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INTRODUCTION

1 The Tarkabhasa (The Language of Logic): The present work is
an annotated translation of the Tarkabhasa (TBh) of Moksakaragupta who
wrote it some time between 1050-1202 A.D. This TBh should be dis-
tinguished from two other works bearing the same name, viz. the
Tarkabhasa of KeSavamisra and the Jaina-tarkabhasd of Yasovijaya,
though these three share the same character of being a compendium of
the system of a particular Indian philosophical school. While the latter
two texts are devoted to the Naiyayika and the Jaina philosophy respec-
tively, Moksakaragupta’s TBh forms a brief but excellent introduction to
Buddhist philosophy including epistemology and logic. This is the ear-
liest of the three texts and seems to have set an example for the other
two.

Apart from great works on Buddhist logic and epistemology such as
those by Dharmakirti, Prajfidkaragupta, Jfianaérimitra etc., we know, so
far as Sanskrit originals are available, three compendiums which system-
atically describe bauddhanyaya, dividing it into the three chapters of
bratyaksa, svarthanumana, and pararthanumana : Dharmakirti’s Nyaya-
bindu (NB) with Dharmottara’s Tika@ (NBT), Vidyakarasanti’s Tarka-
sopana (TSop), and our TBh. The latter two works of course owe
much to NB and NBT, but they have their own merits of incorporating
later developments of Buddhist philosophy which were not known to
Dharmottara. Most parts of NBT are concerned with the explanation of
formal logic and epistemology viewed from the standpoint of the Sautran-
tika, omitting elucidations of other topics which are very important in
Buddhist philosophy in general. TSop is a small book which is so much
indebted to Dharmottara that it looks like a digest of NBT, and in places
where it goes beyond the latter it probably owes much to TBh. Com-
pared with these two works, TBh is far richer in information, a large
portion of which has remained unknown to the scholarly world.

This quality of TBh is due to the fact that Moksakara based his work
on many texts which were not utilized by Dharmottara or Vidyakarasanti.
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He refers to most of the important works of Dharmakirti and their
commentaries, and cites many passages from Prajfizkaragupta, Jiiana-
§rimitra and Ratnakirti.The third chapter of his work may be called an
abridgement of the theories of Jiianasrimitra and Ratnakirti, and this fact is
valuable to us, since TBh forms a good introduction to the works of the
said two scholars which have not been well studied as yet.

To illustrate the said character of our text, it may not be irrelevant
here to refer to some of the important theories discussed by Moksakara-
guptai. In § 4 where he establishes the Buddhist theory that valid cogni-
tion is of two kinds, indeterminate (pratyaksa) and determinate know-
ledge (anumana), he enters into the criticism of other means of know-
ledge maintained by different schools of Indian philosophy, i. e. sabda,
upamana, arthapatti and abhava, and criticises also the Carvaka’s view
that pratyaksa alone is the means of valid knowledge. In this discussion
his main source is Ratnakirti’s Pramanantarbhavaprakarana. For the
refutation of the connection of the word and the thing meant by it,
Moksakara adopts the same criticism of connection which was put for-
ward by Dharmakirti in his Sambandhapariksa (§ 4.2). When he dis-
cusses the Buddhist attitude towards the vexed problem of whether the
validity of knowledge is known by itself independently, or dependently
on another proof attesting it (svatah pramanyam or paratah), he follows
Santiraksita and Manorathanandin in saying that neither of the two
principles should be applied to knowledge in general, some kinds of
knowledge being known to be valid by themselves and others by another
proof (§ 2.4). Special importance is attached by Moksakaragupta to the
theory of self-consciousness (svasamvedana), which he discusses in detail,
quoting from Dharmakirti, Prajfiakaragupta, and Santiraksita and criticis-
ing the objections of Kumarilabhatta and Trilocana (§ 6.2).

A traditional doctrine of Buddhist logic says that the object of in-
determinate knowledge is the extreme particular (svalaksana). But
this theory entailed a difficult problem as to how universal concomitance
or pervasion (vyapti), which forms the basis of inference and which is
the relationship between two universals, can be grasped by pratyaksa.

i) The following illustrations are taken out of the content of the present work,
and for a detailed discussion and information the reader is referred to the section indicated
by § 4, etc.



Following Jfianasrimitra and Ratnakirti, our author answers the question
by saying that a universal can (also) be an object of pratyaksa. For
this new interpretation, he takes advantage of the theory of two kinds
of exclusion (vyavaccheda), which was originally- expounded by Dharma-
kirti in relation to another problem. An affirmative proposition ‘x is ¥’
may be interpreted in two ways by putting on either x or ¥ a restric-
tion or stress which is expressed in Sanskrit by the particle eva. When
the proposition ¢ A particular is the object of pralyaksa’ is construed by
anyayogavyavaccheda, it means ‘A particular alone is the object of
pratyaksa’; but when construed by ayogavyavaccheda the same sentence
means ‘ A particular is rightly included among the objects of pratyaksa’.
Once a universal was permitted to be grasped by indeterminate know-
ledge, it came to be classified under a universal of an individual which
is produced by the accumulation of many moments of the momentary
stream of a thing and which may be exemplified by the idea of ¢this’,
and a universal of a class which denotes all the members of a class, say,
jar. These two universals are respectively named #rdhvaldlaksana- and
tiryaglaksana-samanya. This classification is made by Jianasrimitra as
well as Ratnakirti, but seems to have originated from Manikyanandin,
the Jaina author of the Pariksamukhasitra, if he can be dated in the
9th century A.D. (§ 7.1).

Just as an affirmative proposition is construed in two ways, a nega-
tive proposition is also interpreted in two ways, this time by under-
standing the negation as of a term (paryudasa-) and as of a proposition
(prasajya-pratisedha) (cf. n. 62). A proposition ‘x is not ¥y ' means ‘x
is a non-y or 2z’ when the negation is understood as paryudasapratisedha ;
but if it is construed as prasajya-pratisedha, the same proposition means
only <It is false that x is ¥’ without allowing a positive interpretation.
Among Buddhists, this theory of two kinds of negation was applied to
philosophy first by Madhyamikas such as Bhavaviveka. Buddhist logicians
followed them in adopting it for the explanation of their particular doc-
trines. According to Buddhist logic the non-cognition of a thing is
nothing but the cognition of the other things contained in the range of
one and the same cognition. That we do not see a jar here means that
we see here things other than the jar. This is an example of paryudasa-
pratisedha being applied to the explanation of non-cognition (§ 13). The
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theory of apoha (discrimination) which was propounded by Dignaga and
Dharmakirti had found various interpretations by the time of Moksakara-
gupta, who mentions three : nivrityapohavada, vidhivada and apohavisista-
vidhivida. The latter two were made possible by applying wholly or
partly paryudasapratisedha to anyapoha (negation of other things) (§ 26).

In the second chapter dealing with formal logic, Moksakaragupta
follows mainly NB and NBT, though not without new information. The
most important of the latter may be his classification of negative inference
into 16 formulae. Dharmakirti himself classified negative inference into
4 kinds with 4 subordinate forms in PV, 3 kinds in HB and 11 kinds in
NB. The classfication into 16 is found in the works of Durvekamisra,
Moksakaragupta and Vidyakarasanti. Durveka, the Brahmana commenta-
tor on NBT, did know the classification into 16, but it is unlikely that
he borrowed it from our author, since he is usvally supposed to have been
contemporary with Jhianasrimitra who was older than Moksakaragupta
by more than two generations. Vidyakarasanti, the author of TSop pro-
bably owes the same to our author. We are not informed of the person
who first proposed this classification, although we have a vague clue
through which we might be permitted to ascribe it to Jiianasrimitra
(§ 13.5).

Another important piece of information we get from TBh II consists
of two theories of how to determine a causal relation (karyakaranabhava).
Jiianasrimitra was of the opinion that a causal relation is ascertained by
three cognitions - one perception and two non-perceptions or one non-
perception and two perceptions - and criticised Dharmottara who proclaimed
that at least five cognitions are necessary for the determination of a
causal relation. Moksakara refers to these two theories without showing
a bias towards either of them (§ 11.3).

In the third chapter Moksakaragupta discusses various topics which
form important problems of Buddhist philosophy : the proof of universal
momentariness (ksanabhanga) (§ 16.1); the refutation of the existence
of God (isvarasadhanadiisana) (§ 20. 1-2; § 28-28.1) ; the problem of
solipsism (samtanantara) (§ 20. 2. 4) ; the problem of how to ascertain
the universal concomitance of two terms and two theories about it, viz.
antarvyapti and bahirvyapii which are respectively represented by Rat-
nakarasanti and JAanasrimitra (§ 22); the definitions and illustrations
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of prasanga, prasangaviparyaya and viparyayabadhakapramana, the
syllogistic forms which played important roles in Buddhist polemics in
the later period (§24); the problem of the import of the word (apoha),
of which our author clearly distinguishes between three interpretations
held by Dignaga and Dharmakirti, Santiraksita, and Jfianasrimitra
(§26) ; the refutation of recognition (pratyabhijna) (§28.2) ; the proof
of two kinds of omniscient beings (sarvajfia and sarvasarvajna)(§ 29-29.1);
the proof of succession of lives (§29.2) and so forth. Viacaspatimisra, as
well as his teacher Trilocana, appears often as an opponent in these
discussions. Following the method of Dharmakirti in PV, Moksakaragupta
inserted these topics as illustrations of particular logical rules, fallacies
and confutations, and he bases his opinions mostly on Jianasrimitra
and Ratnakirti. . o

At the end of the third chapter, our author briefly reproduces the
main theories of the four Buddhist schools, Vaibhasika, Sautrantika,
Yogacarin and Madhyamika (§ 30-33). This portion is particularly inter-
esting and important, since we do not have many descriptions of the
same kind in other Buddhist texts and since it became a model when
Gunaratna (and probably Madhava) wrote a summary of Buddhist doc-
trines in the Tarkarahasyadipik@ (and the Sarvadarsanasamgraha).
Moksakaragupta’s representation of the theories of the four schools are
closely related also to the same kind of summary in the Jianasarasamuc-
caya, falsely ascribed to Aryadeva, and its commentary by Bodhibhadra.
The verses 21, 22a-b, 23, 25, 26a-b and 27 of the Jranasarasamuccaya
are found in TBh too. And Bodhibhadra’s review of sdkaravidda and
nirakaravada of the Yogacarins finds a counterpart in TBh § 32.1. Though
our author does not enter into a detailed discussion of the important
schisms among Yogicarins, he seems to have been well aware of the
s@karavada of Jianasrimitra and the wnirdkaravada of Ratnakarasanti
(§32.1).

TBh was counted among ten great works of Buddhist philosophy
enumerated by Gunaratna!! who evidently owed much to Moksakaragupta
when writing the portion of the Bauddhadarsana in the Tarkarahasya-
dipika. R. Iyengar points out another reference to our text in an un-
published Jaina work, the Nyayamanidipikd, a commentary on the Pra-

ii) TRD 47, 20; Iyengar’s preface to M, iv.
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meyaratnamala of Anantaviryaii!. Mallisena quotes the passages of TBh
on universal momentariness, the succession of lives and other problems
in his Syadvadamanjari>. As stated above, TSop and the Jiianasara-
samuccayanibandhana of Bodhibhadra have much to do with our text,
though we are not sure if these two Buddhist authors are posterior to
Moksakaragupta.

2 Date of the Author: In the colophon of TBh Moksakaragupta
is mentioned as a resident of the Mahajagaddhala-vihara'. We know
from substantial evidence'i! that the Jagaddhala (or Jagaddala) Vihara
existed in Varendri, the paternal land of the Pala dynasty, which might
be placed so as to include the junction of the present Rajshahi, Bogra
and Malda of Bengal and an unknown amount of territory to the northvii.
But the implication of the colophon is only this, further presumptions
read in it being uncertain'iii, The Vihara is sometimes said to have

iii) M Preface iv.

iv) See n. 235, 374, 382 and 383.

v) Srimanmahajagaddhalavihariyamahapanditabhiksumoksikaraguptaviracitayam tarka-
bhasayam pararthanumanaparicchedah samaptah. G has -rajajagaddhala- for mahiajagaddhala-.

vi) RC III, 7 : mandranam sthitimidham jagaddalamahdvikaracitarigam, dadhatim
lokesam api mahattarodiritorumahimanam, which Majumdar translates : ‘“(Varendri) -which
had elephants of the Mandra type imported (into its forests) -where in the great monas-
tery at Jagaddala kindly love for all was found accumulated -which country bore (in its
heart) the image of (Bodhisattva) Lokeéa -and whose great glory was still more increased
(or pronounced) by (the presence of) the great (heads of monasteries) and the (images
of) Tara (the Buddhist goddess)’’. This is among 27 verses (III, 2-28) in which the poet
gives a glowing account of Varendra (cf. Intro. xxxi).

vii) SR Intro. xxxvii, n. 6.

viii) Cf. SR Intro. xxxvii, n. 8. Haraprasad Sastri, R. D. Banerjee, Rahula Sarhkrty-
ayana, etc. ascribe the construction of the Jagaddala to Ramapala. E. Krishnamacharya,
following Haraprasad Sastri, states (G Bhuamika, 1) : ayam hi rdjajagaddalaviharah uttara-
vangesu varendradese gangakaratoyasamgamapavitrite ramavatinagare ramapalena rajha
pratisthapitah. As Majumdar points out (RC xxxi), H. Sastri confounded the verses of
RC describing Varendri and those describing Ramavati, the capital founded by Ramapala.
This seems to have led many scholars to think that Ramapala constructed the Jagaddala-
vihara in Ramavati. In fact, however, RC says that the Vihara was in Varendri and not
that it was in' Ramavati, nor that it was founded by Ramapala.

Another source which led Rahula Samkrtyayana to make the reference to Jagaddala
having been built in the seventh year of Ramapala’s reign is the colophon of Jagaddala-
nivasi’'s Bhagavatyamnayanusarini vyakhya (Cordier Cat. Mdo, XV) which runs in Peking
Reprint Edition no. 5209 : mi yi bdag po ramapalas sa skyoh wmdsad pahi gnas kyi mu tig
phren pa ni, dpal ldan rgyal po dsagattalar gnas par byed pa bdag gis rnam bSad hdi byas
so... dpal ldan na rgyal skyon gis rgyal srid mdsad pahi lo bdun pa la dgun zla hbrin pohi
tshes bzi la dpal byan chub chen pohi lha khan du bris paho. This may be rendered : This
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been established by Ramapala (c. 1100 A. D.), the 14th king of the Pila
dynasty, after his recovery of Varendri which had been once lost. This
information, however, is not trustworthy, though a possibility of the
construction of the Vihara by Ramapila may not be totally excluded.
Varendri was existent long before and after this king, and there is no
positive evidence for the theory mentioned above. Such being the case,
we are not certain of the termini of the Vihara, and hence of the date
of Moksakaragupta.

In the absence of external evidence, we have to rely on internal
data for determining the date of our author. Considering the many
scholars to whom Moksakaragupta refers and who cite from him, we can
safely place him between Ratnakarasanti, JhianasSrimitra and Ratnakirti
on the one hand and Mallisena on the other'x. In 1292 A.D. Mallisena
wrote his Syddvadamanjari, in which he cites several times passages
from TBh, referring twice to our author by name*. The three Buddhist
logicians named above from whom our author quotes passages so pro-
fusely are more or less associated with Dipamkarasrijfiana (Atisa) who
left the Vikramasila Vihara in 1040 A. D. and entered Tibet in 1042 A. D.

To begin with, Jianasrimitra seems to have been a younger con-
temporary of Ratnikarasanti, since he cites passages from the latter’s

vyakhya was made by me, a resident of Srirajajagattala, which is the necklace of the
land protected by King Ramapala... It was transcribed at the Sri-Mahabodhi temple on
the fourth day of the month of Pausa in the seventh year of the coronation of Sri-Manapala.
I think it is impossible to derive from this colophon the conclusion that the Jagaddala
Vihara was built by Ramapala. After all, what we know from these sources is no more
than this : The Jagaddala Vihara was existent in Varendri, and flourished under Ramapala
too. Ramapala’s date is also a vexed problem, on which R, D. Banerjee and R. C. Majumdar
had exchanged a long series of discussions. But for our present purpose, it is enough if
we follow Kosambi and Gokhale in taking A. D. 1100 as a fair date in Ramapala’s reign.

ix) Vidyabhushana (A History of Indian Logic) places Moksakaragupta at 1100 A. D.,
Krishnamacharya between c. 1100-1200, and Iyengar at 1110. None of these datings is bas-
ed on evidence, though they seem to have been inferred from the date of Ramapala.
Among other scholars who are close in time to Moksakaragupta, we may mention Sucari-
tamiéra who is criticised by Jiianasri and Ratnakirti, Manorathanandin whom our author
seems to follow in a few discussions and who completed his com. on PV before 1200 A. D.,
Durvekamisra to whom Moksakaragupta seems to owe a few theories, Bodhibhadra, and
Vidyakarasanti who was probably indebted to our author. But the dates of all these
scholars are not fixed beyond doubt, and cannot be taken into account for determining the
date of our author.

x) Mallisena states in the colophon of SVM that he completed the work in 1214 Saka
=1292 A. D. (cf. SVM Intro. xiii).
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Prajfidaparamitopadesa in his Sakarasiddhisastra*’. Both are enumerated
among the teachers of Atiséa. Ratnakirti made the summaries of Jfiana-
§rimitra’s works and was refuted by Udayana in the Atmatattvaviveka
(ATV) together with his masterxi!, Ratnakirti is, therefore, most pro-
bably a direct disciple of Jiianasrimitra, and may have been younger than
the latter at least by one generation. About these three Buddhists and
their contemporaries, we may collect a good amount of information from
Tibetan sources; but the Tibetan tradition is such that the more we
learn from it, the more we become confused. Therefore, we should be
statisfied with the unanimous opinion that Jianasrimitra was an elder
contemporary of Atisaxiii, ‘ ’

Almost all the works of Jianasrimitra contain abundant citations from
Vacaspatimisra, especially from his Nydyavaritikatatparyatika (NVT)X“’.
S. Dasgupta, E. Frauwallner and A. Thakur argued from different materi-
als to the same conclusion that Vacaspatimisra should be placed after
Jayantabhatta, not before as had been so long believed='. P. Hacker
established the date of Jayanta’s Nydyamafnijari as about 890 A.D. on
the basis of substantial evidence that he was in the court of Sankaravar-

xi) For the relation of Jianaérimitra and Ratnakara$§anti see n. 418 below.

xii) JNA Intro. 34-36 ; RNA Intro. 21-22.

xiii) Cf. Bhattacharya 53. When Tibetan monks came to Vikramasila to invite Ati$a to
their country, they found that Ratnakirti was among the eminent pandits under Atisa.
AtiSa, receiving the invitation, acted according to the instruction of Jfianasri. Sometime
later when Naropa came on his last visit to Vikramasila, ‘“‘he leaned on the right arm of
Atisa while Jfianaérimitra helped him with his left arm’’. This information is derived
from S. C. Das’s Indian Pandits in the Land of Snow (Journal of Buddhist Text Society,
1, i., 1893, 7 ff.) But some other pieces of information contradict the last story ; the
biographer of Naropa, for instance, dates him in 1016-1100 A. D. which means that Naropa
was younger than AtiSa, let alone Jianasrimitra (cf. H. V. Guenther, The Life and Teaching
of Naropa, Intro.). So far as JiianaSrimitra is concerned, however, Blue Annals, Taranatha
and other sources agree in enumerating him together with Ratnakarasanti among the
teachers of Atisa. SR Ixxviii introduces Jianaérimitra, a poet whose two verses are
included in SR as ‘“‘perhaps identical with the younger contemporary of Atisa, Diparhkara
(Tar. p. 241)”’. But this is a mistake on the part of the editor of SR, since Taranatha
says in the page referred to by him : Jfidnasrimitra ist... der Lehrer, dem Sri AtiSa zu
grossen Dank verpflichtet war. Now it is almost certain that the poet is the same as
JAanaérimitra, the philosopher.

xiv) Cf. JNA Intro. 21; Index, Vacaspati, Tatparyatikakara. :

xv) Dasgupta, II, 107 (1932) ; Frauwallner, Beitrige zur Geschichte des Nyiya,
WZKM, 43, S. 266-277 (1937) ; RNA Intro. 21.
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man of Kaémir who ruled 883-902 A. D.xv! Thakur holds the same, though
he seems not to have seen Hacker’s article.x”i! This discovery, how-
ever, entailed another problem, the date of Vacaspatimisra himself who
had been usually placed around 841 A.D. on the basis of the date 898
which is given in the manuscripts of his Nyayasicinibandha (NSN) and
which is construed as referring to Vikrama Samvat. Hacker, D. Bhat-
tacharya and Thakur solve this question by taking the date 898 as of Saka
Samvat and accordingly placing Vacaspati at 976 A. D.xviii Considering
this date of Vacaspatimisra and the Tibetan information that Jiianasrimitra
was an elder contemporary of Atisa (982-1055 A.D.) we may place
the activity of Jiianasrimitra in c. 980-1030 A. D. and that of Ratnakirti
in c. 1000-1050 A. D.

There is, however, information which might contradict the date of
Jianasrimitra as given just above. As is well known, one of the manu-
scripts of Udayana’s Laksanavali bears the date 906 Saka (984 A.D.).
ATV in which Udayana criticises most of the works of Jianasrimitra and
some of Ratnakirti’s is certainly the oldest of his major works, though
we are not sure if it was written before his two smaller tracts, Laksa-
navali and Laksanamala. = Thus, ATV must be placed before 984 A. D.
or at latest at a date soon after it. It then follows that Jiianasrimitra
wrote most of his works in a very short period between 976 or 980 and
c. 984, which is very unlikely. This assumpion becomes absolutely im-
possible when we trust the tradition that in ATV Udayana referred to
Ratnakirti, who must have made the summaries of his master’s works at
least a generation after his master wrote them.**

xvi) Jayantabhatta und Vacaspatimisra, ihre Zeit und ihre Bedeutung fiir die Chronolo-
gie des Vedianta, Beitrige zur indischen Philologie und Altertumskunde, Festschrift W.
Schubring, S. 162-163 (1951).

xvii) RNA Intro. 21.

xviii) Hacker, op. cit., 163; Bhattacharya, op. cit. 29, 54 etc. (1958) ; RNA Intro. 2, 3
with n. 2.

xix) Bhattacharya 4-5; Frauwallner, Jiianaéri, WZKM Bd. 38, 231 with A. 1 (1931):
Chronological order of Udayana’s works is : ATV, Kusumatijali, Nyayaparisista, Tatparya-
parisuddhi, Kirandvali. Two small works, Laksanavali and Laksanamald were, according
to Bhattacharya, written after Tatparyaparisuddhi, from which they borrow benedictive
verses. In the above mentioned work, Frauwallner placed Ratnakirti at ¢. 950 and his master
Jiianasri in the first half of 10th cent. A. D. For an argument against this see n. 333 below.

xx) According to Sahkarami$ra, a commentator on ATV, Udayana refuted in ATV
Ratnakirti's Citradvaitasiddhi (cf. Bhattacharya 18) ; Thakur says on the basis of a passage
in ATV that Udayana seems to have been aware of the relationship between JfianasSrimitra
and Ratnakirti (JNA Intro. 31).



We may suppose that Vacaspatimisra had already written his master-
piece, NVT, and the Nyayakanika, both of which were the objects of
Jfianasrimitra’s refutation, earlier than 976 A. D., say, by about 950 A. D.
This may push back the beginning of the activity of Jianasrimitra by
30 years and make it possible to insert him and Ratnakirti in between
Vacaspati and Udayana. But we can assume with equal weight that
Viacaspati must have written NVT together with NSN, which is a supple-
ment to the former.*x: Bhattacharya enumerates many factors which are
inconsistent with the supposition which places the activity of Vacaspati
and Jfianasri at so early a date as 950 A.D. Is the date 984 A.D. in
which Udayana is said to have written the Laksandvali so certain as to
disprove the Tibetan tradition that Jianasrimitra was an older contempo-
rary of Atisa?

Hacker does not touch the date of Udayana, appreciating that the
latter gives the date 906 Saka with a clear reference to the era. But
Bhattacharya and Thakur are of the opinion that the date, which is
written only in a single manuscript dated so late as 1708 Samvat, should
be reconsidered as the date of Vacaspati was. And Bhattacharya actually
proposes 1025-1100 A. D. for Udayana’s life.xxit Bhattacharya’s proposal
is based mainly on two traditions : the Tibetan one relating to Jfianasri-
mitra and Ratnakirti to which we have referred above, and the other
concerning the debate between Udayana and the father of Sriharsa whose
date can be known with a fair certainty.*xiii Bhattacharya’s prolonged
argument seems to lack incontestable evidence, but it is persuasive enough
at least to make us doubt the date given in the manuscript of the
Laksandvali. And when Udayna’s date is in the balance, we should
derive the most natural conclusion from the date of Vacaspatimisra,
which is now agreed to by many scholars, and we may return to our
former suggestion in assessing JiidnasSrimitra’s activity as 980-1030 and
that of Ratnakirti as 1,000-1050 A. D.

To come back to Moksakaragupta, he may thus be placed between

xxi) This is maintained by Bhattacharya, 29.

xxii) Bhattacharya 54.

xxiii) Bhattacharya, 49-50. This event is stated by Bhagiratha, a commentator of the
18 th century on the Naisadha. érihar§a’s father Srihira had an academic contest with Uda-
yana. In other words Udayana was older than Sriharsa by only one generation. Bhat-
tacharya thinks that the debate took place probably in the decade 1075-85 A. D.



1050 and 1292 A.D. It is almost certain that the Jagaddhala Vihira
was finally destroyed by the sack of the Muslims in 1202 A.D. when
Sakyasribhadra of Kasmir is said to have fled, on seeing the devastation
of the Vikramasila, to Jagaddala of Odivisa, at last entering Tibet in
1204 A.D.==iv We are not absolutely sure if this Jagaddala of Odivisa
is in reality identical with the Jagaddhala Vihara of Bengal, as is supposed
by scholars.x*¥ Apart from it, however, Cordier Catalogue, Rgyud XXVI,
50 and Mdo XXVII, 8 mention Danasila and Vibhiaticandra, who entered
Tibet also at the very beginning of the 13th century, as of Varendra-
jagaddala and Jagaddalavihara respectively, both of which must be under-
stood as our Jagaddhala Vihara itself. Hence we have to assume that the
Vihira existed until it was destroyed in 1202 A.D. Although it is very
natural to think that Buddhist activities dwindled rapidly under the Senas,
the Vaisnavas, who had overwhelmed the Palas by about 1150 A. D., we
are not sure that the Senas did persecute Buddhists or that the Vihara
perished with the Palas. Until the Tibetan information mentioned im-
mediately above is disproved, therefore, we should not put back the date
of the Vihara or that of Moksakaragupta. Nor can the fact that he does
not refer to Udayana indicate with certainty that he lived before Udayana.
Thus, until we get other evidence, we cannot narrow the duration of time
1050-1202 A. D. within which Moksakaragupta’s activity must fall.

3 The Text: The Sanskrit text of TBh was edited twice: once by
Embar Krishnamacharya as Vol. XCIV of the Gaekwad’s Oriental Series
(G), and secondly by H. R. Rangaswami Iyengar as a part of the
Tarkabhdsa and Vadasthana published in Mysore in 1952 (M). The
manuscripts used by both the editors are not perfect. G omits many
passages found in M, and especially in the first few pages it is unreliable
owing to the corruption of the Mss. utilised. According to Iyengar, three
leaves are missing out of the Mss. of the Mysore Oriental Library on
which M is based. In general, however, M is a far better edition than
G, and agrees well with the Tibetan translation except in some details.
The Tibetan translation Rfog gehi skad is listed in the Tohoku Catalogue

xxiv) Cf. Taraniatha, 255 ; Sumpa Khan-po's Pag sam Jon zang, ed. S. C. Das, 122.

xxv) Cf. e. g. SR xxxvii, n. 7. But we are not absolutely sure that the Jagaddalavihara
and Jagaddala of Odivisa are the same. B. B. Basu, for example, refers to a place named
Jagaddala in Orissa which is different from the Jagaddalavihara of Bengal (Basu, Archaeo-
logical Survey Reports of Mayurbhanj).



as no. 4246, in the Catalogue of Peking Reprint Edition as no. 5762,
and in Cordier Catalogue as Mdo CXII, 28. This is the largest and
complete text, complementing the lacunae of the Sanskrit text.

The following translation is made from M in principle ; but whenever
the better reading is found in G or T, it is adopted with the necessary
notification ; the lacunae in the Sanskrit text are filled up by translating
the corresponding portions of the Tibetan. Sectioning and titling of the
sections are made by the translator ; in order to make the context of the
translation clearer, supplementary words are inserted in brackets; Sanskrit
words equivalent to the preceding English translation or English words
corresponding to the Sanskrit words used in the translation are given in
parentheses when necessary; in footnotes, numbers refer to the pages
and lines of the texts concerned in principle, but with s., k., or v. they
refer to the number of siatra or verse; in the footnote, when a citation
from another text is marked by the preceding =, it is exactly identical
with the concerned passage in TBh, and when not so marked, the reader
is asked to compare both. The translator believes that TBh, presenting
rich information in brief and lucid language, could be used at least as the
basis of a dictionary of Buddhist logical terminology which he is attempt-
ing. In view of this, he has tried in footnotes to trace back the citation
in TBh to the original and to supply the theory discussed by Moksakara-
gupta with a brief survey of the tradition behind it, though the range of
his search is limited mainly to Sanskrit editions. Although he does not
imagine that he has fully succeeded, it is hoped that the present work
with detailed notes and commentaries could serve as a handbook of Bud-
dhist philosophy.

During his stay in London in 1962, the translator read and discussed
some portions of Chap. III of TBh with Professor John Brough of the
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, many of
whose valuable suggestions are incorporated into the present work. Espe-
cially when reading § 20. 2.4 in which our text, Sanskrit as well as Tibetan,
is far from perfect, his analysis and partial rendering proved to be ex-
tremely helpful. The translator expresses his sincere graditude. Of the
Pramanasamuccaya of Dignaga, the translator has derived information
from the works of Professor M. Hattori of Kyoto University (the part
on epistemology) and Professor H. Kitagawa of Nagoya University (the



part on logic). Prof. Kitagawa’s work in its final form was published
just as the present work was completed for the press; Prof. Hattori’s
work is to be published in the Harvard Oriental Series, but the translator
could refer to the typescripts which were made available to him by the
kindness of the author. Professor Y. Ojihara has been ready to help the
translator whenever the latter appoached him with questions, especially
those concerning Sanskrit grammar. The translator acknowledges his
indebtedness to all these scholars. Thanks are also due to Mr. Peter
Challis, who read through the English translation and helped the transla-
tor revise it.
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THE LANGUAGE OF LOGIC

Chapter 1. Indeterminate knowledge (pratyaksa)

1. Prefatory verse. (1.2) 'Having done reverence to the master, the
lord of the world?, I [here begin to] elucidate the language of logic in
order that [even] students of little intelligence may learn the thought of
Dharmakirti.

2. Valid cognition defined. (1.4) Since those who act with delibera-
tion in the world, desirous [for some object], follow the means of valid
knowledge (pramdna) which are able to make us attain all human aims,
the means of valid knowledge is to be first discussed?.

(1.6) The means of valid knowledge (pramana) is true knowledge
(samyaginana) referring to an object not known before!. [It is called]
pramana since by means of it an object is measured. However, it is not
different from true knowledge itself,® because it is free from the fault of
uncertainty (samdeha) and erroneousness (viparyasa). In the world, know-
ledge not disagreeing [with experience] (avisamvadaka) is called true
knowledge.® And this non-disagreement is not found in uncertain know-

1. As stated by the editor in G 1, n. 1 the first few pages of this edition are based
on the very defective manuscripts, and the parenthesized words are not those of the
author of TBh. Until p. 4 of G, I disregard the variant readings found in it except at
important places.

2. According to RCIIL, v. 7, an image of the Bodhisattva Loke§a [probably the same
as Avalokiteévara] was placed at the center of the city of Varendri, where Mokgékaragupta
resided in a monastery called Jagaddhala.

3. Cf. NB s. 1: samyagjhianapurvaki sarvapurusdrthasiddhir iti tad vyut padyate; NBT
3, 23: arthakriyarthibhis cdrthakriy@samarthapraptinimitiam jhanam wmrgyate yac ca tair
mygyate tad ecva Sastre vicaryate.

4. PVV 3, n. 2: pramanarm samyagjihdnam apurvagocaram iti laksanam.

5. The Buddhist theory that the means and the result of cognition are one and the
same is dealt with in § 8. See also PSI, v. 8 c-d: savyaparapratitatvat pramanam phalam
eva sat. (Hattori, Part II, Section 1, n. 55); PV III, v. 308 a-b: s@ ca tasydtmabhiitaiva tena
ndrthantarav phalam; NB 1, s. 18: tad eva ca pratyaksam jhanam pramdanaphalam; PVBh
23, 5: pramanatah phalam ndnyat pramanam na phalat param, etc.; TS v, 1344-1349.

6. NBT 3, 5: avisatwddakam jhdnam samyagjfidanam; PV 11, v. 1: pramanam avisam-

vadijhanam.



ledge as e.g. the knowledge [which cannot determine its object] to be
either a man or a post, nor in erroneous knowledge as the knowledge
of water seen in a desert.” ‘Referring to an object inot yet known’
(apirvagocara)® means that the object of it [=valid knowledge] has not
been experienced before, gocara (range) denoting an object (visaya) such
as a jar. Knowledge which has been produced by it [=an object] and
which is capable of making us attain® the object is the means of valid
knowledge.

2.1. Function of valid cognition. (1.13) [The following objection
may be raised :] ‘“ Knowledge is the maker (kartr) [of an action], a per-
son [possessing the knowledge] the agent (prayojya), and a thing the
object (karman). But how can you call knowledge a pramana if sometimes
it does not [actually] make a man reach [an object] and thus is unable
to cause him to attain it”’

[The author:] We reply. We do not mean that a person is forcibly
caused to act by knowledge as in the way of trampling on the neck,!®
but that determination in the form ‘the essential quality of this thing is
such and not otherwise’ is to be produced [by knowledge]; and if it is
produced by knowledge, this much [of function] is called the validity of
cognition, compatible [with experience]. As for a person possessing
knowledge, he may actually take action towards the object because of a par-
ticular need (prayojana), or may not act owing to the lack of the need.
And the object may also be snatched away by a yogin or a devil [who
makes it unattainable]. But how is knowledge affected [through such

7. NBT 3, 18: dbhyawm pramandabhyam anyena jlianena pradarsito’rthah kascid atyanta-
viparyastah, yathd maricikasu jalam. sa cdsattvat praptum aSakyah. kascid aniyato bhavabha-
vayoh yatha sam$ayarthah.

8. Apurvagocaram or anadhigatarthaganty is the qualificationfgiven to the pramana
by the Mimarmsaka and the Buddhist. Stcherbatsky, II, 372, n. 6; PS I, k. 2d- 3 b: na ca
punah punar abhijfiane’ nisthasakteh smytadivat=PVBh 242, 29 (Hattori, II, 1, n. 20; 22); PV
II, v. 3: grhitagrahanan néstam sawmvrtam; v. 5 a: ajidtarthaprakaso va; PVBh 21,121, b. :
tatrépurvarthavijfianam niscitamw badhavarjitam, adustakaranarabdham pramanam lokasamma-
tam. Dharmottara explains the theory in NBT 3, 10 ff.: ata evénadhigatavisayam pramanam. . .
tato 'dhigatavisayam apramanam. Ratnakirti defines pramanya (RNA 90, 7): pramanyam ca
pramanantaragrhitaniscitapravyttivisayarthatayd tatprapane saktih. Cf. n. 4 above.

9. For the expression prapanayogya see PVBh 22, 8-7 f. b.: prapakatvit pramanam
iti cet, na, prapanayogyatvat pramdanasya; TSop 275, 10-12: prapanam api prapakatvam tad-
yogyata ca.

10. T mgrin pa nas bkug pa (Td pahi) tshul du (in the way of pulling a person by
the neck.
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hindrances against actual attainment of the object]? !

2.2. Logical difficulty arising from universal momentariness is
solved. (2.4) [The opponent:] ¢ The validity of cognition is [according
to you] testified by its agreeing with experience (avisamvdadakatva), and
the agreement with experience is proved by the attainment of the object
seen. We cannot, however, attain the same thing which we have seen,
because of its momentariness (ksamikatva) [i. e. the thing seen is
different from the thing reached]. Furthermore, what is seen is the colour-
form (r#@pa) [of an object], but what is reached is the tangibility (spra-
stavya) [of the object]. Thus, one thing is seen and another is reached.
Accordingly what you reach is not the thing that you have seen. How
then does this cognition become valid ?”’

[The author : This argument is] untenable. For even if we reach
what is in reality different [from the thing we have seen], we still get
the logical imagination (adhyavasaya) of identity ‘I reach the very same
object which I have seen’; and this is meant by the expression ‘attainment
of what has been apprehended’ (pratlitaprapana). On the other hand,
the knowledge of water derived from a mirage etc. is definitely invalid
because it cannot make us attain this [edhyavasaya’).'?

[ The opponent :] ‘“Is it not that apart from the attainment of efficient
operation!® (arthakriya) we cannot ascertain that this [knowledge] is
capable of causing to reach and that [knowledge] is not? And the
difference between a valid and an invalid knowledge cannot be determined
by [perceiving] the mere origination of knowledge. Therefore, how can
it [i.e. knowledge determining the essential quality of an object] be valid
knowledge? ”’

[The author :] There is not this fault [in our theory]. It is true that
such a distinction cannot be determined by the origination of knowledge in
general ; yet we can point out how one is distinguished [from the other]

11. For a similar argument cf. NBT 3, 8: pravartakatvam api pravrttivisayapradar-
Sakam eva, na hi purusaw hathat pravartayitus Saknoti vijfianam. See also E. Frauwallner,
Dharmottaras Ksanabhangasiddhi, WZKM 42, 251.

12. NBT 4, 8-11: nanu deSaniyatam dkdraniyatawm ca prapayitum Sakyawm, yatkalam tu
paricchinnam tatkdlam na Sakyawm prapayitum. ndcyate yasminn eva kale paricchidyate tasminn
eva kdle prapayitavyam iti. anyo hi darianakdlo 'nya§ ca praptikalah. kim tu yatkalawm paric-
chinnam tad eva prapaniyvam. abhedadhyavasiyic ca samtanagatam ckatvam drastavyam iti.

13. PV II, v. 1 b-c: arthakriydsthitir avisamvadanam.



when we get the knowledge specific* [to an object]. For instance, one
who gets a dull cognition may be unable to determine the validity of
knowledge at the moment of its origination, but he determines [the validity
of his knowledge of fire or water] through'perceiving efficient operation
such as burning, cooking, immersion in water, 4:*- bathing, drinking, -**4
emergence, etc. when he sees them afar, or through perceiving rising
smoke etc. One who gets a sharp cognition, on the other hand, determines
it not through the attainment of efficient operation, but only by the sharper
perception (patutarapratyaksa).

2.3. The meaning of arthakriyasthiti explained (2.20) [The oppo-
nent may raise another question:] ‘“ If the validity of cognition is defined
to be agreement [with actual experience], then how can an auditory know-
ledge (Srotrajnana), which by its nature does not cause [the hearer
actually to] reach the object he understands, be valid? '’15

[The author :] This is untenable. For we mean that the validity of
cognition is the apprehension of the essential quality (svardipa) of an
object; and this is possible without the actual attainment of efficient
operation referring to an external object. This is expressed [by Dharma-
kirti in PV 1.1 reading :7}

““ Non-disagreeing knowledge is valid cognition; non-disagreement

[here] means the existence of efficient operation.”

[and the subsequent verse].’® In the case of the sound [of a word],
hearing is the existence of efficient operation, since the purpose of sound
is fulfilled if it is simply heard, just as the existence of efficient operation
consists in the simple act of seeing in the cases of [the perceptions of]
the sun, moon, cloud and sky. ({This is meant by a Buddhist logician]
when he says:

‘“The apprehension of the essential quality of an object is here

14. Tp, n, and a Skt. Mss (cf. G 2, n. 2) have, instead of jiianavisesa, snanapanajia-
navisesa- =S$es pahi khrus dan btun (Read btun) pa dan (Read pahi) khyad par.. ., and omit
snanapana out of the enumeration of the examples in the next line.

15. The problem is treated as a parvapaksa of PV II, v. 1 c-d (see n. 16 below) by
almost all commentators on PV. See e.g. PVBh 4, 17-18:. .. Sabdavisaye tu jhine na daha-
pakadyarthakriya, svatah parata$ cdrthakriya’ bhavat. . . .

16. PV I, v. 1-2: pramanam avisavadi jianam arthakriyasthitih, avisarmvadanam $abde
'py abhiprayanivedanat. vaktrvyaparavisayo yo'rtho buddhau prakdsate, pramanyam tatra
Sabdasya ndrthatattvanibandhanam.
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admitted as the existence of [efficient] operation.’’?’

2.4. Is the validity of knowledge dependent on other knowledge or
not.? (3.7) However, when cognizing fire, water, etc. for the first time,
a reasonable person wishing for effective operation proceeds to them, start-
ing from the mere uncertain knowledge about the efficiency [of the object].
18--- Even if he is not clearly conscious that he has the doubt, [the
situation is not different,] since the uncertainty which is attached [to his
undertaking} can be by no means removed owing to the absence of a posi-
tive (s@dhaka) or negative proof (badhaka)-:-18

Therefore [the problem] has been settled : one acts for an object by
virtue of his obtaining only sharper perception, which, as soon as it is
obtained, apprehends [by intuition] the customary efficiency [of the ob-
ject]. But one who gets merely the dull cognition [of an object] begins
to act after he has inferred the same [efficiency]. Thus, the validity of
indeterminate knowledge [or direct perception] is established by itself
(svatah pramanyam) [in the case of sharper one], but by another cogni-
tion (paratah) in some cases [in which the cognizer is unable to confirm
the efficiency of an object at the first moment of the cognition]. As for
the knowledge of a yogin (yogijfidna) and self-consciousness (svasamve-
dana), the validity is established by themselves. As for inference which
is by nature certain, its validity is confirmed by itself.!?

17. Probably this is a verse by Prajfiakaragupta. PVBh 5, 21 (v. 9) : jieyasvariapasam-
siddhir eva tatra kriya mata, citre' pi drstamatrena phalam parisamaptimat.

18. T gal te de la hdi Ita buhi the tshom med par hjug (par hjug omitted in d) du
chug kyan, hon kyan sgrub par byed pa dan gnod par byed pahi tshad ma med pahi phyir ro,
gan gsuns pa, the tshom hbyun (hgyur, d. n.) ba gan gis bzlog (zlog d, n) par byed, ces so.
My tr. follows M. I am reluctant to regard sams$ayo bhavan kena vdryate as a citation as
T and G do, nor have I so far identified it.

19. Contextually the discussion in § 2.4 directly follows that in § 2.2 [Our text in
§ 2.2-2.4 may have some confusion]. Both the sections deal with the problem of whether
the validity of cognition is intrinsically proved or not (svatah pramanyam or paratah pra-).
Buddhist attitude towards the problem is most clearly stated by Kamalaéila: He enume-
rates under TS v. 2811 four possible theories regarding the problem, viz. 1) both validity
and non-validity are established intrinsically: 2) they are both proved through external
cognition; 3) validity is proved intrinsically and non-validity by external cognition; 4)
validity is proved by external cognition and non-validity intrinsically (TSP 745, 3-5).
After a detailed examination he concludes: The Buddhist does not follow any one of these
four theories, but holds that the validity of a cognition is proved sometimes intrinsically
and another time by another cognition, there being no definite principle (TSP 811, 17-18:
na hi bauddhair esam caturnam ekatamo’pi pakso 'bhisto ’niyamapaksasyéstatvat). The Bud-
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2.5. Apurvagocara explained. (3.16) The following is implied in the
[discussion made above]: Knowledge which occurs of an object for the
first time is alone a valid cognition, all other knowledge which occurs
later regarding the same object being excluded. For the latter is not
valid because it grasps what has been once grasped as e. g. in the case
of the determinate knowledge (savikalpakam jnanam) in the form ¢This
is a jar’, which we, having seen a jar by means of indeterminate know-
ledge (nirvikalpakam jnanam), get later with regard to the very same
object, and which is accordingly of the nature of remembrance ; or again,
if we, having once obtained inferential knowledge ‘Here there is fire’ through
the perception of smoke, get again, a moment later, the inferential know-

ledge ‘ Here thereis fire’ regarding the same place, [this latter knowledge
is not valid because it is not probative].2°

2.6. Sense-organs are not the means of valid knowledge. (4.5)
When it is said that the means of valid knowledge is true knowledge,
things such as sense-organs which are by nature insentient are by implica-
tion (samarthyat) denied to be the means of valid knowledge, because
they are incapable of ascertaining [the object]. Determining operation
(paricchedakatva) is the function of a knower (boddhrtva), and this is
innate only in knowledge. How then can it be the nature of such things
as sense-organs which are by nature deprived of consciousness ?2!

dhist logician divides sense-perception into two kinds: 1) perception of which the object
has been repeatedly cognized by us, and of which the particular nature, i.e. the efficiency,
is discerned as soon as we get it. The validity of perception is in this case proved by
itself. 2) But when we are not accustomed to an object, we get perception of which the
validity is uncertain; then we need another cognition, perception representing the effective
action of the object or inference, in order to determine the validity of the first perception;
then its validity is proved by external cognition. The problem is easily solved in the case
of manasa-pratyaksa, yogi-jfidna, svasamvedana or inference, since these kinds of knowledge
do not depend on an external object and are by nature intrinsically determinate. This
problem is also treated by all the commentators on PV II, 1. For a brief but useful explana-
tion see PVV 3, 3f, b.-4, 8 to which the description in TBh is very similar. See also TS
v. 2966, 2974-2976, with TSP.

20. n. 8 above.

21. PV IL v. 3:...dhi pramanatd, pravyttes tatpradhanatvad dheyopadeyavastuni. Moksa-
kara interprets this verse in § 2.5 and 2.6. TS v. 2029; TSop 281, 6-19 refutes the Vai-
bhasika who asserts the sense-organ to be the knower as follows: The Vaibhasika con-
siders the sense-organ as knower (drasty), thinking that if knowledge-which is not a resisting
substance- were the knower, it would grasp even a concealed object. But this is untenable,
you could say that knowledge would grasp even a concealed thing since nothing would
hinder its movement, only if we asserted that knowledge travels to an object to grasp it.



3. Classification of the valid knowledge. (4.9) This [valid cogni-
tion] is twofold : indeterminate (pratyakse) and determinate cogm’aon
(anumana).®? Pratyaksa is [a tatpurusa compound which can be analys-
ed into] aksam pratigata-® i. e ‘connected with or depending on the
sense-organ’, aksa here standing for indriya (sense-organs) called eyes,
ears, nose, tongue and skin. Knowledge brought about by them is named
indeterminate cognition [or direct perception]. ‘

[The opponent:] ““ If indeterminate knowledge is that depending on
sense-organs, the three kinds of knowledge, mental perception (manasa-
pratyaksa), (self-consciousness (svasamvedana) and the knowledge of a
seer (yogipratyaksa)], which are to be soon dealt with, would not be
indeterminate, since they are not produced from sense-organs.’’24

[The author:] We reply to this. When we say ‘connected with the
sense-organ’, it is simply the etymological definition (vwyutpattinimitia) of
the word pratyaksa. The definition of the usage of the word pratyaksa

But we say that knowledge grasps an image with which it is endowed. Moreover, an
object at an inaccessible place has no resemblance with knowledge. How then can it be
grasped by knowledge? Again, if the sense-organ were the knower, an object separated
by glass etc. could not be grasped, since your doctrine tells that ten kinds of material
dhatus (to which the sense-organ belongs) are resisting substances [cf. AK I, v. 29]. You
may contend : ‘“Why is it said in the scripture that colour-form is grasped by the eyes?”’
We reply to this: This teaching is a metaphorical one.

22. PSL k. 2 a-b (=PVBh 169, 3) : pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane (Hattori, IL 1.
n. 11) ; NB s. 2-3: dvividha samyagjhianam, pratyaksam anuminam ca.

23. NBT 6, 2-4: pratyaksam iti, pratigatam asritam aksam. atyadayah krantddyarthe
dvitiyayéti samdsah. praptdpanndlamgatisamasesu paravallingapratisedhad abhidheyavallinge sati
sarvalingah pratyaksasabdah siddhah. This explanation is almost verbally quoted in TSop
276, 2-6. Moksakara presupposes this grammatical interpretation given by Dharmottara,
though he does not cite it. ‘Pratyaksa- is a compound word which may be analysed into
aksam (Pan. si. 3. 4. 223) pratigata-, pratigata- meaning asrita-, i.e. ‘connected with or
depending on the senses’. [That is to say, it is a tafpurusa belonging to the group gati-
samdsa taught in si 2. 2. 18). However, it is formed according to the rule (in Bh. ad 2.
2. 18 vt. 41 : atyadayah krantadyarthe dvitiyaya (prefixes like ati- etc. in the sense of (ati-)
kranta- etc. can enter into composition with (their complement]) in the accusative case).
(If it is a tatpurusa, pratyaksa would agree in gender with that of the last member, aksam,
as taught in si 2. 4. 26, and would be always of the neuter gender. But it is not so, for
the agreement of the gender of a fafpurusa with its last member is denied (by 2. 4. 26 vt.]
in compounds whose first members are prapta- Gpanna-, or alam- and ‘gati samasa’. Thus,
the gender of the word pratyaksa (as described at the beginning of Bh. ad 2. 2. 29] agrees
with the subject to be related, and it is established as an adjective taking all the three
genders.

24, NBT 6, 6-7.



(in its particular sighification] (pravritinimitia) is to be understood as
“ direct apprehension’ (saksatkaritva) according to its conventional sense
(radhivasat), just as [we understand not only ‘mud-born’ but also a
species of lotus when we hear the word] pankaja. Thus it is established
that self-consciousness and the others are also denoted by the term praty-
aksa, because they directly apprehend knowledge as the content of self-
consciousness and the others.?

(4.18) By mana [of anumana] is meant that an object is measured
by this means. The ([prefix] anu- is in the sense of ‘later’ (pascat).
Thus, determinate knowledge or inference (anumana) means ‘subsequent
measure’. That is to say, ‘after’ having grasped a logical mark (linga
or probans) and having remembered the connection between the mark
and that which possesses the mark (lingin, probandum), we get, regarding
the concerned locus (dharmin) such as a mountain, knowledge which
refers to an object not directly perceived. This knowledge is meant by
the term ‘inference’.?¢ Such [usage of the word in its particular significa-
tion] is to be understood according to the conventional sense [of the word].

4. Valid knowledge is of only two kinds. (5.3) By the word ‘two-
fold’ are refuted the different opinions which [classify valid knowledge
into] one, three, four, five, and six kinds. That is to say, the Carvika
recognizes only one valid cognition, i.e. perception; the Samkhya percep-
tion, inference and verbal testimony (§dbda); the Naiyayika perception,
inference, identification (#pamana), and verbal testimony ; the Prabhakara
perception, inference, verbal testimony, identification and presumption or
postulation (arthapatti); the [Bhatta-] Mimamsaka perception, inference,
verbal testimony, identification, presumption and non-existence (abhava).?

We have enumerated indeterminate and determinate knowledge when
it has been already understood that there are two valid cognitions by the

25. NBT 6, 4-6; TSop 276, 6-8.

26. NBT 6, 10-13.

27. This description of various theories on the classification of pramdna is quoted
with slight variations in TSop 277, 4-10. TSop 277, 9-10 abhavo hi pratyaksaw Sabda$ ca
pramanam iti vaiyakaranah seems to be confused, and it can be bettered by emending into
abhavo’ pi mimamsakandm. pratyaksam Sabdas ca pramanam iti vaiyakaranah (cf. the follow-
ing passage in TBh). In this connection a verse in Manameyodaya 8 is interesting: car-
vakds tavad ekawm dvitayam api punar bauddhavaiSesikau dvau bhasarvajhias ca samkhyas
tritayam udayanadya$ catuskam vadanti, prahub prabhakarah paficakam api ca vayaw te'pi
vedantavijiiah satkam pauranikas tv astakam abhidadhire sambhavaitihyayogat.

