rid of pain, it is necessary
to renounce whatever is the object of our desires:

And this [inference put forward by our opponent] does not hold, since the
teaching of liberation is aimed at avoiding what is not desirable, and [so is]
the activity of [those] who seek liberation. Even [that which is] desirable
turns out not [to be] desirable because it is intermingled with [what is not]
desirable, since no desirable [thing] can exist without being pervaded with
[something] undesirable. And [someone] making efforts so as to get rid of
what is not desirable also abandons what is desirable, because itis impossi-
ble to get rid [of one of them while] separating [it from the other].194

Paksilasvamin emphasizes that this position is in keeping with scrip-
ture (even though they may state that liberation involves a permanent
pleasure) provided that one understands the term “pleasure” as merely
denoting an absence of pain (and the Atmavadin portrayed by Dharma-
kirti may well have this reasoning in mind when mentioning a “supe-
rior pleasure” in PV 2.231):

And even though there may be [some] scripture [teaching that the liberated
state is pleasant, this does] not [entail any] contradiction since the mention of
pleasure [in this scripture simply] means the absolute absence of the pain
[which characterizes] samsara. [In other words:] even though there may be a
certain scripture [teaching] that for [someone who is] liberated there is an
absolute pleasure, this is possible in the following way: the word “pleasure” is
used [here] in the sense of an absolute absence of the pain [which characte-
rizes| samsdra. For [we] observe that in the world, [people] frequently use
the word “pleasure” in the sense of an absence of pain.1%

Uddyotakara similarly explains:

194

195

NBh 23,19-22: etac cayuktam / anistoparamdrtho moksopadesah pravrttis ca mu-
muksindm iti / nestam anistendnanuviddham sambhavatity anistanubandhad istam
apy anistam sampadyate / anistahdndya ca ghatamana istam api jahati viveka hana-
syasakyatvad iti /.

NBh 24,7-10: atyantike ca samsaraduhkhabhave sukhavacanad dgame ’pi saty avi-
rodhah / yady api kascid dgamah syan muktasyatyantikam sukham iti sa sukhasabda
atyantike samsdraduhkhabhave prayukta ity evam upapadyate / drsto hi duhkha-
bhave sukhasabdaprayogo bahulam loka iti /.
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[This objection does] not [hold], because [we] observe [that there are] two
[kinds of] activities: two [kinds of] activities are found in the world, [namely
those] that are aimed at obtaining [what is] desirable and [those] that are
aimed at getting rid of [what is] not desirable. Among them, it is uncertain
whether the state of renunciation (parivrdjya) is aimed at obtaining [what is]
desirable or at getting rid of [what is] not desirable. If [you reply that we
know this] from scripture [i.e., that we] know from scripture that a liberated
self possesses a permanent pleasure, since [we] learn [from the scripture]
that the liberated self experiences pleasure, [we answer that] scripture too
must be examined in the following way: does it say that [the liberated self]
possesses (yoga) a permanent pleasure, or rather that it is completely sepa-
rated (viyoga) from pain? And [we] observe in the world that the word “plea-
sure” is frequently used in the sense of a [mere] absence of pain as well. And
thus, when [they] cease to have (viyoga) fever, etc., even ordinary people are
found to say: “[Now] we have come to experience pleasure (sukhin).”1%

Paksilasvamin further argues that if someone who aspires to be libe-
rated wanted bliss, he would never obtain liberation, since he would
remain attached to pleasure (and therefore to the bondage of samsara
as well):

[Besides,] one does not obtain liberation if one does not get rid of the desire
of a permanent pleasure, because it is acknowledged that desire is bondage. If
that is the case, he who strives for liberation incited by desire for a perma-
nent pleasure, [thinking:] “A permanent pleasure is manifested in liberation,”
cannot obtain liberation; [i.e.] he is not capable of obtaining [it]. For desire is
acknowledged to be bondage; and it is not sound [to say] that although there
is [such a] bondage, somebody [can] be liberated. [On the other hand, some-
one] who has abandoned the desire of a permanent pleasure encounters no
obstacle [to the obtainment of liberation. L.e,] on the other hand, he [who
really seeks liberation] abandons the desire of a permanent pleasure; since

19 NV 82,15-21: na / pravrttidvaitadarsandt / dve pravrtti loke drste / istadhigama-
rthanistahdandrthde ca / tatredam padrivrdjyam kim istddhigamdrtham daho 'nistahad-
nartham iti sandihyate / dgamad iti cet / dgamad etad gamyate muktasyatmano ni-
tyam sukham iti /| muktah sukhi bhavatiti Sriyate /| agamo ‘py evam vicaraniyah /
kim ayam nityena sukhena yogam dahota duhkhenatyantikam viyogam aheti / drstas
ca duhkhabhave ’pi sukhasabdaprayogo bahudha loka iti / evam ca jvarddiviyoge
laukikd apy dcaksanakd bhavanti sukhinah samvrttah sma iti /. @ istadhigamadrtha-
nistahandrtha conj. : istadhigamdrthanistadihanartha Ed.
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this [desire] is abandoned, this [person] has no desire of a permanent plea-
sure that would be an obstacle [to liberation]. If that is so, [there is no desire
of a permanent pleasure,] whether [someone] liberated possesses a perma-
nent pleasure or not, in either case, his obtainingliberation is not doubtful.19”

[t is striking that Dharmakirti does not mention any of these Naiyayika
replies to the objection according to which the liberated state as they
describe it cannot be desired nor, as a consequence, aimed at. Instead
of attacking these responses, he points out in PV 2.234 that in the
Nyaya system, because the liberated state is devoid of pleasure, it
amounts to naught, since it is no longer what the Naiyayikas them-
selves consider it to be, i.e., “the substratum of all experiences, transac-
tions and qualities.” As Sakyabuddhi explains:

But if, in the state ofliberation (*nirvanavastha), [the self] is devoid of the na-
ture [consisting in being the] substratum of the experience of all pleasures
and pains, then it has no possibility of pleasure; how[, then,] could [we] ac-
cept that one [may] long forit?198

Dharmakirti’s commentators point out that by presenting liberation in
such a way, the Atmavadins implicitly admit the self’s impermanence,
since according to their own definition of the self, the liberated state as
they describe it is indistinguishable from the self’s perishing. Deven-
drabuddhi thus introduces the passage in the following way:

197 NBh 24,11-18: nityasukhardgasydprahane moksadhigamabhavo ragasya bandhana-
moksaya ghatamano na moksam adhigacchen nadhigantum arhatiti / bandhanasa-
majiato hi ragah / na ca bandhane saty api kascin mukta ity upapadyata iti / prahi-
nanityasukharagasyadpratikilatvam / athdsya nityasukhardgah prahiyate / tasmin
prahine nasya nityasukharagah pratikilo bhavati /| yady evam muktasya nityam
sukham bhavaty athapi na bhavati nasyobhayoh paksayor moksadhigamo vikalpyata
iti /.

198 PVT Ne D142a1-2/175a8-b1: ci ste mya nan las 'das pa’i gnas skabs na bde ba dan
sdug bsnal thams cad fiams su myon ba’i rten gyi rio bo dan bral ba fiid yin pa de bas
na de la bde ba’i srid pa yod pa ma yin na / dejiltar don gfier bar byed ces 'dod pa

[.1/.
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Don’t you [Atmavadins] admit that [liberation is] the isolation (*kaivalya)
from any substratum of experience, etc.? [But] since this isolation is not dif-
ferent from nonexistence, [you] will indirectly admit that this self perishes.19?

While commenting on Devendrabuddhi’s introduction to the same pas-
sage, Sakyabuddhi explains:

For ifitloses its [very] nature of self, [namely its nature of being] the substra-
tum of qualities of the self such as pleasure and pain, then it will be without a
nature [of its own], because [you Atmavadins] do not accept [this] nature [as
that of the self in the liberated state] and because no new nature is [ever]
produced [in this state, for] if a new nature were produced, the self would
turn out to be impermanent. Suchis [Devendrabuddhi’s] intention.200

Devendrabuddhi, for his part, adds:

If the [opponent] admits that the substratum of experiences, transactions and
qualities [has] ceased, then he should admit that it is no [longer] a self. Thus,
there is not the least difference between [something that is] without a nature
of its own (*nihsvabhdva?)[, like a hare’s horn]21 and [something that has]
ceased [to be the] substratum of experiences, transactions and qualities.202

He concludes:

199 PVP D101a7/P117a2-3: lonis spyod la sogs pa’i rten thams cad ma tshan ba fid du
’dod pa ‘am / med par khyad par med pa fiid kyi phyir / don gyis bdag de ’jig pa fiid
yin par ’dod par ‘gyur ro //. According to LC 1771b, Tib. ma tshan ba may render
Skt. kaivalya.

200 PVT Ne D142a2-3/P175b1-3 (commenting on med par khyad par med pa’i phyir in

Devendrabuddhi’s introduction): 'di Itar gal te bde ba dan sdug bsnal la sogs pa

bdag giyon tan gyi rten bdag gi ran gi rio bo de las iams pa de bas na rio bo med pa

fiid du 'gyur te / ran gi rno bo khas milen pa’i phyir dan no bo gZan skye ba med pa’i
phyir ro // 1o bo gZan skye na ni bdag fiid mi rtag pa fiid du 'gyur ro Zes bya bar
dgonis so //.

According to PVT Ne D142a5-6/P175b6 (ran bZin med pa las te ri bon gi ra la sogs

pa las Zes bya ba’i don to //).

PVP D101b4-5/P117b1-3: gal te 'di iiid fiams su myon ba dan tha sfad dan yon tan

gyirten ldog pa can du 'dod pa de’i tshe des ni de’i bdag med pa fiid yin par 'dod par

‘gyur ro // de ltar na ran bzin med pa las iams su myon ba dan tha sfiad dan yon tan

thams cad kyi rten Idog pa can yin par khyad par cun zad kyan yod pa mayinno //.

20
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Therefore whoever does not accept that the self is nonexistent ought not to
admit that all the [self]’s experiences, etc., [have] ceased [in the liberated
state] .203

Manorathanandin gives a similar explanation:

Moreover, [you] accept [that] the self is in [a state of perfect] isolation be-
cause [things] like cognitions, the sense organs and the body being causes of
pain, one becomes detached from them [and consequently| abandons them.
Therefore [you] ought to accept that [it] perishes, since in the state of libera-
tion, this self is entirely severed from experiences, etc., [and] since there is no
difference [between thus lacking the nature of a self] and perishing.204

Dharmakirti comes back to this idea in PV 2.255, at the very end of his
long criticism of Atmavada as the main obstacle to liberation. For now
however, the argument does not seem to be put forward as a general
remark regarding the internal contradiction of Atmavada (seen as a
doctrine that asserts the existence of the self and yet advocates reach-
ing a state where the self is as good as annihilated). Here, it rather
seems to serve the specific purpose of showing that the Naiyayikas fail
to answer their opponents’ objection: it is useless to assert as they do
that one does not act merely so as to obtain pleasure but also so as to
avoid pain, because someone who seeks liberation while being at-
tached to the self cannot want such a state, i.e,, cannot really seek such
a liberation, as the nature of attachment is precisely not to be able to
want the disappearance of what we are attached to. As Devendra-
buddhi puts it:

203 PVP D101b7/P117b4-5: de bas na gan Zig bdag gan yin pa med par mi 'dod pa des
ni de’i iams su myon ba la sogs pa thams cad kyan ldog pa can yin par ‘dod par mi
bya’o //.

204 PVV 91,17-19: kim ca / yadi buddhindriyasariradinam duhkhahetutvat tesu vaira-
gyat tattyagat kaivalyam atmana istam / muktidasayam tadatmabhogadisakalapa-

_____

cchedabhavan Ed.
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[It is not the nature of love to] long for [something] desirable whose nature
turns out to be as good as nonexistent, since itis devoid of any substratum of
experience, etc.205

However hard the Naiyayikas may try to justify the absence of pleasure
in their liberated state, they themselves cannot make an effort to ob-
tain liberation, because they cannot want it. Dharmakirti concludes:

(2.235) [Therefore]2 in all cases, believing in the self greatly2? (alam)
strengthens [one’s] attachment to the self; [and] this [attachment to the
self;208 which is the] seed of the attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to
the self, remains intact (tadavastha) [as long as one believes in the self].209

The belief in the self, far from being helpful to someone who seeks libe-
ration, makes attachment to the self virtually unshakable. This attach-
ment to the self is in turn the cause of what the Atmavadin claims to
eradicate, namely attachment to what is thought to belong to the self,
and it is bound to go on producing its effect as long as the very belief in
the self is not eliminated.

3.3.5. The Criticism of the Naiyadyikas’ Understanding of
duhkhabhavana as a Means of Liberation (PV 2.236-246)

Dharmakirti now turns back to the Nyaya’s main instrument of libera-
tion, i.e., the cultivation of the thought of pain. According to Manora-
thanandin, the following verses answer this objection from the Atma-
vadin:

2

=1

5 PVP D101b3/P117a7: lons spyod la sogs pa’i rten thams cad dan bral ba fiid kyis med
par mtshuns par ‘gro ba’i bdag fiid can gyi ‘dod pa don du grier bar byed /.

5 According to PVV 92,5 (tasmat) and PVP D102al-2/P117b7 (gan gi phyir de Ita yin
pa de’i phyir).

207 Skt. alam is rendered by Tib. §in tu (PVP D102a2/P117b7) and explained aty-
artham in PVV 92,7.

8 Devendrabuddhi explains tat as *atmasneha in PVP D102a2/P117b8.

209 PV 2.235: sarvathatmagrahah sneham datmani dradhayaty alam / atmiyasnehabijam
tat tadavastham vyavasthitam //.

2

=3

2
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Suppose the following be urged: Detachment arises due to seeing defects in
what [supposedly] belongs to the self. [Against this, Dharmakirti] says [...].210

The Atmavadin considers that detachment can be achieved by making
us aware of the defects in what we wrongly take to belong to the self,
and according to him, this perception of the defects can be brought
about by the cultivation of the thought of pain. Dharmakirti is about to
show at length that this cultivation is useless.

(2.236) Even if [one makes] an effort [in order to become detached from
pain,21! attachment to the self] which exists (vrttimat) provided that [it can]
rest on [one’s seeing even] the slightest (lesa) positive quality [in the self],212
opposes detachment from [the things] that [supposedly] belong to the self
and conceals their defects.213

According to the Atmavadin, the cultivation of the thought of pain
makes obvious the defects of the means of realizing pleasure that we
wrongly take to belong to the self. In other words, it shows how they
actually bring about pain. According to the Nairatmyavadin, however,
this cultivation cannot achieve its goal, because our attachment to
these factors rests on attachment to the self, which in turn rests on our
belief that the self exists; and as Devendrabuddhi remarks,

if one does not eliminate attachment to the self, one cannot eliminate attach-
ment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self.214

210 PVV 92,12:syad etat / atmiye dosadarsandd vairagyam utpadyata ity dha [...] /.

211 According to PVP D102a3-4/P118al-2 (gal te yan sdug bsnal la chags pa dan bral
ba’i phyir / ’bad rtsol rtsom pa yod pa de Ita na yan /). Note also PVV 92,15: dosa-
darsanad yatne ’pi sati. “Even if there is an effort due to [one’s] seeing defects [in
what supposedly belongs to the self].”

212 According to PVP D102a4/P118a2 (bdag gi yon tan gyi cha mthon ba’i sgo nas).
Note however PVV 92,16: atmiyesu gunalesasya sukhasddhanatvasya samdsrayanat.
“Provided that [it can] rest on [one’s seeing even] the slightest good quality in the
[things supposedly] belonging to the self[, namely their] being means of realizing
pleasure.”

213 PV 2.236: yatne 'py atmiyavairadgyam gunalesasamdsrayat / vrttiman pratibadhnati
taddosan samvrnotica //.

214 PVP D102a5/P118a4: bdag tu chags pa dor ba med na / bdag gi chags pa dor bar
bya bar nus pa mayinno //.
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This attachment to the self, which rests on our seeing even the slightest
positive quality (i.e., mere existence)?15 in the self, prevents us from
seeing the factors’ defectiveness (i.e., the fact that they cause pain)216
and hence from becoming detached from them. Manorathanandin
draws the consequence of this:

Therefore how can [someone] who is attached to the self be detached from
what [supposedly] belongs to the self? For attachment to the self is the root[ -
cause] of all defects.217

To this the Atmavadin replies that by becoming detached from the self
we can become detached from what we wrongly consider to belong to
the self, though the self is not per se responsible for our attachment:

(2.237) Objection: [But one] becomes detached from the self as well. [An-
swer:] Now[, even if we admit that one can become detached from a self re-
garded as free from defects], just as he who becomes detached [from the self
thus considered] does not abandon the self [for all that, in the same way, he
will not abandon what supposedly belongs to the self just because he has be-
come detached from it].218 As a consequence, cultivating [the thought of] pain
is useless.219

As Devendrabuddhi explains, 220 the Atmavadin’s answer is unaccepta-
ble because PV 2.220cd has already shown that there is no way to be-
come detached from a self seen as perfectly free of defects. Manoratha-
nandin too reminds his readers of this impossibility:

215 See, e.g, PVP D97a6/P112a5-6,quoted above, fn. 105, p.214.

216 See PVV 92,17: taddosams ca duhkhasadhanadin. “And [it conceals] their defects,
ie., [their being] means of realizing pain, etc.”

217 PVV 92,17-18: tat kuta atmasnehavata atmiye vairagyayogah / dtmasnehasya sar-
vadosamulatvat /.

218 According to PVP D102b2/P118b1 (skyes bu bdag la chags pa dan bral du zin kyan
bdag spon ba ma yinno // de bZin bdag gi yan chags pa dan bral na yan de dor bar
‘gyur ba ma yin pa de Itar na). The wording is closely similar to PVV 92,24-25 (na
hy atmani virakto 'pi tam tyajati / tathatmiye ’pi viraktas tam na tyaksyatiti [...] /).

219 PV 2.237: dtmany api viragas cen nedanim yo virajyate / tyajaty asau yathatmanam
vyarthato duhkhabhdvand //.

220 See PVP D102b1/P118a8: deiid 'dir fies med gan la chags pa dan bral ba’i rgyu ni
yod pa ma yin no Zes bya bar bsad zin to //.
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And there is no cause [that could] remove the attachment to a self free of de-
fects.221

Nonetheless, here Dharmakirti provisionally admits that we can be-
come detached from the self;222 nevertheless, even then we would not
really abandon it, since we would still believe in its existence; and for
the same reason, we would not really abandon what we wrongly take
to belong to it. Devendrabuddhi summarizes the argument in the
following way:

Thus, one gives oneself up to the cultivation [of the thought] of pain in order
to achieve detachment, which is the cause (*nimitta) of [one’s] getting rid of
pain; [but] if (*yada), although one obtains detachment through this [cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain], one does not get rid of the self, then, similarly, he
who cultivates [the thought of] pain will not get rid of what [supposedly] be-
longs to the self2z

An Atmavadin relying on the doctrine defended by Paksilasvamin and
Uddyotakara might object that even though the self is not eliminated
when we become detached from it, pain at least is eliminated; and pain
is precisely what someone seeking liberation tries to avoid. Devendra-
buddhi explains why such a reasoning does not hold:

Suppose the following be urged: Although one becomes detached [from the
self], one eliminates pain [alone], which can be eliminated, whereas the self
cannot be eliminated. [To this one should answer: But] then, if one does not
get rid of the self, which is the cause of activity (*pravrttinimitta) [leading to]
pain, this [pain] does not cease either, [and] thus one does not eliminate what
[supposedly] belongs to the self. Or, if [you] accept that one eliminates the na-

221 PVV 92,20-21: na catmani nirdose snehdpagamakaranam asti /.

222 See PVP D102b1/P118a8-bl (gZan yan bdag la chags pa dan bral ba yan bla ste /
de Itar na yan [...] /). See also PVV 92,21 (bhavatu tavat tathapi).

223 PVP D102b3-4/P118b2-4: de Itar na sdug bsnal bsgom pa sdug bsnal dor ba’i rgyu
mtshan ‘dod chags dan bral ba kun nas byed pa’i phyir tshol bar byed do // gan gi
tshe des kyan 'dod chags dan bral ba thob pa yod na yan bdag dor ba fiid ma yin pa
de’i tshe / de dan “dra bar sdug bsrial bsgoms pas bdag gi yan dor bar mi ‘gyur ro //.
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ture which is the cause of activity [leading to] pain, [then] it will follow that,
since [it] is of a perishable nature, the selfis not aself.22+

According to the Naiyayikas, activity (pravrtti) leads to pain, and the
defects (dosa) are the causes of activity.225 However, Dharmakirti has
already shown that it is the belief in the self’s existence that constitutes
the real defect, i.e,, the real cause of bondage. As a consequence, the self
must be the real cause of activity that leads to pain, so that pain itself
cannot cease as long as we do not cease believing in the self’s existence.
If the Naiyayika really seeks to eliminate the cause of activity, he
should rather endeavour to eliminate the self itself, i.e., he should ac-
cept the doctrine of nairatmya.

Dharmakirti is now about to adduce a third reason why the cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain as advocated by the Naiyayikas is useless.
Devendrabuddhi introduces the verse in the following way:

Moreover], let us consider the following objection:] He who cultivates [the
thought of] pain can become detached from what [supposedly] belongs to the
self, [for] he can make pain [directly] perceptible (*pratyakﬂ'\/ kr-) through
cultivation, because all undertakings of [salvific] means such as cultivation
are aimed at having [something directly] perceptible, because a specific re-
sult other than this one is not established. [Now,] in order to show that, since
[pain] is not different when [the cultivation of the thought of pain and the
subsequent perceptualization] exist, there is no detachment [from what
(supposedly) belongs to the self] even by means of the perception produced

224 PVP D102b5-7/P118b6-8: de Itar ni 'gyur mod kyi / ‘dod chags dan bral ba yod du
zin kyan dor bar nus pa can gyi sdug bsnal dor ba yin gyi / bdag dor bar nus pa can ni
ma yin no Ze na / de’i tshe sdug bsnal ’jug pa’i rgyu mtshan bdag dan ma bral na de
yan ldog pa med pa fiid yin pa de Itar na bdag gi yan dor ba fiid ma yin pa ‘am / sdug
bsnal la ’jug pa’i rgyu mtshan gyi ran bZin spon bar khas len na ’jig pa’i ran bZin can
yin pas na bdag bdag med pa iiid thal bar ‘gyurro //.

225 See, e.g, NSii 1.1.18, quoted above, fn. 70, p. 203, and NBh 219,11-13, quoted above,
fn.71,p. 204. According to the Naiyayikas, activity leads to pain because it produces
merit and demerit (dharmadharma) which in turn lead to the experience of plea-
sure and pain. See, e.g, NS 1.1.2, quoted above, fn. 19, p. 192, NBh 258,10-15,
quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193, and NBh 7,12-14, quoted above, fn.23, p. 193.
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by the cultivation [of the thought of pain, Dharmakirti] states [the following
stanza).226

(2.238) Even by cultivating [pain], it is nothing but pain that the [yogin]?’
may make [directly] manifest [to himself. But] this [pain, which is taught in
your treatises as a means towards liberation and which, according to them,
must be cultivated,]?28 is already perceptible prior [to the cultivation process.
Thus] even s0,22 [he who makes pain directly perceptible to himself through
cultivation]?30 does not become detached [from what supposedly belongs to
the self].231

The Naiyayikas’ cultivation of the thought of pain is supposed to bring
about the immediate awareness of pain, but this attempt is perfectly
redundant insofar as we experience pain as the most evident of facts.
As Manorathanandin explains, pain is already perceptible prior to the
cultivation process, “when one experiences the blow of a sword for in-
stance” (Sastraprahdradyanubhavakala).232 Now, there is no point in
revealing what is already obvious, and this cultivation has no effect
whatsoever on the pain that we are already experiencing, so that it

226 PVP D102b7-103a2/P118b8-119a3: gZan yan sdug bsnal bsgoms pas bdag gi la
’dod chags dan bral bar ‘gyur zin / ’dis kyan bsgom pas sdug bsrial mnon sum du byed
par ‘gyur te / bsgom pa la sogs pa thabs rtsom pa thams cad kyi 'bras bu ni mrion
sum du gnas pa can fiid yin pa’i phyir ro // de las lhag pa’i 'bras bu’i khyad par grub
pa med pa fiid kyi phyir ro // de’i yod na yan khyad par med pa’i phyir / ‘dod chags
dan bral ba mi ’byun ba ni bsgom pas byas pa’i mrion sum las kyan yod? pa yin no Zes
bstan pa’i phyir / sdug bsnial bsgoms pas kyan de dag ces bya ba la sogs pa smos te /.
ayod em. : med DP.

227 According to PVP D103a2/P119a3 (*yogin) and PVV 93,1 (bhavaka).

228 According to PVP D103a3/P119a4-5 (lun las bstan pa’i sdug bsnal gan yin pa de
gan bsgom pas bsgom par bya ba gan yin pa de) and PVV 93,4 (tac ca [...] praty-
aksam eva duhkham snehadi).

229 PVV 93,5: tathapi pratyaksikrtatmasnehdadiduhkhatve 'pi. “‘Even so’ [ie.] even if
[cultivating the thought of pain] makes [directly] perceptible the fact that attach-
ment to the self and so on are pain.”

230 According to PVP D103a3-4/P119a5-6 (bsgom pas kyan sdug bsnal mrion sum du
byas pa can).

23

=

PV 2.238: duhkhabhavanayapy esa duhkham eva vibhavayet / pratyaksam piirvam
api tat tathdpi na virdgavan /.

232 PVV 93 4.
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cannot bring about any detachment. Devendrabuddhi thus reformu-
lates Dharmakirti’s reasoning in the following way:

And [here,] the argument [is as follows]: he who is attached to the self
(*atmasnehavat?), even though he perceives pain in a direct manner, does not
become detached through it [from what supposedly belongs to the self], like
the human being in the condition of an ordinary person (*prthagjana). Now,
the human being who wishes to perceive pain in a direct manner is attached
to the self even after [he has made it perceptible by means of cultivation. The
logical reason involved in this argument] is the perception of [what is] con-
tradictory to the cause (*karanaviruddhopalabdhi).233

While commenting on this stanza, Devendrabuddhi emphasizes the dif-
ference in this respect between the Naiyayikas' cultivation of the
thought of pain and the Buddhist cultivation of selflessness:

The treatise that teaches [that] the mere cultivation of [the thought of] pain
[is enough] in order to [achieve] liberation does not teach anything [that
would be] unperceived [otherwise]. For the manifestation [of pain] thanks to
the cultivation [of the thought] of pain is not known to be a cause of detach-
ment. Thus, the treatise is useless even though it teaches this [cultivation of
the thought of pain as a salvific means. On the contrary,] our [treatises] are
correct because [according to them], one becomes detached through selfless-
ness, which [remains] first unperceived [and] then [only] is made [directly]
perceptible through cultivation.234

The Naiyayikas’ doctrine is useless because it teaches nothing that
would be unknown prior to its understanding, whereas the Buddhist
path leads to the direct realization of the thus far unperceived selfless-

233 PVP D103a6-7/P119a8-b2: sbyor ba yan gan bdag la chags pa dan ldan pa de ni
sdug bsnal mrion sum du mthon du zin kyan de las "dod chags dan bral bar fie bar ‘gro
ba ma yin te / dper na so so’i skye bo’i gnas skabs can gyi skyes bu de fiid Ita bu’o //
sdug bsrial mrion sum du mthon bar 'dod pa’i skyes bu de yan phyis kyan bdag tu
chags pa dan Idan pa yin no Zes bya ba ni rgyu ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //.

234 PVP D103a4-6/P119a6-8: grol ba’i phyir sdug bsnal bsgom pa tsam ston pa’i bstan
bcos kyis ma mthon ba cun zad kyan bstan pa med de / ’di Itar sdug bsnal bsgom pas
rnam par bsgoms pa 'dod chags dan bral ba’i phyir rgyur rtogs® pa ma yin pa de ltar
na de ston par byed pa yin du zin kyan bstan bcos kyi 'bras bu med pa fiid yin no //
kho bo cag gi ni snar bdag med pa fiid ma mthon ba phyis bsgom pas mrnon sum du
byas pas ’dod chags dan bral ba’i phyir rigs pa yin no //. @ rtogs conj. : DP rtag.
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ness. Thus according to our authors, ordinary persons (prthagjana) are
per definitionem under the sway of ignorance (avidya), of which we al-
ready know that it consists in the twofold false view of the self or per-
sonalistic belief (atmadrsti, satkayadrsti) 235 However, through listen-
ing to the Buddhist teachings (the so-called srutamayi prajiia) and re-
flecting upon them by means of the pramanas (the so-called cintamayi
prajiia), they gain an initial insight into selflessness and enter the path
properly speaking, i.e., cultivation (the so-called bhavanamayi prajia),
which entails two main segments: first, the path of vision (darsana-
madrga), in which they secure a first intuitive insight into the nobles’
truths, i.e., the fundamental structure of reality, and get rid of the
speculative (vi- or pari-kalpita) form of the personalistic belief; and
second, the path of (mental) cultivation (bhavanamarga), in which they
gradually uproot all the remaining defilements. Finally, upon the
transformation of the basis-of-existence (asrayaparivrtti) — which coin-
cides with the attainment of liberation - the innate (sahaja) form of the
personalistic belief is eradicated.

The Atmavadin could nonetheless argue that the cultivation of the
thought of pain does reveal something thus far unperceived, namely
the defects inherent in what we wrongly think to belong to the self.
Thus according to Devendrabuddhi, the following stanzas answer this
objection from the Atmavadin:

[Objection: But we] observe that someone becomes detached due to seeing a
defect in something236

Dharmakirti shows, however, that as long as we believe in the self’s
existence, making these defects obvious is of no avail:

(2.239-241) Even if [someone’s] mind momentarily (tatksanam)?’ swerves
by [observing] a [certain] defect in one [thing usually recognized as a means

235 See above, Introduction, §0.1.1.
236 PVP D103a7/P119b2-3: gal te la lar fies pa mthon ba las skyes bu 'dod chags dan
bral ba mthon o //.

237 le, according to PVP D103b2/P119b5 (ji srid fies pa mthon ba’i bar la), “as long as
he observes [this] defect.”
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of realizing the self’s pleasure],28 yet it does not become [entirely]? de-
tached from this [thing], as alover [who has become detached from a certain
woman because he sees a defect in her does not become detached] from
another woman.?# For when one distinguishes between what is to be
avoided (tydjya) [e.g., the unattractive woman from whom one is detached]
and what is to be sought (updadeya) [e.g., the attractive woman to whom one
is attached]?*! the attachment that has arisen regarding the [attractive]
one?# is the seed [i.e., the cause,]?® of the rise, in turn, of all [other] attach-
ments[, including the attachment to what one was previously detached from].
An immaculate attachment to an immaculate [self], and the [diverse imma-
culate] means], such as the sense organs, which are means of providing en-
joyment for this self],2# and the world consists of just this245 Now[, under

238 According to PVP D103b1/P119b4 (bdag gi bde ba sgrub par byed pa fid du khas

blans pa’i yul 'ga’ Zig la). Note, however, PVV 93,7: ekatraparadhakarini, “in one
offending [thing].” In fact the two commentaries are not contradictory, as the
Naiyayikas advocate a variety of cultivation of the thought of pain that focuses on
the disgusting or offending aspects of things usually regarded as instrumental in
pleasure: see above, fn.65, p. 202.

239 According to PVV 93,11 (viraktah sarvatha).
240 According to PVP D103b3-4/P119b7-8 (dper na 'dod pa dan ldan pa ‘ga’ Zig bud

241

242

243

244

245

med gZan la skyon cun zad mthon bas chags pa dan bral ba / gZan la chags pa dan
ma bral ba fiid yin pa Ita bu’o // yul gZan la ’byun ba can gyi ‘dod chags kyi lhag ma
ni bud med de la yan "dod chags skye ba’i rgyur ‘gyur ro / /).

According to PVP D103b5-6/P120a2-3 (skyes bu ‘ga’ Zig dor bar bya ba yin / dper
na mnon par ‘dod par bya ba ma yin pa’i bud med Ita bu’o // 'ga’ zig blan bar bya ba
yin te / dper na mrion par ‘dod pa’i bud med Ita bu’o // de Itar na blan bar bya ba dan
dor bar bya ba sna tshogs pa fiid yod na’o / /).

Devendrabuddhi clearly takes eka to refer to the thing recognized as desirable
(PVP D103b6-7/P120a3-4: blan bar bya bar 'dod pa’i don gyi rjes su 'bran ba can
no //). Manorathanandin takes it to refer to either the tydjya or the upadeya (PVV
93,15: ekasmin bhavini dvesavisayatayanuragavisayataya va /).

That is, *nimitta according to PVP D103b7/P120a4 ('dod chags kyi yul gyi rjes su
’byun ba can gyi chags pa de ni / sa bon yin te rgyu mtshan yin no //) and karana ac-
cording to PVV 93,18 (sd saktir bijam karanam).

According to PVP D104a6/P120b4-5 (bdag skyon med pa’i lons spyod sgrub par
byed pa dban po la sogs pa de dag kyan skyon med yin no / /).

Le, according to PVP D104a7/P120b5-6, of the self (*atman), of the attachment to
it (*tatsneha) and of things such as the sense organs and the body ( *indriyasarira-
di). Note PVV 94,1: tribhir jagatah sarigrahat /. “Because the world exhausts itself
(sarigraha) in [these] three [things].”
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such circumstances,] from what [can] the [person longing for liberation] 246
become detached?2+”

There is no point in making obvious the defects inherent in the means
of realizing the self’s pleasure, since the awareness of these defects is
incapable of putting an end to our attachment to what we consider
ours: if we happen to realize that something considered ours is defec-
tive, for all that we do not become detached from it, just as a lover who
has seen a defect in the woman he loves and gets detached from her
does not thereby acquire detachment with respect to all women. De-
vendrabuddhi explains:

The remaining [part] of the desire that was born regarding one object [i.e.,
the woman whom one used to love] can become the cause of the rise of de-
sire even towards the woman [from whom one had become detached in the
meantime]. Thus [itis the seed of the rise,] in turn, [of all other attachments.
To wit:] even if the vision of good qualities is a cooperating [factor in the rise
of desire, the fact that one sees defects certainly does not guarantee that de-
sire does not rise anew, so that] at a certain time, one can feel desire even for
that very woman from whom one used to be detached (*vairdgyavisaya?).
Thus, one is [certainly] not entirely detached [from this object].248

According to PV 2.240, the very distinction between what is to be
avoided and what is to be sought involves attachment, since attach-
ment to what is to be sought in turn gives rise to all other attachments,
including those that regard objects from which we used to be detached.
Devendrabuddhi explains:

246 According to PVV 94,1 (sa moktukamah).

247 PV 2.239-241:yady apy ekatra dosena tatksanam calitd matih / virakto naiva tatra-
pi kamiva vanitantare // tydjyopddeyabhede hi saktir yaivaikabhavini / sa bijam sar-
vasaktinam paryayena samudbhave // nirdosavisayah sneho nirdosah sadhanani
ca /2 etavad eva ca jagat kvedanim sa virajyate //. @ Note PVwmiy(tin): Skyon med yul
can chags pa dan // sgrub byed kyan ni skyon med yin /, suggesting a distributive
meaning for nirdosah.

248 PVP D103b4-5/P119b8-120a2: yul gZan la ’byun ba can gyi ‘dod chags kyi lhag ma
ni? bud med de la yan? “dod chags skye ba’i rgyur ‘qyur ro // de Itar na rnam grans
kyis yon tan mthon ba lhan cig byed pa yod na yan dus gcig gi tshe snar 'dod chags
dan bral ba’i yul du gyur pa’i bud med de fiid la yan ‘dod chags dan ldan par ‘gyur ba
de Itar na / $in tu ’dod chags dan bral ba Aid ma yin no //. @ See PVT Ne D143al-
2/P176b4-5.b See PVT Ne D143a2/P176b5.
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Someone may [well] be detached, at a [certain pointin] time, from a certain
[thing supposedly] belonging to the self; nonetheless, since [this person] has
not abandoned attachment to a self,2# he can in turn, due to this very seed [of
another attachment], feel again an attachment for [something supposedly]
belonging to the self, as [one falls in love] with another woman. Therefore,
this [person] is not entirely detached from acertain [thing].250

The commentator then emphasizes the contrast with the Buddhist path
in this respect:

And this defect does not pertain to the [Buddhists’] perception of selflessness
(*nairatmyadarsana) [as a means toward salvation], because the perception
of selflessness makes one detached from all [this, viz. both] the self and what
[supposedly] belongs to the self indifferently. Moreover, [for the Atmavadin]
there [can] be no detachment from attachment to the self, etc., because, given
that the self is immaculate, [things] like desire for this [self] are no less
immaculate [than the self].251

Dharmakirti concludes in PV 2.241 that if, as the Atmavadin contends,
the root of attachment and suffering is nothing but the self’s adventi-
tious association with elements wrongly regarded as belonging to it,
then nothing is defective in any way: neither the self (since it is free of
defects when isolated from the means of experience), nor attachment
to it (since the object of this attachment is immaculate), nor even the
means of pleasure wrongly ascribed to it. For as Manorathanandin
explains, even the means of realizing pleasure, which the Naiyayika

249 Note that Tib. bdag tu chags pa, although it most often renders atmasneha, is occa-
sionally found to render atmiyasneha: the passage could also mean “because he has
not abandoned the attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”

250 PVP D103b7-104a2/P120a4-6: 'di dus gcig gi tshe bdag gi ‘ga’ Zig la gan "dod chags
dan bral bar ‘gyur ba de Itar na yan / bdag tu chags pa ma spans pa fiid kyi phyir / sa
bon de fiid kyis bdag gi la yan rnam grans ‘ga’ zig gis chags par ‘gyur te / bud med
gZan la bZin no // de bas na de la la la Sin tu "dod chags dan bral ba mayinno //.

PVP D104a4-5/P120b2-4: bdag med par mthon ba la yan skyon 'di yod pa ma yin
te / bdag med pa fiid mthon ba las bdag dan bdag gi thams cad la khyad par med par
’dod chags dan bral ba fiid kyi phyir ro // gZan yan bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la
’dod chags dan bral ba fiid ma yin no // de Itar na bdag skyon med pa yin pa’i phyir /
de la 'dod chags la sogs pa yan skyon yod pa mayin te /.

25

iy
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tries so hard to see as defective, are in fact immaculate insofar as they
are not associated with the self: 252

The means of enjoyment as well [i.e.,] the sense organs, the body, etc., [and
the sense organs’ objects, i.e., ] sounds, tastes, visual objects, etc., are immacu-
late; because [according to the Atmavadins,] all these [things] which are the
self, etc., considered individually, are not causes of pain.zs3

Devendrabuddhi makes clear that as a consequence, in the Atma-
vadin’s perspective there is nothing to be detached from:

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

And since this [all] is immaculate, detachment cannot be cultivated. And since
there is nothing else to be abandoned, from what can this person become de-
tached so that (s)he might beliberated from the bondage of samsara?s

(2.242) Objection: [Although attachment to the self for instance has an imma-
culate object, i.e., the self] it?55 is [not only endowed with good qualities but it
is] also defectives¢ [inasmuch as it is the basis of pain. Answer:] The [defec-
tiveness which you define as being the basis of pain]%7 is the same for the
self. 28[Thus as long as] the [person who strives for liberation?* has] not

Dharmakirti has already shown this in PV 2.225.

PVV 93,21-22: upabhogasadhanani cendriyasariradini Sabdarasartipadini nirdosa-
ni / atmadinam sarvesam pratyekam duhkhahetutvabhavat /.

PVP D104a7-b1/P120b6-7: ‘di la skyon med pa fiid kyi phyir ‘dod chags dan bral ba
fiid bsgom par bya ba ma yin no // dor bar bya ba gZan yan yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir
skyes bu de dag gan la chags bral 'gyur gan gis 'khor ba’i ‘chin ba las grol bar
‘gyur® /.2 P om. gan gis 'khor ba’i "chin ba las grol bar 'gyur /.

PVV 94,3 seems to include tasya in the objection and interprets it as snehendri-
yadeh. Devendrabuddhi (PVP D104b4-5/P121a4) seems to exclude tasya from the
objection (as does the pratika: gal te skyon bcas yin na yan) and to treat it as *mu-
muksoh purusasya. However, Devendrabuddhi’s (PVP D104b2-3/P121a1-2) expla-
nation of the objection clearly refers to atmasneha as the subject: de Itar ni 'gyur
mod kyi / gal teyan bdag skyon med pa’i yul can bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa yin pa
de ltar na yan sdug bsnal gyi rten fiid yin pa’i phyir ’di skyon dan Ildan pa yin no //.
“Suppose the following be urged: Even if [things] such as the attachment to the self
have the immaculate self as their object, they have defects because they are the
basis of pain.”

According to PVV 94,3 (na kevalam gunavatta sadosatapi) .

According to PVP D104b5/P121a4 (sdug bsnal gyi rten gyi mtshan fiid de /).

Note Manorathanandin’s (PVV 94,5) introduction to PV 2.242cd: evam tarhy atma-
dosam eva vairdgyabhavanayad jahyad iti cet /. “Objection: [If it is] so, then through
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[become] detached from the [self], 260 which entails the [very same] defect
[as] the [above-mentioned factors, i.e, the defect of being the cause of
pain],26! from what does he now become detached?2¢2

The Atmavadin defends his position by arguing that his thought has
been distorted by the opponent: he does hold that attachment to the
self has an immaculate object, but this does not make attachment to the
self free of defects. On the contrary, this attachment is wrong and must
be eliminated, since the Atmavadin has already made clear that it is the
basis of pain.

Dharmakirti answers that the same can be said of the self, which, ac-
cording to the Atmavadin himself, must also be regarded as a basis of
pain, at least inasmuch as it is associated with the means of experience.
Thus, if we do not get detached from the self although we see it as a
cause of pain, we cannot get detached from anything else that we might
wrongly consider to belong to the self, as Devendrabuddhi makes clear:

Just as one is not detached from the self although it is the cause of pain, simi-
larly, one will not be [detached] either from what [supposedly] belongs to the
self263

Manorathanandin further explains:

the cultivation of detachment, one may abandon the self’s defect only [and not the
self itself].”

259 According to PVV 94,7 (sa mumuksuh); see also PVP D104b6/P121a6, quoted above,
fn. 255, p. 253.

260 According to PVP D104b5/P121a5 and PVV 94,7 (tatrdatmani).

261 According to PVT Ne D143a2-3/P176b5-6 (gan la bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa byun
ba’i nan tshul can de’i skyon yod pa Zes bya ba ni bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la "byun
ba’i nan tshul can gyi skyon gan yin pa’i skyon de fiid ni sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yin
no //). Whereas Manorathanandin provides no explanation of taddose, Devendra-
buddhi (PVP D104b5-6/P121a5) clearly interprets itas a bahuvrihi compound (gan
la bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa 'byun ba’i nan tshul can de’i skyon yod pa Zes bya bar
tshig rnam par shyar ro //).

262 PV 2.242: sadosatapi cet tasya tatrdtmany api sa samad / tatraviraktas taddose kve-
danim sa virajyate //.

263 PVP D104b6/P121a6-7: ji ltar sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yod na yan / bdag la 'dod
chags dan bral ba Idan pa ma yin pa de Itar bdag gi la yan mi ‘gyur ba [...] /.
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Just as one is not detached from the self, although it is defective, because one
sees the self [as existing], similarly, due to attachment, one will not become
detached from [something else] although it too has the defect of the [self], be-
cause onesees [it] as belonging to the self.26+

Devendrabuddhi thus reformulates Dharmakirti’s reasoning in the fol-
lowing way:

And [here,] the argument [is as follows]: an x that does notoccur even though
ay is present does not have this y for its cause, as a sprout of rice does not
exist even though a seed of barley exists. Now, detachment from the self does
not occur even though [its] being the cause of pain exists. [The logical reason
involved in this argument] is the perception of [something] contradictory to
the pervader (*vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi).265

Dharmakirti goes on:

(2.243ac) [Moreover, if] attachment [to what supposedly belongs to the self
were] born of the vision of good qualities,?¢6 the vision of defects could [cer-
tainly] annul [it]. But this [attachment?¢” indeed] bears on the sense organs,
etc., however it is not of such a kind (evam) [i.e, it is not born of the vision of
good qualities in the sense organs]268.269

Dharmakirti is now attacking the Atmavadin’s contention that attach-
ment to the things that we wrongly believe to belong to the self has as
its sole cause the fact that we see good qualities in them. If it were the

264 PVV 94,7-9: yatha sadose 'py dtmany atmadarsandad aviraktas tathd taddose 'pi sne-
had atmiyatvadarsanan na virajyete /.

265 PVP D104b7-105a1/P121a7-8: shyor ba 'an gan Zig gan yod na yan mi ‘gyur ba de
ni de’i rgyu mtshan can ma yin te / dper na nas kyi sa bon yod na yan sa lu’i myu gu
med pa lta bu’o // bdag la ‘dod chags dan bral ba yan sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yod na
yan mi gyur ro Zes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //.