— 30 —



word ‘twofold’. The reason for this is to reject [the theory of] twofold
cognition with different members. For the Vaiyakarana says that twofold
valid knowledge consists of perception and verbal testimony.28

4.1. Refutation of the Carvaka’s view of pramana. (5.12) First of
all, we assert that the Carvaka has necessarily to admit the validity of
inference. For he (1) advances the definition of perception [which is the
same as inference proving the identity of pratyakse and pramana] in
order to teach others [‘the characteristic common to valid perceptions and
that common to false perceptions]. (2) Other people’s thought is not
perceptible but is to be inferred through its effect such as the operation
of their body and words. From this, it follows that when he [says he]

understands another person’s thought, he is forced to admit the inference
based on the logical mark of an effect. Again, (3) when he denies the

existence of another world, he actually has resort to a proof called nega-
tion (anupalambha) [which is inferential knowledge]. Therefore, how
can the Carviaka be sane when he argues by means of inferential know-
ledge, while saying that inference is not valid knowledge.??
[From the fact that you, the Carvakas, establish the common
nature of valid knowledge and that of invalid knowledge, that you
understand the thought of another person, and that you negate
something, it follows that [inference which is] a pramana other
than perception exists.]?°

28. For the Vaiydkarana’s refutation of inference as valid knowledge see Vakyvapad-
iya, I, v. 32-34. They are cited for criticism’s sake in TS v, 1460-1462. Cf. Mookerjee 366~
367. G adds here an oft quoted verse of Dharmakirti : pramanetarasamanyasthiter anyadhiyo
gateh, pramanantarasadbhavah pratisedhic ca kasyacit. This verse, originally found in PVn
Peking ed. Ce 251, b 6 ff., is quoted in Ratnakirti’s Pramanantarbhivaprakarana (RNA 90,
2-3). It is also cited in SDS II, 19, 38-39; PKM 180, 5; 324, 4; NVV 1, 386, 2 etc. In §4
Moksakara follows the argument of Ratnakirti; so it is quite possible that as in G he
actually quoted this verse from Ratnakirti. But G misplaces the verse, since it is meant
for proving the existence of inference against the Carvaka who admits only perception as
valid cognition and accordingly should be brought under § 4. 1.

29. Our author closely follows the argument of Ratnakirti. RNA 89, 25-29: na ca cdr-
vako'py anumdnam anavasthapya sthatum prabhavati, vydparatrayakaranat. tacchdstre hi pra-
tyaksetarasamanyayoh pramanetaravidhanam laksanapranayanato vidhatavyam, tac ca laksanam
pratyakse dharmini laksye pramanye pratyetavye svabhdavo hetuh. parabuddhipratipattau ca
kayadivyaparah karyahetuh. paralokapratisedhe ca dySyanupalambho 'figikartavya iti katham
anumandpalipah. ... See also SDS 18, 25-19, 40; TS v. 1456-1459 gives the Carvaka’s criticism
of inference which is refuted in the following verses by ééntirakgita. But this refutation
is made in a way different from that in our text.

30. n. 28 above.



4.2. Refutation of verbal testimony. (6.1) 3'Knowledge derived from
verbal testimony could be admitted as valid only if it agreed with the
external object; and this agreement (avisamvadakatva) is not possible
without a relationship (sambandha). There is not, however, any relation
between the word and the external object. The reason is as follows: If
there were a relationship between the word and the thing-meant, it would
be either identity (t{d@datmya) or causality (tadutpaiti). Of these, an identical
relationship does not anyhow exist between the word and the thing-meant,
since the two are manifested as completely different [from each other].
For unity (ekatva) is called identity. And if unity were to be admitted
even between two differently manifested things, a cow and a horse would
be one thing. Nor is a causal relationship [possible between the word
and the thing-meant], since neither concomitance in agreement (anvaya)
nor in difference (vyatireka) is observed [between them]. You cannot,
therefore, assert that there is a causal connection between the two. For
we see a jar, etc. being produced out of a lump of clay, a stick, water,
a potter, and a wheel without [depending on] the operation of words,
and a word for its part is produced only through the palate, etc. operated
by the mere will of a man, even when there is no external object.3?

(6.12) If there were, apart from identity and causality, another real
relationship3® marked by the verbal expression and its meaning between
the word and the thing-meant, then it would follow that when a word is
spoken, even one®** who does not know the verbal convention can under-

31. Verbal testimony is advocated mainly by the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas.
The first half of the author’s criticism (§ 4.2) is directed to the Mimarsakas who regard
the Vedic injunction as a means of valid knowledge, and the last half (§ 4.2.1) to the
Naiyayikas who define verbal testimony as the words of a reliable person. Our author
follows Ratnakirti’s discussion in RNA 92 ff.

32. RNA 92, 11-19: codanayas tavad bahye'rthe pratibandhabhivin na pramanyam, pra-
yogah, yasya yatra pratibandho ndsti na tasya tatra pramanyam, yathd dahane pratibaddha-
sya rasabhasya, apratibaddhas ca bahirarthe vaidikah Sabda iti vyapakanupalabdhih. na tavad
ayam asiddho hetuh, Sabddnam vastutah pratibandhabhavat. pratibaddhasvabhavatd@ hi prati-
bandhah, na ca sa nirnibandhand, sarvesam sarvatra pratibaddhasvabhavatiprasaengat. niband-
hanaw cdsyas tadatmyatadutpattibhyam anyan nbpalabhyate. atatsvabhavasydtadutpattes ca
tatrdpratibaddhasvabhavatvat. na hi $abdanam bahirarthasvabhavatdsti bhinnapratibhdsavaro-
dhavisayatvat. ndpi Sabda bahirarthad upajayante, artham antarendpi purusasyécchipratibad-
dhavytteh Sabdasyétpadadarianat.

33. M, T vastavah ; G svabhavikah.

34. M, T purusasya; G pramatuh.



stand the definite meaning by virtue of the natural capacity (yogyatd)3
[of a word], just as he apprehends a jar, etc.3® when it is lighted up by
a lamp. But such is not the case, since, for example, a man who has
newly arrived from the Nailikera (Nicobar) islands does not understand
any meaning from the word egni when he hears it.?”

(6.17) [The opponent may contend :] ‘“The word is born® with such
a nature that it is able to denote such and such an object according to
such and such an agreement.”” But this is untenable, because there is no
evidence for this argument, for any agreement (sariketa) can be applied
to anything, and accordingly we do not know if someone really means
what he says or another thing.3?

(7.2) Or, admitting that there is a connection other [than identity
and causality], we should ask by what connection this [connection] is
connected with the two [i.e. the word and the thing-meant]). If you
propose that it is by another connection which is the fourth [entity], we
should ask by what connection the fourth is connected with the [other
three] entities. If you produce the fifth, the same question would be
asked again with regard to the fifth. Thus, there being an infinite regress
(anavastha), the last is never established, which makes all the preceding
ones illegitimate.4 ’

(7.6) Or if* you say that the connection of the word and the thing-

35. RNA 92, 20-23: nanu yogyatayaiva kiwcit pratibaddhasvabhdavam upalabhyate, yathd
caksurindriyam riape. caksub khalu vyaparyamanam riupam evbpalambhayati, tathaivaite vai-
dikah Sabdas tadatmyatadutpattiviyuktdpi yogyatamatrendtindriyam artham bodhayisyanti . . ..

36. M. T ghatadi-; G ghatapatadi-.

37. RNA 93, 24-27: tarhi vicyavacakalaksanah Sabdarthayoh sambandho bhavisyati . . . iti
cet, nanu tasya vastavatve 'samketavido’py arthapratipattir bhaved ity uktam. ...

38. M jayate; G jatah.

39. RNA 93, 21-24: atha tattatsashketipeksas tadarthapratyiyanayogya evdyawm jata
ity ucyate, tad api na prastutopayogi, na hy evam asya pramanyam avatisthate. yada hi
sanketendpurusarthapratipadanam api sambhavyata eva, tadd na Sakyam upakalpayitum kim
ayam abhimatasyaivdrthasya dyotako na véti.

40. The following argument seems to originate from Dharmakirti’s Sambandha-
pariksd v. 4: dvayor ekabhisambandhit sambandho yadi taddvayoh, kah sambandho ’navastha
ca na sambandhamatis tathd (Frauwallner translates: Wenn die beiden (verbundenen
Dinge] durch die Verbindung mit einem einzigen [(Ding] verbunden sind, welche Ver-
bindung besteht dann bei den beiden? Ferner [ergibt sich) eine endlose Reihe. Auf diese
Weise kann es keine Erkenntnis einer Verbindung geben.] Frauwallner, Dharmakirti’s
Sambandhapariksa, WZKM Bd. 41, 264, 270 and 280. '

41. M=T (ci ste) atha; G artha-.



meant is possible without being connected [by another connection], this is
not correct. How can a thing which is not connected {with another] be a
connecting link itself, as in the case of a piece of cloth with regard to a
jar. [The opponent may contend :] ‘“ It should be said that a connection
is by nature such that it connects others without requiring another connec-
tion.”’4? {The author :] This is untenable. No objection (#ttara) may be
raised when the nature [of a thing] is established by a proof as when a
nature such as burning is [established by a proof] as belonging only to
fire and not to other things such as ether. On the contrary, we, in spite
of our scrutiny, do not find any justification for the establishment of a
connection. You should not contend that the word, having by nature an
expressive capacity (Sabdasakti), never deviates from the thing-meant
determined by it. For if the word ‘jar’ denotes by nature the category
(padartha) which, having a conch-shaped neck, is able to hold water,
then how can it denote a horse and other things when depending on
another agreement and the particular will of a speaker. It will indeed
be impossible for a seed of rice, which is produced by its own causes
with the nature of yielding its shoot, to give birth to an ass, even if it
is understood according to another agreement.*3

4.2.1 (7.19) It is also not acceptable that the words spoken by
trustworthy persons# are a means of valid knowledge, since trustworthiness
is impossible to be ascertained. The state of being emancipated from all
faults (ksimadosatva) is called trustworthiness (é@ptatva). Emancipation
from all faults refers to a cetain state belonging to another person’s mind.
And this is hardly visible [i. e. determinable], since we see [sometimes]
that physical and lingual actions [supposed] to be the logical mark#*
[through which we infer the trustworthiness of the conerned person’joccur#
in persons who are not [really trustworthy]. When it is usual that a man

42. M sambaddhnati; G=T sambadhnatiti.

43. RNA 93, 16-20 : atha svahetubhir eviyam idrSas tesam svabhavo datto yena te sawm-
ketaviesasahdya eva kam api artham avabodhayanti, na tarhi samketaparavrttau padartha-
ntaravyttayo bhaveyuh. yadi hy ayam agnihotraSabdah sawmketapekso yagaviSesapratipadakah,
kathaw samketanyatvendrthantaram pratipadayati. na hi ksityddyapeksena bijena svahetor
ankurajananasvabhavendtpannena rasabhah $akyo janayitum, tathd $abdo’'py yadarthaprati-
padananiyatas tam eva prakdsayet.

44. NS 1. 1. 7: aptopadesah Sabdah.

45. M kayavagvyapardadikaryalingasya; G kdyavagvyaparasya karyalingasya tu.

46. M=T vrttidar$anat; G samdarianat.



having passions pretends to be free from passions, how can you ascertain
trustworthiness? 4

4.2.2 (8.4) Since the validity of the words of the Veda is negated
through our refutation of a connection [between the word and the thing-
meant], we do not deal with it separately. [The opponent may ask :] ““ If
so, how about all verbal usage in the world which is not to be doubted? *’
(The author:] It is not hurt at all, because [the words convey their
meaning] by virtue of the desire of a speaker [who expresses himself]
according to such and such an agreement. It is said:

The words are to refer to the mere intention of a speaker [and

not to the external object meant by it].4

4.3. Refutation of identification. (8.9) The Naiyayika explains*
identification (upamana) as follows : ‘“ Suppose that there is a man, opera-
tor of identification, who knows a cow but not a gavayae, and that he is
directed by his master to go to a forest to bring a gavaya. Not acquain-
ted with the object denoted by the word gavaya, he asks an inhabitant of
a forest or%® another man who knows it: My friend, what is a gavaya
like? And the latter answers: A gavaya is like a cow. Now the servant,
when he is in a forest, gets the knowledge of the resemblance (saripya-
jhrana) of a gavaya [to a cow] which, being assisted by the remembrance
of the object suggested by the analogical expression (atidesavikyartha-
smaranasahakarin),’! produces the comprehension (pratipatti) that this is
the very object designated by the word gavaya; here the knowledge of
resemblance, being the agent (kartr), is a means of knowledge, and the

47. RNA 94, 11-13: dptapranitasya punar vacanasya...na pra@manyam upagantum
$akyate, paracittavritingm aSakyaniicayatvendptatviparijhianat.

48. Not identified. But cf. PV II, v. 2: vaktrvyaparavisayo yo'rtho buddhau prakdsate,
pramanyam tatra Sabdasya ndrthatattvanibandhanam.

49. NBh, NV and NVT ad NS 1.1.6. There is difference of opinion on what is the
means of knowledge in the case of upamana between NBh and NV-NVT (cf. Jha's note 2
in NS 28). Moksakara, as well as Ratnakirti, reproduces here the view of Vicaspatimiéra
that in identification s@rapyaj#iéna (the knowledge of the similarity, say, of a gavaya with
a cow) is the pramana, which being aided by the atideSasmarana produces the pramiti in
the form ‘This object is what is named gavaya’ (cf. NVT 169, 5ff.: pindasya hi gavaya-
Sabdavacyatam puruso’tideavakyasmaranasahakdrinah pratyaksid gavayagatdd gosadysyat
prajanan tena prajhapyata iti pramanavyiparah prajhdapanam uktam iti.)

50. Insert vé between anyam and tajj#fiam (cf. n. 52 below).

51. M atidesa; G aptatidesa; T bstan pa =ddesa.
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comprehension [produced by it] is its effect (phala).’’5?

[The author :] This is untenable. For the validity of any kind of
knowledge must be pervaded (vydpla) by the state of having its object.
But in this case, in spite of a careful investigation, we do not find*® the
object. For it is said [ by you] that the connection of the designation [with
the thing designated] (semakhyasambandha) is the object (visaya) of this
(identification].5¢ But such a connection is not existent in reality. For if
it is (by nature] visible, its [presence] is negated by the actval non-per-
ception of it, and if, on the contrary, it is invisible, we do not see any
justification for establishing its existence.

(9.3) Furthermore, is this connection existent separately from the two
terms which are connected or not? If it is separate, it should be explain-
ed by what connection the two terms are connected [with the connection
itself]. If you here imagine another connection, then an infinite regress
would follow. Or, if it is not separate [from the two connected terms],
then you should admit the existence of the two connected things alone, but
not anything which is called a designating connection (samakhya).%® 1f you
again say that the connection [here] means [a separate entity which]
produces the idea of the connected, it is not reasonable. For the idea
that these two are connected originates from the two connected things
by virtue of their own causes, and is not able to win over a relationship

52. RNA 91, 20-25: ayam asya prapaficah, yah pratipattd gawm janati na gavayam,
adista$ ca svamina gacchdranyam gavayam anaydsmdad iti, gavaya$abdavicyam artham ajainano
vanecaram anyaw va tajjfiam pystavan, bhratah kidrSo gavaya iti. tena cddistam yathd gaus
tathd gavaya iti. tasya Srutatidesavikyasya kasydmcid aranyam upagatasydtideiavakyartha-
smaranasahakari yad gavayasarupyajhianam tat prathamata evdsau gavayaSabdaviacyo 'rtha iti
pratipattim prastuvanam upamanam pramanam iti.

53. M sampasSyamah; G pasyamah.

54. NBh 20, 3: samakhydsambandhapratipattir upamandrtha ity dha; NVT 169, 15:
samakhydsambandhapratipattir upamandrthah phalam. RNA 95, 25 : tathd hi samakhyasamband-
has tasya visayo varnyate, sa ca paramarthato ndsti. The meaning of the Buddhist criticism
here is as follows: sariipyajfidna is, as Vacaspati himself says, none other than pratyaksa,
atideSasmarana is the same as aptopadela or $abda, and the last characteristic particular
to upamana, samakhyasambandha, is not existent in reality, because as already refuted in
§ 4.2, sambandha in general is not admitted. For a similar criticism by Digniga see
Randle, 317.

55. RNA 95, 26-27 : sa hi sambandhah sambandhibhyam bhinno 'bhinno va. yadi bhinnas
tada tayor iti kutah. na ca sambandhintardd iti vaktavyam, tad api katham tesam iti cintayam
anavasthaprasangah (cf. n. 40 above too). RNA 96, 1-2: athdbhinnah, tadid sambandhinav eva
kevalav iti na samakhyasambandho nama, yah kascid upamanasya visayah syat.



which is another entity.5¢

4.3.1. (9.11) In the same way, the validity of [identification] des-
cribed by the Mimarhsaka is also to be repudiated. For an object qualified
by resemblance (s@drs$yavisistah pindah) or resemblance qualified by
object-ness (pindavisistam sadrSyam) is proposed by them as the object
of identification. However, resemblance separate from the things similar
cannot be established, just because there is no proof for knowing it. That
is to say, if resemblance which is separate from the similar things is
visible, then [the existence of] it is eclipsed by the non-perception of a
perceptible object (drsyanupalambhagrasta). And if it is an invisible
entity, how then’” can it be established even by inference, since we do
not find any logical mark which is necessarily connected with it? On the
other hand, the idea of resemblance can be produced by an object resembling
[another] which is so produced by its own causes as to give rise to
the idea. You are unable to establish [an entity called resemblance]
through the idea of [resemblance].

The opponent may contend that resemblance is established by means
of identification, [but not vice versa]. But this is untenable, because the
opponent school speculates that the relation of qualifier (viSesana) and
qualificand (visesya) found only between two similar bodily objects which
have been established by a proof other [than identification] holds good
as the object of identifidation. How then can resemblance alone be
established by identification? 58

balat sambaddhavastudvayad api sambhavyamand na sambandham akseptuwm prabhavati. tasman
na bhinnasambandhasiddhih. (Read samdkhyasambandho ndma instead of samakhya nama
sambandhah in M 9, 6-7).

57. M=T tada; G tad api.

58. RNA 95, 1-17: tatha hi sady$yaviSistah pindah pindavisistar va sadySyam upamanasya
visayo varnyate, na sadySavastwvyatiriktam sadySyasm vyavasthdpayitwh Sakyate pramanend-
pratitatvat. nanu sadySyam vastu durviram eva, yad aha, sadySyasya ca vastutvam na Sakyam
apabadhitum, bhiyo 'vayavasamanyayogo jatyantarasya tat. (cf. SV Upamana, v. 18) iti. atro-
cyate, yadi sadriatiriktam sadrSyawm vastu dyrSyam syat, tadd dySyanupalambhagrastam eva. . .
athddy$yam tat sady$yam upeyate, tathdpi tatra prasiddhalingabhavad asiddham eva. . .sidysya-
pratyayas tu svahetos tathotpannena sady$avastundpi kriyamdno ghatata evéti na sadrSyam
utthiapayitum prabhavati. upamanapramanabalad eva sadySyasiddhir iti cet, na, pramanantarasid-
dhayor eva sady$yapindayor viéegaqaviﬁe:syabha‘vasyépama‘qavigayatvﬁt. kathah sadySyamatrasyo-
pamanat siddhih. tata$ ca sadySyasydsiddher na tadvisistah pindah pindaviSistam va sidrSyam
upamanasya visayah.



4.4. Refutation of presumption. (10.5) Presumption or postulation
(arthapatti) is not accepted as a separate means of valid knowledge.
Presumption is defined’®: Presumption is the supposition of a thing with-
out which another thing apprehended by a proof, perception or else, would
become unintelligible.

The following should be considered here: If the thing perceived by
a means of valid knowledge is connected with the unseen, supposed thing
through either the relation characterised by identity or that characterised
by causality, then this is knowledge produced either from a logical mark
of identity or from a logical mark of causality; it follows that the [so-
called] presumption is none other than inference. Or, if there is no such
connection, then presumption cannot be a means of wvalid knowledge,
just because there is no necessary connection as in the case of under-
standing a piece of cloth from a jar.s°
4.5. Refutation of non-existence. (10.13) By no means do we cognize
the essential quality of the [so-called] non-existence (abhdva). How then
can it be a pramana? [Defining non-existence] the Mimamsaka says:
“'The non-production of {the five] means of valid knowledge beginning
with perception is [itself] a means of valid knowledge called non-exist-
ence.’’61

What do you here mean by ‘non-production’? Is it 1) the mere nega-
tion of the proposition knowledge is produced’ (prasajyavrtti)? Or 2)
does it mean something positive, being construed as the negation of a
term (paryudasavrtti)?®? If something positive is meant, is it 2. a) an

59. Mimarnsabhasya, 12, 4-5: arthapattir api dystah $ruto vértho 'nyatha nbpapadyata
ity arthakalpand; NBh ad NS 2.2.1.: yatrdbhidhiyamane’rthe yo'nyo'rthah prasajyate so
‘rthapattih; SV Arthapatti, v. 1: pramanasatkavijhdto yatrdrtho ndnyathd bhavet, adystam
kalpayed anyawn sdrthapattir uddhrta. RNA 91, 27-29: pratyaksadibhi sadbhih pramanaih
prasiddho yo'rthah sa yenma vind na yujyate tasydrthasya kalpanam arthapattir iti. . . .

60. RNA 96, 16-25: atra vicaryate, yasydrthasya darSanad yo'rthah parikalpyate tayor
yadi pratibandho’sti taddrthipattir anumdanam eva...anyathd tema vind ndpapadyata ity
ahrikad anyo na briydt, ghatapatavat. .. tatra svabhdvapratibandhe svabhdvahetujaiva sdrtha-
pattih, tadutpattipratibandhe karyalingajaiva.

61. RNA 92, 1-9: pratyaksanumandadipramanapaticakdbhavasvabhdvam abhavakhyam pra-
manam. prameyam ghatadyabhavah. ndstiha ghataditi jAanam ghatidyabhavalambanam phalam.
yad dha kumadrilah: pratyaksader anutpatlih pramapabhdve ucyate, sdtmano ’parinamo va
vijianam vdnyavastuni (SV Abhava, v. 11). pramanapaficakam yatra vasturipe na jayate,
vastusattavabodhartham tatrabhivapramanati (SV Abhdava. v. 1) iti. ...

62. J. F. Staal gives an excellent logistic interpretation of the two kinds of negation,
paryudasa- and prasajya-pratisedha as classified by the Mimamsakas and grammarians (cf.



insentient thing (jadaripa) or 2. b) a form of knowledge? If it is a form
of knowledge, 2. b. 1) is it knowledge in general (jgnamatra) or 2.b.2)
the knowledge of a positive thing related to one and the same knowledge
[which grasps non-existence] (ekajianasamsargivastuno jhranam)?

Among these, 1) the negation of a proposition (prasajyariapo’bhavah)
is not appropriate. How can the mere negation devoid of [further] func-
tion possess the ability of discrimination (paricchedakatva) or of producing

Negation and the law of contradiction in Indian thought: a comparative study, BSOAS
xxv, 1, 1962). A verse in the Mimamsanyiyaprakisa expresses their main doctrine:
paryudasah sa vijiieyo yatrottarapadena nafi, pratisedhah sa vijhieyah kriyaya saha yatra nafi.
Staal’s tr. (ibid. 58) : ‘Exclusion (paryudisa) is to be understood where the negative (is
connected) with the next word; prohibition (pratisedha) is to be understood where the
negative (is connected) with the verb(al ending)’. An almost identical verse (having pra-
sajyapratisedhas tu for pratisedhah sa vijfieyah) is quoted in grammar (ibid. 59). In the
field of Buddhist philosophy, it is Bhivaviveka (-570 A. D.) who first made the distinc-
tion between the two kinds of negation in order to clarify the absolutist standpoint of the
Madhyamika philosophy. Cf. My Bhavaviveka’s Praifiapradipak (1. Kapitel) WZKSO Bd.
VII, S. 48. Avalokitavrata, a commentator on the Praejigpradipa, quotes an interesting
verse explaining this distinction (ibid. 48, n. 11): dgag pa don gyis bstan pa dan, tshig
geig sgrub par byed pa dan, de ldan ran tshig mi ston pa, ma yin gian pa géan yin no. Dr.
E. Steinkellner of Vienna was kind enough to inform me of the existence of Arcata’s
elucidation of the two kinds of negation in HBT ; and on examining it, I found in HBT
171, 4ff. a Sanskrit passage which is in sense parallel to the Tibetan verse cited above.
This reads: yatra vidheh pradhanyam pratisedho ’rthagrhitah vidhibhak svapadena nocyate
ekavakyatd ca tatra paryuddasavyttitd... prasajyapratisedhah punar etadviparito mantavyah,
tatra hi pratisedhasya pradhanyam vidhir arthid gamyate vakyabhedah svapadena naha pra-
tisedhabhak sambadhyate. ‘In (a compound word or proposition] where the mode of paryudisa
(the negation of a term) is applied the main motive is affirmation, negation is understood
by implication alone, the object to be affirmed is not expressed by its own word, and the
negation means the same sense as the affirmative proposition derived from it, (e.g. ‘He is
a non-brahmana’ is the same in sense as ‘He is a ksatriya’l... prasajyapratisedha (the
negation of a proposition) is to be considered as opposite to this, i.e. in the case of [pra-
sajyapratisedha) the main motive is negation, affirmation is understood by implication,
(the negation] conveys a different sense from the affirmative proposition related to it, (e.g.
‘They do not look at the sun’ conveys a different meaning from ‘They look at the sun’]
and the object to be negated, being expressed by its own word, is connected with the
negative’. In his exposition Arcata refers also to the fact that in paryuddsa the negative
is related only to subanta or nominal inflected forms, whereas in prasajya it is related to
tinanta or verbal inflected forms. For a detailed exposition see my article ‘{AFEFITEIT
LR — cva OEMNGIFEEEE (Analysis of a propsition by Buddhist philosophers with
special reference to the particle eva restricting the meaning of a sentence) in Dr. Ensho
Kanakura Commemoration Volume. This distinction is applied by Arcata to the Buddhist
theory of non-cognition (anupalabdhi), which should be understood as the cognition of
other things (anyopalabdhi), the negation being construed as paryudisa. Moksakara discusses
the same in §13.



knowledge (jitanajanakatva)? Thus, no one will have resort to it.%® Pandita
Cakractdamani says in this connection :54

Non-existence is not apprehension of any object, nor a cause of

knowledge; How can it be known [as a means of knowledge]?

2.a) [What is meant by non-existence] cannot be an insentient thing,
because an insentient thing has no discriminating function. We have not
anywhere seen nor heard that insentient things such as a cart discriminate
a jar.

2.b.1) Nor can it be knowledge in general, for in this case it would
follow that Mt. Sumeru, Safkha, the future emperor, and a demon, though
inaccessible in space, time and essence, are [known to be) absent by
means of the proof of non-existence as knowledge in general [when in
reality these things cannot be judged to be either existent or non-existent].

2.b.2) If again non-existence here means the knowledge of a positive
thing such as a piece of ground forming a part of the same knowledge
[which grasps the non-existence of a jar], then it is in essence a particular
kind of perception (pratyaksavisesa), though given another name ‘non-
existence’. Then there should be no difference of opinion [between you
and us].%5

Thus it has been established that the means of valid knowledge is
twofold and only twofold, viz. indeterminate and determinate knowledge.

5. Indeterminate knowledge defined and discussed. (11.15) Among
these, indeterminate knowledge is devoid of fictional constructs or deter-

63. M=T (de sgrub par byed pa ma yin no): na tat pratipadyate; G tat pratipadyate.

64. The words of Cakraciidamani are cited also in the passage of Ratnakirti (seel. 7
in n. 65 below), though he does not mention him by name. So far I have not identified
the words, nor do I know who Cakraciidamani is.

65. RNA 97, 20-98, 1: atha vabhavapramanyasvaripam eva niriipyatim. kah punah pra-
mandabhavatmabhimato bhavatam, kim prasajyavyttyd pramdananutpatiimitram, atha va par-
yudasavrttyd bhavantaram. vastvantaram api jadariipam jhanardapam vd. jhdnariapam api
jhanamatrakam ekajhianasamsargivastujfianam véti sad vikalpah. tatra na tivan nivrttirapo
*bhdvo yujyate, sa khalu nikhilasaktivikalataya na kimcit. yac ca na kitcit tat katham abhavam
paricchindyat, tadvisayam va jhanam janayet. pratitam va tat katham iti sarvam andhakaranar-
tanam, yad ahuh: ‘‘na hy abhavah kasyacit pratipattih pratipattihetur va tasyipi katham pra-
tipattir’ iti. ndpi vastvantaratapakse jadaripo *bhavah samgacchate, tasydbhavalaksanaprameya-
paricchedabhavat, paricchedasya jhanadharmatvat. ndpi jhanamatrasvabhavo’bhivo vakiavyah,
deSakalasvabhavaviprakystasydpi tato’bhavaprasangat, tadapeksayipi jhanamatratvat tasya.
athaikajhianasamsar givastujfianasvabhavo numanyate taddstam abhdvapramanapratyisaya, pra-
tyaksavisesasyaivabhavanamakaranat, tasya cdsmabhir drSyanupalambhakhyasadhanatvena svi-
krtatvat.
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mining factors (kalpand) and unerring (abhrania).®® The determining
factor consists of comprehending [an object] in association with a word-
sound ($abda) or internal notion (or inarticulate representation, antarjalpa),
while linking together the preceding and subsequent moments [of the
momentary object]. This may be illustrated by a clever man’s comprehension
in the form ‘This is a jar’, the comprehension of a baby, dumb person
or animal in the form of internal notion or reflection (paramarsa). In this
connection the following is said [by Dharmakirti : 7%

Determination is the cognition of a representation which is capable

of being associated with words.

(12.3) (It may be asked:] ‘“ How do you ascertain that a baby, a
dumb person etc. have determinate knowledge (kalpanajnana) in the form
of inarticulate representation?’’ [We infer it] from the effects of deter-
mining factors such as taking what is desired and avoiding what is not
desired.®®* And such effects are perceived in a baby and a dumb person,
who indeed claim what they want and abandon what they do not.5°

By pointing out that the knowledge of a baby, dumb person etc.
contains fictional constructs it is taught that even simple perception (a&lo-
canajinana) said by Kumarilabhatta’™ (to be indeterminate knowledge) is
determinate.

(12.8) [The opponent :] ‘¢ Why is knowledge associated with constructs
or by nature erring not indeterminate knowledge ?’’’! [The author:] It is
not, because it is well known’? to all scholars that indeterminate know-

66. PS I, k. 3c: pratyaksam kalpanipodham (Hattori, II. 1, n. 25); NB I, s. 4: tatra
pratyaksam kalpanipodham abhrantam ; PV 1II, v. 123 a-b: pratyaksah kalpanapodham pra-
tyaksenaiva sidhyati.

67. PS I, k. 3d: namajatyadiyojand (Hattori, II. 1, n, 26); =NB I, s. 5: abhilipasar-
sar gayogyapratibhdsapratitih kalpanid. NBT under this siatra interprets the word yogya as
denoting not only explicit connection with a name but also a baby’s notion which is not
connected with a clear name.

68. M=T: G vikalpakaryasyéstanistopadanapariharasyddayat.

69. The present argument is followed by Vidyakaradanti in TSop 278, 6 ff.

70. SV Pratyaksa, v. 112: asti hy alocandjhianam prathamam nirvikalpakam, balami-
kadivijianasadyiam mugdhavastujam. Cf. Randle, 120, n. 2: There is a primary intuitive
apprehension, an unqualified perception, arising from the mere real, —like the apprehension
of infants and the dumb. See also Dasgupta, I, 378. The verse is cited also in TSop 280,
1-2,

71, M=T pratyaksaw na syad iti cen na; G na pramdanam iti cet.

72. M=T prasiddham; G sammatam.



ledge is knowledge directly intuiting the real nature’® of an object. For
knowledge grasping an object is the effect of the object, and the object
which is grasped is the cause of the knowledge, as is said {by Dharmakir-
ti) .74

How can a [momentary] thing which is at a different time [from

that of the indeterminate cognition grasping it] be an object of

the indeterminate cognition? We reply: Philosophers recognize

that the essence of a sense-object consists in its being a cause

capable of leaving its image in the knowledge.
[On the contrary], determinate knowledge is produced from the past
impression alone even when there is no [corresponding’] object. Being
neither positively nor negatively concomitant with the external object
(anvayavyatirekabhavat), how can it be an effect of an object? For if x
can exist without y, then x is not the effect of y. Otherwise the unwar-
rantable consequences (atiprasanga) would follow. If determinate know-
ledge were produced out of an object, then an object such as a jar could
be seen just because of that knowledge ; it would mean that even a blind
person could see a colour-form. But such is not the case. Therefore it
is said :

Determinate knowledge has no function of intuiting an object, since

the object is not manifested in verbal knowledge as in indeter-

minate perception.”?

The present argument serves to repudiate the following opinion stated
by another scholar’® [i.e. Bhartrhari]:’’

‘““There is in this world no cognition which is not followed by a

word ; All knowledge appears as if penetrated by words.”’

73. G artham; M artharupam ; but T don gyi ran gi no bo=arthasvariipam, which is
best.

74. =PV IlIl, v. 248 =PVn Derge ed. 158, b 1: bhinnakalawm kathar grahyaem iti cet
grahyatam viduh, hetutvam eva yuktijha jhanakararpanaksamam. Cf. Stcherbatsky, II, 360;
Mookerjee, 338. G and T of our present text omit the part bhinnakalam katham grahyam
iti.

75. Sabdyam buddhav arthasya pratyaksa iva pratibhdsabhavat ndsti kalpanayd artha-
saksatkaritvam. Not identified.

76. M 13, n. 2 and G yad uktam sawmkhyena, but T yad uktam parena.

77. =VP 1, v. 123: na so’sti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte, anwviddham iva
jHhanam sarvam Sabdena bhasate. The verse is often quoted by Buddhist logicians for
criticism’s sake (cf. TSP 68, 8; 70, 13; TSop 279, etc), bhdsate being sometimes replaced
by jayate or vidyate.



For example, while [the word ‘jar’] is pronounced with regard to a jar
placed before us, other knowledge concerning a piece of ground etc. close
to the jar is experienced as well, though they are not referred to by the
pronounced word.”® In such a case we do not find the association with a
word.” This is [testified by the rule that] two concepts (vikapa) cannot
occur at the same time.

5.1. Abhranta explained. (13.13) Erring knowledge (bhrantiam
Jhanam) is also unable to intuit [the reality of] its object. For ‘erring’
means to be opposite to the real thing capable of effective operation. The
nature of a real thing capable of effective operation is determined in
space, time and form. Then, how can it be intuited by erring knowledge
whose content is falsely presented? As Acarya [Dharmakirti] says :

Indeterminate perception is knowledge which is not affected by

illusion produced through the darkness of the eyes, rapid motion,

travelling on a boat, a violent blow or other causes.8°

By this, the following are referred to: One suffering from jaundice,
seeing a white shell, gets the knowledge presenting itself as yellow; One
gets the knowledge?! presenting itself as a circle while seeing a fire-brand
being swung® in a circular motion ; one who is sitting on a boat in mo-
tion gets the erroneous knowledge?! of running trees®3; when one is severely
hit in vulnerable parts of the body, we get the knowledge?! presenting
itself as a flaming84 post ; all [the erroneous knowledge referred to] is not
[valid indeterminate] perception.

[ The following objection may be raised:] ‘“ If such [erroneous] cogni-
tion is not valid indeterminate knowledge, how do you explain the fact
that we [sometimes] reach a real object even through erroneous knowledge

78. TSop 278, 15-16: avyaprtendriyasya darSanavad buddhau Sabdenédpratibhasanid
artharipasya. (. ..Since the form of an object is not manifested in consciousness in associa-
tion with the word as when we see unconsciously objects for which our sense-organ is not
operating with attention.)

79. G=T S$abdanugamo; M Sabdanugato; M 13, n. 3 tadanugamo.

80. =NB I, s. 6: (tayd rahitam) timirasSubhramananauyinasamksobhadyanahitavibhra-
mam jhanam pratyaksam. NBT explains each of the instances mentioned here and Moksakara
reproduces it.

81. G omits jAianam.

82. G=T (bskor ba) bhramad-alatadau; M bhramad.

83. M caladvrksadibhrintijhignam; T $in la sogs pa g'yo bar hdsin pahi Ses pa=
caladvrksadigrahijfianam ; G bhramadvyksadigrahi..

84. M jvalat-; G prajvalat-.
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of it?”’ [The author :] Some scholars [such as Dharmottara, Sé.ntiraksita
etc.] replying to this question, say that we do not reach the [corresponding’]
object through erroneous cognition, but only through another [valid cogni-
tion].%

6. Classification of indeterminate knowledge : sense-perception.(14.5)
This is fourfold, 8¢viz., sense-perception (indriyajnana), mental perception
(manasa), self-consciousness (svasarmvedana) and the cognition of a yogin
(yogijnana).

Sense-perception is [cognition] which, being produced?’” depending on
the five senses beginning with the eyes, has as its object the five external
things such as colour and so on. Among them, visual perception has as
its object a colour-form ; auditory perception has as its object a sound;
olfactory perception has as its object smell ; gustatory perception has as
its object taste; tactual perception has as its object a tangible thing. The
designation ‘sense-perception’ is made after the specific cause (asadha-
rana-karana) {of this perception] as in the cases of ‘the sound of a kettle-
drum (bherisabda)’ and ‘the shoot of barley (yavankura).®72

This kind of indeterminate cognition is regarded as a means of valid
knowledge only as to the object of which it produces [a moment later]
the determinate knowledge corresponding to the sensation, for the validity

85. Qur author makes a mere mention of a difficult problem regarding the qualifier
abhrdntam in Dharmakirti’s definition of pratyaksa, without going further into a detailed
discussion. The qualifier is added by Dharmakirti to the definition of Dignaga pratyaksam
kalpanapodham. 1t is known from TS k. 1324 and TSP that there were some Buddhist
logicians who regarded the qualifier redundant and misleading. They argued that errone-
ous perception sometimes makes us reach the object, as the knowledge of a yellow shell
does, and that this is the reason why Digniaga did not qualify perception by abhrantam.
The argument is presupposed when Dharmottara says (NBT 7,5 ff.): tato [ = gacchadvyksadar-
$anad) hi pravrttena vyksamdatram avapyata iti samvadakatvat samyagjfanam kalpanapodhatvac
ca pratyaksam iti syad aSankd, tanmivrityartham abhrantagrahanam... yadi mityajhanam
kathaws tato vrksavaptir iti cet, na tato vrksavaptih, nanadeSagami hi vrksas tena paricchinnah,
ekadeSaniyata$ ca vrkso'vapyate. tato yaddeso gacchadvrkso dystas taddeso ndvapyate, yaddesas
cdvapyate sa na drsta iti. na tasmat kascid artho ’vapyate, jfianantarad eva tu vrksadir artho
‘vapyate, ity evam abhrdntagrahanam vipratipattinirasartham. Vinitadeva tried to understand
abhranta as meaning avisamvadakam : and Dharmottara and Santiraksita (TS v. 1325-1327)
repudiate this view. For a useful and interesting exposition of the problem see Mookerjee,
276-281. See also Stcherbatsky, II, 17, n. 3.

8. =NB 1, s. 7: tac caturvidham.

87. M utpadyamana ; G utpanna-

87a. NBT 10, 4: indriyasya jiianam indriyajfianam, indriyasritam yat tat pratyaksam ;
PS I, k. 4a-b: asadharanahetutvad aksais tad vyapadiSyate (Hattori, II. 1, n. 32).

— 44 —



in the sense of the empirical truth (s@rvyavahdarikapramana) is here re-
ferred to.s8

6.1. Mental perception. (14.14) Manasa®® or mental perception is the
product of a sense-perception which forms its immediately preceding homo-
geneous cause, and which cooperates with the immediately succeeding fac-
simile [i.e. the second moment] of its proper object.%

The words ¢its proper (sva)’ refers to a sense-perception, ‘its proper
object’ referring to an external object such as a jar. [The compound
word] svavisayanantara is construed as svavisayanantarah [visayah], i, e,
the immediately succeeding facsimile of its proper object, and refers to the
second moment of a jar etc. which is different from the original object
of the sense-perception. ¢ Cooperating with it’ (fena sahakarind) means
[the sense-perception] concurs with it [i.e. the second moment of the
object]. This sense-perception is the material cause (u#padana) [of the
mental perception] and called samanantarapratyaya (the cause which
immediately precedes, and is similar to, its effect, i.e. the next moment
of the cause). What is produced from this is called mental perception.

(15.1) By this [definition of mental perception] are refuted the objec-
tions raised by others, viz. 1) that [mental perception is not valid know-
ledge, since] it cognizes what has already been cognized [by sense-percep-
tion]°!; 2) that [if, on the other hand, it is supposed to cognize the exter-
nal object without the mediacy of sense-perception] the blind, the deaf
etc. could not exist; 3) that the knowledge of a yogin would also be a
mental perception; and 4) that it is not commonly recognized (avyava-

88. NBT 16, 7-8: tasmad adhyavasGyam kurvad eva pratyaksam pramdanawm bhavati...;
NBTT 31, 10-12: kith céndriyavijhianasya katham pramanyam. yadi svavyiparam karoti, sva-
vyaparas tu svavisaye vikalpajanakatvam nama; TS v. 1306 with TSP: avikalpam api jha-
nam vikalpotpattiSaktimat, wihiesavyavahdrangam taddvarema bhavaty atah; Stcherbatsky II,
318 ; Mokerjee 314-315: The very validity of sense-perception depends on the generative
efficiency of itself and it can be regarded as an efficient cause of knowledge only if it
excercises a function, and this functioning is nothing but the generation of conceptual
knowledge itself.

89. manasam omitted in G, T.

90. =NB I s. 9: svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinéndriyajhidnena samanantarapratya-
yena janitam tan manovijfidnam. PS 1, k. 6a-b (=PVBh 303, 23) : manasam cdrtharigadisva-
sawmvittiv akalpika. For a detailed exposition of mental perception and problems regarding

it the reader is referred to Stcherbatsky II, 311-335; Mookerjee, 311-315; Hattori II, 1, n.
45-47.

91. Read grhitagrahitvam andha- instead of -tvabhandha- in M.
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haritva) .9

For, since [mental perception] cognizes the second moment [which is
different from the first moment of the object cognized by the sense-percep-
tion, the first objection] that mental perception grasps what has been once
grasped is rejected.

A mental perception is produced by virtue of sense-perception, while
the blind etc. do not have the respective sense-perception which is cogni-
zant of the object such as colour etc. How then can they have a mental
perception produced by it [i.e. sense-perception]? Therefore, our theory
is not liable to the fault that the blind and others would not exist.

By putting [into the definition] the determinant ‘[ produced from] the
immediately preceding homogeneous cause (samanantarapratyaya), the pos-
sibility of the false conclusion that the knowledge of a yogin® would be
identical with mental perception is removed. It is well known that the
word samanantarapratyaya in the sense of its conventional usage (ridhya)
means [the immediately preceding knowledge as] the material cause [of
the succeeding’], when both of them occur in the same personality (sazi-
tana). Thus, when [the mental perception belonging to] the mind of an
ordinary person is supposed to be identical with the knowledge of a yogin,
the content of which belongs to a personality different from that of the
cognizer [the yogin himself], the designaﬁdn samanantarapratyaya could
not be used here.

Neither is it tenable that [mental perception] is not commonly recogni-
zed, for mental perception, pertaining to extremely subtle duration of time,
cannot be observed by ordinary people. Moreover, we do not in fact
recognize it as part of the convention (vyavahara). Mental perception®
is indeed testified by the sacred text of Buddhism (dgama), but there is
no {logical] justification for it. The Blessed One said:

92. The first two of the four kinds of criticisms are acsribed to Kumarilabhatta by
the author of NBTT (26, 12-27, 2): tat paraih kumariladibhir laksanam ajanadbhir dusitam.
tan manojhianam yadindriyavijiianavisaye pravartate tada grhitagrahitayd 'pramanam, athény-
avisaye pravartate, vyavahite pratyaksam bhavat kim tanmanovijfidnam indriyasavyapeksarm
syan nirapeksam va. indriyasavyapeksatve satindriyavijiianam eva, nirapeksatve vinindriyasyipi
manovijfianam pratyaksam syad ity andhabadhiradyabhavacodyam krtam. See also TSop 281,
19-25: yad api kumariladibhir uktam. .. Our author follows fairly faithfully the discussion
of Dharmottara, who enumerates and answers the first three objections explicitly and the
fourth implicitly.

93. Insert yogijfianasya between M 15, 7, -viSesanena and manasa.

94. Read manasa- instead of M 15, 12 ganasa-.

— 46 —



Colour-form is cognized, Oh monks, by twofold cognition, the

visual perception and the mental perception induced by it.%

[The opponent :] ‘“ What is the use of explaining what is not applica-
ble to common discourse?’”’ [The author:] If mental perception fits in
with such a definition as made above, there is no [logical] fault found.
Thus the testimony of the sacred text is shown to be impeccable. This
is the purpose [of admitting mental perception] as a species of indeter-
minate knowledge].

6. 2. Self-consciousness. (15.18) All cognitions (ci#tta) and feelings
(cailta) are self-cognizant ;*¢ this is called self-consciousness (svasarmve-
dana).”” Cognition [or consciousness in general] is knowledge grasping
the object in its general aspect. Feeling or mental activity stands for what
occurs in the mind; it cognizes specific aspects of the object and is
characterised by pleasure, pain or indifference.%

Self-consciousness is that form [of cognition] by which the self of all
cognitions and feelings is cognized ; it is called [a kind of] indeterminate
knowledge free from fictional constructs and unerring, because its nature
consists in direct intuition of the nature of itself.

(16.4) Against this, some opponents raise the objection: ‘“ [ The theory
of ] self-consciousness of cognitions and feelings is not tenable, because the
action [of a thing] towards its own self is a contradiction. For instance,
a dancing boy, no matter how well-trained he may bte, cannot climb up his
own shoulder ; the blade of a sword, however sharp it may be, does not
cut itself ; a body of fire, though vehemently burning, cannot burn itself.
Likewise, how can the cognition or feeling feel itself ? The relation of the
feeler and the felt (vedyavedakabhava) is none other than the relation of
the agent and the object (karmakarirbhava). And the object and the

95. M grhnate; G grhyate; kadacit is omitted in G, T. Cf. NBTT 26, 10-11: dvabhyam
bhiksavo rupam drSyate caksurvijfianena tadakystena wmanovijhianenéti tadagamasiddham
manovijianam. . . .

96. =NB I, s. 10: sarvacittacaittanam dtmasamvedanam. See n., 90 above.

97. T omits svasamvedanam.

98. Read -upeksa- instead of -apeksa- in M. This passage of Moksakara is verbally
cited in TRD 40, 2-3. Cf. NBT 11, 5: cittam arthamatragrahi caitta visesavasthagrahinah
sukhadayah ; Prasannapada 65, 2-3: arthamatradarSanawm cittasya vyiparo rthavisesadarsanam
caitasanam ; tatrdrthadystir vijhianam tadvisese tu caitasah, ity abhyupagamat. For details
see AK i, 30, n. 3; Siddhi, I, 296 ; Prasannapada, 65, n. 3; Stcherbatsky II, 29; Mookerjee
319-320, etc.



agent in it are well established by common sense to be always distinct
from each other as e.g. a tree and a carpenter.”

[The auther :] We reply to this: The relation of the feeler and the
felt in consciousness is not considered as object-agent relation, but as the
relation of the determinant and the determinable (vyavasthapya-vyavastha-
paka-bhava).”® As a lamp illuminates itself, so is also knowledge consi-
dered to know itself, since it is, quite differently from insentient things
(jadapadartha), produced by its own cause with the nature of self-lumi-
nosity. In this connection [Santiraksita] says :1%

Knowledge is by nature opposed to insentient matter; this im-

materiality is nothing but the self-consciousness of knowledge.!o!

The self-consciousness of knowledge is not to be analysed into

action and its agent, since knowledge, being a single unity with-

out compartments, cannot be divided into the three parts [viz.

the knower, the known and the knowing].102
The Alamkarakara [Prajiiakaragupta] also says:

The agent, the object (and the means] are mere fictional con-

structs and not [existent in] reality ; it is explained that the self

touches itself by means of itself.103

(17.4) On the other hand, it is not possible for cognition and feel-
ings to be illuminated by another cognition. For firstly it cannot be said
that cognition and feelings are illumined by another cognition which occurs

99. NBT 15, 18-21: na cdtra janyajanakabhavanibandhanah sadhyasadhanabhavo yenaika-
smin vastuni virodhah syat, api tu vyavasthapyavyavasthipakabhdvena. tata ekasya vastunah
kimcid rupam pramanam kimcit pramanaphalam na virudhyate. This passage is concerned
with the problem of the identity of the pramana and the pramanaphala, which is soon
dealt with by our author as well. Udayana in his Parisuddhi reproduces the Sautrantika
theory that there are cases of cognition in which the logical antecedent and its con-
sequence are included in the same concrete entity, examples being: svaprakdiajhiana
or svasamvedana in which the subject and the object are the same entity, and the judg-
ment that an afoka is a tree, in which the tree is not different from the asoka (cf. Stcher-
batsky, II, 375-376).

100. G yathOktaw nyiyavading instead of tatha coktam in M. G places this verse at
the very end of §6.2.

101. =TS v. 2000: vijfianam jadaruapebhyo vydvyttam upajiyate, iyam evitmasamvittir
asya yijadarapata.

102. =TS v. 2001: kriyakarakabhivena na svasamvittir asya tu, eckasyinamiaripasya
trairiupyanupapattitah. This verse is given only in T.

103. =PVBh 1III, 369, 19 (v. 757): kalpitah karmakartradih paramartho na vidyate,
atmanam atmanaivdtma nihantiti nirucyate.



at the same time as they do, because [between them] there is no relation
of the benefitting and the benefitted (upakaryopakarakabhava) just as in
the case of the right and the left horns of a cow. Nor [can they be
illumined] by another cognition existing at a different time, because the
former or that which is to be illumined, has disappeared [when the latter
takes place] because of the momentariness [of all things].104

Furthermore, if knowledge were not self-cognizant, then we would
not be able to state'®s [the judgment] that the object is known, because
of the accepted principle'®® that cognition the qualifier of which is not
cognized does not occur in [an object, which is] the qualificand. For [in
cognition] the object is the qualificand ; the state of being known is the
qualifier. And ‘known’ means ‘qualified by knowledge’. If knowledge
itself is not apprehended through its self-luminosity, how then can the
object qualified by the knowledge be apprehended? It is logically impos-
sible that we cognize a stick-holder without cognizing the stick.

(17.13) Trilocana'®’ raised the following objection :

¢ Just as colour-form as the object of the visual sense is cognized even
when the visual organ itself is not cognized, just so will it be possible
for the object to be known even if the knowledge is not perceived itself.”

104. G places here the Alamkarakara’s verse paroksam yadi tat... which appears in
M 18, 15-16. This argument of Moksakara is cited almost verbatim in TSop 282, 15-20.
The Mimamsaka theory that knowledge is cognized by another cognition is refuted in
almost all the logical works of Buddhists, see e.g.: PS I, k. 12: jignantarendnubhave’ nistha
tatrdpi hi smytih, visayantarasawcaras tathd na syat sa césyate (Hattori, II. 1, n. 77-80) ;
PV III, v. 513-521, which is followed by TS k. 2023-2028 and TSP on them. But the argu-
ment of our author here is in a different way

105. G has vyapadese after iti (M 17,6).

106. ndgrhitavisesanabuddhir visesye vartate. Not identified, but the verse or its variant
is often quoted in various texts with regard to discussions of various subjects. E.g. SV
Apoha., v. 88c—d : viSesyabuddhir istéha na cdjfidte visesane, on which Bhattaputrajayamiéra
comments : na cdpratiyamine 'bhavarape’ pohe tadviSistavastupratitir yuktd, ndgrhitavisesana
visiste buddhir utpadyate... This verse of SV is concerned with the refutation of the
Buddhist theory of apoha, in which the negation of the opposite of the meaning of a word
is considered to be the qualifer, the qualificand being the object of the word; SVK II, 122,
2-3: jhidnavisista hi jhatata, sa katham ajhiate visesane jiayate; PKM 210, 6-7 ; 473, 13-14,
etc. : ndgrhitavisesana viSesye buddhih ; NVV 1, 503, 27 ; PVV 211, n. 3 etc. Moksakara cites
this verse considering it to mean the same as the famous verse of Dharmakirti: apratyakso-
palambhasya ndrthadystih prasidhyati (cf. M 18, 13).

107. Trilocana, the teacher of VacaspatimiSra is one of the important opponents of
Jiianasrimitra, Ratnakirti and our author. For detailed information of him see JNA Intro.
20; A. Thakur, The Nyayamafijari of Gurn Trilocana, JBRS XLI, 4, 507 ff.; Mookerjee, 15.



[The author :] This is also not well-founded because (the example] is
not applicable to the present subject. For the qualifier of colour is not the
eyes, but visual knowledge (caksurvijiiana). When visual knowledge is
not cognized itself, how can colour be cognized? Thus our criticism is not
nullified. 08

(18.1) 99Kumarilabhatta, in order to teach the imperceptibility (par-
oksatva) of knowledge, says as follows: ‘“ The existence of the senses is
established since otherwise [i. e. without their existence] the manifestation
(prakasa) of colour and other [objects] remains inexplicable ; in the same
way, the existence of knowledge is established [as the cause of the cogni-
zedness in the object (jiiatatad) through inference]. The Mimamsabhdsya
relevant to this problem runs: No one [directly] cognizes his own know-
ledge when an object is not cognized ; the existence of knowledge is infer-
red when an object is cognized. [Therefore, knowledge is not directly
perceived. 710 And the [ Sloka-] varttika says on this point :

The existence of knowledge [is inferred] by virtue of the cogni-

108. TS v. 2007-2008 with TSP ; Mookerjee (321) writes on them : ‘“The proposition of
the realistic philosophers, i.e., the Naiyayikas and the Mimarmsakas, that cognition makes
known the object by keeping itself in the background like the sense-organ, has, therefore,
no sense in it and contains a contradiction in terms. The analogy of the sense-organ is
absolutely out of place, because, it ignores a fundamental difference between cognition and
the sense-organ. The sense-organ is the efficient cause, the causa essendi, of cognition,
whereas cognition only reveals the object already in existence. It has no generative
efficiency, it is what is termed a causa cognoscendi in regard to the object’”’. According to
SV Sanya. v.65-67, the Mimamsaka position in this problem is as follows: Fire which is
the illuminator of a jar etc. is not illuminated itself. When fire is cognized, it is only a
sense-organ which is the cognizer. The sense-organ is cognized by an idea, and this idea
is cognized by another idea. SVK in the introductory commentary to these verses says
(I, 120, 20ff.) : ajidto jihdpakahetul kathawm jhapayatiti ndya dosah, ajhatasyipi caksuso
jhanajananopalabdheh nanu caksur ankurasyéva bijam jhanasya karakam evéti yuktam
ajiiatasydpi janakatvam. . ..

109. M 18,1-19,7 missing in G.

110. Mimamsabhasya 11, 5-6 : na hy ajfiate 'rthe kascid buddhim wupalabhate, jhidte tu
anumandd avagacchati. tatra yaugapadyam anupapannam. SV éz‘mya., v. 184-186a-b : vyaprtam
cdrthasamvittau jhanam ndtmanam ycchati, tena prakasakatve’pi bodhayinyat pratiyate.
idvSam va prakasatvam tasydrthanubhavatmakam, na cdtmanubhavo’sty asyéty atmano na pra-
kasakam. sati prakdsakatve ca vyavastha dySyate yathd, rupadau caksuradinaw tathitrdpi
bhavisyati. prakisakatvam bahye'rthe Saktyabhgvat tu ndtmani. These are cited in TS v.
2013-2016. See also Sastradipika 157, 13-15: jhanakriya hi sakarmika karmabhite’ rthe
phalaw janayati pakddivat... tad eva ca phalaw karyabhiitam karanabhitam vijiianam upa-
kalpayatiti sidhyaty apratyaksam api jhanam.

__50___.



zedness (j#nalatad) [of the object].”’11!

(18.5) [The author:] Cognizedness here means the manifestation
(prakatya) of an object.!'? But this theory [of the Mimamsakas] is not
correct. For, 1. a) if this manifestation, being [an independent entity]
distinct from the knowledge, becomes visible in the form of the object, it
would be insentient (jeda) and [your theory then would fall to the
ground] since an insentient thing cannot become visible. 1. b) Or, if it
exists as a thing different from the object, it would again be insentient,
[and your theory would be untenable] since such a thing would not become
visible by itself. 1. ¢) Thirdly, if it is made visible by another manifesta-
tion, an infinite regress would follow, [since the second manifestation would
also require the third, and so forth to infinity]. 2) If, on the contrary,
manifestation is the essential quality of knowledge, it would also'* be
imperceptible [just like knowledge]. [In either case cognizedness is un-
intelligible]. Therefore it is necessary to state that knowledge is by nature
self-cognizing.

Moreover, self-consciousness is established by our own experience.
How then can it be denied ?'** In connection with this [ Dharmakirti] says :

If cognition were itself not perceived, perception of an object is

never possible.!15 _
The author of the [ Pramanavarttika-) Alamkara [Prajiakaragupta] also

111. tasya jhianam tu jhdtatavasat. Despite of our author’s mention by name, this is
not found in SV Sinya. But see SVK ad SV Sanya. v. 32 (I, 107, 18-20) : ye tu visayavitti-
purassarim  buddhisamvidam atisthante tesam asiddhah sahopalambhaniyamah. sadaiva hi
visayasamvedanottarakdlam eva samvid upalabhyate. yathihuh: purvam samgrhyate pascaj jhanam
taj jhiatatavasat. Cf. Sabara in n. 110 above. The knowledge of an object and of the cognition
do not occur simultaneously. The object is- always known before, and the cognition is
inferred afterwards from the cognizedness, which, being a separate entity produced by the
activity of the cognition, inheres in the object. See also Stcherbatsky II, 355, n. 1.

112. NK, 302,7 : bhattamimarmsakas tu jhdata iti pratitisiddho jhanajanyo visayasamavetah
prakatyiparanama atiriktapadarthavisesah. .. ity Ghuh. This is taken from the Milamathu-
randthi tattvacintamanivyakhya, but well corresponds to our author’s argument.

118. Read prakatyasydpi instead of M 18, 10 prakatyasyapi.

114. TSop 282, 13-15: na tavac cittacaittanam prakdso ndsty eva, prakasasya sarvaprini-
nam anubhavasiddhatvat.

115. This half-verse originally occurs in PVn, Td, 166 a7: dmigs pa mhon sum ma yin
na, de (Read, don) mthon rab tu hgrub mi hgyur. Being one of the most famous verses of
Dharmakirti, it is quoted in many texts, Buddhist, Brahmanical as well as Jaina. See
e.g., TSP 401, 4: apratyaksopalambhasya nirthadrstih prasidhyati; JNA, 478, 7; TS v. 2074:
aprasiddhopalambhasya nérthavittih prasidhyati is an apparent modification.



says :116

If knowledge is imperceptible, how can it be possible for [an

object] to be known? Who can define the nature of what is

imperceptible ?

(18.17) [The opponent :] ““ If all knowledge is aware of itself by self-
consciousness, determinate knowledge such as  This is a jar’, etc. would
become indeterminate. Again, how cannot [erroneous] knowledge such
as [the cognition of] a yellow shell, etc. be correct knowledge ?”’

[The author:] We reply. Even determinate knowledge is indeter-
minate as such. The judgment ¢This is a jar’ is determinative of the
external object alone, but not of itself. [Regarding this point, Dharma-
kirti] said :

The knowledge which apprehends the thing meant by a word is

determinative of the thing alone; but the nature [of the know-

ledge itself] is not identical with the object of the word. In its
nature all [knowledge] is [not conceptual, but] intuitive.!!”

Likewise, erroneous knowledge is in itself non-erroneous, since it is
manifested in the form of self-illumination (svaprakasarapena). It is said
to be erring simply because it has a wrong object, as is said as fol-
lows :

Every knowledge is correct in itself, but it may be erring in re-

lation to [the external object which is] another.!!®
Thus it is to be maintained that whatever is manifested is manifested
because it is so produced out of its own causes ; otherwise manifestation

116. =PVBh 345, 4 f. b. (v. 619) : paroksaw yadi taj jhanam ity eva tat kutah, par-
oksasya svariupam kas tasya laksayituin ksamah. M changes jfianam in Pada a into jhatam.

117. =PV I, v. 288: Sabdarthagrahi yad yatra taj jhanam tatra kalpana, svarupam ca
na Sabddrthas tatridhyaksam ato’khilam. artham and abhilasam in M should be accordingly
corrected into -arthas and akhilam. Cf. PVBh 331, 19-20: kalpandpi svasamvittav ista ndrthe
vikalpanat, svariipasydvikalpatvat paroksatvaprasiddhitah. The first half of this verse is
identical with PS I, k. 7a-b (Hattori, II. 1, n. 51). M. reads jhdnam tat for taj jhanam.

118. svariuipe sarvam abhrantawm pararipe viparyayah. Not identified, but see PVBh 331,
13-14 : svarupam tad eva spastakaram arthas tu na tathd. tatah svarupe tan nirvikalpakam,
arthe tat savikalpakam iti smarér_nam. arthasmaranam svarape pratyaksam, kula etat, svaripe
tad abhrantam arthe bhrantam iti. G resumes its course here (cf. n. 109) with the follow-
ing passage, at the end of which the verse of éz‘mtirakgita that appeared in M 16, 15-16 is
placed : prakasakatvasiddher yady ami prakasante tada svahetor eva prakasasvabhava utpannih
santa iti svikartavyam. In M prakaiasiddher and prakasasvabhavidd are found instead of the
underlined words respectively and prakasanta is inserted between santa and #i. G seems
better in these respects.




would remain inexplicable.118

6.3. Mystic intuition of a seer. (19.10) The mystic intuition of a
seer (yogijhana) is the knowledge that is produced on the termination of
intensive meditation on a true object.!’® This is also [a species of indeter-
minate knowledge]. Yoga (meditation) here is samddhi (concentration)!20
and it is characterised by intent attention of the mind on one object
(ciltaikagrata). This is the same as wisdom (prajnad) discerning the
truth of all things. Yogin (a seer) is so called because he is possessed
of yoga. The knowledge of a yogin is indeterminate knowledge. What
kind of knowledge is it?120a It is explained as what is produced after
the termination of intensive meditation (bhdvandprakarsaparyaniaja) on
a true object (bhrutartha). < True object’ is an object compatible with valid
knowledge. Meditation practice (bhgvanad) means to imagine (samaropa)
(an object] repeatedly in the mind. The knowledge which is produced on
the termination of the intensive meditation on the truth is devoid of

determining factors (kalpandpodha) and non-erroneous. The true object
is the fourfold noble truth (caturaryasatya) named pain, the causes [of

pain], the extinction [of pain] and the way to the extinction (duhkha-
samudaya-nirodha-marga). We should understand the five groups (pafnica-
skandha) in the manner that they are by nature momentary (ksanika),
void ($unya),'?! soulless (niratmaka), painful, and so forth. And this truth

119. =NB I, s. 11: bhutarthabhavandprakarsaparyantajam yogijhianam céti, PS I, k. 6¢c-
d: yoginam gurunirdeiavyatibhinnarthamdatradrk (Hattori, JI. 1, n. 48); PV III, v. 282:
praguktam yoginam jhanam tesaw tad bhavanimayawm, vidhitakalpandjalam spastam evdva-
bhasate. NBT 12, 1-3 divides the meditation process into three stages: bhavanaprakarsa in
which a yogin’s vision begins to be clear ; prakarsaparyantavasthd, in which the yogin con-
templates the object as though it were veiled by a thin cloud; yoginah pratyaksam in which
the object is perceived just as clearly as though it were a small grain on the palm of his
hand. Moksakara follows this theory: Yogijfiana realized in the third stage is produced
immediately “after the second, prakarsaparyanta, which in its turn follows the first,
bhavaniprakarsa. See Stcherbatsky, II, 31, n. 2: “According to Vinitadeva, p. 47, the
bhavanaprakarsa comprises 4 degrees, smyrty-upasthana, usmagata, murdhan and ksanti; the
prakarsaparyanta is the same as laukikagradharma. About these so called nirvedhabhigiya
stages and the smrty-upasthanas cp. AK VI, 14ff. and VI 20ff. After that comes the deci-
sive moment, the meditating man suddenly acquires the faculty of transcendental intuition
(yogipratyaksa) he changes completely, it is another pudgala, a saint, an arya, a bod-
hisattva....” '

120. M., G yogah samadhih. T has rnal hbyor ni tin ne hdsin dan Ses rab bo (=yogah
samadhih prajifia ca).

120a. G omits kidySam tad iti cet.

121, M 19, n. 1 g$uci, but G, T $anya.
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should be known to be compatible with inferential knowledge such as
‘ Whatever is existent is momentary’ and others [which are to be fully
discussed in Chapter III7.

6.3.1. Questions regarding meditation and emancipation answered.!?
(20.1) [The opponent] raises the following questions: 1) Meditation is
[concerned with] fictional constructs (vikalpa) ; fictional constructs refer
to unreal objects. How then can a real thing vividly manifest itself [in
the meditation]? 2) How can [yogijiiarna which is by nature] conceptual
attain indeterminateness? 3) How can the mind which is momentary be
fixed upon one object? 4) [When the mind is momentary] by whom and
how is the superiority (visesa) [of the seer in comparison with common
people] attained? 5) How can a man who has a body be emancipated
(mukta) through detachment from passions (rd@gae) and so forth? [Thus,
your theory of yogic intuition] is not intelligible in all these respects.”’

(20.5) [ The author :7] Our reply is this: 1) Although fictional constructs
are [primarily] concerned with an imaginary object (avastuvisaya), it
indirectly envisages (adhyavasyati)'?® [the form of] an actual object. This
is the reason why actual things are manifested vividly in this [yogic
intuition] because of meditation.

2) We do not say that a fictional construct [or determinate knowledge]
is identical with indeterminate knbwledge, but that indeterminate know-
ledge is produced from determinate knowledge [through adhyavasaya].
Furthermore, it is well established by direct experience (anubhavasiddha)
that the non-conceptual vision manifests itself to one who constantly
meditates [on the object], as in the case of love, sorrow'?, etc. Indeed
there is no irrelevance whatsoever in such an experience (drsta). |

122. G omits the whole section corresponding to M 20, 1-21,7 (§6.3.1).

123. The author deals with the Buddhist theory of edhyavasiya in $7.1.1.

124, T omits kamaSokadivat. Cf. PV 1II, v. 283 : kamasSokabhayonmadacaurasvapnadyupa-
plutah, abhiitan api paSyanti purato’vasthatan iva. The simile of a lover to whom the figure
of his beloved is clearly manifested is a favourite corroborative example of yogijfiana.
JAanasrimitra (JNA 323, 3-5) formulates the following syllogism to prove the possibility of
yogijhana : yad yad bhavyate tat tad bhavanidprakarsaparyante sphutibham sambhavati, yathd
kamukasya kdminyakarah ; bhivyante ca paramapurusarthing ksanikatve nairatmyadayo vastu-
dharmah (Whatever is meditated on possibly manifests itself clearly at the end of inten-
sive meditation, as the figure of a beloved girl appears to her lover; real teachings such
as the non-existence of the soul proved from universal momentariness are meditated upon
by one who seeks for the supreme good of human being.) The theory is applied also to
the proof of a Buddha’s omniscience, which is a kind of yogijfiana (cf. §29).



3) Momentary as the mind may be, it is called ‘fixed on one object’
when it is intent on grasping [the object] during all the period consisting
of a series of homogeneous [mental] moments (sajativaksanesu).

4) As for the superiority [of the seer, we must say that] it can be
produced just because of the momentariness fof the mind] and not because
of permanency [i.e. non-momentariness], since it is not feasible that a
permanent thing is increased with additional qualities (afisaya). Regard-
ing this [Dharmakirti] says :

A thing whose essential nature never perishes is called ‘perma-

nent’ by the wise.?® Who can destroy the [permanent] capacity

or non-capacity abiding by nature as such in a thing, which, due

to its eternalness, is incurable [i. e. unchangeable] ?126

5) You have said: ‘““ A man who has a body is liable to happiness
and unhappiness due to favour and disfavour shown to him. It is there-
fore not possible that he is emancipated by virtue of renouncing passions,
etc. while he still has a body.”” But this is untenable. For it is not the
body, but nescience (avidya) which is the cause of passions, etc., this
nescience being wrong conception, the nature of which consists of the
four kinds of delusions (viparydsa), viz., imagining what is impermanent
as permanent, what is not the self as the self, what is painful as plea-
sant, and what is impure as pure. From this [nescience] originates
thirst (¢rsna) for pleasurable objects. To him who regards the self (atman)
as eternal, the causes of longings for pleasure will be his own belongings
(atmiya).'?” Attachment to these [belongings] is passion, and with the
latter are connected hatred (dvesa) and other [defilements]. Thus, it is
nescience, but not the body that is the root of passion etc. How is one
who has got rid of nescience bound to passion etc. even if he has a body ?
Therefore, even while living with a body those who have no passion can
accomplish emancipation-which is characterised by the abandonment of
all the attachment-when he is freed from nescience. Thus it has been

125. =PV II, v. 205 a-b: nityam tam ahur vidvamso yah svabhavo na naSyati. M reads
yatsvabhavo instead of yah svabhavo.

126. =PV IIl, v. 22: tasya Saktir alaktir vd yd svabhavena sawsthitd, nityatvad acikitsya-
sya kas taw ksapayitum ksamah. M has acikitsasya for acikitsyasya.

127. T bdag rtag par mthon ba kho nako, bde ba mnon par hdod pa la sogs pahi rgyu
yan bdag gi bar hgyur rvo (=datminam nityawm pasSyati, sukhabhikanksanddihetur atmiyah
syat). Tr. follows M, but omits sukha of sukhahetur.



fully established.

7. Object of indeterminate knowledge. (21.8) Its object is the ex-
tremely particular characteristic.!?®¢ It is to be known that the fourfold
indeterminate knowledge has as its object the particular (svalaksana).
The particular here means the unique characteristic of a reality which is
determined in space, time and form (deSakalakaraniyata). The following
is meant by this statement : [ To take the example of]] a jar, its particular
characteristics may be described as follows : it is capable of containing water
etc.; is manifested before us as particularly determined in space, time and
form ; is free from ideas (dharma), impermanence and others; and, as
object of our purposive action (pravrtti), is distinct from things both of
the same and of a different class (sajatiyavijatiyavyavritta).1?®

7.1. Ayogavyavaccheda and anyayogavyavaccheda. (21.13)!%° [The
opponent :] ““If only the particular can be the object of indeterminate
knowledge, and not the universal (s@mdnya), how then can you grasp by
indeterminate knowledge the pervasion (vydpti) between the two univer-
sals of smoke and fire ?’’13!

[(The author :7] There is no fault of this kind, because what we mean
is that the particular is really one of the objects of that [indeterminate

128. =NB I, s. 12: tasya visayah svalaksanam. PS I, k. 2a-c: pratyaksam anumanam ca
pramane laksanadvayam, prameyam. .. (Hattori, II. 1, n. 11, 13) ; PSV on it: svalaksanavisa-
yaw (hi) pratyaksam samanyalaksanavisayam anumdanam iti pratipadayisyamah (=PVBh 169,
9-10) (Hattori, II. 1, n. 14).

129. NBT, 12, 14ff.: tasya caturvidhapratyaksasya visayo boddhavyah svalaksanam, svam
asadharanam laksanam tattvam svalaksanam. vastuno hy asadhdranam ca tattvam asti sama-
nyawm ca. yad asadhdaranam pratyaksagrahyam. . . .

130. G omits §7.1 (M 21, 13-22, 7).

131. This criticism is reproduced as of Trilocana in JNA 161, 17-23: trilocanas tv aha,
pratyaksanupalambhayor visesavisayatvat kathaw tabhyam samanyayoh sambandhapratitih. . .
Trilocana’s argument is in brief as follows: Perception and non-cognition, having by
nature only the particular as their object, cannot comprehend the relation between two
universals. The Buddhist contention that the relation of the absence of fire with the
absence of smoke is understood does not hold good. Because such a relation is not an
object of perception which cognizes only the particular; nor is it understood by inference,
because inference presupposes perception. Moreover, there is no relation between two
concepts which are merely discrimination from the opposite (Read vyavrityoh). Buddhists
may contend that a concept occurring just after perception envisages by logical imagina-
tion the determinate form of the object, though actually every moment of the object is
different from another. But this is untenable, since, according to Buddhists, a reality
never becomes an object of conceptual knowledge, always remaining imperceptible to it.
The criticism is cited verbatim also in RNA 99, 13-23.



knowledge] (svalaksanam tasya visaya eva), the non-connection [of the
former with the latter] being negated (ayogavyavaccheda), and not that
the particular alone is its object (svalaksanam eva tasya visayah), all other
[than the particular] being excluded (anyayogavyavaccheda)'®:. What

132. The theory of two or three kinds of vyavaccheda was first propounded by Dharma-
kirti, and maintained throughout the subsequent development of Buddhist logic. It was
applied to various problems of logic as often as the theory of prasajya- and paryudaisa-
pratisedha. In fact, the theory of wvyavaccheda is concerned with the restriction of the
meaning of an affirmative propsition, or more precisely, the affirmative relation of two
terms, while the theory of two kinds of pratisedha is for the purpose of restricting the
meaning of a negative proposition. (About the latter see n. 62 above.) The original verses
stating the theory of vyavaccheda occur in PV IV, v. 190-192 and PVn II (Peking ed. 266,
b3-5), and are cited verbatim in TRD 35, 11-17: ayogawm yogam aparair altyantdyogam eva
ca, vyavacchinatti dharmasya nipato vyatirecakah. visesanavisesyabhyam kriyaya ca sahbditah,
vivaksdto ’prayoge’ pi tasydrtho’yam pratiyate. vyavacchedaphalam vikyam yatas caitro dhanur-
dharah, partho dhanurdharo nilam sarojam iti va yatha. The particle eva, which implies
the significance of separation, restricts the relation of two terms [or of a proposition] in
three ways: (1) When it is stated with the qualifier, the non-connection of the qualifier
{with the qualificand] is negated : (2) when it is stated with the qualificand, the connec-
tion of all qualities other (than the stated qualifer] with the qualificand is negated; (3)
when it is stated with the verb, the absolute non-connection of two terms is negated, i.e.
the possibility of the connection of the two terms in some cases is admitted. The ex-
amples are: (1) caitro dhanurdhara eva (Caitra is an archer), meaning that Caitra is surely
one of the many archers-this is called ayogavyavaccheda, since the force of the particle
negates simply the disconnection of Caitra and archery; (2) pdrtha eva dhanurdharah
(Partha alone is the archer), meaning that only Partha is worthy of being called an
archer, all the others being unworthy of the appellation —this is enyayogavyavaccheda ; (3)
nilam sarojam sambhavaty eva (There are some lotus blooms which are blue), showing the
possibility of the existence of blue lotus -this is atyantayogavyavaccheda. Any of these
meanings is understood in any proposition through the intention of the speaker even if the
particle is not actually applied, for the expression of a sentence is the effect of separation
(intended by the speaker].

Dharmottara in PVnT (Peking ed. 216, b8 ff.) gives another example which is adopted
by Jiianasrimitra (JNA 206, 6 ff.) as well as Ratnakirti (RNA 55, 6-9): esa panthah Srughnam
upatisthate. This may be restricted by any of the three vyavacchedas according as we put
eva with esa panthah, Srughnam and wupatisthate respectively: This way alone leads to
érughna; this way surely, i.e. without break, leads to érughna; it is possible that this
way also leads to Srughna. Dharmakirti’s discussion on vyavaccheda cited above is made
regarding the relation of p and k (paksadharma), while Jiianasri and Ratnakirti give the
example of a way to érughna with regard to the theory of apoha. Ratnakirti interprets
also the theory of vyapti by means of vyavaccheda (RNA 70, 7-10; Mookerjee, 10-12).
JHanasrimitra makes use of the same for solving a difficulty in establishing a causal rela-
tion in his Karyakaranabhavasiddhi (JNA 321, 12-13) : samagryapeksayinyasya cchede dravya-
vyapeksayd, yogyatayam ayogasya siddho’tyantaim ca karmani. On this verse he comments:
When by the word ‘fire’ we mean as a whole the entire things (fire, fuel, moisture etc.]
(samagri) implied by it, that much alone is (the cause of smoke) (sa eva karanpam) and



then follows is that the universal can be its object as well.133

7.1.1 Grahya and adhyavaseya. (21.18) The object of valid cognition
is indeed twofold : the directly apprehended (grahya) and the indirectly
determined (adhyavaseya). Of these, the directly apprehended object of
indeterminate knowledge is the single moment of the individual charac-
teristic that is seen.’®* The indirectly determined [or envisaged] object
is the universal which is manifested when the determining factor (vikalpa)
occurs following indeterminate cognition.!35

7.1.2 urdhvatalaksanam and tiryaglaksanam samanyam. (22.2) This
universal is again twofold : the concept of an individual (#rdhvatalaksanam,
lit. vertical universal) and the concept of a class (tiryaglaksanam, lit.
horizontal universal). Of these, the universal of an individual is construct-
ed through the accumulation of a series of moments of an individual

in this case the relation involved is anyayogavyaccheda. When only the substance of fire
is meant and also when cause-ness means fitness or latent force (yogyatd), then (fire] is
fit to be Cone of] the causes (of smoke) (dahanah kdranam eva). This is ayogavyavaccheda.
When furthermore an actual action is meant, (it means that fire] actually can be (a cause]
(dahanah karawam bhavaty eva). In this case the relation of atyantayogavyavaccheda is
admitted. (For details see my Trikapaficakacinta— Development of the Buddhist theory
on the determination of causality, MIK Nos. 4-5, 1ff. and the additional note in 15).
From these explanations it is clear that 1) in enyayogavyavaccheda the qualificand and the
qualifier completely pervade each other or are coextensive, 2) that in ayogavyavaccheda the
qualifier pervades the qualificand, or the qualifier is of wider extension than the qualifi-
cand, and 3) that in atyantayogavyavaccheda only some part of the qualificand is pervaded
by some part of the qualifier. The theory appears in various texts of other Indian schools
as well, though they are probably indebted to Buddhist logicians for it. See e.g. Sapta-
bhangitarangini, ed. Thakuraprasadasarma, 25, 8-12; 26, 3-5; 26, 1520 etc. NK s. v. eva.

133. Ratnakirti, following JNA 166, 11-21, replies to the criticism by Trilocana referred
to in n. 131 above as follows : trilocanacodye’pi bramah. yadi pratyaksam svalaksanavisayam
ity ayogavyavacchedenicyate tada siddhasadhanam. anyayogavyavacchedas tv asiddhah, pra-
tyaksanumandadisarvajhanandam grahyavaseyabhedena visayadvaividhyanatikramdt. yad dhi
yatra jhane pratibhasate tad grahyam, yatra yatah pravartate tad adhyavaseyam. tatra pra-
tyaksasya svalaksanam grahyam, adhyavaseyawm tu samanyam atadripaparavitasvalaksanama-
tratmakam. anumanasya tu viparyayah (RNA 102, 8-13). Moksakara argues after this pas-
sage of Ratnakirti here and in §7.1. 3. below.

134. T de la mnon sum gyi gzun bya ni snan biin pahi skad cig gcig go (=tatra praty-
aksasya pratibhdsamanah ksana eko grahyah). eko grahyah in M should be ksana eko grahyah.
Cf. also NBT 12, 18: pratyaksasya hi ksana eko grahyah.

135. NBT 12, 16 ff.: dvividho hi visayah pramanasya, grahya$ ca yad akaram utpadyate,
prapaniyas ca yam adhyavasyati. anyo hi grahyo 'nya$ cddhyavaseyah. pratyaksasya hi ksana
eko grahyah. adhyavaseyas tu pratyaksabalotpannena niScayena samtina eva. samtana eva ca
pratyaksasya prapaniyah, ksanasya prapayitum aSakyatvat. See also Intro. of the Pramana-
varttika, ed, Malvaniya.



object, say a jar, which is distinguished from the others of the same
class ;1% and this universal is the object of the perception ascertaining
[an object] (sadhanapratyaksa). The universal of a class comprises [as
the members] all the individuals [belonging to one class] which are dis-
tinguished from [those of] other classes; this universal is the object of
the perception grasping pervasion (vyaptigrahakapratyaksa).'s

7.1.3 Object of determinate knowledge is also twofold. (22.6) [The
opposite process is taken by] determinate knowledge, to which the uni-
versal (samanya) is the directly apprehended object (grahya) and the
indirectly apprehended object (adhyavasiaya) is the particular (svalaksana).

7.2. Refutation of the six categories. (22.7) 1By the instructibn
that the object of indeterminate knowledge is the particular, it is implied
that the six categories (padartha)'®® maintained by other schools [viz.
the Naiyayika and the Vaisesika] are not its objects. [The six kinds of
categories, viz.] substance as the composite whole of an individual object
(avayavidravya), quality (guna), motion (karman), universal (samanya),
ultimate specifier (viSesa) and inherence (samavdya), are not manifested
(pratibhasa) in indeterminate cognition. What is not manifested cannot
be its object, because otherwise unwarrantable consequences would follow
(atiprasangat). For, while perceiving a jar, etc. we do not cognize a
single substance as the ¢ whole’ apart from parts such as the front, the

136. T rigs mthun pa (dan rigs mi mthun pa la sogs pa gcig kho na) la skad cig ma du
ma tshogs pahi spyi ni.... The parenthesized portion must be omitted.

137. JNA 166, 16 ff.: tatra s@dhanapratyaksam tadaivdrthakriyarthinah ksanaviksane ’pi
samtanipeksayd samdnyavisayam. vyaptigrahanaprakarane punar ekavyaktidarsane 'pi sarva-
sajatiyavyaktivisayatvena samanyavisayam. See also RNA 102, 13-17. In another place Ra.
tnakirti gives the name #@rdhva and tiryak (RNA 136, 2-3): yathordhvam indriyapratyaksa-
tah ksanabhede pratite 'py avidyavasid ekatvadhyavasdyah. tatha tiryaksvasamvedanapra-
tyaksendkdrabhede 'dhigate’py avidyavasad eva bhedavasayah.... Our author inherits the
designations from Ratnakirti. However, the same designations appear in Manikyanandin’s
Pariksamukhasiutra (Chap. IV, s. 3: samanyam dvedha, tiryagurdhvatibhedat) as well as
PKM 466, 20ff. If Manikyanandin is, as generally accepted, dated in 9th cent. it follows
that Ratnakirti is indebted to him for the classification. Prabhacandra is dated by Mahen-
dur Kumar in 980-1065, which almost concides with the date of Ratnakirti.

138. G resumes its discourse here with a slightly different statement: efena yad
uktam parena satpadarthih pratyaksena paricchidyante te ca pralyaksasya visayd iti tan
nirastam.

139, As for the problem of a suitable English tr. of the word padartha, see K. H. Potter,
The Padarthatattvaniriipanam, Intro. and the counter-argument by J. Brough in BSOAS.
XXII, 1, 161



back etc. The supreme lord of logic (Nyayaparamesvara, i. e. Dharma-
kirti ?) says in this connection :

Only parts placed closely [together] are seen as they are, but

" another entity which is their possessor and which itself consists

of no parts [i.e. a composite whole?] is not apprehended.4°
It should be understood that a similar criticism may be directed towards
[the other categories], quality, motion, etc.14!

8. Identity of the cause and the effect of cognition. (22.17) 4[The
opponent :] ¢ It is well known that pramana [ the istrument of knowledge]

140. =HBT 106, 25-26: bhiga eva ca bhasamte sannivistas tatha tathda, tadvan kascit
punar naiva nirbhigah pratibhdsate. M, however, reads ki instead of ca, and tedvan naiva
punah kascid vibhagah sampratiyate in c-d. Vibhdga in M must be corrected into nirbhiga,
since the latter reading is given in M 66, 15-16 (§31.3) where the same verse appears
again. The first half of this verse is cited in NVV I, 468,8. Moksakara ascribes this verse
to Nyayaparames$vara, which is the epithet used for Dhamakirti in TSop 304, 21-22; HBT
seems to quote this verse from some other work ; and it is most likely that this is a verse
of Dharmakirti, though I have not so far identified it.

141. Detailed criticism of these categories is made again in M 64, 10ff. (§31. 1-31. 3).

142. It is now necessary to collect and rearrange theories scattered in the various
places of our text in order to understand the whole process of perception as interpreted
by the Sautrantika. Indeterminate sensation —which alone is really worthy of the name
pratyaksa has as its object a unique moment of an extra-mental objet (§7). This pure
sensation is, as Mookerjee says (344,8ff.), ‘“a simple, homogeneous, unitary cognition, in
which the subject and the object, perception and perceptual matter, are not distinguished
but given in a lump’’ (cf. §8). But pure sensation as such has no practical utility unless
and until it is made determinate, although indeterminateness is the only criterion to dis-
tinguish perception from logical imagination or inference. Thus it is proposed that pure
sensation has the power to produce determinate knowledge, and that if it does not so, it
cannot be called valid (§6). This determinate knowledge produced from pure sensation
is twofold: the image or concept of an object and the consciousness or understanding of
the object (§8). This dichotomy is not real, but fictional constructs, which are made
determinate through the negation of others. The image of blue is determined as such
because it is distinguished from the non-blue; consciousness is also likewise determined
(88). The distinction of the means and the effect of cognition is made only in this realm
of determinate knowledge, though in reality there is no distinction at all. But the
opponent here questions how the means and the effect can be separately established in one
and the same cognition (§8; 6.2). The Buddhist reply to this is that the distinction of
the determinant and the determinable can be made in one and the same cognition, since the
relation between the determinant and the determinable is different from the relation of
the actor and the object of an action (8§ 6.2). This reply is given by Dharmottara in his
com. on NB I, s. 2 which is parallel to §8 of our text, while our author has already
given it in the section dealing with svasamvedana ($6,2). The theory of the generative
efficiency of indeterminate knowledge makes it possible that perception has also a univer-
sal as its object, although this is said only in the realm of practical utility (§7.1-7.2).



is knowing (jiiana) which brings about as its effect (phalabhiita) the act
(kriya) in the form of knowledge (pramitiripa). What is in your theory
to be regarded as [the resultant content of ] knowledge (pramiti) in rela-
tion to which the knowing as the cause (janayaj jianam) is called the
instrument of knowledge ?’’143

[The author :] The right answer to this question is as follows : From
an object such as blue is produced twofold [determinate] knowledge : one
is the image or concept of blue (nilakdara), the other consists of the con-
sciousness of blue (nilabodhasvabhdva). The knowledge consisting of the
image of blue is [determined as] distinct (vyavrttya) from the image of
non-blue, and is regarded as the instrument of knowledge. The know-
ledge consisting in the consciousness of blue is also [determined as] dis-
tinct from the conscicusness of non-blue, and is the knowledge as resul-
tant (pramiti). This is the same as the effect [of cognition].14¢ Con-
cerning this, [ Dharmakirti] says : ,

This resemblance (saripya) [of the mental image] to its [extra-

mental] object is the instrument of knowledge; the understand-

ing (adhigati) of the object is the effect of cognition.45

However, the distinction as such has been set up by conceptual analy-
sis (vikalpapratyaya). In reality (paramarthatas) there is no distinction,
as is said [by Dharmakirti] :

The indeterminate knowing is none other than the effect of

cognition.146

8.1. Knowledge is necessarily endowed with an image (sakarajnana).
(23.7) --*Knowledge must be considered as endowed with the image of

143, NBT 15, 11-12: nanu ca jhianad avyatiriktaws sadySyam, tatha ca sati tad eva
Jhdnam pramanam tad eva pramanaphalam. na catkam vastu sidhyam sadhanam cOpapadyate....
PV 1L, v. 319: kriyikaranayor aikyavirodha iti cet (asat, dharmabhedabhyupagamid vastv-
abhinnam itisyate.)

144. For an excellent exposition of this theory see Mookerjee 337-354. NBT 16, 3ff.:
tasmad asarupyavyavrttiya sarupyam jhanasya vyavasthapanahetuk, anilabodhavyavritiya ca
nilabodharipatvam vyavasthipyam. vyavasthipaka$ ca vikalpapratyayah bratyaksabalot panno
dragtavyah. . ..

145. =NB 1, s. 20: arthasarupyam asya pramanam. The passage arthadhigatih pramana-
phalam which our Author ascribes to Dharmakirti is not found in NB, but NB I, s. 18-19
expresses the same meaning : ... pramanaphalam arthapratitiripatvat.

146. =NB I, s. 18: tad eva ca pratyaksam jhanam pramanaphalam; PS 1, k. 8c-d:
savyaparapratitatvat pramanam phalam eva sat (Hattori, II. 1, n. 55). PV III, v. 308a-b:
sa (=arthadhigatih) ca tasya (=jhanasyal atmabhitaiva tena ndrthantaram phalam.

147. Missing in G, T.



its object (sakara). -4 If knowledge is not admitted as having an image,
it is not possible to establish objects separately from one another, since
such knowledge without the imprint [left by each object] would remain
the same on cognizing all objects.!48

8.2. (23.9) Again, some scholars hold that the preceding knowledge
is the cognitive instrument (pramana) while the subsequent knowledge is

148. DP 82, 24-26: yadi jhianam arthasarupam na syat kim tu nirakaram bodhaikaripam
taddnubhavaikaripatayd tad avz’s’z@.tarh, sarvatra paricchedyataya karmasthanaprapte nilapitadav
iti nilasyaivédam sawvedanam, idawm pitasyaivéty anubhavasiddhah pratikarmavibhago hiyate ;
TSop 284,2 f.b.-285,4: atatsaripena jhanendrthavedandyogat, tatha hi (yada) vijhianam
bodhamatrasvabhavam uipadyate, tada nilasyédam vedanam pitasyéti pratikarmavyavasthd na
syat. yadysam hi tan nile pite ’* pi tadysam véti. arthasdripye tu sati yasyaivakaram anukaroti
jhanam tatsamvedanam bhavali ninyasya.

The sakaravada is maintained by the éamkhya, Vedanta as well as the Sautrantikabau-
ddha. The theory, in Mookerjee’s words (77), ‘ holds that knowledge of external reality
is made possible by virtue of the objective reality leaving an impress of its likeness on
the mirror of consciousness.” Refer to the verse bhinnakalam katham grahyam iti cet. ..
in n. 74 above. The nirakaravida is maintained by the NyayavaiSesika, Mimamsaka,
Jaina, and the Vaibhasikabauddha, and ‘the theory maintains that our consciousness is
clear like a clean slate and does not depart an inch from its intrinsic purity even when
it apprehends the external reality. Consciousness is an amorphous substance and remains
so in all its activities. It is like light and reveals the object with its form and qualities
without undergoing any morphological articulation in its constitution.”” Cf. TSP 564, 8-9:
. . .andkaravadinah, yasyédawm darSanam, akaravan bihyo ’'vtho mirakara buddhir iti. TS v.
1999, as well as TSP, enumerates for criticism’s sake three kinds of epistemological atti-
tudes regarding the relation of knowledge and its object : Nirgkiaravada Canirbhasajiianavada)
according to which an object is cognized by knowledge not endowed with the image of
the object : sakaravada (sanirbhisajhianavada)- the object is cognized by the knowledge
having its image; anyanirbhasajndnavida- the object is cognized by knowledge which is
endowed with an image different from that of the object.

All the four schools of Buddhism can be classified from the perspective of @kdravida.
The Vaibhasika is regarded as mirdkaravadin while the Sautrantika and the Vijfianavadin
are s@karavadin. When the knowledge of a Buddha or emancipated person is concerned,
the Vijiianavadin as well as the Madhyamika are again divided into both parties. Our
author comes to deal with this division of the Vijianavadin in §32.1 (M 69, 11ff.) and I
will give a detailed note on that occasion. For the general classification of the Buddhist
schools into either of the two parties see TRD 46-47, where the Vaibhasika is represented
as saying : nirakaro bodho’rthasahabhdvy ekasamagryadhinas tatrdrthe pramanam; the Sau-
trantika and Vijianavadin : sakdro bodhah pramanam; and the Madhyamika : svapnopamah
pramanaprameyayoh pratibhigah, muktis tu Sunyatadysteh. .. kecit tu madhyamikah svastham
jAdanam ahuh. SDS 46, 368-371: artho jhidndnvito vaibhasikena bahu manyate, sautrantikena
pratyaksagrahyo’vtho na bahir matah. akdarasahita buddhir yogacarasya sammata, kevaldm
samvidam svastham manyante madhyamah punah. Similar verses are found also in TRD 47.
Here, a group of the Madhyamikas who maintain pure consciousness independent of
akaras seems to represent nirakaravada.



the effect of the cognition (pramanaphala). But this is untenable. For
the preceding knowledge cannot be a pramana'*® because the subsequent
knowledge which is supposed to be the pramanaphala is then not yet
produced. When the [so-called] resultant knowledge is produced, the
preceding knowledge, being momentary, has already disappeared. How
can it be a pramana, even if it has an object such as a jar? Nor can the
one of [two cognitions existing at the same time be called the effect [of
the other], since between them is not found the relation of the benefitting
and the benefitted (upakaryopakarakatva) as in the case of the right and
left horns of a cow.

8.3. 150--Therefore, there is in the level of the highest truth (paramar-
thatas) no difference between the instrumental cognition and the resultant
cognition ; the difference which, being brought about by conceptual dis-
tinction [from their opposite] (vyavrittikria), is established in determinate
knowledge as simply imaginary (kalpanika). --15° '

Here ends the chapter on indeterminate knowledge of the Tarka-

bhasa.

Chapter II. Inference for oneself (svarthanumana).

9. Classification of determinate knowledge. (24.2) Determinate know-
ledge or inference is twofold: that for oneself and that for others.5!
[Inference] which is made for one’s own sake is inference for oneself
(svartham anumanam); this consists in [inferential] knowledge [of a per-
son who infers]. Having seen [a logical mark] smoke, etc. in its locus
(dharmin), say a mountain, a person who infers gets the knowledge of
fire [existing on the mountain]. By means of this knowledge he himself
comes to comprehend the object which is not directly perceived (paroksa),
but nothing more is aimed at. This is why it is called inference for one’s
own sake.

[Inference] which is made for others is inference for others. This
inference for others (pararthanumana) consists of words. Since the state-
ment expressing a logical mark satisfying the three characteristics (#7:-

149. Insert na pramanam after tavajjhianam. It is attested by G, T.

150, G, T omit §8.3.

151. NB I, s. 1-2: anumaman dvidhd, svartham pardartham ca. PS 11, k. la-b: anumanam
dvidha, svartham triripal lingato’rihadrk (Cited in PVV Appendix 524, 1) (Kitagawa, 74, n. 7).



rapalinga) leads others to, i. e. causes others to know [what is not directly
perceived], the statement is also meant by the word anumana through the
metaphorical use (#pacara) of the word™®?, just as the expression ‘Clarified
butter is life’ (@yur ghrtam).

9.1. Function of inference. (24.8) Of these, the knowledge which is,
in reference to the object of inference (anumeya), produced by the logical
mark having the triple characteristic is the inference for oneself. 133 The
following is meant:] From the logical mark (%) which has the triple
characteristic, knowledge is obtained by the inferring person in regard to
the object of inference [i.e. the fact that locus p is qualified by s]'5¢ which
is not directly perceived. This knowledge is the inference for oneself.

However, some-are of the opinion that (inference is] to determine
the necessary concomitance (avindbhdva) of the probandum (s) [ with the
probans (%) as connected (also) with the particular locus (p. dharmivi-
Sesa).1%5

Others are of the opinion that [inference is] to determine indirectly
the existence of [the probandum (s) such as] fire.!56

152. NBT 17.6: pardrthanumanam Sabdatmakam, svarthanumanawm tu jhandatmakam ;
NB I1I, s. 1-2: ¢rirupalingakhyanam pararthinumanam, karane karyopacarat; TSop 296, 6-7:
anumanakarane trirdpalinge karyasydnumanasydpacarat samaropat yatha nadvalodakam
padaroga iti.

153. NB II, s. 3: tatra trirupal lingad yad anumeye jhianam tad anumanam. Cf. n. 151.

154. Anumeya here means the conclusion to be proved, the collection of paksadharmin
(p) and sadhyadharma (s), or to be more precise, p qualified by s. Cf. DP 90, 22 : anumeyo
dharmadharmisamudayah. Hereafter I use the sign p for paksadharmin=sddhyadharmin, the
locus or substratum of inference, illustrated here by a mountain; s for s@dhyadharma, the
quality to be inferred or probandum, illustrated here by fire; h for hetu=linga=sddhana-
dharma= paksadharma, the logical mark or the probans, illustrated here by smoke. It is
necessary because the Skt. terms for them are multivalent and must be determined in one
sense according to the context. The word anumeya is used in three senses: 1) It means
p when used in relation to the definition of the probans; 2) the collection of p and s, or p
qualified by s when used in relation to the understanding of the subject-matter of inference;
3) and s when a vyapti (pervasion between the probans and the probandum) is to be deter-
mined. Cf. NBT 20, 16-17 : hetulaksane niscetavye dharmy anumeyah, anyatra tu sadhyaprati-
pattikdle samudayo numeyah, vyaptiniscayakale tv dharmo numeya iti. The persent passage
in our text is concerned with the understanding of the object or the subject-matter of in-
ference, so anumeya is here used in the second sense of the word.

155. M dharmavisesa, but G, T read dharmivisesa, which is supported by the context.
See n. 156.

156. Dignidga introduces and refutes two theories regarding the problem of what is
the subject-matter of an inference in PS II, k. 8-11. The Skt. text is preserved in NVT
152, 11 ff. which is cited here together with Vacaspati's introducing remark : atra dignagena



10. Three characteristics of the logical mark : paksadharmata. (24.
13) Now the triple characteristic possessed by the logical mark is to
be explained.15 ‘

1) Its [(/#’s] definite (niscitam) presence in all [the memtbters of the
class of] the locus (p) of inference [as well as in other classes].1%8

Anumeya'®® here means the locus of inference (dharmin) such as a

dhumad agnirupadharmantaranumanam agnideSayokh sambandhanumanaw ca dusayitvdgni-
viSistadeSanumanam samarthitam, tathd cdha, kecid dharmantaram meyawm lingasydvyabhi-
‘caratah, sambandhawm kecid icchanti siddhatvid dharmadharminoh (k. 8). lihgam dharme
prasiddham cet kim anyat tena miyate, atha dharmini, tasyaiva kim artham nanumeyatd (k. 9).
sambandhe ' pi dvayam ndsti, sasthi Srayeta tadvati, avacyo, 'nugrhitatvan, na cdsau lingasam-
gatah (k. 10). lLngasydvyabhiciras tu dharmendnyatra dySyate, tatra prasiddham tadyuktam
dharminam gamayisyati (k. 11). These verses are translated and interpreted by several
modern scholars, among whom are : Randle, Fragment F (18-21) ; Mookerjee, 349-355 ; Kita-
gawa, 103-110. It is clear that the two views reproduced by our author correspond to the
two views criticised by Digniaga. Uddyotakara as well as Vacaspatimisra in their turn
criticise Dignaga’s view that anwmeya is p qualified by s. But our author does not go
farther into a detailed controversy.

157. Dignaga states the three characteristics of the logical mark in PS II, k. 5¢c-d:
anumeye ’tha tattulye sadbhavo nastitd’sati (Fragment H; Kitagawa, 96). Dharmakirti’s
definition of the logical mark in PV I, v. 1 is paksadharmas tadamsena vyipto hetuh. This
is borrowed from Dignaga’s stanza: grahyadharmas tadawmsena vyapto hetuh, which was
probably contained in his lost work Hetumukha (cf. Frauwallner, Dignaga, sein Werk und
seine Entwicklung, WZKSO III, 164; Gnoli, 1, n. 10). In this verse of Dharmakirti, paksa-
dharmatva represent the first characteristic, and vyapti between & and s (=tadamsa) both
the second and the third. But Moksakara follows Dharmakirti’s statement in NB.

158. NB II, s. 5: lingasydnumeye sattvam eva (nicitam). In NB the word niScitam is
stated at the end of II, s. 7, and Dharmottara says that it must be read with II, s. 5 and
6 as well. p here stands for all the members of the class of p. When p is a proper name
or a definite individual, it may be regarded as a unit class.

159. Anumeya in this context means p. Cf. NB IL, s. 8: anumeyo ’tra jijfiasitaviseso
dharmi. (Anumeya here stands for the dharmin whose determinant or property it is wanted
to know.) When he explained the first characteristic of the liiga, anumeye’stita, in PSV
ad PS II, k. 5¢-d (n. 157 above), Dignaga defined anumeya as dharmavisisto dharmy anumeyakh
(Fragment 4: Kitagawa, 96). This definition was rather confusing, since anumeya here
must be in its first sense, i.e. p, while Dignaga’s definition is more suggestive of the
second, p qualified by s. Commentators on PS were conscious of this difficulty. Jinendra-
buddhi (Visalamalavati, Peking, 106, a5-7), for instance, introduces a criticism of some
people, who, classifying the usage of the word anumeya into the above three, say that
the existence of s is not yet known when a logical mark is perceived, and that p therefore
cannot be qualified by s at that time. Jinendrabuddhi, therefore, interprets Digniga’s
definition as meaning jijfidsitadharmavi$isto dharmi, as Dharmakirti does. However, it is
not that Dignaga was unconscious of this problem, for he answers it, not in Chap. II, but
in Chap. III. PSV, just before PS IIl. k. 10 (Kitagawa, 151) introduces an opponent who
contends that s@dhana should not be called paksadharma (the property of p) as Dignaga



mountain etc. A logical mark must really (eva) subsist in it. This is
one of the three characteristics [of a logical mark] and is named paksa-
dharmata [I's being a property of s]. The word sattvam (presence) is
employed to guard against the fallacy of an illegitimate % (asiddha).
For instance, in the inference ‘Sound is impermanent because of visibi-
lity ’,16 visibility (2) which means to be an object of the visual organ,
does not truly exist in p or sound.

By the particle eva the fallacy of #’s non-existence in part [i.e. some
members] of p is rejected. For instance, the Digambara Jaina formulates
the syllogism ‘Trees have consciousness because they sleep’. By sleep-

ing here is meant the state of shrivelled leaves; but this is not found in
all trees.

The word niScitam (definitely) is employed in order to reject the
fallacy of #’s dubious reality (samdigdhdsiddha). For instance, [the fol-
lowing inference is to be rejected :] ¢ Here there is fire because of the

existence of a mass of [smoke-like] elements which, however, is suspected
to be vapour ’.16!

The significance of the word eva being placed [not before] but after

does. This opponent is represented in PVBh 580, 12-14 as saying : nanu ca dharmidharma-
mdtratayﬁpasaﬁzhrz’yama‘r_w dharmah sadhanaw, na paksadharmatayd, asti cdira pradese
vanagahanadau dhima iti dharmimadtrve pradarSandat. na ca dharmimdtram pakso, na hi
dharmi sadhyas, tasya siddhatvat, dharmavisisto dharmy anumeya iti vacanat. (Indeed,
sadhana is a property which, as a property in general, is brought into contact with a locus
in general, and not as the property of paksa, for it is shown in a locus in general, as
when we say: in this place, say, a forest, there is smoke. And a locus in general cannot
be: called paksa, since a locus, being already established, is not to be proved, and since
you say that the subject-matter of an inference is the locus qualified by a property-to-be-
proved.) Dignaga’s reply to this runs: samudayarthasadhyatvad dharmamatre’tha dharmini,
amukhye’py ekadeSatvat sadhyatvam wupacaryate (PS 1II, k. 10=PVBh 580, 16). That is to
say, according to Dignaga, the first sense of anumeya, i.e. p and the third sense, s ~though
they are not the primary meaning of the word- are metaphorically said to be the object of
proof, since they constitute parts of the collection ‘p qualified by s’, which is to be pro-
ved. In PVBh the opponent questions farther (580, 31): But in Dignaga’s definition ‘anu-
meya is p qualified by s’ there is no metaphorical usage found. And Prajnakara replies:
na, jijhasitadharmavisista iti tatrébhiprayat. Dignaga’s intention in the definition of anumeya
in Chap II is that anumeya is p qualified by s which it is wanted to know. This is a kind
of metaphor because the dharma as the determinant of the dharmin is not yet proved.
This interpretation of Prajnakaragupta is parallel to that of Jinendrabuddhi mentioned
above. Both of them, of course, presuppose Dharmakirti’s interpretation in NB II, s. 8.