266 According to PVP D105a1/P121a8-b1 (gZan yan gal te bdag gi la chags pa 'di yon
tan mthon ba las 'gyur ba / de’i tshe [...] /).

267 According to PVP D105a2/P121b2 (chags pa de) and PVV 94,15 (where sa ca sne-
hajendriyadav is likely to be emended into: sa ca sneha indriyadav).

268 According to PVP D105a2/P121b2 (yon tan mthon ba las ’byun ba ma yin) and PVV
94,15 (gunadarsanan na drstah).

269 PV 2.243ac: gunadarsanasambhiitam sneham bddheta dosadrk / sa cendriyadau na
tvevam [..] /.
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case, this attachment could certainly be annulled through realizing that
these factors are in fact defective, and the Naiyayika’s cultivation of the
thought of pain would be an effective means of liberation, “for the
vision of defects [would be] contradictory to the cause of the attach-
ment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”270 But we are not at-
tached to such things as our sense organs because we would see posi-
tive qualities in them:

[Although it relates to the sense organs, this attachment] is not born of the vi-
sion of good qualities; rather, the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the
self arises due to [its] being the basis of [the selfs] enjoyment, etc. Now, how
could the vision of pain, which does not annul the cause of the attachment to
what [supposedly] belongs to the self [i.e.] the notion of what [supposedly]
belongs to the self, remove the attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to
the self?271

Dharmakirti then adduces several reasons to show that the Naiyayika’s
cultivation of pain is useless:

270

271

272

273

(2.243d-244) [It is not born of the vision of good qualities in the sense or-
gans, and therefore cannot be eliminated through the cultivation of the
thought of pain,] because even children for instance have [attachment to their
sense organs, etc.]; because [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the
self]?72 occurs even with regard to what [is one’s own but] has defects], like
one’s own impaired sense organs];?’3 because [attachment to what suppo-

PVP D105a1/P121b1:skyon du Ita ba bdag gi chags pa’i rgyu dan ’gal ba’i phyir /.

PVP D105a2-3/P121b2-3: yon tan mthon ba las "byun ba ma? yin gyi / ‘on kyan lons
spyod kyi rten fiid yin pa la sogs pa’i sgo nas bdag gi blo bskyed pa yin na de ji Itar
bdag gi chags pa’i rgyu bdag gi blo la sdug bsnial mthon ba gnod par byed pa ma yin
no // bdag gi chags pa la gnod par ‘gyur /. [* ma conj.: DP om. ma.] The Sanskrit
original of the last (and, as far as its Tibetan translation is concerned, problematic)
segment of Devendrabuddhi’s explanation is provided by Vibh. 94, fn. 3: dtmiya-
buddher abdadhakam duhkhadarsanam katham datmiyasneham apanudet /.

According to PVP D105a7/P122a1 (rjes su chags pa) and PVV 94,19 (snehasya). Cf.
below, ad PV 2.244b, PVP D105b1/P122a3 (bdag gi chags pa) and Vibh. 94, fn. 6
(snehah).

According to PVP D105a6-7/P121b8-122al (mig la sogs pa bdag gi la yan bdag gi

fiid du bzun ba la) and PVV 94,18 (svakiye caksuradau gunavikale). As examples of
the defects involved, see PVP D105a7/P122al (rab rib dan lon ba dan Za ba dan
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sedly belongs to the self] does not occur with regard to what [belongs] to
someone else even if [it is] endowed with good qualities|, like another per-
son’s beautiful eyes];27* or [again,] because [even] when it is one’s own, one
abandons [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] with regard to
what is dead for instance[, like one’s fallen hair, nails or amputated
limbs]275.276

First, even children, who do not discriminate yet between defects and
good qualities, are attached to their sense organs, which shows that
our attachment to our sense organs does not arise from our finding
positive qualities in them:

274

275

276

277

Even children and cattle, etc, who do not conceptualize the good qualities
and defects (*af[pariJkalpitagunadosa?) of [things] like the eyes that are [sup-
posedly] related to the self, are attached to the eyes, etc. One ought to
understand that, since this [attachment] exists even when there is no seeing
of good qualities, it is not produced by the [latter].27

gzugs nan pa la sogs pa, i.e., *timira, *kanaftva], Za ba [?], *vairipya) and PVV 94,18
(kanatva).

According to PVP D105b1/P122a2-3 (skyes bu gZan fiid du mrion par 'dod pa’i mig
la sogs pa yon tan dan ldan pa gan yin pa de la) and PVV 94,19 (anyatra parakiye ne-
tradau dosarahite gunavaty api).

According to PVP D105b2/P122a4 (gan gi tshe bdag gi yan ’das Sin Zig par gyur pa
la’o //). Examples and explanations of adi are found in PVP D105b2-3/P122a4-5
(sogs pa smos pas ni ran gi lus las bog pa la sogs pa’i yan lag dan iiin lag de dan "dra
ba khyad par med pa yon tan ldan par mtshuns pa dag la) and PVV 94,23 (atitddau
kesanakhddau / adisabdal linangulyadau |...] /).

PV 2.243d-244: balader api sambhavate // dosavaty api sadbhavad abhavad guna-
vaty api / anyatratmiyatadyam va vyatitadau vihanitah //. @ PVvetter and PVmiy(rin)
read darsandt instead of sambhavat, but all commentators comment on sambhavat:
PVP D105a5/P121b6-7 (yod pa’i phyir ro), PVA 155,19 (bhavat), PVV 94,16 (sam-
bhavat).

PVP D105a5-6/P121b7-8: byis pa dan phyugs la sogs pa bdag dan ’brel pa’i mig la
sogs pa la yon tan dan skyon du brtag pa dan bral ba la yan mig la sogs pa de la
chags par ‘gyur ba fiid yin no // yon tan mthon ba de med par yan 'di yod pa’i phyir
des byas pa ma yin no Zes bya bar rtogs par ‘gyurro //.Cf. PVA 155,18-19: balapasv-
adinam cdaparikalpitagunadosanam bhavat /. “Because children, cattle, etc., have
[an attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] although they do not con-
ceptualize good qualities and defects.” See also PVV 94,15-16: balader api gunapa-
riksam anupagamya® caksuraddv dtmiyatvamatrena snehasya sambhavat /. [* guna-
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Manorathanandin further explains that the real cause of the child’s at-
tachment to his organs is his mere apprehension of these organs as his:

The presence and absence of attachment are not [respectively] due to the vi-
sion of good qualities and defects [in the object of attachment]; rather, [they
are respectively] due to the vision [of this object] as belonging to the self
(atmiyatvadarsana) [and] to the lack of [such a] vision, because [attachment
and its absence respectively] conform to the presence and absence of this [vi-
sion].278

Second, we are attached to our sense organs even though we realize
that they are impaired, which shows that the awareness of our organs’
defects does not prevent us from being attached to them:

Therefore the [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] occurs
even from [one’s] seeing defects.2”®

In contrast, we are not attached to the others’ sense organs, even
though we may notice their virtues, and we cease to be attached to
what we no longer consider ours (such as fallen hair), “because one ab-
andons attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self when one
gets rid of the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”280 As a
consequence, “attachment [to what supposedly belongs to the self] is
not produced by the vision of good qualities,”281 but stems from our
very belief that it does belong to the self:

Therefore, since [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] does not
occur even when one sees good qualities and occurs when there is a notion of
what [supposedly] belongs to the self, [this attachment,] which arises from

pariksam anupagamya conj.: gunapariksa 'bhyu(paga)mya Ed.] “Because children
for instance can have an attachment to the eyes, etc, whereas they have not [yet]
undertaken an examination of [their] good qualities [i.e.,] due to the mere fact that
[they regard the eyes, etc,] as belonging to the self.”

278 PVV 94,16-17: gunadosadarsanan na snehabhavabhavau / kim tv dtmiyatvadarsa-
nddarsanat tadanvayavyatirekdnuvidhanad iti /.

279 PVP D105a7/P122a1-2: de bas na yon tan dan skyon mthon ba las kyan 'di 'gyur ba
yinno //.

280 PVP D105b3/P122a5: bdag gi blo dor bayod na bdag gi chags pa dan bral ba’i phyir /.

281 PVP D105b3/P122a5: chags pa yon tan mthon bas byas pa mayinno //.
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the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self, does not have the vision
of good qualities forits cause (*nimitta).282

Dharmakirti has shown that our attachment to the elements that we
take to belong to the self does not arise from our seeing positive quali-
ties in them, but from the mere fact that we take them to be ours. The
Atmavadin might attempt to escape the objection by showing that non-
etheless, our very notion that the means of enjoyment belong to us
arises from our seeing positive qualities in them. In this way, he could
show that Dharmakirti’s argument does not affect his position: the
cultivation of the thought of pain can lead us to detachment by making
us cease to see the means of enjoyment as endowed with positive qual-
ities, and therefore by making us cease to see them as ours. According
to Devendrabuddhi, PV 2.245 answers such an objection from the
Atmavadin:

Suppose the following be urged: [Well,] the vision of good qualities is not the
cause of attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self. Rather, [its
cause] is the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self. But this [very]
notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self arises from the vision of good
qualities. Therefore, one becomes detached from what [supposedly] belongs
to the self by breaking, by means of the cultivation [of the thought] of pain,
the vision of good qualities which is the cause of the notion of what [suppo-
sedly] belongs to the self283

Dharmakirti’s answer runs as follow:

(2.245-246) And for this very reason, nor is the observation of good qualities
the cause of the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self. Therefore
[i.e, since this notion does not have the vision of good qualities for its

282 PVP D105b3-4/P122a5-6: de bas na yon tan mthon ba la yan med pa’i phyir dan
bdag gi Ses pa yod na yod pa’i phyir bdag gi blo las byun ba ni yon tan mthon ba’i
rgyu mtshan can ma yinpa [...] /.

283 PVP D106a2-3/P122b6-7: de Itar ni 'gyur mod kyi bdag gir chags pa’i yon tan
mthon ba ni rgyu ma yin no // 'o na ci yin Ze na / bdag gi blo fiid yin no // bdag gi blo
de yan yon tan mthon ba las 'gyur ro //® des na sdug bsnal bsgom pas bdag gi’i blo’i
rgyur gyur pa yon tan mthon ba’i rgyun bcad pa las bdag gi chags pa dan bral ba yin
pa [..] /.2 To be compared with Vibh. 95, fn. 3: syad etat / atmiyasnehasyatmiya-
buddhir eva hetuh / sa tu gunadarsanadt [...] /.
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cause,|?84 it285 is not abandoned either due to the vision of non-qualities [i.e.,
defects].286 Furthermore, [we] indeed observe that due to attachment, 28’ one
superimposes unreal good qualities onto that [which is taken to be one’s
own,28 so that attachment prevents the vision of defects]. Therefore how
[can] a [soteriological] injunction [prescribing the cultivation of the thought
of pain]#? annul this [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self20 if,
as is the case, it] does not annul its cause [i.e., the vision of the self]2917292

Dharmakirti has just shown that our attachment to the elements
thought to belong to the self does not stem from our observing positive
qualities in them. He now specifies that he has refuted by the same to-
ken the contention that our very notion that they belong to the self may
arise from our observing such good qualities in them. Rather, as Mano-
rathanandin specifies, the cause of this notion can be nothing but the
vision of the self:

And the cause of the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self is not ob-
serving good qualities, but rather, the very vision of the self.2%3

As a consequence, the cultivation of the thought of pain as the Nai-
yayikas define it cannot have the power to eliminate our attach ment by

2

@

4 According to PVP D106a5/P123al (yon tan mthon ba’i rgyu can ma yin pa de’i
phyir) and PVV 95,1 (tasmad gunadarsana hetukatvab havat).

285 e, according to PVP D106a5/P123a2 and PVV 95,1, the notion of what supposedly
belongs to the self (bdag gi blo = atmiyabuddhi).

286 According to PVV 95,1-2 (agunasya dosasya darsanat).

287 PVP D106a7/P123a5 explains: bdag tu chags las (*atmasneha). Should bdag tu chags
rather be reconstructed as *atmiyasneha?

288 Devendrabuddhi (PVP D106a7/P123a5) seems to explain tatra as *atmiyasnehe,
while Manorathanandin (PVV 95,7) explains it as atmiye, preferable in our opinion.

289 According to PVP D106b1/P123a6 (grol ba’i phyir brjod pa’i cho ga) and PVV 95,8-
9 (vidhir diksa duhkhabhavanddirtipah).

290 According to PVP D106b1-2/P123a7 (bdag gi'i chags pa de la) and PVV 95,9 (tam
snehddim).

291 According to PVV 95,8 (tasya snehadeh karanasyatmadarsanasya).

292 PV 2.245-246: tata eva ca natmiyabuddher api guneksanam / kdranam hiyate sapi
tasman nagunadarsanat // api casadgunaropah snehat tatra hi drsyate / tasmat tat-
karandbadhi vidhis tam badhate katham //.

293 PVV 94,25: atmiyabuddher api na guneksanam karanam kintv atmadarsanam eva.
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making obvious the defects of what we are attached to. As Manoratha-
nandin points out, the reason for this is that perceiving these defects is
not contradictory to the cause of attachment:

For a [particular] property suppresses something [when it is] contradictory
to [its] cause, as fire [eliminates] a specific horripilation [caused by cold. And]
indeed, the vision of a self is the cause of attachment, of the vision of what
[supposedly] belongs to the self, etc. Now, the vision of defects is not contra-
dictory to this [vision of aself].24

According to Devendrabuddhi, Dharmakirti further points out that at-
tempting to make obvious these defects is all the more useless since we
naturally tend to superimpose good qualities onto what we take to be
ours; “and due to [this] superimposition of unreal qualities, one never
finds oneself in the position of seeing the defects.”295 Devendrabuddhi
thus introduces this verse by explaining:

Moreover, the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self, [and] hence
also attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self, exists as long as one
has not got rid of attachment to the self. Now, this [attachment] prevents the
vision of defects [...] Thus how [can there be] a vision of defects [under such
circumstances], so that attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self
might be eliminated through it[i.e, through the vision of defects] 72%

Dharmakirti concludes that the Naiyayikas’ cultivation of the thought
of pain is pointless, since it is incapable of achieving the goal that the
Naiyayikas ascribe to it, i.e.,, eliminating our attachment to what we

294 PVV 95,4-5: karanaviruddho hi dharmo® nivartakah kasyacid yathagni romaricavise-
sasya / dtmadarsanam hi snehdtmiyadrsadeh karanam / na ca tadvirodhini dosa-
drk /.[* dharmo PVVws 18a3 : dharmi Ed.] What Manorathanandin has in mind here
is the perception of something contradictory to the cause, karanaviruddho palabdhi,
the example of which is the elimination of a specific horripilation by fire, which
contradicts its cause, i.e., cold: see NBm 2.40/NBs 2.41 and NBTm 137,3-138,2/NBTs
35,9-20.

295 PVP D106a7-b1/P123a5: yon tan med par sgro ‘dogs pa las kyan skyon mthon ba’i
skabs sin tu med pa fiid yinno //.

296 PVP D106a6-7/P123a3-5: gZan yan ji srid du bdag tu chags pa dan ma bral ba de
srid du bdag gi blo yod pa / de bas na de srid du bdag gi’i chags pa yan yod pa yin
no // de yan skyon mthon ba |...] la gags byed pa yin pa de Itar na gan las skyon
mthon ba yin zin / gan gis de las bdag gi chags pa zad par ‘gyur /.
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take to belong to the self. He then states the reason for this: such a cul-
tivation has no power to eliminate the cause of this attachment,
namely, our belief in the existence of the self, so that, as Manoratha-
nandin explains, it cannot destroy our attachment to the means of en-
joyment, “because the negation (nisedha) of the effect cannot be
achieved without the suppression (nivrtti) of [its] cause.”297

3.3.6. Dharmakirti’s Refutation of the Sarnkhya Position (PV
2.247-248)

According to the commentators, the next couple of verses are directed
against the Sankhya soteriology. Devendrabuddhi thus considers that
these stanzas are a reply to an Atmavadin who defends the Sanikhya
thesis that attachment is due to the confusion between the Person and
primordial matter,2%8 and whose objection runs as follows:

As for us, we do not claim that attachment is due to the vision of good quali-
ties, but rather, that attachment is [due to] a cognition which [erroneously]
unifies primordial nature and the Person. Therefore, since one eliminates the
idea of one’s own by knowing that primordial nature and the Person are dis-
tinct [things], one becomes detached [from what supposedly belongs to the
self].2

Manorathanandin gives a similar explanation:

As for the representatives of the Sankhya, they think [as follows]: As long as
one regards the Person and primordial matter, which are [respectively] con-
scious and unconscious, as being one, (s)he is possessed of attachment and is
not freed; [whereas] when (s)he perceives [their] difference, there is no
[more] attachment, and (s)heis released.300

297 PVV 95,9: karananivrttya karyanisedhasya kartum asakyatvat /.
298 See above, §3.1.1.

299 PVP D106b2-3/P123a7-8: kho bo yon tan du mthon ba las chags par mi smra’o // o
na ciyin Ze na / ran bZin dan skyes bu dag la blo gcig tu byed pa ni chags pa yinno //
des na ran bZzin dan skyes bu gZan du Ses pas ran fiid kyi blo ‘dor ba’i phyir dod chags
dan bral ba yin no Ze na /.

300 PVV 95,11-12: sankhyds tu manyante / cetanacetanayoh purusapradhanayor yavad
aikyam manyate purusah / tavat sa snehavan amuktas?® ca / bhedapratitau na sneho
vimuktas® ceti /. amuktas conj. : ayuktas Ed. bvimuktas conj. : viyuktas Ed.
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According to the Sankhya, we are attached to things such as our sense
organs because although these are in fact nothing but evolutes of the
primordial, unconscious and active matter, we wrongly identify them
with the self, i.e., the Person understood as a pure, passive conscious-
ness. Devendrabuddhi notices that the Sankhya position has already
been set aside earlier and refers back to PV 2.230ab.30t There, accord-
ing to Devendrabuddhi’s interpretation of the verse,302 the Naiyayika
opponent was criticizing the Sankhya thesis that we regard what does
not essentially belong to the self as ours because of some confusion be-
tween the Person and primordial matter. Devendrabuddhi then adds:

[But] let [us] admit that [attachment] is produced by [such] a unitary cogni-
tion. Even so, it is incorrect that the cognition of the self is one with [that of]
the sense organs, etc.303

In other words, Dharmakirti is now going to refute in his own name the
Sankhya position; but whereas, according to Devendrabuddhi, the Nai-
yayika was attacking the Sankhya thesis in PV 2.230 on the grounds
that “[two] distinct external things are not the cause of a single cogni-
tion,”304 here Dharmakirti is ready to concede that attachment might be
the result of a unitary cognition confusing two distinct entities. How-
ever, he is about to show that attachment to things that we consider to
belong to us does not arise from the confusion between the Person and
primordial matter:

(2.247-248) [Even] an [ordinary, non-liberated] person (ayam janah) knows
that the self is distinct from [things] such as the sense organs. [And this (s)he
knows] because [(s)he] longs for ever better [sense organs, but not for an
ever better self, and] because [(s)he] knows [that things like hair and limbs
are subject to] destruction and arising [while the self is lasting]. As a conse-
quence, attachment [to what supposedly belongs to the self] is not due either
to [one’s] seeing [primordial matter and the Person] as being one|, because

301 See PVP D106b3-4/P123a8-b2: “dir phyi rol gyi don dag la gcig tu Zen pa med na
yan phan ’dogs par byed pa tsam gyis ran fiid kyi blos chags pa yin no Zes bsad zin
to//.

302 See above, fn. 158, p. 227.

303 PVP D106b3-4/P123a8-b2: blo gcig gis byas payin pa yan bla ste / de Itar na yan
dban po la sogs pa la bdag fiid kyi blo gcig pa fiid 'thad pa ma yin no //.

304 See above, fn. 158, p. 227.
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such an attachment exists even when this view does not.3% Thus this is the
real cause of the attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self:] itis by
nature that, being attached to the self, one is attached to (anuy/rafij-) the in-
ternal factors of perception.30%

Dharmakirti’s reply to the Sankhya opponent consists in showing that
attachment to what we consider to belong to the self cannot be the
result of a confusion between the self and matter (or more precisely,
between the Person and the subtle body, which includes the sense or-
gans),307 because any ordinary person (i.e., anyone who is not yet libe-
rated) is already aware of the difference between his or her sense or-
gans and the self understood as a permanent entity. This knowledge is
obvious from the fact that we do long for better sense organs but not
for a better self. Thus Manorathanandin explains in the following way
why it is obvious that ordinary persons know this difference:

Because [this person] longs for [things] such as eyes and a body which are,
[as Dharmakirti says, pardpara, that is,] ever different (aparapara) from
[those] having defects such as blindness [i.e,] ever better [than those]; but
[(s)he] does not desire another self. Therefore, even if (s)he is not liberated,
this person knows [that] the selfis distinct [from the sense organs, etc.].308

As for Devendrabuddhi’s lengthier commentary, it explains that when
wishing that we had better organs, we are actually longing for organs
other than those that we currently possess, whereas we never long for
another self. Even if we happen to long for a better self, we are not
thereby aspiring to a self that would be other than the actual self, pre-
cisely because we consider the self a permanent entity:

Because [this person] longs for sense organs, etc., that are better than the
eyes, etc, obtained earlier [and] devoid of good qualities, thinking: “I wish my

305 According to PVP D107a4/P124a4 (de med na yan yod pa’i phyir ro / /).

306 PV 2.247-248: paraparaprarthandto vindsotpattibuddhitah / indriyddeh prthagbhii-
tam dtmdnam vetty ayam janah // tasman naikatvadrstyapi snehah snihyan sa
atmani / upalambhantarangesu prakrtyaivanurajyate //.

307 See above, §3.1.1.

308 PVV 95,14-16: kanatvadidosayuktaparaparasya visistavisistasya caksuhsariradika-
sya prdrthandtah / dtmanas canyasyanabhilasatah / tasmat prthagbhiitatmanam
ayam amukto ’pi jano vetti /.
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eyes, etc, were other, better than these [ones],” but not: “I wish my self were
other [than this one].” And even when [this person] has such a longing, “I
wish my self were so [and so],” (s)helongs for a [better] condition of a lasting
self, not for another self Therefore, [this person] has the cognition that the
sense organs, etc., are different from the self.309

Besides, ordinary persons distinguish the sense organs from the self
insofar as they are aware of the sense organs’ impermanence, whereas
they consider the self a lasting entity:

And this [person], by seeing that the self is lasting, has the cognition that
[things] such as hair, nails, limbs and the eye, etc., arise and cease to exist;
therefore (s)he does not believe that [they] are one [and the same].310

As a consequence, attachment to what we think to belong to the self
cannot originate from the confusion between primordial matter and
the Person: although we do consider that the sense organs belong to
the self, we do not identify the sense organs with the self, and yet, de-
spite our distinguishing between the sense organs and the self, we are
attached to our sense organs. What, then, is the cause of this attach-
ment? According to Dharmakirti, when one is attached to the self, one
is ipso facto or by nature3!! attached to the internal factors of percep-
tion, i.e,, “to the sense organs and so on [regarded as] belonging to the
self, which are the means of realizing [the self’s] enjoyment.”312 Deven-
drabuddhi explains:

309 PVP D106b4-6/P123b3-5: gan gi phyir snar thob pa’i mig la sogs pa yon tan med pa
las mchog ste [...] dban po la sogs pa [...] don du gfier ba’i phyir ro // “di las bdag gi
mig la sogs pa gZan khyad par du gyur cig siiam pa yin gyi na’i bdag gzan du gyur cig
ces ni ma yin no // gan gi tshe yan na’i bdag di Ita bar gyur cig ces don du gfier bar
‘gyur ba de yan bdag gnas pa’i gnas skabs don du gfier ba yin gyi / bdag gzan du don
du giier ba ni ma yin no // de’i phyir mig la sogs pa bdag las tha dad pa’i blo dan Idan
payinno //.

310 PVP D107al1-2/P123b8-124al: ‘di kyan bdag gnas pa fiid du mthon bas skra dan
sen mo dan yan lag dan mig la sogs pa skye ba dan ’jig pa’i blo dan Idan pa fiid kyi
phyir gcig tu Zen pa can ma yinno //.

311 le, by prakrti. Here Dharmakirti might be playing with the meaning of the word,
which of course also denotes the Sankhya's primordial nature.

312 PVP D107a6/P124a6 (which explains upalambhantarangesu): dban po la sogs pa
lons spyod sgrub par byed pa bdag gila’o (*upabhogasadhanesv indriyadisv atmiye-
su). Cf. PVV 95,24,
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As a consequence, attachment to the self indeed has the property of arising
merely from the vision of the self as [really] existing. This [attachment to the
self] is [in turn] the cause of [one’s] attachment to what [supposedly] belongs
to the self, [and] prevents detachment from what [supposedly] belongs to the
self. Thus, the cultivation of [the thought of] painis [simply] useless.313

The mere belief in the self’s existence generates attachment to the self,
and mere attachment to the self generates in turn attachment to what
we think to belong to the self. As a consequence, the Naiyayika'’s culti-
vation of the thought of pain is useless, because it is aimed at de-
stroying attachment to what we regard as belonging to the self while
leaving intact its root cause, namely, our belief in the self’s existence.

3.3.7. The Naiyadyikas’ Cultivation of the Thoughtof Pain as a
Misunderstanding of the Buddhist Path (PV 2.249-254)

From PV 2.249 onwards, Dharmakirti endeavours to show in what way
the Buddhist view of detachment differs from the Naiyayikas’ and how
the cultivation of the thought of pain should be understood in the Bud-
dhist perspective. As already noted above (§3.1.2), Dharmakirti seems
to engage at length in this discussion with a Naiyayika for the reason
that the latter’s soteriology comprises many features (among which,
most importantly, the cultivation of the thought of pain) very similar to
those of Buddhism (and perhaps indirectly borrowed from the latter).
As a result, Dharmakirti seems eager to show the superiority of the
Buddhist path while presenting the Naiyayikas’ “crypto-Buddhist” so-
teriological notions as a basic misunderstanding of the Buddhist, self-
less soteriology.

According to Devendrabuddhi, the next stanza is a reply to the fol-
lowing objection:

But do [we] not observe that one becomes detached [from what supposedly
belongs to the self] upon seeing the present pain of living beings? Therefore

313 PVP D107a6-7/P124a7-8: des na bdag tu chags pa bdag yod pa fiid du mthon ba
tsam las 'byun ba’i nan tshul can med pa can ma yin te / de ni bdag gi la chags pa’i
rgyu yin no // de bdag gi la 'dod chags dan bral ba’i gags byed pa yin pa de Itar na
sdug bsnal sgom pa 'bras bu med pa yinno //.
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how [can you say that they do] not become detached [from it] by means of
the cultivation [of the thought] of pain?314

Dharmakirti answers in the following way:

(2.249-250) As for the disgust (nirveda) for [one’s] present pain, [it is] not
detachment: such [a thing] is aversion (dvesa). [And] even then [i.e, in this
condition where disgust prevails],315 there is attachment [to what supposedly
belongs to the self]316 because one seeks another[, more satisfactory] condi-
tion. Because aversion originates from pain (duhkhayoni), it lasts just as long
[as there is pain3!7 But] once this [pain] has ceased [due to the presence of
something contradictory to its cause,38 a person3!?] recovers its original na-
ture [of loving what supposedly belongs to the self]320.321

The Nyaya’s cultivation of the thought of pain is aimed at bringing
about disgust: according to Paksilasvamin, “by cultivating it, one be-
comes disgusted; [and he] who is disgusted [obtains] detachment; [and
he] who is detached [obtains] liberation.”322 Dharmakirti, however,

314

315

316

317

318

319

320

321

322

PVP D107a7-b1/P124a8-bl: srog chags rnams kyi da Itar gnas pa’i sdug bsnal
mthon nas 'dod chags dan bral bar ‘gyur ba mthon ba fiid ma yin nam / de ji ltar na
sdug bsnal bsgom pas ’dod chags dan bral ba ma yin Ze na /.

According to PVP D107b3/P124b5 (gnas skabs gan la yan skyes bu ‘di la lar yid
’byun ba de tshe yan) and PVV 96,3 (tadapi nirvedavasthayam).

According to PVP D107b3/P124b5 (bdag gi la yan chags pa).

According to PVP D107b5/P124b8 (ji srid du "di sdug bsnal ’jug pa de srid du "di’i yid
byun ba ’jug par ‘gyur ro //) and PVV 96,6-7 (sa nirveddakhyo dveso yavad duhkham
anuvartate tavanmatram tavatkalaparimdanam samsthitir asyeti /).

According to PVP D107b5-6/P124b8-125al (gan gi tshe yan de ’jug pa’i rgyu dan
“gal ba’i rkyen fie bas sdug bsnal ldog par ‘gyur ba de’i tshe sdug bsnal de log na) and
PVV 96,10 (tasmin duhkhe karananiro dhan nivrtte).

According to PVP D107b6/P125al (skyes bu de) and PVV 96,11 (sattvadarsi). Note,
however, that the stanza could also be read as meaning thatafter taking the form of
aversion, attachment recovers its original nature when pain ceases.

According to PVP D107b7/P125al (bdag gi’i chags pa las byun ba’i mtshan fiid can
gyi ran bzin) and PVV 96,10-11 (svam eva prakrtim visayesv avirdgalaksanam).

PV 2.249-250: pratyutpannat tu yo duhkhan nirvedo dvesa idrsah / na vairdgyam
taddpy asti sneho 'vasthantaraisanat // dvesasya duhkhayonitvat sa tavanmatra-
samsthitih / tasmin nivrtte prakrtim svam eva bhajate punah //.

See NBh 15,11-15, quoted above, fn. 64, p. 202. On nirveda in the Nyaya, see also
above, fn. 65, p. 202.
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considers that this disgust is in fact no detachment at all, but a kind of
aversion. Now, the Naiyayikas themselves acknowledge that aversion
is still a form of attachment, or its negative side: according to Paksila-
svamin, liberation consists in the cessation of the series of desire and
aversion.323 Dharmakirti explains that it is the case because someone
full of aversion for his or her present condition does not cease to aspire
to another, more pleasurable condition. Devendrabuddhi comments:

[Even in the condition where disgust prevails,] because one seeks a pleasura-
ble condition other than the present painful condition, attachment [to what
supposedly belongs to the self] is not abandoned.324

Manorathanandin similarly explains:

[Even in the condition where disgust prevails, there is attachment] because
one seeks another condition [i.e,] a [condition] different from the condition
that arouses disgust because of pain. For when there is no attachment, the
rejection of one [thing] does notlead to the desire of another.325

In fact, this accusation had already been put forward against the Nyaya
by the time the NV was composed, and Uddyotakara denies that the
Nyaya’s prescribed abandonment of pain may amount to mere aver-
sion:

[Objection: But] even if [someone seeking liberation] acts out of aversion,
[thinking,] “I must abandon pain,” even so, [this person] cannot be released,
because aversion is acknowledged to be bondage; for [you yourself acknowl -
edge that] bondage [consists of] both desire and aversion. [Reply:] No, be-
cause it is not an obstacle; [i.e.,] abandoning pain is not an obstacle [to libera-
tion]. On the contrary, the [person who endeavours to achieve liberation] is
not averse to pain; and since (s)he acts without being averse [to anything],

323 See NBh 219,11-13, quoted above, fn. 71, p. 204, and NBh 7,12-14, quoted above,
fn. 67,p.203.

324 PVP D107b4/P124b6: da Itar gyi sdug bsnal gyi gnas skabs ma gtogs pa’i bde ba’i
gnas skabs gZan tshol ba’i phyir chags pa ma spans pa yinno //.

325 PVV 96,4-5: avasthantarasya duhkhahetor nirvedakdrinyam avasthdyam vilaksana-
syaisanat / na hi sneham antarenaikatydgad aparavaricha /.
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(s)he reaches an abandonment of pain that is not an obstacle [to libera-
tion].326

According to Dharmakirti, however, this denial is meaningless, since
the Naiyayikas’ rejection of pain cannot be anything but aversion, i.e., a
hatred that still stems from attachment, as long as the root cause of at-
tachment, namely the belief in the self, has not been eradicated. As a
result, his pseudo-detachment is bound to cease as soon as the cause of
pain disappears and to recover its original nature of love for what he
still believes to belong to the self.

By way of contrast, Dharmakirti now explains what authentic de-
tachment is, i.e., what detachment is in the Buddhist perspective:

(2.251) On the other hand, what [we Buddhists] call “detachment”’3?7 [is noth-
ing but the] equanimity (audasinya)??® towards everything [which characte-
rizes the arhats- who are] like the sandalwood [in the presence of] the
axe3? - [and which is] due to the abandonment of repulsion (tyaga) and
clinging (upddana).33°

What the Buddhists call detachment is indifference or equanimity (au-
dasinya) “‘towards everything’ [i.e.,] towards all objects, which, due to
the absence of the [false] view of a [substantial] living being, are no
longer determined as being harmful or beneficial [to the self].”331 This

326 NV 83,1-4: yady api dvesat pravartate duhkham hasyamiti tathapi na mucyeta /
dvesasya bandhanasamdjfianad iti / rdgadvesau hi bandhanam iti / na / apratikila-
tvat / apratikilam duhkhahanam bhavati / na punar ayam duhkham dvesti / advi-
sams$ cayam pravartamadno ’pratikilam duhkhahdanam adhigacchatiti /.

327 PVV 96,18: vairagyam ndma dgamaprasiddham kathyate /. “What is called ‘detach-
ment,’ ie, known through scripture [as ‘detachment’].”

328 PVV 96,17-18: audasinyam anunayapratigharahitatvam. “Equanimity [ie.,] being
devoid of inclination and hostility.”

329 See below, fn. 332, p. 270.

330 PV 2.251: audasinyam tu sarvatra tydgopadanahdnitah / vasicandanakalpanam vai-
ragyam nama kathyate //.

331 PVV 96,15-16: sattvadrstyabhavat sarvatra visaye pratikul atvanukilatvabhyam an-
adhyavasite. See also PVP D107b7-108al/P125a3-4: bdag gi dnos po Zes bya ba fie
bar len pa’i phun po’i tshogs srid® pa la fie bar mkho ba rnams la btan sfioms su gnas

pa la’o //. [@ PVT Ne D144b1/P178b1 reads sred.] “[‘Equanimity,’ ie,] a state of
indifference (*upeksavastha?) towards [all things] that are conducive (*upayogin?)
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equanimity arises from the abandonment of the attitude consisting in
clinging, but also of the repulsion that drives us away from things
without constituting a genuine detachment. And whatever may be the
exact meaning of the sandalwood and axe simile illustrating the nature
of this equanimity,332 Dharmakirti is here pointing out that detachment

to the [re-]birth of the group of the updadanaskandhas [commonly referred to as]
‘body(/embodiment)’ (*atmabhava).”

As pointed out by Vetter (1990: 146, fn. 1), Norman (1960: 270-271) has studied
the original meaning (common to early Jaina and Buddhist sources) of the com-
pound vasicandanakalpa: “like the sandalwood tree [in the presence of] the axe”
(but note Bloomfield’s [1920: 342] rendering: “he for whom the [cooling] sandal is
not different from a [painful] sword”). Norman comes to his conclusion on the basis
of Bohtlingk’s Spriiche no. 401, 2313 and 7099: apamanito pi kulajo na vadati puru-
sah svabhavadaksinyat / na hi malayacandanataruh parasuprahatah sravet pi-
yam //; chinno 'pi candanatarur na jahati gandham vrddho 'pi varanapatir na jahati
lilam / yantrarpito '‘pi madhuratam na jahdti hiksuh ksino 'pi na tyajati Silagunan
kulinah //; sujano na yadti vairam parahitabuddhir vindsakdle 'pi / chede 'pi canda-
nataruh surabhayati mukham kuthdrasya //. In Norman’s (partial) translation
(1960: 270): “Even when disgraced, a noble man does not speak [...]; when struck
by the axe the sandalwood tree would not put forth evil-smelling sap.” “Even when
cut down the sandalwood tree does not give up its smell; [...] even when destroyed
a noble man does not abandon his morality and virtue.” “Even at the time of de-
struction a noble man whose mind is devoted to the good of others does not be-
come hostile; even when being cut down a sandalwood tree perfumes the blade of
the axe.” Note, however, that Devendrabuddhi’s, (Sakyabuddhi’s and) Manoratha-
nandin’s explanations of the compound suggest that these had forgotten the origi-
nal meaning of the simile. See PVP D108a2-5/P125a5-b1: de la skyes bu gcig sems
dan ba can gyis lag pa gcig Sin tu tsan dan gyis byugs la gZan rnam par sdan bas lag
pa cig sos Sin tu bcad pa de la skyes bu de dag de (P : D de ji) Itar ’jug pa dag gi nan
nas gcig yid byun ba ‘am / cig sos la mnon par chags pa med pa de bZin du tsan dan
dan ste’u la yin te / ‘on kyan giii ga la rjes su chags pa dan / khon khro ba med pa’i
mtshan fiid can gyi btan sfiom su gnas par ‘qyur ba de Itar na / grol bar 'dod pa’i
bdag fiid can / tsan dan dan ste’u dag la mtshuns par ’jug par ‘gyur ro // don de fiid
bstan pa’i phyir tsan dan dan ni ste’u bZin Zes smos pa yin no //.“In that respect, one
person has placidly (*prasannacitta?) smeared (*vi\/Iip-?) one hand entirely with
sandal while another [person] has cut off one hand with contempt (*vidvesa?); from
among the two actions of that kind [proper to] these two persons, one is without
[any] agitation (*udvega) and the other without [any] attachment (*abhisvarga?),
[and] so it is with regard to the axe and the sandal. However, [it is] with regard to
both [of them that] one should dwell in equanimity, which consists ( *laksana) in
the absence of [both] inclination (*anunaya?) and hostility (*pratigha?). Thus, he
whose nature is to desire liberation ought to act similarly with regard to [both] the
sandal and the axe. In order to indicate this meaning, [Dharmakirti] says: vasican-

33,

]
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is a state of real indifference rather than a mere aversion, and that the
Atmavadins are incapable of making us reach such a state.

However, Dharmakirti himself has stated in PV 2.222ac that desire,

aversion, etc., can be eliminated only provided that the good qualities
and defects of objects are no longer seen. Now, as Devendrabuddhi
makes clear, this seems to be contradictory to Dharmakirti’s rejection
of the cultivation of the thought of pain (since the latter is supposed to
prevent us from seeing good qualities in objects) and the Atmavadin
could exploit this apparent contradiction:

Objection: If one does not eliminate attachment to what [supposedly] belongs
to the self, etc., by means of the cultivation of [the thought of] pain, how [is it,
then, that] you have said above[, in PV 2.222ac]: “[And indeed,] the elimi-
nation of desire, aversion, etc., which are related to [i.e., arise from one’s
seeing] good qualities and defects [in a certain object, can only be due to the
fact that one] no [longer] sees these [good qualities and defects] in the ob-
ject”? Do you claim that the cultivation of [the thought of] pain is the means
to getrid of desire, etc., or do you claim that the cultivation of [the thought of]
pain [can]not destroy it? [There is obviously] a contradiction here.333

Besides, as Manorathanandin points out, Dharmakirti’s position could
seem contradictory to his own scriptures, since the Buddha himself is
said to have taught the cultivation of the thought of pain:

33,

@

Objection: If [one does] not [achieve] liberation by eliminating attachment,
etc., by means of the cultivation of [the thought of] pain, how [is it] then,

danakalpa.” The translation of this passage is tentative. Devendrabuddhi’s explana-
tion is reminiscent of Yajiiavalkyasmrti 11.3.53: yah kantakair vitudati candanair yas
ca limpati / akruddho ’paritustas ca samastasya ca tasya ca //.“If someone pricks
him with thorns, or anoints him with sandal, he is neither angry nor satisfied with
all and with that man.” Translation Bronkhorst 1986: 46. See also PVT Ne D144b1-
3/P178b2-4. PVV 96,16-17 explains vasicandanakalpanam as saksatkrtanairatmya-
tattvanam.

PVP D108a5-7/P125b1-4: gal te sdug bsrial bsgom pas bdag gi’i chags pa la sogs pa
spon ba ma yin na / ji ltar na ran Aid kyis snar yon tan skyon dan rjes 'brel ba’i / "dod
sdan la sogs spans pa ni // de dag yul la mthon med pa // Zes bsad pa yin na / ci
bdag fiid kyis sdug bsnal bsgom pa ’dod pa la sogs pa spon ba’i thabs su brjod nas /
yan na sdug bsnal bsgom pa “di Zi bar byed pa ma yin no Zes brjod pa “dir ‘gal lo Ze
na /.
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[that] the Blessed One has preached the cultivation of [the thought of]
pain?334

Dharmakirti anticipates these objections by explaining that admittedly,
the Buddhist scriptures teach some sort of cultivation of the thought of
pain, but not in the sense understood by the Naiyayikas:

(2.252) [It is not with reference to the painfulness consisting of physical and
mental pain that] the cultivation of [the thought of] pain is taught [in our
scriptures; rather, the cultivation of the thought of pain is taught there] with
respect to (matva) the [kind of] painfulness [consisting of] the conditioning
factors (samskara). And according to us [Buddhists],335 this [kind of painful -
ness] consists in [these factors’] arising from [causes and] conditions. This is
[not directly the salvific means properly speaking, but] the basis [i.e., the
cause,]336 of the perception of selflessness|, the latter being the direct means
to achieveliberation].337

The Buddhist position involves no contradiction, because the cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain is not advocated by the Buddhists with ref-
erence to the “painfulness [consisting of] pain” (duhkhaduhkhata) but
only to the “painfulness [consisting of] conditioning factors” (samska-
raduhkhata) 338

334

335

336

337

338

PVV 96,20-21: nanu yadi duhkhabhdvanayad snehadihdnyd na muktis tat katham
bhagavatokta duhkhabhdvaneti /.

According to PVV 97,1 (no ‘smakam saugatanam).

According to PVP D108b4 /P126al-2 (bdag med pa iiid mthon ba skye ba’i thabs yin
te /) and PVV 97,2 (asrayah karanam).

PV 2.252: samskaraduhkhatdm matva kathitd duhkhabhdavand / sa ca nah praty-
ayotpattih sa nairatmyadrgasrayah //.

Note PVV 96,23-24: na hi duhkhaduhkhatam abhisandhdya tadbhavanokta kim tar-
hi samskdraduhkhatam /. “For it is not with respect to the painfulness [consisting
of] pain that this cultivation [of the thought of pain] has been taught; rather, [it is
with respect to] the painfulness [consisting of] the conditioning factors.” On the
three painfulnesses (duhkhatdtraya) in Buddhism, see Schmithausen 1977. From
relatively later parts of the sitras onward, Buddhism distinguishes three forms of
painfulness: painfulness of pain, painfulness (lying) in transformation(/decay), and
painfulness of the conditioning factors (where items 1 and 3 are genitive-tatpuru-
sas and item 2, a locative-tatpurusa; see Schmithausen 1977: 921). These three
forms were originally related to the three varieties of (affective) sensation (veda-
nd). The pleasant (sukha) sensation is painful inasmuch as it changes for the worse;
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Devendrabuddhi first explains that according to the Atmavadins, we

are attached to things because we see positive qualities in them, and by
this vision of good qualities, the Naiyayikas mean that we regard these
things as means of pleasure for the self. In contrast, for the Buddhists,
the vision of positive qualities is much more complex and involves a
number of convictions, such as the belief in permanence, pleasurable-
ness, but also selfhood or the property of belonging to a self - and as a
result, its antidote involves the realization of selflessness:

[Answer:] This is not the case, for [we] do not admit that the vision of good
qualities [as you present it, i.e.,] being a means for the pleasure of the self, is
[really] the vision of good qualities, so that one could admit that attachment
vanishes through the vision of defects. Rather, the qualities consist of [being]
permanent, [being] pleasurable, [being] a self and [being] what [supposedly]
belongs to the self, and seeing them separately or altogether is the vision of
good qualities [that we have in mind]. One gets rid of it by means of its anti-
dote [i.e.,] the perception of impermanence, etc. [And] since this is the inten-
tion, there is no contradiction.33?

Devendrabuddhi then explains Dharmakirti’s distinction between pain-
fulness consisting of psychological and/or physical pain and painful-
ness consisting of the conditioning factors:

339

The cultivation of the aspects of pain, etc, that is taught in [our authoritative]
treatise(s) does not consist in [that kind of] pain characterized as the painful-

the unpleasant (duhkha) sensation is painful simply inasmuch as it amounts to
psychological and/or physical pain; the neither-unpleasant-nor-pleasant (aduhkha-
sukha, viz. neutral) sensation is painful inasmuch as it is conditioned. The doctrine
of the three painfulnesses was later reinterpreted so as to match Buddhism’s claim
to the universality of suffering. Moreover, new interpretations were put forward in
order to provide the three compounds with a symmetrical analysis as karmadha-
rayas: duhkham eva duhkhata, samskara eva duhkhatd, and viparinama eva duh-
khata.

PVP D108a7-b2/P125b4-6: de ni ma yin te / 'di ltar yon tan mthon ba bdag fiid kyi
bde ba sgrub par byed pa fiid ni / 'dir yon tan mthon bar ‘dod pa ma yin na / gan gis
na de skyon du mthon ba las chags pa zad par 'dod par ‘gyur / ’o na ci yin Ze na [ rtag
pa dan / bde ba dan / bdag dan / bdag gi iid la sogs pa niyon tan yin Zin de mthon
ba yan lhan cig gam / so sor yon tan du mthon ba / de’i giien po mi rtag pa Aid la
sogs par mthon bas spon ba yin no Zes dgons pa’i phyir ‘gal ba yod pa ma yin no //.
On the aspects (akara) “(im)permanent,” “(un)pleasurable,” “self(less)” and “be-
longing to a self(/empty),” see Introduction, §0.1.3.
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ness [consisting of] pain, [which is] due to the associated [mental factors] or
to [that which is] related to them [i.e., to the objects that one experiences as
painful]; rather, [it is] while having in mind another [kind of] pain [that] it
has been taught [by the Blessed One. Objection: Now,] what does [this] cul-
tivation of [the aspect of] pain consist of? [Answer:] Having cognized painful -
ness [consisting of] the conditioning factors, having acknowledged painful -
ness [consisting of] the conditioning factors, [the Blessed One has] taught the
cultivation of painfulness [consisting of] the conditioning factors.34

In the Buddhist perspective, the cultivation of the thought of pain has

as

its sole object the fact that conditioning factors are causally pro-

duced in dependence on other conditioning factors, or, as Devendra-
buddhi puts it, the fact that “the [successive] moments of an entity are
dependent on causes (*hetupdratantrya).”341 This thought is the basis
of the awareness that everything is empty of self:

340

341

342

By ascertaining through reason(ing) that the entities which perish instanta-
neously [are] impermanent, one can progress to [the determination that]
what is impermanent is dependent on causes, perishes at every moment [and
is] not an agent. Therefore, if one cultivates [the fact] that “this is not the self”
or “this is not what belongs to the self,” one will know [i.e., perceive in a di-
rect manner,] that [everything] is empty of a person.34

PVP D108b2-3/P125b6-8: bstan bcos las sdug bsnal la sogs pa’i rnam pa bsgom pa
bsad pa gan yin pa de yan de dan mtshuns par Idan pa ‘am / de dan ’brel ba las® de
sdug bsnal gyi sdug bsnal fiid kyi mtshan fiid can gyi sdug bsnal ma yin gyi ‘on kyan
sdug bsnal gZan la dgons nas bstan pa yin no // ‘o na sdug bsnal bsgom pa gan yin Ze
na / 'du byed sdug bsnal fiid mkhyen nas / ‘du byed kyi sdug bsnal fiid du bZed nas /
"du byed kyi sdug bsnal bsgom pa gsuns pa yin /. Note PVT Ne D144b4/P178b6: de
dan mtshuns par ldan pa ni sems dan sems las byun ba’i tshogs so // de dan ’brel pa
las ni sdug bsnal gyi iams su myon ba’i‘gyur ba’i yul lo //.

PVP D108b4/P126al: dnos po skad cig ma rnams ni rgyu’i gZan dban fiid yin no //.
hetuparatantrya also occurs at PVV 97,1.

PVP D108b4-5/P126a2-3: skad cig mar zad pa can gyi drios po mi rtag pa rigs pas
nes par byas pas mirtag pa ganyin pa de ni rgyu’i gZan dban skad cig ma re rer ’jig
pa can byed pa med par ’jug par ‘gyur ro // de bas na 'di ni bdag gam bdag gi ma yin
no Zes bsgoms pa na / gan zag ston pa fid du rtogs pa ‘gyur ro® //. @ Note PVT Ne
D144b4-5/P178b6-7: rtogs par ‘gyur ro Zes bya ba mnon sum du byed pa’o //.
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Although cultivation of the thought of pain thus considered is not a
means of liberation per se,343 it is the cause of the perception of self-
lessness. The latter, at which all cultivations (including that of the
thought of pain) are aimed, is the real means of liberation, as Manora-
thanandin emphasizes while introducing the following verse:

To explain: entities, which are the effects of causes, perish at [every] moment
[and] occur in series, are neither of the nature of a self nor controlled by a
self. Therefore the cultivation of the painfulness [consisting of] the condi-
tioning factors is conducive to the perception of selflessness; and this is the
[real] cause of liberation. This is what [ Dharmakirti] says [in PV 2.253] 34

(2.253) As for liberation, [one achieves it] by perceiving emptiness [i.e, the
fact that everything is empty of a self35 All] the remaining [forms of] cultiva-
tion [viz. those of impermanence pain, etc,]34 are [only] aimed at this
[perception that everything is empty of self3*. And] this is the reason why
[the Blessed One] has said that pain[fulness] is [established] through imper-
manence, [and] selflessness through pain[fulness].348

Devendrabuddhi explains the beginning of the stanza in the following
way:

3

A

3

344

345

346

347

348

“By perceiving emptiness” [i.e,] by no [longer] perceiving [anything in the
form] “I” and “mine,” [one has] no [longer] attachment or disgust towards an-
ything [and] thus one is liberated from the bondage of samsara. As a conse-
quence, liberation is [achieved] by perceiving selflessness [i.e,] by seeing
emptiness, whereas all the remaining [forms of] cultivation, such as [that] of

PVP D108b4/P126al: de ni bsgom pa na yan dnos su grol ba’i phyir ma yin no //.
“[But] even if one cultivates it, it is not in order to really [achieve] liberation.”

PVV 97,3-4: tatha hi hetup halabhiitah ksanaksayino bhavah prabandhapravrttayo®
natmartpad ndpy atmadhisthitd iti samskaraduhk hatabhdvana nairatmyadarsandnu-
kila saiva ca muktihetur ity aha |...] /. @ prabandhapravrttayo PVVus 18b1 : pravrt-
tayo Ed.

According to PVV 97,6 (Stnyatdya niratmatayd drsteh).
According to PVV 97,6 (Sesasyanityaduhk hader bhavanah).
According to PVV 97,6-7 (tadartha niratmatadarsanarthah).

PV 2.253: muktis tu Sinyatddrstes tadarthah sesabhdvanah / anityat praha tenaiva
duhkham duhkhan niratmatam //.
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impermanence, aim at this [perception of emptiness, i.e,] result in the per-
ception of emptiness.3#

And again:

Cultivations [such as those] of impermanence and pain are means to perceive
emptiness but are not really the cause of liberation. For this very reason, the
Blessed One says that pain is due to impermanence, and selflessness to
pain.3s0

Dharmakirti himself specifies in the stanza that this is the reason why
the Buddha has said that painfulness is established through imperma-
nence and selflessness is established through painfulness. In this re-
spect all the commentators quote the following sitra text from the
Madhyamagama:

Corporeity, O monks, [is it] permanent or imper manent? - Impermanent, O
Venerable. [And] that which is impermanent, [is it] painful or pleasurable? -
Painful, O Venerable. That which is impermanent, painful and subject to
change, is it suitable to regard it [in the following way,] “This is mine,” “I am
this,” “This is my self”? - No, O Venerable35!

349 PVP D108b5-7/P126a3-5: ston pa fiid mthon ba las [...] na dan na’i Zes bya bar

35

35

0

=

mthon ba med pas 'ga’ Zig la yan rjes su chags pa ‘am / ‘ga’ Zig las skyo® ba med pa de
Itar na / ’khor ba’i chin ba las grol bar 'gyur ro // de bas na bdag med pa fiid mthon
ba de ni / ston pa fiid Ita bas grol bar 'gyur gyi / mi rtag pa fiid la sogs pa bsgom pa
lhag ma gan yin pa de dag thams cad de don yin / ston pa fiid mthon ba’i ’bras bu can
yinno //.2skyo em. : skye DP.

PVP D108b7-109a1/P126a5-6: mi rtag pa dan sdug bsnal bsgom pa dag ni ston pa
fiid mthon ba’i thabs yin gyi / dnos su grol ba’i rgyu ma yin pa’i gtan tshigs de phyir /
bcom Idan 'das fiid kyis mi rtag pa’i rgyu las sdug bsnal dan sdug bsnal gyi rgyu las
bdag med gsuns |[...] /.

See PVP D109a1-3/P126a7-b1: dge slon dag di Ita ste / gzugs rtag pa ‘am mi rtag
payin / btsun pa mirtag pa lags so // mirtag pa gan yin pa de bde ba yin nam sdug
bsnal yin / btsun pa sdug bsnal lags so // mi rtag pa dan sdug bsnal dan / rnam par
‘gyur ba’i chos can gan yin pa de la 'di ni na’o // 'di ni ha’i’o // 'di ni bdag go Zes bya
ba de Itar blta bar rigs pa ma yin no // btsun pa de ni ma lags so Zes bya ba lta
bu’o //. PVV 97,11-14: ripam bhiksavo nityam anityam va / anityam bhadanta /
yad anityam tad duhkham sukham va / duhkham bhadanta / yad anityam duhkham
viparinamadharmakam kalpyan nu tad evam drastum@® etan mamaiso "ham asmy esa
me atmeti / no hidam bhadanta /. [? drastum PVVwus 18b2 : drastur Ed.] PVA 157,17~
19: riipam bhiksavo nityam anityam va / anityam bhadanta / yad anityam tad duh-
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Devendrabuddhi explains in what sense the knowledge of imperma-
nence and painfulness (understood as painfulness consisting of the
conditioning factors, i.e., as the mere fact that conditioning factors are
produced in dependence on other conditioning factors) can be consi-
dered a means of liberation:

In

Thus painfulness is established on account of impermanence, [and] imper-
manence and painfulness are [in turn] the means towards selflessness[, and]
this is the reason why they are said to be the means towards liberation.
Therefore, knowing impermanence and painfulness is not directly the cause
of liberation; rather, [it is] the cause of the vision of emptiness, which is the
basis ofliberation352

contrast, Dharmakirti now depicts the result of the cultivation of

pain as understood by the Atmavadin:

352

353

(2.254) And failing to be(come) detached [from what supposedly belongs to
the self, one] is subject to craving [and] relies on all [sorts of] undertakings
[aimed at securing pleasure and avoiding pain.3>3 Thus] failing to be liberated

kham sukham va / duhkham bhadanta / yad anityam tad duhkham viparinamadhar-
makam kalpyan nu® tad evam drastum etan mamaiso 'ham asmy esa mamadtmeti /
no hidam bhadanta /. [® nu conj.: tu Ed.] The text translated above runs as follows:
ripam bhiksavo nityam anityam va / anityam bhadanta / yad anityam tad duhkham
sukham vad / duhkham bhadanta / yad anityam duhkham viparinamadharmakam
kalpyan nu tad evam drastum etan mamaiso 'ham asmy esa me dtmeti / no hidam
bhadanta /. The parallel Pali text (MN II1.19 [no. 109: Mahapunnamasutta]) runs as
follows: (tam kim marifiatha bhikkhave /) ripam niccam va aniccam va ti / aniccam
bhante /| yam pananiccam dukkham va tam sukham va ti / dukkham bhante / yam
pandniccam dukkham viparindmadhammam kallan nu tam samanupassitum / etam
mama eso "ham asmi eso me attd ti / no h’ etam bhante /. The reference to the Pali
canon is indicated at Vibh. 97, fn. 2 (most certainly to be interpreted as a footnote
by Sankrtyayana himself). On etam mama eso 'ham asmi eso me attd ti, see Collins
1982:96 and 98.

PVP D109a3-4/P126b1-3: de Itar na mi rtag pa fiid kyi phyir sdug bsnal fiid du rab
tu bsgrubs pa bdag med pa fiid kyi mi rtag pa fiid dan / sdug bsnal ba fiid thabs su
gyvur pa’i phyir grol ba’i thabs su gsuns pa yin no // des na mi rtag pa dan sdug bsnal
ba fiid Ses pa dros su grol ba’i rgyu ma yin gyi ‘on kyan grol ba’i rten du gyur pa ston
pa fid du Ita ba’i rgyur gyur pa fiid yin no //. See also PVV 97,14-15.

According to PVP D109a7/P126b6-7 (bde ba dan sdug bsnal thob pa dan yons su
spans pa’i phyir ’jug pa la brten pa’o / /).
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from defilements and actions, such [a person]35 is said to be3%5 entangled in
samsara.3sé

According to Manorathanandin, the subject of this sentence is “he who
sees the self.”357 However, according to Devendrabuddhi, it is rather
“he who possesses the cultivation of [the thought of] pain”;358 and here,
Devendrabuddhi certainly has in mind the Nyaya’s way of understand-
ing this cultivation. In other words, someone who, following the Nya-
ya’s method, merely cultivates the thought of pain instead of cultivat-
ing the thought of the conditioning factors’ painfulness as defined by
Dharmakirti, can only fail to become detached from what (s)he regards
as belonging to the self, because (s)he remains inexorably attached to
the self. (S)he is thus bound to go on craving, and for this reason
“[(s)he] relies on the causes that bring about actions [and are] cha-
racterized as rejecting and clinging.” 359 Because (s)he thus rejects and
clings, (s)he cannot free him- or herself “from defilements and actions,”
which, according to Manorathanandin, “have the [false] view of a self
and activity for their [respective]| causes.”360 According to Devendra-
buddhi,

354 e, according to Devendrabuddhi, “the person who wishes to be(come) detached
withoug having eliminated the [false] view of self’ (PVP D109b1-2/P126b8: skyes
bu 'dod chags dan bral bar "dod pa bdag tu Ita ba ma spans pa can no //[).

355 On the meaning of ndma here see PVV 97,23: samsari nama prasiddhah. “[Such a
person is] well known under the name of samsarin.”

356 PV 2.254: aviraktas$ ca trsnavan sarvarambhasamasritah / so ‘muktah kleSakarma-
bhyam samsari ndma tadrsah //.

357 PVV 97,17: atmadarsi sah.

358 PVP D109a6-7/P126b5-6: gan gi phyir de Itar sdug bshal bsgoms pas 'dod chags
dan bral ba ma yin pa de’i phyir / sdug bstial bsgoms pa dan ldan pa bdag dan bdag
gi 'dod chags dan bral ba ma yin no //. “[And] since, in this way, one does not
be(come) detached through the cultivation of [the thought of] pain, he who pos-
sesses the cultivation of [the thought of] pain does not become detached from the
self and what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”

359 PVV 97,19-20: hanyupadanalaksanan karmaprasavahetiin samasritah /.

360 PVV 97,23: kleSakarmabhyam atmadarsanapravrttikaranakabhyam.
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he causes desirable and undesirable actions and defilements such as attach-
ment to thrive; thus failing to be liberated from defilements and actions,
these cause [him] to take a new existence.36!

Attachment as well as actions requiring a karmic retribution lead him
to rebirth, so that he remains trapped in the cycle of rebirths.

3.3.8. The Inconsistency of the Nyaya’s Soteriology with Its
Atmavada and the Soteriological Necessity of Selflessness
(PV 2.255-256)

Before concluding that the way to liberation consists in cultivating the
thought of selflessness rather than that of pain, Dharmakirti once again
attacks the Naiyayikas’ depiction of the liberated state. So far he has
shown that contrary to what the Atmavadin claims, it is impossible to
get rid of our attachment to what we regard as belonging to the self
without getting rid of the very belief in the self. According to his com-
mentators, however, here he provisionally accepts his opponent’s view
that one can abandon what is wrongly believed to belong to the self
without getting rid of the belief in the self, and he does so in order to
show the absurd consequence to which such a position leads anyway.
Devendrabuddhi thus introduces the next verse in the following way:

Therefore so far [it has been shown] in this way [that] if one grasps a self,
there is no elimination of what [supposedly] belongs to [this] self, so that one
[could] accept [that] liberation [occurs]. Alternatively, let us admit that one
eliminates [what supposedly belongs to the self]. Accepting [this provisional-
ly], one ought to say [what follows].362

361 PVP D109a7-b1/P126b7-8: las ‘dod pa dan mi 'dod pa dan mnon par chags pa la
sogs pa’i ion mons pa gso bar byed pa de Itar na / de fion morns las las grol ba ma
yin / de dag gis kyan yan srid pa len par byed pa |[...] /.

362 PVP D109b5/P127a6: de de Itar na re Zig bdag tu ’dzin pa yod na bdag gi dor ba med
pa gan gis na grol bar ‘dod / dor ba yan bla ste / khas blans nas brjod par bya’o //.
Cf. PVV 97,24-25: tad evam atmani sati natmiyatyagah / tatha’'muktir ity uktam /
bhavatu vatmiyatydgas tathdpi [...] /. “Thus in this way, it has been said that if there
is a self, [there can be] no elimination of what [supposedly] belongs to the self,
[and] thus no liberation. Alternatively, let us admit that there [can be] an elimina-
tion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self [even if there is a self. But] even so
[...]” Note Prajiidkaragupta’s somewhat different introduction in PVA 157,26-27:
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(2.255-256) He363 who would reject (necchet) only what [supposedly] be-
longs to the self [while claiming not to reject the self would] possess neither
an experiencer|, since there would be nothing left to be experienced,] nor,
then, a self; for the characteristic of the [self] is [precisely] to act and to expe-
rience [the results of action]. Therefore, O [you] who desire liberation, uproot
the [false] view of a [substantial] living being, [a false view] whose seed, [a
previous] similar [false view, occurs in] a beginningless series364.365

According to Dharmakirti, even if the Naiyayika managed to get rid of
the factors that he regards as leading to craving, he would be left with
no experiencer, since there would be nothing left to be experienced in
his liberated state, “for being an experiencer requires [something] to

363

364

365

athdpi sydt / atmiyam eva paramarthato ndsti / tena kutah snehasambhavah / sne-
ho hi nama visaye bhavati / na nirvisayah / tad apy asat /. “Suppose the following
be urged: That which [supposedly] belongs to the self does not really exist. There -
fore, how can there be an attachment [to it]? [And] indeed, what we call ‘attach -
ment’ bears on an object [and is] not objectless. [Answer:] This too is false[, be-
cause] [...].”

PVV 97,25 explains asya as atmiyasya. With asya thus interpreted, PV 2.255ab
could be rendered as follows: “[For him] who would reject only what [supposedly]
belongs to the self, there is neither an experiencer of that [which supposedly be-
longs to the self] [...].” Devendrabuddhi’s (PVP D109b6-7/P127a7) explanation re-
mains unclear (de gan gi tshe des dor ba de’i dus na bdag gi yin no Zes bya ba de’i
tshe rgol ba po / “di’i za ba po ste /), but he is likely to interpret asya as the correla-
tive of yah, ie., *asya vadinah (note that Manorathanandin added tanmate, ie., “in
the doctrine of him [who] [...],” in order to supply a correlative of yah.

Or more literally, “whose seed [...] has a beginningless series.” For an analysis of
the compound, see PVP D110a6-7/P128al-2: garn la thog ma med pa’i rgyun yod pa
de ni thog ma med pa’i rgyun can no // ’jig tshogs su lta ba gan la rigs mtshuns pa sa
bon yod pa de nirigs mtshuns pa’i sa bon can te /. “That which has a beginningless
series is anddisantdna. The personalistic [false] view which has a homogenous seed
is tulyajatiyabijaka.” The compound belongs to the bahuvrihigarbhabahuvrihi class.
Note also PVV 98,13-14: anadisantanas tulyajatiyah ptrvapirvasattvadarsanasva-
bhavo 'vidyartpo bijam karanam yasyas tam, “that whose seed [i.e,] cause is [some-
thing] homogenous - the series of which is beginningless - whose nature is each
preceding perception of a [substantial] living being [and] consists of nescience.”
Following Manorathanandin, the translation would be: “whose seed is the homo-
genous [false view of a (substantial) living being,] the series of which (= tulyagjatiya)
is beginningless.”

PV 2.255-256: atmiyam eva yo necched bhoktdpy asya na vidyate / atmdpi na tada
tasya kriyabhogau hi laksanam // tasmad anadisantanatulyajatiyabijakam / utkha-
tamulam kuruta sattvadrstim mumuksavah //.
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be experienced,” as Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin put it.366
Devendrabuddhi further clarifies Dharmakirti’s reasoning by reformu-
lating it into the following inference:

That for which there is nothing to experience (*h»hogya, *bhoktavya) cannot
be an experiencer (*bhoktr), as the son of a barren woman (*vandhyaputra).
Now, the self that longs for liberation has nothing to experience. [ The logical
reason involved in this argument] is the non-perception of the pervader.3¢”

However, a self that would be no experiencer at all would no longer be
a self, “for if there is no experiencer, it follows that there is no self ei-
ther.”368 The reason for this is that the Naiyayikas themselves define
the self as the agent (kartr) of all actions and as the experiencer (bhok-
tr) of all pleasant and unpleasant experiences that result from actions.
As a matter of fact, they even rely on this definition of the self so as to
prove its existence: according to them, the self must be inferred
because a permanent agent and experiencer must be postulated so as
to account for both action and its karmic retribution in the form of
pleasure and pain.3¢® If, however, the liberated self is free of action,
pleasure and pain, it is no longer a self, as it loses ipso facto the very
characteristic that makes it a self. The argument is reminiscent of the
following passage in Asvaghosa’s BC, which is likely to target the view
of the liberated self propounded by the Vaisesikas370 and/or Naiyayi-
kas:

And a knowing subject (ksetrajia) free of a body must be either knowing or
without knowledge. If he is knowing, there is [something] to be known for
him, [and] since there is [something] to be known, he is not released. But if he
is proven to be without knowledge [in the liberated state], what is the point

366 PVP D109b7/P127a8: za ba po fiid ni lons spyod par bya ba la brten pa can fiid yin
pa’i phyir ro //. The Sanskrit of the PVP passage is found at PVV 97,26: bhogydpe-
ksatvad bhoktrtvasya /.

367 PVP D109b7/P127a8: gan la lons spyod par bya ba yod pa ma yin pa de ni za ba por
yan ‘gyur ba mayin te / dper na mo gsam gyi bu Ita bu’o // bdag grol bar ’dod pa’i
yan bdag gi’i lons spyod par bya ba yod pa ma yin no Zes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa
mi dmigs payinno //.

368 PVV 98,6: bhoktrabhave atmapi ndstiti prasangat /.

369 See above, Introduction, §0.2.2, and Chapter 2, §2.2.

370 See Bronkhorst 2005: 593.



282 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

of the self that you postulate? For [the property of] not knowing is well
known without [having recourse to] aself, as [forinstance] in the case ofa log
or a wall37t

Devendrabuddhi, for his part, explains that being neither an agent nor
an experiencer is contradictory to the very definition of the self pro-
pounded by the Atmavadin:

If it neither performs actions nor experiences the results of the actions per-
formed [in the past], itis not a self, [and] thus it violates the characteristic of
the self372

The same idea is spelled out by Manorathanandin:

[What is] called a self is the agent and experiencer. But if what [supposedly]
belongs to the self no [longer] exists, for which purpose is an action to be
performed, or what is there to be experienced? [And] since there [can] be no
agent and no experiencer, one must accept that there is simply no self. Con-
sequently, if there is a self, [there is] what [supposedly] belongs to [this] self;
[and] if there is attachment to it, etc, samsara cannot be annihilated at all.373

The Atmavadins thus absurdly defend the existence of the self while
seeking to reach a state where the self as they define it ceases to exist.
As a consequence - or, as Devendrabuddhi puts it, “since thus, the per-
ception of selflessness alone is the path in order to reach the city of
nirvanaj7+ [and] not another one [like] the cultivation of pain, etc.”375 -

371 BC 12.80-81: ksetrajiio visariras ca jiio va syad ajiia eva va / yadi jiio jiieyam asyasti
jieye sati na mucyate // athdjiia iti siddho vah kalpitena kim dtmana / vindpi hy
atmandjfianam prasiddham kasthakudyavat //.

372 PVP D110a2/P127b2-3: gan gi tshe las rnams mi byed cin las byas pa rnams kyi
’bras bu fiams su mi myon ba de’i tshe de bdag med pa fiid yin pa de Itar na / bdag gi
mtshan fiid las Sin tu ‘das pa yin no //.

373 PVV 98,7-10: karta bhokta catmocyate / yada catmiyam eva nasti kimartham kar-
ma kartavyam kim va bhoktavyam / kartrtvabhoktrtvabhavad atmabhava eva svikr-
tah syat / tasmat saty atmany atmiyam tatsnehadisattve ‘nuccheda eva samsdra-
sya /.

374 On the city of/which is nirvana, see above, fn. 6, p. 3, Venkataramanan 1975: 294,
AKVy 721,25-30 (where the compound is analysed nirvanam eva puram) and
Bhattacharya 1973: 58, fn. 3.
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it is the belief in a permanent, substantial living being that must be
eradicated in order to escape samsara.

As for this false view itself, it is nothing like a permanent, substan-
tial entity, but rather, a series of momentary beliefs arising in a begin-
ningless causal series. Devendrabuddhi explains:

The [intended] meaning is: each subsequent [moment of nescience] arises in
dependence on each preceding [moment of] nescience, [and this] from a be-
ginningless time.376

As Dharmakirti has shown, the only way to break this series consists in
cultivating painfulness as consisting of the conditioning factors; i.e., sal-
vation lies in the cultivation of the thought that all conditioning factors
are produced in dependence on causes and conditions. Or, as Deven-
drabuddhi concludes:

If you desire liberation from worthless samsara, uproot the personalistic
[false] view by cultivating the perception of selflessness with great effort! 377

375 PVP D110a5-6/P127b7-8: gan gi phyir de Itar na mya nan las 'das pa’i gron khyer
thob pa’i phyir / bdag med pa fiid mthon ba fiid lam yin gyi gZan sdug bsnal la sogs
pa bsgom pa ni ma yin pa /.

376 PVP D110a7-b1/P128a2-3: ma rig pa sna ma sna ma fiid la brten nas phyi ma phyi
ma 'byun ba ste / thog ma med pa’i dus nas |...] /. Cf. PVV 98,14-15: sattvadarsanam
avidyasvabhdavam pirvapurvam uttarottarasya sattvadarsanasya hetur ity arthah /.
“The [intended] meaning is: each preceding perception of a [substantial] living
being, which consists in nescience, is the cause of each subsequent perception of a
[substantial] living being.”

377 PVP D110a6/P127b8-128al: gal te khyod ’khor ba siiin po med pa las grol bar 'dod
pa de bas na ’bad rtsol chen pos bdag med pa mthon goms pas ’jig tshogs su ni Ita ba
dag rtsa ba fiid nas bcom par gyis /.






Abbreviations and Bibliography

Ahn 2003 — Sung-Doo Ahn: Die Lehre von den klesas in der Yogacarabhiimi. Stuttgart
2003: Franz Steiner Verlag (Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien 55).

AK — Abhidharmakosa ([stanzas] Vasubandhu). See AKBhp..

AKBhr — Jong Cheol Lee: Abhidharmakos$abhdsya of Vasubandhu. Chapter IX: Atma-
vddapratisedha. With Critical Notes by the Late Prof. Yasunori Ejima. Tokyo 2005:
The Sankibo Press (Bibliotheca Indologica et Buddhologica 11).

AKBhp, — Prahlad Pradhan: Abhidharmakosabhasyam of Vasubandhu. Patna 1975
(19671): Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research Institute (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series
8).

AKVy — Unrai Wogihara: Sphutartha Abhidharmakosavyakhyad, the Work of Yasomitra.
Tokyo 1989 (19361): Sankibo Buddhist Book Store (The Publishing Association of
Abhidharmakos$avyakhya).

Anacker 1999 — Stefan Anacker: Abhidharmakosa, Chapter Nine: Refutation of the Self.
Pp.510-516 in Potter 1999.

AS — Prahlad Pradhan: Abhidharmasamuccaya of Asanga. Santiniketan 1950: Visva-
Bharati (Visva-Bharati Studies 12).

ASBh — Nathmal Tatia: Abhidharmasamuccayabhdsyam. Patna 197 6: Kashi Prasad Jaya-
swal Research Institute (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series 17).

ATV — Vindhyeévariprasada Dvivedin/Laksmana Sastri Dravida: Udayandcarya: Atma-
tattvaviveka with the Commentaries of Sarikara Misra, Bhagiratha Thakkura and
Raghunadtha Tarikasiromani. Calcutta 1986 (19071): The Asiatic Society.

Aung/Rhys Davids 1915 — Shwe Zan Aung/Caroline Augusta Foley Rhys Davids: Points
of Controversy or Subjects of Discourse, Being a Translation of the Katha-Vatthu
from the Abhidhamma-Pitaka. London 1915: Pali Text Society (Translation Series
5).

Bareau 1955 — André Bareau: Les sectes bouddhiques du Petit Véhicule. Paris 1955:

Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient (Publications de I'Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-
Orient 38).

BAU — Brhadaranyakopanisad. See Olivelle 1998.



286 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

BC — Edward Hamilton Johnston: ASvaghosa’s Buddhacarita or Acts of the Buddha. San-
skrit Text with English Translation. New Delhi 1995 (Lahore 19361): Munshiram
Manoharlal Publishers.

BCAPwv» — Bodhicaryavatarapaiijika (Prajiidkaramati). Louis de la Vallée Poussin:
Bouddhisme. Etudes et matériaux. Adikarmapradipa. Bodhicaryavatdratikd. London
1898: Luzac & Co.

BCAPsy — Bodhicaryavatdrapanijika (Prajfiakaramati). Dwarika Das Shastri: Bodhicar-
yavatdara with Prajiiadkaramati’s Commentary. Varanasi 1988: Chandra Prakash
Press (Bauddha Bharati Series 21).

Bhattacharya 1973 — Kamaleswar Bhattacharya: L’Atman-Brahman dans le bouddhi-
sme ancien. Paris 1973: Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient (Publications de I'Ecole
Francaise d’Extréme-Orient 90).

Bhattacharya 2009 — Ramkrishna Bhattacharya: Studies on the Carvaka/Lokdyata.
Firenze 2009: Societa Editrice Fiorentina.

BHSD — Franklin Edgerton: Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary. Vol. II:
Dictionary. Delhi 1970 (New Haven 19531): Motilal Banarsidass.

Biardeau 1964 — Madeleine Biardeau: Théorie de la connaissance et philosop hie de la
parole dans le brahmanisme classique. Paris 1964: Mouton & Co (Le Monde
d’Outre-Mer, Passé et Présent. Premiére Série: Etudes, 23).

Biardeau 1968 — Madeleine Biardeau: L’ atman dansle commentaire de Sabarasvamin.
Pp. 109-125 in: Mélanges d’indianisme a la mémoire de Louis Renou. Paris 1968:
De Boccard (Publications de I'Institut de Civilisation Indienne 28).

Bilimoria/Mohanty 1997 — Purushottama Bilimoria/Jitendra Nath Mohanty (eds.):
Relativism, Suffering and Beyond. Essays in Memory of Bimal K. Matilal. New Delhi
1997: Oxford University Press.

Bloomfield 1920 — Maurice Bloomfield: Notes on the Divyavadana. journal of the
American Oriental Society 40 (1920),pp. 336-352.

Bohtlingk 1863-1865 — Otto von Bohtlingk (ed.): Indische Spriiche. Sanskrit und
Deutsch. 3 vols. Sankt-Petersburg 1863-1865: Kaiserliche Akademie der Wissen-
schaften.

Bronkhorst 1986 — Johannes Bronkhorst: The Two Traditions of Meditation in Ancient
India. Stuttgart 1986: Franz Steiner Verlag (Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien 28).
Bronkhorst 1992 — Johannes Bronkhorst: Etudes sur Bhartrhari 4: L’absolu dans le

Vakyapadiya et son lien avec le Madhyamaka. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 287

46/1 (1992) [= Etudes bouddhiques offertes a Jacques May a l'occasion de son
soixante-cinquiéme anniversaire], pp. 56-80.

Bronkhorst 1993a — Johannes Bronkhorst: Mysticisme et rationalité en Inde: le cas du
Vaisesika. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 47 /4 (1993), pp. 559-569.

Bronkhorst 1993b — Johannes Bronkhorst: Kathavatthu and Vijianakaya. Pp. 57-61
in: Premier Colloque Etienne Lamotte (Bruxelles et Liége, 24-27 septembre 1989).
Louvain-la-Neuve 1993: Université Catholique de Louvain, Institut Orientaliste de
Louvain-la-Neuve.

Bronkhorst 1994 — Johannes Bronkhorst: A Note on Patafijali and the Buddhists. An-
nals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 75 (1994 [1995]), pp. 247-254.

Bronkhorst 2005 — Johannes Bronkhorst: ASvaghosa and Vai$esika. Pp. 594-590 in:
Buddhism and Jainism, Essays in Honour of Dr. Hojun Nagasaki on His Seventieth
Birthday. Kyoto 2005: Heirakuji Shoten.

Brown 1991 — Brian Edward Brown: The Buddha Nature. A Study of the Tathagata-
garbha and the Alayavijfiana. Delhi 1991: Motilal Banarsidass (Buddhist Tradition
Series 11).

BSi — Kuppuswami Sastri: Brahmasiddhi by Acarya Mandanamisra with Commentary

by Sankhapani, Edited with Introduction, Appendices and Indexes. Madras 1937:
Madras Government Press (Madras Government Oriental Manuscripts 4).

BSt — Brhaspatisttra. See Namai 1976b and Bhattacharya 2009.

Buswell 1999 — Robert Jr. Buswell: Summary of the Sammitiyanikaya Sastra. Pp. 353
365 in Potter 1999.

Cardona 1974 — George Cardona: Panini’'s karakas: Agency, Animation and Identity.
Journal of Indian Philosophy 2 (1974), pp.-231-306.

Chakrabarti 1983 — Arindam Chakrabarti: Is Liberation (moksa) Pleasant? Philosophy
East and West 33 /2 (1983), pp.- 167-182.

Chakrabarti 1992 — Arindam Chakrabarti: I Touch What I Saw. Philosophy and Pheno-
menological Research 52 /1 (1992), pp.103-116.

Chakravarti 1982 — Arindam Chakravarti: The Nyaya Proofs for the Existence of the
Soul. Journal of Indian Philosophy 10 (1982), pp.211-238.

Chau 1984 — Thich Thien Chau: The Literature of the Pudgalavadins. Journal of the In-
ternational Association of Buddhist Studies 7/1 (1984),pp. 7-16.

Chau 1987 — Thich Thien Chau: Les réponses des Pudgalavadin aux critiques des éco-
les bouddhiques. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 10/1
(1987), pp. 33-53.



288 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Chemparathy 1968 — George Chemparathy: Two Early Buddhist Refutations of the
Existence of Iévara as the Creator of the Universe. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
Stid- und Ostasiens 12-13 (1968-1969), pp. 85-100.

ChU — Chandogyopanisad. See Olivelle 1998.

Collins 1982 — Steven Collins: Selfless Persons. Imagery and thought in Theravada
Buddhism. Cambridge/New York 1982: Cambridge University Press.

Conze 1962 — Edward Conze: The Mahayana Treatment of the Viparyasas. Oriens Ex-
tremus 9 (1962), pp. 34-46.

Conze 1967 — Edward Conze: Materials for a Dictionary of the Prajiidparamita Litera-
ture. Tokyo 1967: Suzuki Research Foundation.

Cousins 1995 — Lance S. Cousins: Person and Self. Pp. 84-101 in Williams 2005.

Cox 1992 — Collett Cox: Mindfulness and Memory: The Scope of Smrti from Early
Buddhism to the Sarvastivadin Abhidharma. Pp. 67-108 in Janet Gyatso (ed.): In
the Mirror of Memory. Reflections on Mindfulness and Remembrance in Indian and
Tibetan Buddhism. Albany 1992: State University of New York Press (SUNY Series
in Buddhist Studies).

CS — Karen C. Lang: Aryadeva’s Catuh$ataka: On the Bodhisattva’s Cultivation of Merit
and Knowledge. Copenhagen 1986: Akademisk Forlag (Indiske Studier 7).

CSV — Catuhsatakavrtti (Candrakirti). P no. 5266, Ya 33b4-273b6. See also Suzuki
1994.

D — Jikido Takasaki/Zuiho Yamaguchi/Noriaki Hakamaya: sDe dge Tibetan Tripitaka
bsTan 'gyur Preserved at the Faculty of Letters, University of Tokyo. Tokyo 1977-
1981.

Dantinne 1980 — Jean Dantinne: Le traité des cinq agrégats (Paficaskandhaprakarana
de Vasubandhu). Bruxelles 1980: Institut Belge des Hautes Etudes Bouddhiques
(Série “Etudes et textes” 7).

Datta/Sharma/Vyas 1983 — B. Datta/U.C. Sharma/N.J. Vyas: Aruna-Bharati. Professor
A.N. Jani Felicitation Volume (Essays in Contemporary Indological Research). Baro-
da 1983: Professor AN. Jani Felicitation Volume Committee.

Demiéville 1924 — Paul Demiéville: Les versions chinoises du Milindapariha. Bulletin
de I'Ecole Frangaise d’Extréme-Orient 24 (1924),pp. 1-258.

Dessein 1999 — Bart Dessein (ed.): The Notion of ‘Self’ in Buddhism. = Communication
and Cognition 32 /1-2 (1999).

DhPr — Dharmottarapradipa (Durvekamisra). See NB(T)m.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 289

DPS — Dasapadarthasastra/Dasapadarthi (Candramati). See Ui 1917 and Miyamoto
2007.

Dravid 1995 — N.S. Dravid: Atmatattvaviveka by Udayanacarya, with Translation, Ex-
planation and Analytical-Critical Survey. Shimla 1995: Indian Institute of Advanced
Study.

Duerlinger 1982 — James Duerlinger: Vasubandhu on the Vatsiputriyas’ Fire-Fuel
Analogy. Philosophy East and West 32 /2 (1982), pp. 151-158.

Duerlinger 1984 — James Duerlinger: Candrakirti’s Denial of the Self. Philosophy East
and West 34/3 (1984),pp. 261-272.

Duerlinger 1989a — James Duerlinger: Vasubandhu’s ‘Refutation of the Theory of Self-
hood’ (Atmavadapratisedha). Journal of Indian Philosophy 17/2 (1989), pp. 129-
135.

Duerlinger 1989b — James Duerlinger: Acharya Vasubandhu: Refutation of the Theory
of Selfhood. A Resolution of Questions about Persons. Journal of Indian Philosophy
17/2(1989), pp.137-187.

Duerlinger 2003a — James Duerlinger: Indian Buddhist Theories of Persons. Vasu-
bandhu’s ‘Refutation of the Theory of a Self. London 2003: CurzonRoutledge.

Duerlinger 2003b — James Duerlinger: Review of Priestley 1999. Journal of the Ameri-
can Oriental Society 123 /2 (2003), pp- 425-428.

Duerlinger 2008 — James Duerlinger: Candrakirti on the Theories of Persons of the
Sammitlyas and Aryasammitiyas. Philosophy East and West 58/4 (2008), pp. 446-
469.

Duerlinger 2009 — James Duerlinger: Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa. The Critique of
the Pudgalavadins’ Theory of Persons. Pp. 286-296 in Edelglass/Garfield 2009.

Dunne 2004 — John D. Dunne: Foundations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy. Boston 2004:
Wisdom Publications (Studies in Indian and Tibetan Buddhism).

Edelglass/Garfield 2009 — William Edelglass/Jay L. Garfield (eds.): Buddhist Philoso-
phy. Essential Readings. New York 2009: Oxford University Press.

Eltschinger 2005 — Vincent Eltschinger: Etudes sur la philosophie religieuse de
Dharmakirti (2): L'asrayaparivrtti. Journal Asiatique 293 /1 (2005), pp.151-211.

Eltschinger 2007 — Vincent Eltschinger: Penser I'autorité des Ecritures. La polémique
de Dharmakirti contre la notion brahmanique orthodoxe d’'un Veda sans auteur.
Autour de Pramanavarttika 1.213-268 et Svavrtti. Wien 2007: Verlag der Osterrei-
chischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Beitrdge zur Kultur- und Geistesge-
schichte Asiens 56).



290 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Eltschinger 2009a — Vincent Eltschinger: On the Career and Cognition of Yogins. Pp.
169-214 in Franco 2009.

Eltschinger 2009b — Vincent Eltschinger: Ignorance, Epistemology and Soteriology -
Part L. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 32/1-2 (2009
[2010]), pp. 39-83.

Eltschinger 2010a — Vincent Eltschinger: On a Hitherto Neglected Text against Bud-
dhist Personalism: Mahayanasttralankara 18.93-102 and Bhasya. Asiatische Stu-
dien/Etudes Asiatiques 64 /2 (2010), pp. 291-340.

Eltschinger 2010b — Vincent Eltschinger: Dharmakirti. Revue Internationale de Philo-
sophie 64 /3 [253] (2010), pp. 397-440.

Eltschinger 2010c — Vincent Eltschinger: Ignorance, Epistemology and Soteriology -
Part 1. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 33/1-2 (2010
[2011]),pp. 27-73.

Eltschinger 2012 — Vincent Eltschinger: Caste and Buddhist Philosophy. Continuity of
some Buddhist Arguments against the Realist Interpretation of Social Denomina-
tions. Translated from the French by Raynald Prévereau. Delhi 2012: Motilal Banar-
sidass (Buddhist Tradition Series).

Eltschinger forthc. a — Vincent Eltschinger: Turning Hermeneutics Into Apologetics:
Reasoning and Rationality under Changing Historical Circumstances. Forthcoming
in Vincent Eltschinger/Helmut Krasser (eds.): Proceedings of the Panel on scrip-
tural authority and apologetics in the Indian religio-philosophical environment (14th
World Sanskrit Conference, Kyoto, September 1-5, 2009).

Eltschinger forthc. b — Vincent Eltschinger: Buddhist Esoterism and Epistemology.
Forthcoming in Eli Franco (ed.): Proceedings of the Panel on the Periodization and
Historiography of Indian Philosophy (14t World Sanskrit Conference, Kyoto, Sep-
tember 1-5, 2009).

Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012 — Vincent Eltschinger/Helmut Krasser/John Taber:
Can the Veda Speak? Dharmakirti against Mimamsa Exegetics and Vedic Authority.
An Annotated Translation of PVSV 164,24-176,16. Wien 2012: Verlag der Osterrei-
chischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Beitrdge zur Kultur- und Geistes-
geschichte Asiens).

Eltschinger/Ratié 2010 — Vincent Eltschinger/Isabelle Ratié: Dharmakirti against the
pudgala. Indogaku Chibettogaku Kenkyu (Journal of Indian and Tibetan Studies) 15
(2010), pp- 1-31.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 291

Faddegon 1969 — Barend Faddegon: The Vaicesika-System Described with the Help of
the Oldest Texts. Amsterdam 1969 (19181): Verhandelingen der Konijklijke Akade-
mie van Wetenschappen te Amsterdam, Afdeeling Letterkunde.

Falk 1987 — Harry Falk (ed.): Hinduismus und Buddhismus: Festschrift fiir Ulrich
Schneider. Freiburg 1987: Hedwig Falk.

Fenner 1983 — Peter G. Fenner: A Reconstruction of the Madhyamakavatara’s Analy-
sis of the Person. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 6/2
(1983), pp. 7-34.

Framarin 2008 — Christopher G. Framarin: Motivation in the Nyayasitra and Brahma-
siddhi. Religious Studies 44 (2008), pp. 43-61.

Franco 1994 — Eli Franco: Vai$esika or Carvaka? The Mysterious Opponent in Prama-
navarttika 2.63-72. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 48/2 (1994), pp. 683-
698.

Franco 1997 — Eli Franco: Dharmakirti on Compassion and Rebirth. Wien 1997: Ar-
beitskreis fiir Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universitit Wien (Wiener Stu-
dien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 38).

Franco 1999 — Eli Franco: Avita and dvita. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 53/3
(1999), pp. 563-578.

Franco 2001 — Eli Franco: Dharmakirti’s Reductionism in Religion and Logic. Pp. 285-
308 in Torella 2001.

Franco 2009 — Eli Franco (ed.): Yogic Perception, Meditation and Altered States of Con-
sciousness. Wien 2009: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
(Beitrage zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 65).

Franco 2011 — Eli Franco: Lokayata. Pp. 629-642 in Jacobsen et al. 2011.

Frauwallner 1933 — Erich Frauwallner: Zu den Fragmenten buddhistischer Logiker im
Nyayavarttikam. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 40 (1933), pp.
281-304.

Frauwallner 1953 — Erich Frauwallner: Geschichte der indischen Philosophie. Vol. L
Salzburg 1953: Otto Miiller Verlag.

Frauwallner 1955 — Erich Frauwallner: Candramati und sein Dasapadarthasastram.
Pp. 65-85 in Otto Spies (ed.): Studia Indologica, Festschrift fiir Willibald Kirfel. Bonn
1955: Selbstverlag des Orientalischen Seminars (Bonner Orientalische Studien 3).