160. NB III, s. 60: yathdnityah $abda iti sidhye ciksusatvam ubhayasiddham.

161. NB III, s. 64: yathd baspadibhavena sawmdihyamano bhutasamghdato ’gnisiddhdv
upadiSyamanah samdigdhasiddhah.



the word sattvam'®? is to reject the fallacy of % subsisting only in p (asa-
dharana). For instance, ‘Sound is impermanent because of its audibility’163
(is an inconclusive inference, because the #, audibility, is an exclusive
property of sound]. ,

10.1. Anvaya. (25.7) [The second characteristic is] defined as .fol-
lows : .

2) Its definite presence only in things similar to p [sepaksa i.e. the
members of the class of s7.164

What is homogeneous to p is called the co-members of p (sapaksa),
that is to say, objects in the examples (drstantadharmin) similar to p [in
respect of being a member of s]%5. Thus, the second character named
anvaya (positive pervasion) is that z must be present only in[ the members
of the class of] s.

In this definition too, the word saftvam (presence) aims at precluding

162. Note that eva here represents ayogavyavaccheda (n. 132), i.e. it is not meant
that # must subsist only in p, but that 2 must truly subsist in p as in other things.
This restriction is to exclude the fallacy of asddhiranahetu. If the definition is interpreted
in the sense of anyayogavyavaccheda, p and h would completely pervade each other, i.e.
would be coextensive, and this necessitates as@dharananaikantikatva. Cf. NBT 19, 9-10: yadi
hy anumeya eva sattvam iti kurydc chravanatvam eva hetuh syat. Inference in such a case
is prohibited in the logic of Digniaga and Dharmakirti, though later Buddhist logicians like
Ratnakarasanti remove the prohibition (n. 301 below). But the interpretation by the
theory of wyavaccheda is inapplicable to the second characteristic of the hetu. See n. 169
below.

163. NBT 19, 6-10. The author follows Dharmottara in all the three illustrations.
See also NB III, s. 69; 71-73.

164. =NB II, s. 6: sapaksa eva sattvam (niScitam).

165. NB II, s. 9: sadhyadharmasimanyena samano’rthah sapaksah. Sapaksa must be
understood as a karmadharaya-compound standing for samanah paksah, sa- being the substi-
tute for samana according to Panini sii. 6.3.84 (samanasya cchandasy amiirdhaprabhytyudar-
kesu). For this rule is to be interpreted by yogavibhaga, i.e. by dividing its wording into
two parts, samanasya and the rest-the first part, ‘“‘samanasya sah Cuttarapade)”’ (under the
recurrence of sah 6. 3. 78 and witarapade 6. 3. 1.) meaning that (in classical Sanskrit sa
is substituted for the word samana-(used as the prior member of a compound). Again, paksa
is used in the metaphorical sense (upacdra) of the word and means artha (thing). Thus,
sapaksa or samdanah paksah comes to signify a thing which is similar to p by the common
possession of s. Sapaksa should not be uuderstood as a bahuvriki-compound meaning that
which possesses a samarnah paksa. This is, according to DP, just because Dharmakirti
himself defines sapaksa and asapaksa as follows in PVn : sadhyadharmasamanyena samianah
paksah sapaksas tadabhavo’sapaksah, and according to TSop, because if it is a bahubrihi-
compound, not the similarity of sapaksa to paksa, but only the similarity of paksa to sapaksa
is expressed, which is however untenable, since then sapaksa remains unexplained (cf. DP
97-98 ; TSop 288, 12-20).



the fallacy of the incompatible ketu as, for instance, in the inference that
sound is permanent because of its being a product (krtekatva) as a jar.166
For product-ness is pervaded (vyapta) not by permanency but by non-per-
manency which is incompatible [vipaksa or anti-paksa] with permanency .16

The word eva (only) is to preclude the non-exclusive (sadharana-)
hetu as in the inference ‘ Sound is permanent because it is an object of
cognition as a jar ’.1%¢ The words ‘being an object of cognition’ (pra-
meyatva) mean [i.e. is inclusive of] ‘being the content of a fictional
construct’ (vikalpavisayikrtatva), but this is found in everything, in a
member of the class of s (sapaksa) such as ether as well as in a member
of the class of not-s (vipaksa) such as a jar. This is why the mark is
called ‘ non-exclusive ’. : 4

That the particle eva is placed before the word sattvam means that
h pervading not all the members but some of the members of the class
of s can be valid [as well]. For instance, the hetu ‘produced immediately
after human effort’ (prayatnanantariyakatva) can be valid in the in-
ference, ‘Sound is impermanent, because it is produced immediately after
human effort’. [Sound is] similar to a jar [insofar as both are produced
by effort and impermanent’], but not totally to lightning [which is imper-
manent but not produced by effort; but this fact that # is found only in
some of the members of s does not prevent % from being valid].16®

166. NB III, s. 86.

167. The term wviruddha or virodha denotes the contrary as well as the contradictory.
Likewise, vipaksa means anti-paksa; the vipaksa of ‘permanency’ is ‘non-permanency’ but
at the same time it means a member or the members of the class of the non-permanent.

168. NB IlI, s. 69.

169. The two terms k and s in a pervasion may be related either by anyayoga-vya-
vaccheda- in this case h and s pervade each other (samavydpti)- or by ayogavyavaccheda-
in this case s pervades h (asamavyapti). The definition of the second characteristic of the
linga, sapaksa eva sattvam, shows in its expression that the relationship involved is anya-
yogavyavaccheda. And if the theory of vyavaccheda is to be strictly observed, the definition
excludes asamavyapti. However, this is exactly opposite to the statement of Dharmottara
as well as our author that eva placed before sattvam effects the recognition as valid of
prayatnanantariyakatva, an example of asamavyiapti. Dharmottara tries to overcome the
difficulty saying: If eva is placed after saftvam, then we would get sapakse sattvam eva
yasya sa hetuh, which would effect the exclusion of prayatnanantariyakatva from the realm
of valid hetu. But this argument is not persuasive, since the changed sentence can also
be construed by ayogavyavaccheda, so as to recognize asamavyapti. A right answer must
be to say that sapakse sattvam should be construed in two ways, sapaksa eva sattvam and
sapakse sattvam eva, since the relationship involved in the second characteristic should not
be determined as either of ayoga- and anyayoga-vyavaccheda.



The employment of the word ‘definite’ is to preclude a dubious
anvaya as in the following inference: ‘This man is not omniscient be-
cause he speaks as any other person does’.'”® For. we never know if, in
any person as a member of the class of s, speaker-ness is pervaded by
non-omniscience or not.

10.2. Vyatireka. (26.1) [The third characteristic of the logical mark
is:] ,
3) Its definite, absolute absence in the anti-paksa [vipaksa i.e. any
member of the class incompatible with s7].171 ‘

What is not the co-member of p [i.e. the member of the class in-
compatible with s7] is the vipaksa.l’? The absolute absence of % in that
is definite. This is the third characteristic of the logical mark named
vyatireka (negative pervasion).

10.2.1. (26.2) In this definition too, the 1ncompat1ble (viruddha-) hetu
is precluded by the word “ absence’ (asativam),®** an incompatible Zetu
being illustrated by the inference ¢ Sound is permanent because of product-
ness as a jar’. The hetu here is incompatible because it is found [not
in the sapaksa] but in the vipaksa. *-*173

10.2.2. (26.4) The word ‘absolute’ (eva) aims at precluding the non-
exclusive hetu 74:* which occurs in part of the vipaksa as in the inference
‘Sound is produced immediately after human effort because of non-per-
manency as a jar’. In this case s (sddhya-sadhyadharma) is ‘being
produced immediately after human effort’. The hetu, non-permanency,
however, is found in some of the vipaksa [i.e. what is not produced by
human effort] such as lightning etc., and not found in others of the
vipaksa such as ether etc. Therefore, this mark should necessarily be
rejected. ---174

10.2.3. (26.8) 75~ If the particle eva were placed before the word
asattvam, the passage would mean that a hefw which is absent only in
the [totality of the] wvipaksa is valid, with the absurd corollary that
‘being produced immediately after human effort’ is not a valid ketx be-
cause it is not found even in some of the sapaksa. This is the reason

170. NB III, s. 71 (and 96.)

171. NB II, s. 7 : asapakse cdsattvam eva niscitam.

172. NB II, s. 10 (first half) : na sapakso’sapaksah.

i73. NB III, s. 85-86. G, T omit this exemplification.

174. Missing in G, T. The illustration is taken verbatim from NBT 19, 21-20, 1.
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why [the particle eva] is not placed [before asattvam]. ---175

10.2.4. (26.11) The employment of the word ‘definite’ is to preclude
the fallacious ketu whose non-occurrence in the vipaksa is doutful (samdig-
dhavipaksavyavrttika). {This fallacy] may be illustrated in the follow-
ing: ‘This man is not free from desire, because he speaks, as a man
on the highway ;76 for all the cases in which ‘being not free from desire’
is absent are the cases in which ‘speaker-ness’ is also absent, like a
piece of rock’.7” [This inference is wrong, because] though both the
qualities are excluded from a piece of stone, yet we do not know whether
speaker-ness is absent from a piece of stone due to the absence of the state
of being free from desire, or it is so simply by nature. Thus, this is a
case of inconclusiveness (anatkantika) due to a dubious negative pervasion.

10.2.5. (26.17) By the particle eva (absolute) placed after the word
asattvam (absence) is precluded [a logical mark] which occurs in part of
the vipaksa (vipaksaikade$avrtti). For instance, ‘ Sound is produced im-
mediately after human effort because of non-permanency ’'’# [is an invalid
inference because the Zefu] ‘non-permanency’ does not occur [in some
of ] the vipaksa ,say ether, but occurs in [others of the vipaksa] such as
lightning. Thus, it is a fallacious 4et# which occurs in part of the
vipaksa.l"®

10.3. Different opinions as to why both anvaya and vyatireka are
necessary. (27.1) [The opponent:] ‘“ When /4’s presence only in the
sapaksa is stated, #’s absence in the vipaksa is understood by implication
(samarthyat). Then, why are both [the characteristics] taken up ?’’180

175. Missing in G, T. This is another verbatim citation from NBT 20, 1-3.

176. T $in rta zon pahi skyes bu (=rathya-purusa), but M, G rathyda-purusa.

177. NB III, s. 71 (and 96.)

178. NB III, s. 69 with NBT.

179. The exemplifications in §10.2.1 and 10.2.2 and the whole passage of $§10.2.3 are mis-
sing in G, T. (Cf. n. 173-174 above). The exemplifications in $10.2.2 and 10.2.3 are the verbal
quotations from NBT ad NB II, s. 7 while those in 10.2.1 and 10.2.4 are not found in the
same place of NBT, although they are mentioned in NB III. The vipaksaikadesavrtti
(810.2.5) and the sadharana (810.2.2) are one and the same fallacy ; the former name is
adopted by Moksakara in §10.2.5 and the latter by Dharmottara. The illustration is the
same in both. It means either §10.2.2 or 10.2.5 is redundant. $10.2.5 is more succinct than
the passage in NBT, while §10.2.2 is the exact citation of the latter. It is therefore likely
that §10.2.2 and 10.2.3 are later interpolations. Moksakara himself seems not to have
given illustrations to all fallacious hefus, as we see in $10.2.1,4, and 5.

180. NBT 20, 5-6 : nanu ca sapaksa eva sattvam ity ukte vipaksa ’sattvam evéti gamyata
eva, tat kimartham punar ubhayor upadanam krtam....



[The author:] The logicians of olden times (p#@#rvavrddhah) (i.e.
Dignaga and others] said that [both the second and third characteristics
are stated] in order to determine [the nature of] vipaksa. They were in
fact of the opinion that the vipaksa is of three kinds, viz., the simple
absence of s (sadhyabhavamdtra), what is just different from s (sadhyad
anyah) and what is against s (sadhyena saha viruddhah).'s!

181. PS IIL k. 19-20c (Peking ed. 7, a8-bl) : de las gitan dan de hgal ba, giis pahan
mi mthun phyogs ma yin, gtan tshigs med dat hgal ba las, rnam par gcod par thal bar
hgyur. de phyir mthun phyogs med pa #id, de ltar mtshan #id la gcig kyan, du mahi don
ni rtogs par rigs. (Neiter what is different from sapaksa, nor what is against it is
vipaksa. For [if the former were vipaksa,] nothing could be a hetu, and (if the latter
were vipaksa) it would follow that it separates [from the probandum) only what is against
it. Therefore, (vipaksa must be defined as] what is not the sepaksa. When it is defined
in this way, we know various objects (correctly] even [through the third characteristic of
the logical mark] alone.) This is explained in PSV on the same karikas as follows. Product-
ness exists not only in what is impermanent, but also in what is different from it, say,
the painful. Thus, if vipaksa is deflned as what is different (anya) from ‘the sapaksa, a
valid logical mark like product-ness would be invalid, since it would be found in the
vipaksa. To avoid this difficulty, one may define vipakse as what is against (viruddha)
the sapaksa ; in this case, however, it may exclude what is incompatible with s, but not
what is contrary to s. For example, when fire (%) proves the existence of heat(s) in a
place (p), if the vipaksa is considered to be what is against heat, i.e. cold, A’s non-exis-
tence in vipaksa, the third condition of the logical mark, would not exclude the existence
of fire in what is neither hot nor cold; this would make the inference inconclusive.
Therefore, Dignaga proposes that vipaksa must be defined as what is not (abhava) the
sapaksa. 1 owe the information to Kitagawa, 179-183. Kitagawa calls the reader’s at-
tention to the fact that contradiction is here referred to by the word abhava. According
to the same author (Kitagawa, 179, n. 321) however, Jinendrabuddhi’s 7ikd on PSV gives
an interpretation different from this original theory on vipaksa held by Dignaga in PSV
as well as Nydyamukha. He changed the order of words in the passage which he com-
mented and complemented words which were not existent in the passage so that Dignaga’s
verses may mean what is in effect identical with Dharmakirti’s theory of vipaksa found
in NB II, s. 10. Here, Dharmakirti first defines vipaksa as not-sapaksa (n. 172 above),
which means that which lacks s (Cf. DP 98, 18). And then he classifies vipaksa into three
kinds, viz. tato’anyah, tadviruddhah, and tadabhavah. tadabhava is in the form of prasajya-
pratisedha and constitutes the basic idea of vipaksa, repesenting the absence of sapaksa di-
rectly, while other two are those which are affirmed through the negation (paryudasta) and
represent the absence of sapaksa only indirectly. In other words, tadabhava or the con-
tradictory of s connotes those different from s and those contrary to it. Thus, all the
three kinds are the species of vipaksa. This interpretation is fairly different from Dignaga’s
theory. Moksakaragupta, when he describes that vipaksa is of three kinds, refers to
Dharmakirti, Dharmottara and Jinendrabuddhi (or Digndga as represented by Jinendra-
buddhi). The designation purvavrddha, however, most likely refers to Dignaga. It may
be also possible that he refers to all of these logicians, neglecting the difference of opinion
between them.



Some people are of the folléwing opinion: It is for determining the
appropriate kind of the formal statement of inference (prayoga); that is
to say, either the formal statement with a positive pervasion (anvayapra-
yoga) or that with a negative pervasion (vyatirekaprayoga), so far as it
is a pervasion having logical necessity, should be alone made, but not
both together.182

Other people are of the opinion that it is for indicating that there are
two possible forms of inference : one with a positive example (sadharmya-
prayoga) and the other with a negative example (vaidharmya-p).

11. Logical mark is of only three kinds. (27.8) The logical mark
endowed with [the above-named’] three characteristics is of three and only
three kinds.!#3

Those [logical marks] which have the three characteristics are meant
by the words triripani lingani. They are of three kinds. 1) The mark
as the effect [of s] (karya) has the threefold characteristic; 2) the mark
identical in essence [with s] (svabhava) has the threefold characteristic;
3) the mark as the non-cognition [of s (anupalabdhi) has the threefold
characteristic.'®* Sddhana (probans), jiapaka (what makes known), hefu
(logical ground), vyapya (the pervaded) are all the synonyms of linga
(logical mark).

11.1. Logical mark as effect. (27.11) [Among these three kinds] a
logical mark as effect is illustrated : (vyapti) Wherever there is smoke
there is fire, as in a kitchen ; (paksadharmatd) here there is smoke ; [there-
fore, here there is fire].

11.2. The syllogism consists of two members. (27.12) The statement
of an inference (s@ddhanavakya) of the Buddhists consists of two memters,
respectively called vyapti [the pervasion between % and s and paksadhar-
mata [(h’s presence in p].185

182. NBT 20, 6-7 : anvayo vyatireko va miyamavan eva prayoktavyo ndnyathéti dariayi-
tum dvayor api upadanawm krtam.... From this we see that one necessary pervasion alone
is enough for an inference and that even the two combined together, if not strictly
applied, do not lead to a conclusion. NBT gives an illustration of the latter case.

183. =NB II, s. 11: trirupani ca triny eva lingani.

184. NB 11, s. 12 : anupalabdhih svabhavakaryaim céti; NBT 21, 18-19: pratisedhyasya
sadhyasyénupalabdhis trirupd, vidheyasya sidhyasya svabhavas trirdapah, karyaw ca.

185. The inference for others or the statement of an inference consists in the state-
ment of a logical mark endowed with the three characteristics. The paksa or pratijha
(thesis) does not express any of them and is not regarded as a necessary member of the
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Other schools, however, assert that the statement of an inference
consists of five members, viz., pratijia (thesis), hetu (logical ground),
drstanta (corroborative example), upanaya (application) and nigamana
(conclusion), an example brought forward being as follows : Here there is
fire; because of smoke; wherever there is smoke there is fire as in a
kitchen ; the present case is like this ; therefore there is fire here.186

But this is not reasonable. We cannot understand a probandum
through the mere statement of a thesis having nothing to do with logical
necessity or connection (sambandha). As for the non-existence of the
connection (sambandha), we have already discussed it on the occasion
when we refuted the connection between the word and the thing-meant
[§ 4.27 ;%7 so we do not repeat it here. It is of no use to state a ground
putting it into the ablative case, when the thesis is refuted as above.
Apart from a ground, an explanatory example and an application serve
nothing. How can a conclusion, which is no more than the repetition of
the thesis, be possible in a case where there is no thesis. Thus, all [the

syllogism. This Buddhist theory is first maintained by Digndga in PS III, k. 1: gsan gyi
don gyi rjes dpag ni, ran gis mthon don gsal byed yin, de la dpag bya bstan pa ni, gan
Phyir rtags kyi yul don yin. (The inference for others is to make express the thing which
is seen by oneself {or a logical mark with the three characteristics]; in this case the
statment of enumeya is only for indicating the range of the logical mark.) (Cf. Fragment
1: pardrthinumanam tu svadrstarthaprakasakam ; Kitagawa, 126-128). PSV says on this
verse that the fault of incomplete statement (ny@inatd) occurs only when any of the three
characteristics is not stated, while the non-statement of anumeya, or pratijnia, does not
affect the above-named condition of inference for others (Cf. Kitagawa, 128). In Nydyamukha
Dignaga says : I refute the theory of these logicians who consider the thesis, the applica-
tion and the conclusion as separate members of the syllogism (Cf. Tucci’s tr. 45; Stcher-
batsky, I, 281). The assertion in PSV above is followed by Dharmakirti in PV IV, v. 23:
arutav api paksasya siddher apratibandhatah, trisv anyatamaripasyaivinuktir nyanatodita
(Since (the probandum] is proved through compatibility even when the paksa is not
stated, the fault of incomplete statement is pointed out only when any of the three charac-
teristics is not stated.] In NB III, s. 36 he says: dvayor api anayoh prayoge nivasyam
paksanirdesah. See also TS v. 1430 : pratijfiddivaco’py anyaih pardrtham iti varwyate, asa-
dhandngabhutatvat pratijfianupayogini, etc. The Buddhist discussion on the two-membered
syllogism is briefly summarized also in TSop 299,3-27.

186. NS 1.1.32: pratijfiGhetudaharanopanayanigamanany avayavah.

187. TS v. 1431 : asambandhan na saksid dhi sa yuktdrthopapadikd, asaktasiicanan ndpi
paramparyena yujyate. TSP 419.8 : $abdaniam arthena saha sambandhabhavan na tavat saksad
upayujyate, ndpi hetuwvacanavat paramparyena, saktisamsicakatvad iti. Kamalasila here re-
fers to PV IV v, 16-17a-b : tat paksavacanawm vaktur abhiprayanivedane.... (cakrur in GOS
ed. must be corrected into vaktur-.)



members] are shattered to pieces.s8

11.3. How to establish a causal relation. (28.2) This logical mark
as effect (karyahetu) is classified into three kinds because of the variety of
the term related to it (visaya) : 1) When fire and the like are the object
to be proved, smoke and the like are to be determined [as the effect] by
means of the three kinds of cognition consisting of perception and non-
perception (trividhapratyaksanupalambha).'®® 2) When [the function of]
the visual organ etc. is the object to be proved, knowledge [visual and
other] is to be determined [as the effect] through the fact that the effect
occurs occasionally [i.e. only when the organ functions? (kadacitkakaryot-
pada). 3) When the colour etc. [of a citron etc.] is the object to be
proved, the taste etc. is to be determined [as the logical mark as effect)
through both being dependent [for their production] on one and the same
set of causes, as [we infer] the colour of a citron from its taste.’® In
this last case, the preceding colour is the material cause in relation to the
colour to be produced, and the [preceding] taste [which is the material
cause of the subsequent taste, necessarily cooperates with the preceding
colour] as the auxiliary cause (sahakarikarana) [for the production of the
subsequent colour]. This is the logical [relation’] involved in the production

188. M. sarvam amilam visSirnam (All is fundamentally shattered) ; G sarvam alana-
vidirnam ; T bcad zin pa gcod paho (as useless as to cut what has been cut). My tr.
follows G. There is partial parallelism between our text and TSP. In TS v. 1434, the
opponent questions : How is the establishment of sapaksa etc. possible when the thesis
is not formulated? (If sapaksa etc. is not established) there will be no triple characteris-
tic, which depends for its determination on sapaksa. Upon this objection Kamala$ila
comments : asati hi pratijiianirdeSe tadapeksanibandhanaw...trairiiyam api ndstiti sarvam
alunavikirnam syad iti. ‘This is of course the opponent’s objection against the Buddhist’s
omission of pratijiia. Moksakara’s expression, however, has something to do with this
passage. He seems to take advantage of the expression, making a reverse use of it .for
attacking the opponent. It is not impossible that the original manuscript reads alinavis-
irnam for alinavisti(ki?)rnam in the present edition of TSP. For a detailed exposition of
the two-membered syllogism see Mookerjee, 356-365.

189. The theory will be dealt with again in 8§22 (M 47). See n. 305 too.

190. M 28,7 inserts na rapdd rasanumanam after...rasad ripanumanam, but G as well
as T omits it. We can infer taste from colour as well as colour from taste. G, T must
be followed in this case. But this should not be taken as a universally applicable rule,
for although we can infer cinders from smoke, we cannot infer smoke from cinders, be-
cause the relation involves the problem of time. The cinders perceived at present does
not necessarily lead to the knowledge of the present smoke, since it may have already
disappeared. However, so far as the taste and colour of a citron is concerned, we can
infer either one from the other.



of the lump [of a citron] at the subsequent moment from that at the pre-
ceding moment.’®? [We infer from the present taste of a citron its
material cause, which necessarily cooperates with the material cause of
the colour, which in turn has necessarily produced the present colour. The
knowledge of the present colour is implied in the process of the inference
of the cause of the taste from its effect.]

[ The opponent :] ‘“ What difference is there between the material cause
and the auxiliary cause when both are identical insofar as they equally
conform to the concomitance with the effect positively as well as nega-
tively ?”’

[The author :] The following is the right answer: When x is pro-
duced due to the transformation of y in one and the same stream of a
[momentary] entity, y is the material cause, prior in time, of x. The
conditions which cause a particular quality to arise in the stream [of an
entity] different [from those of the conditions] are the auxiliary cause.!%2
In relation to a rice shoot to be produced, for instance, a seed of rice is

the material cause, and soil, water etc. are the auxiliary cause of the
[shoot].

191. The theory is propounded by Dharmakirti in PV I, v. 9: ekasamagryadhinasya
rupdade rasato gatih, hetudharmanumanena dhiimendhanavikaravat. This is an oft quoted
verse (TSP 417, 24 quotes it, but GOS ed. reads the first half wrongly. Cf Kunst,
58 with n. 1.; NVV II, 197, 2-3, etc.) TS v. 1424-1425 explains the inference of the
proximity of the asterism Rohini from the rise of the Krttika as a case of inference by
karyahetu. TSP comments on them reducing the case to ekasamagryadhinatva. But the
most useful exposition of the theory is Dharmakirti’s own vréti on PV I, v. 9 (Gnoli,
7, 16-19 ; Mookerjee and Nagasaki 36). Inferring colour from taste when both are the co-
products of the self-same set of causes, we actually infer a cause endowed with the
causal efficiency (hetudharma) from the effect. The cause of taste which produces the
next moment of taste is at the same time the auxiliary condition cooperating with the
material cause of colour; this material cause, being actually excercising its causal ef-
ficiency, is surely to produce colour. Thus, while we infer the cause of taste from its
effect, i.e. the present taste, we come to determine the present colour, with whose cause
the cause of taste must have been cooperating. When we infer cinders from smoke,
the procedure is the same. Cinders are produced by their material cause, fuel; fire is
the auxiliary cause which cooperates with fuel for the production of cinders. We infer
fire from smoke, and it involves the knowledge of fuel ; the fuel, being actully excercis-
ing its causal efficiency, leads to the knowledge of cinders.

192. HBT 94, 26-95, 9: syad etat, sarvesam anvayavyativekdv anuvidhiyete tada... kuto
'yam bhedalg—iht?ﬁdddnabhdvenédam upayujyate, anyatra tu sahakaribhavenéti?..tasmad ava-
sthid’bhede’pi  yad ekakdaraparamarsapratyayanibandhanatayd svasawtatipatitakaryaprasitini-
mittaw tad upadanakaranam. yat sawtanantare pragavasthapeksavisesodayanibandhanam tat
sahakarikaranam.
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Thus, the logical mark as effect has been established to be a probans
(gamaka) because of the causal relation.

12. Logical mark of essential identity. (28.16) [The logical mark
representing ] essential identity is [defined] as follows :1%¢ The nature [of
s] itself is said [by Dharmakirti to be] the %z of the quality to be proved
(s) when the latter depends for its existence on the existence of that (%)
alone ;% the probans thus defined is to be understood as the essential
nature of the quality to be proved. For example, in the inference ‘This
can be called a tree, because it can be called a $imsSapa’, ‘this’ stands
for p, i.e. a thing being seen in front [of the inferring personl; *be-
cause it can be called a $imSapa’ refers to 2. What is the meaning of
‘because it can be called a $imsapa’? It means the applicability of the
designation [ $imsaepa which connotes’] particular branches, leaves, colour
and form. The applicability of the designation ‘tree’ is s.

[The opponent ;] “ If two things are identical, they cannot be [related
to each other by] the relation of probans and probandum, because [in this
case both of them] would be [one and the same’] part of the thesis.”

[The author :] The objection is untenable. It is true that both are
not different in reality. But there may be a person who, seeing a certain
thing, applies the name $imsapa which he learnt once, but does not identify
it with the name ‘tree’, since he imagines [through the name $imsapa not
the essential qualities of the tree, but] something else [say, tallness]
owing to confusion. Such a person may be now persuaded by means of
this inference based on identity.'®s Therefore, even if they are one in
reality, they appear distinct when they occur in conceptual knowledge!%
which depends on distinction from others (vyavriti).'*” This is the reason
why [this kind of inference] is not incompatible with the relation of pro-
bans and probandum.

193. svabhavo yatha is omitted in G, T. The definition is repeated twice in T, the
whole passage running as follows : svabhdvah svasattamdtrabhavini sadhyadharme hetuh,
hetusattamatrabhavini sadhyadharme yo hetur ucyate sa tasya sadhyasya dharmasya svabhavo
boddhavyah.
- 194. NB 11, s. 16 : svabhdvah svasattimatrabhavini sidhyadharme hetuh.

195. This example is explained more lucidly by Dharmottara in NBT on NB II, s. 17.

196. T rnam par rtog pahi blo tha shad la grub pa...(=vyavaharasiddhavikalpabuddhau
...) for vikalpabuddhau in M.

197. This refers to the Buddhist theory of apoha (discrimination) which is discussed
in §26.



13. Logical mark of non-cognition. (29.10) [The logical mark of] non-
cognition is illustrated : In this place there is no jar, because it is not
cognized though it is by nature perceptible.!® ¢ Perceptible by nature
(upalabdhilaksanaprapta)’ means ‘to be seen’ (drsya). [Question:]
How can a non-existent thing be perceptible? [Answer:] When a place
and other things are being cognized by one and the same sense-perception,
if a jar were present, it would be necessarily perceived.!®® That is to
say, it is hypothetically supposed as perceptible on the ground that all the
other conditions for [its] perception are present.2?® But we do not mean
[a jar is] actually perceived.

‘Because it is not cognized’ is 2. And this is ascertained by means
of the [actually present] objects comprised in one and the same cognition
[ by which a jar, if it existed, would be also perceived] (ekajnanasamsargi-
padartha) or the knowledge of the objects comprised in one and the same
cognition (ekajianasamsargipadarthopalambha) ;2! thus, these two, stand-
ing in the relation of agent and object (karmakarirbhava), are each called
non-cognition in the mode of [the affirmation of what is excluded through])
- the negation of a term (paryuddsavriti). But [this non-cognition] should
not be understood in the mode of the negation of a proposition (prasajya-
vriti), which means no more than the privation of perception.?? For if

198. NB 1I, s. 13 : tatrdnupalabdhir yathd, na pradesaviSese kvacid ghata upalabdhi-
laksanapraptasyinupalabdher iti. See also NBT on it.

199. HB (Reconstruction), 64,27-65,2 : yatra yasminn upalabhyamine niyamena yasybpa-
labdhih sa tatsam$rstah, ekajfianasamsargdt tayoh sator naikariupaniyatd pratipattir, asa-
mbhavat.

200. NB II, s. 14 ; upalabdhilaksanapraptir upalambhapratyayantarasikalyam svabhava-
visesas ca. See also NBT on it.

201. NBT 22, 15 ff.: tasmat sa eva ghataviviktapradeSas tadalambanawm ca jhianam
dr$yanupalambhaniicayahetutvad dy$yanupalambha ucyate... tato vastv apy anupalambha ucyate
tajjfidnam ca. dar$ananivyttimairam tu svayam aniscitatvit agamakam ; HB (Reconstruction),
65, 7-9 : ...uktam atra yathad paryudasavyityd’ peksatah tadvivikio arthas tajjhianam vdbhavo
*nupalabdhis cOcyata iti, na pratisedhamatram, tasya sadhanasiddher abhavavyavaharasiddhipra-
sahgat. tasydsamsystaripasya bhavasiddhir evdparasydbhavasiddhir iti anyabhavo’pi tadabhdva
iti vyapadisyate.

202. For the general usage of paryuddsa- and prasajya-pratisedha see n. 62 above.
Regarding the passage that concerns us now cf. HBT 171, 1-4 : ...fadvad upalabdhir
evdnupalabdhir mantavya. nafiah pratisedhavisayatvat katham bhdvavisayatéti cet, aha, pary-
udasavrttyéti. paryudasena pratisedhyasyirthasya varjanena ya visiste 'rthe vritis tayd, naha
agrhitapratisedhasya bhavavisayatd.... The non-cognition of a pot must not be understood
as the simple absence of cognition, the negation being construed by prasajyapratisedha,
but as the cognition of things other than the pot, esp. the cognition of the locus, the



so, it is itself not anything whatsoever ; and how can it become a pro-
bans? Nor is it the knowledge of other things in general which are
different from the object to be denied, for in this case [the absurdity]
would follow that the perception of the colour of an orange means the
negation of its taste. Therefore, it is settled that either of the two things
distinguished in the way characterised above from what is to be negated,
i. e. its locus or the knowledge of the locus, is called non-cognition [though
it is in fact a positive cognition].

13.1. Non-cognition establishes not absence itself, but practical acti-
vities concerning absence. (30.1) This is the reason why absence (abhava)
itself is not proved [by a negative inference], for the absence [of a
jar] can be established by the mere perception cognizing the place without
a jar.23 But [the logical mark of] non-cognition is aimed at establishing
practical activities concerning absence (abhavavyavahara) [in order to
convince] a stupefied person [of the absence of a certain thing]. For
example, it is well known in the Samkhya [thought] that the three pri-
mordial qualities beginning with rajas are [permanently’] existent; a cer-
tain follower [of the school] actually makes ordinary activities concerning
absent things owing to their non-cognition ; he, however, is so much in-
culcated in the doctrine of his own school proclaiming the existence of
every thing at every place that he confusedly does not now judge the

negation being construed by paryudisapratisedha. But this affirmation of the locus can
be divided into two modes : when it is understood in relation to the subject of the cogni-
tion (kartrdharmapakse) it means the knowledge of the locus; when it is understood in
relation to the object (karmadharmapakse) it means the locus itself. According to HBT
174, 6 ff ; 176, 3 ff., the former is meant for refuting the view of I§varasena who regards
anupalabdhi as the mere absence of cognition, while the latter is aimed at criticising
Kumarilabhatta, who thinks that a negative judgment is formed in the mind when the
locus is cognized and the object to be negated is remembered, and that this knowledge of
absence is purely due to a mental activity without being conditioned by a sense-organ.
Cf. SV Abhava., v. 11 & 27; Mookerjee, 415. Though not concering non-cognition, but
cognition, PV 1, 4, 9-11 teaches the same : tathad hi sattvam wupalabdhir eva vastuyogyatila-
ksand tadasraya va jhanapravyttih (cf. Mookerjee & Nagasaki, 23) ; PVV 505, 26-27 : yadi
hy upalabdhih karmadharmas tadopalabhyamanatdstitvam, atha kartrdharmo jihanam...; HB
(Reconstruction), 64, 24-26 : atra upalabdheh upalabdhamanadharmatve tajjiianam upalabd-
hih... upalabhyamanadharmatve svavisayavijhidnajananayogyatdlaksano visayasvabhavo bhavati ;
PVBh, 633, 4-6 ; HBT 171, 16ff. : HBT 174, 19-21 ; TSop 289, 18-21. However, the distinc-
tion takes place only in our constructive thought, and in reality what is perceived and its
cognition are one and the same thing.
203. NBT 28, 18 ff. : ata evibhavo na sadhyah svabhdvanupalabdheh siddhatvat.



absence [of a jar] in one particular place or another even though the jar
is not actually perceived.?¢ To this man three kinds of convincing acti-
vities (vyavahara) are to be demonstrated by means of non-cognition : the
physical activity consists in moving about the place without hesitation ;
the verbal activity consists in [the statement] that there is no jar; the
mental activity is the internal thought (antarjalpa) of the same judg-
ment.205

13.2. Non-cognition is of the nature either of identity or of cau-
sality. (30.9) When considered from its objective mode (karmadharma-
pakse) [i.e. as the locus without a jar], non-cognition [%] should be
understood to stand in the relation of identity with s.2¢ However, when

204. According to Dharmakirti the non-existence of the object of negation is esta-
blished by perception alone, but the inferential function of negation consists in persuading
an ignorant person who will not recognize the absence of an object. PV I, v. 3, Svavrtti
(4, 18-5, 1) : ...athdnyopalabdhy@ nupalabdhisiddhir iti pratyaksasiddha ’nupalabdhik, tathin-
yasattayd ’satt@ kim na sidhyatiti. yadad punar evamvidhanupalabdhir evdsatam asatta,
tada siddhe ’pi visaye mohdd visayino ’sajjhianaSabdavyavahdran apratipadyamano visaya-
pradar$anena samaye pravartyate....; PV IV, v. 263 c-d: ity ajhajhdpanayaikanupakhyo-
dahytir mata : PVV on it: tasmad abhavawm pasyato ’py avyavaharato ’jhasya midhasya
jhapandyibhavavyavaharayaika svabhavanupalambhodahytir mata. PVBh gives the example
of a foolish follower of the Samkhya (633, 16-17) : yo va sawmkhyo ’tyantavimidhah sarvam
sarvatra vidyata ity agrahavan, tasydjhiasya pratityartham eka svabhavanupalabdhih ....
According to Dharmakirti, therefore, what is negated by the inference of negation is
the subjective function, i.e. knowledge, verbal expression, or doubt regarding an object
falsely imagined as existent. Cf. PV IV, v. 264 : visaydsattvatas tatra visayi pratisidhyate,
jhanabhidhanasawdeham yathd ’dahad apavakah. These arguments are made regarding
svabhavanupalabdhi, the principal form of negation. But when negation is classified into
three, i. e. svabhavanupalabdhi, karananupalabdhi and vyipakanupalabdhi, the latter two
are said to prove either abhava itself or the abhavavyavahara, while the first is concerned
only with abhdvavyavahira, and not with abhdva itself. Cf. HBT, 174, 26-28: karana-
vydpakanupalabdhi abhavam abhdvavyavaharam ca sadhayatah, svabhavinupalabdhis tu abhava-
vyavaharam eva. This is because when we infer the absence of smoke (effect) and a
siméapa (the pervaded) from the non-cognition of fire (its cause) and that of trees (the
pervader) respectively, we prove not only the negative activities concerning them but
also their absence itself, while in the case of the direct negation of a perceptible object,
its absence itself is proved by perception alone without needing inference.

205. PV 1, v. 3a~b and Swavrtti : apravrttih pramananim apravyitiphalésati (v.3a~b).
anupalabdhih sajjhanasabdavyavaharapratisedhaphald, upalabdhipurvakatvat tesam iti....;
NBT 29, 22-23: vyaparam darSayati. abhdvasya vyavahdro ndstity evamdkdaram jhanam,
$abda$ catvamakaro, nihSankam gamandgamanalaksand ca pravrttih kdyiko’ bhavavyavahdrah
HBT 174, 28-30 : abhavavyavaharas ca jhianabhidhanapravritilaksanah. tatra nésty atra ghata
ity evamdakaram jhdanam, evamvidhavastvabhidhayakaw cabhidhanam nihSankasya ca tatra pra-
deSe gamanagamanalaksand pravyttir iti.

206. M inserts sadrSye between saha and tadatmyalaksapa. G, T omit it.



seen from the subjective mode (kartrdharmapakse) (i.e. as the knowledge
of the locus without a jar, the relation between non-cognition and s] is
that of causality. For it has been said above that the locus without a jar
or the knowledge of the locus is non-cognition. [The s] ‘a jar’s fitness
to be judged as non-existent’ (asadvyavaharayogyatva), is the essential
nature (svabhava)?® of it [i.e. the locus without a jar]. But the know-
ledge [of the locus without a jar] is an effect of the locus itself, [and
in the case where % is the knowledge, we infer from an effect to the cause].

(30.14) [The opponent :] ““ If there are in non-cognition two kinds of
relationship, identical and causal, how is [the probans of] non-cognition
differentiated from those of identity and causality ?’’

[The author :] The difference is made purely because of [the difference
between] negation and affirmation, but not in reality. This is declared
by Acarya [Dharmakirti] as follows :

Among [the three kinds of logical marks] the two [i.e. the

identical and causal marks] are for establishing the existence of

real entities, the other one [i.e. the mark of non-cognition] is the
probans for negation.208

13.3. Significance of upalabdhilaksanaprapta. (30.7) The qualifier of
non-cognition ‘being by nature perceptible’ means, [besides that all con-
ditions for perception must be present] that the mere non-occurrence of
cognition regarding objects which are inaccessible in space, time and
essence, does not establish practical activities referring to the negation
[of the object concerned]; such objects are illustrated by Mt. Sumeru
[which is spatially inaccessible], the future emperor Sankha [who is
inaccessible in time] and a ghost [which is inaccessible in essence].20?

207. M inserts na karyam after svabhavah.

208. =NB I, 19: atra dvau vastusadhanau, ekah pratisedhahetuh.

209. NB II, s. 14 (see n. 200 above) ; NBT on NB 1II, s. 15; NB II, s. 28 : anyathd
cdnupalabdhilaksanapraptesu desakalasvabhavaviprakystesv datmapratyaksanivriter abhavani-
Scayabhavat : see NBT on it too. In PV I, v. 3 Dharmakirti classifies non-cognition into
two kinds, viz. the non-cognition of an imperceptible thing or the mere non-operation of
cognitive means and the non-cognition of a perceptible object. In the Swvavrtti on it he
states that these two non-cognitions have the same effect of negating the practical activities
referring to an object wrongly supposed to be existent, although the former leads to the
result through the absence of the proof, while the latter through the presence of the
counter-proof ; i.e. the former through doubt while the latter through the definite knowledge
of absence. One cannot be sure of the existence of an imperceptible object, say, a ghost,
so its existence is neither denied nor asserted. And owing to this doubt one negates the posi-

.



13.4. Non-cognition refers only to present and past experience. (30.20)
This non-cognition can be a means of valid knowledge with regard to a
present experience as well as to a past experience the details of which
are still vivid in our memory. With regard to a future experience, how-
ever, non-cognition is itself doubtful and accordingly cannot be a means
of valid knowledge.

210---'We have before said that this non-cognition proves activities refer-
ring to the absence of an object, but not ahsence itself, because the latter
is established by perception [without requiring inference].---21°

Regarding [these two problems] the Nyayavadin [ Dharmakirti] says
as follows :21!

Non-cognition, i. e. the fact that perception does not occur to an

observer with regard to a past object which he keeps in clear

memory-impression or a present object, establishes practical acti-
vities referring to the absence of the object.

13.5. Classification of negative inference. (31.7) [Sometimes, how-
ever,] we are to negate a thing which is situated at a remote place and
inaccessible and to which the non-cognition of an ex Ahypothesi perceptible
object is not directly applicable. Then, the non-perception of an effect
and other [indirect forms of negative infereﬁcej are applied. Thus we
get sixteen forms [of non-cognition as probans] because of the variety
of applied formulae.?!?

(1) Firstly the non-cognition of an entity itself (svabhavanupalabdhi)
is illustrated : ‘ Here there is no smoke, because it, being by nature per-
ceptible, is not perceived.” In this formula its own existence (svabhava)
of smoke, the thing to be denied, is not perceived.?!3

(2) Non-cognition of an effect (karyanupalabdhi): ¢The actually

tive assertion of its existence. But one can be sure of the absence of a perceptible object
when it is not cognized, and definitely negates its presence. Therefore, though both non-
cognitions lead to the same result, they differ in certainty (niscaya) (cf. Gnoli’s ed. 4, 5ff. ;
Mookerjee & Nagasaki, 26-27).

210. This passage is found only in M and seems to be out of place. The same content
is already stated in M 29, 21-30, 2.

211, =NB II, s. 29 : amiidhasmytisamskarasydtitasya vartamanasya ca pratipattypratya-
ksasya nivrttir abhavavyavaharasidhani.

212. See Appendix L

213. svabhavanupalabdhir yatha, ndsty atra dhimah, upalabdhilaksanapraptasyinupalab-
dheh=NB II, s. 32 ; TSop 290, No. 1.



efficient (apratibaddhasamarthya, lit., whose efficiency is not impeded)
causes producing smoke do not occur here, because there is no smoke.
The presence of the causes of smoke [i. e., fire combined with wet fuel] is
to be negated, and their effect is smoke which is not perceived here.?

(3) Non-cognition of a cause (karananupalabdhi): ‘There is no
smoke here, because there is no fire.” The presence of smoke is to be
negated ; its cause is fire which is here not perceived.?'®

(4) Non-cognition of a pervader (vydpakanupalabdhi) : °There is no
a$oka tree here, because there are no trees here.” The presence of an
asoka tree is to be negated : the tree is its pervader which is here not
perceived.?16

(5) Perception of something incompatible with the presence [of what
is to be negated] (svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi) : ‘ Here there is no sensation
of cold, because there is fire here.” Fire is incompatible with the essence
of the sensation of cold which is to be negated ; fire is here perceived.2!”

(6) Perception of what is incompatible with an effect (ka@ryaviruddho-
palabdhi) : ‘ Here there are no actually efficient causes of the sensation
of cold, because there is fire here.’ A cause, only when it has reached

214. karyanupalabdhir yathd, néhdpratibaddhasamarthyini dhuwmakarandni santi, dhima-
bhavat.=NB II, s. 33 ; TSop 290, No. 4. As said above, this formula appears for the first
time in NB. But Dharmakirti already gave a hint for its possibility in PV when he said
that the production of an effect is inferred from the totality of its causes, and that in
this case the probans and the probandum stand in the relation of essential identiy and
not in that of causality ; since the production of the effect in this case does not need any
other condition (PV I, v. 7 hetuna yah samagrena karyotpado 'numiyate, arthantarana-
peksatvat sa svabhavo ’nuvarwitah). If we can infer an effect from the totality of its
causes on the ground of essential identity, we are permitted also to infer the absence of
the causes from the absence of their effect, under the following two conditions: 1) we infer
from the absence of an effect only the absence of its causes existing at the last moment of
their momentary stream, since they alone are ascertained to be unimpeded in their efficiency
and thus may be called the totality of causes. All the other preceding moments of the
causes may have been impeded in efficiency and may not bring about the effect. Thus we
cannot infer the former’s absence from the latter’s absence. We are not sure that there
was no fire yesterday, even if we do not see smoke today. 2) This formula is applied only
when the cause is not visible itself. If seen, it can be negated by the first form of anu-
palabdhi. Cf. NBT 31, 10-13.

215. karananupalabdhir yatha, ndsty atra dhimah dahanabhdvat.=NB 1I, s. 40 ; TSop
290, No. 2.

216. wvyapakanupalabdhir yatha, ndtra Simsapa vrksabhavat.=NB 11, s. 34; TSop 290,
No. 3.

217. svabhavaviruddhopalabdhir yatha, ndtra SitasparSah, vahneh=NB II, 35; TSop 290
No. 5.



the last situation (antyadasaprapta) [of its own flux, i.e. the moment
immediately preceding the production of the effect], produces its effect,
but not a cause unconditioned. This is the reason why the qualifier [ ‘ac-
tually efficient’ (apratibaddhasamarthya)] is stated. [The existence of]
the causes of cold are to be denied ; their effect is cold; what is incom-
patible with it is [the presence of] fire, which is here perceived.?!8

(7) Perception of something incompatible with a cause (kd@ranavirud-
dhopalabdhi) : ‘He betrays no symptoms such as the bristling of the
hair of the body specially [caused by cold], because he is near fire of a
particular kind [i. e. efficient enough to dispel cold]. Symptoms such as
the bristling of the hair of the body specially [caused by cold] are to be
negated ; their cause is cold; what is incompatible with this is efficient
fire which is here perceived.2!?

(8) Perception of what is incompatible with a pervader (vyapakavirud-
dhopalabdhi) : “ Here there is no sensation of freezing, because there is fire
here.’ The sensation of freezing is to be negated; its pervader is cold ;
what is incompatible with this is efficient fire which is here perceived.220

(9) Perception of the effect of something incompatible with the essence
[of what is to be negated] (svabhavaviruddhakaryopalabdhi) : ¢ Here there
is no sensation of cold, because there is smoke here.” The sensation of
cold is to be negated ; what is incompatible with the essence of it is fire;
smoke is the latter’s effect and is here perceived.?!

(10) Perception of the effect of something incompatible with the effect
[of what is negated] (karyaviruddhakaryopalabdhi): <Here there are no
actually efficient causes of cold, because here there is smoke. ‘The causes of
cold are to be negated ; their effect is cold; with this fire is incompati-
ble ; fire’s effect is smoke, which is here perceived.???

(11) Perception of an effect of something incompatible with the causes

218. karyaviruddhopalabdhir yatha, néhépratibaddhasimarthyani Sitakdranani santi, vahneh
=NB II, s. 38; TSop 290, No. 8.

219. karanaviruddhopalabdhir yathd, ndsya romaharsadivisesah santi, sannihitadahana-
viSesatvat=NB II, s. 41 ; TSop 290, No. 6.

220. vydpakaviruddhopalabdhir yathd, ndtra tusdraspariah, dahanat=NBII, S. 39; TSop
290, No. 7.

221. svabhavaviruddhakaryopalabdhir yatha, ndtra Sitaspariah, dhumat=NB II, s. 36;
TSop 291, No. 13.

222. karyaviruddhakdaryopalabdhir yatha, néhdpratibaddhasamarthyani Sitakaranani santi
dhimat="TSop 292, No. 16 ; this form is lacking in NB.



[of what is to be negated] (karanaviruddhakdryopalabdhi) : “In this
place there is no one who betrays the sensation {of cold] connected with
symptoms such as the bristling of the hair of the body specially [caused
by cold], because here there is smoke.” Particular symptoms such as bristl-
ing [specially caused by cold}??® are to be negated; their cause is cold;
what is incompatible with this is fire ; fire’s effect is smoke, which is here
perceived.224

(12) Perception of the effect of something incompatible with a per-
vader [of what is to be negated] (vya@pakaviruddhakaryopalabdhi) . < Here
there is no sensation of freezing because here there is smoke.” The sensa-
tion of freezing is to be negated ; its pervader is cold; with this fire is
incompatible ; fire’s effect is smoke, which is here perceived??s

(13) Perception of what is pervaded by something incompatible with
the existence [ of what is to be negated] (svabhavaviruddhavydaptopalabdhi) -
‘Here there is no fire because of the sensation of freezing.’” Fire is to be
negated ; cold is incompatible with the existence of fire; The sensation of
freezing which is here perceived is pervaded by cold.??6

223. G, T romaharsidiviSesanam instead of M, 32, 19 romaharsadisparSavisesanam.

224. karanaviruddhakaryopalabdhir yathd, na romaharsadiviSesayuktasparSavan ayam
pradeso, dhumat=NB 11, s. 42 ; TSop 291, No. 14.

225. vyapakaviruddhakaryopalabdhir yatha, ndtra tusarasparsah, dhamat=TSop 292, No.
15 ; this is lacking in NB.

226. svabhavaviruddhavyaptopalabdhir yatha, nitra vahnih tusaraspar$at=NB II, s. 37 ;
TSop 291, No. 9. Dharmakirti’s illustration of this formula in NB, na dhruvabhavi bhuta-
sydpi bhavasya vindSo, hetvantarapeksanat, offers a complication as it is related to the
vexed problem of momentariness. Moksakara avoids it here, and takes another illustration
which is quite easy to understand. The Buddhist theory of universal momentariness,
which is hinted here by Dharmakirti, is dealt with in §16 by our author. Stcherbatsky,
in II, 92 as well as in I, 378, fails to understands the implication of the above mentioned
inference of Dharmakirti, partly because of the vagueness of Dhrmottara’s commentary,
and thinks ‘“This is the argument of the realists against the Buddhist theory of instanta-
neous existence or constant evanescence’’. He quotes in I, 92, n. 1 Rgyal tshab who
correctly interprets this argument as a prasanga, but Stcherbaisky seems not to have
properly understood Rgyal tshab. Durvekamiéra in DP 133, 5-6 interprets this inference
as viruddhavyaptopalabdhiprasanga, pointing out that the word api in the sifra means that
this must be taken as a prasangasadhana (reductio ad absurdum, see §24). In fact the
inference is Dharmakirti’s own argument in the form of reductio ad absurdum made
against the Naiyayikas, who recognize on the one hand the necessary connection between
krtakatva and anityatd, and on the other explain anityatd as destruction by means of a
special cause other than the own nature of a thing. If a produced thing, say, a jar,
depends for its destruction on a special cause such as a shock by a hammer, its destruction



(14) Perception of what is pervaded by a thing incompatible with the
effect [of the object of negation] (karyaviruddhavyaptopalbdhi): <Here
there are no actually efficient causes of fire because of the sensation of
freezing.’ The causes of fire are to be negated ; fire is their effect; cold
is incompatible with fire ; the sensation of freezing which is here perceived
is pervaded by cold.2?"

(15) Perception of what is pervaded by a thing incompatible with the
cause [of the object of negation] (karanaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi) : ¢ Here
there is no smoke because of the sensation of freezing.’” Smoke is to be
negated; its cause is fire; what is incompatible with fire is cold ; the sensa-
tion of freezing, which is perceived here, is pervaded by cold.228

(16) Perception of what is pervaded by a thing incompatible with the
pervader [of the object of negation] (vyapakaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi) :
‘This is not permanent because it produces the effect only occasionally
(kaddcitkaryakaritva).” Permanency is to be negated; changelessness
(niratiSayatva) is the pervader of permanency ; changeableness (satisayatva)
is incompatible with it; ¢ occasionally producing the effect’ which is here
perceived, is pervaded by changeableness.??

(33.16) It is to be understood that these fifteen formulae beginning
with the [second] karyanupalabdhi are essentially identical with the [first]
svabhavanupalabdhi [and are derived from the latter]. Further subordinate
forms may be enumerated according to the various circumstances of applica-

tion (prayuktibheda).

cannot be due to the inherent nature of a jar; therefore destruction is not of neces-
sity or constant. Thus, anityald is not the essential nature of produced things, i. e. there
is no identical, necessary connection between anityatd and krtakatva. This inconsistency
in the theory of the Naiyayika is criticised by this prasanga. It is also untenable that
non-produced or permanent things the destruction of which is not admitted have the charac-
ter of anityatd ; this is also meant by the word api in the sitra.

Dharmakirti discusses this criticism of the Naiyayika in PV I, v. 194-195 and HB
(cf. Peking, 339, b6 ff ; Reconstruction 55, 2-7) ; Arcata minutely and precisely interprets
it in HBT 57-61. Dharmakirti and probably Dharmottara either did not enter into
detailed explanation of the implication of the inference in question, since they are here
concerned with the formula of negative inference.

227. karyaviruddhavydptopalabdhir yathd, néhdpratibaddhasamarthyini vahnikaranani
santi, tusdrasparsat="TSop 291, No. 12 ; NB lacks this.

228. karanaviruddhavyaptopalabdhir yathd, ndtra dhiimas tusarasparsat="TSop 291, No.
10 ; NB lacks this.

229. wvydpakaviruddhavyaptopalabdhir yathd, ndyam nityah, kaddcitkaryakaritvat=TSop
291, No. 11 ; NB lacks this.



Of these, the svabhdavanupalambha, [the first and principal form of
negation] establishes not the absence of an object, but the applicability of
negative activities (asadvyavahdrayogyatva) because the absence is proved
by the perception itself. All the others establish the applicability of nega-
tive activity as well as the absence of an object, since they have as their
object things not directly perceived [but indirectly inferred) (paroksa).?*°

Here ends the chapter on inference for oneself of the Tarkabhasa.

Chapter III. Inference for others (pararthanumana)

14. Inference for others defined. (34.6) Inference for others (parartha-
numana) is the statement of a logical mark having the [above mentioned]
three characteristics. A formal argument stating the three characteristics,
which are respectively called anvaya (positive pervasion), vyatireka (nega-
tive pervasion) and paksadharmata (the fact that % is a property of s) is
metaphorically (#pacarat) called inference [for others or syllogism].23!

15. Two kinds of syllogism. (24.9) This [inference for others] is of
two kinds : syllogism formulated by the method of agreement (s@dharmya-
vat) and that formulated by the method of difference (vaidharmyavat).
Agreement [or homogeneity] here is the similarity between the locus of a
probandum (s@dhyadharmin=p) and the locus of its instance (drstantadhar-
min=dp) with regard to the presence of the logical mark [in them]. A
syllogism comprising this agreement is called ‘ formal proof by the method
of agreement’ (s@dharmyavat sadhanavakyam). Difference {or hetero-
geneity] is the dissimilarity between p and dp with regard to the presence
of » [i.e., h is present in p while it is not present in dp]. A syllogism
comprising this difference is called ‘formal proof by the method of dif-
ference’ (vaidharmyavat sadhanavakyam).?*?

16. Illustration of svabhavahetoh sadharmyavan prayogah. (34.13)

230. Cf. n. 204 above.

231. NB I, s. 1-2, cited in n. 152 above. A set of propositions is the cause of an
inference which another person acquires by hearing it. Thus a verbal statement is called
inference, not directly, but only metaphorically. For the three characteristics of a logical
mark, see § 10 above.

232. NB III, s. 3-5: taddvividham, prayogabhedat, sadharmyavad vaidharmyavac céti
NBT on it : drstantadharming saha sadhyadharminah sadySyam hetukrtam sadharmyam ucya-
te. asadrSyam ca hetukrtam vaidharmyam ucyate....



Of these, a syllogism by the method of agreement formulated with a logi-
cal mark of identity (svabhdvahetoh sadharmyavan prayogah) may be
illustrated by interpreting the Buddha's teaching ¢ All that is produced is
momentary’ in view of the Sautrantika doctrine. What is produced
(samskrta) means all things that have originated as results of the causes
and conditions aggregated together. They are said to be momentary
(ksanika) as they exist only for the moment in which they are produced.

16.1 Proof of universal momentariness. (34.18) Now we see that
all things such as a jar etc. are destroyed by conjunction with a hammer
etc. If the essential nature (svaripa), by which a jar etc. in its last
moment perishes, is existent in the (same thing] when it is just produced,
then it should perish immediately after its production because of that
[essential nature]. Therefore all things are evidently momentary.

(35.2) It may be contended that a thing is given by its own causes
such an essential nature that it perishes after staying for a certain period
of time. [But it is not reasonable, because] if so, a thing would not
perish even when it is hit by a hammer, but continue to exist again for
the given period of time, since such is its essential nature ; again this
may be the case [when it receives another shock of a hammer, and
thus it follows that] it would never perish. Therefore, if a thing were
produced so as to stay for two moments, it would, at the second moment
just as at the first, stay for another two moments due to its being durable
for two moments. In this way it would not cease to exist at the third
moment because it has even then the same nature.

(35.9) [Another opponent] may contend : ‘‘A thing is so made by
its own cause as to be durable ; but it may be forcibly destroyed by an
incompatible thing such as a hammer and the rest’’. This is not correct.
How is it reasonable that the destruction of a thing is caused by an
incompatible power, while the same thing does not perish because of its
being permanent. For this is as unreasonable as to say that Devadatta
is dead while he is living. In other words, if it perishes, how can you
say that it is produced by its causes so as to be imperishable? For you
cannot say that an immortal quality dies. We hold, therefore, that a thing
is produced by its own cause to be perishable, because perishing can be
by no means connected with an imperishable thing, while the disap-
pearance of a thing is actually experienced. Thus, it perishes at the



very moment of its birth. In this way the theory of momentary destruc-
tion [of every thing] (ksanaksayitva) has been proved. We may for-
mulate [the discussion made above] into the following syllogism : 233

Whatever is by nature perishable perishes immediately [after its

birth as e.g. a jar at the last moment of its existence];

Material objects etc. are by nature perishable at the time of their

birth;

[ Therefore, material] objects etc. perish immediately after their

birth7; .
[This syllogism is] formulated with a logical mark of identity.

16.2 Recognition is merely constructive imagination. (36.1) “If
things are perishing at every moment, how is our recognition (pra-
tyabhijn@) in the form <This is the very same as that’ possible?’ To
this our reply is this : [This is said] because every moment [of the flux
of a thing] is produced so as to be very similar to the immediately preced-
ing moment and because our nescience (avidya) continues to exist. At
the very moment when a thing perishes, another at the next moment
which is similar to it is born. In this way the difference in form
[between the two moments] is neglected ; and the flux of moments is
not interrupted by non-existence. Consequently an ordinary person gets,
by means of constructive imagination (adhyavasaya), the idea of identity
(abheda) that this is the same as that in spite of the actual difference
[of the two moments]. We know by experience that one easily gets an
idea of this being the same as that regarding completely different things
such as grass, hair etc. which, having been once cut off, grow again
(lanapunarjatakusakesadi)?®*. Why cannot the same kind of imagination
occur in the present case9 We have thus proved that what is produced
is all momentary?23s,

233. T sbyor ba yan shar ltar bya ste=prayogah punar purvavat kartavyah. G ayam
insteaq of punar in M.

234. This is a stock-example of Buddhist logicians meant for the refutation of re-
cognition. See for example, PVBh 144, 3; RNA 84, 3. The refutation of recognition is
dealt with by our author in § 28.2. Ratnakirti gives a systematic exposition of the problem
(RNA 106-112).

235. Our author’s argument in §16, 1-2 is a brief extract from the highly developed
Buddhist theory of the momentary destruction of all things (ksanabhanga). He seems to
owe his argument here, directly or indirectly, to Karnakagomin who demonstrates a similar
discussion commenting on PV L v. 195 (v. 197 in Kitab Mahal ed) and Svavr#ti (cf. Karna-



16.3 Nirvisesana-prayoga. (36.9) The syllogism set forth above is
of the formula with a simple, identical logical mark (mirvisesanasya
svabhavahetoh prayogah)®¢. The [same] formula with a simple, identical
logical mark is illustrated by another syllogism :

All that exists is impermanent (yat sat tat sarvam anityam) as e.g.

a jar;

kagomin, 368, 7-13 and 369, 3-8). This argument of Moksakara is in its turn quoted
almost verbatim in SVM 104, 12-105, 15 for the sake of criticism. Mallisena clearly
ascribes it to our author saying (SVM 105, 25-106, 1) : yac ca ksanikatvasthipaniya
moksakaraguptendnantaram eva pralapitam tat....

Dharmakirti discusses the problem of ksapabhanga in PV 1, v. 193-196, and more
extensively in HB II. Arcata’s commentary on HB II is a valuable dissertation on the
problem. His separate work Ksanabhangasiddhi is not extant. DurvekamiSra wrote an-
other Ksana-bhanga which is also lost now, but his commentary Aloka on HBT is published
together with HBT. Dharmottara’s Ksanabhangasiddhi is preserved in Tibetan translation
with its commentary by Muktakalaéa ; the Tib. text of Dharmottara’s Ksanabhangasiddhi
is edited and translated by Frauwallner (WZKM 42, 217-258). Santiraksita and Kamala-
§ila discuss the same problem in the Sthirabhavapariksa of TS and TSP. Jfianaérimi-
tra wrote a large article Ksanabhangadhyiya (JNA, 1-159) which is the most important
work on this theory ; and this work was abridged by his student Ratnakiti in his Ksana-
bhangasiddhi (RNA 62-88). The latter wrote another article, Sthirasiddhidusane (RNA
101-121). Ratnakaraéanti discuses logical problems concerning the proof of ksanabhanga
in his Antarvyaptisamarthana (SBNT 103-114 ; the work is translated into Japanese by
me in Bukkyo Shigaku A% VI, no. 4, 21-40 (S b F—H T~ v~V 5+ OREEED.
The theories appearing in TS, TSP, Ratnakirti’s Ksanabhangasiddhi and Ratnakara$anti’s
work are explained, by Mookerjee (cf. the first three chapters of his Universal Elux).

236.. PV L v. 186 : upadhibhedapekso va svabhavak kevalo 'tha va, ucyate sadhyasiddhy-
artham nase karyatvasattvava!. Here Dharmarkirti classifies svabhavahetu into two kinds,
a) kevala- (illustrated by sat) and b) wupadhibhedapeksa- (ill. by karya=krtaka) ; but he
mentions ¢) svabhavabhiitadharmavisesa- (ill. wutpattimat) in his Svavytti. In NB III, s. 11
-15 too, the above-named three kinds are enumerated. The idea of this classification is
clear : The logical identity of the probandum and the probans does not mean the total
sameness of both, but the sameness in essence. And this sameness in essence may be
sometimes pure and simple as in the case of existence and impermanence, which do not
permit the interference of any third entity ; and another time it is understood together
with a contingent, third entity which the probans necessarily presupposes, as in the case
of product-ness and impermanence. Product-ness presupposes a cause. Dharmakirti regards
this third thing as a wpddhi (contingent condition). But once this main classification is
stated, one is tempted to subdivide. From existence we derive the idea of origination
(utpatti) which Dharmakirti considers a particular property belonging to the existent
itself (svabhavabhitadharmavisesa), i. e. this origination is not the third thing separate
from the existent, but a part of it. According to Dharmottara and other commentators
this particular property, origination, is obtained through logical imagination in which
one contrasts it to non-origination. Thus, this case is added in the list as a subdivi-
sion of a) (corresponding to No. 2 of NB & TBh). Concerning b) Dharmakirti says



These things cognized by valid knowledge?¥” all exist;
[ Therefore these things are all impermanent 28,
Another syllogism proving that the Vedas are human products can
be formulated with [the same] identical mark :
Any verbal statement is a human product as e. g. the verbal state-
ment of a passer-by23?;
The Vedic injunction ‘One who wants rebirth in heaven should per-
form the fire-sacrifice’ is a verbal statement ;
[Therefore the Vedic injunction is a human product.’]
16.3.1 Savisesana-prayoga. (36.16) A syllogism of the formula with
a qualified identical mark (savisesana-prayoga) is next shown :
All that have origin is impermanent (yad yad utpattimat tat sarvam
anityam) as e. g. a jar;
Sound has origin ;
[ Therefore sound is impermanent.]}
Those things which are excluded from [the class of} what has no origin
are called having origin. When we, saying ‘the origination of a thing’,
mean that this distinct [aspect] (vyavriti) is a different thing [from
‘existence’] since it excludes other distinct [aspects incompatible with it]
(vyavrttyantaravyavaccheda), then the identical mark [i. e. existence] is
qualiyﬁed by a property [having origin] which, though actually identical

that the idea of product necessarily presupposes the idea of cause, though the cause is
not manifestly expressed. Dharmottara thinks in NBT on NB III, s. 15 that this presup-
posed third entity, cause, may be expressed by its own word as in the case of pratyaya-
bhedabheditva or may not be so expressed as in the case of krtakatva, and that the
presence and the absence of the actual usage of the word ‘cause’ do not change the
significance. Therefore he concludes that the syllogistic form of svabhavahetu is three-
fold, viz. 1) Suddha=a)=nirviSesana of TBh, 2) avyatiriktavisesana or saviSesana and 3)
vyatiriktaviSesana or bhinnavisesana. Manorathanandin, commenting on PV I, v. 186 (III, v.
185 in Patna ed.) gives a similar exposition and classifies into Suddha, abhinnavisesana
and bhinnavisesana. TSop follows Dharmottara. It seems to be Moksdkaragupta alone
who enumerates as the fourth the case of pratyayabhedabheditva, giving to this the name
prayuktabhinnaviSesana. This cannot be a merit of his, because he gave only a separate
name to what was actually recognized by Dharmakirti and his commentators.

237. G pramanapratitah padarthak instead of pramanapratitah in M; T, agreeing
with G, reads fshad mas rtogs pahi dnos po.

238. NB I, s. 11: yat sat tat sarvam anityawm yatha ghatadir iti Suddhasya svabhava-
hetoh prayogakh ; and NBT.

239. The Tibetan translator may have had in his manuscript rathya-purusa instead of
rathyapurusa in M, G, as T reads : sin rta zon pa or one who rides a cart,



[with existence], is differentiated from it by imagination (kalpitena
bhedena)?°.

16.3.2 Bhinnavisesana-prayoga. (36.20) The formula with an id-
entical mark qualified by an contingent property (bhinna-visesanasya
(svabhdvahetoh]) prayogah) is next illustrated :

Whatever is produced is impermanent (yat krtakam tad anityam)

as a jar;

Sound is a product;

[ Therefore sound is impermanent.’24
One may object: ‘“You may call an expression such as ‘one who possesses
a brindled cow’ a usage of a contingent property. However, in the
word ‘product’ we do not recognize any such word signifying a con-
tingent property?42 as we find in the word ‘a brindled cow’ [ possessed
by a person]. Thus, how can you call [the probans kriaka] an example
of contingent property?’’ We reply: A thing which depends for its
own origination cn the operation of other things [i. e. its causes] is
called a product. Therefore, the word ‘product’ connotes the nature of
depending on the operation of others; this is why we call it ‘qualified

240. NB I, s. 12 : yad utpattimat tad anityam iti svabhavabhiitadharmabhedena svabha-
vasya prayogah. Moksakara follows Dharmottara in explaining the formula, but perhaps
with a misunderstanding. Commenting on the word bheda, Dharmottara says : anutpanne-
bhyo hi vyavrttim asrityotpanno bhava ucyate saiva vyavrttir yada vydvrttyantaranirapeksa
vaktum isyate tada vyatirekiniva nirdisyate bhavasyOtpattir iti. According to Durvekamiéra
(DP 158, 6-8), the probans, what is originated, is so judged in view of the distinction
from, or the exclusion of, what is not originated such as ether. But the question may
be put forward : if a thing is called what is originated in contrast to what is not origi-
nated, why do you use the expression ‘it has origination’ (uipattir asya=utpattimat)?
Answer : When we express this distinction without regard to other distinctions such as
magnitude (mahattva), (i.e. when we limit our contrast only to that of origination and non-
origination], we must say ‘it has origination’. This is the ‘meaning of the passage of
NBT. However, Moksakara’s interpretation runs (36, 17 ff.) : anutpannebhyo vyavrtio bhava
utpanna ucyate, yada saiva vydvrttir vyavrttyantaravyavacchedena vyatiriktocyate bhivasyotpat-
tir iti tada kalpitena bhedena svabhavabhitadharmena visistah.... In this passage vydvrttyan-
tara is used in a sense different from that in NBT. It is neither a misprint nor a mistake
on the part of the editor since T is quite parallel. Our author uses the term as denoting
anutpanna, and if it is made unconsciously, he misinterprets Dharmottara.

241. NB III, s. 13 : yat krtakawm tad anityam ity upadhibhedena. NBT 45, 17-19 illus-
trates the differences between the three kinds of expressions, suddha, avyatiriktena visesa-
nena visistah and vyatirikiena visesanena visistah by the example of Devadatta: Devadatta
may be referred to by the name Devadatta itself ; he may be called the long-eared ; he
may be called the owner of a brindled cow.

242. Read bhinnaviSesana for bhinnasesana in M.
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by a contingent property’243.

16.3.3 Prayuktabhinnavisesana-prayoga. (37.7) The formula with
an identical mark manifestly expressing a contingent qualifier (prayukia-
bhinnavisesanasya svabhavasya prayogah) is illustrated lastly?4.

Whatever is variable according to a change in its cause is a

product (yah pratyayabhedabhedi sa krtakah) as smoke;

Sound is variable according to a change in its cause;

[ Therefore, sound is a product.]

Pratyaya means karana (cause). A thing which is subject to change
according as its cause varies, is here meant by the word pratyayabheda-
bhedin. It means that an effect is big when its cause is big, and is
small if the cause is small. The word pratyayabhedabhedin which mani-
festly expresses a contingent qualifier is here used ; this is why the
formula is called prayuktabhinnavisesana.

Various kinds of the identical mark have been shown above in order
to remove misunderstanding [about the logical mark of identity], that
is to say, in order to teach that if different properties are imagined
[of a logical mark], the fact of an identical mark being used remains the
same.

17. Illustration of svabhavahetor vaidharmyavan prayogah. (37.16)
A syllogism by the method of difference formulated with a logical mark
of identity (svabhavahetor vaidharmyavan prayogah) is next illustrated :

1. Whatever is not immediately destructible at a given time is not

of a perishable nature at that time as e. g. ether?*;
Those things beginning with matter are, however, perishable at
the time of their birth;
[ Therefore, those beginning with matter are immediately destruc-
tible at the time of their birth.]
In a syllogism with a negative vyapti, [i. e. that by the method of
difference]] (vyatirekaprayoga=vaidharmyavan prayogah) the negation of

243. The same objection is raised in NBT 45, 20-21 and the reply forms NB III, s.
14 : apeksitaparavyapdro hi bhdvah svabhavanispattau kytaka iti.

244. NB I, s. 15: evam pratyayabhedabheditvadayo drastavyzh. As said in n. 236,
NBT as well as NB regards this as a special case of the third formula (bhinnavisesana),
while our author takes it out as the fourth.

245. T : gan dan gan...de dan de... (=yad yad...tat tad...) instead of yad yada...tat
tada... in M.



the probandum is pervaded by the negation of the probans, and accord-
ingly the absence of the probandum is definitely known in the absence
of the probans. In the same way we can formulate [the remaining forms
of svabhavahetu] by the method of difference.

2. Wherever there is no momentariness there is also no existence
(yatra ksanikatvam nasti tatra sattvam api nasti) as e. g.in a
flower inthe sky;

However, sound is existent;
[Therefore sound is momentary’].

2.a Wherever there is no impermanence recognized, there is no ori-

gination as in the hair of a tortoise ;
Sound has origination ;
[Therefore, sound is impermanent.}

3. Wherever there is no impermanence there is no product-ness as

in a rabbit’s horns;
Sound is a product;
[ Therefore sound is impermanent.’]

4. Wherever there is no product-ness there is no variation con-
comitant with the variation in its cause as in ether;

Sound is variable together with the change in its cause;
[ Therefore, sound is a product. }4
18. Illustration of karyahetoh sadharmyavan prayogah. (38.8) A
syllogism by the method of agreement formulated with a logical mark of
causality is next illustrated.

Wherever there is smoke there is fire as in a kitchen;

Here there is smoke;

[Therefore, here there is fire.}24

An effect should be applied as a probans for proving its cause, the
probandum, only when the relation of a cause and an effect has been
[beforehand] established through perception and non-percepion (pratya-

246. These illustrations of vaidharmyavatprayoga correspond, as I number, to those
four forms discussed in §16.3 in relation to sadharmyavatprayoga of svabhavahetu. NB III,
s. 26 : asaty anityatve ndsti sattvam ulpattimattvam krtakatvam va, sam$ ca Sabda utpattimin
krtako véti svahavahetoh prayogah.

247. NB IlI, s. 23 : karyahetor api prayogah, yatra dhiumas tatrdgnir yatha mahanasadau,
asti céha dhama iti.



ksanupalambha)?s.

18.1 Illustration of vaidharmya-prayoga. (38.11) A syllogism by
the method of difference (vaidharmya-prayoga) [formulated with a logical
mark of causality] :

Where there is no fire, there is no smoke as in a great tank;

However, here there is smoke;

[Therefore, here there is fire.]?4?

19. Illustration of a syllogism of negation by the method of agree-
ment. (38.12) A syllogism of negation formulated by the method of
agreement (anupalabdheh sadharmyavan prayogah), which is aimed at
denying the existence of a composite whole (avayavin) :

A thing which, being by nature perceptible, is not perceived in a
place, is to be judged as not existing in that place as the horns on
the head of a man;

The composite whole [of a jar] which is asserted by the opponent
to be perceptible is not perceived in the aggregated parts meant
by the word ‘jar’; '

[Therefore, a composite whole does not exist in a jar.]?*°

19.1 [Illustration of a syllogism of negation by the method of dif-
ference. (38.12) A syllogism of negation formulated by the method of
difference (anupalabdher vaidharmyavan prayogah) :

A thing existent as perceptible by nature is necessarily perceived
as a particular object of blue etc. which is admitted as percepti-
ble2st;

In this particular place?*** we do not perceive a jar, although it is
existent as perceptible by nature;

248. NBT 49, 11-12 : yatha mahanasadav iti', mahdnasadaw hi pratyaksanuplambhabhyam
karyakaranabhavatmavinabhavo niscitah. See also NB I, s. 24 : ihipi siddha eva karyaka-
ranabhave karane sadhye karyahetur vaktavyah. The Buddhist theory of the establishment
of a causal relation by pratyakianupalambha will be soon dealt with again in §22.

249, NB III, s. 27 : asaty agnau na bhavaly eva dhiumah, atra cdsti dhiuma ili karya-
hetoh prayogah.

250. NB I, s. 9: yad upalabdhilaksanapraptam san nopalabhyate so ’sadvyavahdravisa-
yah siddhah, yathinyah kaicid drstah $aSavisanadih. ndpalabhyate ca kvacit pradeiavisesa
upalabdhilaksanaprapto ghata iti.

251. T sion po la sogs pahi khyad par mion sum #id du mnon par hdod=drSyatvend-
bhimataniladivisesah instead of naladivisesah of M.

252. T phyogs kyi khyad par hdi na =iha pradeSavisese as we read in G.



[ Therefore, there is no jar in this place]?s.

20. Pervasion explained in relation to the two syllogistic forms.
(38.20) It should be understood that while the probans (s@dhana) is
pervaded by the probandum (sd@dhya) in all the syllogism (sddhanavakya)
formulated by the method of agreement, the non-existence of the pro-
bandum (sa@dhyabhava) is pervaded by the non-existence of the probans
(sadhanabhdva) in the syllogism by the method of difference. Either the
statement. of the necessary existence (nivatatva) of the probans in the
probandum or?%* that of the necessary non-existence of the probandum
in the non-existence of the probans is called ‘pervasion’ (vyapti). There-
fore when the pervasion [between the two terms] is established by means
of valid knowledge, there should be no shade of doubt that the probandum
might not exist in the same locus (dharmin) in which the probans exists.

20.1. The Naiyayika’s proof of the existence of God as an illustra-
tion of untrue vyapti. (39.6) However, doubt arises inevitably when
a universal (sarvopasamharavati) vyapti is not established by means of
valid knowledge as, for instance, in the case of the inference from an
effect which is aimed at proving the existence of God (i$vara). That
is to say, they [i. e. the Naiyayikas’] state the following proof : 255

253. NB III, s. 25 : vaidharmavatah prayogah, yat sad upalabdhilaksanapraptam tad upa-
labhyata eva, yatha niladivisesah, na caivam ihopalabdhilaksanapraptasya sata upalabdhir
ghatasyéti anupalabdhiprayogah.

254. G, T have ca, which is dropped in M.

255. The Buddhist campaign against the theism of the Naiyayika was started by
Dharmakirti in PV II v. 10-29; commentators on PV including Prajiiakaragupta further
developed their criticism of theism. Séntirakgita and Kamalaéila devoted a chapter for
the refutation of God in TS and TSP (TS v. 46-93). Santideva and Prajfiakaramati deal
with the problem in BCA and BCAP IX, v. 119-126. The theistic argument of the
Naiyayika which forms the object of criticism for these Buddhists seems to be set forth
by Aviddhakarna, Uddyotakara, PraSastamati etc. as named in TSP. In the latest period
of Indian Buddhism, Jiianaérimitra wrote a lengthy dissertation I$varavadadhikara (JNA
233-322), which consisted of Parvapaksasamksepa, ISvaradisana and Varttikasaptaslokivya-

khyana. The last chapter consists of three sections and is an elaborate commentary on
the seven verses of Dharmakirti, viz. PV II, v. 10-16. Ratnakirti made a résumé of

Jfanaéri’s ISvaravadadhikara. It is incorporated in RNA 29-52 under the title ISvarasa-
dhanadusana. Moksakara, as usual, follows the latter two authors when he criticises the

Naiyayika’s theism in the following text. The opponents of these three Buddhists are
mainly Safkara, Narasimha, Trilocana, Vacaspatimisra, Vittoka, etc. (RNA 35-36). Va-

caspatimi$ra demonstrates his own theistic argument in NVT 953, 1 ff. (ad NS 4, 1, 21).
Following Ratnakirti, Moksakara introduces Vacaspati’s theory of the classification of the
existent things in the world into three kinds, his syllogism proving the existence of God,

etc. But Buddhist criticism is logical and centers around Vacaspati’s theory of vyapti,
which is found mainly in NVT 138, 25-140, 15 (see n. 270).
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‘““We are able to prove the existence of the omniscient God, whether
or not an omniscient lord [i. e. Buddha] really exists. For the existent
in the world is of three kinds:2%¢ 1) Some things such as a jar etc. which
have been definitely produced by an agent (miscitakarirka) ; 2) some
things such as ether (vyoman) etc. which definitely have no agent (niscitaka-
rtrnivrtti) ; 3) and the third group of things such as the earth etc. the
existence of whose agents is doubted. There is no class of things other
than the above [three)?’. [Thus, our syllogism may be formulated as
follows :]

Those which are classified as things the existence of whose agents
is uncertain, trees in a forest whose origination we can actually see
or the earth etc. which have remained very long since their creation,
and so on, must be all considered to have an intelligent agent as
their creator (buddhimatkarirka);

Because they are effects (karyatvat);

For example a jar.2s8

The probans [of this inference] is not illegitimate (asiddha), because the

256. T omits tfrayah khalu.

257. JNA 233, 15-16 : trayo hi bhavarasayah, buddhimatkartykas ca ghatadayah ; akarty-
kas$ cakasadayah ; samdigdhakartykas ca bhudharddayah. RNA 39, 25-28 : nanu vrksidayah
paksadayah paksikytah, kathaw tair vyabhicarah. trividho hi bhavarasih, samdigdhakartrko
yatha vrksadih ; prasiddhakariyko yatha ghatadih ; akartrko yathdkasadih. tatra prasiddha-
kartrke ghatadau pratyaksanupalambhabhyam vyaptim adaya samdehapade ksmaruhaddau karya-
tvam upasamhytya buddhiman anumiyate.... This latter passage is parallel to that in JNA
284, 21-24. Cf. NVT 953, 1 ff.: etavad abhipretam dacaryasya, trayo hi khalu bhdva jagati
bhavanti, prasiddhacetanakartrkdh yathd prasadatialagopuratoranadayah, prasiddhatadviparya-
yah yatha paramanvakasadayah, samdigdhacetanakartvkah yatha tanutarumahidharadayah.

258. JNA 233, 6-10: iha pratyavasthanam anyesam. vivadaspadibhitawm bhudharadi
buddhimatkarty purvakam, karyatvat; yad yat karyam tad buddhimatkartypurvakam drstam
yatha ghatah ; karyawm cédam bhidharadi; tasmad buddhimatpirvakam iti. na cédam asiddham,
bauddhasydpi vindhyagandhamadanddinam karyatve vivadabhavat. ndpi viruddham, sapakse
bhavat. na cdnaikantikam, kvacid api karye buddhimad adhisthanavyabhicarasya dariayitum
asSakyatvat.... Cf. NVT 953, 5ff. : vivadadhyasitas tarumahidharidaya upadanabhijhakartrka
utpattimattvat, acetanopadanatvad va, yad utpattimad acetanopadanakam va tat sarvam upa-
danabhijhiapurvakam yathd prasidadi, tatha ca vivadadhyasitas tanutarumahidharadayah, ta-
smat tathéti, ma caisam utpattimattvam asiddham....A similar syllogism is quoted in RNA
29, 13-17. RNA 36, 14-19 ascribes the same kind of syllogism to Viacaspati: fathd ca
vacaspatih pramanayati. vivadadhyasitabhinnatarugirisigardadayah upadanadyabhijfiakartykah ;
karyatvat ; yad yat kdaryam tat tad upadanadyabhijhiakartykam.... Similar inferences meant
for proving the existence of God are proposed by many Naiyiyikas and quoted by Ratna-
kirti in his I$varasadhanadiisana. The inference with kdryatva as the probans is the most
representative argument of the Naiyayika.
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effect-ness of all [these] things is established by valid knowledge. Nor
is it incompatible (viruddha), since it is present in the sapaksa. Nor is
it inconclusive (anaikantika), because there is a proof contradicting the
opposite of the assertion to be proved (sddhyaviparyaye badhakapra-
manasadbhavat) [i. e. we can argue by the following reductio ad absurdum
to prove the vy@pti :]

We cognize by a mental perception accompanied by repeated past
experience (bhityodarsanasahdyena manasapratyaksena)®® [the pervasion]
that an effect (karya) [say, a jar] is always produced through the agency
of a potter who is endowed with intelligence (buddhimat). If [on the
contrary] a thing could come into existence without [being mediated by
some] intelligent [agent], then it [e. g. a jar] might sometimes not be
produced even when the intelligent agent [e. g. a potter] intends [I:o make
it]. [But this is absurd], because an effect cannot even once arise with-
out its cause. Therefore, we should in no case suppose that a thing can

259. T man du mthon bahi rgyu can gyi yid dan mhons sum gyis....=bhiyodarSananiban-
dhanamainasena pratyaksena ca.... T seems to understand manasapratyaksa- as a dvandva
compound, which is wrong. 'Krishnamacharya condemned the same word as a mistake on
the part of Moksakara, and suggested a correction into alaukikapratyaksena (G. Tika, 77,
20ff. : atra wmanasenéti visesanam pramadikam....). He could be right, if Moksakaragupta
introduced here the theory of the syncretic school of NyayavaiSesika. However, Moksa-
kara, following Ratnakirti, refers to Trilocana and Vacaspatimiéra of the Naiyayika and
Kumarila and Sucaritmiéra (Kasikakara) of the Mimarmsaka, who all maintain that a
universal concomitance is grasped by perception helped by repeated past experience. RNA
42, 3-5: bhuiyodarSanagamyd hi uyaptih samanyadharmayor (SV Anu. v. 12a-b) iti pra-
siddham eva. asyiyam arthah kasikikarena vyakyatah : pracinanekadarSanajanitasamskirasa-
haye carame (dar$ane] cetasi cakdasti dhiimasydgniniyatasvabhavatvam.... (SVK 1II, 16, 14-15) :
RNA, 42, 10-11: trilocanena punar ayam arthah kathitah, bhiayodarsanasahdyena manasa
tajjatiyanam sambandho grhito bhavati. ato dhiimo ’gnith na vyabhicarati. tadvyabhicare’py
upadhirahitam sambandham atikrdmet. hetor vipak;sas’ahkdnivartakmh pramanam upalabdhi-
lak;ayaprciptopddhivirahaniécayahetur anupalambhakhyam pratyaksam eva. tatah siddhah sva-
bhavikalh sambandhah tathéhdpiti svamatam vyavasthapitam iti (cf. n. 270 below).; RNA
42, 15: vdcaspatinipidam wuktam, abhijatamanibhedattvavad bhiiyodarsanajanitasamskarasa-
hayam indriyam eva dhamadinam bahnyddibhih svabhavikasambandhagrahiti yuktam (NVT
140, 5-6). These three passages are quoted again in RNA (Vyaptinirnaya), 99, 11-12;
99, 20-21; 100, 22-24. Vacapati does not agree with Trilocana and say that svabhavika-
sambandha is grasped either indriyapratyaksa or other means of valid knowledge according
to circumstances, when it is produced through bhiiyodars$ana. At least the theory of Trilocana
and Sucaritami$ra completely identical with what Ratnakirti and Moksakara say, inasmuch
as they admit that universal concomitance is grasped by mental perception helped by
repeated past experience. Therefore our text in M needs no correction.



be an effect and at the same time not produced by an intelligent agent’’26°,

20.2. Refutation. (40.5) To this the following reply can be made :
All philosophers agree that in every case a probans proves its probandum
if and only if the pervasive relation (vyapii) between the probans and the
probandum has been established by valid knowledge generalising [all the
cases of the probans and probandum?] (sarvopasarmharena pramanena)?®'.
Now, if the vyapti [in your syllogism] is grasped between [an effect in
general and] an intelligent being who is qualified by having a visible body
(dr$yasariravisista- buddhimat-), then this probans, just as the probans
prameyatva (being an object of cognition), is inconclusive owing to non-
exclusiveness (sadharananaikantika), because we find growing grass, which
is not endowed with the said probandum (. e. is not produced by a visible
intelligent agent], is also an effect.262

(40.10) You cannot contend that [our criticism is irrelevant, as] the
very grass etc. is comprised in p [of the above said inference]. For an
object clearly deviating from the vyapti (vyabhicaravisaya) cannot be put
forward as p, since there is a rule [set forth by Dharmakirti]? : A

260. Jfana$rimitra reproduces five kinds of viparyaye badhakapramana which the
Naiyayika proposes in order to substantiate the vyapii ‘an effect is produced by an intel-
ligent agent’. Of these five, the first is parallel to what Moksakara refers to here. See
JNA 237, 22-238, 3: yatha saugatanam citrabhanor anumdne yadi citrabhanum antarena
karanantarad api dhiimo deSantare kalantare v@ jayeta, drstayor api deSakilayor na citra-
bhanoh sakyd apy atmasattam labheta, yasman na tadabhave bhavatas tatkaryaniyamo yuktah,
atiprasangat ; tatas ca tadrsasya sarvasyaivdtaddhetutvan na tatah sakyd api jayeta, bhavati
ca, tasman ndtajjanyaw tadrsam iti viparyaye badhakapramanavrttyd pratibandhasiddhih.
tathdsmakam api yadi kiwcid buddhimadadhisthanam antarendnyato’ pi karyam upajayeta, hanta
na tarhi sakrd api buddhimatah kumbhakarader utpadyeta, bhavati ca, tatas tajjanyam ity
ekam badhakam pramanam.

261. T bsgub par bya ba dan sgrub par byed pa gan zag gi khyad par thams cad e
bar sdus pahi tshad wmas grub pa.... Gan zag gi khyad par should be read: gan dag gi
khyab pa. Tn has khyab for khyad.

262. RNA 39, 21-24, kim drSyaSariropadhing buddhimanmatrena vyaptir grhyate, aho
svid drSyaSariropadhividhurena dySyadySyasadharanenéti vikalpau. yady adyah paksah, tada
tathabhiitasidhyam antarendpy utpadyamane vitapadau karyatvadarSanat prameyatvidivat sa-
dharananaikantiko hetuh. As for the fallacy of sadharananaikantika illustrated by the
probans prameyatva see § 10.1 and n. 168.

263. PV IV v. 91 : anisiddhah pramanabhyaw sa copagama isyate, samdigdhe hetuvacanad
vyasto hetor anaSrayah. upagama in this verse means paksa. M has vyakto instead of vya-
sto. But T bsal, PV, the same verse cited in JNA (244, 3), that in RNA (39.4 f. b.), etc.
agree to vyasto. In the inference in question, the p, grass, is seen by valid perception not
to have an intelligent agent with a visible body. Since grass is clearly rejected as belong-
ing to the class of s by perception, it is absurd to try to prove by inference that it has
an intelligent agent with a visible body as its cause, i.e. that it belongs to the class of s.



probans is stated only concerning a p which is not yet ascertained [to
be s or non-s]; and what has been rejected [to be s by other valid
knowledge] should not be [put forward as] the locus of the probans?64.

(40.13) [The opponent may object :] ‘“We see smoke without [seeing]
fire on a mountain which is not climbable?¢5. Thus, it is easy to point
out the same deviation in the case of [a mountain put forward as the
locus of] smoke’’. This is not correct. Such a mountain is qualified to be
an object which is doubtful [of having fire] (samdigdhavisaya) [and fit
to be made a p], just because fire cannot be seen on the mountain as it
is not climbable. In the problem under question, however, you want to
grasp the wvyapti [between an effect] and ‘having an intelligent agent
with a visible body’, [and yet we do not perceive the agent, who, if he
existed, would be seen] ; therefore, it is rightly said that the existence of
an intelligent agent is contradicted by the non-perception of a perceptible
object (drSyanupalambha).

(40.18) Or otherwise, if you construe the vyapti as that [between an
effect] and an [intelligent agent] whose body is invisible?5¢ or an intelligent
agent in general, we cannet ascertain the negative vygpti of such a pro-
bandum as an invisble one or an intelligent one in general by means of
the non-perception of a perceptible object. Thus, yours is a fallacious
probans named samdigdhavipaksavyavritika®s’. For in this case the vyapti
between the non-existence of the probandum and the non-existence of the
probans is not available?® because [the probandum itself] is not established

264. RNA 39, 25ff.: nanu vrksidayah paksikytah, katham tair vyabhicarah...yad aha,
na sadhyenaiva vyabhicara ity ayuktam etat. na hi vyabhicaravisaya eva pakso (Read so
instead of pakse) bhavitum arhati, samdigdhe hetuvacanad vyasto hetor andSraya iti nyayat.
vyabhicaravisayatd ca dysyasariropadher buddhimanmatrasya tynadyutpattau dySyanupalambh-
ena pratiksiptatvat.... This is a citation from JNA 284, 21-285, 1.

265. For aSakyarohane parvate T has skyed (p. bskyed) par mi nus pa la la (Even
some places which are unable to give rise to (fire]). But here @rohana must be taken
in the sense of climbing.

266. Read with G and T adrsyasarirena for drsya- in M.

267. For this fallacy see $10.2.4.

268. M has a@kasadau between sadhanadbhdvasya and asiddhatvena ; but better to omit
it. Concerning our author’s argument in this paragraph, cf. RNA 40, 2ff : atha vyabhi-
caracamatkaras trividhabhavardsivyavasthapanirtham ca vitapadau pratyaksapratiksiptena dy-
$yadrsyasadharanena buddhimanmatrena vyaptir avagamyata iti dvitiyah samkalpah. tada vita-
padau buddhimanmadtrasya sambhavyamanatvat na sadharananaikantikatam bramah. kim tarhi
vyaptigrahanakale dy$yadySyasadharanasya buddhimanmatrasya sidhyasyddrSyataya dySyanupa-
lambhena vyatirekasiddher vyapter abhavat samdigdha C-vipaksa-} vyavyttikatvam acaksmahe....



(to be real]. In this connection the revered master Jiianasrimitra says :
If you, in order to remove [the fallacy that %] effect-ness, is found
in the vipaksa [i.e.in what has not a visible intelligent agent as its
cause], imagine an invisible agent, how can you establish the vyapti, since
it is deprived of confirmation by the negative vydpti ?

Or, if you, hoping to establish the negative vyapti, rely on a visible
agent, then (%, effect-ness] is clearly seen in the vipaksa, because grass
etc. grows without it [i. e. the operation of a visible agent]?¢°.
20.2.1. Trilocana's objection rejected. (41.7) Trilocana said as fol-
lows :270 “Just as smoke etc. is connected with fire etc. by the intrinsic

269. J#anasrimitrapidaip is found only in M. The first half of this verse can be
certainly ascribed to him since it occurs in JNA 285, 7-8, but the second half cannot be
traced in JNA. It is Ratnakirti who put these two halves together as the summary of his
preceding argument, and it is likely that the second half is a product of Ratnakirti himself.
RNA 41, 9-12 : karyatvasya vipaksavrttihataye sambhavyate ’ tindriyah karta ced vyatireka-
siddhividhura vyaptih kathaw sidhyati, dySyo 'tha vyatirekasiddhimanasa karta samasriyate
tattyage’ pi tada tynadikam iti vyakfaw vipakseksanam. M has tadyogena vina instead of
tattyage ’pi tada in RNA and G. Tc-d : ci ste ldog pa hgrub pahi yid kyis bitar mi run bahi
byed pa po brten par bya ba yin na, de dan ldan pa la yan dehi rtsva la sogs paho ses pa
bsal bar mi wmthun phyogs la mthonr baho. Mi and dehi should be omitted; de dan Ildan
pa should be read de dan mi ldan pa ; gsal bar is better than bsal bar.

270. In §20.2 the Buddhist criticised the Naiyayika’'s argument, pointing out that the
vydpti between ‘effect’ and ‘intelligent agent’ does not represent a valid causal relation.
But the Naiyayika contends that it is not only causality but the intrinsic relation of a
thing with another which forms valid vydpti. Vacaspati on NS 1.1.5 refutes the Buddhist
theory of vyapti that invariable concomitance is determined not by mere perception and
non-perception but by the principle of causality or essential identity (cf. PV I, v. 31:
karyakaranabhavad va svabhdvad va miyamakat, avinabhdvaniyamo 'darsanin na na dar$anat).
After criticising the Buddhist and the VaiSesika view of wyapti, he proposes the intrinsic
relation (svabhavikasambandha) as the criterion of vyapti, and says that this intrinsic rela-
tion is grasped by sense-perception or other pramanas helped by past repeated experience
of perception and non-perception (cf. n. 259 above). In RNA 41, 17ff. Ratnakirti sum-
marises this argument of Vacaspati and introduces it as a piarvapaksa. Moksakara here
presupposes the same purvapaksa, though he ascribes it to Trilocana, the guru of Vacas-
pati.

Viacaspati’s argument may be recapitulated as follows : ‘effect-ness’ is a probans not
because it is perceived in the sapaksa and not in the vipaksa, but because it possesses a
sva@bhavika relationship with ‘intelligent agent’. This svabhdvika relationship is understood
by perception in the sapaksa and non-perception in the vipaksa in such a manner as we
explain in the following. Thus, mentioning perception and non-perception in connection
with the svabhavika relation is also not irrelevant. If it is ascertained that x is related with
y by a svabhavikasambandha, x is the probans and y the probandum. For instance, the
relation of smoke with fire is sv@bhavika, but that of fire with smoke is not, because fire
without smoke can be seen as in the case of red-hot iron. Fire is connected with smoke
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relationship (svabhavikah sambandhah), just so is ‘being an effect’ related
with ‘an intelligent agent’, for in this case no limiting condition (#padhi)
[of the relation] is found, nor is any case of deviation [from the rela-
tionship] (vyabhicara®) experienced’’ .2 ‘

But this is not correct, for by the word upadhi is meant some other
thing by the dependence on which [the probans is related to the probandum,
i.e. if x needs z in order to be related with y, this z is called #padhi].

This ‘other thing’, however, is not always perceptible ; and it may be
existent, though invisible owing to its inaccessibility in place, time or nature.
Therefore, there may be an upadhi even in the relation of smoke with
fire, and yet it may not be seen. Thus, how can it be ascertained as
absent just because it is not cognized ?

(41.14) The other reason proposed [by Trilocana], ‘‘because no de-
viation is experienced’ is not established because it is doubtful. Even if
we do not see deviation repeatedly owing to the lack of other conditions

only when it is connected with wet fuel. Thus, when fire is related to smoke, the rela.
tion is limited by a contingent condition (upadh:), i.e. wet fuel, and it is not by nature.
On the other hand, the relation of smoke with fire is intrinsically necessary because no
limiting condition is found here, since no case of deviation is seen, and because we
cannot harbour doubt about what is not experienced. You cannot suspect the validity of
the intrinsic relation by imposing a limiting condition which is imagined simply becaue
there is neither proof nor disproof and which is actually imperceptible by nature. That
is nothing but excessive doubt (Sankapi$aci). Therefore, if we do not find a limiting
condition in spite of our effort to do so, then we come to know that no limiting condition
is existent. And we can ascertain the intrinsic nature of the relation.

271. As explained above, svibhavikasambandha is a term used by Trilocana and Vacas-
pati as meaning an intrinsic, necessary relation of a thing with another, its antonym be-
ing aupadhika- or sopadhika-sambandha. Ratnakirti’s representation corresponding to the pas-
sage that concerns us now runs: (RNA 42, 18-19) svabhavikas tu dhumadinam vahnyadibhih
sambandhak tadupadher anupalabhyamanatvat, kvacid vyabhicarasyidariandd iti tvayaivdsya
laksanam uktam. This passage is identical with NVT 139, 2-3, where, however, Vacaspati
adds as the third reason anupalabhyamanasyépi (vyabhicarasyal kalpaninupapatter (cf. n.
270 above, Ratnakirti’s summary of Vacaspati’s argument). Buddhist reply to this reads
(RNA 42, 20-23) : etac cdsiddham, yata upidhisabdena svato ’ rthantaram evdpeksaniyam
abhidhatavyam. na cdrthantaram drSyataniyatam. ady$yasydpi desSakalasvabhavaviprakysta-
sya sambhavit. tata$ ca dhivmasydpi hutasena saha sambandhe syad upadhih, na copalaksyata
iti katham adar$anan ndsty eva yatah svabhavikasambandhasiddih....

The traditional definition of upddhi by the Naiyayika after Udayana is: s@dhyavyapa-
katve sati sidhandvyipakah. (That which is not a pervader of %, while it is a pervader
of s.) Vacaspati, however, explains upa@dhi by the illustration of wet fuel (NVT 138, 2
£.b.-139,2=RNA 41, 20-22. See n. 270 above). The definition of upadhi in RNA and TBh
arthantaram kimcid apeksaniyam is based on this explanation of Vacaspati and perhaps
his teacher Trilocana, though it is not verbally found in NVT.
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(for its cognition], we cannot negate [the possibility of deviation] in all
the cases?’2. This much [of scrutiny] is not to be blamed for transgress-
ing the established custom of logicians (pramanikalokayatra)®’®, for the
logician enjoins that doubt should be harboured about anything which is
lacking a proof (sadhaka) or disproof (bddhaka). And even if we doubt
in such a way, we would not fall into [the fault of] abstaining from
action in all cases, for action is possible from doubt as much as from

valid knowledge?’4.
(42.2) [The opponent says : J?5 ‘Just as Buddhists call a thing an

effect and another a cause, but not everything, despite the fact that all
things are not different in respect of their individuality, just so we also
maintain that a particular thing such as smoke etc. is connected by an
intrinsic relation with [another such as] fire, but not everything [with

272. RNA 42, 27-29 : kvacid vyabhicarasyiddarianad iti tu yad uktam tat pratyuktam eva,
ady$yasydpy upadhel sambhdvyamanatvat, vyabhicirasya ca pratyayantaravaikalyendhatyada-
réane ’pi niseddhum aSakyatvat.... The passage recurs with slight differences in RNA 102,
30-33.

273. Vacaspati argues (RNA 38, 11-13 =100, 10-11 =NVT 139, 9-11) : tasmat pra-
manikalokayatram anupalayatd yathidarsanam S$ankaniyam, na tv adyrstam api. viSesasmrtya-
pekso hi samSayo ndsmyter bhavali, nma ca smytir ananubhitacare bhavati. The Buddhist
replies to it (RNA 43, 1 ff.): na caitavata pramanikalokayatratikramah. pramanikair eva
sadhakabadhakapramanabhive nyayapraptasya samiayasya vihitatvat.

274. Vacaspati argues in NVT 139, 6-7=RNA 38, 9-10 : Excessive suspicion, if it is
given an opportunity beyond the limit of the world of knowledge, will move about at
liberty and will not be checked anywhere. Thus, one will not take action in any matter
(néyam kvacit pravarteta), for all things may be somehow thrown into doubt. See also
NVT 139, 21-140,1: dhumavisesasya tu vind vahnim anupalambhad, upadhibhedasya cddySyama-
nasya kalpanayam pramanabhavad, vis’egmsmg'tyapekgasya ca samsayasydnupalabdhapiirve anutpa-
dad, utpade cdtiprasangat preksavatpravyttyucchedat svabhavikah sambandho’vadhidryate. Ra-
tnakirti replies to this (RNA 43, 2-3) : na ca sarvatrapravritiprasangah, pramanid artha-
saméaydac ca pravriter upapatteh.

275. Replying to Buddhist logicians, Vacaspati argues that karyafva is a probans
only because it is related to its probandum by svdbhdvikasambandha (cf. n. 270 above).
Buddhist logicians, criticising this theory, argues (NVT 139, 11-14 =RNA 41, 29-31=
RNA 100, 16-18) : If one thing is connected by sva@bhdvikasambandha with another which
is not the former’s cause, it would follow that everything is by nature (svabhavatah)
connected with any other ; and everything would be inferred from everything. Or on the
contrary, if one thing is connected with another because the former is an effect of the latter,
why is everything not an effect of any other, since all things are similar in their in-
dividuality (anyatva). Thus, if (i.e. svabhavikasambandhal necessarily entails the fault
of over-application (atiprasanga). To this Vacaspapti replies: na bhavasvabhavah parya-
nuyojyah, tasmad anyatvavisese’pi kimcid eva k@ranam karyam ca kimcid. It is this passage
that appears in our text 42, 2-5 in a slightly different form. Moksakara ascribes it to
Trilocana.
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any other}’.

(42.5) This is untenable?s. Is svabhavikasambandha established by a
proof (pramana) so that your assertion may be correct, just as the causal
relation that a thing called smoke is dependent on fire is established through
a proof ? Again, what is the meaning of svabhavikasambandha? There
may be three alternative interpretations [of the word] : 1) self-born (svato
bhitah) ; 2) Born out of its cause (svahetor bhiitah) ; 3) Born without
causes (ahetuka). Among them, however, the first alternative is un-
reasonable, because it is incongruent that a thing acts upon itself. Nor
is the second tenable, because [by asserting it,] you would come to ac-
cept the causal relation (fadutpattisambandha) [ which the Buddhist holds].
If the third is maintained, the theory of svabhavikasambandha would be
extremely irrational?’’, as it is not determined in place, time, and nature.