Frauwallner 1956 — Erich Frauwallner: Geschichte der indischen Philosophie. Vol. II.
Salzburg 1956: Otto Miiller Verlag.



292 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Frauwallner 1957 — Erich Frauwallner: Vasubandhu's Vadavidhih. Wiener Zeitschrift
fiir die Kunde Stid- und Ostasiens 1 (1957), pp. 104-146.

Frauwallner 1958 — Erich Frauwallner: Die Erkenntnislehre des klassischen Sam-
khya-Systems. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stid- und Ostasiens 2 (1958), pp.
84-139.

Frauwallner 1959 — Erich Frauwallner: Dignaga, sein Werk und seine Entwicklung.
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stid- und Ostasiens 3 (1959), pp. 83-164.

Frauwallner 1964 — Erich Frauwallner: Abhidharma-Studien II. Die kanonischen Abhi-
dharma-Werke. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens 7 (1964), pp.
59-99.

Frauwallner 1968 — Erich Frauwallner: Materialien zur dltesten Erkenntnislehre der
Karmamimamsa. Wien 1968: Hermann Bohlaus Nachf./Kommissionsverlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Veréffentlichungen der Kommis-
sion fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Siid- und Ostasiens 6).

Frauwallner 1984 — Erich Frauwallner: Der urspriingliche Anfang der Vaisesika-
Sitren. Pp. 35-41 in Erich Frauwallner: Nachgelassene Werke I: Aufsdtze, Beitrdge,
Skizzen. Herausgegeben von Ernst Steinkellner. Wien 1984: Verlag der Osterrei-
chischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Verdffentlichungen der Kommission fiir
Sprachen und Kulturen Siidasiens 19).

Fujii 1991 — Kyoko Fujii: On the Atman Theory in the Mahayanamahaparinirvana-
sitra. Pp. 123-137 in: Atmajiiana - Professor Sengaku Mayeda on the Occasion of
His Sixtieth Birthday. Tokyo 1991.

Fujii 1993 — Kyoko Fujii: On the Atman Theory in the Mahaparinirvanasitra. Pp. 27 -
31 in: Premier Colloque Etienne Lamotte (Bruxelles et Liége, 24-27 septembre 1989).

Louvain-la-Neuve 1993: Université Catholique de Louvain, Institut Orientaliste de
Louvain-la-Neuve.

Ganeri 2000 — Jonardon Ganery: Cross-Modality and the Self. Philosophy and Pheno-
menological Research 61/3 (2000), pp.639-657.

GBh — Gaudapddabhdsya. Har Dutt Sharma: The Samkhya-kdrika. ISvara Krsna’s
Memorable Verses on Samkhya Philosophy with the Commentary of Gaudapada-
carya. Poona 1933: Oriental Book Agency (Poona Oriental Series 9).

GBhV — Granthibhangavyakhya. See NMy.

Gombrich/Scherrer-Schaub 2008 — Richard Gombrich /Cristina Scherrer-Schaub (eds.):
Buddhist Studies: Papers of the 12th World Sanskrit Conference, vol. VIII. Delhi 2008:

Motilal Banarsidass.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 293

Goodman 2009 — Charles Goodman: Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa. The Critique of
the Soul. Pp. 297-308 in Edelglass/Garfield 2009.

Halbfass 1986 — Wilhelm Halbfass: Review of Emst Steinkellner (ed), Erich
Frauwallner, Nachgelassene Werke 1: Aufsdtze, Beitrdge, Skizzen. Journal of the
American Oriental Society 106 (1986), pp.857-858.

Halbfass 1991 — Wilhelm Halbfass: Tradition and Reflection. Explorations in Indian
Thought. Albany 1991: State University of New York Press.

Halbfass 1997 — Wilhelm Halbfass: Happiness: A Nyaya-Vaisesika Perspective. Pp.
150-163 in Bilimoria/Mohanty 1997.

Harzer 2006 — Edeltraud Harzer: The Yuktidipikd. A Reconstruction of Samkhya
Methods of Knowing. Aachen 2006: Shaker Verlag (Indologica Halensis, Geistes-
kultur Indiens, Texte und Studien 8).

Hattori 1968 — Masaaki Hattori: Digndga, on Perception, Being the Pratyaksapari-
ccheda of Digndga’s Pramanasamuccaya. Cambridge, Mass. 1968: Harvard Univer-
sity Press (Harvard Oriental Series 47).

Hattori 1994 — Masaaki Hattori: The Vaisesikasitra as Referred to by Bhavaviveka in
His Tarkajvala. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 48/2 (1994), pp. 699-706.

HB — Ernst Steinkellner: Dharmakirti’s Hetubinduh. 2 vols. Wien 1967: Hermann
Béhlaus Nachf./Kommissionsverlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissen -
schaften (Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Sid -
und Ostasiens 4-5).

Hercus et al. 1982 — Luise Anna Hercus et al. (eds.): Indological and Buddhist Studies.
Volume in Honour of Professor J.W. de Jong on His Sixtieth Birthday. Canberra 1982:
Faculty of Asian Studies.

Honda 1990 — Megumu Honda: A Reading in the Vai$esika Siitra. Doho Daigaku Kiyo 4
(1990), pp. 172-80.

Horner 1969 — Isaline Blew Horner: Milinda’s Questions. Vol. 1. London 1969 (19631):
Luzac & Company, The Pali Text Society.

Houben 1994 — Jan E.M. Houben: Liberation and Natural Philosophy in Early Vaise-
sika: Some Methodological Problems. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 48/1
(1994), pp. 711-748.

Hulin 2008 — Michel Hulin: Comment la philosophie indienne s’est-elle développée? La
querelle brahmanes-bouddhistes. Paris 2008: Editions du Panama (Collection Cyclo).

Huntington 1992 — C.W. Huntington, JR: The Emptiness of Emptiness. An Intro duction
to Early Indian Madhyamika. Delhi 1992: Motilal Banarsidass.



294 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

lida 1980 — Shotaro lida: Reason and Emptiness. A Study in Logic and Mysticism. Tokyo
1980: Hokuseido Press.

Inami 1999 — Masahiro Inami: On the Determination of Causality. Pp. 131-154 in
Katsura 1999.

Inami 2001 — Masahiro Inami: The Problem of Other Minds in the Buddhist Episte-
mological Tradition. Journal of Indian Philosophy 29 (2001), pp. 465-483.

IPVV — Madhusiidan Kaul Shastri: I$varapratyabhijiiavivrtivimarsini by Abhinava-
gupta. Bombay 1938-1943: Nirnaya Sagar Press (Kashmir Series of Texts and
Studies 60,62 &65).

[saacson 1993 — Harunaga Isaacson: Yogic Perception (yogipratyaksa) in Early Vaise-
sika. Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 18/2 (1993), pp. 139-160.

Iwata 2002 — Takashi Iwata: The Pramanaviniscaya on the Purpose of the Division of
Reasons into Nine Types in the Hetucakra. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid-
asiens 46 (2002), pp. 225-257.

Iwata 2004 — Takashi Iwata: The Negative Concomitance (vyatireka) in the Case of
Inconclusive (anaikdntika) Reasons. Pp. 91-134 in Katsura/Steinkellner 2004.

Iwata 2007a — Takashi Iwata: An Analysis of Examples for the Interpretation of the
Word ista in Dharmakirti’s Definition of the Thesis. Pp. 315-344 in Kellner et al.
2007.

Iwata 2007b — Takashi Iwata: Dharmakirti’s Interpretation of the Word ista in the
Definition of the Thesis. Pp. 275-288 in Klaus/Hartmann 2007.

Jackson 1986 — Roger Jackson: Dharmakirti’s Refutation of Theism. Philosophy East
and West 36/4 (1986),pp. 315-348.

Jacobsen et al. 2011 — Knut A. Jacobsen/Helene Basu/Angelika Malinar/Vasudha
Narayanan (eds.): Brill’s Encyclopedia of Hinduism. Vol. I11. Leiden 2011: Brill.
Jataka 1 — Viggo Fausbgll: The Jataka together with Its Commentary, Being Tales of the
Anterior Births of Gotama Buddha. Vol. . London 1962 (18771): Luzac & Company,

The Pali Text Society.

Jha 1984 — Ganganatha Jha: The Nydya-Stitras of Gautama, with the Bhasya of Vatsya-
yana and the Vartika of Uddyotakara. 4 vols. Delhi 1984 (Allahabad 1912-19191):
Motilal Banarsidass.

JM — Jayamarngala (Sankara). See MV.

Juntunen /Smith /Suneson 1995 — Mirja Juntunen/William L. Smith/Carl Suneson (eds.):
Sauhrdyamangalam: Studies in Honour of Siegfried Lienhard on His 70th Birthday.
Stockholm 1995: The Assocation of Oriental Studies.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 295

Kajiyama 1963 — Yuichi Kajiyama: Trikapaficakacinta: Development of the Buddhist
Theory on the Determination of Causality. Miscellanea Indologica Kiotiensia 4-5
(1963), pp. 1-15

Kano 2001 — Kyo Kano: Parisesa, prasarniga and kevalavyatirekin: the Logical Structure
of the Proof of atman. Journal of Indian Philosophy 29/4 (2001), pp. 405-422.

Kapstein 1989 — Matthew T. Kapstein: Santaraksita on the Fallacies of Personalistic
Vitalism. Journal of Indian Philosophy 17 /1 (1989),pp. 43-59.

Kapstein 2001 — Matthew T. Kapstein: Reason’s Traces. Identity and Interpretation in
Indian and Tibetan Buddhist Thought. Delhi 2001: Oxford University Press.

Kapstein 2004 — Matthew T. Kapstein: Le refus bouddhiste du théisme. Diogéne 205
(janvier-mars 2004), pp. 69-75.

Kapstein 2009 — Matthew T. Kapstein: Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha: A Buddhist Cri-
tique of the Nyaya View of the Self. Pp. 320-333 in Edelglass/Garfield 2009.

Karashima 2006 — Seishi Karashima: Who Were the icchantikas? Pp. 253-270 in
Kaishuku Mochikuzi (ed.): The Lotus Sutra and Related Systems. Tokyo 2006: San-
kibo Bushorin Publishing Co., Ltd.

Katha Upanisad — See Olivelle 1998.

Katsura 1976 — Shoryu Katsura: On Abhidharmakosa V1.4. Indological Review 2 (1976),
p. 28.

Katsura 1985 — Shoryu Katsura: On trairiipya Formulae. Pp. 161-172 in: Buddhism
and Its Relation to Other Religions. Essays in Honour of Dr. Shozen Kumoi on His
Seventieth Birthday. Kyoto 1985: Heirakuji Shoten.

Katsura 1992 — Shoryu Katsura: Dignaga and Dharmakirti on adar§anamatra and an-
upalabdhi. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 46 /1 (1992), pp.222-231.

Katsura 1993 — On Perceptual Judgment. Pp. 66-75 in Narendra K. Wagle/Fumimaro
Watanabe (eds.): Studies on Buddhism in Honour of Prof. A.K. Warder. Toronto 1993:
University of Toronto.

Katsura 1999 — Shoryu Katsura (ed.): Dharmakirti’s Thought and Its Impact on Indian
and Tibetan Philosophy. Proceedings of the Third International D harmakirti Con-
ference, Hiroshima, November 4-6, 1997. Wien 1999: Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften (Beitrage zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens
32).

Katsura/Steinkellner 2004 — Shoryu Katsura/Ernst Steinkellner (eds.): The Role of the
Example (drstanta) in Classical Indian Logic. Wien: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische und



296 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Buddhistische Studien Universitit Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und
Buddhismuskunde 58).

Katsura 2007 — Shoryu Katsura: Dharmakirti’s Proof of the Existence of Other Minds.
Pp.407-422 in Kellner etal. 2007.

Keira 2006 — Ryusei Keira: The Proof of Voidness and Scriptural Authority. Kamala $i-
la’s Way of Adopting Scriptures. Pp. 177-192 in Kaishuku Mochikuzi (ed.): The
Lotus Sutra and Related Systems. Tokyo 2006: Sankibo Bushorin Publishing Co,
Ltd.

Kellner 2001 — Birgit Kellner: Negation - Failure or Success? Remarks on an Allegedly
Characteristic Trait of Dharmakirti’s Anupalabdhi-Theory. Journal of Indian Phi-
losophy 29 (2001),pp. 495-517.

Kellner 2004 — Birgit Kellner: Why Infer and not just Look? Dharmakirti on the
Psychology of Inferential Processes. Pp. 1-51 in Katsura/Steinkellner 2004.

Kellner et al. 2007 — Birgit Kellner/Helmut Krasser/Horst Lasic/Michael Torsten
Much /Helmut Tauscher (eds.): Pramanakirtih. Papers Dedicated to Ernst Steinkellner
on the Occasion of his 70th Birthday. 2 vols. Wien 2007: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische
und Buddhistische Studien Universitait Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tib etologie und
Buddhismuskunde 70/1-2).

King 1995 — Richard King: Is ‘Buddha-Nature’ Buddhist? Doctrinal Tensions in the
Srimala Siitra - An Early Tathagata Text. Numen 42/1 (1995), pp. 1-20.

Kishi 2011 — Sayaka Kishi: Who is pudgalavadin? A Study on Mahayanastitralankadra
XVIII 92-95 and Its Bhdsya. Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies 59/3 (2011),
pp. 1205-1211.

Kitagawa 1955 — Hidenori Kitagawa: A Refutation of Solipsism (Annotated Transl-
ation of Samtanantarasiddhi). Journal of the Greater India Society 14/1 (1955), pp.
55-73 and 14/2 (1955), pp. 97-110.

Klaus/Hartmann 2007 — Konrad Klaus/Jens-Uwe Hartmann (eds.): Indica et Tibetica.
Festschrift fiir Michael Hahn zum 65. Geburtstag von Freunden und Schiilern tiber-
reicht. Wien 2007: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Univer-
sitit Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 66).

Kosa — Louis de La Vallée Poussin: L’Abhidharmakosa de Vasubandhu. 6 vols. Bruxelles
1980 (Paris 1923-19311): Institut Belge des Hautes Etudes Chinoises (Mélanges
Chinois et Bouddhiques 16).

Krasser 1999 — Helmut Krasser: Dharmakirti’s and Kumarila’s Refutations of the Exis-
tence of God: A Consideration of Their Chronological Order. Pp. 215-223 in Katsura
1999.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 297

Krasser 2001 — Helmut Krasser: On Dharmakirti’s Understanding of pramdnabhiita
and His Definition of pramana. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 45 (2001),
pp. 173-199.

Krasser 2002 — Helmut Krasser: Sankaranandanas I$varapakaranasanksepa. Teil 11:
Annotierte Ubersetzungen und Studie zur Auseinandersetzung iiber die Existenz
Gottes. Wien 2002: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Bei-
trage zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 39).

Krasser 2005 — Helmut Krasser: Are Buddhist Pramanavadins non-Buddhistic?
Dignaga and Dharmakirti on the Impact of Logic and Epistemology on Emancipa-
tion. Horin 11 (2005), pp- 129-146.

Krasser 2011 — Helmut Krasser: Bhaviveka, Dharmakirti and Kumarila. Pp. 193-242
in Toru Funayama (ed): "EFIEREE & ILHEBICB T 2EWO RiEL
&L A\ E) OIS (Chidgoku-Indo sytkyd-shi tokuni bukkyo-shi ni okeru
syomotsu no ryiitsi-denpa to jinbutsu-idé no chiiki-tokusei - Regional characteris-
tics of text dissemination and relocation of people in the history of Chinese and
Indian religions, with special reference to Buddhism). A Report of Grant-in-Aid for
Scientific Research (B): Project Number 19320010. March, 2011.

Krasser 2012 — Helmut Krasser: Logic in a Religious Context: Dharmakirti in Defence
of dgama. Pp. 83-118 in Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012.

Kritzer 2005 — Robert Kritzer: Vasubandhu and the Yogdcarabhimi. Yogdcara Ele-
ments in the Abhidharmakosabhasya. Tokyo 2005: The International Institute for
Buddhist Studies (Studia Philologica Buddhica, Monograph Series 18).

KSP — Karmasiddhiprakarana (Vasubandhu). D no. 4062, Si 134b2-145a6/P no. 5563,
Si 156a5-168b6.

KST — Karmasiddhitika (Sumati$ila). D no. 4071, I 63b1-102a5/P no. 5572, I 69a6-
117b1.

KV — Arnold C. Taylor: Kathavatthu. London 1894: Pali Text Society.
Lang 1986 — See CS.

Lasic 1999 — Horst Lasic: Dharmakirti and his Successors on the Determination of
Causality. Pp. 233-242 in Katsura 1999.

Lasic 2003 — Horst Lasic: On the Utilization of Causality as a Basis of Inference.
Dharmakirti’s Statements and Their Interpretation. Journal of Indian Philosophy
31 (2003),pp. 185-197.

LASG — Bunyiu Nanjio: The Lankavatara Sitra. Kyoto 1923: The Otani University Press
(Bibliotheca Otaniensis 1).



298 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

La Vallée Poussin 1925 — Louis de La Vallée Poussin: La controverse du temps et du
pudgala dans le Vijianakaya. Pp. 343-376 in: Etudes asiatiques publiées & 'occa-
sion du 25¢ anniversaire de I’Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient.Vol.I. Paris 1925: G.
van Oest (Publications de I'Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient 19).

La Vallée Poussin 1937 — Louis de La Vallée Poussin: Le Bouddhisme et le yoga de
Patafjali. Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques 5 (1937),pp. 223-242.

LC — Lokesh Chandra: Tibetan-Sanskrit Dictionary. New Delhi 1959-1961: Interna-
tional Academy of Indian Culture.

Liu 1982 — Ming-Wood Liu: The Doctrine of the Buddha-Nature in the Mahayana
Mahaparinirvanasiitra. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
5/2(1982),pp. 63-94.

Liu 1984 — Ming-Wood Liu: The Problem of the icchantika in the Mahayana Maha-

parinirvanasitra. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 7 /1
(1984), pp. 57-81.

Lusthaus 2009 — Dan Lusthaus: Pudgalavada Doctrines of the Person. Pp.275-285 in
Edelglass/Garfield 2009.

MacDonald 2005 — Anne MacDonald: Manuscript Description. Pp. ix-xxxvi in Ernst
Steinkellner/Helmut Krasser/Horst Lasic: Jinendrabuddhi’s Visalamalavati Pra-
manasamuccayatika, Chapter 1. Part II: Diplomatic Edition. Beijing/Vienna 2005:
China Tibetology Publishing House/Austrian Academy of Sciences Press (Sanskrit
Texts from the Tibetan Autonomous Region 1/1I).

MAV— Louis de La Vallée Poussin: Madhyamakavatara par Candrakirti. Traduction
tibétaine. Delhi 1992 (Saint-Petersburg 1907-19121): Motilal Banarsidass (Biblio-
theca Buddhica 9).

May 1959 — Jacques May: Candrakirti: Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti. Douze cha pi-
tres traduits du sanscrit et du tibétain, accompagnés d’une introduction, de notes et

d’une édition critique de la version tibétaine. Paris 1959: Adrien Maisonneuve (Col-
lection Jean Przyluski 2).

McDermott 1996 — James P. McDermott: Kathavatthu. Pp. 265-304 in Potter 1996.

Mejor 1999 — Marek Mejor: ‘There is no Self’ (natmasti) - Some Observations from
Vasubandhu'’s Abhidharmakosa and the Yuktidipikd. Pp. 97-124 in Dessein 1999.

Mejor 2008 — Marek Mejor: Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa in non-Buddhist Phi-
losophical Treatises. Pp. 119-150 in Gombrich/Scherrer-Schaub 2008.

Mesquita 1994 — Roque Mesquita: Die Idee der Erlosung bei Kumarilabhatta. Wiener
Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 38 (1994), pp. 451-484.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 299

Mesquita 1995 — Roque Mesquita: Der Apavarga-Begriff bei Sridhara: Eine vedanti-
sche Erloésungslehre? Pp. 215-258 in Juntunen/Smith/Suneson 1995.

MHK — Madhyamakahrdayakarika (Bhaviveka). Quoted from lida 1980. See also TJ.

Miyamoto 2007 — Keiichi Miyamoto: Dasapadarthi. An Ancient Literature of Thor-
oughly Metaphysical Realism. Kyoto 2007: Rinsen Book Co.

MMK — Jan Willem de Jong: Nagdrjuna, Milamadhyamakakarikah. Madras 1977:
Adyar Library and Research Center.

MN I — V. Trenckner: The Majjhima Nikaya. Vol. I. London 1888: Pali Text Society,
Luzac & Company.

MN III — Robert Chalmers: The Majjhima-Nikdaya. Vol. 1lI. London 1899: Pali Text
Society, Oxford University Press.

Moriyama forthc. — Shinya Moriyama: On the Role of abhyupagama in Dharmakirti’s
Scripturally Based Inference. To be published in Vincent Eltschinger/Helmut
Krasser (eds.): Proceedings of the Panel on Scriptural Authority and Apologetics in
the Indian Religio-Philosophical Environment (14th World Sanskrit Conference,
Kyoto, September 1-5, 2009).

MP — Victor Trenckner: The Milindapafiho, Being Dialogues between King Milinda and
the Buddhist Sage Nagasena, the Pali Text. London 1986 (18801): The Pali Text
Society.

MPPU — Mahaprajiidparamitopadesa (ascribed to Nagarjuna). T 25, no. 1509. See also
Traité 1-11.

MPS{i — (Mahdydna) Mahaparinirvanasitra. P Ju 1-Nu 355a5. See also Yamamoto
1973.

MSA(Bh) — Mahayanastitralankara(bhasya) (Maitreya?/Vasubandhu?). Sylvain Lévi:
Mahdyana-Sttrdalamkara. Exposé de la doctrine du Grand Véhicule. Tome 1. Paris

1907: Librairie Honoré Champion.

MSAVBh — Mahdyanasitralankaravrttibhdsya (Sthiramati). D no. 4034, Mi 1-Tsi
266a7/P no. 5531, Mi 1-Tsi 308a8.

Mukhopadhyaya et al. 1987 — Rama Ranjan Mukhopadhyaya et al. (eds.): Philosophical
Essays. Professor Anantalal Thakur Felicitation Volume. Calcutta 1987: Sanskrit
Pustak Bhandar.

Muroji 1991 — Yoshihito G. Muroji: Vedana- und Trsnavibhanga in der Pratityasam-
utpadavyakhya. Mikkyo Bunka 173 (1991),pp. 74-98.

MV — Visnu Prasad Sarma/Satkariséarma Vangiya: Samkhyakarika of Srimad Ivara-
krsna with the Matharavrtti of Mathardcarya and the Jayamangald of Sri Sankara.



300 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Varanasi 1970: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series
296).

MW — Monier Monier-Williams: A Sanskrit-English Dictionary. Delhi 1993 (Oxford
18991): Motilal Banarsidass.

Nagatomi 1967 — Masatoshi Nagatomi: Arthakriya. The Adyar Library Bulletin 31-32
(1967-1968), pp. 52-72.

Naito 1985 — Akifumi Naito (W HF30): TSPIZEIT 57 — b~ @it an —
7RI T#HEH 5T (2) — (TSP ni okeru dtman setsu hihan [1I] Pudgala setsu
o megutte - The Critique of the dtman Thesis in the TSP with an Emphasis on the
pudgala Thesis). (A58 554175 (Bukkyagaku Kenkyii 41) (1985), pp. 20-51.

Namai 1976a — Mamoru Namai: A Survey of Barhaspatya Philosophy. Indological
Review 2 (1976), pp.29-32.

Namai 1976b — Mamoru Namai (Z3H f): %ML L % Barhaspatyafitfl] [1]
(Koki Bukkyo ni yoru Barhaspatya Hihan [I] - The Critique of the Barhaspatya
according to Later Buddhists). 1 & N5t #5275 (Indological Review 2) (1976),
pp.- 33-74.

Nanamoli 2010 — Bhikkhu Nanamoli: Visuddhimagga. The Path of Purification. The
Classic Manual of Buddhist Doctrine and Meditation. Kandy 2010: Buddhist Publi-
cation Society.

Narayanan 1983 — TK. Narayanan: A Novel Concept of Moksa by Bhasarvajiia. Sri
Venkateswara University, Oriental Journal (Tirupati) 26/1 (1983),pp. 11-22.

NBh — Nyadyastitrabhasya (Paksilasvamin). See NSu.
NB(T)m — Pandita Dalsukhbhai Malvania: Pandita Durveka Misras’s Dharmottarapra-
dipa (Being a Sub-Commentary on Dharmottara’s Nydyabindutika, a Commentary

on Dharmakirti’s Nydyabindu). Patna 1971: Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research Insti-
tute (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series 2).

NB(T)s — Theodor Sterbatskoj: Nydyabindu. Buddijskij ucebnik” logiki socinenie

Dharmakirti I tolkovanie na nego Nydyabindutika socinenie Dharmottary. Osna-
briick 1970 (Petrograd 19181): Biblio Verlag (Bibliotheca Buddhica 7).

Nenninger 1994 — Claudius Nenninger: samanyato drstam anumadnam - Analogical
Reasoning in Early Nyaya-Vai$esika. Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 48/2
(1994), pp. 819-832.

NK — Jitendra S. Jetly/Vasant G. Parikh: Nyayakandali, Being a Commentary on Pra-

Sastapadabhdsya, with Three Subcommentaries. Baroda 1991: Oriental Institute
(Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 174).



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 301

NMwm — K. Varadacharya: Nyayamaiijari of Jayanta Bhatta, with Tippani-Nyayasaura-
bha by the Editor. 2 vols. Mysore 1969-1983: Oriental Institute (Oriental Research
Institute Series 116 &139).

NMy — Gaurinath Sastri: Nyayamanjari of Jayanta Bhatta, with the Commentary
Granthibhanga by Cakradhara. 3 vols. Varanasi 1982: Sampurnanand Sanskrit
Vishvavidyalaya (Sivakumarasastri-Granthamala 5).

Norman 1960 — K.R. Norman: Middle Indo-Aryan Studies (I). Journal of the Oriental
Institute (Baroda) 9 (1960), pp. 268-273.

Nozawa 1996 — Masanobu Nozawa: Concept of yoga in the VaiSesikasitra. Pp. 932-
919 in: Indian Thoughts and Buddhist Culture. Essays in Honour of Professor
Junkichi Imanishi on His Sixtieth Birthday. Tokyo 1996: Shunjusha.

NPP — Naresvarapariksaprakasa (Ramakantha). Madhustdan Kaul Shastri: Naresvara-
pariksad of Sadyojyotih with Commentary by Ramakantha. Srinagar 1926: Kashmir
Pratap Steam Press (Kashmir Series of Texts and Studies 45).

NPSG — Nyayapravesakasitra. Muni Jambuvijaya: Nydyapravesakasastra of Baudh
Acarya Dinnaga, with the Commentary of Acarya Haribhadrasiri and with the
Subcommentary of Parsvadevagani. Delhi 2009: Motilal Banarsidass.

NPT — Nyayapravesakatikda (Haribhadrasiri). See NPSa.
NR — Nyayaratnakara (Parthasarathimisra). See SV.

NSG — Nyayasiitra (Aksapada/Gautama). Anantalal Thakur: Gautamiyanyayadarsana
with Bhasya of Vatsydyana. New Delhi 1997: Indian Council of Philosophical
Research (Nyayacaturgranthika 1).

NV — Anantalal Thakur: Nydayabhasyavarttika of Bharadvaja Uddyotakara. New Delhi
1997:Indian Council of Philosophical Research (Nyayacaturgranthika 2).

NVTT — Anantalal Thakur: Nyayavarttikatatparyatika of Vdacaspati Misra. New Delhi
1996: Indian Council of Philosophical Research (Nyayacaturgranthika 3).

Oberhammer 1962 — Gerhard Oberhammer: On the Sources in Jayanta Bhatta and
Uddyotakara. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens 6 (1962), pp.91-
150.

Oberhammer 1977 — Gerhard Oberhammer: Strukturen yogischer Meditation. Unter-
suchungen zur Spiritualitdt des Yoga. Wien 1977: Verlag der Osterreichischen Aka-
demie der Wissenschaften (Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und
Kulturen Stidasiens 13).

Oberhammer 1984 — Gerhard Oberhammer: Wahrheit und Transzendenz. Ein Beitrag
zur Spiritualitit des Nydya. Wien 1984: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der



302 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Wissenschaften (Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen
Siidasiens 18).

Oberhammer 1987 — Gerhard Oberhammer: The Transcendental Structure of Human
Bondage (samsara) according to Paksilasvamin (“Language-Game” Implied in the
Process of Salvation). Pp. 16-27 in Mukhopadhyaya et al. 1987.

Oetke 1988 — Claus Oetke: “Ich” und das Ich. Analytische Untersuchungen zur buddhis -
tisch-brahmanischen Atmankontroverse. Stuttgart 1988: Franz Steiner Verlag (Alt-
und Neu-Indische Studien 33).

Oetke 1993 — Claus Oetke: Bemerkungen zur buddhistischen Doktrin der Momentan heit
des Seienden. Dharmakirtis Sattvanumdna. Wien 1993: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische
und Buddhistische Studien Universitdt Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und
Buddhismuskunde 29).

Oetke 1994 — Claus Oetke: Die ‘unbeantworteten Fragen’ und das Schweigen des
Buddha. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 38 (1994),pp. 85-120.

Okazaki 1995 — Yosuhiro Okazaki: Uddyotakara’s vyatireki-hetu. Journal of Indian and
Buddhist Studies 44/1 (1995), pp. 1-4.

Okazaki 2003 — Yasuhiro Okazaki: Asadhdrana-hetvabhasa and Uddyotakara’s vyati-
rekin. Sambhasa 23 (2003), pp. 39-52.

Okazaki 2006 — Yasuhiro Okazaki: The Development of avita from the trairipya
Theoretical Point of View. Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies 54 /3 (2006), pp-
21-26.

Olivelle 1998 — Patrick Olivelle: The Early Upanisads. Annotated Text and Translation.
New York/Oxford 1998: Oxford University Press.

Ono 1999 — Motoi Ono: Dharmakirti on asdadhdrananaikantika. Pp. 301-335 in
Katsura 1999.

P — Daisetz T. Suzuki: The Tibetan Tripitaka, Peking Edition, Kept in the Library of the
Otani University, Kyoto. Tokyo/Kyoto 1957: Tibetan Tripitaka Research Institute.

PDhS — Padarthadharmasangraha (Prasastapada). Johannes Bronkhorst/Yves
Ramseier: Word Index to the Prasastapadabhasya. A Complete Word Index to the
Printed Editions of the Prasastapadabhasya. Delhi 1994: Motilal Banarsidass.

Potter 1977a — Karl H. Potter (ed.): Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, vol. II: Indian
Metaphysics and Epistemology. The Tradition of Nydya-Vaisesika up to Gangesa.
Delhi 1977: Motilal Banarsidass.

Potter 1977b — Karl H. Potter: Introduction to the Philosophy of Nyaya-Vai$esika. Pp.
1-210in Potter 1977a.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 303

Potter 1996 — Karl H. Potter (ed.): Encyclopedia of Indian Philosop hies, vol. VII: Abhi-
dharma Buddhism to 150 A.D. Delhi 1996: Motilal Banarsidass.

Potter 1999 — Karl H. Potter (ed.): Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, vol. VIII:
Buddhist Philosophy from 100 to 350 A.D. Delhi 1999: Motilal Banarsidass.

Preisendanz 1989 — Karin Preisendanz: On datmendriyamanorthasannikarsa and the
Nyaya-Vaisesika Theory of Vision. Berliner Indologische Studien 4-5 (1989), pp.
141-213.

Preisendanz 1994 — Karin Preisendanz: Studien zu Nydyasitra 111.1 mit dem Nyayatat-
tvaloka Vacaspati Misras 11. 2 vols. Stuttgart 1994: Franz Steiner Verlag (Alt- und
Neu-Indische Studien 46 /1-2).

Prets 1999 — Emst Prets: Dharmakirti’s Refutation of kevalanvayin and kevalavyati-
rekin Reasons in the Light of the Naiyayikas’ View. Pp. 333-340 in Katsura 1999.

Priestley 1999 — Leonard C.D.C. Priestley: Pudgalavada Buddhism. The Reality of the
Indeterminate Self. Toronto 1999: Centre of South Asian Studies (South Asian
Studies Papers, no. 12, Monograph 1).

PrSVy — Pratityasamutpadavyakhyd (Vasubandhu). D no. 3995, Chi 1b-61a/P no.
5496, Chi 1-71a.

Pruden 1988-1990 — Leo M. Pruden: Abhidharmakosabhdsyam by Louis de La Vallée
Poussin. English Translation by Leo M. Pruden. 4 vols. Berkeley 1988-1990: Asian
Humanities Press.

PS — Pramdnasamuccaya (Dignaga). See PSVkand PSVy.

PSk — Li Yuezhu/Ernst Steinkellner: Vasubandhu’s Paiicaskandhaka. Beijing/Vienna
2008: China Tibetology Publishing House/Austrian Academy of Sciences Press
(Sanskrit Texts from the Tibetan Autonomous Region 4).

PSTms B — Photostat copy of the Sanskrit manuscript (in the library of the China
Tibetology Research Center, Beijing) of Jinendrabuddhi’'s Pramanasamuccayatika.
For a description, see MacDonald 2005.

PSTtiv — Pramadnasamuccayatika (Jinendrabuddhi). D no. 4268, Ye 1-314a7/P no.
5766, Re 1-355a8.

PSV — Pramanasamuccayavrtti (Dignaga). See PSVk and PSVy.

PSVk — Pramanasamuccayavrtti (Dignaga), Kanakavarman'’s translation. P no. 5702, Ce
93b4-177a7.

PSVy — Pramanasamuccayavrtti (Dignaga), Vasudhararaksita’s translation. P no. 5701,
Ce 1326-93b4.



304 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

PV 1-4 — Yusho Miyasaka: Pramanavarttika-karika (Sanskrit and Tibetan). Acta Indo-
logica 2 (1971-1972), pp. 1-206. See also PVV; for PV 2-3, see also PVA; for PV 1,
see also PVSV. For PV 2.131cd-285 we have followed the text as edited and
numbered in Vetter 1990; for PV 4.1-148, we have followed the text as edited in
Tillemans 2000.

PVA — Rahula Sankrtyayana: Pramdnavdrttikabhdsyam or Vartikdlarikdarah of Prajid-
karagupta (Being a Commentary on Dharmakirti’s Pramanavartikam). Patna 1953:
Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research Institute.

PVin 1-2 — Ernst Steinkellner: Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya, Chapters 1 and 2.
Beijing/Vienna 2007: China Tibetology Publishing House/Austrian Academy of
Sciences Press (Sanskrit Texts from the Tibetan Autonomous Region 2).

PVin 3 — Pascale Hugon/Toru Tomabechi: Dharmakirti’s Pramdnaviniscaya, Chapter 3.
Beijing/Vienna 2011: China Tibetology Publishing House/Austrian Academy of
Sciences Press (Sanskrit Texts from the Tibetan Autonomous Region 8).

PVinT — Pramanaviniscayatika (Dharmottara). D no. 4229, Dze 1b1-Tshe 178a3/P no.
5727,Dze 1b1-We209b8.

PVinrtjp — Ernst Steinkellner: D harmakirti’s Pramanaviniscayah. Zweites Kapitel: Sva-
rthanumanam. Teil I: Tibetischer Text und Sanskrittexte. Wien 1973: Verlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Versffentlichungen der Kommis-

sion fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Siidasiens 12).
PVmiy — Pramanavarttika (Dharmakirti). Yusho Miyasaka edition. See PV 1-4.

PVP — Pramanavarttikapafjika (Devendrabuddhi). D no. 4217, Che 1-326b4 /P no.
5717, Che 1-390a8.

PVpvv — Pramanavarttika (Dharmakirti). Sanskrit text as edited by Rahula Sankrtya-
yana together with Manorathanandin’s commentary. See PVV.

PVSV — Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (Dharmakirti). Raniero Gnoli: The Pramanavarttikam
of Dharmakirti. The First Chap ter with the Auto- Commentary. Roma 1960: Istituto
[taliano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente (Serie Orientale Roma 23).

PVSVs — Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (Dharmakirti). Sanskrit text as edited and partly
reconstructed by Rahula Sankrtyayana. See PVSVT.

PVSVT — Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika (Karnakagomin). Rahula Sankrtyayana: Karna-
kagomin’s Commentary on the Pramdnavarttikavrtti of Dharmakirti. Kyoto 1982
(Allahabad 19431): Rinsen Books Co.

PVSVti, — Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (Dharmakirti), Tibetan version. D no. 4216, Ce
261b1-365a7/P no.5717a, Ce 404b3-535a4.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 305

PVSVTus — Shoren Ihara: Sanskrit Manuscripts of Karnakagomin’s Pramanavartti-
ka(sva)vrttitika. Facsimile Edition. Patna and Narita 1998: Bihar Research Society
and Naritasan Institute for Buddhist Studies (The Sanskrit Commentaries on the
Pramanavarttikam from the Rahula Sankrtyayana's Collection of Negatives II).

PVT — Pramanavarttikatika (Sakyabuddhi). D no. 4220, Je 1b1-Ne 282a7/P no. 5718,
Je1b1-Ne348a8.

PVV — Pramanavarttikavrtti (Manorathanandin). Rahula Sankrtyayana: Dharmakirti's

Pramanavarttika with Commentary by Manorathanandin. Published as an appen-
dix of the Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Research Society 24-26 (1938-1940).

PVVus — Shigeaki Watanabe: A Sanskrit Manuscript of Manorathanandin’s Pramana-
varttikavrttih. Facsimile Edition. Patna and Narita 1998: Bihar Research Society
and Naritasan Institute for Buddhist Studies (The Sanskrit Commentaries on the

Pramanavarttikam from the Rahula Sankrtyayana’s Collection of Negatives III).
PVvetter — See PV 1-4 and Vetter 1990.

Qvarnstrom 1989 — Olle Qvarnstrom: Hindu Philosophy in Buddhist Perspective. The
VeddntatattvaviniScaya Chapter of Bhavya’s Madhyamakahrdayakarika. Lund 1989:
Plus Ultra (Lund Studies in African and Asian Religions 4).

RA — Michael Hahn: Nagarjuna’s Ratnavali. Vol. I: The Basic Texts (Sanskrit, Tibetan,
Chinese). Bonn 1982: Indica et Tibetica Verlag.

Rahder 1932 — Johannes Rahder: La Satkayadrsti d’apres Vibhasa, 8. Mélanges Chinois
et Bouddhiques 1 (1931-1932), pp.227-239.

Ratié 2006 — Isabelle Ratié: La Mémoire et le Soi dans I'ISvarapratyabhijiavimarsini
d’Abhinavagupta. Indo-Iranian Journal 49 /1-2 (2006), pp.39-103.

Ratié 2007 — Isabelle Ratié: Othemess in the Pratyabhijia Philosophy. Journal of
Indian Philosophy 35 (2007), pp. 313-370.

Ratié 2011a — Isabelle Ratié: Le Soi et I'Autre. Identité, différence et altérité dans la

philosophie de la Pratyabhijiid. Leiden 2011: Brill (Jerusalem Studies in Religion
and Culture 13).

Ratié 2011b — Isabelle Ratié: Can One Prove that Something Exists Beyond Conscious-
ness? A Saiva Criticism of the Sautrantika Inference of External Objects. Journal of
Indian Philosophy 39 (4-5) (2011), pp.-479-501.

Ratié forthc. — Isabelle Ratié: Utpaladeva’s Proof of God: On the Purpose of the Kvara-
siddhi. Forthcoming in Bettina Baumer/Raffaele Torella (eds.): Utpaladeva, Philo-

sopher of Recognition.



306 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

RGV(V) — Ratnagotravibhdga(vyakhya). Edward Hamilton Johnston: The Ratnagotra-
vibhaga Mahdyanatantrasastra. Patna 1950: Bihar Research Society.

Rhys Davids/Woodward 1972 — Caroline Augusta Foley Rhys Davids/Frank Lee
Woodward: The Book of the Kindred Sayings (Sanyutta-Nikaya) or Grouped Suttas.
Part II. London 1972 (19221): The Pali Text Society (Translation Series 10).

Rospatt 1995 — Alexander von Rospatt: The Buddhist Doctrine of Momentariness. A
Survey of the Origins and Early Phase of this Doctrine up to Vasubandhu. Stuttgart
1995: Franz Steiner Verlag (Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien 47).

Sakai 2010 — Masamichi Sakai: Dharmottaras Erkldrung von Dharmakirtis ksanikatva-
numdna (Pramanaviniscayatika zu Pramanaviniscaya 2 vv. 53- 55 mit Prosa). Wien
2010: Universitdt Wien (Unpublished PhD Thesis).

Sakai 2011 — Masamichi Sakai: Sakyabuddhi and Dharmottara on the Inference of
Momentariness Based on the Absence of External Causes of Destruction. Pp. 407-
422 in Helmut Krasser/Horst Lasic/Eli Franco/Birgit Kellner (eds.): Religion and
Logic in Buddhist Philosophical Analysis. Proceedings of the Fourth Dharmakirti
Conference. Wien 2011: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaf-
ten (Beitrdage zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 69).

Sanderson 1994 — Alexis Sanderson: The Sarvastivada and Its Critics: Anatmavada
and the Theory of Karma. Pp. 3348 in: Buddhism into the Year 2000. Inter national
Conference Proceedings. Bangkok/Los Angeles 1994: Dhammakaya Foundation.

Sanderson 1995 — Alexis Sanderson: Passages in the 5th and 9t Chapters of Vasuban-
dhu’s Abhidharmakosabhasya. Edited, translated and annotated by Alexis
Sanderson. Unpublished Teaching Material for M.Phil. in Classical Religion. Oxford
1995.

Sanderson 2001 — Alexis Sanderson: History through Textual Criticism in the Study of
Saivism, the Paficaratra and the Buddhist Yoginitantras. Pp. 147 in Francois
Grimal (ed.): Les sources et le temps. Sources and Time. A Colloquium, Pondicherry,
11-13 January 1997. Pondicherry 2001: Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient (Insti-
tut Francais de Pondichéry, Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient, Publications du
Département d’Indologie 91).

SAS — Theodor Stserbatskoi: Samtanantarasiddhi Dharmakirti i Samtanantarasiddhi-
tikd Vintadeva. Tokyo 1977 (Saint-Petersburg 19161): Meicho-Fukyu-Kai (Biblio-
theca Buddhica 19).

Sastri 1978 — Aiyaswami Sastri: Satyasiddhisastra of Harivarman. Vol. II: English
Translation. Baroda 1978: Oriental Institute (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 165).



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 307

SBh — Sabarabhdsya (Sabara). Subbah Sastri/Sri Vaidyanathasastri: Srimajjaimini-
pranite mimamsddarsane prathamadhyayasya tarkapddanama prathamapadah.
Pune 1976 (Anandasramasamskrtagranthavalih 97).

SBhUC — Samayabhedoparacanacakra (Vasumitra). T 49, no. 2031.

Schayer 1931-1932 — Stanislaw Schayer: Kamala$ilas Kritik des Pudgalavada. Rocznik
Orientalistyczny 8 (1931-1932),pp. 68-93.

Schmithausen 1971 — Lambert Schmithausen: Philologische Bemerkungen zum Ratna-
gotravibhaga. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 15 (1971),pp. 123-177.

Schmithausen 1977 — Lambert Schmithausen: Zur buddhistischen Lehre von der drei-
fachen Leidhaftigkeit. Pp. 918-931 in Wolfgang Voigt (ed.): Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft, Supplement I11,2 (XIX. Deutscher Orientalistentag).
Wiesbaden 1977: Franz Steiner Verlag.

Schmithausen 1987 — Lambert Schmithausen: Alayavijiana. On the Origin and the
Early Development of a Central Concept of Yogacara Philosophy . 2 vols. Tokyo 1987:
The International Institute for Buddhist Studies (Studia Philologica Buddhica,
Monograph Series IVa/b).

Schmithausen 2000 — Lambert Schmithausen: Atman und Nirvana im frithen Buddhi-
smus. Pp. 121-138 in: Buddhismus in Geschichte und Gegenwart IV. Hamburg
2000: Zentrum fiir Buddhismuskunde.

Schoening 1995 — Jeffrey D. Schoening: The Salistamba Sitra and Its Indian Com-
mentaries. Vol. I: Translation with Annotation. Wien 1995: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibeti-
sche und Buddhistische Studien Universitdt Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie
und Buddhismuskunde 35/1).

Schuster 1972 — Nancy Schuster: Inference in the Vaisesikastitras. Journal of Indian
Philosophy 1/4 (1972),pp. 341-395.

SDPSti — Hendrik Kern/Bunyiu Nanjio: Saddharmapundarika. Delhi 1992 (Saint-
Petersburg 1908-19121): Motilal Banarsidass (Bibliotheca Buddhica 10).

Seyfort Ruegg 1963 — David Seyfort Ruegg: Note on Varsaganya and the Yogacara-
bhiimi. Indo-Iranian Journal 6 (1962-1963), pp. 137-140.