(42.12) Again, a vyapti is not established?’® by the mere existence of
an example (drstanta), be it that in agreement or in difference, because
othewise such a relationship would be recognized even between a camel and
an ass which happen to be together by accident. Therefore, an instance
which is called a corroborative example is applied to a probans in order
to recall the proof establishing the necessary relation [of two things],
which, once cognized, has been forgotten ; but you cannot take up a case
of mere accidental proximity (svasarmnidhimatra) [as a corroborative ex-
ample]. For, returning to ‘ether’ [which is the instance in difference of
your syllogism], it is not known in this case that the absence of the
probans [i. e. ‘not being an effect’] is necessitated by the absence of the
probandum [i. e. ‘not having an intelligent agent as cause’] because we
find in ether not only the absence of an intelligent agent but also the

276. In NVT 139, 15-16 as well as RNA 43, 5-6, the reply of Vacaspati cited above
is criticised : You cannot say that the essential nature of a thing is not to be questioned.
For the same indisputableness of the nature of a thing (Read svabhavananuyogo) could be
maintained even when things other than effects and causes are supposed to be connected
by nature.... Ratnakirti continues his criticism and comes to say (43, 16-20) : ki ca
svabhavikasambandha iti ko'rthah. kim svato bhitah, svahetuto bhito, ahetuko véti trayah
paksah. na tavad adyah paksah, svitmani karitravirodhdt. dvitiyapakse tu tadutpattir eva
sambandho mukhantarena svikrta iti na kascid vivadah. ahetukatve tu desakalasvabhavaniya-
mabhavaprasangad ity asangatah svabhdvikah sambandhah.

277. asangah in M is a misprint for asangatah.

278. Read vyapter asiddhih instead of vyaptisiddhih in M, according to T (khyab pa
grub pa ma yin te) and G.
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absence of a not-intelligent cause?”?. What is the thing which necessitates
by its own absence the absence of ‘effect-ness’ ? This is the question to
be solved in order to establish the negative vyapti (vyatireka), viz., the
absence of the probans necessitated by the absence of the probandum.
[(But it is not known from your example.] You may contend : “We
see?8® the positive vyapti between effect-ness and an intelligent agent in
the case of a jar ; and this makes us know that in the case of ether too
the absence of effect-ness is due to the absence of an intelligent agent
alone’’. But this is not tenable. For the relation between the two [i. e.
‘effect’ and ‘intelligent agent’], be it that of identity ({@adatmya), or
causality (fadutpatti) or of intrinsic nature (svabhavika), has not yet
been established by a proof beforehand?s!.

20.2.2. Vyatireka cannot be established by mere non-perception.
(43.5) Furthermore, a negative vydpti is not established only by non-
perception (adar$anamdatra). For, by saying that /% is not cognized in
the vipaksa, we mean the absence of the knowledge cognizing it [i.e. 2
in the vipaksa). And a cognition is the effect of its object, since there
is a universal rule that what is not a cause is not an object of cognition.
However, we cannot infer the absence of a cause from the absence of its
effect, since fire without smoke can [sometimes] be perceived. Your
argument [that there is no object when there is no cognition] may be
valid if the presence of an object were pervaded by the presence of its
cognition ; but this vyapli is an utter impossibility, because, otherwise, it
would follow that everyone is omniscient (sarvadarsin). Thus, the negative
vyapti cannot be proved only by non-perception. In this connection the
following is said :

Non-perception of [% in] all the sapaksa means the uncertainty [of

the vyapti] ; non-perception of (% in] one member of the sapaksa alone

[when % is seen in others of the sapaksal means a deviation { from the

vyaptil ;

For even a seed that is covered by soil or submerged in water is

279. M acetanasya karanasya nivyttir ndsty eva makes no sense here. G and T (sems pa
med pahi rgyu yan ldog pa yod pa kho na ste) agree to the reading nivritir asty eva.

280. T 7jes su hgro ba ma mthon ba las (anvayadars$andd)... ma must be omitted. G 24,
4-5 must be read according to the footnote 1.

281, G sambandhah pramanato na prasadhita ity uktam. T agrees with M,
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apparently seen to be absent?82,

20.2.3. Vacaspatimisra’'s objection refuted. (43.15) Vacaspatimisra
said : ‘““Doubt is [wavering knowledge] in which the memory of the
details [of an object] is lacking. Therefore, it is customary to doubt
when we see an object, [but not when we do not see an object at all.}’’283

To this we reply : That principle is not universally applicable. We
will argue, however, having hypothetically admitted it. 2%‘Seen from your
point of view, ‘cognizability’ (prameyatva), ‘smokiness’ (dhimatva) and
‘being an effect’ (karyatva) are all of the same kind, inasmuch as they
all have the common quality of ‘being deprived of the relations of identity
(tadatmya) and causality (tadutpatti), [since you do not accept these
two relations]. Among these, prameyatva has been shown to have the
fault of deviation ; and this makes us throw doubt upon the other two.
Thus it is that we doubt what we see?s5.

(44.3) Thus, [the Naiyayika’s syllogism for proving the existence of

282. Our author follows RNA 38, 19-26: tad etat pralipamditram, na hi mahatdpi
prayatnena vipakse mygyamanasya hetor adar$anamdtrena vyatirekah sidhyati. tathd hi
vipakse hetur nbpalabhyata ity anena tadupalambhakapramananivyttir ucyate, pramanam ca
prameyasya kdryam, ndkdranam visaya iti ny@yat. na ca kdryanivrttau karananivyttir upalab-
dha, nirdhaumasydpi vahner upalambhdat. yadi punah pramanasattayd prameyasatta vydptd
syat tada yuktam etat, kevalam iyam eva vyaptir asambhavini, sarvasya sarvadarSitvaprasangat.
tan nddarSanamatrena vyatirekasiddhih, yathdktam: sarvadrstis ca sawmdigdha svadrstir
vyabhicarini ; vindhyadrirandhradurvader adystav api sattvatah. The last half of the verse at
the end (Because rocks, holes, Diirb grass, and so forth on the Vindhya range of hills
are really existent though not seen (from a distant place)) differs from that in M, where
it reads : bhiijalantargatasydpi bijasydsattvadarianat. T sbyan (p. rjan) gi nan du son pahi
sa bon yan yod pa #iid du mthon bahi phyir ro. Yod should be read med if Skt. is to be
followed. sbyan =washed off? rjan=rdsan ma=store room. G reads khalavila (granary
pit) for bhitjala-.

283. This contention of Vacaspati is often quoted by Ratnakirti. See, for instance,
RNA 38, 11-13: 100, 10-12: tasmat pramanikalokayatram anupdlayatd yathadarSanam eva
Sankaniyam, na tv adystam api. viSesasmytyapekso hi samSayo nismyter bhavati, na ca
smrtir ananubhiitacare bhavati (cf. n. 273 above). See also NS 1.1.23 : samananzkadharmo-
papatier vipratipatter upalabdhyanupalabdhyavyavasthatas ca visesipekso vimariah samsayah.

284. M tatha hi Ckaryatvadhumatvayoh) taddatmatadupattisambandhaviyogitvena sidhd-
ranena dharmena prameyatvadhimatvakaryatvadinam tanmatendpi sajatiyatvam. The bracket-
ed words are not found in G, T and are certainly redundant. G -tydgenra for viyogitvena ;
T agrees with M. G sadhdranadharmena for sidharanena dharmena. G, M tanmatena, but
T and RNA (n. 285) have tvanmatena.

285. RNA 39, 7-10: evam ca sati tddatmyatadutpattilaksanapratibandhaviyogitvena sa-
dharanena dharmena prameyatvadhiamatvakaryatvadinam tvanmatena sajitiyatvat prameyatva-
vyabhicaradar$anam eva Sankam upasthipayatiti yathadarsanam evédam asankitam.
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God] cannot escape the criticism that the probans has the fallacy of
samdigdhavipaksavyavrttikatva (h’s exclusion from the vipaksa being
doubted) ; and this is a valid confutation (saddésana). He [Vacaspati])
however, objected : “‘Our probans is not fallacious, and is not to be refuted.
By pointing out [a fallacy in it], you have fallen into a position of defeat
(nigrahasthana) called ‘blaming what is not fallacious’ (adosodbhavana)’’2%.

But, contending in this way, the disputant [Vacaspati] has been con-
tradicted by his own doctrine of a position of defeat called ‘refuting what
should not be refuted’ (miranuyojyanuyoga)?®’. We should not pay any
more attention to this pitiable person (devanam priyah)?ss.

20.2.4. The problem of solipsism discussed.?®® (44.9) The objection

286. G asaddosodbhivana ; T skyon ma yin pa brjod pa seems to agree with M.

287. NS 5, 2, 22 : anigrahasthane nigrahasthanabhiyogo niranuyojyanuyogah.

288. RNA 39, 13ff. : tad evawm vipakse 'dar$anamdtrena hetor vyatirekasiddheh samdigdha-
vipaksavyavrttikatvam nama hetudisanain durvaram eva. ata evdsydpanyaso’dosodbhavanai
nama nigrahasthanam iti yad anendveditam tad api sdvadyam. pratyutdsmin hetau sadiusane
parihartavye ndyam hetudoso’to na parihartavyo 'sya cOpanyaso ’dosodbhavanam nama ni-
grahasthanam iti bruvann ayam eva tapasvi svamatena niranuyojyinuyogalaksanena nigra-
hasthanena nigrhyata iti kypam arhati.

289. $20.2.4 is entirely lacking in G and partially preserved in M, in which the
meaning is not very clear : only T has maintained the whole section. Whether the exist-
ence of the minds of other persons can be inferred or not is a vexed problem in Buddhist
philosophy, since the radical idealism of the Vijfianavadin easily leads to solipsism, while
the Sautrantika as bahyarthavadin used to criticise the former for solipsism. However,
the Vijfianavadin does not always hold solipsism. In fact, he recognizes the existence of
other people’s minds in the sense of sawwvrtisatya, i.e. he thinks that the existence of
other persons’ minds as representations of one’s own mind is established in the domain of
logic ; but in his epistemology, which is a radical empiricism, he says that all things are
representations of one’s own mind, and that therefore the existence of another personality
independent of one’s own cannot be proved in the sense of paramartha. Thus, it is often
found that one and the same Vijﬁénavé.din‘ proves sometimes the existence of samtanantara
and another time disproves it. Ratnakirti wrote Samt@nantaradisana in which he demol-
ished the opponent’s inference of other people’s minds from the standpoint of paramartha ;
but in his I$varasidhanadiisana, in which he argues from the standpoint of the Sautrantika
or the samuvrtisatya of the Vijiianavada, he says that the inference of the existence of
samtanantara is logically valid, whereas the inference of the existence of God is not.
Regarding this double attitude toward the problem, see Introduction to my paper ‘Bud-
dhist solipsism -a free translation of Ratnakirti’s Sa#mtanantaradasana’ (IBK Vol. XIIIL, no.
1, pp. 9-24). In the Tibetan version of §20.2.4 Moksakara follows Ratnakirti as asserting
that samtanantara exists.

Moksakara’s argument found in T is merely a digest of Ratnakirti’s discussion and
can be reconstructed by the light of the latter’s passages in RNA. The Tibetan is once
restored into Skt. by lyengar in M Appendix III. But we can better it, now that RNA is
published, The following are Tibetan text and a Skt. reconstruction. The fragments
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may be raised : “If vy@pti-since it is grasped by direct perception and
non-perception -were a relation which holds between universals related as
cause and effect only when both are perceptible, as in the example of the
universals ‘smoke’ and ‘fire’, then one could not infer the existence of
other personalities, since the mind of another person, being invisible by

in M are retained so far as they are identical with T. My tr. is based on T in principle.
Tibetan : ho na bltar run bahi me dan du ba spyi dag gi bizin du bltar (p, n. ltar) run
bahi bdag #id kho nahi hbras bu dan rgyu spyi dag #id kyi khyab pa mnon sum (dan)
(Read so instead of gyis) mi (d. ni) dmigs pa las yin na dehi tshe gian gyis (n. gyis)
sems rjes su dpag pa fiams te. gian gyi sems ni bltar mi run ba #iid kyis khyab pa hdsin
pahi dus na nan du hdus pa ma yin pahi phyir ro ie na ma yin te, gan gi phyir ran
rig pa ni der khyab pa hdsin pa po ste, ran dan gian gyi rgyud du son bahi ran rig pa
tsam la bltos (d. ltos) pas na, gizan gyi sems kyan bltar run ba tsam #iid kyi phyir ro. yan
na bltar run bahi lus dan dbyer med par hjug pa #id kyi phyir gian gyi sems kyan bltar
run ba #id do. de ltar tha shad byed pa ni gan gis hdi yan bltar run bar hgyur ba dban
poki mion sum tsam gyi blo de ldan pa tsam mam, dsa-tha-ra tsi-tra la sogs pa thun mon
pahi me tsam spyod yul du rigs pa yan ma yin te. dehi phyir bltar run ba kho nahi mes du
ba la khyab pa grub po zes gnas so. ran dan gian gyi rgyud la thun mon pa bltar mi
run bahi sems tsam gyis mnon sum gyis bltar run ba g’yo ba la sogs pa la khyab pa hdsin
pa (p. inserts mi byed pa) mi rigs pahi phyir ro ses kyan brjod par [mi) (Inserted by the
translator) byaho. phyi rol gyi (n. gyis) don gnas pa la ni, ran dan (n. dban) gizan gyi
rgyud thun mon pahi sems tsam ni ran gi no bos bltar mi run ba #iid na yan, bltar run
bahi lus dan lhan cig tshogs pa gcig pas hbrel pahi phyir ro. wrnam par dbyer med par
hjug pahi ran dan gian gyi rgyud thun mon pahi sems tsam ni g'yo ba la sogs pahi khyab
(p. n. d. khyad) par byed pa rtogs so. de ltar bltar run bahi bdag #id dam bltar run ba dan
rnam par dbyer (d. dbye ba) med par hjug pahi dnos po ghis ni tha shiad pahi Sin tu gsal
bahi mnon sum las grub pa dan khyab pa hdsin pa yan ste. de lta bu #id med par byas
(p, n. d. ma byas) pa dan ldan pa (bltar) (Inserted by the translator) mi run ba dan thun
mon pahi sems tsam gyis ni ma yin no zes pa rgyud (p. rgyuw) gian rjes su dpag par rigs
so. dehi phyir gal te mnon sum dan mi dmigs pa dag gis khyab pa hdsin pa dehi tshe
bitar run ba kho nas bltar run ba laho Zes rigs paho. (Td 355, b-356a ; p 384a-b; n 397b)
Sanskit restoration : nanu yadi drS$yagnidhiamasamanyayor iva dySyatmanor eva karya-
karanasamanyayoh pratyaksanupalambhato vyaptis, tadd samtanantarinumanam na syat (T
lit. paracittanumanaksatih), paracittasyddysyatmakatayad vyaptigrahanakale nantarbhivad iti
cen na, svasawvedanaw hi tatra vyaptigrahakam. svaparasamianagatasvaswmvedanamatrape-
ksaya paracittasydpi dySyatvat. atha dySyaSarirena sahdvinirbhdgavartitvad paracittasydpi
dySyatvam. na ‘‘caivawm vydvahdrikendriyapratyaksamatrasya buddhimanmdatram jatharacitra-
sadharana vahnimatram va gocare yujyate, yendsydpi dySyata syat ; tasmad dySyenaiva vahnina
dhamasya vyaptisiddhir iti sthitam ; svaparasamtanasadharanady$yacittamatrena pratyaksena
drSyacalanader vyaptigrahanam na yuktam’ ity api vacyam. bahyarthasthitau hi svaparasam-
tanasadharanasya cinmatrasya svarupenddrSyatve ’pi dySyaSarivema sahaikasamagriprati-
bandhad ; avinirbhdgavarti svaparasamtanasadharanam cinmatram kampdader vyipakam adhi-
gamyate. tad evam dySyatmano dysyavimirbhagavartino va padarthadvayasya vyavaharikapa-
tupratyaksatah siddhir vyaptigraha$ ca. mna tu tathatvavinakrtadySyasadharanacinmatrasyéti
samtanantaranumanam wucitam. tasmdd yadi pratyaksanupalambhabhyam vyaptigrahas tada
dr$yenaiva dySyasyéti nyayah. (Cf. RNA 40,3 f.b.-1f. b. ; 139, 6-9 ; 138,8 f.b.~4 ; 40, 1f.b-41,7).
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nature, is not comprised [in the situation] at the time when the vyapti is
[said to be] grasped’. ' '

But this is not acceptable, for in this situation self-consciousness is
the factor which brings about the knowledge of the vyapti ; because, on
the basis of self-consciousness in general, located in one’s own and in
another’s personality, the mind of another person is [in this sense] visible.
Or alternatively, the mind of another person is ‘visible’ because it always
occurs in conjunction with a visible body.

Nor is the following objection tenable : “/If this were so, an intelligent
being in general, or fire in general common to the fire of digestion or of
a picture, would properly come within the range of normal sensory percep-
tion in general, so as to be visible ; [and this is obviously not so}. There-
fore, vyapti is established only between visible fire and smoke, and it is
not valid to assert by direct perception a vyapti between the motions [of
a body] which are visible and non-visible minds common to one’s own
personality and the personalities of others, [since this rests on an illicit
extrapolation from data visible to sense-perception]’’.

[This argument is not correct] because, although a mind in general
common to one’s own personality and the personalities of others is by
nature invisible, it is related to a visible body so as to form a single
unity, so far as we admit the existence of the external object. And such
a mind in general as occurs inseparably [with a visible external object],
though common to one’s own personality and the personalities of others,
is known to be the pervader of the motions [of a body]. Thus, two
objects, when they are by nature visible or occur inseparably with a visible
thing, are established by clear normal perception ; and the vydpti between
them is also grasped. But this does not hold good when a mind in
general common even to invisible persons is concerned, since it is deprived
of the said relation [to a visible body]. After all, therefore, another
personality can be inferred. It is in this sense that the rule is set forth
that a vyapti, when it is grasped by direct perception and non-perception,
holds good only between two visible things.

20.2.5. Other fallacies of the proof of God are pointed out. (45.1)
Again, if your reasoning is aimed at proving that [an effect] presupposes
[as its cause] an intelligent being in general, the proof is to be criticised
for asserting the obvious (siddhasadhanatd). (For we admit that all ef-
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fects are produced by actions, which are caused by the mind.]

Alternatively if the precedent existence of the intelligent agent who
is qualified by uniqueness, permanence, omniscience and other qualities, is
to be proved, the vyapti between the probans ‘effect’ and the probandum
‘(the intelligent agent] qualified by such special qualities’ cannot be es-
tablished in the locus of your corroborative instance [e. g. a jar] by
means of any valid cognition, [for a potter is not omniscient etc.]. Thus,
your reasoning is inconclusive (anaikantikatva)?9°.

(45.5) You may contend : ‘“We grasp the vyapti [between 4 and s
referring to [an intelligent being] in general, and then prove the existence
of [the intelligent being qualified by the particular qualities on the basis of
h [effect] being found in p [trees, earth etc.] (paksadharmata).’’ But
this is not allowed. You may establish by virtue of paksadharmatd the
specific qualities belonging to s only when % does not fail to occur in p
together with the qualities. For example, from smoke is inferred a general
quality of fire, ‘its occurrence on a mountain’?®!, but not particular qualities
[of fire] such as ‘being caused by grass’. For we see smoke [caused by the
leaves of trees]?? on a mountain, even if there is no grass. Likewise, if
you mean the existence of an intelligent being with a physical body, let it
be proved ; but not his omniscience which is absolutely not the case. An
effect can be produced without an omniscient being?9:.

290. RNA 30, 15-16 : nanu buddhimatpurvakatve sadhye siddhasadhanam, abhimatam hi
paresam api karmajatvam karyajatasya, karmana$ ca cetandtmakatvat cetanahetukatvad va ;
taddhetukatvam ca jagatah. At the beginning of his I_s’varasddhanada.saf_m Ratnakirti pro-
fusely cites arguments from the Nydyakanika ; for the passage which concerns us now see
NKan 212, 14ff. Moksakara's discussion in §20.2.5 which is closely related to RNA has
much to do with NKan too. See also RNA 30, 16-17 : sarvajhiapirvakatve tu sadhyavya-
ptih svapne’ pi nbpalabdha, dystanta$ ca sadhyahinah, kuldladinam asarvajhiatvat. ; 49, 14ff. :
yad etat karyatvawm sadhanam kim anena viSvasya buddhimanmatrapirvakatvam sadhyate,
aho svid ekatvavibhutvasarvajhatvanityatvadigunavisistabuddhimatpirvakatvam.  prathama-
pakse siddhasidhanam, dvitiye tu vyapter abhdvad anaikantikata.

291. M parvatadeiavrttitva, but G parvataikadelavyttitva and T (n, p) dper na du ba
las du bahi phyogs su hjug pa #id kyi me biin no (=dhamad dhiimadesavrttitvasya.... Tp
has la lahi instead of las du bahi, but it is misleading.

292. M tarnatam antarendpi parvate dhiumadarsanat ; G ... api parnatve dhumasya sam-
bhavat ; T $in gi lo ma las byun ba #id las.

293. This paragraph is an abbreviation of RNA 30, 22-31,5 which consists of cita-
tions from NKan (samanyamatravyaptav apy antarbhavitavisesasya samanyasya paksadharma-
tavaSena sadhyadharminy anumdndd visesavisayam anumanaw bhavaty eva ...and The Bud-
dhist reply to it). See also RNA 49, 17ff. : nanu samanyena vyiptaw pratitayam api paksa
dharmatabalad visesasiddhih ... and Ratnakirti’s reply to it.
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(45.13) Omniscience cannot be proved even by [supposing the agent’s]
being perfectly conversant with [the nature,] materials, [auxiliary causes,
recipients, objects to be given etc. of the world) (upadandadyabhijnatva)?*.
It might be proved if the uniqueness [of the intelligent being] were before-
hand established, which is, however, not the case?%. For ‘effect’ is made
possible even by the ‘previous existence of plural agents’ as e. g. an ant-
hill is made by a number of insects. If you mean by the probandum
that an ant-hill also presupposes the supervision of God, then how can
you set forth as the corroborative instance a jar, which according to you
would also presuppose the unique, omniscient God [and which would be
a part of p71? Or else, how can you deprive a potter of his agent-ness
which is actually experienced? How again can you remove the cause-ness
of the insects which is also well known? You may not assume that if
there are many agents there would be differences of opinion [which
may hinder producing an effect], just because we actually see [an ant-hill
being made by many insects29.

(46.1)%%7---Therefore, it is settled that the universal vyapti between the
probans and the probandum must be shown in reference to the locus of
the corroborative instance through the means of valid knowledge.---297

(46.3) 2%:--Moreover, when the probandum is the intelligent being
who is permanent, unique and omniscient, your [probans] is incompatible
(viruddha). For ‘effect’ is actually pervaded by ‘having intelligent agents
who are impermanent, plural and of imperfect knowledge.” The kind of
probans proving that which is incompatible with the probandum is called
‘incompatible %Zetx’ ; and your probans proves what is incompatible with
the probandum.---2%

(46.6) 2%9--So much for our treatise demonstrating the criticisms of

294. RNA 49, 28ff. (Opponent :} yady evam svasvaripopadinopakaranasampradanapra-
yojanabhijiia eva karta sadhyate, svaripam iha ca dvyanukawm karyam ; upadinam iha para-
manujaticatustayam ; upakaranam samastaksetrajfiasamavayidharmadharmau ; sampradanam
ksetrajnah, yan ayaw bhagavin svakarmabhir abhipraiti ; prayojanam sukhaduhkhopabhogah
ksetrajianam, evambhiite buddhimati sadhye kutah siddhasadhanam, na cévyaptih.... Ratnakirti’s
reply follows in 50, 19ff. See also RNA 29, 8-9; NKan 210, and Vicaspati’s syllogism
in n. 258 above.

295. RNA 51, 10 : ekakartur na siddhau tu sarvajhatvam kimasrayam.

296. RNA 32, 23-25 : ekasya kartur abhave bahuinam vydhatamanasam svatanirena paras-
paravirodhena wmithah svinukalabhiprayanavarodhena yugapatkaryanutpattih, utpannasya va
vilopadiprasangah syad iti. ekatve tu siddhe sarvajhatasiddhir avirodhini.

297. 298, 299. G has 298 before 297 and omits 299. T agrees with M.
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God which had incidentally become a topic."**2%? :

21. Relation of anvaya and vyatireka. (46.8) [Objection : ] “In the
syllogism by the method of agreesment the anvaya alone is stated, but not
the vyatireka ; and in the syllogism by the method of difference the vya-
tireka alone is stated, but not the anvaya. How then can you say that
the three characteristics of the probans are stated by [each of] these two
syllogisms ?”’ :

[Answer : ] This is not a fault. For even when a syllogism is for-
mulated by the method of agreement, the vyatireka is also understood by
implication. And on the other hand, if the wyatireka is not grasped, the
error (viparyaya) must be pointed out by supposing that the probans is
not absent even when the probandum is absent. If so, even the anvaya
would be invalid, because it is implied that the probandum is not present
even when the probans is present. In the same way, when a syllogism
is formulated by the method of difference the anvaya is also understood
by implication. For if the arnvaya is not grasped in this case, the error
must be pointed out by supposing that the probandum may not be present
even when the probans is ; and this renders even the wvyatireka invalid,
since it is implied that the probans is present even in the absence of the
probandum. Thus both the syllogisms manifest in effect the three charac-
teristics of the probans ; and there is no fault (in our theory]3°.

22. Antarvyapti and bahirvyapti. (47.1) Now, the following sum-
mary is given in order to make two problems easily understood : In what
locus is vydpti between h (sadhana) and s (sadhya) grasped? By what
proof is it grasped ?

Regarding the vyapti between ‘existence’ (sattva), h as essential nature
(svabhdavahetu), and ‘momentariness’ (ksanikatva) some logicians are of
the opinion that it is to be grasped in p (s@dhyadharmin) itself ; they
maintain the theory of intrinsic pervasion (anfarvyapti)3°:.

300. This problem is discussed in NB IIl s. 28-32 and NBT. (NBT 51, 1-2): nanu
ca sadharmyavati vyatireko noktah, vaidharmyavati cdnvayah ; tat katham etat trirapalinga-
khyanam ity aha. (NBIIL, s. 28) sadharmyendpi hi prayoge'rthid vaidharmyagatih.... tathd
vaidharmyendpy anvayagatih ; (s. 31) asati tasmin sadhyabhdve hetvabhdvasydsiddheh....

301. So far as I know, Ratnakara$ianti is the only Buddhist logician who openly pro-
pounded the theory of intrinsic determination of universal concomitance (antarvaptivida).
He wrote the Antarvyaptisamarthana (SBNT 103-114), maintaining that the wvydp#i be-
tween ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness’ is grasped in p itself by means of viparyaya-badha-
kapramana (cf. §24.1). He discarded the necessity of a corroborative example and said
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Others hold that the same wvyapti is to be grasped in dp (drstanta-
dharmin), say, a jar, by means of reasoning to an undesired conclusion
(prasanga) and its reduction into a normal syllogism (prasangaviparyaya) ;
they maintain the theory of extrinsic pervasion (bahirvydpti)3°z.

As for hetus as essential nature other than that of ‘existence’, hetus
as effect and hetus as non-cognition, the vyapti is to be grasped in d.

(To be more precise] the vyapti between ‘asoka tree’ and its pro-
bandum ‘to be called a tree’ is grasped in reference to a corroborative
instance by means of perception and non-perception (pratyaksanupalambha) ;
the vyapti between ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness’ is grasped by two
proofs, prasanga and prasangaviparyaya, or by the proof which refutes
the opposite of the assertion to be proved and which is aimed at exclud-
ing successive and simultaneous action [the pervader of effective action
or existence] from [what is not momentary, i. e. the permanent] (s@dhya-
viparyayabadhakapramanena kramayau gapadyanivritilaksanena)®®3. This
vipaksa taken as the locus [of the sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramdna, i.
e. what is not momentary7] is not definite as to its reality, and is regarded
as real when considered to be established by self-consciousness and as
unreal when considered to be just imaginary3%.

that asadharananaikantika, which necessarily follows in such an inference is not a hetvabhisa
for clever persons who do not rely on external examples for determining vyapi. Mookerijee
gives an excellent exposition of the theory, see 24ff. My Japanese translation of the
Antarvyaptisamarthana is available in Bukkyo Shigaku, ({AF#H%) Vol. VIII, no. 4, 219-238
(FrF=H TV Y=Y T 1 OREER).

302. Buddhist logicians in general maintain bahirvyaptivada ; at the later stage of
Buddhist logic Jfianaérimitra and Ratnakirti asserted it in contrast to antarvyaptivada
held by Ratnakaraéinti. The former two logicians recognized the necessity of a corrobo-
rative example even in the inference of the Buddhist theory of universal momentariness,
though they are not so far from Ratnakara$anti inasmuch as they also rely on viparyaya-
badhakapramana when determining the vyapti between existence and momentariness. See
Jiianaérimitra, Ksanabhangadhyaya ; Ratnakirti’'s digest of it, Ksanabhangasiddhi, of which a
detailed exposition is supplied by Mookerjee, 1-83. prasanga, ﬂrasdhgaviparyaya, and viparya-

yabadhakapramana are illustrated in §24. 1, where our author again follows Ratnakirti.
303. See § 24. 1.

304. The p of the viparyayabadhakapramina formulated by Buddhist logicians (cf.
§ 24. 1), viz. ‘the permanent’, is not real for Buddhists. Thus, the inference necessarily
contains the fallacy of asiddhi. The Naiyayika vehemently attacked this point and Ratna-
kirti in RNA 78 ff. tries to prove that even the idea of ‘the permanent’ has a kind of real-
ity and can be put forward as the subject of a proposition. The discussion is interpreted
in Mookerjee 24 ff. See also my paper J b+ F —~ A FDIRBMIE L PLEFTRO LR (FAE
Fa A BB ERE 264-270.) But our author here seems to refer also to the theory of the
Sakaravijiianavadi yogacari who admits that every content of self-consciousness is real.
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The wvydpti between ‘smoke’, % as effect, and ‘fire’ is grasped in a
dp such as a kitchen ; and it is grasped by means of threefold cognition
consisting of perception and non-perception (¢rividhapratyaksanupalambha)
Laccording to some], or by fivefold cognition consisting of perception and
non-perception (pancavidhapratyaksinupalambha) [according to othersJ?s,

The vydpti between ‘non-perception’ and ‘to be called non-existent’ is
grasped by the perception [of things other than the denied object].

As for other cases, be they % as essential nature or as effect, we should
grasp the vy@pti by making appropriate deductions according to the nature
of a case.

23. Untrue vyapti effects the fallacy of anaikantikatva. (47.19)
When vyapti is not definite, the probans has the fallacy of inconclusiveness.
And this [inconclusive probans] is threefold : inconclusive due to # being
subsistent only in p (as@dharananaikantika) ; inconclusive due to % being
non-exclusive (s@dharananaikantika) ; inconclusive due to 4’s non-occur-
rence in the vipaksa being doubtful (saemdigdhavipaksavyavritika)?*s. Of
these, an asadharananaikantika [ -hetu] is illustrated : [ This] living body

305. In the Buddhist logic, causality (karyaka‘mpabha‘va), which together with iden-
tity (svabhava) forms the two principles of valid pervasion (vyapti) between the probans
and the probandum, is said to be inductively understood through positive and negative
perception (pratyaksanupalambha). Pratyaksanupalambha here means the observation of the
concomitance in agreement, as well as in difference, of a cause and an effect. The theory
was first propounded by Dharmakirti and was maintained throughout the subsequent
development of Indian Buddhist logic. However, Dharmakirti did not definitely prescribe
how many times cognitions are required as indispensable for determining a causal relation.
Hence, the logicians following him came to hold different opinions on this point. The
causal relation of fire and smoke, for instance, can be ascertained if we observe that
smoke, which has not been there, occurs when fire has appeared, and that when the fire
has gone, the smoke disappears as well. In this illustration we can count one prior non-
perception of smoke, two successive perceptions (fire and smoke), and two successive non-
perceptions (no fire and no smoke). Thus, some of Buddhist logicians, such as Dhar-
mottara, asserted that all five of these cognitions are indispensable. Others such as Jiidnaéri-
mitra, however, thought that either 1) one prior non-perception of fire and smoke as a
unit, followed by two successive perceptions, or 2) one perception grasping fire and smoke
together and followed by two sucessive non-perceptions can severally determine a causal
relation without requiring all five, for either group contains in itself both perception and
non-perception which respectively prove the concomitance in agreement and that in differ-
ence. Thus, in this theory the number of indispensable cognitions is reduced to three.
I discussed the history of this problem in detail with an English translation of Jiana$ri-
mitra’s Karyakaranabhavasiddhi in my paper ‘Trikapaficakacinta, Development of the
Buddhist theory on the determination of causality’, MIK Nos. 4-5, 1-15.

306. See § 10; 10. 2. 4 with notes.
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is endowed with a soul, because it has breathing and other characteristics
like another living body and unlike a jar. We are not certain if this pro-
bans [breath] is pervaded by a soul in the case of another living body ;
and we are also not certain if in the case of a vipaksa, jar, breathing is
not found exactly because it has no soul ; however, it is somehow found
in p, this living body. For these reasons, it is called an exclusive,
inconclusive ietw3'’. Another illustration of as@dharana : Sound is imper-
manent because it is audible like a jar and unlike ether [where a homo-
logous example is not available, since a jar is not audible]. Sddhara-
nanaikantika {-hetu] is illustrated®*® : Sound is permanent, because it is
an object of cognition like a jar and unlike ether. Samdigdhavipaksavyavr-

ttika [ -hetu] is illustrated : He must be black, because he is a son of
that man as other sons of that man who are actually seen.

24. Prasanga defined. (48.11) We have said before that the wyapti
between ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness’ is to be understood by prasanga
and prasangaviparyaya. What is here meant by prasanga? Prasanga
is reasoning for bringing out an absurd conclusion which is undesirable to
the opponent by means of a statement based on a vyapi: established by
proof (pramdnaprasiddhavyiptikena vakyena parasyanistapadanaya pra-
safijanam prasangah)®®.

24.1. Illustrations of prasanga, prasangaviparyaya, and sadhyavipar-

307. The illustration is borrowed from NB III, s. 99 : yatha satmakawm jivacchariram
pranadimattvad iti. Moksakara does not give a detailed explanation of the fallacy, which is
discussed by Dharmakirti and Dharmottara in NB III, s. 100-107. About the history of
this proof of atman, see Stcherbatsky’s note i in II, 208.

308. Read yatha instead of katha.

309. After this, T has the passage illustrating prasanga, prasengaviparyaya, and
sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana, which are taken evidently from the Ksanabhangasiddhi of
Ratnakirti. R Iyengar gave his Skt. restoration of this part of the Tibetan text (M 92-
93). His restoration is quite good except at a few places. I present here the Tibtan text
and my Skt. translation in which I tried to make Prof. Iyengar’s restoration more faithful
to the Tibetan.

T (d. 358, a2-358, bl) : dper na grub (Read bum pal) la sogs pa rnams hdas pa dan ma
hons pahi dus dag na no bo gcig pa #id du khas len pa la, hdas pa dan ma hons pahi dus su
hbyun bahi don bya ba byed pa #iid du thal bar byed pa lIta bu ste. de ltar ni, gan sig gan
gi tshe gan bya bar nus pa de ni dehi tshe (de) byed pa kho na ste; dper na rgyu tshogs pa
thams cad (p. omits cad) ran gi hbras bu bzin; bum pa hdi yan hdas pa dan ma hons pahi
dus kyi dnos pohi (p. po pahil don bya ba da ltar gyi dus su byed par nus pa yin no zes pa
ran bzin gtan tshigs kyi thal bar hgyur baho. byed pa yan ma yin no Zes pa bzlog paho. gan
zig gan [(d. omits gan) gi tshe gan mi byed pa de ni dehi tshe de la nus pa ma yin te, dper
na $aha-lihi myu gu mi byed pahi ko-ta-pas $aha-li myu gu la biin ; bum pa hdi yan hdas pa
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yayabadhakapramana. (Td. 358, a 2) For example, if a jar [at the
present moment) were admitted to maintain one and the same nature that
subsisted in the past and will continue to do so in the future, then we
could point out [the absurdity] that it is [at the present moment] capable
of producing the effects belonging to the past and future [moments of

dan ma hons pahi dus kyi dhos pohi don bya ba (d. adds dan) da ltar gyi dus su mi byed do
Zes pa (p. 387a) khyab par byed pa mi dmigs paho. hbrel pa las nus pa med pahi skad cig
pa ni hjig go Zes pa thal bar hgyur ba dan thal ba las bzlog pahi tshad ma dag gis yod pa
#iid la skad cig pa #id kyi(-s] khyab pa hgrub po. bsgrub par bya ba las bzlog pa (p. la)
gnod pa can gyi tshad mas sam Zes bSad pa de brjod par bya ste. gan #ig rim gyis hbras
bu byed pa #iid dan rim pa ma yin par hbras bu byed pa #iid du yod pa ma yin pa de ni don
bya ba nus pa ma yin te, dper na nam wmkhahi pa-dma biin; skad cig ma yin par yan rim
gyis hbras bu byed pa #id dan, rim ma yin par hbras bu byed pa #id dag yod pa ma yin no
Zes pa khyab byed mi dmigs pahi mishan #iid can bzlog pa la gnod pa can gyi tshad mas,
skad cig ma yin pa #iid las khyab pa (p. omits pal byed rim dan cig car bldog pas ldog bzin
pahi, don bya ba byed pa #iid kyi mishan #id can yod pa #iid ni skad cig pas nal ba med do
(Read skad cig pa la fal bahol, (d, 358 bl de nas skad cig pa #iid kyis khyab po %es yod pa
#iid la skad cig pa #iid kyis khyab pa hgrub po zes paho.

Sanskrit translation : yathd ghatadinam® atitanagatakalayoh svaripaikyabhyupagame
‘titanagatakdlabhavyarthakriyakaritvaprasanijanam. tathd hi, yad yadd yatkriyasamartham
tat tada (tat}® karoty eva, yatha Lantyalkaranasamagri svakdryam , atitanagatakalabhdvi-
karyajananasamartha$ cdyam ghato vartamanakdle 'piti svabhdvahetuprasangah.

na karotiti ca viparyayah. yad yadd yan na karoti na tat tadd tatra samartham. yathd
$alyankuram akurvan kodravah $dlyahkure; na karoti caisa ghato vartamanakale’ titGna-
gatakilabhavyarthakriyam iti vydpakanupalabdhik. sambandhdd asamarthaksanam nivartata
iti* prasangaprasangaviparyayibhyam pramanabhyam sattvasya ksanikatvena vyaptis sidhyati.

sadhyaviparyayabidhakapramanena véty uktam tad ucyatam. yat kramikaryakdaryakrami-
kdryakari ca na bhavati na tad arthakriyisamarthyam, yathd vyomapadmam ; na vidyete
cdksanikasya kramikaryakaritvakramikdryakaritve iti vyapakanupalabdhilaksana®-viparyaya-
badhakapramanendksanikatvad ® " vyapakam kramayaugapadyaim vinivartyata iti vinivartya-
manaw Cvyapyam) arthakriyakaritvalaksanasattvam ksanike visSramyati, tatah’ " ksanikatvena
vyaptam iti sattvaksanikatvayor vyaptis sidhyatiti.

Notes : (1) grub pa la sogs pa rnam lit. means siddhadinam which Iyengar restores. But
siddha or prasiddha (things well known) is very unlikely though not absolutely impossible.
1 assume this is a mistake for bhum pa due to the orthographical similarity, though no
Tibetan ed. gives this reading. (2) T drops tat. Cf. RNA 63, 14-17 : yad yada yaj janana-
vyavaharayogyam tat tada tat janayaty eva, yathdntya karanasamagri svakaryam ; atitana-
gatak._vaqabhdvikdryajananavyavahdrayogya§ cdyam ghato vartamanabhavikarykaranakale sa-
kalakriyatikramakale' piti svabhavahetuprasangah. (3) T omits antyd, which, however, is
very important in this context. (4) RNA 64, 8-11: yad yada yan na karoti na tat tada
tatra samarthavyavahdarayogyam, yathd S$alyankuram akurvan kodravah Sdlyankure ; na karo-
ti caisa ghato vartamanaksanabhavikdryakaranakile sakalakriyatikramakale catitanigata-
ksanabhavi kdryam iti vyapakanupalabdhir bhinatti samarthaksandd asamarthaksanam. (5)
RNA 77, 11-12 : yasya kramdkramau na vidyete na tasydirthakriyasimarthyam, yathd $asavi-
sanasya ; na vidyete cdksanikasya kramakramav iti vyapakanupalambhah. lyengar: yat krami-
karyakari akramikdryakari ca na bhavati na tad arthakriyisamartham, yatha vyomapadmam ;

—115—



the jar]. For [it is inferred in the following way]31° :

‘Whatever is capable of a certain action at a certain time, does make
that [action] at that time, as e. g. the totality of cause and conditions
at its last moment is capable of producing its own effect;

[According to the Naiyayika], this jar is capable even at the present
moment of producing the effects belonging to the past and future time;

[ Therefore, this jar should produce the effects of the past and future,
which is absurd].

This is a prasangae formulated with a logical mark of essential identity.
The (prasanga-) viparyaya can be formulated by adopting ‘not producing’
[as A]:

Whatever does not produce a certain effect at a certain moment is
incapable of producing that effect at that time as e. g. a grain seed
which cannot produce a rice-shoot is incapable of producing a rice
[ -shoot;

This jar does not produce at the present moment the effects belong-
ing to the past and future;

[Therefore, it is incapable of producing them, i. e. not permanent].
We have said that [the same vyapi: is proved] also by the s@dhyaviparyaya-
badhakapramana. 'This is to be stated :

" Whatever does not possess causal efficiency in succession or in simul-
taneity, is not capable of causal action as e. g. the sky-lotus;

What is not momentary does not possess causal efficiency in suc-
cession and in simultaneity;

[Therefore, it is not capable of causal action, i. e. not existent].

aksanikasya kramikdryakdritvam anarthasya kdryakaritvam ca ndstiti. No word for anartha
is found in T. (6) T skad cig pas nal ba med do must be corrected into skad cig pa la
fial baho. Otherwise, it is unintelligible. Cf. RNA 78, 8-9: tad ayam aksanikad vinivarta-
manah svavyapyaw sattvasm nivartya ksanike visramayati. nal ba means vi-§ram (cf. J. Bacot,
Dictionnaire Tibétain-Sanskrit, s. v.), which the Tibetan translator misunderstood. Iyengar’s
restoration avilembat is not acceptable.

310. Prasanga, prasangaviparyaya and viparyayabidhakapramdina are used in order to
establish the vyapti of another independent syllogism (svatentraprayoga). In our present
context the independent inference concerned is : yat sat tat ksanikam, yathd ghatah ;
santa$ cdmi vivadaspadibhatah padarthah. Thus, the vyipti to be proved by prasanga is :
whatever exists is momentary. We have to keep in mind that since Dharmakirti’s time,
Buddhist logicians had defined ‘existence’ as ‘being making effective action’ (arthakriya-
karitva). Hence, the concerned vygpti can be proved by refuting that the non-momentary
or permanent has no effective action; arthakriyakaritva is the pervader of saftva (existence).
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This is an inference sublating the opposite of the assertion to be proved
(sadhyaviparyayabadhaka), formulated according to the formula of vya-
pakanupalabdhi ®' Through this inference is excluded the pervader [of
‘existence’], ‘succession and non-succession’ from the non-momentary :
and so ‘existence’ defined as ‘being causally efficient’ (arthakriyakaritva),
[the pervaded], which is also excluded from the non-momentary, neces-
sarily rests with the momentary ; therefore ‘existence’ is pervaded by
‘momentariness’. Thus, the wvydpti between ‘existence’ and ‘momentari-
ness’ has been established. '

24.2. (48.15) [Another example of prasaniga is seen when] we deduce
the plurality of a universal, when it is admitted [by the opponent] that
a single universal (s@madnya) abides in many individuals. For the inference
is formulated as follows :

Whatever abides in many things [at the same time] must be plural,

as e. g. the fruits of the fan-palm contained in many vessels;

A universal is said to abide in many;
[The absurdity that] follows is: Therefore, a universal must be plural.
[You have to admit this absurd conclusion], or if you do not admit it,
you may not assert the occurrence of a universal in many individuals.

24.3. Function of prasanga. (49.1) [objection:] ‘“This inference
called prasanga cannot be a valid means of proof since (4 in this case]
does not possess the three characteristics [of the valid probans}®?. How
can you argue by means of it ?’’313 [Answer : ] Prasanga is used in
the same way as one term of a wvyapti3'4 is stated in order to recollect

311. For vyapakanupalabdhi see n. 212 and 216 above.

312. M nanu yady etat prasangdakhyam sadhanam pramanam na bhavati trairdpyabhavat.
tratrupyabhavat omitted in G, T ; prasangakhyam sadhanam omitted in G.

313. In Indian logic the validity of hypothetical inference bad long been disapproved both
by the Naiyayika and the earlier Buddhist school of logic. The three characteristics of a
logical mark are possible bn]y of catergorical inference or what is called svatantranumana
(independent inference). In prasanga-anumana, which is hypothetical destructive inference,
h’s subsistence in p is not real to one who formulates the prasanga, and breaches the first
characteristic, which causes the fallacy of asiddhi. The conclusion deduced is evidently
false to one who infers, which is not allowed in the case of independent inference. The
Naiyayika, who called this form of inference farka, classified it under false knowledge,
though they admitted its value as complementary means of an independent inference.
Later Buddhist logicians, however, came to recognize prasanga as a valid inference.

314. M vyapyaikade$a-, but G, T vyaptyekadesa.
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the vyapti itself. It is said (by Dharmakirti] : 315

Prasanga may be applied to show that when two terms are neces-

sarily connected, the absence of one of them [viz., the absence of the

pervader, necessarily] implies the absence of the other [the pervaded].
The meaning of this half-verse is as follows : When the universal con-
comitance between the pervaded and the pervader is admitted, if the
pervader is not recognized (in a certain locus], the existence of the pervaded
is also not allowed there. In other words, when the pervaded is recognized,
the pervader is to be necessarily recognized.

25. Confutation. (49.7) According to the rule, when a debater has
stated a proof, the opponent is to make a confutation (disana) of it.
Confutation consists in pointing out the fallacy due to any illegitimate,
incompatible or inconclusive ket as defined [by Dharmakirti] :

Confutation is pointing out the defect [of an inference]3's.

[Objection : ] ““If Confutation consists of pointing out these [three
kinds of fallacies] alone, where are others such as useless argument
(vaiyarthya), inefficient argument (as@marthya), unwarranted stretch of a
rule (atiprasanga) etc. included ? ”’

[Answer : ] They are included in the same three fallacies. Of these,
the useless argument can be included in the ‘asiddha’. For a probans is
said to be a quality of p which is not yet determined [as to its relation
to the probandum] (samdigdhasidhyadharma) ; and when useless argument
is made of a certain thing, the probans fails to conform to the [above
mentioned] definition of a probans, ‘being a quality of p which is not yet
determined [as to its relation to the probandum?Y. Thus it can be called
[a sort of] asiddhi,*'7-*- [because the essential characteristic of a probans is
not existent in this case].:**3” The following is said [by Dharmakirti in
connection with this3!8

A probans is stated concerning only a p which is not yet ascertained

[to be s or non-s]; and what has been rejected [to be s by other

315. PV IV, v. 12¢-d : prasango dvayasambandhad ekabhive ’nyahdnaye. Rahula San-
kritydyana reads prasange for prasango, but the latter is given in a foot-note. G ekapaye
for ekabhave, but T, M ekabhave.

316. NB III, s. 138 : dusapani nyanatadyuktih. According to III, s. 139 and NBT on it,
any of the three kinds of fallacies, viz., asiddha-, viruddha- and anaikantika-hetu is meant
by nyunata.

317. Found only in M.

318. See 8§ 20. 2 and n. 263.
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valid knowledge] should not be [put forward as] the locus of the

probans, viz., p.

Inefficient argument, on the other hand, is included in the fallacious pro-
bans which is illegitimate by itself (svaripasiddhi). For the essence
of a probans is the efficiency of the probans, and because [the lack of
efficiency ] means the unreality of the probans (ketor avastutva).

The Unwarranted stretch of a rule should be included in the ‘an-
aikantika’, since [in it 4] is connected even with the vipaksa, stretching
itself beyond the quality to be proved (sadhyadharma).

25.1. Refutation of atman. (50.1) The confutation of 2 whose locus
is unreal (@srayasiddhahetu)®’? takes place when a p, in which [a debater]
starts to prove [the existence of] s, turns out to be sublated by another
proof, asis the case with [the inference] ‘“The soul (a@tman) is ubiquitious,
because it has the quality to be perceived everywhere’’320. [This can be
confuted as follows : ] Since Buddhists do not admit the reality of the
soul itself, how then can it be established that it has the quality to be
perceived in every place ?

For this is said by the heretic : ‘“There exists another substance called
atman, which is separate from things such as a body and which is the
actor of good and evil deeds (Subhdsubhakarmakartr), the enjoyer of
their results (tatphalabhoktr), permanent (#itya) and ubiquitous (vyapin)3?l.
Although it pervades the whole world, it is yet said that a living body, which
is admitted3?? as a receptacle [of the soul’s] experience [of pleasure and
pain] (upabhogayatana), is possessed of the soul’’323,

But this is not tenable, since there is no proof for establishing [the
existence of ] the soul. For the soul is not apprehended by sense-percep-
tion, because [the five kinds of sense-] perceptions beginning with the visual
have the five kinds of objects, colour etc., which are determined to their

319. M, G, asrayasiddhir hetor diusanam, T gzi ma grub pa rtags kyi skyon no =dsraya-
siddhir hetor (or asrayasiddhahetor) dosah. ASsrayasiddhahetor disanam may be better.

320. NB III, s. 67 : dharmyasiddhav apy asiddho, yatha sarvagata atméti sadhye sarva-
tropalabhyamanagunatvam.

321. TS v. 171-172 : anye punar ihdtmanam icchadinam samdasrayam, svato 'cidripam
icchanti nityawm sarvagatam tatha. Subhasubhanam kartaram karmana tatphalasya ca, bhokta-
ram cetandyogdac cetanam na svarupatah. This represents the theory of dtman expounded
by the Naiyayika and VaiSesika.

322. M inserts parena before parigyhitam, but it should be omitted as in G, T.

323, NBh ad NS 1. 1. 9 : tasya (=atmano) bhogayatanam Sariram.
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respective [senses, and the soul is not the object of any of these five
sense-perceptions]. [Nor is the soul the object of] ego-consciousness
(ahampratyaya) which is none other than mental perception (manasa)
(as defined by the Naiyayika]. Since this has as its object the body and
others [but not the soul]3?4, ego-consciousness occurs in the form of ‘I am
fair’, ‘I am big’, ‘I go’ and so on ; and in this connection the Alamkarakara
[ Prajiiakaragupta] saids3? :

The knowledge of ‘I’ pertains to the parts of the body or sense-

organs, since [our knowledge in the form of] ‘I am one-eyed’, ‘I am

happy’, ‘I am fair’, takes place because of the experience of the recep-
tacle common {to these conditions].

And there cannot be such qualities as fair complexion or bigness
apart from the body of a person; nor is the action of going, which is
connected with a bodily substance, reasonably ascribed to the ubiquitous
and formless soul. Nor can this [idea of soul] be applied (to the body]
in the secondary sense of the word (bhakta), just as the idea of a lion is
[figuratively] applied to a boy, since [if so,] it follows that this is after
all false identification (skhaladvriti)3?.