Seyfort Ruegg 1969 — David Seyfort Ruegg: La Théorie du tathdgatagarbha et du
gotra. Paris: Ecole Francaise d’Extréme-Orient (Publications de 'Ecole Francaise
d’Extréme-Orient, Université de Paris, Faculté des Lettres et Sciences humaines).

Seyfort Ruegg 1989 — David Seyfort Ruegg: Jordan Lectures 1987: Buddha-nature,
Mind and the Problem of Gradualism in a Comparative Perspective. On the Trans-
mission and Reception of Buddhism in India and Tibet. London 1989: School of



308 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Oriental and African Studies, University of London (Jordan Lectures in Compara-
tive Religion 13).

Sferra 2004 — Francesco Sferra: Santaraksita - Vatsiputriyaparikalpitatmapariksa.
Disamina del sé immaginato dai seguaci di Vatsiputra ( Tattvasamgraha, 336-349
con il commento [Pafjika] di Kamalas$ila). Pp. 1155-1174 in Raniero Gnoli (ed.):
La rivelazione del Buddha. Vol. II: 11 Grande Veicolo. Milano 1994: Arnaldo Monda-
dori Editore (I meridiani: Classici dello Spirito).

Shamasastry 1937 — R. Shamasastry: The Concept of Mukti in Indian Philosophy. Pp.
349-358 in: Jha Commemoration Volume. Essays on Oriental Subjects presented to
Vidydsdgara Pandita Gangdanatha Jha by his Pupils, Friends and Admirers. Poona
1937: Oriental Book Agency (Poona Oriental Series 39).

Shukla 1967 — Karunesha Shukla: Buddhist dtmavdda and Asanga. Journal of the
Ganganatha Jha Research Institute 23 (1967), pp. 29-49.
SK — Sarikhyakarika (I$varakrsna). See TK; see also GBh and MV.

Slaje 1986 — Walter Slaje: nihsreyasam im alten Nyaya. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
Stidasiens 30 (1986), pp. 163-177.

Slaje 1995 — Walter Slaje: asubhasamjiia und pratipaksabhavana: Zur Tradition einer
“Vergegenwartigung des Widerwartigen” in der Soteriologie des Nyaya. Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft 145/1 (1995), pp. 109-124.

SMDSNSu — Srimaladevisimhanadasiitra. P no. 760 (48), 'i 257b7-285a7.

SN II — Leon Feer: Samyutta-Nikaya. Part II: Nidana-vagga. London 1888: Pali Text
Society.

SN Il — Leon Feer: Samyutta-Nikaya. Part I1I: Khandha-vagga. London 1890: Pali Text
Society.

SN IV — Leon Feer: Samyutta-Nikaya. Part 1V: Salayatana-vagga. London 1894: Pali
Text Society.

SN V — Leon Feer: Samyutta-Nikdya. Part V: Maha-vagga. London 1898: Pali Text
Society.

SNS — Sammitiyanikayasastra. T 32, no. 1649.

SP — Sambandhapariksa (Dharmakirti). S.D. Shastri: Vadanyayaprakarana of Acharya
Dharmakirti with the Commentary Vipanchitartha of Acharya Santaraksita and

Sambandhapariksa with the Commentary of Acharya Prabhachandra. Varanasi 1972:
Bauddha Bharati.

SrBhiit — Karunesha Shukla: Sravakabhiimi of Acarya Asanga. Patna 1973: Kashi Prasad
Jayaswal Research Institute (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series 14).



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 309

$S — Sata(ka)$astra (Aryadeva?). See Tucci 1929 [reconstructed Sanskrit text].

Stcherbatsky 1970 — Theodore Stcherbatsky: The Soul Theory of the Buddhists. Vara-
nasi 1970 (Petrograd 19191): Bharatiya Vidya Prakasan.

Stcherbatsky 1993 — Theodore Stcherbatsky: Buddhist Logic. Vol. II. Delhi 1993
(Leningrad 19301): Motilal Banarsidass.

Steinkellner 1966 — Ernst Steinkellner: Bemerkungen zu I$varasenas Lehre vom
Grund. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stid- und Ostasiens 10 (1966), pp. 73-85.

Steinkellner 1968 — Ernst Steinkellner: Die Entwicklung des Ksanikatvanumanam bei
Dharmakirti. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stid- und Ostasiens 12-13 (1968-
1969), pp.361-377.

Steinkellner 1974 — Ernst Steinkellner: On the Interpretation of the svabhavahetuh.
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stidasiens 18 (1974), pp. 117-129.

Steinkellner 1979 — Ernst Steinkellner: Dharmakirti’s Pramdnaviniscayah. Zweites
Kapitel: svarthanumanam. Wien 1979: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften (Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen
Siid- und Ostasiens 15).

Steinkellner/Much 1995 — Ernst Steinkellner/Michael Torsten Much: Texte der er-
kenntnistheoretischen Schule des Buddhismus. Systematische Ubersicht iiber die

buddhistische Sanskrit-Literatur II. Géttingen 1995: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht (Ab-
handlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Goéttingen).

Suzuki 1994 — Koshin Suzuki: Sanskrit Fragments and Tibetan Translation of Candra-
kirti’s Bodhisattvayogacaryacatuhsatakatika. Tokyo 1994: The Sankibo Press.

SV — Dvarikadas Sastri: Slokavarttika of Sri Kumarila Bhatta, with the commentary
Nyayaratnakara of Sri Parthasarathi Misra. Varanasi 1978: Tara Publications.

Svetasvatara Upanisad — See Olivelle 1998.

T — Junjiro Takakusu/Kaikyoku Watanabe: Taisho shinshu daizokyo. Tokyo 1924-
1932: Taisho Issaikyo Kankokai.

Taber 1986 — John Taber: Utpaladeva’s Kvarasiddhi. The Adyar Library Bulletin 52
(1986) [= Golden Jubilee Volume], pp.106-137.

Taber 1990 — John Taber: The Mimamsa Theory of Self-Recognition. Philosophy East
and West 40/1 (1990), pp. 35-57.

Taber 2007 — John Taber: Kumarila the Vedantin? Pp.159-184 in Johannes Bronkhorst
(ed): Mimamsad and Vedanta. Interaction and Continuity. Delhi 2007: Motilal Banar-
sidass.



310 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Tauscher 1981 — Helmut Tauscher: Candrakirti: Madhyamakavatarah und Madhyama-
kavatarabhasyam (Kapitel VI, Vers 166-226). Wien 1981: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibe-
tische und Buddhistische Studien Universitit Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetolo-

gie und Buddhismuskunde 5).

TDKx — Tridharmakhandaka (sttra by Vasubhadra, commentary by Sanghasena,
Kumarabuddhi’s translation). T 25, no. 1505.

TDKs — Tridharmakhandaka (stitra by Vasubhadra, commentary by Sanghasena,
Sanghadeva’s translation). T 25, no. 1506.

TGSt — Tathagatagarbhasiitra. See Zimmermann 2002.
tib — Tibetan version.

Tillemans 1993 — Tom ].F. Tillemans: Persons of Authority. The sTon pa tshad ma’i
skyes bur sgrub pa'i gtam of A lag sha Ngag dbang bstan dar, A Tibetan Work on
the Central Religious Questions in Buddhist Epistemology. Stuttgart 1993: Franz
Steiner Verlag (Tibetan and Indo-Tibetan Studies 5).

Tillemans 1999 — Tom J].F. Tillemans: Dharmakirti and Tibetans on Adrsyanupalab-
dhihetu. Pp. 151-169 (= Chapter 7) in Tom ].F. Tillemans: Scripture, Logic, Lan-
guage. Essays on Dharmakirti and his Tibetan Successors. Boston 1999: Wisdom
Publications (Studies in Indian and Tibetan Buddhism).

Tillemans 2000 — Tom J.F. Tillemans: Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika. An annotated
Translation of the Fourth Chapter (pararthanumana). Vol. I: k. 1-148. Wien 2000:
Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Verdffentlichungen zu
den Sprachen und Kulturen Siidasiens 92).

T] — (Madhyamakahrdaya)tarkajvala (Bhaviveka?). P no. 5256, Dza 43b7-381a8. See
also MHK.

TK — Tattvakaumudi (Vacaspatimi$ra). Srinivasa Ayya Srinivasan: Vdcaspatimisras
Tattvakaumudi. Ein Beitrag zur Textkritik bei kontaminierter Uberlieferung. Ham-
burg 1967: Cram, De Gruyter&Co. (Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien 12).

Torella 2001 — Raffaele Torella (ed.): Le Parole e i marmi. Studi in onore di Raniero
Gnoli nel suo 70° compleanno. 2 vols. Roma 2001: Istituto Italiano per I'Africa e
I'Oriente (Serie Orientale Roma 92).

Traité 1-11 — Etienne Lamotte: Le Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse de Nagar juna
(Mahaprajiidparamitasastra). Vols. I and II. Louvain-La-Neuve 1981 (19441 and
19491): Université de Louvain, Institut Orientaliste (Bibliothéque du Muséon, Pub-
lications de I'Institut Orientaliste de Louvain 25 & 26).



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 311

TrBhs — Trimsikavijiaptibhasya (Sthiramati). Hartmut Buescher: Sthiramati’s Trimsi-
kavijiiaptibhasya. Critical Editions of the Sanskrit Text and Its Tibetan Translation.
Wien 2007: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Beitrage
zur Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte Asiens 57).

TrBhy — Trimsikavijiiaptibhdsya (Sthiramati). Sylvain Lévi: Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi, deux
traités de Vasubandhu: Vims$atika et Trim $ika. Paris 1925: Librairie Ancienne

Honoré Champion (Bibliothéque de I'Ecole des Hautes Etudes, Sciences histori-
ques et philologiques 245).

TSich — Tattvasiddhi (Harivarman). T 32, no. 1646.

TSixske — Tattvasiddhi (Harivarman), reconstructed Sanskrit Text. Aiyaswami Sastri:
Satyasiddhisastra of Harivarman. Vol. I: Sanskrit Text. Baroda 1975: Oriental Insti-
tute (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 159).

TS(P)x — Tattvasangraha(paiijika) (Santaraksita/Kamalaéila). Embar Krishnamacha-
rya: Tattvasargraha of Santaraksita With the Commentary of Kamalasila. 2 vols.
Baroda 1984 (19261): Oriental Institute.

TS(P)s — Swami Dwarikadas Shastri: Tattvasargraha of Acarya Shantaraksita with the
Commentary ‘Parfijika’ of Shri Kamalshila. 2 vols. Varanasi 1981: Bauddha Bharati
(Bauddha Bharati Series 1).

TSPty — Tattvasangrahapaiijika (Kamalasila), Tibetan version. D no. 4267, Ze 133b1’e
331a7/P no.5765,’e 159b2-Ye 495a7.

Tucci 1929 — Giuseppe Tucci: Pre-Digndga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese
Sources. Baroda 1929: Oriental Institute (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 49).

Ui 1917 — Hakuju Ui: The VaiSesika Philosophy according to the Dasapadartha-Sastra:
Chinese Text with Introduction, Translation and Notes. London 1917: Royal Asiatic
Society (Oriental Translation Fund, New Series 24).

Venkataramanan 1953 — Krishniah Venkataramanan: Sammitiyanikaya Sastra. Visva-
Bharati Annals 5 (1953), pp. 155-243.

Venkataramanan 1975 — Krishniah Venkataramanan: Nagdrjuna’s Philosophy as
Presented in the Maha-Prajiiaparamita-Sastra. Delhi 1975 (London 19661): Motilal
Banarsidass.

Vetter 1966 — Tilmann Vetter: Dharmakirti’s PramanaviniScayah. 1. Kapitel: Praty-
aksam. Wien 1966: Hermann Béhlaus Nachf./Kommissionsverlag der Osterreichi-
schen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir
Sprachen und Kulturen Siid- und Ostasiens 3).



312 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Vetter 1982 — Tilmann Vetter: Zum Problem der Person in Nagarjunas Mila-
Madhyamaka-Karika. Pp. 167-185 in Walter Strolz/Shizuteru Ueda (eds.): Offen-
barung als Heilserfahrung im Christentum, Hinduismus und Buddhismus. Freiburg/
Basel/Wien 1982: Herder (Verodffentlichungen der Stiftung Oratio Dominica 8).

Vetter 1990 — Tilmann Vetter: Der Buddha und seine Lehre in Dharmakirtis Prama-
navarttika. Der Abschnitt tiber den Buddha und die vier edlen Wahrheiten im Pra-
manasiddhi-Kapitel. Wien 1990 (19841): Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische und Buddhis-
tische Studien Universitit Wien (Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhis-
muskunde 12).

Vibh. — Vibhiiticandra’'s marginal notes on the PVV. See PVV.
Vibhdasa — T 27, no. 1545.
VinSg — Vini§cayasangrahani of the Yogacarabhimi. P no. 5539, Zi 1b1-"i 142b8.

VisM — Caroline Augusta Foley Rhys Davids: The Visuddhi-Magga of Buddhaghosa.
London 1975 (1920-19211): Pali Text Society.

VK — Vijianakaya (Devasarman). T 26, no. 1539.

VP 1 — K.A. Subramania lyer: Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari with the Vrtti and the Pad-
dhati of Vrsabhadeva, Kanda I. Poona 1966: Deccan College (Deccan College Mono-
graph Series 32).

VP 2 — Wilhelm Rau: Bhartrharis Vakyapadiya. Versuch einer vollstindigen deutschen
Ubersetzung nach der kritischen Edition der Miila-Karikds. Herausgegeben von
Oskar von Hiniiber. Mainz/Stuttgart 2002: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der
Literatur/Franz Steiner Verlag (Abhandlungen der Geistes- und Sozialwissen-
schaftlichen Klasse, Einzelveroffentlichungen 8).

VPV — Vakyapadiyavrtti. See VP 1.

VSt — Muni Sr1 Jambuvijayaji: VaiSesikasiitra of Kandda with the Commentary of
Candrananda. Baroda 1961: Oriental Institute (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 136).

VSV — Vaisesikastitravrtti (Candrananda). See VSa.

Walser 2005 — Joseph Walser: Nagarjuna in Context. Mahayana Buddhism and Early
Indian Culture. New York 2005: Columbia University Press.

Watanabe 1983 — Fumimaro Watanabe: Philosophy and Its Development in the Nikayas
and Abhidhamma. Delhi 1983: Motilal Banarsidass.

Watanabe 2008 — Toshikazu Watanabe (i £f0): 7/ ¥ OF/ERLEZ KD
4 (Purusa no sonzai wo meguru ronso — Controversies over the Proof for the
Existence of purusa: Vasubandhu, the Yuktidipikd, and Uddyotakara). ik



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 313

HEF9E %555 (The Annals of the Research Project Center for the Comparative
Study of Logic 5) (2008), pp. 63-77.

Watanabe 2011 — Toshikazu Watanabe: Dharmakirti’s Criticism of Anityatva in the
Samkhya Theory. Journal of Indian Philosophy 39 (2011), pp.553-569.

Watson 2006 — Alex Watson: The Self’'s Awareness of lItself. Bhatta Ramakantha’s
Arguments against the Buddhist Doctrine of No-self. Wien 2006: De Nobili (De
Nobili Research Library 32).

Wayman 1980 — Alex Wayman: The Sixteen Aspects of the Four Noble Truths and
Their Opposites. Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 3/2
(1980), pp. 67-76.

Wayman/Wayman 1990 — Alex Wayman/Hideko Wayman: The Lion’s Roar of Queen
Srimala: A Buddhist Scripture on the Tathdagatagarbha Theory. Delhi 1990 (New
York/London 19741): Motilal Banarsidass (Buddhist Tradition Series 10).

Wezler 1982 — Albrecht Wezler: Remarks on the Definition of ‘yoga’ in the Vaisesika-
sttra. Pp. 617-642 in Hercus etal. 1982.

Wezler 1983 — Albrecht Wezler: A Note on Concept adrsta as Used in the Vaisesika-
sttra. Pp. 35-58 in Datta et al. 1983.

Wezler 1984 — Albrecht Wezler: On the Quadruple Division of the Yogasdstra, the
caturvyihatva of the Cikitsasastra and the “Four Noble Truths” of the Buddha
(Studies in the Patarijalayogasastravivarana I1). Indologica Taurinensia 12 (1984),

pp. 289-337.

Wezler 1987 — Albrecht Wezler: Zu der “Lehre von den 9 Ursachen” im Yogabhasya.
Pp.340-379 in Falk 1987.

Willemen /Dessein/Cox 1998 — Charles Willemen/Bart Dessein/Collett Cox: Sarva-
stivada Buddhist Scholasticism. Handbuch der Orientalistik/Handbook of Oriental
Studies 2,11. Leiden/New York/Kdoln 1998: Brill.

Williams 2005 — Paul Williams (ed.): Critical Concepts in Religious Studies. Vol. II.
London 2005: Routledge.

Williams 2009 — Paul Williams: Mahdayana Buddhism: The Doctrinal Foundations. 214
Edition. Oxford/New York 2009: Routledge (The Library of Religious Beliefs and
Practices).

Woodward 1972 — Frank Lee Woodward: The Book of the Kindred Sayings (Sanyutta-
Nikaya) or Grouped Suttas. Part IV. London/Boston 1972 (London 19271): The Pali
Text Society (Translation Series 14).



314 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Yaita 1987 — Hideomi Yaita: Dharmakirti on the Authority of Buddhist Scriptures
(dgama) - an annotated translation of the Pramanavarttikasvavrtti. Nanto Bukkyo
58 (June 1987), pp.1-17.

Yajiiavalkyasmrti — T. Ganapati Sastr: The Yajiiavalkyasmrti with the Commentary
Balakrida of Visvaripacdrya. Part 1I: Prayascittadhydaya. Trivandrum 1924: Gov-
ernment Press.

Yamamoto 1973 — Kosho Yamamoto: The Mahayana Mahaparinirvana-sutra. A Com-

plete Translation from the Classical Chinese Language in 3 Volumes. Vol. II1. T okyo
1973: The Karinbunko (The Karin Buddhological Series 59).

YBh — Yogasiitrabhdsya (Vyasa). See YSii.

YBhi — Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya: The Yogacarabhimi of Acarya Asanga. Calcutta
1957: University of Calcutta.

YBhiitip — Yogacarabhiimi, Tibetan version. P no. 5536, Dzi 1-332a7.

YD — Albrecht Wezler/Shujun Motegi: Yuktidipika. The Most Significant Commentary
on the Samkhyakarika. Vol. 1. Stuttgart 1998: Franz Steiner Verlag (Alt- und Neu-
Indische Studien 44).

Yoshimizu 1999 — Chizuko Yoshimizu: The Development of sattvanumana from the
Refutation of a Permanent Existent in the Sautrantika Tradition. Wiener Zeitschrift
fiir die Kunde Stidasiens 43 (1999), pp.231-254.

Yoshimizu 2007 — Chizuko Yoshimizu: Causal Efficacy and Spatiotemporal Restric-
tion: An Analytical Study of the Sautrantika Philosophy. Pp. 1049-1078 in Kellner
etal. 2007.

Yoshimizu 2007 — Kiyotaka Yoshimizu: Kumarila’s Reevaluation of the Sacrifice and
the Veda from a Vedanta Perspective. Pp. 201-253 in Johannes Bronkhorst (ed.):
Mimamsa and Vedanta. Interaction and Continuity. Delhi 2007: Motilal Banarsi-
dass.

YSt — Yogasiitra (Patafijali). G.D. Sastri: Samkhyadarsana or Yogadarsana of Pataiijali
with the Scholium of Vyasa and the Commentaries Tattva Vaisaradi, Patarijala
Rahasya, Yogavarttika and Bhasvati of Vacaspati Misra, Raghavananda Sarasvati,
Vijfidna Bhiksu and Hariharanandaranya. Varanasi 1989: Chaukhamba Sanskrit
Sansthan (The Kashi Sanskrit Series 110).

Zimmermann 1998 — Michael Zimmermann: The Tathagatagarbhasiitra: Its Basic Struc-
ture and Relation to the Lotus Sttra. Annual Report of the International Research
Institute for Advanced Buddhology at Soka University 10/2 (1998 [1999]), pp.143-
167.



ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 315

Zimmermann 2002 — Michael Zimmermann: A Buddha Within: The Tathdgatagarbha-
sutra. The Earliest Exposition of the Buddha-Nature Teaching in India. Tokyo 2002:
The International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhology, Soka University
(Bibliotheca Philologica et Philosophica Buddhica 6).






Indices

Indic authors

Abhinavagupta « 143

Aryadeva o ix, 17, 24,86

A$vaghosa » 281

Bhartrhari 196

Bhasarvajfia ¢ 233

Bhaviveka e ix,47,87,111, 197

Bhavya « 67,76

Brhaspati « 170

Candrakirti  1,45,47,87,100

Candrananda e« 120, 122, 142, 146,
196, 225

Devasarman e 65, 84

Devendrabuddhi e« xi, 6,8,9, 11, 12,
13, 20, 21, 22, 109, 111, 112, 113,
174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 201, 209,
211, 212, 214, 215, 216, 217, 219,
220, 222, 223, 226, 227, 228, 230,
231, 232, 239, 240, 241, 242, 243,
244, 245, 246, 248, 249, 250, 251,
253, 254, 255, 256, 259, 260, 261,
262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 268, 270,
271, 273, 274, 275, 277, 278, 279,
280, 281, 282, 283

Dharmakirti » ix, x, xi, xii, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14, 15,17, 18,
19,20, 21, 22, 24, 25,26, 27, 28, 29,
30,31,32,33,34,35,36,70,75, 86,
87,88,89,91,92,94,96,97,98, 99,
103, 106, 108, 109, 111, 112, 113,
114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 125,
126, 127, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133,
134, 138, 139, 142, 143, 144, 145,
147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 154,
155, 156, 158, 159, 160, 164, 166,
169, 170, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176,
177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 186,
187, 188, 199, 200, 201, 207, 208,
209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 216,
217, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225,

226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232,
233, 235, 236, 237, 239, 241, 242,
243, 245, 246, 248, 249, 252, 253,
254, 255, 256, 259, 260, 261, 263,
264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270,
271, 272, 273, 275, 276, 277, 278,
279, 280, 281, 283

Dharmapala e ix, X, 86

Dharmottara e 156, 159, 160, 161,
171,180, 181

Dignaga e ix, x,xii, 1,35,86,117,118,
129, 136, 154, 155, 157, 158, 159,
160, 166

Gaudapada « 161,189

Harivarman e« 67,71,76, 86

Iévarasena ¢ 117

Jaimini ¢ 122

Jayanta e 121, 139, 142, 144, 224,
234,235

Jinendrabuddhi « 165, 166

Kamalasila  ix, x, 1, 65,87, 99, 101,
109,113,132,134

Kapila « 3,17

Karnakagomin e ix, x, 18, 20, 24, 26,
31,87,102, 149

Kumarajiva « 17

Kumarila  19,87,122,148, 163

Mandanamisra e 235,236

Manorathanandin « 7,13, 20, 22,109,
111, 159, 178, 181, 208, 209, 210,
211, 213, 214, 216, 217, 219, 220,
221, 222, 223, 229, 231, 232, 233,
241, 242, 244, 247, 250, 252, 253,
254, 258, 260, 261, 262, 264, 268,
270,271, 275, 278, 280, 281, 282

Mathara « 161

Nagarjuna e ix, 74

Paksilasvamin ¢ 35, 181, 192, 194,
199, 201, 202, 203, 205, 218, 230,
231, 233, 236, 237, 238, 245, 267,
268



318 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Parthasarathimisra e« 122

Patafijali » 181

Prajnakaragupta e« 6,17, 109, 200,
212, 214, 217, 222, 223, 224, 232,
279

Prajiidakaramati 25, 65

Prasastapada e 20, 120, 121, 122,
139, 140, 196, 198, 233

Ramakantha e« 143, 155

Sabara ¢ 122,148
Bhasyakara « 122

Sakyabuddhi  xi, 6,8,9, 13,17, 18,
20,21,22,26,31,87,102,109, 127,
148, 149, 200, 211, 232, 239, 240,
270

Sankaranandana e ix, x, 1

Santaraksita ¢ ix,x, 1, 2, 24, 25, 65,
87,99,100, 109, 113,132, 134, 168

Sridhara « 212

Sthiramati  57,82,85

Sumatisila e 28,175

Udayana ¢ 139,236

Uddyotakara « 2,119,123,126,127,
129, 134, 139, 144, 148, 162, 163,
164, 194, 199, 201, 204, 205, 207,
218,223,226, 234, 237,245,268

Ulika 3,17

Utpaladeva ¢ 155

Vacaspatimisra 111,162,190

Varsaganya e 41

Vasu(bandhu?) 17,86

Vasubandhu e ix,xi, 1,2,5,27,28, 35,
39, 65, 86, 102, 109, 110, 116, 145,
152, 154, 158, 159, 165, 166, 167,
169, 174, 175, 179, 182, 183, 184,
185, 186
Acaryavasubandhu e 159, 166
slob dpon dByig gfien ¢ 159

Vasumitra  67,71,76

Vibhiiticandra e 23,232,233

Vindhyavasin « 86, 159

Vinitadeva « 67

Yasomitra « 17,18, 64

Chinese and Tibetan authors

Bu ston e 47
Tson kha pa « 47

Xuanzang ¢ 37, 38,64
Yijing « 64

Modern authors

Bareau e« 64,85
Bhattacharya « 38
Biardeau e 122
Bloomfield ¢ 270
Bronkhorst ¢ 85
Chakrabarti 236
Chau « 77

Collins 65
Cousins « 74

David 19

Dravid « 236
Duerlinger e ix
Eltschinger e ix
Faddegon e 195
Franco « 20,124
Frauwallner ¢ 195,196
Fujii « 53

Halbfass ¢ 196
Hattori » 198
Houben e 196
Huntington e ix
lida o ix

Iwata ¢ x,131,138
Katsura « 117
King « 52

Krasser e ix
Kritzer e ix

La Vallée Poussin e ix, 85
Lusthaus 76
McDermott 85
Nagatomi ¢ 27
Norman e 270
Oetke e ix,x, 125
Ono e« x,118,133
Priestley » 67,69, 76,83
Sankrtyayana e 277
Sastri e ix

Schayer e ix
Seyfort Ruegg  38,53,58, 61
Stcherbatsky e ix
Steinkellner o 119
Taber ¢ 19
Tillemans e x, 159



Vetter « x,xi, 199, 229, 270
Watanabe ¢ x,159

Williams « 38

Yoshimizu « 27, 28,175
Zimmermann e 39,40, 43,44, 49,50

Gods, saints and other names

Ajita o 76

ASoka e 85

Bhagavat « 42,45, 46, 47,48, 53, 54,
61,63,67,70,72,78,81,272
bcom ldan 'das « 49,52,60,61, 62,

63,276

Brahma e 225

Buddha e« 3,5,7, 25,30, 36,37, 41, 44,
45,47,48,51,52,57,58,60,63, 65,
66,67,68,70,73,74,75,76,77,78,
83,84,85,170,271
sans rgyas e 48,58, 60

Gautama e 48, 61
Gau tama ¢ 48,49,61
Gotama e« 75,78

Kassapa ¢ 78

Kusa 76

Mahamati » 44,45, 46,47, 63
Blo gros chen po « 47

Mahasudaréana ¢ 76

Nagasena « 121

Papaya « 73

Sadaparibhiita « 41,42

Sakyamuni e 65

Sariputra e 41

Siva « 40

Sugata « 63

Tathagata e« 3,39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
45,46,47,48,49,51,52,53, 54,55,

56,58,78,79
de bzin gSegspa « 47,48,49, 52
Timbaruka e 78
Vaccha ¢ 75
Vacchagotta/Vatsa(sa)gotra « 63, 66,
67
Vatsiputra « 67

INDICES

319

Geographical names

Junnar ¢ 64
Kanheri « 64
Karle « 64
Malava « 64
Mathura « 64
Nasik o 64
Pataliputta « 85
Sarnath « 64
Sindh e 64
Valabhi « 64
Vrnda e« 235

Doctrines and schools

Abhidharma « 6,38, 39,62,88,100

Abhidharmika « 7,39

Abhivyaktivadin « 171

Anatmavada ¢ 56

Atmavada 3, 45, 46, 47, 79, 139,
181,187,241, 279

Atmavadopadesa ¢ 46

Atmavadin « x, 2,17, 23, 28, 30, 32,
34,35,63,79,81,85,122,128,130,
132, 138, 139, 143, 146, 147, 150,
151, 158, 166, 170, 171, 173, 174,
176, 177, 178, 185, 187, 208, 209,
210, 211, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218,
219, 222, 225, 227, 228, 229, 230,
231, 232, 237, 239, 240, 242, 243,
244, 245, 249, 252, 253, 254, 255,
259,262,271,273,277,279,282
bdag tu smraba ¢ 47,147

Avasthantaravadin « 171

Barhaspatya « 147

Bauddha e 31, 65,128,161, 165
sansrgyaspa ¢ 31,151

Bhadrayaniya 64

Carvaka 20, 21, 22, 23, 139, 146,
147,170

Dharmottariya « 64

Ekantavadin « 119,120

Ekayana e« 41

Haimavata « 25

Hinayana e 65

Jaina « 196,270

Lokayatika « 147



320 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Madhyamaka « 39

Madhyamika e ix, 30, 38, 50,65, 87

Mahasanghika « 38

Mahayana e xi, 38, 39, 42,43, 47, 49,
50,55,64,116

Mahayanadharma e 55

Mimamsa e 25,26

Mimamsaka e« 122,148,175

Milasarvastivadin « 38

Nairatmyavada e 32

Nairatmyavadin « 208,243

Nairatmyopades$a « 46

Naiyayika e x, 2,18, 20, 25, 32, 35,87,
117, 119, 120, 131, 138, 139, 140,
141, 145, 148, 169, 170, 191, 192,
193, 199, 200, 201, 207, 208, 209,
212, 217, 218, 219, 223, 224, 225,
226, 228, 230, 231, 232, 233, 235,
236, 239, 241, 242, 246, 247, 248,
250, 252, 256, 260, 261, 263, 266,
268, 269, 272,273, 279, 280, 281

Nyaya e xi, 25, 35, 36,120,191, 199,
200, 201, 205, 207, 208, 209, 217,
218, 219, 222, 223, 232, 233, 234,
235, 239,242,267, 268,278,279

Pasupata « 40

Pudgalavada e« ix, xi, 65, 66, 85, 87,
88,89,99,109,111,115,116,182

Pudgalavadin » 25,32,35,37,39,57,
62,63,65,66,67,68,69,70,71,72,
73,74,75,76,77,78,79, 83, 84, 85,
86,88,96,97,98,99,100,102,103,
104,111,112,115,174,178,182

Saiva e xii, 146,155,173

Saivasiddhanta ¢ 155

Sammitiya e ix, 25,37, 38, 64, 65,67,
69,76,84
Aryasammitlya « 64

Sandagirika/Sannagarika ¢ 64

Sankhya e ix, x, 2,17, 18, 19, 25, 32,
33, 35, 41, 86, 87, 124, 152, 154,
155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161,
162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168,
169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 188, 189,
191, 199, 225, 226, 227, 228, 233,
262,263,264, 265
grans canpa e 226

Sarvastivada e 27

Sarvastivadin e 38, 64, 84

Sasvatavada e 60, 61,72

Satkaryavada e 38,41,172

Saugata ¢ 272

Saugatammanya ¢ 65

Sautrantika e 7,27,65,146

Sravakayina e 65,86

Sthavira e 38, 64, 84

§ﬁnyatévédin e 70,72

Tathagatagarbha e xi, 38, 39, 41, 43,
45,46,47,50,51,52,53,59, 60, 62,
67,116
de bzin gsegs pa'i siiin po bstan pa e

47

Garbhopadesa « 46

Tathagatagarbhavada e 45

Tathagatagarbhopadesa « 46

Thera « 84

Theravadin « 65

Ucchedavada « 60, 72

Vaibhasika « 8,14,15,22,65,111
bye brag tu smra ba « 22

Vaisesika o ix,2,17,18, 20, 21,22, 23,
25, 26, 32, 33, 35, 86,87, 120, 122,
125, 126, 139, 140, 141, 142, 147,
195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201,
222,225,226,228, 233,235,281
bye brag pa ¢ 147

Vatsiputriya e ix, 25, 64, 65, 67, 69,
76,82,84,96,111

Vedanta e 59,235

Vedantavadin « 234

Vedantin e 234,235

Vijfianavadin e 47,142

Yogacara e ix, 7,27, 39, 50, 65, 109,
174

Pali works

Jataka
142 « 76

Kathavatthu (KV)

1.1 « 85
1.1.1 « 68
1.1.149 « 68
1.1.150 « 68



1.1.152 « 68
1.1.158 « 77
1.1.171-172 « 73
1.1.189 « 73
1.1.212 « 78
1.1.225-226 « 71

Majjhima Nikaya (MN)
1230-231 « 30
1231 « 31
1427-432 « 66
1429-430 « 66
1483-489 « 66

1489-497 « 66
119 « 277

Milindapafiha (MP)
30,27-319 « 121

Samyutta Nikaya (SN)

1120 « 78

122 « 78
IV67-69 « 167
IV374-403 « 66
IV391-395 « 66
IV395-397 « 66
V398400 « 66
IV399 « 75
IV400-401 « 66
IV401-402 « 66
V437 « 70
V437438 « 70

Visuddhimagga
195,29-196,1 « 221

Sanskrit works

Abhidharmakosa (AK)
1.12cd « 75
3.23cd « 14
3.24ab « 15
327 « 11
329c ¢ 5
843 « 3

Abhidharmako$abhasya (AKBh)
8,18-25 « 75

321

31,11-12 « 167

64,5-7 ¢ 186

85,12-13 « 73

132,19-21 « 15

134,26-135,3 « 11

281,20-21 « 7

283,5-7 ¢ 53

290,19-20 « 17

292,8-294,4 « 66

292,19-20 « 66

343,16-19 « 9

400,1-401,17 « 9

401,11-17 « 9
461,1-4/LE34,1-8 « 3
461,7-12/LE36,7-12 « 145
461,19/LE40,1 « 68
461,19-20/LE40,34 « 73,88
461,24-462,24/LE40,9-485 « 74
462,1-4/LE42,2-6 « 74
462,3-4/LE42,5-6 * 96
462,12-14/LE44,11-13 « 74
462,14/LE44,13 « 74
463,3-6/LE50,1-5 « 97
463,10-14/LE52,1-7 « 69
463,25-464,2/LE56,8-13 « 98
464,4/LE58,3 « 88
467,1-2/LE80,2-3 * 69
469,9-471,19/LE98,1-114,3 « 66
469,12/LE98,5 « 66
469,20-21/LE100,3-4 « 66
472,13-15/LE120,2-5 « 65
472,16-22/LE122,1-9 « 183
472,22-26/LE124,1-7 « 184
475,22-23/LE148,11-12 « 141
477,7-9/LE158,1-5 « 184
4779-20/LE158,5-160,5 « 185
478,14-21/LE168,1-8 « 3

Abhidharmakos$avyakhya (AKVy)

198,32-34 « 73
463,17-18 « 17
628,30-31 « 9
699,3 « 64
699,4-5 ¢ 65
700,21-24 « 74
711,7-8 « 183
721,25-30 « 282



322 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Abhidharmasamuccaya (AS)
78 o7

Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya (ASBh)

62,3-4 « 17
Atmatattvaviveka (ATV)

922,3-8 « 236
Bodhicaryavatarapanjika (BCAP)

327,7-13 « 25

328,28-329,1 « 65
Brahmasiddhi (BSi)

16,14-16 « 236
Brhadaranyakopanisad (BAU)

245 « 19

444 « 120
Brhaspatisttra (BS)

54 « 170
Buddhacarita (BC)

12.80-81 » 282

Catuhs$atakavrtti (CSV)

ad C$4.21-23 « 87
Chandogyopanisad (ChU)

3.14.2-3 « 120

5.10.8 « 206
Dasapadarthasastra (DPS)

10 « 20,24

91 « 20

95 « 25
Dharmottarapradipa (DhPr)

216,21 « 137
Gaudapadabhasya (GBh)

20,9-15 » 152,161,166

50,23-51,3 « 189

58,14-15 « 190

58,16 « 190
Granthibhangavyakhya (GBhV)

11220,20 « 121

I$varapratyabhijfiavivrtivimarsini

(TPVV)
[1110,1-2 « 143

Jayamangala (JM)

110,12-13 « 190
115,2-4 « 190
1154-5 « 190
115,5 « 190

Karmasiddhiprakarana (KSP)

D143a7/P166a7-8 « 28
D143b3-5/P166b4-6 « 28

Karmasiddhitika (KST)

D96a3-b6/P109b1-110a8 « 175

Kathopanisad
412 « 57

Lankavatarasiitra (LASQ) e

78,5-79,9 ¢ 46
77,13-78/4 « 45
117,17-118,13 « 17
220,2-5 « 63
220,9-221,1 « 63
221,12-13 44
222,9-10 « 44

k. 10.746 « 44

k. 10.760 » 44

Madhyamakahrdayakarika (MHK)

390 « 111
390-93 « 87
392 « 68

Madhyamakavatara (MAV)

196,12-197,5 « 45
197,5-198,10 » 47
198,13-16 « 47
244,1-288,9 « 87
244,8 « 65
250,16-252,2 « 66
286,12 « 65

k. 6.143 ¢ 92

k. 6.146 « 68

k. 6.147 « 100

k. 6.148 « 100



Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesa (MPPU)
61la24 « 71
148b14-18 « 83
148b3-150a25 « 86
148c28-149a3 « 31
149a12-14 « 27

Mahayana Mahaparinirvanasitra (MPSt)
Ju P126b1-128a6 « 60
Nu P92a1-2 « 60
Nu P96b6-97a8 « 49

Nu P151a7-b2 « 61
Nu P151b2-5 « 48

Mahayana Mahaparinirvanasitra (Chi-
nese) (MPSigy,)
513a3-4 « 42
524a28-bl « 40
526a2-6 « 59
572b18-23 « 61
596c-597b « 63

Mahayanasitralankara (MSA)
923 « 57
1892 « 68,97
18.92-103 « 85
18.93 « 96
18.93ab « 88
18.94-95 « 88
1895 « 74
18.95d; « 75
18.96-100 « 112
18.99-100 « 27,110

Mahayanasiitralankarabhasya
(MSABh)
38,1-4 « 57
154,27-160,6 « 85
155,23-26 « 70
156,13-24 « 74
156,17 « 74
156,17-18 « 74
156,20-21 « 75
156,24-157,2 « 82

Mahayanasitralankaravrttibhasya
(MSAVBh)

MiD119a4 « 57
MiD119a4-5 57

INDICES

323

MiD119a5-7 57

Tsi D163a1-4/P191b2-6 « 65, 88
TsiD164a1-4/P192b3-7 « 70
Tsi D166a6-7/P195a8-b2 « 65
Tsi D167a2-b1/P196a7-b6 « 74
Tsi D167b5-6/P197a3-5 ¢ 75
TsiD168a2-4/P196b2-4 « 75
Tsi D168b4-7/P198a5-b2 « 82
TsiD177a6/P208b1-2 « 57

Matharavrtti (MV)

22,6-15 « 153,161,166
53,21 « 189

58,6-7 « 190

58,9 « 190

58,11 « 191

Nares$varapariksaprakasa (NPP)

9,1-2 « 145
62,9-10 « 143

Nyayabhasya (NBh)

6,9-11 « 192

7,1-2 « 203

7,12-14 « 193,203,246,268

8,2-3 « 205

12,16-19 « 141,143

15,11-15 « 200,202, 230, 231, 267

16,1-2 « 139

16,5-7 « 181

16,5-20 » 140

16,8 « 182

16,8-10 « 182

16,12-13 « 182

21,11-13 202

23,4-5 « 233

23,18 « 234,236

23,18-19 e 234

23,19-22 « 237

24,7-10 « 237

24,11-18 « 239

219,11-13 201, 204, 246, 268

2459-14 « 200,201, 205, 231

247,3 « 201, 206

247,3-11 « 192,200, 201, 205, 206,
231

258,10-15 « 193,200, 231, 246

258,15-20 « 204, 205, 231

259,6-7 « 203



324 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

279,11 « 194
279,13-15 « 194

Nyayabindu (NB)
M1.9/S1.9 « 180
M2.40/S2.41 « 261
M3.45-47/S3.47-49 « 156
M3.87-88/S3.90-91 « 160
M3.96-108/S3.98-110 « 118, 136,
137

Nyayabindutika (NBT)

M58,4/510,11 « 180
M137,3-138,2/S35,9-20 « 261
M181,3-5/S58,5-6 « 156
M212,12-15/574,4-8 « 161
M214,19-20/S76,3-4 « 120,136
M214,20/S76,5 « 136
M216,6/S76,19 « 137
M217,9/S77,13 « 137
M218,6/S77,20 o 137

Nyayakandali (NK)
27,1-3 o 212
176,10-12 « 139
177,8-10 « 142
211,6-7 « 120
211,8-212,2 « 120,140
218,8-11 « 126

Nyayamafjari (NM)
M1348,6-11/V1193,8-12 « 145
M1351,5-6/VI1194,12-13 « 144
M II 2679-13/V 11 201,24-202,1 «

139, 147
MII293,5-6/VI1219,24 « 121
MI1293,7-8/VI1220,1-2 « 141
M1 293,13-14/V 11 220,5-6 « 121
MII 431,17-432,1/V 11l 2,11-13
234
MII432,4-7/VII12,15-18 e 235
MI1437,15-16/VII 6,15 « 225

Nyayapravesakasiitra (NPSa)
13 « 158

Nyayapravesakatika (NPT)
40,12-14 « 158

Nyayaratnakara (NR)
270,27-28 » 163
504,6-7 « 122
505,6-9 « 121,122

Nyayasttra (NSi)
1.1.2 « 192,201, 246
1.14 « 224
1.1.5 « 119,226
1.1.9 « 202,203, 230
1.1.10 < 24, 120, 121, 139, 140,
141,142,143, 144, 181
1.1.18 « 203,246
1.135 « 123
3.1.1 « 140
3.1.18-26 « 25
413 « 203
4134 « 204
4.1.58 « 205,206
421 « 203
423 « 202
4245 « 194

Nyayavarttika (NV)
28,19-29,1 « 224
43,11-12 « 119
48,17 « 144
53,4-5 « 119
59,18-60,6 « 200
59,20-60,5 « 205,231
64,12-13 « 141
64,17-18 « 141
81,2 « 225
82,13-15 « 234
82,15-21 « 238
83,1-4 « 269
83,5-12 « 195
88,12-13 « 119
116,10-17 « 119,123
116,20-117,3 » 119,124
326,7-8 « 162
326,7-11 « 155
326,8-11 « 163
327,2-5 « 163
463,17-464,2 « 207,231
470,19-20 « 192
4952-4 « 194



INDICES

Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (NVTT)
203,11 » 194
456,18-19 « 111

Padarthadharmasangraha (PDhS)

3,15-17 « 25
14,16-15,2 « 139,140, 145
15,8-10 « 24,120, 140
15,10-12 « 120
16,3-4 « 24,141
16,6-7 « 125

16,7-8 « 24

16,7-9 « 233

16,9-10 « 201,233
66,2-10 « 198

86,2-3 o 22

Paficaskandhaka (PSk)
9,12-13 « 7

Pramanasamuccaya (PS)
3.2ab 155

3.22d » 157
3.27 « 157,166

Pramanasamuccayatika (PST)

MS B 137a4-5 « 166
MS B 137b1-3 « 165

Pramanasamu ccayatika (Tibetan) (PST1y,)

D175b2-3/P200b6-7 166
D175b5-176a2/P201a2-6 « 165

Pramanasamuccayavrtti
(Kanakavarman) (PSVy)

P131b7 157
P133b1l « 157
P133b4 ¢ 157,158
P134a6-8 « 166

Pramanasamuccayavrtti
(Vasudhararaksita) (PSVy)

P49a7 « 157
P50b3 e 157
P50b6 e 157,158
P51a6-8 166

Pramanavarttika (PV)
1.18c » 126,129

325

1.22 « 151
1.60 « 91
1.166ab « 26
1.215 « 33
1.221 « 116
1.222 « 4,10
1223 « 5
1.252cd 27
1.276 « 89,90
1.277 « 92,93
1.278ab e 94,95
1.291 « 30
1.332a » 18,19
1.340 « 18
221 « 174,176
223 ¢ 174,177
2.29-33 « 70
2.63-68 ¢ 21
2.63-72 « 20
2.65¢c o 22
2.69 o 21,22
2.70-72 22
2.71 « 23
2.131cd-285 « x
2.135ac; « 8
2.146-279 36
2.146¢ o 11
2.183a,-185 « 16
2.196 « 5,8
2.197a « 10
2.199ad; « 17
2200 « 17
2.200-201 « 109
2202 « 29,111
2.202-204 « 109,115
2203 e« 109,111, 112, 113, 114,
115
2204 « 114,115
2.205-279 « 36
2.208ab « 116
2212 « 5,10
2214 « 5,10
2217 « 13
2218 « 11,14,15
2219 « 12
2.220 « 209
2.220-225 « 208
2.220-256 « x,xi, 36,187,208