(51.1) [The existence of the soul] is not known by inference either,
since we do not find a logical mark as effect or essential nature [for the
proof]. Firstly, a logical mark as effect is not found because nothing is
causally related to the soul, since this, being always beyond our percep-
tion, lacks the definite presence in a particular place, time and form3%,
while a causal relation is to be established by (the clear perception of]

324. While the VaiSesika holds that @tman is not perceptible, but only inferable, the
Naiyayika thinks that the jivdtman is an object of manasapratyaksa. Cf. NK s. v, dtma ; -
TS v. 212 : anyaih pratyaksasiddhatvam datmanah parikalpitam, svasamvedyo hy ahawmkaras
tasydtma visayo matah. TSP ascribes this theory of the perceptibility of atman to Uddyo-
takara, Bhavivikta, etc. We have to note that manasapratyaksa of the Naiyayika is quite
different from that of the Buddhist.

325. =PVBh 368, 20 (IIl, v. 744) : aham ity api yaj jhanam tac charirendriyatmavit,
ahaw kanah sukhi gaurah samanadhdravedanat. M reads anga-, G and T am$ae- instead of
-atma-. For a similar argument see TS v. 214 with TSP.

326. TSP 90, 21 ff. : tata$ ca yad uktam uddyotakaraprabhytibhih, upabhogaydtane Sarire
‘yam atmopacirah, yathdnukule bhrtye raja brite ya eviéham sa eviyam me bhytya iti, tad
apastam bhavati. tatha hi yady ayam gaunah syat tada skhaladvrtiir bhavet, na hi loke simha-
manavakayor mukhyaropitayor dvayor api simha ity askhalita buddhir bhavati....

327. M dedakalakaravyatirekavikalena ; G deSakalavyatirekavikalena ; T yul dan dus dap
rnam pa bral bahi=deSakalakaravikalena. My tr. here follows T.
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the concomitance in agreement as well as in difference [between two
terms]. Secondly no logical mark as essential nature is available just
because the existence of the entity (dharmin) [which is to be called a
soul and to which a logical mark is to belong] is itself not established.
And there is no third logical mark [admitted by us732e.

You may propose another kind of probans to be pervaded by the
probandum [or the soul], but how can the probans be pervaded by the
latter, when this is not at all existent ? Furthermore, we should ask if
this soul is a conscious being or an unconscious being. If it is a conscious
being and a permanent entity, it would necessarily follow that the eyes
and other sense-organs are useless. If, on the other hand, it is an im-
permanent conscious being, then you have merely given the name
atman to knowledge ; and there should be no difference of opinion between
us. Or, if the soul is unconscious and invisible3?, then the fact that it
is not perceived does not permit its existence. - Thus, the non-existence of
the soul is proved beyond objection. Therefore, all things that are products
are without atman.

25.2. Confutation of svarupasiddha ; untrue vyapti is not different
from anaikantika. (51.13) A probans which is fallacious owing to its
own unreality (svarapasiddha) is also called illegitimate (asiddha) as in
the case of [the inference] ‘sound is impermanent, because it is visible’33°.

[Objection : ] “Why do you not mention [the disclosure of] the illegi-
timacy (asiddhi) of a vyapti as a kind of confutation, when it renders
what the opponent wants to prove impossible ?’’

[Answer : ] It is not mentioned separately, since it is understood by
the confutation of inconclusiveness (anaikantika). For vyapti cannot be
grasped between two particulars (svalaksana), because a particular, which
is determined in place, time and form33!, has no common aspect with
other particulars. Instead, vy@pti should be grasped only between a pro-
bans and a probandum represented as universals. And in this case too,
if the probans is not known as pervaded by the probandum, it is in fact
inconclusive since the probandum may not be present when the probans

328. For a similar discussion see TS v. 207-209 with TSP.

329. G abodhasvariupo’driyas ca, though M as well as T reads abodhasvaripo drsyas ca.
330. NBIII, s. 60 : yathd, anityah Sabda iti sadhye caksusatvam ubhayasiddham.

331. M deiakalakaraniyatatvendpy.... ; api is omitted in G, T,
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is present.- : .

26. The theory of apoha. (52.3) [The following objection may be
raised : ] ““The universals (samanya) are indeed not accepted [by you
Buddhists ; 332 how then can you grasp a universally applicable (sarvopa-
samharavati) vydapti between a probans and a probandum that are univer-
sals ?’

[Answer : ] There is no such a fault [in our theory]. Buddhists do
not admit such a universal as that which others wrongly imagine, since
it is sublated by valid knowledge. We do not, however, deny [the
universal] called apoha (discrimination) which is defined as the negation
of the opposite (anyavyavrtti) and which is well known in our verbal
usage (vyavahdra).

[Objection : ] ‘“What is this apoha? [It may be interpreted in the
following three senses : 7

1) An external object such as a jar as  conceptually determined
(yathdadhyavasayam) is called apoha, the term being understood as when
we say ‘the other or the dissimilar is discriminated from this’ ;

2) Or apoha may mean the mental image (buddhyakara) as it
manifests itself (yathapratibhasam), the term being understood as in ‘the
dissimilar is discriminated or made distinct in this mental image’ ;

3) Apoha, when taken as the negation of a proposition (prasajya-
ripa), may actually mean the mere absence [without implying the affir-
mation of the opposite] (nivritimatra), apoha being understood as negat-
ing (apohana)333.

332. T ho na khyed la ci ma grub pa ma yin nam. Ci here must be a mistake for spyi.
Then, this passage may mean nanu bhavatdm samanyam aprasiddham. M, G nanu sdmdnydrh
ced aprasiddham. lyengar’s footnote 1 in M 52 is unreliable.

‘ 333. Our author reproduces these three kinds of wrong interpretations of apoha, fol-
lowing the parvapaksa in Ratnakirti’'s Apohasiddhi (RNA 53, 2-4) : nanu ko’yam apoho nama.
kim idam anyasmdd apohyate, asmad vinyad apohyate, asmin vinyad apohyata iti vyutpattya
vijativyavrttam bahyam eva vivaksitam ; buddhyakdro va ; yadi vdpohanam apoha ity anya-
vyavyttimdtram iti trayah paksah. Professor Frauwallner once wrote (WZKM Bd. 38, 231,
17 ff.) : “‘Ratnakirti scheint néimlich in seiner Ksanabhafgasiddhih Udayana nicht zu ken-
nen... Dagegen schliesst sich der piurvapaksah seiner Apohasiddhih (SBNT S. 1-3, 4) (=RNA
53, 2-24] eng an eine Stelle aus Udayanas Atmatattvaviveka}_x an (B. 1., S. 278, 1ff.), und
ein grosserer Absatz ist {ast wdrtlich daraus iibernommen (S. 1, 15-2, 11 [=RNA 53, 9-16)
=S§. 279, 17-282, 5). Der Atmatattvavivekah, Udayanas iltestes Werk, ist also aller Wahr-
scheinlichkeit nach zwischen Ratnakirti’s Ksanabhafigasiddhih und Apohasiddhih verfasst”.
This observation, together with others, led Frauwallner to the following conclusion ;:
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And if (apoha, i.e. negation] means affirmation [of a positive entity]
(vidhi) as conceptually determined, then it indeed comes to mean the
same as an object (visaya) [which renders the designation apoka mean-
ingless ; and the other two interpretations are also untenable]334.”’

(Answer : ] [(These three interpretations are] not [acceptable]. [By
apoha] we mean the affirmation [of a positive entity] qualified by dis-
crimination (apohavisisto vidhih)*3°>. However, those who stress affirma-
tion (vidhivadin) think that after we have known the cow, we conse-
quently determine the discrimination of the essence of the cow from that
of the non-cow ; those who stress the negative function of apoha (nivritty-

(232, 21 ff.) “Ratnakirti muss daher ein ilterer Zeitgenosse Udayanas sein. Wir werden
infolgedessen nicht fehlgehen, wenn wir seine Bliitezeit um 950 ansetzen. Damit ist aber
auch die Zeit seines Lehrers Jfidnaéri bestimmt. Er muss in der ersten Hilfte des X.
Jahrhunderts gelebt haben und der H8hepunkt seines Wirkens diirfte ungefiahr in das Jahr
925 fallen”’. This insight of Frauwallner which was once so significant, however, must be
corrected, now that we have the edition of Jianadrimitra’s works which were then
unknown to Frauwallner. The pirvapaksa of Ratnakirti’s Apohasiddhi is in fact an
abbreviation of that of JHianasrimitra’s Apohaprakarana (JNA 201-202). The three kinds
of wrong interpretations of apoha, which we have seen in RNA as well as TBh, are found
in JNA 202, 12-24 ; the passage beginning with atha yady api nivrttim ahawm pratyemiti na
vikalpah..., which Ratnakirti quotes and whose authorship Frauwallner ascribed to
Udayana, is originally cited by Jfianasrimitra (JNA 201, 17-202, 1). Since I think no one
would dare to say that JiianaSrimitra is indebted to Udayana for these passages, we have
to infer that Ratnakirti, Moksakara and Udayana owe these to JfianaSrimitra who in his
turn must have cited these from an author unknown to us.

For the Buddhist theory of apoha readers are referred to E. Frauwallner’s Beitrige
zur Apohalehre, a German translation from the Tibetan text of the portion treating apoha
in PV I (WZKM Bd. 37, 39, 40 and 42) and of the Apohaprakarana of Dharmottara (Bd.
44) ; Mookerjee’s exposition in his Universal Flux 107-139 ; Dharmakirti’s elucidation is
now available in Skt. original, being included in Gnoli’s edition of PV I; éﬁntirakgita’s
view of apoha, as well as Kamala$ila’s, is found in TS and TSP, éabddrthaparikgd. Among
other Sanskrit texts containing aepohavida, the most important are JNA 201-232, Apohapr-
akarana and RNA 53-61, Apohasiddhi.

334. JNA 202, 13-14 : tena na kaSicd upayogah, apohanamnd vidher eva vivaksitatvat,
na - ca namantarakarane vastunah svarupapardvritih.... The other two interpretations are
also refuted by the opponent in JNA 202-203 and RNA 53, 5-8. The argument is, in brief,
as follows : The first two meanings of apoha signify affirmation, which renders the use of
the name apoha (negation) useless ; the third is absurd, since in our cognitive experience
we get a positive idea, say, fire in a mountain, and not the mere negation ‘there is no
non-fire’.

335. RNA 54, 1-2 : atrdbhidhiyate, ndsmabhir apoha$abdena vidhir eva kevalo 'bhipre-
tah, ndpyanyavyavrttimatram, kim tv anyapohavisisto vidhih Sabdanam arthah, tatas ca na
pratyekapaksopanipatidosavakasah.
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apohavidin) are of the opinion that we first know the discrimination of
the dissimilar thing and then consequently confirm the thing which is
discriminated from others, viz. the cow. Thus [both the interpretations]
are wrong. For at the time of judgment we do not experience an order
of comprehension in which [ negation or affirmation] occurs first. In fact
it is not the case that one, having understood the affirmation, later confirms
the negation by implication (arthapattitah), or that one, having under-
stood the negation, later confirms what is discriminated [from the dis-
similar]. Therefore, we say that the very understanding of the cow is
the same as the understanding of what is discriminated from the dis-
similar.

(53.3) Although it is pointed out that the word denoting discrimina-
tion from the dissimilar is not clearly expressed through the word ‘cow’
which is actually pronounced, we do not remain unconscious of the dis-
crimination of the dissimilar which is the qualifier [of the cow]. For
the word ‘cow’ is applied by verbal agreement to the thing that is dis-
criminated from the non-cow. Just as on hearing the word indivara on
which we are agreed to mean the blue lotus, we unavoidably represent
blueness at the very moment33¢ we understand the lotus, just so on hear-
ing the word ‘cow’ denoting in verbal agresment the thing that is dis-
criminated from the non-cow, we unavoidably represent the negation of
the non-cow at the same time as we understand the cow, since the former
is the qualifier of the latter. To cite direct perception as another instance,

its function of grasping the mere non-existence in the form of prasajya-
pratisedha is none other than its function of generating the concept of
non-existence ; in the same way, of the affirmative concept, its function
representing the likeness [of its object]?¥ is said to be the same as the
grasping of the non-existence [of the dissimilar]. Otherwise, If the dis-
crimination of other things is not comprehended even when the meaning

of the word ‘cow’ is known, how then does a person who so knows begin
to look after a cow, leaving aside other animals? It would then follow
that a man who has been commanded to tether a cow may tether horses

336. G, T tatkala eva; M tulyakalam eva, but the manuscript of M seems to agree
with G, T (cf. M 53, n. 2).

337. T rjes su mthun pa rjes su sgrub pa hbyin par nus pa =anuriapanusthanadanasa-
kti (cf. RNA 54, 13).
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too338. Thus, it has been settled that the external object is placed in [i.
e. superimposed as] the content of the word through logical construction
(adhyavasaya), but not through the manifest perception of the discrete
nature (svalaksana) [of the object]. This is attested by the fact that the
discrete nature of an individual thing as determined in a particular situa-
tion, i.e. in place, time and form, is not manifested [in the word] as it
is in direct perception’®. Concerning this the supreme lord of logic
(nyayaparamesvara) [ Dharmakirti] said :

Unless one’s visual organ operates, the object [of a word] does not

become visible in his knowledge by [simply hearing] the word ; it is

not as in visual perception34°.

(54.3) Moreover, if a thing discrete and distinct (svalaksanatma- vastu-)
formed the content of a word, it would be entirely comprehended [when
the word is heard] ; this renders both the affirmative and negative usage
[of the word] impossible. For when the object is present, [the statement]
that it is is useless and [the statement] that it is not is incoherent ; and
when the object is not present, it is useless to say that it is not, and it
is incoherent to say that it is. But [in practice] we use the words ‘it is’
and so forth. Therefore, it is settled that a word does not signify a

338. RNA 54, 3-15: yat tu goh pratitau na tadatmdparatméti samarthyad apohah pascan
nisciyata iti vidhivadindm matam ; anyapohapratitau va samarthyad anyapodho 'vadharyata
iti pratisedhavadinam matam, tad asundaram. prathamikasydpi pratipattikramidarsanat, na
hi vidhit pratipadya kascid arthapattitah pascad apoham avagacchati ; apoham va prati-
padydnyapodham. tasmad goh pratipatiir ity anydpodhapratipattir ucyate.... (RNA up to 54,
15 well corresponds to M up to 53, 15). The so-called vidhivadin may be represented by
Santirékgita (cf. TS, TSP 1019-1021), while the pratisedhavadin (or nivrttivadin) is likely
to refer to Digniga and Dharmakirti (cf. Frauwallner’s citation from Sankaramiéra in
WZKM Bd. 38, 230 : kirti-diinagadibhir gaur iyam ityadivikalpe vidhisphuranam ndsty evéty
uktam, jhanasriy@ tu vidhisphuranam adhyupagamya nisedhasphuranam api tatra bhavatiti
svikrtam. yad aha : tatrdpohas tadgunatvena gamyata iti. The last part of the passage is
found in JNA 206, 3). Mookerjee classifies three stages in the development of apoha-
theory, represented by 1) Dignaga, 2) éintirakgita, and 3) Ratnakirti (Mookerjee, 132),
which seem to correspond to pratisedhavdda, vidhivada and the synthetic theory of
Jiianasrimitra respectively. By Ratnakirti referred to by Mookerjee, we have to understand
both Jianaséri and Ratnakirti.

339. RNA 55, 16-18 : tatra bahyo 'rtho’ dhyavasayad eva $abdavicyo vyavasthapyate, na
svalaksanaparisphurtyd, pratyaksavad deSakdl@vasthaniyatapravyaktasvalaksanasphuranat.

340. Sabdendvyaprtaksasya buddhav apratibhasanat, arthasya drstav iva (=JNA 208, 17-18
=RNA 55, 19-20). JNA as well as RNA ascribes the verse to Sdstra, i.e. Dharmakirti ; but
it is not found in PV,
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particular entity34!.

(54.8) [Objection : ] ““Just as you, having grasped a jar as a parti-
cular, later apply another means of valid knowledge [i. e. inference] to
the same object in order to determine [other qualities of it such as]
momentariness, just so even if we have by the word ‘tree’ apprehended
an element of it ‘tree-ness’, we may again use the word ‘exist’ in order
to determine ‘existence’ as another element [of the tree}’’.

(Answer : ] This is untenable. Since direct perception is indeterminate
by nature, we apply another means of knowledge [even after we have
perceived] an object with a nature with which we are not well acquainted.
In the case of conceptual knowledge (vikalpa) which is itself determinate,
however, if the nature [of an object] is once grasped, there remains noth-
ing else to be grasped by another means of knowledge?42.

27. Refutation of a universal. (54.15) We do not find any proof
to establish the existence of a universal (samanya) which is conceived
by others as inherent in many individuals (anekavyaktisamaveta), visible
(dr$ya), single (eka) and permanent (uitya)34. Therefore, it is not
correct to maintain the existence [of a universal]. For when we experience
an individual (vyakli) such as a cow, no single dependent (anuydayin) [to
be called a universal] other than the characteristics of the individual
consisting of a [peculiar] colour and form appears in our perception, just
because such a thing is not directly experienced.

Nor is it reasonable to imagine the existence of a universal because
it is otherwise inexplicable (anyathanupapatt’) that we get an idea reflect-
ing on one [class-] form immediately after we perceive the particular

341. RNA 56, 6-9: ki ca svalaksandtmani vastuni vicye Ssarvatmanda pratipatteh vidhi-
nisedhayor ayogah. tasya hi sadbhave’stiti vyartham, ndstity asamartham ; asadbhdve tu ndstiti
vyartham, astity asamartham, asti cdstyadipadaprayogah.

342. The same kind of objection is quoted as of Kumarila in RNA 56, 20-21=]JNA 212,
20-21 : yac cOktam kaumarilaih, sabhdgatvad eva vastuno na sadharanyadosah, vrksatvam hy
anirdharitabhavabhavam Sabdad avagamyate, tayor anyatarena S$abdantaravagatena samba-
dhyata iti.... But Moksakara’s passage is more akin to RNA 56, 28-57, 5 : nanu vrksasabde-
na vrk$atvamse codite sattvidyamsaniScayandrtham astyadipadaprayoga iti cet, niramsatvena
pratyaksasamadhigatasya svalaksanasya ko'vakasSah padantarewa dharmantaravidhinisedhayoh
pramandntarena va. pratyakse’pi pramanantardapeksa drstéti cet, bhavatu tasyiniScayatmakatvad
anabhyastasvaripavisaye ; vikalpas tu svayam niScayatmako yatra grahi tatra kim aparena....
(cf. JNA 212, 25 ff, too).

313. NK s.v. samanya : samanyam nityam ekam syad anckasamavayi ca; SBNT 94, 3:
vyapakam nityam ekam ca samanyam yaih prakalpitam....
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characteristic [of an individual]. For this idea may arise indirectly
(paramparay@)®** from individuals with generative efficiency effected by
their own causes [so as to give rise to an idea]. Though individuals
are all different from one another, some alone are capable of generating
[a certain class-idea], but not all ; in this way, a relation of cause and
effect [between individuals and a class-idea] is cognized by percertion
and non-perception, and cannot be violated. And in fact we experience
that such efficiency belongs only to some individuals, though all are equally
discrete and distinct (bhedavisesa), as [only] the Cocculus cordifolius
(guduct), neemb etc. are effective as anti-febrile [and not others]. Con-
cerning this [Dharmakirti] said :

Some things, though they are distinct and discrete, are determined

by nature to bring out one and the same effect such as the same

judgment, the cognition of one object and so forth, just as a sense-
organ, [an object, light, attention, a soul and their contact bring out
one cognition of colour, though they are distinct]?+s.

Furthermore, we may ask a question : We admit [for the sake of
argument] that a universal [say cow-ness] is distinguished from all other
dissimilars ; but how is it inherent only in individual [members] of [the
class of] cow even when they are as much distinct and discrete as other
individuals, and how can it generate the same form of mental image

'344. Mookerjee, 90 : “The contention of the Naiyayika that ideas of universals arise
immediately on the operation of the sense-object contact is not true, because such ideas
are conceptual in character and conceptual thoughts can emerge only after the name-
relations are remembered. First of all, there is the sensuous presentation immediate and
direct and divested of all foreign reference. Secondly, a mental energising towards the
recalling of the verbal association ; thirdly, the remembrance of the name. So the mind
has travelled far away from the immediate datum of presentation and the idea of the
class-character arises only after a series of psychical operations, which have little bearing
on the immediate objective datum”’.

345. The first half of this verse is omitted in G, T. PV I, v. 73-74 : ekapratyavamarsa-
rthajfianadyekarthasadhane, bhede ’pi niyatah kecit svabhavenéndriyadivat. yathéndriyavi-
sayalokamanaskara atmendriyamano’rthatatsamnikarsa va ’saty api tadbhavaniyate samanye
ripavijfianam ekam janayanti, evam Simiapadayo’pi bhedah parasparananvaye’ pi prakytyai-
vaikam ekakaram pratyabhhijiianam janayanti anyawm vd yathapratyayam dahanagyhadikam
kasthasadhyam arthakriyam, na tu bhedavise’pi jaladayah, Srotradivad ripadijfiane. jvaradi-
Samane kascit saha pratyekam eva va ; dysta yathd vausadhayo nandtve 'pi na ciparah. ya-
tha va gudicivyaktyddayah saha pratyekam va jvaradisamanalaksanam ekam karyam kur-
vanti. na ca tatra samanyam apeksante, bhede’pi tatprakrtitvat, na tadaviSese’ pi dadhitrapus-
adayah.... Also see TS v. 723-726 ; Frauwallner, Beitridge zur Apohalehre, WZKM Bd. 39,
S. 264.
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(buddhi) in relation to them [i.e. individual cows] and them alone ? 34
And the opponent may reply that it happens so by nature (svabhavena).
But this [reply] lacks a proof. On the other hand, when we explain
the phenomenon on the basis of their essential nature (svabhdva), it is
well established by proof for us and is supported by logic.

(65.17) Similarly, the opponent proposes another syllogism in order

to prove [the existence of] a class (jati) : ,

“A distinct knowledge (visistabuddhi) is invariably connected (nan-
tariyaka) with the congnition of a qualifier (visesana), as the
knowledge of a stick-holder (dandin) ;

The knowledge ‘This is a cow’ is a distinct knowledge ;

[ Therefore, it is invariably connected with a qualifier, the class of
cow.]]

This syllogism is in sense based on the principle of causality [since
distinct knowledge is an effect of the cognition of a qualifier]’’.

We reply : Is the probandum here the invariable connection of the
distinct knowledge with the cognition of a separate qualifier or its invari-
able connection with the perception of a qualifier in general? If the
first alternative is maintained, it is sublated by perception, since nei-
ther [the qualified nor the qualifier] is [separately] manifested in inde-
terminate perception which grasps the total reality as a whole. Moreover,
distinct knowledge set forth as the probans of [the existence of] a
universal?4’ contains the fallacy of inconclusiveness, since distinct know-
ledge is acquired even without the cognition of a qualifier separate from
the qualified, as we know that this jar has its own form or that cow-
ness3® is a ‘universal. If on the other hand the second alternative is
maintained, it only proves what is obvious (siddhasadhana) as one as-
serts that a jar has its own form, since [even Buddhists] admit the re-
lation of the qualifier and the qualified as derived from the imagined

346. G ki ca sarvato vijatiyad vyavrtte'pi sdmanye kim iti bhedaviSese’pi govyaktisv
eva samavetam tatraiva caikakaram pratitim janayati. M reads sarvagate (which is unfit)
for sarvato, inserts tat samanyaw before tatraiva and has buddhim instead of pratitim. T
seems to omit ca after tatraiva ; otherwise it agrees with M.

347. Both M and G wrongly have viSistabuddhitvam ca samanyam ity anaikantiko hetuh.
T khyad par can gyi blo fiid kyan spyi la gtan tshigs ma nes pa yin te=visistabuddhitvam
ca samanye 'naikantiko hetuh. See Ratnakirti’s passage in n. 350.

348. Read gotvam for gotva in M 56, 6.
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difference, and use such an expression as ‘This thing has the universal
of 4 cow’®. For, in fact, the judgment ‘This is a cow’ is made by
virtue of the cognition of what is discriminated from the non-cow.
Thus, the universal cannot be established by this inference either3s°.
Since in this way the universal imagined by others does not withstand
scrutiny, the following has been settled : The universal, which is merely
an entity distinguished from the dissimilars and which is designated by
the word ‘discrimination’ (a@poha), forms part of our verbal convention
according to our logical construction ; this is quite immune from faults.
(56.14) The following syllogism should also be formulated in order
to refute the universal : 35
When a thing, being by nature perceptible, is not perceived at a
given place, it is the object to be judged as absent then and there,
as horns on the head of a horse;
The universal, in spite of [your supposition that] it is by nature
perceptible, is not perceived in the particulars which are actually
seen ;
[Therefore, it is not existent.]
This is formulated on the ground of the non-cognition of an entity itself
(svabhavanupalabdhi).

No assumption of the fallacy of illegitimacy (asiddhi) can be made
[concerning this inference], since, in spite of a thorough examination,
we do not find anywhere [a universal which is] the second entity following

349. T, G vyavaharakaranam kytva for bhedam upadaya. T spastatvat (gsal ba #id) for
-syéstatvat.

350. Moksakara verbaly follows RNA 59, 21-60, 3 : athédam jatiprasadhakam anumanam
abhidhiyate. yadviSistajfianam tadviSesanagrahananantariyakam, yatha dandijfianam ; vi-
Sistajhanam cédam gaur ayam ity arthatah karyahetuh, viSesananubhavakaryam hi dystante
visSistabuddhih siddhéti. atrdnuyogah, visistabuddher bhinnaviSesanagrahananantariyakatvam
va@ sadhyam viSesanamdtranubhavanintariyakatvam vd. prathamapakse paksasya pratyaksaba-
dhd sadhanavadhanam anavakasayati. vastugrihinah pratyaksasyObhayapratibhasabhavat.
visistabuddhitvam ca samanyahetur anaikantikah, bhinnavisesanagrahanam antarendpi darSandt,
yathd svarupavan ghatah, gotvam samanyam iti vd, dvitiyapakse tu siddhasadhanam, svaripa-
van ghata ityadivat gotvajdtiman pinda iti parikalpitan bhedam wupddaya viSesanavisesyabha-
vasyéstatvad agovydvyttanubhavabhavitvad gaur ayam iti vyavahdrasya.

351. Moksakara owes this inference to Pandita Asoka. Cf. Samanyadisanadikprasarita,
SBNT 97, 8-11: yad yad upalabdhilaksanapraptam san nbpalabhyate tat tad asad iti pre-
ksavadbhir vyavahartavyam yathdmbaramburuham ; ndpalabhyate copalabdhilaksanapraptam
samanyam kvacid apiti svabhavanupalabdhik. The same logic, however, is applied by Bud-
dhists to the negation of avayavin, see e. g. TSP 188, 5 ff.



[a particular], independent of the particular entity characterised by colour
and form. Nor is it tenable that it is, in spite of its invisibility, established
by perception as in the case of knowledge. For, while knowledge, though
not grasped by visual cognition, is established by the proof of self-con-
sciousness (svasarmvedana), this universal, being a quality of an object
of the senses (arthadharma), should be grasped by visual cognition.
And in fact the opponent admits its perceptibility. Thus the universal
fictitiously conceived by the opponent does not withstand scrutiny ; only an
entity which is [by logical construction’] discriminated from others is said
to be a universal. And it is settled that all things that are products are
void of such a universal as is imagined by others.

28. Refutation of God as the permanent agent. (57.7) It should
not be understood that [all produced things] are made by some intelligent
being. For if there were an operator of this world, he would be either
a permanent being or an impermanent one. Of these, first, he cannot
be permanent, because when the operator is active permanently, the crea-
tion, preservation and destruction [of the world] would certainly occur
simultaneously. The very nature by which he is [said to be] the operator
of preservation and destruction should continue to be present in him even
at the time of creation, and accordingly he would at the very time [of
creation] effect preservation and destruction. It may be contended that
he will not act so because he lacks auxiliary causes (sahakdrin), but
this is not correct. For he is never dissociated from permanent auxiliary
causes which are always present with him ; and again he is never dis-
sociated from impermanent auxiliary causes, since these must be depend-
ent on him for their origination. Therefore, it would follow that he
effects all [the three kinds of operations] at the same time3s2.

(57.17) [The opponent : ] ““There is not such a fault, since God is
endowed with intelligence. For an agent deprived of intelligence may
effect simultaneously all the works which are caused by its presence alone.
An intelligent being, on the other hand, need not work when he does
not wish, though he is always capable of doing so. Why then is he
criticised ? *’353

Answer : He is to be criticised in this way : These wishes are also

352. For a similar argument see BCAP 258, 22-30 ; TSP ad TS v. 87.
353. A similar objection is ascribed to Uddyotakara in TSP 55, 4-8.
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caused by his own existence alone ; and why does he not3¢ work ? You
may contentd that although he is efficient by his own existence, he has
such a nature that he does not work without being given contingent powers
which are defined as auxiliary causes. But this [objection] has no sense
at all, since [in the same way] one can show you a conclusion that [a
woman ], who is by birth a barren woman, is also a mother.

(58.6) [The opponent : ] ‘““An effect indeed has such a nature that
it is not produced merely by the efficiency [of an operative cause], but
comes into existence after having depended on auxiliary causes too ; [so,
you should not criticise as above]’’3%5.

[The author : ] This is not correct. For efficiency will necessarily
produce its effect without expecting the help of auxiliary causes, because
otherwise it would be just inefficient."

28.1. The permanent cannot produce an effect gradually. (58.9)
Again it is not correct that a permanent [agent such as God] produces an
effect gradually (kramena), since it does not require [anything else for
its action]. Regarding this, Dharmakirti whose name is celebrated all
over the world said : 3%6

Successive [change] cannot occur to the permanent, since this is

independent [of other causes], and since this remains the same self

at both times whether it is doing an action or not doing it.
By this it is refuted that the permanent such as a soul or momen-
tary things such as a jar etc. produce an effect gradually?®’. And in
this argument there is no fault of incompatibility with perception, since
we cannot grasp the permanent by indeterminate cognition. For indeter-
minate cognition that is momentary cannot perceive what is not mo-

354. G as well as T inserts na before karoti.

355. TSP ad TS v. 87 (54, 23-25) : sydd etat, néSvara eva kevalawm karanam api tu
dharmadisahakarikdranantaram apeksya karoti, nimittakaranatvid iSvarasya, tena dharmadeh
karanantarasya vaikalyid avikalakaranatvam asiddham iti ; BCAP ad BCA IX, 125 a (259,
17-23).

356. M dharmakirtih ; G and T have only kirtih. PV II, v. 268 b-269 a : nityasya
nirapeksatvat kramotpattiv viruddhyate, kriyiyam akriyayam ca kriya ca sadrsatmanah. T of
TBh agrees with this verse completely ; but M and G change viruddhyate into na yujyate and
kriya ca into kalayoh ca.

357. M, T read : atmadinam aksanikanam ghatidinim ksanikanam ca kramena karyaka-
ranawm pratyuktam. G nityanam atmadindm aksanikinam (ca) ghatadinanm.... is unintelligible.
A momentary thing cannot operates for many moments in order to produce an effect

gradually.
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mentary. The non-momentary [or the permanent] indeed means what
operates for many moments ; and how can it be grasped by indeterminate
cognition which lasts only for a moment ? What resided in the past or
will reside in the future does not manifest itself at the present time, for
otherwise it would follow that it belongs to the present. Or it would
follow that the termini of the birth and destruction [of the present thing)
are manifested. Therefore, indeterminate cognition is not able to grasp
a thing which pervades the past and future time3ss.

28.2. Refutation of recognition. (59.3) The same argument serves
to explain that recognition (pratyabhijiiana) is not of the nature of in-
determinate cognition. Indeterminate cognition is indeed [defined as]
intuitive knowledge (saksatkari jhanam) ; and what resided in the past
is not to be put before the eyes, but only to be remembered. Indetermi-
nate cognition, on the other hand, is not of the nature of remembrance
(smrii).

The following objection may be raised : “While remembrance is that
which does not intuit the present state of a thing, how can that [recogni-
tion] which is intent upon intuiting it [=the present state] be called
remembrance ? Regarding this, Kumarilabhatta said : 35°

Remembrance takes place in the form ‘[I remember] that’, pertain-

ing only to what has been cognized before; recognition, on the

other hand, is in the form ‘This is the same as that’, and is quite
different [from remembrance]”. | |

[The Author :] If so, recognition would have a twofold nature, that
of remembrance and that of grasping, and is not of the nature of grasp-
ing alone, since what is remembered cannot be grasped and what is
grasped cannot be remembered. However, it is impossible that there
are remembrance and grasping in one cognition, because these two are
incompatible with each other. No sane person can contend that we grasp
(a thing] by the same function of [ knowledge] by which we remember ; 360

358. M piurvaparakalavyaptam artham, but G -vyaptim, with which T (sna ma dan phyi
mahi dus la khyab pahi don) agrees.

359. This verse is not found in SV, but in TS v. 453 : parvapramitamdtire hi jiyate sa
i smytih, sa evdyam itiyam tu pratyabhijfia’tirekini. TSP ascribes the opinion to Kumirila.

360. M yena hi svarupena (G rupena) smaranam na tena svaripena (G ripena) graha-
nam ity anunmattena (G inserts here na) S$akyate vaktum. T omits the first nz and retains
the second, which is most intelligible.
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and if you say that grasping is made by a function different [from that
of remembrance], there cannot be both remembrance and grasping in
one [cognition]*¥. Even if this [possibility] were admitted, it would
mean that {the knowledge] has at the same time the nature of pratyaksa
and that of non-pratyaksa, and not that it is only of the nature of
pratyaksa, for pratyaksa cannot occur in an object which is being re-
membered®®2. Therefore, the knowledge of [the so-called] recognition is
simply erroneous, because it has no proper object. [Our argument may be
formulated into] the following syllogism :

The knowledge of recognition has in reality not a single object as in

the case of grass which, having been once cut, grows again ;

“This blue [thing] is the same as that’ is the knowledge of recogni-

tion ;

[Therefore, it has not a single object].

This is a negative inference derived from the cognition of what is
pervaded by a thing incomptible with the denied object (viruddhavyapto-
palabdhi). Since oneness and plurality are incompatible with each other,
two perceptions respectively pertaining to the one and the other are also
mutually incompatible. Thus, the knowledge of recognition is pervaded
by ‘having plural objects’ which is incompatible with ‘having a single
object’, as the logic explained above shows. Accordingly recognition does
not sublate our inference of momentariness.

(60.6) Again, it cannot be contended that [recognition] pertains to a
single object because, when hair and other things are recognized, it has the
universal [of hair etc.] as object. For in fact it is only particular hairs
that are recognized. If, on the contrary, a universal is recognized, we
would [acquire the knowledge that] this hair-ness is the same as that,
and not that this hair is the same as that [as we actually recognize].
Therefore, when one object is concerned, the occurrence of the knowledge
of recognition, be it successive or simultaneous, is incongruent; and you

361. M rapantarena caikasya smaranagrahane na sygtam, but G ripantarena grahane na
ekasya smaranagrahane syitam ; T seems to read rapantarena grahanena. 1 follow G.

362. 1 follow G : bhdve'pi pratyaksdpratyaksatvasm syat, na tu pratyaksatvam eva, smarya-
mane pratyaksayogat. M : bhave’ pi pratyaksapratyakse syitam, na tu smaryamane partyaksam
eva, pratyaksdyogat ; T agrees with M, though it has pratyaksapratyakse for pratyaksapra-
by mistake. M and T may be understood as meaning‘... and not that there is only praty-
aksa when an object is being remembered, since this cannot be pratyaksa”.

— 133 —



should not suspect the possibility of [the probans of our inference] being
incompatible or inconclusive. Nor can you say that the very recognition
determines the singleness of the object, since it is just the object of the
present examination. Thus, it has been settled that there is no permanent
agent36s,

28.3. Karman or the mind is the sole cause of the world. (60.12)
[The Opponent : ] “If the permanent agent is not the [supreme] cause
of the world, what then is the cause of it?”

[ The Author : ] Actions of sentient beings, called good or evil, [form
the instrumental cause of the world,] as is said [in the following]364 :

The mind alone produces the world of sentient beings as well as

that of inanimate things in all their various aspects ;

for all the universe is said to have been produced by actions, and no

actions are possible apart from the mind.

Employing the view?% of the Vaibhasika school the omniscient Buddha
said : 366

Ether and the two kinds of cessation [i.e. that due to wisdom and

that not due to wisdom’], these three are the non-produced which are

eternal ;

all produced things are momentary, devoid of a@tman, and have no

creator [other than karman].

29. The existence of an omnicient person proved. (61.3) ‘It may
be fitting for you to adduce the words of the omniscient one if and only
if the existence of the latter is established. What proof do you put forward

363. See n. 234 above.

364. sattvalokam atha bhdjanalokan cittam eva racayaty aticitram, karmajawm hi jagad
uktam aSesam karma cittam avadhiya na cdsti. Cf. AK IV, v. 1: karmajam lokavaicitryaim
cetand tatkrtam ca tat, cetand manasam karma tajje vakkayakarmani.

365. M Vaibhasikam asritya ; G=T vaibhisikamatam asritya. The expression of course
means that the Vaibhasika understands the Buddha as teaching the following.

366. akdsam dvau mirodhau ca nityam trayam asawskriam, samskrtam ksanikawm sarvam
atmasinyam akartykam. The first half is omitted in G. The verse is identical with JSS v.
21 (Yamaguchi, 292 : nam mkhah hgog pa ghis dag dan, hdus ma byas gsum po ni rtag,
hdus byas bdag gis kun ston la, byed pa po med skad cig ma.) Cf. AK I, v. 5 ff. : andsrava
margasatyaw trividhaw cdpy asawmskrtam, akasam dvau nivodhau ca tatrékasam andvrtih....
Regarding akartrka, on which Bodhibhadra comments that there is no agent other than
karman, see AbhidharmakoSabhasya ad AK IV, v. 1 (de la Vallée Poussin, IV, 1: Ce n’est
pa Dieu qui la fait intelligemment.., La variété du monde nait des actes des étre vivants.)
Two kinds of nirodha means pratisamkhya- and apratisamkhya-nirodha.



for the existence of an omniscient one ?”’
We answer :
A quality of the mind, when brought about by repeated meditation
which is made ardently, incessantly and for a long time, can be
manifested clearly, as e.g. the figure of a girl [is clearly mani-
fested] to her lover ;
The mental images having the four noble truths as objects are also
the qualities of the mind produced by the practice as described
above ;
[ Therefore, they can be manifested clearly.]
This is an inference formulated with a logical mark of essential identity.
[Regarding this inference] you may not suspect the fallacy of illegitimacy
(asiddha-) either in respect of the locus of % or in respect of % itself.
The p [of this inference, i.e.] the mental images which are brought
under conceptual knowledge and which have the four noble truths as their
objects, and %, a quality of the mind in general, are [real and legitimate]]
since they are both the contents of everyone’s self-consciousness (pratya-
tmavedyatva). Nor is this [ketu] incompatible, because it is present in
a lover as a sapaksa. Nor is it inconclusive, for we can establish by
means of perception and non-perception a universally applicable causal
relation between a mental quality accompanied by repeated meditation,
as cause, and its vivid manifestation as effect, just as between a potter
and a jar ; and once this relation is established, it is also established
that the probans ‘a mental quality accompanied by repeated meditation’
is pervaded by [the probandum] ‘fitness for manifesting itself clearly’3¢’.
[ The procedure of grasping the causal relation in question is as follows : ]

The locus (adhikarana) of the wyapti in question is the figure of a
girl occurring in [the mind of] a man who is in love with her. (1) We
do not see the manifestation [of the figure] before it has become a quality
of [the lover’s] mind through earnest, incessant and prolonged medita-
tion upon it [anupalabdhi No. 17 ; (2) later we come to see the medita-
tion [by him] [#palabdhi No. 27; (3) and then we see the clear manifes-
tation [of her figure] {(#palabdhi No. 3]. Thus the causal relation between
clear manifestation and the mental image produced by repeated medita-

367. M sphu.tapramtibhdsakdrar}avogvatci ; G -karana- ; T gsal bar snan bar byar run ba.
G’s reading is better. Cf. Ratnakirti’s passage in n. 368 below.
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tion is established by three cognitions consisting of perception and non-
perception (trividhapratyaksanupalambha). And from this we know the
universal vyapti [between the probans and the probandum in question].
Therefore, there being no fallacy of inconclusiveness, our ketu is fault-
less?%8,

29.1. Proof of the existence of an all-knowing person. (62.4)3°
(The opponent : ] ““By the inference stated above you may indeed prove
[the possible existence of ] an omniscient being (sarvajia) who is meant
to be a person intuiting the images of the four noble truths, from the
fact that he intuits the images of the four noble truths ; but you cannot
establish one who intuits everything without restriction (avisesena sar-
vadharmasaksatkarin). Therefore, to prove this, you have to state another
inference’’.

[The Author ;] We will answer :

368. This section consists of verbatim citations from RNA 1, 16-21 and 3, 12-19: yo
yah sadaranirantaradirghakalibhyisasahitacetogunah sa sarvah sphutibha@vayogyah, yathd
yuvatyakirah kaminalh purusasya ; yathoktabhyasasahitacetogunas cdmi caturdryasatyavisayda
samkalparidhandm caturdryasalyikaranam cetogunamdtrasya ca hetoh pratydtmavedyatvit,...
na caisa viruddho hetuh, sapakse kaminy akare sambhavat. na cénaikantikah, abhyasasahitace-
togunasphutapratibhasayoh karyakaranayor ghatakumbhakarayor iva sarvopasamhdarena praty-
aksanupalambhatah karyakdranabhavasiddhiv abhyasasahitacetogunatvasya sadhanasya sphuta-
pratibhasakaranayogyataya vyaptisiddheh. tatha hi, vyaptyadhikarane kamaturavarting yuva-
tyakare sadaranirantaradirghakdlabhyasasahitacetogundt parvam anupalabdhih sphutabhasya,
pascad abhyasasamvedanawm sphutdbhasaivedanam iti, trividhapratyaksanupalambhasadhyah
karyakaranabhavah sphutapratibhasabhyisasacivacittGkarayor iyam upapannd sarvopasarmhara-
vati vydaptih. ato’naikdntikatdpy asambhavinity anavadyo hetuh. For trividhapratyaksanupalam-
bha see n. 305.

369. At the beginning of Sarvajfiasiddhi (RNA 1, 9-14) Ratnakirti quotes PV II, v.
33 in which Dharmakirti declares that he means by the supreme source of knowledge one
who knows the truths regarding what are to be abandoned and what are to be acquired
together with their means, but not one who merely knows everything (heyopadeyatattvasya
sabhyupayasya vedakah, yah pramanam asav isto na tu sarvasya vedakah). Ratnakirti calls
this supreme source of knowledge sarvajfia and a knower of everything sarvasarvajiia.
For Buddhists following Dharmakirti sarvajia is more important than sarvasarvajfia. And
Ratnakirti says that his inference beginning with yo yah sddaranirantaradirghakalabhyasa-
sahitacetogunah..., (which Moksakara cites in § 29) is meant for proving sarvajfia, and
not sarvasarvajfia. He continues to say, however, that he will quench the thirsty desire
of common people for the proof of the existence of a sarvasarvaj#ia, and he formulates an
inference proving it in RNA 28, 10 ff. Thus, we have to bear in mind that there are two
kinds of omniscient beings. Moksakara deals with sarvajfia in § 29 and sarvasarvajfia in
$ 29, 1,
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Words agreeing with a proof and having a definite object presuppose
directly or indirectly the knowledge intuiting that object, as e. g.
the words ‘fire burns’;

The words ‘all produced things are momentary’ also agree with a
proof and have definite objects ;

[ Therefore, the words presuppose the knowledge intuiting all things,
i. e. there must be an all-knowing person.]

[This inference] is in content based on the priniciple of causality.

It has not the fallacy of illegitimacy (asiddhi), since we prove the
momentary destruction of all things and accordingly these words are
true. Nor is [the probans] incompatible, since it is present in the sepaksa.
Nor is it inconclusive, since, though words in general may be preceded
by doubt or error, we know by perception and non-perception that the
words agreeing with a proof*”° and having a definite object are directly or
indirectly preceded by the knowledge intuiting that object’”!. If this were
not admitted, all the probans as effect would be annihilated, since even
smoke etc. would not have their cause’’2.

29.2. Proof of the succession of lives. (62.17) The following ob-
jection may be raised : ‘“Conceptual ideas which are meditated upon
would be manifested?’? only after a long time expressible in terms of a
succession of many lives. But what proof do you adduce in order to
establish a succession of lives (bhavaparampara)?”’

We answer :

[A moment of] the mind is necessarily joined together with (prat:-

370. Read pramanasamvadi instead of -samwvadi in M 62, 13.

371. M 62, 15 -pirvakatvena, but G, T -tvam, which is better. Or we may construe
the passage reading vyapteh (M 62, n. 2) so that it may run: ...vacanasya...-tvena...vyapter
upalambhat (we know the vyapti between the words agreeing with a proof and having a
definite object on the one hand and the precedence of the knowledge intuiting that object
on the other.)

372. RNA 28, 11-19: yat pramanasasmwadiniScitirthavacanam tat saksat paramparayi va
tadarthasaksatkarijianapurvakam, yatha dahano dihaka iti vacanam ; pramanasamvadi nis-
citarthavacanam cédam ksanikdh sarvasawmskard ity arthatah karyahetuh. ndsydsiddhih,
sarvabhavaksanabhangaprasidhanad asya vacanasya satydrthatvat. ndpi virodhah, sapakse
bhavat. na cdnaikantikah, vacanamatrasya samiayaviparydsapiurvakatve'pi pramananiScita-
rthavacanasya saksat paramparyema tadarthas@ksatkarijnanapiirvakatvat. anyatha niyame-
na pramanasamvadiyogat.

373. G ...bhavyamanasya samkalparidhatvam sambhivyate, but M=T bhavyasya sarnkalpa-
ridhasya sphutabhatvam sambhavyate.
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samdhatte) another [viz. the next moment of] the mind, as the
present moment of mind;
That belonging to the moment of death is also a [moment of the] mind;
[ Therefore, it necessarily engenders another moment of the mind}374.
[This is an inference] formulated with a logical mark of essential
identity. There is no deviation [from the vydpti of this inference] even
in the case of the last moment of the mind of an arhat (arhaccaramacitia).
For it is known only from a Buddhist tradition (@gama) that (an arhat,
having destroyed all passions, does not receive another life after his
death] ;35 and [some Buddhists are of the opinion that even the last
moment of the mind of an arhat] engenders another mind free from
passions®¢ ; moreover, the probans [of this inference] implies the qualifi-
cation ‘so long as [the mind is accompanied by passions’®’?. Thus is
proved the existence of the future lives. It is commonly said that all
people enter into religious practices (abhyasa) such as austerity, liberality,

374. A similar argument is found in TS v. 1899 and TSP : maranaksanavijhianam svopa-
deyodayaksamam, ragino hinasangatvat piurvavijfianavat tathd. yat sardgaw cittam tat
svopdadeyacittantarodayasamartham sardgatvat purvavasthdcittavat ; sardgam ca wmarana-
cittam iti svabhavahetuh.

In this inference % is not a mind in general, but the mind beset with passions; this
is implied in Moksakara’s inference, since he says: hetoh kleSe satiti viSesandpeksanat.
Mallisena cites this inference of our author for the sake of criticism, ascribing it to
Moksakara (SVM 123, 18-20 : yac ca moksakaraguptena yac cittam tac cittantaram pratisam-
dhatte yathédanimtanam cittam, cittam ca maranakalabhaviti bhavaparamparasiddhaye prama-
nam uktam tad vyartham....

375. Cf. E. Krishnamacharya’s commentary in G 98-99. In TS, the Lokayata formu-
lates a syllogism which denies the next life (TS v. 1863) saying that a mind at death
and beset with desires does not engender another moment of the mind because it is also a
mind at death, just as the last moment of the mind of an arhat. To this replies TS v.
1916, pointing out that the opponent cannot adopt the Buddhist doctrine that the last moment
of the mind of an arhat does not engender another moment of the mind. For if he presupposes
a Buddhist doctrine for his inference, he has to admit another Buddhist doctrine, that of
the next life too. Moksakara’'s expression tasydgamamatrapratitatvdt is too brief to convey
his intention. But probably he means the same as TS, i.e. the doctrine of the last moment
of the mind of an arhat is known to the opponent only by a Buddhist tradition ; so he cannot
points out the vyabhicGra utilizing this theory which is not accepted by himself.

376. TS v. 1917-1918 and TSP say that some of the Mahayana Buddhists, say, the
Madhyamikas, are of the opinion that Buddhas reside neither in nirvéna nor in samsara.
This means that the last moment of the mind of Buddhas engenders another free from
passions.

377. See n. 374 above. M hetoh klese sati visesana-..., but G, T ...kleSe satiti viSesana-....
which is better,
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learning etc. [because of the impressions caused by their practices in former
lives. And in order to establish this, we will formulate a proof :

Every [moment of the] mind is preceded by another [ moment of

the] mind, as the present moment of the mind;

That belonging to the time of birth is also a [moment of the] mind;

[ Therefore, it is also preceded by another, viz. a past mind].
This inference is based on a logical mark as effect?’s.

30. The doctrine of the Vaibhasika. (60.10) [The opponent : 7]
“Is emancipation not possible by intuiting the truth? And the truth is
unique as [Dharmakirti himself] says :

Emancipation is [accomplished by seeing emptiness ;

all other religious practices are for that purpose’’®.
How then can there be two kinds of omniscient beings [i. e. sarvajita and
sarvasarvajna] and also different schools among Buddhists ?”’

{The author : ] This is not to be confuted, because the Blessed One
[or the Buddha] taught all these [different doctrines] in order to introduce
sentient beings [of different capacities] into truths. Thus, the Vaibhasika
holds :

Ether and two kinds of cessation, these three are the non-produced

which are eternal ;

All produced things are momentary, devoid of atman, and have no

creator [other than karman’]38.

381---[ Although the knowledge born out of sense-organs has not the
form [of atoms], the assemblage of atoms appears as an existent.] --.38!

31. The doctrine of the Sautrantika. (63.17) The Sautrantika holds
the following theory : All that is manifested in the form of blue etc. is
knowledge, and not an external object (dahyo’rthah), since an insentient

378. TS v. 1897 : tasmat tatrédivijfianam svopadanabalodbhavam ; vijhanatvadihetubhya
idanimtanacittavat, and TSP.

379. PV II, v. 254 : sqa (=samskaraduhkhatdl ca nak pratyayotpattih sa nairatmyadyg-
asrayah, muktis tu Sunyatadystes tadarthah Sesabhavanah. Our text seems to cite the last
half of this verse. M as well as G has muktis tu Sunyatadystis tadarthdsesabhavand, but T
(ston pa #id Ita bas grol bar hgyur, bsgoms pa lhag ma de don yin) agrees with PV.

380. See n. 366.

381. This verse which is found only in T is also identical in sense with the first half
of JSS v. 22 (Yamaguchi, 292) : mig las skye blo rnam wmed cin, mnon sum rig pa rdul gyi
tshogs, blo dan ses bya kha che yi, bye brag smra bahi gsun du bSad. (The last half means :
This is said to be the theory of the wise Vaibhasikas of Kashmir).
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(jada) thing is not able to become visible (prakasae). Concerning this
it is said :

The range of the senses [i.e. the external reality] (indriyagocara)

is not perceptible itself, though it gives rise to the knowledge with

the form of it [or the objective reality }%82.

The author of the [ Pramanavarttika-) Alamkara, [Prajiiakaragupta]
says too :

If a blue thing is perceived, how can it be said to be external [to

the knowledge] ?

If a blue thing is not perceived, how can it be said to be external®s3?

[The opponent : ] ““If that which is visible is none other than know-
ledge, how then do you know that there is an external reality?’’

[The author : ] The proof of an external reality is made through
[the following reasoning] by the method of difference (vyatireka) : Indeed,
forms such as blue do not become visible at every place and every time ;
nor are they possible even when we suppose that they occur only be-
cause of our own material cause (#padana=samanantarapratyaya)?®, since,
if so, it remains inexplicable why they occur pertaining only to a definite
object. Therefore, we can ascertain that there must be, apart from the
immediately preceding moment of our own consciousness (samanantara-
pratyaya), something which is a cause of these [visible forms] and by
virtue of which [the representations of forms] occur only at some place
and sometimes. This ‘something’ is the external reality3ss.