326 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

2.220cd « 244
2.221 « 209

2.221-222 « 210 2.270 « 8,9
2.222ac » 271 3.3ab « 26

2.223 « 211,213,214 3.503cd-531 « 179
2.224 « 200,215 4.29cd 155
2.225 « 200,216, 253 4.32 « 158,159,160
2.226 « 219 433 o 164
2.226-227 « 201 4.205 « 118
2.226-228 « 218,220 4.205-206 « 131
2.229 « 201, 222,223 4.207 117

2.230 « 227,263 4.208-210 « 133
2.230-231 « 230 4212 « 130

2.230-235 225
2.231 « 201, 237
2.232 « 232

2.268 « 177

2.269 « 174,178,179, 181

Pramanavarttikalankara (PVA)

134,33-135,2 « 15

2.232-234 « 232 141,8-9 « 109
2.233 « 233,236 145,12-13 « 17
2.234 » 239 146,14 « 6
2.235 « 242 146,14-16 6
2.236 « 201,243 146,20 « 6
2.236-246 o« 242 146,21 « 6
2.237 o 244 146,21-22 o 7
2.238 « 201,247 148,19 « 212
2.238-239 « 201 148,26 « 214
2.239-241 « 251 148,32-33 « 200
2.240 « 251 149,2-3 « 226
2.241 « 252 149,3-4 « 217
2.242 » 253,254 149,12 « 220
2.243 « 255 149,18 « 222
2.243-244 « 257 149,21-23 224
2.245 « 201,259 149,23 « 223
2.245-246 « 201, 260 155,18-19 « 257
2.247-248 « 188, 262, 264 155,19 « 257

2.249 » 201, 266
2.249-250 « 267
2.249-254 « 266

157,17-19 « 276
157,26-27 « 279

Pramanavarttikapafijika (PVP)

2.251 « 269

2.252 « 272 D12b2-4/P14a2-4 « 178
2.253 ¢ 275 D31b4-33a6/P35b5-37b3 e 21
2.253-254 ¢ 201 D33a6-7/P37b4 22

2254 « 278 D33a7/P37b4 « 22

2.255 o 241,280 D33a7-b1/P37b5-6 22
2.255-256 « 280 D33b2-34a2/P37b7-38a8 e 22
2.258-266 « 173 D33b5-7/P38a3-5 « 23
2.267-268a ¢ 175 D33b7/P38a5-6 « 23
2.267-269 » x,173,174 D56a6/P64a3 « 11

2.267cd » 176 D56a7/P64a4 « 8



INDICES

D56b1/P64a5-6 « 8
D57b3/P65b4 « 11,13
D57b7/P66al « 10
D58a1-2/P66a3 » 13
D58a7-b1/P66b3-4 o 12
D58b1/P66b4 o 11
D60a2/P68b2-3 « 14
D60a2/P68b3 « 14
D60a2-3/P68b4 « 10
D60b2-3/P69a4-5 « 8
D62a3-7/P71a1-6 « 9
D62b3-4/P71b2-3 « 11
D62b4/P71b3-4 « 11
D67b4/P77a6-7 « 10
D79b3-4/P91a7-8 « 15
D85a6/P98a3 » 11
D85a6-7/P98a3-4 « 11
D85b1-2/P98a5-7 o 17
D85b5/P98b2-3 « 11
D86a6/P99a6 28,111
D86a7/P99a7 29
D86b2-3/P99b2-3 « 29,111
D86b3/P99b3 4 « 112
D86b3-6/P99b4-7 o 115
D88a4-5/P101b4 « 8
D88a6/P101b5-6 « 8
D90b5/P104b7 » 13
D91a2/P105a5 10
D92b7-93al/P107a7-8 « 6
D93a1/P107a8-b1 « 6
D93a1-2/P107bl « 6
D93a2/P107b1 « 6
D93a3/P107b2-3 » 6
D93a5/P107b5 « 10
D93b1/P108al « 10
D93b1-2/P108al-2 « 10
D94b7/P109b4-5 « 14
D95a6/P110a2 » 13
D95a6/P111a2 13
D95b1/P111a4-5 « 13
D95b6/P110b3 » 11
D95b7/P110b4-5 o 12
D96a3/P110b8 « 208
D96a4/P111al « 208
D96a6-7/P111a4-5 « 209
D96a7-b1/P111a5-7 « 209
D96b2-3/P111a7-8 « 210
D96b3/P111b1 » 210

327

D96b4/P111b2 « 210
D96b4-5/P111b2-3 « 211
D96b7/P111b6 « 210
D97a1/P111b7 « 210
D97a2-3/P112a1-2 « 213
D97a5/P112a4-5 « 214
D97a6/P112a5-6 « 214,244
D97a7-b2/P112a7-bl 214
D97b2-3/P112b1-3 « 215
D97b3/P112b3 « 215
D97b4/P112b4-5 « 200, 215
D97b4-5/P112b5-6 « 215
D97b5-6/P112b6-7 « 215
D97b6-7/P112b7-8 « 216
D97b7-98al1/P113al-2 « 216
D98a2-3/P113a2-3 « 200,217
D98a4-5/P113a6-7 « 217
D98a5-6/P113a7-b1 « 218
D98a7-b1/P113b1-3 « 218
D98b3-4/P113b6-7 « 219
D98b6-7/P114a2-4 « 221
D99al/P114a4-5 « 200,220
D99a1/P114a5 « 220
D99a2-3/P114a7 » 222
D99a3/P114a7-8 « 221
D99b1-2/P114b6-7 « 222
D99b2/P114b7 e 223
D99b2-3/P114b8 223
D99b3/P114b8-115al 223
D99b3 /P115al e 223
D99b5-7/P115a4-6 226
D99b7-100a3/P115a7-b2 e 227
D100a3-5/P115b2-4 « 228
D100a5-6/P115b5-6 « 230
D100a6-7/P115b6-7 230
D100a7/P115b7-8 « 229
D100a7/P115b8 e 229
D100b3-4/P116a4-5 » 229
D100b6/P116a8 201, 231
D101a7/P117a2-3 = 240
D101b1/P117a4 e 232
D101b1/P117a4-5 « 232
D101b3/P117a7 e 242
D101b4-5/P117b1-3 « 240
D101b7/P117b4-5 « 241
D102al1-2/P117b7 e« 242
D102a2/P117b7 e 242
D102a2/P117b8 e 242



328 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

D102a3-4/P118al-2 « 243
D102a4/P118a2 e 243
D102a5/P118a4 e 243
D102b1/P118a8 e« 244
D102b1/P118a8-bl e 245
D102b2/P118b1 e 244
D102b3-4/P118b2-4 « 245
D102b5-7/P118b6-8 « 246

D102b7-103a2/P118b8-119a3 « 247

D103a2/P119a3 e 247
D103a3/P119a4-5 « 247
D103a3-4/P119a5-6 « 247
D103a4-6/P119a6-8 « 248
D103a6-7/P119a8-b2 « 248
D103a7/P119b2-3 « 249
D103b1/P119b4 « 250
D103b2/P119b5 e 249
D103b3-4/P119b7-8 « 250
D103b4-5/P119b8-120a2 « 251
D103b5-6/P120a2-3 « 250
D103b6-7/P120a3-4 « 250
D103b7/P120a4 e 250
D103b7-104a2/P120a4-6 « 252
D104a4-5/P120b2-4 « 252
D104a6/P120b4-5 « 250
D104a7/P120b5-6 « 250
D104a7-b1/P120b6-7 « 253
D104b2-3/P121al-2 « 253
D104b4-5/P121a4 « 253
D104b5/P121a4 « 200,253
D104b5/P121a5 e 254
D104b5-6/P121a5 « 254
D104b6/P121a6 « 254
D104b6/P121a6-7 » 254
D104b7-105a1/P121a7-8 « 255
D105al/P121a8-b1 « 255
D105al/P121bl e 256
D105a2/P121b2 e 255
D105a2-3/P121b2-3 « 256
D105a5/P121b6-7 « 257
D105a5-6/P121b7-8 257
D105a6-7/P121b8-122al « 256
D105a7/P122al 256
D105a7/P122al1-2 « 258
D105b1/P122a2-3 » 257
D105b1/P122a3 e« 256
D105b2/P122a4 « 257
D105b2-3/P122a4-5 » 257

D105b3/P122a5 e 258
D105b3-4/P122a5-6 » 259
D106a2-3/P122b6-7 « 201, 259
D106a5/P123al « 260
D106a5/P123a2 260
D106a6-7/P123a3-5 » 261
D106a7/P123a5 260
D106a7-b1/P123a5 « 261
D106b1/P123a6 « 260
D106b1-2/P123a7 « 260
D106b2-3/P123a7-8 « 262
D106b3-4/P123a8-b2 « 263
D106b4-6/P123b3-5 265
D107a4/P124a4 « 264
D107a6/P124a6 265
D107a6-7/P124a7-8 » 266
D107a7-b1/P124a8-b1 « 267
D107b3/P124b5 « 267
D107b4/P124b6 « 268
D107b5/P124b8 « 267
D107b5-6/P124b8-125al « 267
D107b6/P125al « 267
D107b7/P125al « 267
D107b7-108al/P125a3—4 « 269
D108a7-b2/P125b4-6 « 200,273
D108b2-3/P125b6-8 « 201,274
D108b4/P126al « 274,275
D108b4/P126al-2 272
D108b4-5/P126a2-3 « 32,274
D108b5-7/P126a3-5 « 276
D108b7-109al/P126a5-6 « 276
D109a1-3/P126a7-bl « 276
D109a3-4/P126b1-3 « 277
D109a6-7/P126b5-6 « 278
D109a7/P126b6-7 « 277
D109a7-b1/P126b7-8 « 279
D109b1-2/P126b8 « 278
D109b5/P127a6 « 279
D109b6-7/P127a7 « 280
D109b7/P127a8 « 281
D110a2/ P127b2-3 « 282
D110a5-6/P127b7-8 « 283
D110a6/P127b8-128al « 283
D110a6-7/P128al-2 « 280
D110a7-b1/P128a2-3 « 283
D114a3-4/P132a7-8 » 173
D114a4-5/P132a8-b2 « 174
D114a5/P132b1 « 174



INDICES

D114a5/P132b2 » 174
D114a6-7/P132b3-4 « 176
D114a7-b1/P132b5-6 « 176
D114b2/P132b7 » 177
D114b7-115a1/P133a6-8 « 178
D115a1/P133a7-8 » 179
D115a2/P133a8 « 179
D115a3/P133b2 « 179
D115b2/P134a2-3 « 11
D115b3-4/P134a4 « 9
D115b4/P134a5-6 « 9
D115b5/P134a6 » 10
D115b6/P134a7-8 « 9
D115b6/P134a8 « 11
D115b6-7/P134a8-b2 9
D116al/P134b3 « 11

Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (PVSV)

8,20 « 10

12,15-25 « 118
12,26-13,11 « 126,129
14,1-5 » 118
16,8-19 » 146,151
16,19-20 « 170
16,20-27 « 170,173
32,18-335 « 91
64,3-7 ¢ 92
73,7-11 « 27
75,21-22 « 92
98,4-100,24 « 25
108,2-5 « 34
108,20-109,3 « 33
110,23-111,10 » 116
111,15-17 « 14
111,18 « 12

111,19 « 10
111,19-20 « 4
111,23-1125 « 6
117,15-16 « 27
117,18-20 « 92
118,1-4 « 145
118,23-24 « 92
131,16-21 « 27
136,13-16 « 27
141,17-150,5 « 25
144,11 « 92
145,11-20 « 89
145,16-17 « 95

329

145,21-25 « 92
145,25-146,1 » 93
146,11-147,2 « 94
147,2-148,5 « 87,89,108
147,3-4 « 98

147,5-12 « 89

147,8-9 « 98

147,12 « 75,97,99
147,13-15 » 108

147,21 « 107

147,2-148,5 « 89,102,109
147,23 « 88

149,27-150,2 « 99
154,12-16 « 32
174,14-16 « 18,20,24,174
174,16 « 25,27,28
175,22 « 124

Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika (PVSVT)

3221 ¢ x

50,28 « 10
62,22-23 « 126
62,24-25 « 120,127
62,25-26 127
62,26 127
62,27-28 127
62,28 « 127
62,30-63,9 « 128
63,11 « 128
63,11-12 « 128
63,12-13 « 128
63,14 « 128

63,19 « 129
63,19-20 « 128
63,20-21 « 129
63,23 « 129

72,22 o 147

72,24 o 148
72,24-25 « 148
73,8-9 « 149

73,9 ¢ 149
73,10-12 « 149
73,14-15 « 150
73,15-16 « 150
73,16-18 « 150
73,19-20 « 150
73,20-22 « 150
73,22-23 « 151



330

73,24-25 « 151
73,25-27 » 147
73,27-29 « 170
7411-13 « 171
74,15-20 o 172
74,20-21 o 172
74,21-22 172
74,23-25 « 173
81,16 o x

82,8 o x

92,6 » x

95,26 o x
146,11 « 92
146,15 + 92
146,25-26 » 92
274,9-10 « 30
274,13-14 « 30
401,21 10

401,22-26 « 10
401,24-25 « 10
401,26-27 « 13
401,29 « 10
402,8 « 13
402,12 « 14
402,13-15 « 14
402,23-24 « 10
521,28-29 « 90

521,31-522,10 « 90

522,12-13 « 90
523,6-7 » 93
523,10 « 93
523,12 « 93
52523 95
525,24 « 95
525,28-29 « 95
526,23 « 95
526,29 « 95
526,30 95
527,15 » 96
527,18-20 « 102

527,18-530,22 « 102

527,21 « 102
527,22-23 « 102
527,24-26 « 102
528,10 « 103
528,11 » 103
528,12 « 103
528,12-13 « 103

SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

528,15 « 103
528,15-16 « 98,103
528,19 « 104
528,20 « 104
528,20-21 « 104
528,26-27 « 105
529,10 « 106
529,11 « 106
529,13 « 106
529,14-15 « 106
529,16 « 107
529,19-20 « 107
529,21 « 107
529,24-26 « 107
529,30-530,10 « 108
530,15 « 108
530,17 « 108
548,17-18 « 30
548,19 « 31
548,19-20 « 31
548,20 « 31
548,25-26 « 31
548,27-28 « 31
549,6 « 31
611,7-12 20
611,17 « 26
616,13-14 « 124
618,12-13 « 19
618,18 « 18
619,5-7 « 18
619,7-8 « 19

Pramanavarttikatika (PVT)

Je D31a5/P38b3 « 129
Je D31a7/P37b2 « 126

Je D31a7-b1/P37b2-3 « 127
Je D31b1-2/P37b3-4 « 127

Je D31b2/P37b4-5 o 127

Je D31b2-3/P37b5-6 » 127

Je D31b3/P37b6 » 127

Je D31b4-5/P37b8 » 127

Je D31b5/P38al-2 « 128

Je D31b6/P38a2 « 128

Je D31b6/P38a2-3 » 128

Je D31b7/P38a3-4 « 128

Je D32a3/P38a8 « 128,129

Je D32a3-4/P38b1 « 129

Je D38al-2/P45a4 o 147



INDICES

Je D38a2-6/P45a5-b1 « 147

Je D38a6/P45b1-2 « 142,149

Je D38a6-7/P45b1-2 « 148

Je D38a6-7/P45b2-3 149

Je D38a7/P45b3-4 « 149

Je D38b1-2/P45b4-5 « 149

Je D38b2-3/P45b6-7 ¢ 150

Je D38b3/P45b7 150

Je D38b5/P46al » 150

Je D38b5-6/P46a1-2 « 150

Je D38b6/P46b2-3 « 151

Je D38b6-7/P46a3-4 « 151

Je D38b7-39al/P46a4-5 ¢ 147

Je D39a1-2/P46a5-6 » 170

Je D39a3-4/P46a8-bl « 171

Je D39a5-b1/P46b3-6 « 172

Je D39b1/P46b6-7 ¢ 172

Je D39b1-2/P46b7 » 172

Je D39b3-4/P47a1-2 « 173

Je D323a5/P395a6-7 « 90

Je D323a6/P395a8-b1 « 90

Je D323a7/P395b2 « 90

Je D323b5/P396a2 « 93

Je D323b7-324a1/P396a6-7 « 93

Je D324a1-2/P396a8 « 93

Je D324a2/P396a8 ¢ 93

Je D324a2/P396b1 « 93

Je D325a5/P398a2-3 « 95

Je D325a6/P397b7 « 95

Je D325b3/P398b2-3 « 95

Je D325b6,/P398b6 « 95

Je D325b6/P398b7-8 « 95

Je D326a2/P399a3 « 96

Je D326a3/P399a4 « 96

Je D326a4-5/P399a6-8 « 102

Je D326a4-Ne 1b3/P399a6-Ne 1b5 o
102

Je D326a5/P399a8 « 102

Je D326a6-7/P399b1-2 « 102

Je D326b1-2/P399b4 « 103

Je D326b2/P399b5 « 103

Je D326b2/P399b6 « 103

Je D326b2-3/P399b6-7 « 103

Je D326b3/P399b7 « 103

Je D326b4/P400al « 103

Je D326b4-5/P400al-2 « 103

Je D326b5-6/P400a3-4 « 104

Je D326b7/P400a5 « 104

331

Je D327a1/P400a7 « 104

Je D327a2-3/P400a8-b2 « 104
Je D327a6-7/P400b6-8 « 105
Je D327b1/P401a3 « 106

Je D327b2/P401a4 » 106

Je D327b2-3/P401a4-5 « 106
Je D327b3/P401a5 « 106

Je D327b3/P401a6 » 106

Je D327b4/P401a7 » 106

Je D327b4-5/P401a7-8 « 107
Je D327b6/P401b3 » 107

Je D327b7-328a1/P401b4-5 « 107
Je D328a4-5/P402a2-3 « 108
Je D328a5/P402a4 « 108

Ne D17a1/P18b6 « 30

Ne D17a2/P18b7 « 31

Ne D17a2-3/P18b7-8 « 31

Ne D17a3/P18b8 « 31

Ne D17a6/P19a4-5 « 31

Ne D17a6-7/P19a5 » 31

Ne D17a7-b1/P19a6-7 « 29
Ne D17a7-b1/P19a7 31

Ne D64b3-6/P77b1-5 « 20

Ne D64b6/P77b6-7 « 26

Ne D70a2-3/P84b1-2 « 19

Ne D70a5/P84b6 « 18

Ne D70b5-6/P85a7-8 » 18

Ne D70b6/P85a8-b1 « 19

Ne D101b5-103a5/P124a8-126a4 « 21
Ne D102b5-7/P118b6-8 « 201
Ne D103a5/P126a4-5 22

Ne D103a5-6/P126a5 « 22

Ne D103a6/P126a5-6 « 22

Ne D103a7/P126a6-7 » 22

Ne D103b1-104a2/P126a8-127a3 22
Ne D103b6/P126b6-7 « 23

Ne D103b6-104a1/P126b7-127al » 23
Ne D117b3-4/P143b7 « 8

Ne D117b4/P143b7-8 « 8

Ne D120b5-7/P147b5-7 « 11
Ne D131b6-7/P162a7-b1 « 18
Ne D137a5/P169a6 « 6

Ne D137a5-7/P169a6-b1 « 6
Ne D137b3/P169b6 « 10

Ne D138b1/P170b8 « 13

Ne D138b6-7/P171a7-8 « 11
Ne D139a2-3/P171b4-5 208
Ne D139a5/D171b8 « 212



332 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Ne D139a7/P172a3 « 210 88,18 « 214

Ne D139b1-2/P172a5-6 « 211 89,2 « 200,216

Ne D140a1-2/P172b7-8 « 200 89,5 « 215

Ne D140b1-5/P173b3-8 « 220 89,5-6 « 216

Ne D140b4/P173b6 « 220 89,10 217

Ne D140b4-5/P173b6-7 « 200 89,10-11 « 217

Ne D141a7-b1/P174b4-5 « 229 89,15 « 218

Ne D142a1-2/175a8-b1 e« 239 89,17 219

Ne D142a2-3/P175b1-3 « 240 89,22 ¢ 220

Ne D142a4/P175b3 e 232 89,22-23 « 201,220,231

Ne D142a4-5/P175b4-5 « 232 89,23 « 220

Ne D142a5-6/P175b6 « 240 89,24-25 « 200,221

Ne D143a1-2/P176b4-5 « 251 89,25 « 220

Ne D143a2/P176b5 251 90,3-4 o 222

Ne D143a2-3/P176b5-6 « 254 90,4 « 220

Ne D144b1/P178b1 « 269 90,6 « 222

Ne D144b1-3/P178b2-4 « 271 90,8 ¢ 223

Ne D144b4 /P178b6 « 274 90,8-10 « 224

Ne D144b4-5/P178b6-7 « 274 90,13 223

Ne D146a4/P180b4 « 176 90,13-14 « 223

Ne D147a1-2/P181b3-5 « 9 90,14 « 226

Ne D147a6-7/P182a2-3 « 9 90,19 « 229

Ne D147b3-5/P182a8-b2 « 9 90,19-20 « 229

Ne D148a1/P182b6 11 90,20-21 « 201,229
Pramanavarttikavrtti (PVV) 31:?_1423:2232

36,6-7 ¢ 22 91,15-16 « 200,233

36,7-8 « 22 91,17-19 « 241

36,20-21 « 23 92,2 « 232

36,22-37,2 « 23 92,5 o 242

62,11-12 « 11 92,7 o 242

74,10-11 « 15 92,12 « 243

80,17-19 « 111 92,15 « 243

85,15-17 « 6 92,16 « 200,243

85,16-17 « 6 92,17 o 244

8520 « 6 92,17-18 « 244

85,20-21 « 7 92,20-21 « 245

87,3 « 13 92,21 « 245

87,3-4 « 13 92,24-25 o 244

87,19-20 « 208 93,1 o 247

87,19-21 « 200 93,4 o 247

87,21 « 208 93,5 o 247

87,22 « 209 93,7 250

88,1 « 210 93,11 « 250

88,4 « 210 93,15 « 250

88,4-6 « 211 93,18 « 250

88,10-11 » 210 93,21-22 « 200, 253

88,15-17 « 213 94,1 « 250,251



94,3 « 253
94,5 « 253
94,7 « 254
94,7-9 « 255
94,15 « 255
94,15-16 « 257
94,16 « 257
94,16-17 258
94,18 « 256,257
94,19 « 256,257
94,23 « 257
94,25 « 260
95,1 « 260
95,1-2 « 260
95,4-5 « 261
95,7 « 260
95,8 « 260
95,8-9 ¢ 260
95,9 « 260, 262
95,11-12 « 262
95,14-16 « 264
95,24 « 265
96,3 « 267
96,4-5 « 268
96,6-7 ¢ 267
96,10 « 267
96,10-11 « 267
96,11 « 267
96,15-16 269
96,16-17 « 271
96,17-18 269
96,18 « 269
96,20-21 o 272
96,23-24 « 272
97,1 272,274
97,2 ¢ 272
97,3-4 ¢ 275
97,6 275
97,6-7 275
97,11-14 « 276
97,14-15 « 277
97,17 « 278
97,19-20 278
97,23 « 278
97,24-25 « 279
97,25 « 280
97,26 « 281
98,6 « 281

333

98,7-10 « 282
98,13-14 « 280
98,14-15 « 283
102,6-7 « 178
102,12 « 179
102,13-14 « 181
425,2-3 ¢ 155
425,6-8 ¢ 155
426,10-11 » 159
427,1-3 « 165

Pramanavarttikavrtti (Manuscript) (PVVys)

17a5 o 222
18a3 « 261
18b1 « 275
18b2 « 276

Pramanavini$caya (PVin)

118,5-19,2 « 181
119,1-2 « 181
219,3-20,7 « 180
267,6-9 o 27
280,1-6 » 26,175
2951-10 « 118
29511-96,5 « 117,129
295,12-13 « 129
296,12-15 « 118
312,1-3 « 156
313,4-5 « 158
313,68 « 164
313,10-14,2 « 165
3 45,10-46,1 » 136
3115,7-124,5 « 118
31159 137
31159-116,2 « 136
3116,1 « 137
3116,10-11 » 131
3116,11-13 « 133
3117,8-12 « 133
3117,12-14 « 117
3118,7-8 « 132
3118,10-11 « 130
k. 1.18 « 181

Pramanavini$cayatika (PVinT)

Dze D17a3 « 159

Dze D82b2-86a3 « 181
Tshe D125b3-5 « 171
Tshe D155b4-5 « 133



334 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

Pratityasamutpadavyakhya (PrSVy)
[Iv5 « 17
[Ilv6-7 « 17

Ratnagotravibhaga (RGV)

136 ¢ 53

137 « 59
1.37-38 « 58
1.80-82 « 42
1.153 « 54
1.154-155 « 50
1.156-157 « 52
2.29 ¢ 42

2.57 « 52

Ratnagotravibhagavyakhya (RGVV)
3,15-16 ¢ 52
30,10 « 53
30,11-18 « 54
30,19-31,6 « 53
31,2-4 « 52
31,8-10 ¢ 55
31,10-16 « 55
31,12-16 « 56
32,2-5 « 56
34,20-352 « 61
45,20-46,4 « 42
46,2-4 o 42
54,12-15 « 42
72,10 « 40
73,11-12 « 40
74,5-76,17 * 54

Ratnavali (RA)
3.64 « 219
Sabarabhasya (SBh)
72/4-73,2 « 122
Saddharmapundarikasiitra (SDPSQ) e
40,13-15 « 41
Samayabhedoparacanacakra (SBhUC)
16c14-15 « 71
Sambandhapariksa (SP)
508

Sammitiyanikayasastra (SNS)

462b11-15 « 68
463al3 « 68
463a18-19 « 68
463c23-25 « 25
464al0 « 68
464b22 « 69
465a17-465b1 « 83
465a25 « 68
465b4 « 68
465b5-10 « 68
466a28-c27 » 72
466b4-6 « 74
466b22-26 « 73
466b27-28 « 76
467a23 « 74

Sankhyakarika (SK)

3 « 188

3d « 25

17 « 152,161,162,163
17b2C e 25
19-20 « 188
26 « 189

32 « 188
40 « 188
55 « 189
56 ¢ 191
56-57 ¢ 152
64 « 190
67-68 ¢ 191

Slokavarttika (SV)

anumanapariccheda 105-106 155,
163

atmavada 7ac; * 25

atmavada 20-21 e« 25

atmavada 76 < 25

atmavada 92ab e 122

atmavada 101 « 142

sambandhaksepaparihara 102-104 « 19

Sravakabhiimi (SrBhii)

66,4-5 ¢ 167

Srimaladevisimhanadasitra (SMDSNSii)

'1 P280a4-b3 ¢ 53
'i P280a6-b1 « 52



'i P281a4-6 « 42
'1 P281a8-b6 62
'i P281b4-6 52
Svetasvataropanisad
3.143 « 57
Tarkajvala (TJ])
D140a6-b4/P169a7-b6 « 47

D243b6-7/P274a5-6 « 197
D244a3-5/P274b2-5 « 197

Tattvakaumudi (TK)

120,11-14 « 154
120,14-16 » 161
120,16-19 « 162
120,28-29 « 162
1441 « 31
170,19-20 « 190
170,24 « 190

170,25-26 « 190
170,26-27 « 190

Tattvasangraha (TS)

171-172 25
171-173 « 25
184 « 134
207-210 « 135
209ab « 132
307-308 « 167
309 « 168

310 « 168

336 « 65
336-349 « 87
337 « 88
338-342 « 100
338a,d » 100,101
340-342 « 101
347 « 113

349 « 68
3240 « 170

Tattvasangrahapaiijika (TSP)
K81,9/576,1 « 134
K82,6-11/576,26-31 « 134
K88,22-89,19/$82,16-83,7 « 135
K89,11-13/$82,32-33 » 132
K117,10-11/5106,23-24 « 167
K117,11-13/5106,24-27 « 167

INDICES

335

K117,13-17/5106,28-33 « 168
K117,17-24/$107,3-7 » 166,168
K125,16-131,9/$159,16-166,18 « 87
K126,14-15/5114,19-20 « 101
K126,17/5114,22 « 101
K127,5/5115,3 « 101
K127,7-8/5115,5 « 101
K127,16/5115,13-14 « 101
K127,17/$115,15 « 100
K127,27/5115,25 « 104
K128,13-14/5116,6-7 « 113
K128,17-129,8/5116,10-29 « 115
K184,21-22/5230,8-9 « 11
K843,8-10/51019,13-16 « 170

Tattvasiddhi (Sanskrit reconstruction)
(TSiwskr)
90,17-95,15 « 86
90,20-914 « 76
91,14-15 « 67
91,17-20 « 66
92,12-14 « 69
92,15 « 69
92,18-19 « 84
93,18-20 « 67
944 « 68
94,9-10 « 74
94,10-11 « 74
95,1-2 « 71

Tattvasiddhi (Chinese) (TSicy)
259¢8-260c26 « 86
260c9 « 71

Tridharmakhandaka (Kumarabuddhi)
(TDKy)
10a03-29 « 72
10a09 « 73
10a18-20 « 79
10a23-24 « 79

Tridharmakhandaka (Sanghadeva) (TDKs)
24a29-b7 72
24a29-b8 « 72

Trims$ikabhasya (TrBh)
L23,12-14/B*14,14-16 « 7



336 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

55a18-21 « 83

Vadanyaya (VN) Vibhiiticandra (Vibh.)

2,1 « 29 36,fn.1 « 22

2,6 29 36,fn.6 « 23
Vaiéesikasttra (VSa) 2;: ?E; : gg

1.1.2 « 225 85,fn.10 « 6

115 « 24 90,fn.2 228

1.1.14 « 20,24 91,fn.1 232

3.1.2 « 140 91,fn.3 e 233

3.1.8 « 140 94,fn.3 « 256

324 « 20,24,120,140,233 94,fn.6 « 256

3.24-21 « 122 95,fn.3 259

3.2.7 124 97,fn.2 « 277

328 « 124 102,fn.1 9

3.29 e« 124,125,144

5.2.20 « 199 542c24 « 68,78

6.2.12 « 196 543b7-9 « 82

6.2.14 « 196 543c21-544a28 « 70

6.2.15 « 196 544a17-28 « 70

6.2.17 196 545b13-19 « 72

8%;8. .191:6 ViniScayasangrahani (VinSg)

101 20 ZiP112b6-113al « 16
Vaiéesikasiitravrtti (VSV) Yajfiavalkyasmrti

2,2-3 225,233 11.3.53 « 271

25,6-7 « 140 - = o _

2611 « 140 Yogacarabhiimi (YBhi)

28,16-18 « 121,140 129,6-9 « 79

29’5 o 141 129,6—136,4 L4 85

29,14-16 « 124,142, 144 129,6-1368 » 89

29‘19 e 124 129,6—137,8 L4 lX,85

29,22-23 « 125 129,7 « 65,79

51,1-3 197 129,9 « 80

129,11-130,14 « 80

Vakyapadiya (VP) 130,18-19 » 82

1.8 124 131,9-12 « 71

2.149-150 « 17 132,1-3 « 110

134,4 « 82

Vakyapadiyavrtti (VPV) 134,20 o 82

30-35 « 124 135,2-3 « 82
Vibhasa 136,9-137,7 « 81

42¢19 o 82 Yogacarabhiumi (Tibetan) (YBhir,)

P76a7-b1 « 79
P76b1 « 80
P76b2-77a5 « 80
P77a4-6 « 71



INDICES

P81la6-b4 « 81 49,50

e o Tuptika (Kumarila) « 19
Yuktidipika (YD) Upanisad » 19

168,5-7 « 153 Vadavidhana (Vasubandhu) « 159
168,8-11 « 161 Vadavidhi (Vasubandhu) e 159
168,15-16 « 161,162,171 VaiSesikapariksa (Dignaga) e ix

Veda « 2,18,19, 20,32, 34,196
. Yogabhasya (Vyasa) ¢ 207
Genres, texts, sections Yogicarabhimi 27

Aggivacchagottasutta ¢ 66 Yogasitra (Patafjali) « 207

Anattalakkhanasutta « 30
Atmalingadhikara (VSa) « 233

Brhattika (Kumarila) ¢ 19 Pali words
Catuhs$ataka (Aryadeva) o ix aggi ¢ 75
Cilamalunkyasutta « 66 acci o 75
Cilasaccakasutta « 30 attiyati » 221
Dhammasangani » 85 atta « 221,277
Dharanisvararajasiitra « 52 attasineharagaratta o 221
Dharmalankara [Sar'lkaranandana) e X anicca ¢ 277
Gaganagafijasutra « 43 anupadana e 75
I$varasiddhi (Utpaladeva) o 155 anta * 78
Jataka e« 76 andhakara e 221
Madhyamagama e« 276 abhitunna « 78
Mahabhasya (Patafijali) « 181 arahant « 79
Mahavacchagottasutta ¢ 66 avasesa o 221
Mahayanasiitra « 86 avijjandhakara « 221
Mauli Bhiimi (YBhi) « 7 avijjapaccaya ¢ 78
Milamadhyamakakarika (Nagarjuna) e asankhata « 71
ix, 74 assasapassasa ¢ 121
Nairatmyasiddhi (Karmakagomin) e« x aham e 277
Nyayapariksa (Dignaga) e ix icchati 221
Paramarthasaptatika (Vasubandhu) e uccara o 221
86,159 uccheda « 78
Prajfiaparamita e 59, 60 uttamapurisa * 79
"phags pa $es rab kyi pha rol tu phyin upagacchati ¢ 78
pachen podimdo « 60 upapatti « 75
Sankhyapariksa (Dignaga) e ix upadana e« 75
Santanantarasiddhi (Dharmakirti) « 142, upadaya « 73
143 uppajjati » 168
Sastitantra e 152 ekakotthasa ¢ 221
Satakasastra (Aryadeva) e 17, 24, 86 kattar » 78
Savitarkadibhimi (YBhii) ¢ 79 kanta ¢ 221
Sravakabhtimi (YBhi) e 27 kappeti » 277
Sitra e 5,38,44,45,47,48,52,53,59, kayavififiana ¢ 168
60,70,272,276 kayasankhara « 121
mdo sde « 49 kesa o 221
Tantravarttika (Kumarila) « 19 koti ¢ 71

Tathagatagarbhasiitra « 40,41, 42,43, khandha « 71

337



338 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

khitta 75
khelasinghanika ¢ 221
gacchati ¢ 75
ganhati » 221
gandha « 168
ghanaviiifidana 168
cakkhuvififidana « 168
chaya « 73

chupati « 221

jalati e 75

jataka e 76
jigucchati 221
jivhavififiana « 168
jva e 121

danta ¢ 221
dukkha e 78,277
diram e 75

deseti » 78
dhamma e« 78,277
nakha e 221

nicca ¢ 221,277
nibbana « 71,72
pafifatti e 73
pafifapeti ¢ 75
patikiila ¢ 221
paticca ¢ 167,168
patisamvedin « 78
patisamvediyati ¢ 78
patisamvedeti ¢ 78
patita ¢ 221
parakata 78
parankata 78
paramattha ¢ 68
paramapurisa ¢ 79
pariyonaddha e 221
pareti o 78

passava ¢ 221
passasa o 121
puggala « 65,68,71,73,77
photthabba « 168
bahi « 221

bhava ¢ 75
bhikkhu e 167,277
majjha « 78

mama e 277

ratta « 221

rasa ¢ 168

raga e 221

rukkha e« 73

ripa « 73,168,277
loka 77

loma « 221

vattabba e« 71,72, 76,77, 78, 80, 83,

90, 91, 92, 95, 102, 103,
108, 111, 113, 114, 121,
135, 136, 137, 139, 147,
157, 167, 168, 169, 170,
190, 210, 212, 214, 215,
221, 223, 225, 226, 229,
243, 244, 247, 254, 255,

106, 107,
125, 128,
149, 150,
172, 178,
216, 219,
231, 239,
257, 259,

265,270, 275, 276, 279, 280, 283

vasa ¢ 31

vata 75
vatupadana e 75
vijjamana e 68
vifiiana « 78,167
viparinamadhamma e 277
vedanabhitunna e 78
sankhata ¢ 71
sankhara e 78,121
sankharapaccaya 78
saccikattha « 68
saccikatthaparamattha 68
sadda « 168
sandhavati « 77
samanupassati ¢ 277
samaya ¢ 75
sambhoti 167
sayankata ¢ 78
sarira » 221

sassata ¢ 78
sadhana « 164
simsapa ¢ 70
singhanika « 221
sineha « 221

sukha e« 221,277
sukhadukkha « 78
sotavifiifiana « 168
hattha « 221
harayati « 221

hetu « 8

Sanskrit words

ams$u e« 3
akartr ¢ 26,27



akartrbhava « 188

akalpita ¢ 257

akasmat e 123

akaraka ¢ 31

akarana ¢ 176,191

akaryakarana « 109

akaryakaranabhava e« 184

akaryabhitita » 133

akusala « 17

akusalakarman e 80

akusalakarmabhisamskara ¢ 80

akrama e 26

akriya e 26,175,176

akruddha 271

aksanika ¢ 26,115

agati « 21,133

agamakatva < 128,129

agunadars$ana ¢ 260

ago ¢ 92

agni « 73,74,75,89, 261

agnihotra « 34

agra * 57

agranairatmyatmaka e 57

ankura e 145,172

ankurakandapattradikrama « 186

anga e 152, 154, 155, 156, 158, 160,
206,207,219, 220, 228, 264, 265

angabhiita 206

angangibhava « 6

angin ¢ 6

angikarana ¢ 135

angivVKR » 226

anguli « 257

angull « 230

angusthamatra ¢ 57

acidriipa « 25

acintya e 42

acetana e 25,147,152,188, 262

acodya e« 124

acyuta e 220,222

ajila » 152,282

ajfiana « 4,198, 282

anu e 47

atattva « 92,108

atatsvabhavatva « 102

atadbhavanisedha « 101

atadriipa « 108

ativVKRAM « 101

339

atidesa » 161

atiVPAT o 26

atiprasanga ¢ 109,135,178

atirikta » 163

atiVVRT e 92,94,102,207

atiSaya 147,167, 168,232

atita « 71,257

atindriya « 145

atyaksa « 34

atyantaparoksa ¢ 130,132,133

atyantasambaddha « 107

atyartham e 242

atrana e 192

adarsana e« 34,127,129, 170, 173,
183, 258

adar$éanamatra  117,127,138,171

aduhkhasukha « 273

aduhkhotpadahetu 29,111

adtsita « 210

adrsya 109,130

adrsyanupalabdhi « 130

adrsyanupalambha « 127,129

adrsta « 127,129,196

adrstapirva e 53

adrstartha « 33

adrsti « 133,210

advaya e« 58

adharma e« 20, 24, 34, 185, 194, 196,
197,198, 200, 201, 205, 233, 246

adhas « 121

adhika e 52

adhikarana 156

adhikara e 203

adhiVGAM « 269

adhigama e 54,55,191, 234, 238, 239

adhimukti ¢ 55

adhisthatr « 17, 20, 24, 25,121,174

adhisthana « 31,32, 152

adhisthanabhava « 20,101

adhisthita « 30,121,275

adhina 115,213

adhogati 123

adhogamana » 121

adhyavasaya 179

adhyavasita ¢ 13

adhyatma e« 83

adhyatman e 225

adhyasita ¢ 104



340 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

adhruva « 81

anativrtti « 92

anadhyavasita 269

anadhyaropita 96

ananugama ¢ 98,103,108,109

ananumeya ¢ 33

ananuragin « 14

ananuviddha e 237

anantara e 148

anandha e 3,146

ananvaya ¢ 160

anapasraya e 21

anapeksa ¢ 26

anabhirati « 204, 205

anabhilasa « 264

anabhyupagama « 109, 164

anarthaka « 234

anarthantara  91,92,93

anarthoparama e 225

anala « 198

anavabodha e 63

anavastha « 162,163

anavasthayin « 115

anagata ¢ 46,71,195, 205

anagamapeksa « 32

anagamapeksanumana ¢ 33

anatmaka e 129,137

anatman e 9, 53, 54, 56, 59, 61, 187,
192,193

anatmarupa ¢ 109

anatmasafijiia ¢ 54

anatmiyabuddhivisaya e 222

anadi 197,204

anadivasana e 18

anadisantanatulyajatiyabijaka 280

anadeya 205

anadheyatiSayariipa » 167

anapti e 15

anapticcha « 16

anayatta 104,108

anarambha e 199

anasraya e 21

anadrita « 124,185

anasvasika ¢ 81

anasrava ¢ 57

anasravabhisamskara e« 42

aniccha o 212,213

anitya 9, 26, 27, 31, 53, 54, 61, 81,

109, 110, 115, 132, 135, 168, 192,
275,276,277

anityatva « 109,111,112,113, 115

anityalaksana ¢ 81

anityasafijia e 54

anityasraya e 23

anirodha e 47

anirdistavisesa ¢ 150

anivrtta ¢ 163

anivrtti « 129,262

ani$caya 149

ani$cayatman e« 181

anista « 161, 164, 169, 237

anistasamprayoga ¢ 206

anistahana ¢ 237, 238

anistanubandha « 237

anistoparama e 236,237

anukila ¢ 202,203,275

anukilatva e 269

anukti e 156

anugrahaka e« 13

anuccheda « 282

anucchedatrsna e 193

anuttara « 46,50

anuttarasamyaksambodhi ¢ 48

anutpatti  124,172,173,198

anutpanna ¢ 20

anutpada e 40,46,47,195

anutpadana ¢ 195

anunaya e 269,270

anunmilitartha e« 88

anupapatti « 164,206,233

anupabhogasraya 219

anuparodhin « 14

anupalabdhi ¢ 99,101, 106,130, 136,
139, 149

anupalabdhilaksanaprapta « 130

anupalambha e 98, 127, 129, 132,
133,151,173

anupahataprabhava « 183

anupadana e« 204,205

anubandha e 237

anubandhin 210

anubhava e 31, 62,181, 232, 235

anubhavakala « 247

anubhuta 178,181, 183

anubhiiti « 179

anuvVMA « 24, 121, 123, 140, 141,



142,145,150, 152, 153

arlln/l\/[Acausative * 123

anumana e 2, 25, 26, 27, 29, 33, 89,
117, 118, 139, 145, 146, 148, 149,
150, 155,157,172,173,175, 234

anumananivrtti ¢ 151

anumanarthagrahaka « 71

anumita « 140

anumeya ¢ 125

anumeyatva 129

anuVRAN] « 264

anuragavisaya ¢ 250

anurodha e« 94,95

anuvarnita e 45

anuviddha e« 202

anuvidhana e« 258

anuVVRT 267

anuvrtti « 80,82

anusamsapaya ¢ 34

anusakta e 202,204, 205

anusanga ¢ 202

anuvSAN] 187

anusandhana e 141

anusarin e 18,47

anekata o 88

anekaprakaraka e 192

anaikantika e 135,137

anaikantikahetu « 118,136

anta e 203,225

antadvaya e 60

antahkarana « 188

antargata ¢ 45,71

antarbhita « 166

antarantara e 235

antarabhava e« 76,77

anta$caratirthika ¢ 65

antascalat 121

antyaparinamavisista 186

andha e« 3,146

andhavacana « 88

anna « 204, 205, 229, 230, 231

anyatirthya 16,55, 56

anyattva e 88,92, 94, 102, 103, 104,
108

anyatva
113

anyathatva ¢ 93,186

anyathanupapatti « 150

74, 88, 92, 96, 101, 109,

INDICES

341

anyathotpatti 186

anyananyatva e 88

anyonyavrttipariharasthita
115

anyonyavyavaccheda ¢ 137

anvaya 131, 133, 156, 159, 178,
182,183

anvayavyatireka « 118,137

anvayavyatirekanuvidhana 258

anvayavyatirekihetu 119

anvayasthiti ¢ 131

anvayahetu « 119

anvayin e 119,120

anvVl « 91,137

ap e« 74,147

apagata ¢ 234

apagama e 58,209, 245

apaVNUD e« 256

apaneya 50

apamanita ¢ 270

aparabhavin e 92

aparadhakarin e 250

aparapara ¢ 264

aparapeksa ¢ 89,90

aparartha « 173

aparavrtti ¢ 26

aparikalpita « 257

aparikalpitagunadosa ¢ 257

aparitusta « 271

aparisesa « 190

apavarga 57, 192, 193, 194, 195,
202, 204, 235

apavada e 52

apaVVR] « 205

apaVVYADH « 3

apaVAN o 122

apana e 17,20, 120, 123,127, 134,
135

apanakarman e 121

apaya e 34,192,193

apaVAS « 168

apurusartha e 236

aprthaksiddha « 22

apa\/l e 193

apaVIKS « 94

apeksa ¢ 89,90

apeksa e« 26

apoha ¢ 179

114,



342 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

apauruseya 175

apauruseyata e 38

apracyutanutpannapurvapararupa e
20

apranihita « 45,46

apratikila ¢ 269

apratikiillatva « 239

apratigha ¢ 42

apratibaddha e« 104, 107, 131, 133,
135

apratibandha e« 96, 98, 99, 104, 108,
129

apratibandhena « 91

apratibhasamana « 109

apratisthitatattva ¢ 90

apratihatavya e 192

apratyaksa e 140,143, 144, 145, 148,
149, 151

apratyaksata e 33

apramanaka ¢ 170

apramanika e« 128,129

apramér_ﬂ\/KR e 173

aprameya e 19

aprasadhaka « 151

aprastuta ¢ 93

aprahana « 239

aprahina « 204

apranadimat 123,124

apranadimattva ¢ 119,123,124, 129,
134

apradurbhava 199

apreksapirvakriya « 109

abadhira ¢ 146

abadha « 21

abadhaka e 256

abadhana ¢ 33

abuddhipiirva 80,81

abhava « 17

abhivVKANKS « 236

abhigata « 122

abhijiia « 70

abhiVDHA « 5

abhidhana « 7,91, 94

abhidhayin ¢ 19,92

abhinivista « 13,46

abhinivesa  7,10,11,16,46

abhinnasvabhava « 98

abhiprapta 56

abhipraya 162

abhipreta ¢ 54, 55,56, 167

abhibhiita ¢ 45

abhimata ¢ 33,163,192

abhimatarthasiddhi « 169

abhiVMAN « 206,207

abhimana « 206

abhirati « 55

abhilasa « 181

abhilasin « 236

abhivyakta ¢ 233

abhivyakti « 40

abhivVVYAR] « 233,239

abhisvanga « 213,270

abhisamskara e« 42,80

abhisanvDHA « 272

abhisandhi 212,236

abhisamVBUDH e 46

abhisambodhi 46

abhiita ¢ 9,90

abhiitagraha « 52

abhutaparikalpa ¢ 45

abhutakara « 4

abhutatmavikalpadrstipatita ¢ 46

abheda « 92,101,172

abhyasa ¢ 91,183,184, 190

abhyudaya 3,225

abhyudayanih$reyasasiddhi « 225

abhyupagata 150, 169

abhyupagantavya e 141

abhyupaVGAM e 34,129,169

abhyupagama e« 100, 109, 128, 129,
132,135,148, 150, 151, 163, 165

abhyVUH « 71

amala e 42

amanasams$aya ¢ 190

amisra « 98

amisribhavana « 98,103

amukta « 262,264,278

amukti ¢ 279

ayatnatas ¢ 195

ayatnasiddha ¢ 195

ayatnena ¢ 195

ayavaccharirabhavin ¢ 122

ayukta e 20,21, 66,91, 237

ayuktabhidhayitva ¢ 19

ayuktijfia « 44

ayutasiddha e 22



ayoga e« 26,32,91,132,133,136,141,
166

arupin e 31

argha e 45

artha e« 5,30, 33, 40, 45, 46, 47,52,
56,71,82,88,91,92,106,107,108,
109, 123, 124, 126, 140, 144, 150,
151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 158,
159, 161, 162, 165, 166, 173, 176,
181, 182, 183, 191, 193, 195, 199,
203, 206, 207, 227, 234, 236, 275,
283

arthakriya « 26,99,113,115

arthakriyasamartha « 26

arthakriyasamarthya 115

arthagunadarsana « 214

arthatva « 167

arthabheda « 108

arthariipa « 109

arthavat e 234

arthavada « 19

arthantara « 90,91, 92, 93, 95, 133,
140,172

arthalocana « 181

arpita ¢ 270

arbuda 73

arvagdar$in « 34,148

VARH 94,234,239

arhat « 16,45, 46,67, 269

alam e« 242

alabha « 232,233,236

alpasukhanubhava « 235

avaktavya e 63,71,81, 83,88

avaVGAM o 153

avajiabhiitagraha « 52

avadata e 83

avadirna e« 80

avayava e 152,221

avayavin e 23

avalepa 18

avasyam e 94,141,171,173

avasana ¢ 186

avastu « 100,113

avastutva ¢ 100,115

avastha e 73,89, 147, 148, 149,170,
172,223,235, 239, 267, 268, 269

avaVSTHA « 115

avasthana e 235

INDICES

343

avasthantara 268

avasthantaraisana 267

avasthayin e 115

avasthita « 170

avacya e« 88,96, 108,109, 111, 112,
113,114,115

avacyata « 88,103,108,109

avacyatva 100,101, 103, 104

avacyasabda ¢ 115

avavAP « 206

avikala 213,214

avikalakarana e 135

avikalahetu « 213

avikarin ¢ 168

avicaritaramanilya ¢ 167

avitarka ¢ 170

avidya « 1,4,7,11,12,109,115, 249

avidyaripa « 280

avidyasvabhava e 283

avidyahetuka ¢ 10

avindbhava « 131

avinabhavin « 133

avinada e« 21

avinasilaksana « 67

avinirbhaga ¢ 50

avinirbhagena « 202

avinivrtti e 189

aviparyaya e 190

aviparyasta e 53

aviparyasa e« 54

aviprayoga e« 202

aviyoga * 193

avirakta e 254,255,278

aviraga e« 267

aviruddha 115

avirodha « 108,237

aviSesa » 91,124,165,170,241

avisamvada e 33

avisamvadita ¢ 56

avisamvadin ¢ 56

avita e 123,124

avitadharma e« 123

avitahetu e 123

avrtti e 119

avaikalya ¢ 223

avyakta ¢ 154

avyatikrama e 92

avyatirikta 90,91



344 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

avyatireka ¢ 21
avyatirekin 177
avyabhicara « 124,158
avyabhicarin « 124

avyaya e 45

avyakrta « 17
avyakrtavastu e 63, 66
avyapin 132,135

asakta ¢ 22,172,173
asakya e 115, 168, 262
asuci » 55

asubha e 25, 53,54
asubhakarana e« 31
aSubhacesta 80
asubhasaijiia 54

astinya « 50

asriiyamana e 156
asam$ayam e 158
asamyafic ¢ 115
asamsargavihara ¢ 56
asamsargena * 108
asamskrta ¢ 59,71, 72
asamskrtadharma e 63
asamhata « 154,161, 162, 164
asamhatapararthatva « 163
asamhatapararthya « 160, 165
asakrt ¢ 206

asakta ¢ 42

asankalpita ¢ 198
asangata e 135
asanghatatva ¢ 157
asanghatapararthya « 157
asat 21,130, 147,280
asattva « 130
asattvapratiti « 130
asadatmagraha ¢ 55
asadgunaropa e 260
asambaddha « 107,135
asambandha ¢ 184
asambhava ¢ 121
asarvajfia * 170
asarvajfiatva ¢ 170
asarvajiiabhasita ¢ 170
asadhana « 151
asadharana » 117,131,136
asadharanahetu « 118
asadharananaikantikahetu o 118,136
asadhya « 165

asamarthya « 99

asiddha « 158,159, 160, 163, 166

asiddhi e 128, 129, 131, 133, 135,
136,137,151, 157

asukha e« 16,220

asura ¢ 73

asuya ¢ 203

astita e 97

astitva ¢ 98

asthana ¢ 56,59

asthita 62

asmi 190,193

asmrti e 179

asvatantra ¢ 31,32

asvariipa » 108

aham e 9,13,14, 125,126,148,190,
193,276,277

aham iti e 125,148

aham iti pratyaya « 148

ahampratiti « 148

ahampratyaya « 148

ahankara e« 17, 148, 154, 188, 189,
193,203

ahamsabda e« 125,126

ahi « 212

ahita « 24

ahidastanga « 219, 220

ahetu « 89

ahetuka 89

akarsana e 46,47

akara e« 4,9,54,55, 80, 96,106, 115,
147,180, 201, 273

akasa « 124

\/ékulayadenominative * 90

akrti » 80

akhyati 189

agantuka ¢ 40,50, 225

agama e« 21,80,89,116,237,238

agamata ¢ 33

agamaprasiddha « 269

agamapramanya e 34

agamavirodha e 5

agamapeksanumana ¢ 33

agamika ¢ 124,125

agamikatva ¢ 129

acaksanaka ¢ 238

acarya ¢ 162,166,198



acaryamusti ¢ 70

atmagati » 127,129

atmaguna ¢ 141,150, 204

atmagraha « 7,55,192,193, 242

atmagraha e 3

atmajfiana « 19

atmatas ¢ 7

atmadar$ana e« 7,12, 213, 255, 260,
261

atmadars$anapravrttikaranaka « 278

atmadarsin ¢ 55,278

atmadrsti  1,3,7,17,57, 249

atmadosa ¢ 253

atman e ix, x,xi, 1, 3,12, 13,17, 18,
19,20, 22, 24, 25,27, 28,30, 31,32,
33,36,43,44,45,54,55,56,57,58,
59,61,62,63,66,67,68,69,70,71,
78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 86, 96,
109, 110, 116, 117, 120, 122, 123,
124, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133,
135, 136, 137, 139, 140, 141, 142,
144, 146, 148, 149, 150, 151, 153,
155, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163,
169, 174, 178, 181, 182, 183, 184,
188, 190, 192, 193, 195, 197, 198,
208, 209, 210, 212, 215, 216, 217,
224, 225, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236,
238, 241, 242, 244, 245, 250, 253,
254, 255, 264, 276, 277, 279, 280,
281,282

atmanivrttimatra ¢ 32

atmanairatmya ¢ 58

atmaparamita e« 43,52,53,55

atmaprajfiapti « 3,81

atmapratibandha ¢ 133

atmapratyaksa ¢ 198

atmabuddhi « 80,81

atmabhava e 42,270

atmabhoga « 241

atmamahatmata 57

atmamahatmya e 57

atmaripa ¢ 275

atmalaksana ¢ 56, 81

atmalinga « 20,120, 123,136

atmavada e 45,46,47,79,151

atmavadabhinivista e 46

atmavadopadar$ana e 45

atmavadopadesa ¢ 46

345

atmavikalpadrsti « 46

atmaviparyasa ¢ 55

atmavirahamatra e 31

atmasabda ¢ 30,31

atmasafijia ¢ 12

atmasafijiiin ¢ 53

atmasambandha « 223, 224

atmasiddhi ¢ 129,134, 147,163

atmasukhasadhana 220

atmastha « 199

atmasneha e« 13, 16, 52, 200, 209,
217, 232, 233, 242, 244, 247, 252,
253,260

atmasnehavat « 244, 248

atmasvariipa ¢ 150

atmahetu o 122

atmagra « 57

atmatmiyagraha « 8

atmatmiyatvabhinivista ¢ 13

atmatmiyadrsti 16

atmatmiyasneha e 13,14

atmatmiyanuparodhin « 14

atmatmiyabhinivesa ¢ 10

atmadhisthita ¢ 275

atmantarasamaropa ¢ 8

atmabhinive$a ¢ 7,11, 46

atmabhisvanga « 213

atmartha e 155,156, 165

atmarthata « 156

atmarthatva 155,156, 165,171

atmavinabhavin « 133

atmasrita ¢ 23

atmiya « 4,13,35,187,208,217,218,
219, 243, 244, 260, 265, 280, 282

atmiyagraha e« 8,12

atmiyatas ¢ 7

atmiyata e 257

atmiyatyaga e 279

atmiyatva ¢ 257,258

atmiyatvadars$ana e 255, 258

atmiyadrs « 261

atmiyadrsti ¢ 16

atmiyabuddhi e« 220, 222, 256, 259,
260

atmiyabuddhivisaya 222

atmiyabuddhihani « 220

atmiyaviraga ¢ 209

atmiyavairagya ¢ 209,243



346 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

atmiyasneha e« 12, 13, 14, 252, 256,
259,260

atmiyasnehabija « 242

atmiyanuparodhin ¢ 14

atmiyabhinivesa « 10

atmendriyamanorthasannikarsa .
199

atmoccheda « 193

atmopalambhana 133

atyantika e 191, 193, 212, 225, 236,
237,238

avDA « 181,182

aditya 3

adiviSuddha « 45

aVDRS « 94

aVDRS s * 91,168

adya e« 17

avVDHA « 168,180,181

adhana « 181

adhara « 21,25

adharyadharabhava « 21

adharyadharabhuta « 22

adheyatiSaya « 167,168

adhyatmika 88

animitta ¢ 46

anumanikartha 71

antara e 159,166,213

antaratva ¢ 166

VAP « 191,205

apatti « 83

apatasukha ¢ 229

apadana e« 135

apeksika ¢ 169

apti 15,88

aptopadesa ¢ 139

aptyanapticcha « 16

°adbha e 52

abhasa « 4,117,233

abhasaprapta ¢ 146

abhoga « 183

ayatana e 12,45,63,71,73,105,194,
204

ayatta « 91,107,109

ayatyam e 184,185

ayus o 17

arabdha e 23

arabhya e 41

arambha « 18,152,191, 278

arambhaka ¢ 23

é\/1:{Ul—lcausative ° 89: 90

aropa ¢ 260

aropya ¢ 9

aryasatya ¢ 33

aryasahasravahita « 3

aVLAMB « 148

alambananantara ¢ 195

alayavijiana e« 28, 44

aloka « 107,149

alocana « 149, 181

avartin « 206

avita e 124

avVVRT « 197

avedita « 94

aveditapraya e« 20

aVSANK « 166

asaya e 46

asa « 16

asraya e 16,21,23,91,121,124,133,
141, 144, 194, 204, 217, 219, 220,
223,232,272

asrayaparivrtti » 249

asrayavisesa « 183

asrayasrayibhava e 21, 22

asrita » 23,63,141, 142,185, 224

VAS o 34

aVSAD « 206

asana e 152,153,154,167

asadita « 147

ahita « 181,186

icchantika 55

iccha « 16,18, 20, 25,91, 120, 136,
141, 144, 145, 155, 156, 181, 182,
196, 223, 233

icchadvesa  24,120,141,196,210

icchapiirvaka « 121

icchamatra « 115

icchavisaya 155

idanta « 181

indriya 19,140, 144, 145, 146, 149,
150, 151, 189, 193, 194, 197, 199,
200, 205, 217, 220, 224, 241, 250,
253,255, 264, 265

indriyaguna 141

indriyajiiana e 148, 180

indriyapratyaksa e 105



indriyanumana « 150

indriyantaravikara « 20,120

indriyartha « 140

indhana « 73,74,75,89,198

VIS « 25,30,31,71,91,110, 147, 156,
170, 181, 195, 232, 280

ista 94, 103, 128, 155, 156, 157,
158, 160, 165, 167, 168, 169, 176,
206, 234, 237, 241

istaka e 153

istagrahana « 156

istaghatakrt « 156,160

istavighatakrt ¢ 156,157,160

istaviprayoga 206

istavya 102

istasariraprapti o 225

istasiddhi « 167,169

istadhigamartha » 234, 238

ihapratyayahetu o 22

VIKS » 3

iksana ¢ 260

iksu ¢ 270

franalaksana e 75

irsya 203,210

1évara e« 18,47,143,174,175

uktamatra « 156

uccheda « 83,96,193,202,204, 205,
235,236

ucchedadrsti « 48

ucchedavrtti « 61

ucchrita ¢ 80

utkhatamila ¢ 280

uttarottara e 179,283

uttarottaracittaprasava ¢ 186

uttarottarapaya e 192

uttrasaprahana ¢ 82

utpatti 10, 21, 94, 169, 172, 175,
184, 185, 186, 194, 213, 264, 272

utpattikarana e 10

utpattisthana ¢ 205

utpattr e 22

utVPAD « 42,167,172,184, 185,186,
190, 194, 195, 206, 243

utpanna e 83,153,198, 203, 205

utpala ¢ 152

utpalaka ¢ 152

INDICES

347

utpada « 40,93,111
utpadana e 20,29, 82,186
udaka e 46,126
udasina » 17,188
udaharana 123, 236
udbhava e« 179,236
udvega 270
unvMIS « 122
unmilitdlocana ¢ 149
unmesa ¢ 17, 20,120
unmesanimesa ¢ 127,136
upakara ¢ 169, 229, 230
upakaraka e 161,174,227
upakarakatva e 160, 161
upakarita e 227
upakaritva ¢ 168
upakarin « 167,168, 169
upakaryopakarakabhava e 227
upakle$a « 10
upagata ¢ 56
upaVGAM o 257
upagama ¢ 165
upagraha ¢ 169
upacara ¢ 76,173
upacaramatra ¢ 173
upadars$ana e 7,45
upavDIS ¢ 170,202,207
upadesa ¢ 34,45, 46, 47, 206, 207,
234,237
upadhana e 152
upanita 170
upaneya ¢ 50
upanyasta ¢ 122,156,166
upapatti « 144
upapattibhava « 77
upaVvPAD e 237,239
upaVPAD s ¢ 167,234
upapadita ¢ 147
upapaditavya e 136
upaVBHU]J « 235
upabhoktr e 25
upabhoga e 198,205,220
upabhogasadhana e 221,253,265
upabhogasadhanatva e 223
upabhoganga « 156, 228
upabhogasraya 220
upabhogasrayatva ¢ 223
upayuktasarvajiiata ¢ 70



348 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

upaVYU] ¢ 173

upayoga e 174

upayogin ¢ 103,108,168,269

uparama e 225,236,237

uparodha « 14

uparodhapratighatin « 14

upalaksana ¢ 19,33

upalabdha « 70,71

upalabdhavat « 181

upalabdhi « 4,70,75,80,88,98,133,
140, 145, 158, 161, 191, 248, 255,
261

upalabdhikarana « 194

upalabdhicitta « 184

upalabdhilaksanaprapta « 106, 127

upaVLABH « 70,80,97,98,122,147,
148,162,170,172,173,182

upalambha e 148,149,173

upalambhana 133

upalambhanupalambha ¢ 132,133

upalambhantaranga ¢ 264, 265

upasama e 198

upasamhara « 173

upasanVvGAM e 198

upastha ¢ 189

upahataprajiia » 206

upatta « 53,88

upaVDA « 15, 181, 193, 200, 205,
207,211,216

upadana e 6,11, 12, 14, 88, 89, 98,
107,109, 269, 278

upadanaprajfiapti 72

upadanaskandha e 7, 16,53, 55,270

upadanahani « 269

upadanartha « 88

upadaya e« 73, 88,89,98

upadayaprajiiapti » 72,73,88

upadeya » 250, 251

upaya e 50, 52,56, 63,76, 198, 210,
211

upayakausalya ¢ 46

upasina e 204, 205

upeksavastha 269

upeta ¢ 46

ubhaya « 234,239

ubhayapaksasampratipanna ¢ 123

ubhayabahirbhiita « 136

ubhayavyavrtti « 136

usnatalaksana e 75
usnatasvabhava e« 74
usmalaksana ¢ 58
usmasvabhava ¢ 58

aru e 158
irdhvagamana « 121
irdhvam « 121
urdhvadhogati « 123

ekatya ¢ 79
ekatvadrsti o 264
ekatvanyatva e 88,96
ekadesajfiagita « 170
ekadesin « 6
ekades$aikades$ibhava « 6
ekabhavin ¢ 251
ekayana e« 41
ekavacana e« 91
ekavartin ¢ 3
ekasantanika ¢ 184
ekantena o 229,230
ekarthabhidhana « 91
esana ¢ 267,268

aikadhikaranya ¢ 125
aikantika ¢ 191
aikantikatva ¢ 129,131
aikya e 175,262

audasinya ¢ 269
aurasa ¢ 53,54

kantaka « 212,271

VKATH « 269

kathita « 272

kapala e 23

kara « 158

karana e« 31, 94, 140, 141, 145, 161,
188

karaniya 206

karuna e 55

karnasubhaga « 148

kartavya e 282

kartr « 18, 20, 25, 26, 45, 47,78, 82,
112, 141, 150, 177, 180, 188, 190,
232,281,282

Kartrtva ¢ 19, 25,188,190



kartrtvabhoktrtva « 282

kartrpada « 190

kartrprayojya ¢ 140

kartrprayojyata ¢ 141

kartrbhoktrtvahani « 177

kartryojya 140

kartrvada e« 18

karmadharaya e 273

karman e 15, 20, 21, 24, 25, 33, 69,
80,81,120,121,178,184, 185, 186,
204, 278, 282

karmapitrva « 186

karmapravrtti « 19

karmaprasavahetu « 278

karmaphala « 20

karmavipaka e« 83

karmendriya « 189

kalala « 73

kalapa ¢ 165

kalusita 235

kalevara ¢ 220,222

kalpa « 234,269, 270, 271

kalpana « 98

kalpita ¢ 169, 282

kalpyan e 276,277

kanatva e 257,264

kanda ¢ 185

kadacitka ¢ 150,151,175

kamatrsna ¢ 15

kamavibhaveccha « 16

kamita ¢ 232,236

kamin ¢ 251

kaya e 42,52,53, 59,80, 81, 167

kayavijfiana « 167

karaka ¢ 31

karana e« 3,10, 20, 21, 23, 24, 46, 80,
82, 103, 108, 109, 121, 133, 135,
145, 146, 149, 150, 151, 169, 172,
174, 176, 194, 195, 209, 214, 220,
245,250, 260, 261, 272,280

karananirodha « 267

karanavattva e 151

karanaviruddha e« 261

karanaviruddhopalabdhi 248,261

karananivrtti « 262

karanantara e 149

karanabadhin e 260

karya « 41,103,108, 109, 121, 142,

349

144,145, 148, 149, 150, 151, 214
karyakarana e 161
karyakaranasanghata ¢ 161
karyakarana e« 103,172
karyakaranata e 135
karyakaranabhava e« 103, 108, 109,

133,149
karyakaranabhavapravaha e 195
karyanisedha e 262
karyalinga « 148,150
karyahetu « 35
karyahetupratiripaka « 172
kala 176,197, 247,270
kasini 232,236
kastha 153,282
kificinmatra « 146
kinva « 147
kila e 44,45
kitasankhya « 70
kuthara e« 270
kudya e« 282
kudrsticestita o 3
kumbhakara e 46
kula 198
kulaja « 270
kulaputra e 40
kulina « 270
kusalakarman e 80, 81
kusalakarmabhisamskara « 80
kusaladharma « 80
kiitasthanitya e 9, 60
krta « 10,178
krtaka « 26,29, 30
krtakatva ¢ 30,32
krtakaraniya 206
krtya 153
kréa o 148
VKLP « 143
kevala e 166,190, 198, 200, 217
kevalavyatirekin « 35,117,118,129,

130
kevalavyatirekihetu « 118,119
kesa » 220,222,257
kaivalya e 152,188,191,240,241
kokanada « 101
koti ¢ 46
kosa « 71
kausalya « 46



350 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

krama e 144, 186, 210, 212, 213

kramayaugapadya ¢ 26,115

kramena e 20,26,28,110,161,175

kramotpatti « 175

kriya e« 11,26, 30, 31,99, 113, 142,
143, 145,175,190

kriyabhoga « 280

kriyabhogadhisthana e 31, 32

klistahetu 97

klesa « 3,4,10,40,47,204

klesakarman e 278

klesahetu « 7

kleSopaklesa « 10

ksana e« 10, 249, 251

ksanaksayin ¢ 275

ksanabhangitva ¢ 26

ksanika « 26,29,62,113,115,183

ksanikatva e 2,26,115,175

ksanikaksanika e 115

ksanotpannaniruddha « 83

ksatriya ¢ 80, 81

ksaya o 63

ksayin * 275

ksiti » 125

ksipram e 46

ksina 197,270

ksira 152,172,173

ksudra « 206

ksetrajiia « 281, 282

ksepayoga ¢ 26

Kharalaksana ¢ 75
Kharasvabhava e« 58
kharatmaka e 58
VKHYA « 91,94
Kkhyati » 189
khyapana « 30,91

gagana e 42

gagananilana « 101

gati « 44,77,92,101, 108, 115, 120,
121,127,129, 194

gativisesa ¢ 123

gatyantara ¢ 195

gandha « 111,188,270

VGAM « 19,98, 144, 153, 156, 205,
238

\/GAMcausative e 162

gamaka ¢ 136

gamakatva ¢ 129

gamana ¢ 120,121,123

gamanapratibandha « 21

gamya e 44,145

gardabha e« 94

garbha « 44,47

garbhavastha « 73

garbhini e 44

gatra « 153

gatha « 47

gita » 170

guda « 147

guna e« 21,24,90,122,123, 141, 142,
144, 150, 152, 162, 204, 212, 213,
214, 224, 225, 232, 233, 236, 260,
270

gunakartrtva 188

gunadars$ana « 214, 255, 259, 260

gunadar$anasambhiita ¢ 255

gunadarsin ¢ 15

gunadosa ¢ 211,257

gunadosadarsana e 258

gunadosanubandhin « 210

gunapadartha e 141

gunapariksa e 257,258

gunaparamita ¢ 55,58

gunapurusantaropalabdhi « 191

gunamitra ¢ 80,81

gunale$a « 243

gunavat e 212,257

gunavatta e 253

gunavikala ¢ 256

gunasattva ¢ 82

gunadhara e 25

gunaropa ¢ 260

gunin e« 20,24,123, 141

gunisapeksa ¢ 141

guneksana 260

grha « 153

grhita « 220

go ¢ 91,92

gocara e 8,44,45,46, 62

gotva « 91,92

gaurava ¢ 91

graha e« 5,7, 8,12, 36,55, 56, 143,
192,193, 242

grahana e« 140, 145, 146, 156, 183,



220
grahitr « 140
graha « 3,52

grahaka « 71,82,106
grahya o 42,140
grahyagrahana « 140
griva » 158

VGHAT « 206,237,239
ghata ¢ 23,129,134,135
ghatiyantra « 197
ghana « 73

ghatakrt « 156,160
ghosamatra « 90
ghosasamya ¢ 94
ghrana  80,81,189

cakra 118

cakrabhrami e 191

caksurvijfiana 167

caksus e« 3,80,81, 149,153,154, 155,
156, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 165,
166, 167, 168, 169, 171, 189, 224,
256,257, 264

candana ¢ 269, 271

candanataru e 270

carana e 158

caritartha « 191,206

cala « 168

calacalagati « 121

calita » 251

citta o 20, 48,52, 81, 168, 169, 183,
184, 194, 195

cittacaitta » 71,166

cittacaittakalapa ¢ 165

cittaprakrti « 43

cittaprasava 186

cittabuddhi « 80

cittamatra ¢ 47,143

cittaviséesa o 183

cittopakarin ¢ 168

cittopayogin ¢ 168

citra 46

VCINT « 18,235

cinta e 90

cintamayi prajia ¢ 249

ciranubhuta 183

\/CUDcausative * 19

351

cetana o 25,151,189
cetanacetana ¢ 262
cetandyoga ¢ 25
cetanavat « 188

cetas « 89,90,170, 184
VCEST » 110

cesta « 80,110
cestahetu « 110
cestita ¢ 3

cestitavat 122
cestopalabdhi « 80
caitanya e 20,147,170
caitta » 71,165,166
caitra e 94,165

codita 19

VCYU 42

cyuta e 220,222

chidi « 142
chinna « 270
cheda « 270
chedana 145

jagat e 250,251

jada e 235

VJAN « 42,161, 205, 206, 207, 220,
222

\/JANcausative » 181

jana e 222,263,264

janaka ¢ 161

janana e 172

jananasamarthya ¢ 173

janita « 180,223

jantu e 78,83,197

janmajaravyadhi « 206

janman e 102, 108, 192, 193, 195,
197,202

janmamarana ¢ 193

janmamaranaprabandhoccheda « 202

janmalaksanapratibandha 104

jara « 206

jaramarana e 13,189

jaravyadhimaranadharmalaksana .
81

jala o 21

jadya e 18,19

jata e 89,92,93, 141, 193,195,198

jataka e 76



352 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

jatavastha ¢ 73

jati « 4,10,11,12,21,22,90,194

jatijaramarana e 13

jatidharmalaksana « 81

jativadavalepa « 18

jijiiasa « 90

jihasu « 202

jithva « 80,81

jiva ¢ 58,62, 66, 68,78,79,82

jivaccharira e« 118, 119, 123, 124,
127,128,129, 134,137

jivaddeha « 134, 135

jivana ¢ 20,120

jlvanavisista ¢ 136

jugupsita ¢ 192

°jus * 147

VIR » 42

jila » 282

VINA « 82,132,143

jiatavya e 19

jiatr e 82,140, 142

jiana e 18, 19, 24, 25, 53, 56, 106,
107, 108, 109, 120, 136, 141, 142,
147, 165, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193,
198, 203, 204, 226

jilanamatra ¢ 99

jidanotpadana « 20

jidanopakarin ¢ 167

jiiapana ¢ 89,90

jileya ¢ 52,105, 282

jieyadharma « 71

jyotistoma ¢ 19

jvara e 238

VJVAL « 75

tajjanman ¢ 108

tajjatiya 127

tattva o 18, 88, 90, 92, 94, 101, 189,
190, 271

tattvajiiana e 193,198, 203, 204

tattvatas ¢ 90,111

tattvanyattva ¢ 92,101,102, 103

tattvanyattvavikalpa 92

tattvanyatva « 101,113

tattvanyatvabhaj « 109

tattvanyatvavacya 113

tattvanyatvavacyatva 100

tattvabhyasa ¢ 190

tatpurusa e 39,40,272

tatsvabhava « 7

tathata 57

tathagata e 3, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45,
46,47,48,53

tathagatagarbha e 38, 39, 40, 41, 42,
43,44,45,46,47,50,51,52,60, 61,
62,63

tathagatagarbhamukhopadesa « 46

tathagatagarbhavada e 45

tathagatagarbhopadesa ¢ 46

tathagatatva » 40

tathagatadharmakaya e 55

tathagatadhatu « 40,50,55

tathagatadityavacas « 3

tathabhava e 33

tadavastha « 242

tadiya « 209

tadutpatti « 96,104,131,133

tadutpattilaksana ¢ 135

tanu e 135,136

tanmatra 188

tamas ¢ 154

taru ¢ 270

tadarthya « 206

tadatmya e« 96,104,131,135

tadatmyatadutpatti » 133

tadatmyalaksana « 132,135

tadrsa « 181,183,186,216,217,232

tadrsadarsana e 181

tayin ¢ 36

tarkika o 44

tavatkalaparimana e« 267

tavanmatrasamsthiti « 267

timira o 257

tirasvVKR o 13

tiryakpavana e 121

tiryaggati » 121

tiryaggamana e 120,123

tiryagyoni ¢ 77

tiryafic o 232,236

tila » 136

tirthakara e 45,46,47

tirthakaradrsti o 47

tirthadrsti « 88

tirthika 16,48, 61,65, 67,68,86

tirthya « 3,56,79

tulyajatiyabijaka 280



tali e 152

trtiyapaksa « 27

trpti o 196

VTRS » 13

trspa ¢ 8,10,11,12, 13,15, 16,193,
205,207,232

trsnaprahana « 205

trsnavat « 200,216,278

tejas o 147

tejodhatu « 74

VTYAJ o 211,213,219, 220, 244, 270

tyaga 113, 114, 115, 213,220, 241,
268, 269, 279

tyagaparigraha « 115

tyagopadanahani ¢ 269

tyajya « 250

tyajyopadeyabheda ¢ 251

trana « 192

triguna 152,162

traiyadhvika 186

trairdsya 203

trairipya 129

trailokya ¢ 205

tvac « 141,189

dagdhendhananala « 198

danda e 46

dadhi « 172,173

darsana e 4,5,7,10,12, 27, 56, 80,
81,90,120,127,130,133, 140, 156,
181, 198, 212, 214, 223, 236, 238,
243, 252, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259,
260,261, 275, 280, 283

dar$anacitta « 184

dar$anapratisandhatr 182

darsanapratisandhana « 182

dar$anamarga 115,249

dar$anaheya « 16

dar$anadar$ana 258

darsanabhyasa ¢ 91

darsin e 15,34,53,182,202, 267

dasa e 241

dasta « 219,220

daksinya 270

datra « 141

daraka « 71

dinmatra ¢ 19

VDIS uative © 41, 46,63

353

diksa « 173,260

duhkha « 9,11, 16, 20, 22, 24, 25,27,
33,53, 54, 55, 60, 80, 83, 120, 136,
141, 154, 182, 189, 192, 193, 194,
197, 199, 202, 204, 205, 206, 207,
219, 225, 229, 230, 232, 233, 237,
238, 247, 267, 269, 273, 275, 276,
277

duhkhakalusita e 235

duhkhaksaya « 63

duhkhata « 272,273,275

duhkhatatraya 11,272

duhkhadaréana ¢ 256

duhkhadarsin e 202

duhkhaduhkhata « 272

duhkhanidanabhtta « 216

duhkhaprabandhoccheda « 204

duhkhaprahana e 202

duhkhabija « 194

duhkhabhavana e« 35,201, 207, 218,
219,222,223, 244, 247,260, 272

duhkhabhiita « 10,215,216

duhkhamatralaksana « 81

duhkhamoksa « 194

duhkhayoga 202

duhkhayoni ¢ 267

duhkhavikalpa « 206, 207

duhkhavigamopayajijiiasu 198

duhkhavimoksa 194

duhkhasaiijiia 54,201, 205

duhkhasanjfiabhavana ¢ 201,207

duhkhasafijfiabhavana 201

duhkhasanjiiabhavanopadesa ¢ 206

duhkhasamasraya « 215

duhkhasadhana « 181, 244

duhkhasmrti ¢ 182

duhkhahana « 269

duhkhahetu e 7,182, 204, 215, 216,
217,229,241, 268

duhkhahetutva e 253

duhkhakarabhavana e 201

duhkhanapti « 15

duhkhanubhava « 31, 62

duhkhanusakta ¢ 204, 205

duhkhanusanga ¢ 202

duhkhanta e 203, 225

duhkhayatana ¢ 194, 204

duhkhotpadanahetu « 29



354 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

duhkhotpadahetu 111

duhkhopakara « 230

duranta ¢ 236

duranvaya e 177

durvara « 218

diram e 75

dr$ e 255,261,272

VDRS « 13,14,44,53, 61,70,80,92,
121, 130, 143, 181, 182, 193, 202,
204, 205, 260, 276, 277

VDRS causative © 91,120,134

drsya « 42,109

dréyanupalabdhi « 130

drsta e 70, 94, 123, 124, 126, 127,
141, 143, 145, 146, 153, 162, 163,
178, 181, 184, 212, 215, 232, 236,
237,238,255

drstadrsta « 129

drstadrstartha « 33

drstanta 121,159,160, 168

drsti e 1,3,4,5,7,16,17,18,46,47,
48, 52, 54, 57, 61, 67, 84, 88, 109,
114, 115, 130, 181, 193, 215, 216,
223,249, 264, 269, 275, 280

drstisvabhava e 7

drstyadrsti « 133

devadatta « 153,161, 162,171, 184

devamanusyadijati « 194

deSaniya « 170

desaviSesa ¢ 16

deha ¢ 134,135,143, 144

dehadharma « 123

dehasthita « 121

dehatmavada « 139

dehantargata ¢ 45

dosa e« 4,5, 10, 12,13, 52, 96, 109,
160, 181, 184, 192, 193, 201, 203,
204, 210, 211, 218, 243, 244, 246,
251, 253, 254, 255, 257, 260, 264

dosajati « 4,10

dosadar$ana e 212,223, 243,258

dosadrs$ e 255,261

dosadrsti « 223

dosanimitta e 203

dosamiila « 244

dosarahita e 257

dosavat e 257

dosasattva « 82

\/dradhayadenominative o 242

dravya e 33,125,126

dravyatas ¢ 97

dravyatva ¢ 96

dravyasamsthana « 144

dravyasat  68,70,74,97,100

dravyasattva ¢ 81

dravyantara e 3

dravyasrita ¢ 141

drastr « 82,112

dvandva ¢ 140,150,232

VDVIS « 269

dvesa o 12, 14, 20, 24, 45, 120, 136,
141, 182, 187, 198, 203, 204, 210,
233,267,269

dvesavisaya « 250

dvaita * 238

dvyanuka e 23

dhara e 45

dharma « 8,17,20, 21, 28,31, 40, 41,
42,46,48,50,52,55,58,59, 60,62,
68,70,71,73,76,80,81,82,83,90,
93,94,104,123,136,158,159,170,
181, 191, 195, 196, 197, 198, 200,
201, 225, 261

dharmaka ¢ 81,82,276, 277

dharmakaya e« 42,52, 53, 54, 55, 58,
59

dharmakosa 71

dharmata e« 3,40

dharmadharmin e« 22

dharmanairatmya e« 46, 56,57

dharmabheda « 104, 108

dharmamatralaksana 81

dharmavisesaviparitasidhana « 158

dharmadharma e« 20, 24, 185, 196,
197,198, 205, 233, 246

dharmadharmabhava « 194

dharmantara 90

dharmin « 22,90,118

dharmeccha « 18

dhatu e 40,42,45,50,52,55,57,63,
71,72,74,105

dh1 « 143,220,223,230

dhrtasarira « 191

dhyana « 9

dhruva e« 42,45



dhvastaprajiiana « 18

nakha e 257

nabhahkokanada ¢ 101

naya e 143

VNAS « 89,107,114,115

nasvaratman e 22

nasta ¢ 27

nantariyaka
115,137

nantariyakata e 109

namakarana e 94

namamatra ¢ 57

namarupa ¢ 186

namasambaddha « 80

namin e 80

nasa e« 21, 22,89,90, 94,95, 232, 241

nasaka e 21

nasahetu o 21

nasitva 90

nihsreyasa o 3,193, 206, 225

nihsarana 9

nihsvabhava « 31,94, 101, 108, 240

nirapeksa ¢ 56,175

nirvVAS « 122

nirasta 21

niratmaka 29, 30, 119, 123, 124,
126,128,129,134, 137

niratmakatva e« 124,137

niratmata e 3,134,275

niratmatadaréana e 275

niratman e 30,31, 32

nirabhasa e« 45

nirabhasagocara « 46

nirayatana e 194

niralamba e« 151

nirasa ¢ 124

nirupadhi$esanirvana e« 76,79

nirupakhya e« 31,32

nirguna ¢ 45

nirvDIS « 46, 57

nirdista ¢ 7

nirdesa ¢ 101

nirdosa 200, 209, 210, 211, 216,
245,251,253

nirnimitta « 124

nirbija « 194, 198

nirbhaya « 192

101, 106, 108, 109,

INDICES

355

nirvana e« 3,45,46,51,57,58,61,62,
63,70,72,76,79, 282

nirvanapura e 3,282

nirvanapuraikavartin ¢ 3

nirvanavastha 239

nirvikalpakagocara « 46

nirvikalpakapada « 47

nirvikara « 110

nirvinna ¢ 202

nirVVID « 202

nirvisesa ¢ 235

nirvisaya 280

nirvrtti « 80,81

nirveda « 202, 267

nirvedakarin « 268

nirvedavastha ¢ 267

niscaya » 136,137,179

nisvCI « 146,181

nirapa ¢ 96

niskriyatva 190

nija « 121

nitya ¢ 9,18, 19, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 42,
45, 54, 55, 58, 59, 60, 61, 67, 109,
110, 111, 114, 115, 118, 150, 168,
175, 177, 192, 233, 238, 239, 276,
277

nityata « 25

nityatva ¢ 115

nityatvanityatva 109, 111

nityaparoksa e 143, 145, 149

nityaparoksatva e 148

nityaparamita ¢ 53,55,56

nityaviparyasa ¢ 55

nityasafijia e 7

nityasafijiiin ¢ 53

nityasukha e« 234

nityasukharaga « 239

nityanitya 115

nityasraya e 23

nidana « 5,10

nidanabhita 7,216

nibandha ¢ 183

nimitta 19, 31, 92, 124, 142, 146,
152, 194, 201, 203, 206, 212, 213,
223,245,250, 259

nimittopalaksana ¢ 33

nivMIS 122

nimilitalocana ¢ 149



356 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

nimesa « 17,20,127,136

nimesonmesa ¢ 120

niyata ¢ 113,115

niyama ¢ 31,171,173

niyamena ¢ 92,107,108,133,209

niyukta ¢ 91

niruddha « 83

nivROP « 115

nirodha ¢ 9,195,198, 267

nirodhasatya 109

nilana ¢ 101

nivartaka ¢ 212,261

nivartita ¢ 93

nivVAS « 153

nivaha e« 121

nivista ¢ 3

ni\/VRcausative * 214

nivVRT « 93,124,133, 164, 189, 198

NiVVRT cqustive * 203

nivrtta ¢ 232,267

nivrttasarvasamarthya ¢ 26

nivrtti « 24,34, 63,93,115,117,126,
127, 128, 129, 133, 135, 136, 151,
173, 189, 190, 198, 203, 204, 236,
262

nivrttidharman 126

nivrttimatra e 31, 32

nivesana ¢ 115

nivSAM e 3

nisiddha « 103,166

nisedha ¢ 101, 262

nispanna « 172,186

NiVSIDH ausative ® 190

nitartha e 47

nila « 33,83,107, 109

nr e 16

netra e 257

neyartha « 47

nairatmya e 1,30, 31,32, 46,47, 52,
56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 127, 128, 129,
133,134,185, 232,246,271

nairatmyadarsana ¢ 252,275

nairatmyadrs e 272

nairatmyasantrasa ¢ 46

nairatmyasiddhi « 32,129

nairatmyatmaka ¢ 57

nairatmyatmagralabha ¢ 57

nairatmyopadesa ¢ 46

nairasya 232,235
nairyanika ¢ 9
nopalambha e 97
nyasta ¢ 164

nyaya e 9,141
nyayanusarijiana « 18

paksa e 27,115, 123,167, 168, 236,
239

paksadharmata « 101,129

paksin ¢ 16,17

paficadharmakos$a « 71

paficamadharmantargata 71

paficavim$atitattvajiiana ¢ 189

paficaskandhavyatirikta ¢ 67

pata « 152

patu « 179,181

pandita 80,170

pati 270

patita ¢ 46,80

patitocchrita e 80

pattra ¢ 185

pathin « 206

pada e 46,47,190

padartha e 45,46,141,197,198

payas ¢ 205

para ¢ 122,129, 136, 140, 153, 154,
157,158,159, 160, 162, 165, 167

paramparaya ¢ 186

parakiya e 257

paratantra « 10, 141, 144

parato bhava « 30

paratva e 169

parapaksapratisedha ¢ 123

parapara ¢ 56

parama e 57

paramapurusartha ¢ 206

paramanu e 23,46

paramatman e 43,57,58,59

paramarthatas ¢ 66, 280

paramarthadars$ana « 198

paralokin e 25

paravasa « 30,31

parasabda e 165

parasu 270

parasvadha e« 145

parasaiijiia 12

parasparam e« 98,103,104, 108,152



parasparaviruddhadharma « 104

parasparavyaghata 173

parasparartha « 153,154

paraspararthaka ¢ 166

parasparopakarin 169

parahitabuddhi ¢ 270

parapara e 264

paraparaprarthana e 264

parartha e 152,153, 154, 155, 156,
158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 165,
171,173,191

pararthaka 159, 166

pararthakriya ¢ 165

pararthatva « 161,162,163

pararthanumana ¢ 155

parikalpa « 45

parikalpita 16,58, 115, 249

parikalpitatmadrsti ¢ 17

parivVKLP e 3

pari\/K]:‘Pcausative * 67

parigrhita 120,121

parigraha ¢ 12,14,16,113,114,115

parigrahatyaga « 115

parigrahadvesa ¢ 12

pariccheda ¢ 113,198, 241

paricchedaka ¢ 113

paricchedakatva « 123

parivVCHID » 98

pariv]NA « 204

parijfiata 204

parinata e 147

parinati « 184

parinatiduhkha e 229,232

parinama e 42,147,186

parinamavisSista ¢ 186

parinamavisesa ¢ 147,185,186

pari\/TRS « 9,15

paritrsnavat ¢ 200, 215

parivVTYA] e 212,232

parityaga ¢ 212

parinirvana e 25,79

paripluta ¢ 193

parimana e 233,267

parivrtti ¢ 249

parivestita ¢ 45

parivVVRAJ e 48

parivrajaka e« 48

pariSuddha e« 47

INDICES

357

parihara 24,114, 115,181,213,226

pariksa » 36,257,258

pariksatraya e« 33

parusasparsavigata e 42

para\/I e 75

paroksa
149

paropakarin e 169

paryanka e 152,153

paryanuyukta ¢ 161

paryanta 152,188,191, 192

paryaya e 31,46

paryayena e 229,251

paryudasapratisedha ¢ 211

palasa « 6

palasayukta « 6

paliguddha « 56

paligodha « 56

pavana 121

pasu e 257

patha « 45

pani « 6,189

paniyukta ¢ 6

pada 152,189

papahana « 18

payu e 189

para ¢ 56

paratantrya ¢ 274

paramarthika « 81,101

paramita e« 43,52,53,55, 56,58, 59

paramparyena « 103,186

pararthya < 19, 156, 157, 158, 160,
163,165,167,168

pararthyamatra « 156,167,168

pararthyasiddhi 171

paravara ¢ 169

parivrajya e 238

parisesya ¢ 141

pasananirvisesa o 235

pindasafjfia « 7

pista 147

pitha « 152

pida « 14

pita ¢ 83

pums ¢ 19,20

punya e 83

putra e 53,54, 66,94,95, 281

pudgala e ix, x, 2, 25, 27, 34, 35, 47,

130, 132, 143, 145, 148,



358 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

57,62,65,67,68,69,70,71,72,73,
76,77,78,79,82,83, 84, 85,87, 88,
89,92,96,97,98,99,100,101,102,
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109,
110,111,112,113, 114,115,116

pudgalajiiana 106

pudgalanairatmya « 57

pudgalaprajfiapti ¢ 98

pudgalasvabhavagrahaka « 106

pudgalakara « 106

punarjanman ¢ 11

punarbhava ¢ 11

punarbhavapratisandhana « 204

punarbhavaprarthana « 205

punarbhavasadhana ¢ 205

purusa e X, 3,34,78,83,90,152,153,
154, 161, 162, 188, 189, 190, 191,
226,253,262,270

purusapradhana e« 262

purusaviparitartha ¢ 161

purusavimoksa e 152

purusartha « 152,206

puruseccha ¢ 91

purusopabhoganga ¢ 156

VPUS 150,151

puspa ¢ 186

puspavasana ¢ 186

puya e« 270

pirvaka e 166,186,198

pirvapaksa ¢ 25,162

purvapirva « 280, 283

purvacarya e 17

purvapara ¢ 180

purvapararupa ¢ 20

prthaktva ¢ 233

prthagabhihita ¢ 123

prthagjana e 16, 248, 249

prthagbhiita 264

prthagbhiitatman e« 264

prthivi e 74,125,126, 147

pesin « 73

posa  78,79,83

paunarbhavika ¢ 15

prakarana e 94,155, 156

prakara e 137

pra‘/KAScausative * 91

prakasa ¢ 109

prakasana e« 92

prakrti « 43,152,188,190, 191, 226,
232,264,265, 267

prakrtipurusantarajfiana « 226

prakrtiprabhasvaravisuddhi « 45

prakrtiSuddha 58

prakrtyatiriktatman ¢ 163

praksaya ¢ 205

pracchadana « 152

praVJAN o 12

prajhapti * 3,71,72,73,76,81, 82,
88,97,98, 100

prajiiaptisat 68,100

prajiaptisattva ¢ 100

prajiiaptyastita e 97

prajiapya ¢ 111

prajiia ¢ 206, 232,249

praVJNA « 63

pra\/]NAcausative * 70,88,97

prajiana e 18

prajidparamita e 55

prajiiopayakausalya ¢ 46

pranidhana e 183,184

pranita « 9

pratikiila » 203, 239

pratikiilatvanukiilatva ¢ 269

pratikiilavartin ¢ 14

pratiksanam e 10

pratiksanavinasa ¢ 21

pratigha « 14,269,270

pratighatin « 14

pratiVJNA « 96,98

pratipaksa ¢ 9,53, 54, 55, 205, 206,
207

pratipat ¢ 58,60

pratipattavya e 139

pratipatti « 70,108, 109

pratipad « 9

prativVPAD « 70,139,163, 167

pratiVPAD ausarive © 113,124,139, 164

pratipanna ¢ 129

pratipadaka 124

pratipadakatva ¢ 124

pratipadita 100, 113

pratipadya « 92

pratipurusavimoksa ¢ 152,191

pratipranibhinna e 25

pratibaddha « 107, 136

prativVBANDH « 243



pratibandha e« 21, 91, 98, 102, 104,
106,108,109, 118,132,133

prativBHA « 91,108

prativVBHAS 106,107,109

pratibhasa ¢ 106,107, 108, 109

pratibhasana « 107, 108

pratiriipaka 172

pratiVLABH « 89

prativedha « 58

pratisiddha ¢ 136

pratisedha e« 90, 94, 123, 141, 164,
211

pratisedhana « 101

pratisandhatr ¢ 182

pratisandhana e 2,140, 181, 182, 204

pratisandhayin « 180,181

pratisandhi ¢ 11

prativVSIDH 115,123

prativl « 107,109,130,167

pratika « 232,253

pratiti « 107,108,109, 130, 202, 262

pratitisadhana 136

pratityasamutpada 109, 207

pratyaksa e 33, 71, 105, 117, 139,
148, 149, 157, 162, 180, 181, 198,
220,222,247

pratyaksagamya e 145

pratyaksapramana ¢ 71

pratyaksanupalabdhi ¢ 139

pratyaksanumananivrtti e 151

pratyaksabhasa e 4

pratyaksabhimata « 33

pratyaksarthagrahaka 71

pratyaksiVKR « 201, 246

pratyaksikrta e 71,247

pratyabhijiia « 179

pratyabhijiiana « 179, 183, 184

pratyabhijiiata « 178

pratyaya e 9,26,47,148,180, 272

pratyayatva e 27

pratyayahetu ¢ 22

pratyakhyana e 202

pratyacaksana ¢ 151

pratyatmagatigamya e 44

pratyayana ¢ 91

pratyasatti « 107, 109

pratyutpanna e 46,71,267

pratyupaVSTHA « 107,109

359

pratyupasthapana « 107,109

pratyeka o 152

pratyekabuddha e 16, 41, 53,54, 55,
56

pratyekam e 253

pradhana « 10,17,47,188,189, 262

pradhanakarana « 10

pradhanapurusantarajiana e« 190,
226

pradhanavinivrtti « 191

pradhanahetu « 6

prapafica ¢ 61

prapaficavyupasanti 58

praVPAD e 147

prabandha « 204

prabandhapravrtti e 275

prabandhoccheda « 202,204

prabodha « 181

prabhava e 3,9, 10, 34

prabhava « 183,184

prabhavita ¢ 59

prabhasvara e 45

pramana e« 29,71,117,128,139, 144,
160, 161, 233, 249

pramanabala « 18

pramanabhiita « 36

\/praménayadenominative e 151

pramanikarana 173

pramanivKR e« 127

prameya e 192,203

praVYAT « 182

prayatna e« 20, 24, 46, 120, 123,136,
141, 182, 200, 212, 233

prayatnakarya ¢ 121

prayatnabhlimi ¢ 234

prayatnavat e 24,121

prayatnanantariyaka e 31

prayukta e 237

prayuktavat e 134

pravYU] « 91,141, 166

prayoga e 30,90,91, 101, 126, 136,
172,209, 214, 215, 216, 237, 238

prayojana e 7,94

prayojya ¢ 140

pravacanadharmata ¢ 3

pravartana e 203

pravada e 124

pravadamatra e 124



360 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

pravaha ¢ 195

pravVRT « 71,80,123, 181,204, 232,
233,234,269

pravrtta ¢ 91

pravrtti ¢ 15,16, 19, 27,63, 80,152,
170, 173, 192, 193, 196, 201, 204,
234,236,237,238, 246, 275

pravrttikirana « 278

pravrttidvaita ¢ 238

pravrttinimitta 201, 203, 245

pravrttinivrtti o 24,34, 63,136

pravrttivijiana ¢ 83

pravrttihetu ¢ 204

prasakha e« 73

prasanta e 42

prasnapiirvaka ¢ 120

prasanga ¢ 21, 88,91, 96, 106, 109,
119, 129,134,135, 161,179, 281

prasangapadana ¢ 135

prasajyapratisedha ¢ 211

praVSAN] « 135

prasafijana e 135

prasannacitta ¢ 270

prasava ¢ 186,278

prasadhaka ¢ 140,142

prasadhita « 150,151

prasiddha « 137, 156, 182, 269, 278,
282

prasiddhi ¢ 140,142,151

praVSIDH « 5,133

pra\/SU e 12

prasita ¢ 133

prastuta e 93

pravHA « 204,239

prahana e« 5,34,52, 82,202, 205

prahani 210

prahanyupaya 210

prahara « 247

prahina « 204,239

prana « 17,20,24,119,120,123,136

pranadi « 120, 122, 124, 125, 127,
128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134,
135,136,137, 144

pranadimat 125

pranadimattva « 118, 126, 127, 137,
151

pranadimaruta « 121

pranapana « 120, 127,134,135

pranapanakarman e« 121
pranapanasabda ¢ 123
pranidharma « 136
pranin e 16, 25
pradhanika « 190
pradhanyena o 7
pravAN o 122
praVAP « 98,135,189
prapta « 100, 106, 130, 146, 161, 191,
206
prapti « 40,189,191, 225
praptiparihara « 24,181
praptyasa « 16
pramanya ¢ 18, 34,36
praya ¢ 20
praVARTH « 205
prarthana e 205, 264
prarthita « 206
preksavat o 234
preksavatpurusa ¢ 3
preta 77,85
preman e 232
preyas e 236
praVIR « 121

phala e 15,19, 20, 25, 34, 55, 175,
177,178,184, 185, 186, 198

phalotpatti « 184,185, 186

phalotpadanasamartha ¢ 186

badhira 146

bandha « 29,111
bandhana e 239,269
bandhamoksa ¢ 111,112
bala « 18

balavat ¢ 233

balaka 135,136
bahirbhita « 136
bahuvacana « 91
bahuvrihi 39,180, 254
bahuvrihigarbhabahuvrihi « 280
VBADH e 42,255,260
badhaka ¢ 139,157,179
badhakapramana e 29, 144
badhana « 163
badhananusakta ¢ 205
badhanayoga « 202

bala « 46, 63,257



baladaraka « 71
balapandita « 80,170
balaprthagjana « 16
baleya ¢ 94

bahya 79,210, 212,213
bahyavastu ¢ 227
bahyartha « 227

bija « 40, 149, 172, 181, 184, 185,
186, 193, 194, 205, 242, 250, 251,

280
bijaka « 280
bijaphala « 185
bijjadhana « 181

buddha e xi, 3,16, 18, 38, 39, 40, 41,
42,43,44,45,47,48,49,50,51, 59,

60,61,62,63,116
buddhatva « 42
buddhadatta « 80,81
buddhadharma e« 62

buddhadhatu « 40, 42,43, 51,52

buddhayana e 41

buddhi « 17,20, 22, 33,70, 71, 80, 81,
90, 188, 189, 193, 200, 205, 217,
220, 222, 223, 225, 229, 233, 241,

256,259, 260, 264, 270
buddhinimittasraya 194
buddhiptirva « 80, 81, 143
buddhisamanasraya « 204
buddhindriya « 189
VBUDH « 88,205
bodhi « 70
bodhimarga « 48

bodhisattva « 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 54,

55,63
brahmacarya « 60,70
brahmadatta « 80
brahmadiloka ¢ 225
brahmana « 79,80, 81

VBHAJ » 267

VBHAN « 25

bhadanta « 276, 277
bhadraka ¢ 235

bhava « 11,12,15,16,77
bhavatrsna « 15,207
bhavavaficha « 16
bhavitavya ¢ 47,109,154
bhavisyadbhavaphala ¢ 15

INDICES

bhaveccha « 16
bhastra 121

bhastradhmapayita « 120,121

bhastraparigrhita « 121
bhanda e« 46

bhava e 21,22,26, 224, 275
bhavaka e 247

bhavacinta « 90

bhavana e 201, 202, 206, 207

361

bhavana e« 35,55,201, 207,218,219,
222, 223, 244, 247, 253, 260, 272,

275
bhavanamayi prajiia « 249
bhavanamarga 249
bhavanasa « 22
bhavanaheya « 16
bhavasantati o 21
bhavin 181, 250
bhavya ¢ 124
VBHAS « 47
bhasita « 170
bhasvat ¢ 3
bhiksu « 70,72,81,276,277
VBHID « 224,236
bhinna e 25, 74,91
bhinnatman e« 125
bhiru « 55
\/BHU] ¢ 178
\/BH[_Jcausative ° 183, 202, 205

bhita « 17,50, 74,147,152,189,191,

206
bhiutakoti « 46
bhitadarsin 50
bhitadharmapavada ¢ 52
bhiitasvabhava « 31
bhimi « 234
bhiiyasa « 229,230

bheda ¢ 74,89,91,92,101, 104, 108,

132,135,157,177,191, 251

bhedapratiti « 262
bhedabheda ¢ 92
bhedabhedavikalpa 101
bhoktavya « 281,282

bhoktr ¢ 20, 25, 78, 82,150, 152, 280,

281, 282
bhoktrta « 25
bhoktrtva « 281,282
bhoktrtvahani 177



362 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

bhoktrbhava « 152

bhoga « 30,31, 179, 241, 280
bhogadhisthana e 31,32
bhogya « 153,281

bhautika ¢ 163,190

bhrami 191

mandala ¢ 64

mata e 3,16,21, 155,176, 280

mati ¢ 251

mattakasini ¢ 232,236

madasakti o 147

madhu ¢ 205

madhurata « 270

madhyama pratipat 58, 60

madhyastha ¢ 17

VMAN . 111,163,172,193, 206, 233,
262,272

manas e« 80, 81, 188,193, 197, 198,
199

manaskara ¢ 146, 149

manusya ¢ 94,194

manogati 20,120

manoguna ¢ 213

manomaya e 42

manomayaskandha ¢ 58

manovijiiana ¢ 69,71,179,180

mandacaksus e 3

mandabuddhi ¢ 90

mama e 9, 14,15, 190, 276, 277

mamakara e 35

°maya ¢ 5,10,42,58

marana e« 13,81, 189,193, 202

maranakala ¢ 197

maranaduhkha ¢ 205

mala ¢ 5,10,40,45,173

malayacandanataru « 270

malinavastraparivestita 45

mahat ¢ 152,153,154,188,191

mahattva « 225,233

mahakaruna e 55

mahatmata ¢ 57

mahabhita « 17,21,153,189

maharghamilyaratna « 45

mahasattva e 45,46

madhyasthya « 188

mana e« 203

manasapratyaksa « 148, 180

maya e 52

maruta « 121

marga e 3,9,17,48,83,115, 249

margasatya ¢ 36

mahatmya ¢ 57

mithyajiiana e« 191, 192, 193, 203,
204

mithyadrsti 67,84

mithyasankalpa 206

mithyopalabdhi « 4

misra ¢ 231

\/miérayadenominative * 98

misribhavana « 98

mukta e 237,238,239

mukti « 209, 236,272,275

muktidasa « 241

muktihetu e 275

mukha ¢ 46,270

mukhopadesa « 45

VMUC « 111,269, 282

muni ¢ 3,220

mumuksu e 36, 234, 237, 253, 254,
280

miurtta e 132,135

murttatva ¢ 150

mila e 5,10,244,280

milya e 45

VMR e 42,206

mrga ¢ 16

mrgapaksin ¢ 17

mrt o 147,151,170

mrtparamanurasi 46

me ¢ 190

megha e 52

moktukama ¢ 251

moktr e 82,112

moksa e 3,19,29,57,111,112,187,
189, 194, 195, 198, 199, 225, 233,
234,236,239

moksanimitta ¢ 19

moksaprapti « 189

moksamana e 234

moksadhigama ¢ 239

moksopadesa ¢ 234,237

moha e 4,5,45,154,193,203,212

maula ¢ 101

yajiiadatta « 184



yajiiayudha e 122

yajiiayudhin « 122

VYAT « 193,207,234

yatna e 25,27,200, 243

yathagraham e 56

yathadar$§anam e« 56

yathapratyaya 179

yathabhiitajfiana « 56

yathalabham e 232

yantra ¢ 197

yantrarpita e 270

yavankura e 172

VYA « 3,270

yana e 41

yukta ¢ 6,109,111,150,168,213

yukti  34,80,89,116,185

yuktimat ¢ 135

yugapat 161

yugapatkriya « 26

VYUJ - 27,71,80,101,110, 135,177

yoga 25, 26, 46, 56, 59, 147, 195,
199, 202, 205, 238, 244

yogin e 247

yogya e 24

yogyata « 139

yojana ¢ 94

yoni * 10,77,267

yaugapadya e« 26,115,135,175

yaugapadyena e 26,110,175

rajas ¢ 154

ratna e 45

ratha « 153

rathakarman e« 24

ramaniya e« 167

rasa « 108,142,188, 253

rasana e 189

raga « 8,12,33,34,45,187,195, 196,
203,239

ragadvesa ¢ 198, 269

ragadvesaprabandha ¢ 204

ragadvesamoha 203

ragadvesadhikara « 203

ragadinivrtti « 198

rajan « 90

rasi « 46,137

ripa « 10, 20, 25, 30, 32, 33, 34, 54,
56, 71, 80, 82, 88, 92, 98, 102, 106,

INDICES

363

107, 108, 109, 115, 122, 137, 141,
144, 149, 150, 153, 163, 167, 172,
186, 188, 191, 213, 224, 225, 253,
260, 275,276,277

ripatva ¢ 224

ripabuddhi « 80

ripalaksana « 92

ripaskandha ¢ 105

rapakrti « 80

riipadiskandha « 102,163

ripin « 31

romafica ¢ 261

VLAKS 19

laksana e« 42, 44, 45, 46, 50, 55, 56,
58, 67, 74, 75, 81, 82, 92, 99, 104,
106, 108, 109, 113, 115, 121, 123,
127, 130, 132, 135, 150, 189, 198,
203, 205, 280

laksanabheda « 74

\/LANGHCausative e 92

VLABH « 57,190

linga « 18,20,24,120,123,125,136,
141, 144, 147, 148, 149, 150, 170,
182,188,189

linganivrtti « 189

lingalingin « 143

lingadarira ¢ 188

lingin « 143,144

lingisvariipa e 145

VLIP 271

Iina « 52

Ila « 270

linanguli « 257

lesa « 91,243

loka 49, 153, 205, 225, 234, 237,
238

lokavyavahara 170

lokanuvrtti « 82

lobha « 203

lohita « 83

laukika « 238

vaktr ¢ 94,170

vacana e 66,88,156,167,170,237
vacanapravrtti e 170

vacas * 3

vatsa e 152



364 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

vana ¢ 6

vanita e 251

vandhyaputra ¢ 66,135,281

vandhyasuta 95,135

vandhyasinu « 135,136

vara e 235

varjana « 210,211

varjayitavya e 215

VVARN e 45,141

varnita e 45

vallabha « 232

vasa « 31

vastu e 11, 13, 54,56, 63, 66, 80, 81,
82, 92, 94, 99, 101, 115, 163, 176,
177,212,213, 227

vastutas ¢ 109

vastuta « 113,115

vastutva e 115

vastudharma « 31, 181

vastudharmata « 21

vastubalapravrtta « 32

vasturiipa « 115

vastusat ¢ 100

vastusvabhava 115,180

vastra e 45

vastvantarabhavanisedha ¢ 101

vac « 189

vacaka ¢ 92,126

vacoyukti ¢ 185

vacya « 91,97,101, 103,111

vacyatva ¢ 104

vacyatvavacyatva ¢ 104

vaficha « 16,268

vada « 18

vadin e 93,280

vayu e 74,75,120,121, 123, 147

vayukarman e 121

vayudharma e 123

varanapati 270

vasana e 18

vasanapagama ¢ 58

vasanavivrtti e 181

vasanavyadhi e 42

vasicandanakalpa ¢ 269, 270, 271

vasya ¢ 140

vikala » 256

vikalpa « 4,42,46,61,92,94,95,101,
167,168, 206, 207

vikalpalaksanavinivrtta ¢ 46

vikalpita ¢ 16,17,115, 249

vikara « 20,120

vikrta « 27,120,121

vikrtakarman e« 120

vikrtatva ¢ 121

vikrti » 121

vivVKLP « 47,239

viksipta 75

vigata « 42

vigama e 17,198

vigraha e« 24,121, 232

vighatakrt ¢ 156,157,160

vighatakrdviruddha 158

vicara ¢ 36

vicaranlya ¢ 238

viccheda « 204

viVCHID « 194,204,205

vivJNA « 69,75

vijiata ¢ 19,212

vijiiatr « 82

vijiiana « 11,18, 19, 28, 44, 62, 63, 69,
70, 71, 81, 83, 109, 147, 149, 150,
151,167,179, 180, 189, 236

vijianaskandha ¢ 105

vijiananuvrtti e 80

vijianopakarin 167

vijiieya ¢ 69

vitathatmadrstinivista ¢ 3

vitarka ¢ 170

vivTUD » 271

vita 124

vitadharma e« 123

vitavitahetu ¢ 123

VVID 44,101, 112, 264, 280

\/VIDcausative e 182

vidyamana ¢ 195

vidyamanatvalaksana « 113,115

vidya « 184

vidvas e 114,115

vidvesa o 270

vidharman ¢ 122

viVDHA « 123

vidhana ¢ 93,95

vidhi e 94,95,101,260

vidheya « 95

viVNAS « 22,115,195

vinasvaratman e 22



vinasta ¢ 92,184,185,186

vinasa « 21,22,26,89,90,92,93,94

vinasakala ¢ 270

vinasartha « 195

vinasitvanumana e« 25,26, 89

vinasotpattibuddhi 264

vinirbhaga « 50

vinirmukta ¢ 115

vinivartana e 133

vinivV'VRT » 133,135,136

vinivrtta ¢ 46

vinivrtti « 47,58,133,191

vipaksa 119,130, 151,166, 170

vipaksavrtti « 119

viparinama e 273

viparinamadharmaka e 81, 82, 276,
277

viparinamalaksana ¢ 81

viparita « 121, 132, 135, 158, 161,
190

viparitasadhana 158

viparyaya ¢ 29,53,54,152,162,168,
190, 220

viparyayavyapta ¢ 161

viparyayasadhana « 157, 160

viparyasta ¢ 53

viparyasa e 2,50, 52,53, 54, 55,97,
188,192

viparyasaviparyaya e 54

viparyasaviparyayapratipaksa ¢ 53

viparyasahetu ¢ 157,158

vipadka ¢ 83

viprakarsa ¢ 131

viprakrsta ¢ 130, 148

vipralabdha « 90

vibhakti  90,91,92,95

vivBHAJ « 90,129

vibhavatrsna « 15,207

vibhaveccha « 16

vibhaga « 12,90,196, 197,233

vibhii e 45

Vi\/BHUcausative o 247

vimukta e 83,233,262

vimukti « 194

vivMUC « 50, 193,195,202, 205

vimoksa e 152,191, 194

vimoksatraya e 46

viyukta 134

365

viyoga * 197,225,238

virakta e 192,198, 202, 244, 250, 251

vivRAN] « 202, 208, 209, 219, 244,
251, 254, 255

viraha « 30,31,115,135,139

virahamatra 30

viraga « 209, 215, 216, 244

viragavat e 247

viragita ¢ 230

viruddha ¢ 157,158, 160, 166, 230,
248, 255,261

viruddhata 168

viruddhadharma « 104

viruddhahetu « 158

viVRUDH « 175

virodha e 5,14,26,94,115,163,203

virodhadar§ana ¢ 34

virodhin 209, 261

vilaksana ¢ 144, 268

vivVLIP « 270

vivaksita ¢ 119, 159, 162

vivarjana e 46, 47

vivarjita 47,135

vivada e 155,156,164

vivrta e 3

vivrtti o 181

vivrddhi e 152

vivekahana e« 237

vivecana ¢ 94

visarira ¢ 282

vivSIS « 236

visista 136, 186, 230

visistapararthyaviparyayasadhana e
157

viSistaviSista ¢ 264

visistasukhatrsna e« 232

visistasukhasanga 230

viSistasukhasadhana e 233

visistasukhabhilasin « 236

viSuddha e 45,47,57,190, 198

visSuddhi e 45

visesa e« 6,16,32,91, 131, 133, 150,
158, 167, 172, 173, 176, 183, 185,
186, 198, 236, 261

visesanaviSesyabhava e 224

visSesabhtita « 152,191

visesabhidhana ¢ 7

visa ¢ 205
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visaya ¢ 8,13, 33, 42,53, 80,91, 94,
105, 121, 126, 142, 146, 148, 149,
155, 180, 183, 193, 203, 206, 210,
211, 212, 222, 231, 250, 251, 267,
269,280

visayagrahana « 146, 220

visayagrahaka e 82

visayabhiita « 14

visana ¢ 94

visanna e« 229

visamvadita ¢ 56

visamvadin ¢ 56

visadrsa « 189

vihani e 257

vihara ¢ 56

viharamandala 64

vihimsa « 209

vihetha « 209

\/VRcausative * 220

vrksatva ¢ 115

VVRT « 17,88, 137,153,192, 202

vrtti « 61,91, 115,137,181, 228

vrttimat e 243

vrttivyatirekasiddhi ¢ 131

vrddha « 270

vedana  12,80,193,272

vedanabuddhi ¢ 80

vedanaskandha ¢ 105

vedaniya e« 78,202

vedapramanya e 18

veditavya ¢ 54, 80, 82

vela o 47

veSman e« 111

vestita e 45

vaidharmya ¢ 122,123

vaidharmyaprayoga 172

vaiphalya ¢ 164, 165

vaira ¢ 270

vairagya e 36, 187, 202, 208, 209,
216, 220, 223, 241, 243, 244, 267,
269

vairagyabhavana e 253

vairagyavisaya ¢ 231,251

vairiipya e 257

vaiSya « 80,81

vaisayika ¢ 236

vyaktam e 101

vyafijana e 46

vyatirikta  67,91,154,163

vyativVRIC « 137

vyatireka ¢ 21,92,95,115,117,118,
125, 126, 131, 133, 135, 137, 151,
169,171,173,177,178, 258

vyatirekavibhakti 90

vyatirekavibhaktisasthi « 95

vyatirekabhidhayin e 92

vyatirekavyabhicarin ¢ 124

vyatirekasiddhi 131

vyatirekita o 131

vyatirekin e« x, 35, 91, 92,117, 118,
119, 120, 126, 127, 129, 130, 133,
134,136

vyatirekihetu « 118,119,120

vyativrtta 42

vyatita e 257

vyapagatavikalpa e 42

vyapade$a ¢ 82

vyapa\/I o 223

vyabhicara « 108

vyartha « 168, 244

vyavaccheda « 67,112,113,137,201

vyavasita ¢ 193

vyava\/SO 3

vyavaVSTHA e 205

vyavasthana « 205

vyavasthapita ¢ 54,55,90

vyavasthita « 21,22,206,242

vyavahartr « 94

vyavahara ¢ 94,170,181, 232

vyavaharamatra 95

vyavavHR » 150

vyakarana ¢ 66

vyaksepa o 183

vyaVKHYA « 196

vyakhyeya ¢ 5

vyaghata « 164,173

vyadhi « 42,81,184,206

vyapaka ¢ 115

vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi e 255

vyapakanupalabdhi « 101,136

vyapara e« 94,95,177

vyaparayukta e 95

vyaparavat ¢ 94,95

vyapin e 42,119,133

vyapta ¢ 114,115,127,155,156,161,
163,168



vyapti « 100,101, 129,171
vyaptigrahana ¢ 145
vyapya e 129

vyavrtta e 126,137
vyavrtti » 92,131,136,170
vyavrttimatra « 92
vyahata ¢ 163

vyupasanti e 58

VSAK « 96,158

Sakta « 164,172

$akti o 113,115, 147,171, 172, 173,
179

SaktyatiSaya o 147

Sakya « 195, 204, 206,210

$akyaparihara « 213

sabda e 26, 30, 31, 33,91, 92, 108,
115, 118, 125, 126, 140, 142, 145,
165, 188, 237, 238, 253, 257

$abdaprayoga ¢ 237

Sayana e 153,161,163, 168

$ayanasana e« 155,156,158,160,162,
165

$ayanasanadyanga 152,154

$ayyasana e 167

Sarana e 153

Sarira ¢ 6, 118, 119, 121, 122, 123,
127, 128, 129, 134, 135, 136, 137,
144, 153, 162, 188, 190, 191, 193,
194, 197, 198, 199, 203, 205, 212,
220, 224,225, 241, 250, 253, 264

Sarfraguna e 122,141

$arfragunavidharman e 122

$ariragunavaidharmya « 122

$ariraparigrhita « 120,121

Sarirapariccheda « 198

Sarfraprapti e 225

$arfrasamavayin e« 24

$arirakara « 147

Sariradinivrtti « 198

$ariradisamyoga » 197

Sariravastha « 148

Sarirasrita 224

$asavisana e 94

Sastraprahara e 247

$anta « 9

santi « 59

$alibija 172

§asvata » 13,42,45,83,96
$advatadrsti o 61

$asana e« 3,69

sastra « 2,18,38,52,59, 60
$astrakara e« 26,29,111
$§iméapa « 70,114
$§im$apatva « 115
$ilasakalakalpa « 234

Silpa « 46

Siva » 42,45

Sivatva o 42

VST « 153

§lla » 48,123

$llaguna 270

Suci » 58

Suciviparyasa e 55

$uddha « 3,57,58
Suddhatmalabhin « 57
Suddhi « 44

Subha e 42,54
Subhaparamita « 53,55
$ubhasafijiiin ¢ 53
Subhasubha e 25
$ubhasubhakarana « 31
Subhasubhacesta « 80
$udra e 80,81

stinya  9,48,50,52,135,168
$unyata e 46,50, 52,54,57,275
$linyatajfiana ¢ 53
$linyatadrsti » 5,275

Sesa o 74,76,79,275
$esavadanumana e 118
Soka ¢ 183

$§ramana e 79

$ravana ¢ 34

$ravaka e 16,41,53,54,55, 56
$ravanatva 118,136
VSRU « 238

Srutamayi prajiia e 249
$ruti « 19

$rotra « 80,81, 140, 141, 145,189
Srotrendriya ¢ 224

$vasa » 136

satpadarthatattvajidna « 198
sadayatana ¢ 12

sadvijiiana ¢ 69
sadvijiianavijiieya * 69
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sasthl 92,95
sodasakara 9

samyaksambuddha e« 46

samyaksambodhi « 48

samyagjfianadhigama « 191

samyagdar$in ¢ 53

samyagdrsti ¢ 61

samyuktasamavaya e« 224

samyuktasamavetasamavaya e 224

samyoga ¢ 33,188, 196, 197, 198,
199, 224

samyogavibhaga e« 233

samyogisamyoga ¢ 224

samyojana e 72

samyojya ¢ 94

samrakta 206

samVRAN] « 206

samvitti e 25

samvid « 180, 181

sam\/VID e 41

samVVR e 243

samvrti ¢ 4

samvrtta ¢ 238

samvedana e 206, 234

samvyavahara « 82

sam$abdita « 44

sams$aya e 133,136,190

sams$ayahetu ¢ 127,136

samsarga ¢ 109

samsara o 11,17,55,56,58, 77, 83,
111, 187, 193, 196, 199, 200, 201,
203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209,
215, 216, 218, 223, 226, 227, 235,
237,238,253, 275, 278,282,283

samsaraduhkha e 237

samsaraduhkhabhiru ¢ 55

samsaranirvanasamata 58

samsarabija ¢ 193,205

samsarahetu o 204

samsarin ¢ 11,278

samVSR e 111,208

samskara « 11, 20,61, 72, 80, 82,180,
186,191, 200, 233, 236,272,273

samskaragocara ¢ 8

samskaraduhkhata « 272

samskaraduhkhatabhavana « 275

samskarabuddhi « 80

samskaramatra ¢ 80

samskrta ¢ 59,71,72

samskrtadharma e 63

samskrtalaksana ¢ 42

samsparsa o 234

samVSPRS « 74,148

samsthana e 144

samsthiti o 267

samhata ¢ 154, 156, 158, 160, 161,
162,163,173

samhatata ¢ 163

samhatatva o 158, 165

samhataparartha ¢ 158,161

samhatapararthakriya « 165

samhatapararthya ¢ 165

samhatasarira 162

sakala ¢ 234

sakasat « 101

sakrnnityapravrtti 27

sakti « 187,250,251

saghrna « 220,222

sankalpa ¢ 206

sanketabheda ¢ 91,92

sankranti « 76

sanklesa 97

sankhya e 70, 233

sanga ¢ 230

sangraha « 137,214,250

sangha « 83

sanghapararthya « 163

sanghata e 152,153, 154,157, 159,
161,162,163, 164, 165,166,171

sanghatatva e 155, 156, 157, 158,
160, 162, 163, 165, 166, 167, 169,
171,173

sanghataparartha « 152,153, 154

sanghatapararthatva 162

sanghatanupapatti 164

sanghatantara 162,163

sanghatantarartha « 162,163

sanghatantararthatva 162

sanghatartha ¢ 161, 165

sanghatarthatva « 161

saficita ¢ 197,198

safijia « 7,11,12, 54, 183, 201, 205,
206,207

safijianvaya 183

safijiabuddhi 80



safijiaskandha « 105

safijiiin « 53

sat « 21,26,29,68,70,74,80,92,97,
100, 149

satatam e 56

satkaya e 7

satkayadarsana e 4,5

satkayadarsanaja e« 4,10

satkayadrsti » 3,4,5,7,16,17,18, 54,
109, 115, 249

satkayasneha ¢ 13

satta e 26,220

sattalaksana e 26

sattva e 40,41,45,46,52,53,57,58,
62, 68, 71, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 100,
115,154,157, 189, 282

sattvagraha e 5,7

sattvadar$ana e 7,280,283

sattvadar$in 267

sattvadrsti o 7, 269, 280

sattvapurusanyatakhyati 189

sattvaprajiiapti ¢ 82

sattvabuddhi « 71,80, 81

sattvavastu e 82

sattvavijiiana e 70

sattvanumana e 2, 26,27,29,175

sattvarthanirapeksa ¢ 56

sattvasattva 130

satya ¢ 33,109

satyacatustaya ¢ 9

satyatas ¢ 79,80

satyam e 163

VSAD 7

sadasat « 21,130

sadasattvapratiti « 130

sadrsa « 170

sadrSasambandhisafijiia « 183

sadréatman e« 175

sadosa * 200,209, 210, 255

sadosata ¢ 215,253,254

sadbhava ¢ 139, 257

santati o 21,47,186,195

santatiparinati « 184

santatiparinamavisesa ¢ 185,186

santana ¢ 3,280

santaparambha e 18

santosasukha ¢ 198

santrasa e 46
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sandigdha « 128
sandigdhavyatirekin « 129
sanVDIH « 238
sandeha ¢ 137
sanVDHAV « 206
sannikarsa ¢ 181,199, 224
sannive$in ¢ 33
sapaksa ¢ 119,130, 166
sapaksabhava ¢ 119
sabhaya ¢ 192
samata e« 58
samadhigama « 140
samanantarapratyaya ¢ 180
samartha « 26,34, 183, 186
samavaya e 20, 21, 22, 25, 223, 224,
226,227
samavayasambandha ¢ 223,224
samavayikarana e 20, 22,23,24,174
samavayin e 21, 24
samaveta e 224
samavetasamavaya ¢ 224
samajiata ¢ 239
samajiiana ¢ 239, 269
samadhibhavana ¢ 202
samanadhikarana e 126
samanadhikaranatva ¢ 126
samanasraya e« 204
samaVRUH ausarive ® 94
samaropa ¢ 8
samavesa ¢ 94
samasraya e 25,215,243
samasrayana e 243
samasrita « 278
samahita « 202
samitam e 56
samutpanna e 153
samudaya ¢ 9
samudaya e 153
samudbhava e 251
sampad ¢ 234
samVPAD e 237
samprkta ¢ 205
sampratipanna ¢ 123
sampratibaddha « 12
sampratyaya ¢ 82
samprayukta ¢ 5
samprayuktartha ¢ 5
samprayoga ¢ 206
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sampra\/VRT e 16

sampraVSADH « 168

sambaddha e« 80

sambandha e 22, 25,107, 132, 135,
136, 144,145,184, 223, 224, 226

sambandhin e 90,137,183

sambodhi « 48

sambhava ¢ 124, 236,257, 280

samVBHU 26,123,237

sambhiita e 255

sammata e« 122

sarvagata e 25

sarvajiiajiianavisaya e 53

sarvajiiata 70

sarvajilabhasita « 170

sarvasarvajiiata ¢ 70

sarvasukhoccheda e 235

sarsapa ¢ 57

sarsapamatra ¢ 57

savikalpa « 148

savikalpacetas ¢ 170

savikara ¢ 110

savinirbhaga « 50

savisa ¢ 231

savisanna e 204,229,230

sadarira 199

sasukhasadhana e« 202

sasprha e 220,222,229

sasvamika e 30

sahakarin « 175,180,236

sahakarihetu « 28

sahaja ¢ 16,17,115,121, 249

sahajanijakarman e« 121

sahajatmadrsti 17

sahasa 71

sahaya « 200

sahita ¢ 166

sahetuka « 90

samsiddhika e 225

sakalya « 218

saksat e 103,186

saksatkrtanairatmyatattva ¢ 271

saksitva 188

satmaka ¢ 30,118,126,137

satmakatva e 137

satmakaniratmaka ¢ 137

satmakanatmaka ¢ 129

VSADH 128, 151, 153, 157, 158,

164,167,168

sadhaka e 139,151, 222

sadhana e« 13,15, 34, 136, 155, 156,
157, 158, 160, 163, 164, 168, 170,
181, 182, 192, 197, 200, 202, 205,
206, 208, 216, 220, 221, 222, 223,
233,243,244, 251, 253, 265

sadhanavaiphalya « 165

sadhya e« 117, 155, 156, 161, 164,
165,167,168

sadhyatva 165

sadhyadharma « 159

sadhyadharmavisesaviparita » 158

sadhyadharmin e 169

sadhyanivrtti « 126

sadhyabadhakasadhana « 157

sadhyaviparyaya ¢ 29, 168

sadhyasiinya « 168

sadhyetara » 137

sapeksa ¢ 149,150

sapeksya o 151

samanya e 21,26, 33, 144

samanyatas ¢ 145

samanyato drsta « 124, 125,143,144,
145, 146

samanyavaktr ¢ 170

samanyaviSesabhava ¢ 6

samanyena ¢ 167,168

samarthya e 26, 115,173,177, 181,
183, 186, 195, 204

samarthyat ¢ 115

samya e 94

sarathi « 24

sasraya o 22

sasrava ¢ 10,13

siddha « 22,74,101, 115,129, 131,
135, 139, 141, 156, 157, 161, 162,
165, 166, 168, 188, 195, 233, 282

siddhasadhya ¢ 165

siddhasadhyata 165,167,168

siddhanta 111, 124

siddhantavadin « 172,229

siddhi ¢ 32, 129, 134, 151, 161, 163,
167,169,171, 195, 225

VSIDH « 108,109, 131, 132, 133, 149,
163, 164, 165,171,172,177,195

sisadhayisita ¢ 163

sukha ¢ 9,13, 16, 20, 23, 25, 27, 33,



47, 54, 58, 83, 120, 122, 124, 141,
142, 144, 150, 151, 154, 181, 182,
192, 196, 197, 198, 202, 204, 205,
206, 207, 220, 224, 229, 233, 234,
235,237,238, 239, 272,276,277

sukhatrsna e 232

sukhaduhkha « 16,22, 24, 25, 33, 80,
120,136,141, 182,199, 225

sukhaduhkhasadhana ¢ 181

sukhaduhkhasmrti « 182

sukhaduhkhanubhava ¢ 31

sukhaduhkhabhava ¢ 199

sukhaparamitd e 53,55

sukhamis$ra ¢ 231

sukharaga 239

sukhavat ¢ 125

sukhavedaniya ¢ 78

sukhasabdaprayoga « 237,238

sukhasamvedana e 206, 234

sukhasamvyavahara ¢ 82

sukhasamskara 236

sukhasanga « 230

sukhasafijiia « 11,206,207

sukhasafijiiin ¢ 53

sukhasadhana e« 13, 192, 200, 205,
208, 216, 220, 233

sukhasadhanatva « 243

sukhangabhitita « 206

sukhanubhava « 235

sukhapti » 15

sukhabhasa « 233

sukhabhimana « 206

sukhabhilasin « 236

sukhartha « 207

sukhin e 233,234,238

sukhoccheda ¢ 235

sukhopakara « 229

sujana e 270

suta * 95

subhaga « 148

\/Sllrabhayadenominative e 270

surakara e« 147

suvihitahetumargasuddha « 3

susthita ¢ 56,59

siiksma e« 42,188

siksmabhiita ¢ 17

siiksmasarira ¢ 188,190

sutra « 20, 46
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slitrantapatha e 45

sauksmya ¢ 139, 140

saukhya e 231,232

skandha « 7,11, 16, 33, 44, 45,47,53,
55,58,63,66,67,71,72,73,76,77,
81, 84, 87, 88, 96, 97, 98, 102, 103,
104, 105,107, 163, 270

skandhamatra « 62

skandhavyatirikta 67

skandhasantana « 3

VSTHA « 191

sthatr « 21

sthana e 21,144,205,206

sthapaka » 22,23

sthapaniya » 66

sthita  14,27,56,98,114,115

sthiti « 23,28,131

sthitikarana ¢ 21

sthititas « 79, 80

sthitimat « 22,23

sthitihetu o 21, 22

sthityanyathatva e 93

sthira « 9

sthiila « 148

snana e 18,34

VSNIH « 209,216, 264

sneha  8,13,14,16,36, 52,187,209,
210, 211, 213, 214, 215, 217, 223,
231, 232, 233, 242, 244, 247, 248,
250, 251, 252, 253, 255, 256, 257,
258, 259, 260, 262, 264, 267, 268,
272,280,282

snehaguna « 214

snehaja ¢ 255

snehalaksana ¢ 75

snehavat 208, 262

snehatiaya « 232

snehatmiyadrs « 261

snehapagamakarana « 209, 245

spar$a  12,42,188

spasta ¢ 179

VSPRS « 147

sprastavya e 167

sphuta « 179

sphota « 38

smarana ¢ 35,179,181,183,184

smaranabijadhana « 181

VSMR « 178,184
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smrta o 178,179
smrti « 35,141,179, 182,183
smrticitta 184
smrtibijja ¢ 149,181
smrtivisaya ¢ 183
smrtodbhava ¢ 179
VSRU « 270
srotaapanna e 77
svakiya « 256
svagunadosa « 211
svatantra ¢ 30, 31
svatantrecchamatra 115
svato bhava « 30
svatvadrsti ¢ 215,216
svatvadhi « 220
svatvabuddhi « 222
svadeha » 143
svadhi « 223,230
svaparavibhaga « 12
svapna e 52
svapratibhasa ¢ 107

svahitakama ¢ 231
svatantrya e 30, 32
svatmatva ¢ 131

svatman e 23,98

svamita ¢ 190
svarambhaka e 23

svartha e 152,153,154,191
svikara ¢ 31

svikrta ¢ 282

svilyavayava e 221

VHAN « 270
hasta « 46

VHA « 222,223,237,253,260,269

hatavya ¢ 192
hana « 18,237,238, 269

hani » 17,177,219, 220, 269, 272

hanyupadana « 278
hita « 231,270
hitahita « 24
hinaklesa « 204

hinasattva ¢ 52
hetu « 6,7,9,10, 16, 19, 21, 22, 28,
29, 30, 35, 40, 58, 83, 89, 90, 97,

svabhava e 7, 26, 31, 32, 58, 74, 90,
91, 92, 94, 98, 102, 106, 108, 109,
114, 115, 120, 147, 149, 180, 189,

280, 283 105, 110, 111, 112, 115, 117, 118,
svabhavadaksinya « 270 119, 120, 122, 123, 124, 126, 127,
svabhavapratibandha « 98,108,118 129, 134, 136, 140, 151, 153, 157,
svabhavabhitalinga « 148 158, 161, 163, 165, 166, 167, 168,
svabhavabheda ¢ 132,135,177 169, 171, 182, 204, 213, 215, 216,
svabhavavat 108, 109 217, 220, 229, 233, 241, 259, 260,

svabhavaviparita ¢ 121
svabhavaviprakrsta « 148
svabhavahetu e 35,105
svabhavanupalabdhi ¢ 106
svabhavanupalambha « 127
svabhavantaravidhi « 101
svabhavaparavrtti « 26
svabhavapratibandha « 98, 108
svabhavartha « 57
svayambhiitva « 27
svayiithya e« 26,29, 65,111
svaripa ¢ 25,109, 145,150
svarga e 19

svalaksana ¢ 114,115

svalpa e 235

svasamvitti e 148
svasamvedanapratyaksa ¢ 105
svasattamatra e 26

268, 275,278, 283
hetucakra « 118
hetuta « 177
hetutva « 111,124
hetunivaha « 121
hetuparatantra ¢ 10
hetuparatantrya 274
hetupratyaya « 26
hetuphala 175
hetuphalabhiita ¢ 186, 275
hetubhava 131
hetumatra « 146
hetumarga « 3
hetulaksanayoga « 166
hetusakalya » 218
hetvabhasa « 117
heya ¢ 16
hrepana « 114



Tibetan words

kun tubrtagspa « 16,17,18

kun tu reg pa « 148

kun nasbyed pa ¢ 245

kun nasbzunba e 221

bka’ stsal pa 49, 61

rkyen e 49,179, 267

rkyen ji lta babzin du « 179

skad cigpa « 63

skad cigma ¢ 112,274

skad cig ma mayinpa « 112

skad cig mar zad pa can « 274

skabs ¢ 261

skabs gcigtu ¢ 57,58

skabs su bsad pa ¢ 176

sku « 47,52

sku mtha’ yas pa « 48
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