31.1. Refutation of the soul. (64.9) However3®, this external reality

382. svakarajhdnajanaka dy$yd néndriyagocardh. This is identical with JSS v. 23 a-b:
mthon ba dban pohi yul min te, Ses pa rnam pa bcas pa skye (Yamaguchi, 296). T of TBh
translates it : »an rnam can Ses skyed byed pa, dban pohi spyod yul sman run wmin. This
‘verse is quoted in SVM 110, 18, in which -j#iana- is changed into ‘buddhi-.

383. =PVBh 366, 17 (IIl, v. 718) : yadi sawvedyaie nilawm katham bihyam tad ucyate,
na cet samvedyate nilam kathawm bahyawm tad ucyate. Quoted in SVM 110, 20-21.

384. M, G svopadanamdtrabalabhavitve sati; T ran gi iie bar len pa tsam las nes par
snan ba #iid du gyur na yan=svopadanamatrabalapratibhasitve sati.

385. About the sdkdravdda of the Sautrantika see n. 148 above. For a similar and
more detailed description of the epistemology of this school see SDS 33, 220-38, 271.
Jadunatha Sinha gives a good account of it in his Indian Realism Chap. II. Kanakura also
collects and translates into Japanese the accounts of the Sautrantika theory as appear in
non-Buddhist works (E. Kanakura, Gekyo no Bunken ni mieru Kyobu-setsu, Studies in In-
dology and Buddhology, presented in honour of Prof. S. Yamaguchi on the occasion of his
sixtieth birthday, pp. 55-68):

386. G kah punar ; M=T na punar....

— 140 —



is neither a composite whole (avayavin), nor any of quality (guna) and
the other categories conceived by other schools as depending on sub-
stances (dravydsrayin), nor any of the nine kinds of substances including
atoms (paramanu).

Of these, neither quality nor the others [i. e. karman, samanya, and
vsesa) are [the external reality], since their existence is negated through
the negation of the substance [which forms their substratum]. And since
[the relation called] inherence (samavaya) cannot possibly exist when there
is no substance in which [quality etc. is said to] be inherent, we do not
care for a separate criticism of this [inherence] here®’. Substance is of
nine kinds, i. e., earth (prthivi), water (@pas), fire (tejas), air (vayu), ether
(akasa), time (kala), direction (dis), soul (@tman) and mind (manas).

(64.14) Firstly, the following inference may be formulated for the
negation of the soul :

Knowledge which occurs occasionally is necessarily preceded by an

occasionally existent cause, as e. g. the knowledge of lightning.

The consciousness of the self (ahamkarajnana) occurs only occasio-

nally,

[ Therefore, it is preceded by, or has as its object, an occasionally ex-

istent cause, and not a permanent thing such as a soul].
This inference is in sense based on the principle of causality. The pro-
bans has no fallacy of illegitimacy, since the presence of knowledge-ness
[#] in self-consciousness (ahkamkdara), p, is established by perception. Nor
is the qualifier “occasionally existent’ illegitimate, because actually we are
not always conscious of ourselves. It is not incompatible, since we see it
in the sapaksa : nor is it inconclusive, since the vyapti between the occasio-
nally occurring knowledge and the occasionally occurring cause of it is as
well attested by perception and non-perception as that between smoke and
fire. If otherwise occasional knowledge occurs because of a non-occasional
cause, the absurdity would follow that it does not occur because of an
occasional cause. If [you contend that it has] not a definite cause, it is
tantamount to saying that it has no cause at all. If none the less this
inference is said to be inconclusive, even a well known probans such as
smoke [for the proof of fire] would be inconclusive too, because we see
no difference between them. Or, we may say, if the consciousness of the

387. G duasanam api, but M, T taddusanam atra....
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self is preceded by a non-occasional cause, it would occur continually,
which is obviously not the case. For a cause must be by nature function-
ing ; what is not functioning can be called a cause only figuratively ;388
and what is functioning and what is not are not identical. If they were
identical, then even that which is functioning would become that which
is not functioning, since it could have the nature of that [which is not
functioning ?8. Moreover, if the consciousness of the self were [ constant-
ly] produced by a non-occasional cause, other knowledge would necessarily
occur together with it [which is not permissible to the opponent3®’], since
[a non-occasional, or a permanent cause is] a self-contained totality [de-
pending on nothing else] (avyagrasamagrika) [and should occur always].
You may contend that a soul is not the cause, but the object of the con-
sciousness of the self. But we say ‘No’. There cannot be an object [ of
knowledge] which is not a cause [of knowledge], since otherwise every-
thing could be its object (atiprasangat).

31.2. Refutation of ether, time, direction and the mind. (65.13)
As to the problem whether or not®! there is any real entity called ether,
we say there is not. For at a place where there is already a resisting
substance (sapratigham dravyam), ether does not make room [for it];
and at a place where there is nothing, room [for a thing} is made by virtue
of the very absence [without the intervention of ether]. Where then
will ether make room 392 Inasmuch as [the essential function of] ether
is said to consist in making room (avakasaprada), if ether were existent,
there should be room at all times, at all places and by all means ; but
this is not the case. Therefore, we comprehend that there is no ether.
This refutation, however, is made from the standpoint of the Vaibhasika3%.

(66.1) Others [like the Vaisesikas and Naiyayikas] hold that ether
has sound as its quality ; besides, it [ =ether] is said to be a single
entity. [But this is untenable, since] if so, no sounds, depending on
the common substratum, could be heard separately. Thus, a sound sup-

3838. G=T upacarikakaranatvat ; M upacaratah karanatvat.

389. G kurvato'py utpattih, but M=T kurvato’'py akurvadrupipattih.

390. In connection with this, perhaps we should recall NS 1. 1. 16 : yugapajjfiananut-
pattir manaso lingam.

391. M ta ndsti va. ta must be omitted.

392. wvad in M 65, 15 and 16 are omitted in G, T.

393. Read Vaibhasika- instead of vaimasika.
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posed to have occurred at a distant place would be heard as loud as that
at a close place ; or otherwise there should be the necessary corollary3*
that if a distant sound is not heard, a close sound would not be heard
either. Again, direction as well as time is also held to be a single unity.
This entails that the notion of ‘east’” and ‘before’ (parva) as well as
‘west’ and ‘after’ (apara) is impossible. The same logic may be applied
to [the proof that] the mind (manas) cannot be permanent. For, the
present opponent infers the existence of a mind on the ground that
[two or more pieces of ] knowledge do not in reality occur simultaneously
[and that this fact is due to the existence of a separate entity called
mind which mediates between the soul and knowledge**. {But this is
against our experience] for we experience plural knowledge simultaneously
as when we see many girls dancing. And if the mind is permanent39,
then it is not correct to maintain that plural knowledge [ occrus successively].
Therefore there is no mind either.

31.3. Refutation of earth, water, fire and air. (66.10) [The sub-
stances of] earth and the rest are still left [to be examined]. They are
regarded [by the opponent] to be of two kinds according as they are seen
as a composite whole (avayavin) or as the component atoms (paramanu).3%
Of these, a composite whole such as a jar is known to have been made
up of atoms through a definite process of formation beginning with the
combination of two atoms, etc.; but we [have refuted it] saying that the

394. G anaikantikah, but M=T ekantah.

395. See n. 390 above.

396. mityam omitted in G, T. In this case the sentence may be translated : If there
will be a mind, then (the simultaneous occurrence of) plural knowledge [which we ex-
perience, for instance, when seeing dancing girls] will not be possible. Moksakara might
mean this, but if so, the permanency of a mind referred to at 66, 5 would remain unrefu-
ted, though the singleness of it could be refuted. TS v. 632 (uitye tu manasi praptah
bpratyayd yaugapadyatah, tena hetur iha prokto bhavatistavighatakrt) as well as the verses
cited in G 203, 7-11 (of which the source is not mentioned by Krishnamacharya) refutes
the permanency of a mind, saying that if a mind is permanent, plural knowledge would
occur simultaneously. Thus, if we read nityam of M 66, 7 we must understand the sentence
to mean : If a mind is permanent, then plural knowledge would not occur successively ;
or dropping na in M 66, 8 we should read : If a mind is permanent, then plural knowledge
would occur simultaneously, which contradicts your theory.

397. Of the nine substances, the first four, viz. earth, water, fire, and air are perma-
nent when seen as atoms, and impermanent as effects made of atoms; ether, time and
direction are single, permanent and ubiquitous; the soul is permanent and wubiquitous ;
the mind is permanent. Cf. NK 370, 20-23 ; TS v. 550, etc.
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non-perception of that [composite whole] which is [said to be] by nature
perceptible does sublate [its existence].??® [The following objection may
be raised:] ‘- Without the composite whole, how is this [jar] manifested
as a single entity?”’ To this we have already replied [ quoting the verse
of Dharmakirti : 3%

Only parts placed closely [together] are seen as they are, but

another entity which is their possessor and which itself consists

of no parts [i.e. a composite whole] is not apprehended.

[ The opponent :] ‘“ What is meant by the manifestation of parts?”’

[The Sautrantika :7] It is simply the manifestation of atoms, which,
being placed in different directions are piled together (saricita).

[(The opponent:] ““If so, why did Dharmottara say that grossness
(sthaulya) is the quality of the manifested (pratibhasadharma)*® [and not
the quality of the real]?”’

[The Sautrantika :7] The significance of the words is as follows: An
[external] reality (artha) is not known itself, because it is said that the
knowledge of an [external] reality is possible only in the secondary sense.40!
Therefore, this manifestation of blue etc. is perceived as pervading dif-
ferent spots; the very manifestation is none other than the manifestation
of grossness [and there is no separate, gross entity].

(67.2) To the Vaisesikas it is atoms that make up the composite
whole ; according to the theory of the Vaibhasikas, atoms { when united
together] come directly into the range of perception; according to the
Sautrantikas [however, they are not perceptible themselves, but] are just
liable to leave an impress of their own forms (in our knowledge]. But
these atoms are not existent at all according to the theory of the Yoga-
caras.

398. See § 7. 2.

399. See § 7. 2 and n. 140. T tha dad pa thag #e bar gnas pa rnams kyi kho na de lta
de ltar snan ste, de dan (n. dban) ldan pa hgah iig kho na slar yan dbye ba med par rtogs
par hgyur ro. The Tibetan translator seems not to have realised that this is the same
verse as that in M 22, 14 (§ 7.2) where he gives a different translation. In the present
translation he missed out »ne in the last half.

400. pratibhasadharmah sthaulyam, not identified. But a similar passage is found in
DP 43, 8-10: eckajiianagrahyds tathavidhd bahavah paramanavah sthila iti. eko’yam sthila
iti tu tathabhatapratibhasasrayena vyavasthapyamanatvat pratibhisadharma ity ucyate, na
vastudharmah, pratyekam aparisamdpter iti.

401. bhaktawn syad arthavedanam. Not identified.
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32. The doctrine of the Yogacara school. (67.5) [The Yogacarin’s
argument for the refutation of atoms is as follows:] A single atom can
never be established, for when an atom is placed in the middle, surrounded
by [other] atoms existing over, below, and on the four sides of it, it
would necessarily have six parts [thus the argument for the alleged in-
divisibility of an atom falls to the ground]. For [if it is an indivisible
entity] the same atom in the middle which is in contact with another
atom in the front is not able to be in contact with another at the back,
since the former two atoms would necessarily occupy one and the same
spot. 4%2:--In the same way, if the atom at the back is in the same spot
[in which the middle and front atoms are placed], then the middle atom
alone could be in contact with it."**42 Even when there is no direct contact
[between atoms]], if they face each other, it will come to the same thing.
Thus, a bodily object would be reduced to the size of an atom [which is
absurd].

(67.13) Or we can examine the problem as follows : 4°3:--What is visible
cannot consist of one [atom] as is understood by the examination stated
immediately above ;**4%® nor can it consist of many [atoms] since one atom
is not united with another.#* That is to say, if this [atom’] has parts, how
can it be an atom [which must be indivisible]? Or if it has no parts, all
bodily objects, say a mountain or the earth, would be reduced to the size of
an atom, because conjoined atoms, being wholly united, all occupy one and
the same spot. Therefore it is necessary to admit that two atoms [i.e.
that in the front and that at the back] are distinct in existence from each
other. And just as they are [distinct], just so are those conjoined atoms
at the upper, lower, southern and northern part distinct in existence from
one another. Thus, it will be a necessary corollary that an atom is six-
sided (sadamsata), as is said by [Vasubandhu] as follows:

If an atom were conjoined with six other atoms simultaneously, it

would be six-sided ; if six atoms occupied the same spot, a bodily

402. G evam ca sa purvaparamanusahitasvabhdvo' parah paramanum pratydsided yadi so
'pi tatra syat; T de ltar ni rdur phra rab $ar ma dan #ie baki ran bzin de rdur phra rab
ma rtogs pas gal te hgyur na de yan der hgyur vo. Both G and T seem to be defective.
I follow M.

403. Omitted in G.

404. T rdul phra rab kyi (n. inserts chal $as la (p. d. las) rdul phra rab mi dmigs
pahi phyir ro. 1 follow M, G. '
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object would be of the size of an atom.405
And when an atom is not established, a number [of atoms] are also not
established ; thus there are no atoms at all.46

(68.6) [The opponent:] ““If there is no external object, what is this
cognized image (pratibhdsa) related to?”’

[ The Yogacarin : ] The image of our cognition occurs because of our un-
true, latent seeds of representation [which have been stored in subconscious-
ness] since the beginningless past (anadivitathavasana),**” and is seen0s
[as if external], though it has nothing [external] as its object. Thus: the
image of our cognition will have an object only if there existed an external
reality to be referred to. But this [external reality] must be either a com-
posite whole or the accumulated atoms. But both the contentions have
been refuted by the proof contradicting them which we have stated just
above, and have no more reality than a day-lotus in the sky. Concerning
this the following is said:

There is no composite whole, nor are atoms real; the image of
cognition has no object, but resembles experiences in a dream.40?
Knowledge in a dream is known to have no [ external] object; and there
is no difference between the experience in a dream and that in a state of
waking, since both are seen to be the same in every respect. Knowledge,
when it has not acquired a different feature from the knowledge having
no [external] object, is not able to experience what is related to an [ex-
ternal] object. ([This argument may be formulated into the following

405. =Vimsatika, v. 12 : satkena yugapad yogdit paramainoh sadamsatd, sanndm samana-
dedatvat pindah syad anumatrakah.

406. Detailed refutation of paramanu by the Yogacarins is found in various texts siuch
as Vimsatika ; Dignaga’s Alambanapariksavriti ; TS Bahyarthapariksa v. 1967-1998.

407. M=G vitata, but T ji lta ba bzin ma yin pahi=vitatha.

408. G sambhavyate (made possible) ; M=T laksyate.

409. na sann avayavi nama na santi paramanavah, pratibhaso nirdlambah svapnanubha-
vasawmnibhah. The first half is missing in G, T, and M has san ndvayavi which must be
corrected into sann avayavi. The source is not identified, but this verse is again identical
with JSS v. 25 (Yamaguchi, 302) : cha Sas can Zes bya med cin, phra rab rdul rnam med pa
dan, so sor snan ba dmigs med dan, fiams su myon ba rmi lam hdra. Here, however, the
last p@da reads ‘experience resembles a dream’.

410. G dvitiyam ; M dvitiyam jhanam ; T dvitiyam akasake$adarianam. Akd$akeda, a
hair in the sky, is the illusion of a hair floating in the sky seen by a man with diseased eyes,
and is used as a simile of a cognition which occurs without depending on an external
reality.
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syllogism :7]

Knowledge, which is not different from the knowledge having no
[external] object, has no [external] object, as the second cogni-
tion [of a hair in the skyJ]*° is not different from the first cogni-
tion of it.

The knowledge in a state of waking, the present subject of con-
troversy, is not different from the knowledge in a dream [which
has no external object].

[Therefore it has no external object].

(69.2) [The opponent:] “If there is no external thing, then what is

the ultimate reality ?’’41!

[ The Yogacarin:] The ultimate reality is the pure consciousness with-
out manifoldness which is freed from stains beginning with [the bifurca-
tion of] cognitum and cognizer (grahyagrahakadikalankanankitam nispra-
paficavijhanamatram), as is expressed in [the following verse :7]412

Consciousness freed from cognitum and cognizer is the ultimate

reality.

Again, the following is said (by Dharmakirti :J413

[ Excepting knowledge itself ], there is nothing to be experienced by

knowledge, and [likewise] it has no experience other [than self-

experience]; since knowledge is deprived of cognitum and cognizer,

it is illuminated by itself.

The Blessed One said too :414

External objects are not existent as ignorant people imagine; the

mind, urged by the latent seeds of representation, takes the form

of the external thing.

411. M paramarthasat ; G, T sat.

412. grahyagrahakanirmuktam vijianam paramdarthasat. This is identical with JSS v.
26 a-b (Yamaguchi, 302) : gzun dan hdsin pa las grol bahi, rnam Ses dam pahi don du yod.
A very similar verse is found in JNA 435, 9 : grahyagrahakavaidhuryad vijhianam parama-
rthasat, ekinekaviyogena vijhdnasydpi $unyatd.

413. PV III, v. 328 : ndnyo’ nubhdvyas tend [ =jhianend) sti tasya ndnubhavo’ parah, tasya-
pi tulyacodyatvat svayam saiva prakaSate, which is changed by our author into ndnyo
‘nubhavyo buddhydsti tasyd ndnubhavo’parah, grahyagrahakavaidhuryat svayawm saiva pra-
kdsate. This change is followed by Vadirajasari (NVV I, 317, 19), Hemacandra (AYV 111,
1-2), Madhava (SDS 31, 196-197) and Gunaratna (TRD 40, 13-14).

414. bahyo na vidyate hy artho yatha balair vikalpyate, vdsandluthitam cittam artha-
bhasam pravartate. Lankavatarasitra, Nanjio ed. 285, 4-5, where wvasanair luditam is given
for vasanaluthitam.
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32.1. Sakaravada and nirakaravada of the Yogacarins. (69.11) Con-
cerning this point, some [ Yogaciarins, i.e. Sakarajiianavadins ] maintain the
following : All this that is commonly known to be existent as the body or
the object [of its activity] is none other than knowledge. And since this
knowledge is conscious only of itself, we conclude that there is neither
cognitum nor cognizer for anyone ; through logical construction (kalpana),
however, appears the relation of cognitum and cognizer. Therefore, the
truth consists in the knowledge which, though having [various] images
(akara),*'s is freed from the imaginary relation of cognitum and cognizer.

Others [i.e. Nirakarajianavadinah Yogacarinah] however, argue as
follows: The essence of knowledge is not stained by the specks of any
images and resembles a pure crystal [or the clear sky of an autumnal
midday].41®¢ Those images of cognition (akara) are indeed not real and
become perceptible by being shown by nescience (avidyad). Therefore
the cognized is not existent in reality ; and since the cognized is not ex-
istent,4!” the quality of cognizer, which is ascribed to knowledge in relation
to the [cognized]), also does not exist.418

33. The doctrine of the Madhyamika. (69.19) According to the view
of the Madhyamikas, however, even that knowledge [which is admitted
as real by the Yogiacarins] is not in reality existent, since it cannot with-
stand scrutiny. For in the world they say that what is endowed with
independent essence (svabhdva) is ultimately real. But when examined,
that [knowledge] cannot have an independent essence, be this single or
plural [i.e. uniform or variegated],%!9 since it does not withstand the ex-

415. Read sakdram instead of M 69, 15 sakara. This word is missing in G, T, but has
a very important significance.
416. The second simile is found only in T : ston ka dri ma med pahi fiin phyed kyi

nam mkhah lta bu.

417. M, G grahyabhavat ; T rnam pa thams cad du de med pahi phyir=sarvathi tad-
abhavat.

418. See Appendix II.

419. M parvavicarasahatvat ; ‘T geig paham du ma rnam par dpyad pa shar bjod pahi
phyir ro (since we have before stated the examination of singleness and plurality) ; G
omits it totally. The author refers to the negation of the existence of an atom as well
as atoms, which is demonstrated at the beginning of the present section. A more elaborate
argument of the Madhyamika against the existence of cognition is found in PV 1III,
v. 209-210 : citrdvabhasesv arthesu yady ckatvam na yujyate, saiva tavat kathawn buddhir
eka citravabhdsini. idam vastubaliyatawm yad vadanti vipaicitah, yathd yathdrthas cintyante
visiryante tatha iatha. When a controversy as to how cognition which is by nature
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amination which is stated above [regarding atoms]. Concerning this, the

following is said :420
To the wise, that knowledge [which the Vijiianavadins admit as
real] is also not ultimately real, since it, as the sky-lotus, is de-
prived of single or plural essence.

The revered Dharmakirti said too :42!
An essential form by which things are defined does not in truth
exist; because single or plural essence is not present in these
things.

In the same way, the following is said by the author of the [ Pramana-

varttika-] Alamkara [Prajiiakaragupta’:
When neither conceptual knowledge nor the other [i.e. indeter-
minate perception] has validity, who is then to blame even if
everything is shattered ? 422
In the sense of the highest truth, there is no difference between
the fettered and the emancipated, since no difference appears to
those who see that all things are equal.4?

The syllogism [for the proof] also runs as follows:
A thing of which the essential quality is determined neither as

single nor as plural is not ultimately real, as e.g. the sky-lotus;

Knowledge has not an essential quality either single or plural;
[Therefore, it is not ultimately real].

single can grasp its object having plural aspects is going on, the Madhyamika enters into

the arena and argues that after all cognition is not ultimately real because we cannot

determine cognition to be either single or plural, which means it has no svabkdva, and

that therefore the Madhyamika’'s doctrine of universal emptiness is superior to the Vijfia-

navada. The same argument is abbreviated by JianaSrimitra at the beginning of the
 Sakarasiddhisastra (JNA 367, 22-368, 5).

420. néstam tad api dhiranam vijfianam paramdrthikam, ekanekasvabhivena viyogad ga-
gandbjavat. This is again identical with JSS v. 27 (Yamaguchi, 315) : rnam Ses dam pahi
don ldan pa, de yan brtan rnams mi hdod de. gcig dan du mahi ran biin dah, bral phyir
nam mkhahi padma biin.

421. =PV III, v. 360 : bhdvd yena nirdipyante tad rupam ndsti tattvatah, yasmad ekam
anekaw ca ripam tesdm na vidyate. In our text ce and fesam are changed into va and
tesv respectively.

422. =PVBh 382, 24-25 (Ill, v. 107) : yada tu na vikalpasya na cényasya pramanatda, tadd
visiryamane ’pi sarvasmin ko’ paradhyatu.

423. =PVBh 382,8 (IlIl, v. 902) : baddhamuktadibhedo’ pi naivdsti paramdrthatah, bhedo
hi ndvabhaty eva sarvatra samadarsSinam. Moksakara changes naivdsti into ma cdsti. For
baddhamukta, G has bandhamukta- and T buddhasvapna-(sad dan rmi lam sogs).
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This inference is based on the principle of the non-perception of the per-
vader [of the probans] (vyapakanupalabdhi). Firstly, this is not an
illegitimate probans, since it is quite manifest that an essential quality,
single or plural, cannot be possessed by knowledge with an image, just as
it is not by an external thing. For the object, concerning which ordinary
people talk of the external thing, is none other than cognition itself to
those who maintain [that the world is merely] knowledge with various
images (sa@karaviadin). Therefore, the [argument], which, against [the
view of ordinary] people, contradicts externally existent things plays the
same role of a contradictor also concerning the internally existent. A gross
object is not admitted as consisting of one atom or many atoms.?* And this
image which [according to you] consists of knowledge*?®> may be a single
gross image or plural images divisible into many atoms [of knowledgeT;
but in either case you cannot avoid the [same kind of] criticism [as
was] made against the assertion of [the reality of] external objects.

426--+The distinguished Bodhisattva [Séntirakgiw] said in the Ma-
dhyamakalamkara :

If knowledge were admitted [by you to consist of parts]as many

as the number of [its variegated] forms, then it would be difficult

{for you] to avert the same kind of criticism which is made regard-

ing [the reality of] atoms....428

424. M=T...tato yat tasya bahirbhive badhakam tad evintarbhave’ pi badhakam, na hi
sthiilam ekam anekaw ca paraméanurupam apisyate. G tato yat tasya bahirbhdve bhavabadhakan
tad evdntarbhave piti badhakena hi...paramanuripam apophyate. 1 follow M, but G is not
different from it in sense.

425. M vijfiandimakanam ayam akaro, but G, T (rnam par Ses pahi bdag #id du gyur
pahi rnam pa hdi...) vijhanatmaka$ céyam akdro.... The latter reading is definitely better.
About vijlianatmaka- paramanu- and sthila see for instance RNA 123, 4ff.

426. This is inserted between bhinnah and ubhayathipi (M 91, 3) only in T : dbu ma
rgyan du bdag #id chen po bo-dhi-sa-tva yis, ci ste ynam pali grans bzin du rnam par Ses
pa khas len na, de ishe rdul phran hdrar gyur pahi dpyad pa hdi las bzlog par dkah, zes
gsuns so. lyengar gives his own restoration into Skt. in M 93, 13-16, which is not very
faithful to the Tibetan especially in the last half of the verse. The verse is a verbatim
quotation from Madhyamakalamkdarakarika v. 47 (Peking ed. 50, b4). ééntirak§ita’s own
interpretation of it is found in Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, Peking ed. 62, b7-63, ab: gal
te bar med par gnas pahi rdul phra rab kyi fio bo rnams ltar rigs mthun pahi rnam par Ses
pa man po hdi dag kyan hbyuh na, dehi tshe rdul phra rab la dpyad pa ci hdra bas shar
byas pa de hdra ba #iid rnam par Ses pa rnams la yan bzlog par dkah bar hgyur te.... Then
he gives his criticism of atoms which is very similar to the passage we met in M 67,
7-12. 1t is quite likely that this portion is a later interpolation, and so I have translated
it after the present Skt. sentence is finished.
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For that is not [meant merely as] a criticism relating to external
things but also as applicable to what is not [external.}4”

The objection that a contradiction pertaining to a bodily object (miirti)
is not [applicable] to a bodiless [image] consisting of knowledge is also
not cogent. For even knowledge, inasmuch as it is [maintained to be]
endowed with a form, has a shape, since this image pervading a certain
spacet?® is none other than a shape (miirti).

Here ends the chapter ‘Inference for others’ of the Tarkabhasa writ-
ten by the Buddhist monk Moksakaragupta, great doctor‘?® of the monas-
tery of Jagaddhala.+®

By the merit I have gained by writing this Tarkabhasa may all
people in this world attain Buddhahood !

427. The text seems confused here and I follow the amended text of G which reads :
na hi tad bahirbhavanibandhanawm dusanam, yena tadabhdvena bhavet (cf. Suddhipatra in
G, 111). M has: na hi tadvijfiane bahirbhavanibandhanat disana yena tadbhavena bhavet
(Concerning knowledge you cannot put forward a criticism relating to external things,
which is possible only as that relating to external things.) This may be understood as
a part of the objection in M 71, 5-6. T. : gan gi phyir gan gis de yod na yod par hgyur
ba rnam par Ses pa de phyi rol gyi dnos pohi rgyu mishan can (d. p. omit can) ma yin te
could be understood as M.

428. G dedacittanam akaro; T yul la rnam par rgyas pa dan ldan pahi rnam pa..=M
desavitanavan akaro.

429. G mahayati, but M, T mahapandita.

430. G $rimadrajajaddhala ; M, T Srimanmahdjagaddhala.

APPENDIX

Appendix I=n.212. Buddhist logicians set forth various kinds of the classification of nega-
tive inference (cf. the diagram). Dharmakirti himself classified it into four kinds with four
subordinate forms (PV 1, v. 4 and Swavriti), three kinds (HB), and eleven kinds (NB). The
four basic kinds proposed in PV I, v. 4 are :1) viruddhasiddhi=svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi
(illustrated by na SitasparSo ’tragneh) ; 2) viruddhakaryasiddhi= svabhavaviruddhakaryo-
palabdhi (na Sitaspar$o ’tra dhuimat) 5 3) hetvasiddhi=karananupalabdhi (natra dhimo 'nag-
neh) ; 4) drSydtmanor asiddhih=svabhavinupalabdhi (nitra dhimo ’nupalabdheh). However,
in his Swvaevrtti on the same verse Dharmakirti actually enumerated six forms, adding a
derivative form to each 1) and 4), viz., 1a) vydpakaviruddhasiddhi=vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi
(na tudarasparso 'trégneh) ; 4a) vyapakasvabhavisiddhi=vyapakanupalabdhi (ndtra Simsapa
vrksabhavat). Furthermore, in PV I, v. 5 he adds 3a) tadviruddhanimittasyépalabdhih=
karanaviruddhopalabdhi (ndsya romaharsadiviSesah santi sawnihitadahanavisesatvat), and in
the Svavrtti on it he gives 3b) karanaviruddhakaryopalabdhi (6, 15-16 : etena tatkaryad
api tadviruddhakaryabhavagativ uktad veditavya yatha ma romahariadiviSesayuktapurusavan
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ayam pradeso dhamat). Thus he concludes that non-cognition is eightfold .due to the
variety of application or syllogistic argument (6, 18 :....iyam prayogabhedad astadhinupa-
labdhih). These eight formulae correspond in the order of our enumeration to Nos. 5,9, 3, 1,
8, 4, 7, 11 of Moksakara’s classification respectively. It is to be noted that karyanupalabdhi
and its three subordinate forms (Nos. 2, 6, 10, 14 in TBh) are totally missing in PV.

In HB Dharmakirti proposes a classification into three kinds, viz., karananupalabdhi,
vyapakanupalabdhi and svabhavanupalabdhi (HBT 202, 15 ff, : HB Reconstruction, 68, 12-
13). These three formulae form the principle which underlies the classification in PV,
for karananupalabdhi can subsume Nos. 3, 3a, and 3b in PV, wvydpakanupalabdhi Nos. 4a,
la. and svabhavanupalabdhi Nos. 4, 1, and 2. Arcata, when commenting on HB followed
Dharmakirti’s classification into three, but at the same time he enumerates at another
place (6, 5-6) four kinds of anupalabdhi, viz., the above-named three forms of HB with
" viruddhavidhi as the fourth.

In NB Dharmakirti gives more derivative forms than in PV, the total amounting to
11. The three new forms added in NB are : No. 6 viruddhavyaptopalabdhi as a subordinate
form of svabhavanupalabdhi, No. 2 karyinupalabdhi and its derivative No. 7 karyaviruddho-
palabdhi. Karyanupalabdhi appears in NB for the first time ; adding this to the three forms
in HB, we get four forms which seem to offer the basic principle for the classification of
negation. In NB, however, Dharmakirti does not explain his principle, nor does Dharmot-

tara in his com. on NB. ‘
What we have referred to just above form Moksakara’s principle of classification. He

takes up svabhava-, karya-, kdrana- and vyapaka-anupalabdhi as the four basic forms.
Dharmakirti in NB has already given four forms related to svabhava (Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6) and
this suggests that three subordinate forms may be enumerated under each of the four
basic forms, although Dharmakirti himself actually gave only one subordinate form under
karyanupalabdhi, two under kdrananupalabdhi and one under vyapakanupalabdhi. Now
Moksakara formally gives three subordinate forms to each of the four basic forms, adding
as the result five forms which lacked in NB. Thus, the total number becomes 16. TSop
followed TBh in classifying anupalabdhi into 16 forms, though the order of enumeration

is a little different between the two.
Durvekamiéra, the commentator on NBT clearly knew the classification into 16. He

says in DP 124, 15 that negation is to be regarded as of 16 kinds (...sodaSaprakaréti tu
drastavyam) and in DP 140, 10ff. that 11 forms enumerated in NB and NBT are a synec-
doche (upalaksana) since more forms may be added. Saying so, he enumerates three more
forms : vydpakaviruddhakaryopalabdhi (No. 12 of TBh), karyaviruddhakaryopalabdhi (No. 10)
and vyapakaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi (No. 16), illustrating each of them by the same inference
as in TBh. And then, he says (DP 141, 1-2) that there are some people who add ano-
ther two forms, viz. karyaviruddhavyiptopalabdhi (No. 14 of TBh) and karanaviruddhavya-
ptopalabdhi (No. 15), giving again the same illustrations as in TBh. Thus, Durveka
himself classified negation into 14 forms and at the same time knew that the classification
into 16 was made by some people.

The problem is : Who are some people referred to by Durveka? So far as we know,
the classification into 16 forms is clearly described only in TBh and TSop, both of which
seem to be posterior to DP. According to the editor of DP, Durvekamiéra is a pupil of
Jitari, who was a teacher of AtiSa. That is to say, Durveka is a contemporary of Jiiana-
§rimitra, who preceded Moksakara by more than two generations. Therefore, Durvéka
cannot refer to Moksakara as well as Vidyakara$anti, the author of TSop. It is most
likely, therefore, that the classification of negation into 16 kinds existed before Moksakara.
JHianaérimitra mentions vyapakaviruddhakaryopalabdhi, which is admitted by Durveka and
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Classification of anupalabdhi

TBh
1 svabhava-anupalabdhi

5 svabhdva-viruddha-
upalabdhi

9 svabhava-viruddha-
karya-upa.

13 svabhava-viruddha-
vyapta-upa.

2 karya-anupalabdhi

6 karya-viruddha-upa.

10 karya-viruddha-
karya-upa.

14 karya-viruddha-
vyapta-upa.

3 karana-anupalabdhi

7 karana-viruddha-
upa.

11 karana-virudha-
karya-upa.

15 karana-viruddha-
vyapta-upa.

4 vyapaka-anupalabdhi

8 vyapaka-viruddha-
upa.

12 vyapaka-viruddha-
karya-upa.

16 vyapaka-viruddha-
vyapta-upa.

PV

4 dr§yatmanor
asiddhi

1 viruddha-siddhi

2 viruddha-karya-
siddhi

3 hetv-asiddhi

3a tad-viruddha-nimi-
ttasya-upalabdhi

3b karana-viruddha-
karya-upa.

4a vyapaka-svabhava-
asiddhi

la vyapaka-viruddha
siddhi

HB
3 svabhava-anup.

1 karana-anup.

2 vyapaka-anup.

NB ; NBT

1 svabhava-anup.
(s. II, 32)

4 svabhava-viruddha-
upa. (If, 35)

5 viruddha-karya-
-upa. (I, 36)

6 viruddha-vyapta-
upa. (II, 37)

2 karya-anupalabdhi
1, 33)

7 karya-viruddha-
upa. (II, 38)

9 karana-anupa.
a1, 40)

10 karana-viruddha-
upa. (II, 41)

11 karana-viruddha-
karya-upa. (II, 42)

3 vyapaka-anup.
1, 34)

8 vyapaka-viruddha-
upa. (II, 39)

ibid

ibid

ibid

ibid

ibid

ibid

DP

10 karyaviruddha-

karya-upa.

15 karyaviruddha-

ibid
ibid

ibid

vyapta-upa.

16 karanaviruddha-

ibid

ibid

vyapta-upa.

12 vyapakaviruddha-

karya-upa.

14 vyapakaviruddha-

vyapta-upa.

Tsop

16

12

14

10

15

11



corresponds to No. 12 of TBh (cf. JNA 190, 2), and this suggests that Jfianaéri knew
more forms than PV, NB and NBT, and that it is the group of logicians headed by him who
first proposed the classification into 16 kinds. But I cannot produce further evidence for it.

Appendix II=n. 418. A similar description of the sakara- and nirdkara-vijhanavaida of
the Yogacarins appears in Bodhibhadra’s commentary on JSS, Peking ed., 51, b3 ff. which is
translated into Japanese by Yamaguchi (308) : hdir rnal hbyor spyod pa ni rnam pa ghis te,
rnam pa dan bcas pa dan, rnam pa med paho. de la rnam pa dan bcas pa ni slob dpon phyogs
kyi glan po la sogs pa dag gi hdod pa ste, rnam pa gian gyi dban du ston pas ji skad du:
nan gi $es byahi no bo ni, phyi rol ltar nan (snan?) gan yin te, don yin Zes bya ba la sogs
pa ste rnam par Ses pahi tshogs drug tu smra baho. rnam pa de med pa ni slop dpon hphags
pa thogs med la sogs pa ste, de dag rnam pa kun tu brtags pa rab rib can gyi skra Sad la
sogs pa ltar smra bas, don ni don tu grub hgyur na, mi rtog ye Ses med par hgyur, de med
pas na sans rgyas fiid, thob par hthad pa ma yin no. de bzin du, mi rtog ye Ses rgyu ba la,
don kun snan ba med phyir yan, don med khon du chud par bya, de wmed pas na rnam rig
med ces brjod cit, rnam par Ses pahi tshogs brgyad dan, kha cig cig pur smra ba ste. gcig
pu #id ni rnam pa dan bcas pa dag la yan kha cig go.

Tr. : Here the Yogacarins are of two kinds, (those who maintain that knowledge is)
always (endowed] with images (sgkara) and (those who maintain that knowledge in its
absolute state is) without images (nirdkara). Of these, sakara is propounded by Dignaga
and his followers. They teach that the images of cognition belong to the dependent
nature (paratantrasvabhiva), as is said (in the /Tlambanaparik_sd v. 6 as follows) : “The
object of cognition is the same as the internal image which appears as if it were ex-
ternally existent...”” They talk only of six kinds of cognitions. Nirgkara is taught by
Acarya Arya Asanga and his followers. They maintain that the images of cognition
belong to the represented nature (parikalpitasvabhdva) and are [as much false as] the
hair seen by one suffering from partial blindness. It is said (in Mahayanasamgraha, ed.
Lamotte, Chap. II, 14b. ¢=VIIIL, 20. cJ: “If the object of cognition is established as an
external reality there would not be non-conceptual knowledge (nirvikalpakajiiana) ; with-
out it Buddhahood cannot be attained’”’. And again (Mahgyanasamgraha, Chap. 11, 14b. f=
VIII, 20. f] : ‘““Where non-conceptual knowledge occurs, all objects never appear; there-
fore one must understand the non-existence of the object. Since it is not existent, the
content of cognition is also not existent’’. They talk of eight kinds of cognition; but
some say there is only one kind (of cognition]. This theory of one kind [of cognition] is
maintained also by some of the Sakaravadins.

In continuation to n. 148 above, I will give here a brief description of the development
of the sikara- and nirdkara-vada in Mahayana Buddhism. According to Ratnakarasanti
(see the quotation from his Praj#idaparamitopadeia below), the Madhyamikas as well as the
Yogacarins are each divided into two groups, one maintaining s@kdravdda and the other
holding nirakaravada. But the most imoprtant development is that among the Yogacarins.
The Sautrantikas thought that what we perceive is not an external reality itself, the
existence of which can be known only by inference, but the impress or image which is
left by the external reality upon our consciousness. The Yogacarins advanced a step
farther and said that the external reality is not existent at all and that the world is none
other than our ideas which are the sole reality. Therefore, to the Yogacarins, the image
of cognition is the representation of our mind : and this necessarily implies that a cogni-
tion is always endowed with an image which is represented by our mind. Thus all the
Yogacarins must be s@karavadins so far as the cognition of common people is concerned.
A problem, however, appears in regard to an emancipated person, who is supposed to
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have acquired nirvikalpakajfidna or non-conceptual, supermundane knowledge. Some
Yogacarins thought that knowledge of an emancipated person is free from the fetter of
cognitum and cognizer and accordingly is clear like a pure crystal without specks. And
they thought this clear, imageless knowledge is the essence of cognition, regarding images
as false, unreal specks born from our wvdsenz. This is the essential of the nirdkarajidana-
vada held by some of the Yogédcarins. But others from the same school criticised this
theory saying that what is not real can be never manifested, since otherwise a sort of the
unfavourable doctrine of asatkhyati would follow. Every cognition, so long as it is know-
ledge, must have an image, and there is no harm in that an emancipated person’s know-
ledge is with an image, if he is freed from conceptual thinking. This is the essential
point of the sgkaraj#ianavada of the Yogacarins.

What I have depicted above is the fairly later aspect of the controversy regarding
sakara and nirakdra, and must have been developed after Dharmakirti and reached its
final phase at the time of Ratnakarasanti and Jfiana$rimitra. JHianaérimitra, a sdkara-
vadin, owes much of his theory to Prajfiakaragupta and Dharmakirti, while Ratnakarasanti,
a nirakaravadin, seems to be akin to ééntirak§ita. We are not sure of characteristics of the
controversy before Dharmakirti. In various places of his books, however, Yamaguchi says
that Dignaga, Dharmapila, Dharmakirti, etc. represented the sqkdravida, and Gunamati,
Sthiramati, etc. the nirgkdravida. His opinion seems to be mainly based on the above pass-
age of Bodhibhadra’s and Hsilan-chuang’s description of different theories of the Vijfianava-
dins in the Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi with K’uei-chi’s com. As well known, however, the in-
formation given by this Chinese source is not always parallel with what we know from
Sanskrit and Tibetan sources such as the writings of Sthiramati, and it must be accepted
only with reserves. None the less, I think that the controversy ascribed to Dharmapala and
Sthiramati by the Chinese tradition is equivalent in principle to the controversy of sikira
and nirgkara that is known from Sanskrit sources. As for the difference between Dharma-
pala and Sthiramati as informed of by Hsiian-chuang and his direct disciple, Frauwallner
gives the best survey.

Die Philosophie des Buddhismus, S. 396-397 : Die folgende Ubersetzungsprobe behandelt
...die Lehre von den Teilen des Erkennens. Uber diesen Gegenstand herrschten nach den
Mitteilungen Hiuan-Tsangs die verschiedensten Ansichten. Teilweise hielt man an der
Auffassung Vasubandhus fest, nach der im Erkennen das Bild des Objektes erscheint, ohne
dass ausdriicklich Teile unterschieden wiirden. Meist nahm man nach dem Vorgang
Dignagas drei Teile an. Das war auch die Ansicht Sthiramatis. Dharmapala fiigte
schliesslich noch einen vierten Teil hinzu. Der Gegensatz zwischen Sthiramati und Dha-
rmapala beruht aber auf diesem Gebiet weniger auf der Zahl der angenommenen Teile,
sondern auf folgendem. Nach Sthiramati ist nur der Bewusstseinsteil (svasamvedana-bhiga)
wirklich, der Bild- (grahya-) und Blickteil (grahaka-bhiga) ist bloss Vorstellung. Nach
Dharmapala sind alle Teile wirklich. Diese Meinungsverschiedenheit hat ihre tieferen
Griinde. Sthiramati folgt ndmlich der Ansicht Maitreyanathas und Vasubandhus, nach der
jedes Erkennen Vorstellung ist. Infolgedessen gehdrt der Bild- und Blickteil jedes Erken-
nens dem vorgestellten Wesen (parikalpitah svabhavah) an und ist unwirklich. Nur der
Bewusstseinsteil fallt ins Bereich des abhingigen Wesens (paratantrah svabhavak) und ist
wirklich. Dharmapala greift dagegen den Gedanken Asangas auf, dass die Vorstellung
nur dem Denken zukommt, und fiihrt ihn, vielleicht im Anschluss an Dignaga, weiter aus.
Fiir ihn umfasst das vorgestellte Wesen daher nur die Beschaffenheit, welche vom Denk-
erkennen (manovijfianam) und vom Denken (manah) den Gegenstinden der iibrigen Form-
en des Erkennens zugeschrieben wird. Der Bild- und Blickteil aller dieser Erkenntnis-
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formen zihlt jedoch zum abhingigen Wesen und ist wirklich. Fiir Sthiramati ist somit
die ganze Erscheinungswelt blosse Vorstellung. Fiir Dharmapila kommt ihr Wirklichkeit
zu, nur handelt es sich nach seiner Lehre um keine Aussenwelt, sondern bloss um Er-
scheinungsformen des Erkennens. Auch in der Erldsungslehre wirkt sich diese Meinungs-
verschiedenheit aus, wobei sich wieder der Anschluss an Maitreyanatha und Asafnga zeigt.
Fiir Sthiramati verschwindet bei der Erlésung im Zusammenhang mit der Umgestaltung der
Grundlage (d@$rayaparavritih) jedes Erkennen, da es blosse Vorstellung ist, und nur die Soheit
bleibt bestehen. Nach Dharmapala erfahren simtliche Formen des Erkennens eine Umge-
staltung, bestehen aber auch beim Erlésten weiter.

Frauwallner’s opinion that the origine of Dharmapala’s theory is traced back to Asanga
is different from the description of Bodhibhadra who ascribes the nirgkaravada to the same
Asanga, if Dharmapala is accepted as a genuine sdkdravadin. Apart from the controversy
of early Yogicarins, Jiiana$rimitra and Ratnakirti represent the s@kdravida while Ratna-
karasanti the nirakdaravada in the latest stage of Indian Yogacara school- in this connection
it is interesting to remember that Jfianasri and Ratnakara held different opinions also on
bahir- and antar-vyaptivada, which may suggest opposition in general between these two
great scholars. Fortunately, the controversy between Jianaéri and Ratnakara is attested
by rich materials. ‘

PPU, 161, a5-161, b4 : de bas na chos thams cad sems tsam dan, rnam par Ses pa tsam
dan, gsal ba tsam yin pas rnam par rig pahi gzun ba phyi rol gyi don yod pa ma yin pas,
rmam par rig pa rnams kyan hdsin pahi ran bizin du yod pa ma yin te. hdi ghis wi yid kyi
mnon par brjod pahi phyir chos thams cad kyi kun brtags pahi ran biin yin no. gan la brtags
$e na, don med par yan kun tu brtags pahi no bo #iid la mnon par Zen pahi bag chags las
skyes pahi don du snan bahi yan dag pa ma yin pahi kun tu rtog paho. yan dag pa ma yin
pahi kun tu rtog pa de ni chos rnams kyi gian gyi dban gi o bo #id dan hkhrul pa dan,
phyin ci log dan, log pahi Ses pa yan yin mo. hdi ltar dehi gzun ba dan hdsin pahi rnam pa
ni hkhrul pa dan bslad pahi dban hbah zig gis sman bas brdsun pahi phyir, yan dag pa ma
yin pahi kun tu rtog pa de la de skad ces bya ste, dehi ran biin de ni yan dag pa ma yin
paho. yan dag pa #id gan yin ze na, gsal ba tsam mo. de #id kyis na rnam pa de ni hkhrul
pahi mtshan ma dan, spros pahi mishan ma ies bya bar brjod de, hkhrul pahi dmigs pa yin
pahi phyir ro. ghiis kyi mishan zes kyan bya ste, giiis ltar snan bahi phyir ro. spros pahi
mtshan med (Read ma) thams cad hjig rten las hdas pahi ye Ses la hgag par hgyur la, des
na de ni ma hkhrul pa dan yan dag pahi ye Ses su yan dag brjod do. de #id kyi phyir de
yan yons su grub pahi no bo #id yin te.

Tr.: Therefore, all things are the mere mind, the mere knowledge and the mere ill-
umination. An external reality which is said to be grasped by cognition is not exist-
ent; and accordingly the cognition is also not existent as having the nature of cognizer.
These two [(i.e. cognitum and cognizer] are the expression (abhilipa) of the thinking
(manas) and as such belong to the represented nature (parikalpitasvabhava) of things.
Where are they represented? [They are represented in) the wrong representation (abhii-
taparikalpa) which appears pretending to be external things and which is born from the
latent seeds of representation (v@sani), which are attached to [constructing] represented
images where there are no (external] realities. This abhitaparikalpa is the dependent
nature (paratantrasvabhdva) of things, and is false, perverted and erroneous knowledge.
For its aspects of cognitum and cognizer are both unreal, since they appear only because of
falsity (bhranti) and confusion (viplava). This is why it is said that (the two are re-
presented] in the wrong representation. Their nature is not real. What then is reality?
The pure illumination (prakdsamaira) alone is real. Thus, it is said, the images (gkdra)
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Cof cognition) are marked by falsity (bhrantinimitta), marked by manifoldness (prapadica-
mimitta). It is because they are objects of false [cognition). They are also called twofold
form, because they appear as two (i.e. cognitum and cognizer). All manifold marks
are destroyed when one gets supermundane knowledge (lokottarajiiana). So this is rightly
called real knowledge. This is the very reason why it is the accomplished nature (parini-
spannasvabhava).

ibid. 167, b8-168, a3: sion po la sogs pa de gsal bzin pa yin yan gnod pa yod pahi
bhyir brdsun pa yan gurb po. de brdsun par grub pas na dehi bdag #id de yan brdsun par
grub po. yan gsal ba de rigs pa ni hkhrul pa dah bral bas mnon sum yin pahi phyir dnos
po fid du grub pa yin te. gah gi phyir gsal ba ni gsal ba #id kyis ghug mahi ran bizin yin
te, gan gi myon ba hdi hkhrul par hjog pahi bslad pas biag pa med pahi phyir ro. yah shon
po la sogs pahi rah biin yin pahi phyir bslad pas byas par hgyur la, de ltar gyur bas na de
myon ba yan hkhrul par hgyur ro. de bas na sion po la sogs pa la ni gnod pa hjug pahi
skabs yod kyi gsal ba la ni ma yin no.

Tr.: (Represented images) such as a blue thing etc, though they are being manifested,
are proved to be unreal (alika), since they are contradicted [by another cognition). Since
they are proved to be unreal, their substratum itself is proved to be unreal. However,
the consciousness of illumination (prakdsa) itself is directly intuited as free from falsity,
and accordingly is established as real. For illumination has as its inborn nature illuminat-
ing function, and cannot be approached by confusion (viplavopanita), so that the conscious-
ness of it might be false. On the other hand, blue is another thing (different from the
illumination itself]J, and can be approached by confusion; therefore, the knowledge of it
may be false. Thus, there may be occasions in which {the knowledge of) blue, etc. is
[negated] by another contradicting cognition, but it cannot happen in the case of the
illumination itself.

This passage of Ratnakara is cited as a purvapaksa by Jiianasrimitra in JNA 368, 6-10,
though the Tib. translation deviates from the Skt. from time to time: bhavatv akdaranam
badhanad alikatvam, prakaSamatram tu salyam amndayah, taddtmavedanasya bhrantatvayogena
pratyaksatvat. prakdsasya prakdsa eva nijam riupam iti na tat tasya viplavopanitam, yena
tadvedanam bhrantih syat. nilaw tu rapantaratvat viplavopanitam api syad iti syat tadvedanam
bhrantih. tato’sti nilddau badhakasydvataro na prakdse. . . .

PPU Peking ed., 168, adff.: rnal hbyor spyod pa pa dan, dbu ma pa Ses pa rnam pa
dan bcas par smra ba kha cig na re, snon po dan gsal ba dag brdsun pa dan brdsun pa ma
yin par gyur na, chos hgal ba fiid kyis na dehi bdag tu hthad par mi hgyur la, dehi bdag
#id ma yin na yan snon po la sogs pa gsal bar mi hgyur na shon po la sogs pa ni gsal ba
yin te. sgro (ma) btags pahi dnos por gyur pahi gsal ba las gian ma yin pahi phyir shon
po la sogs pa ni sgro ma btags pahi dnos por gyur ba yin Zes zer te. de dag gi ltar na gsal
ba thams cad phyin ci ma log pahi ran gi no bo myon bahi phyir, thams cad hkhrul pa med
par hgyur ro. des ma sems can thams cad rtag tu grol bar hgyur la, rtag tu yan dag par
rdsogs pahi sans rgyas #id du hgyur vo. ...

Tr.: Some of the sdkdrajhanavadins of the Yogacara and the Madhyamika school say
as follows: ‘U (as the nirgkdravadin maintains, the image of cognition] such as blue is
unreal and the illumination (of cognition] is real, they, being incompatible entities, could
not be identical ; and if [blue] would not be identical with the illumination, blue could not
be illuminated (i.e. could not become visible]. But it is a fact that blue is seen. Then,
(i.e. if they were identical] blue, etc. would not be imagined things, since it is not different
from the illumination which is not imaginary.”” (Answer) If it is as they say, all cognitions
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would know the corret nature C(of things); this would result in that there are no false
cognitions at all. Thus, all people would be always emancipated, i.e. all would be per-
fectly enlightened ones....

This discussion continues longer, and the Sanskrit parallel to the portion of the an-
swer is found in JNA 387, 823 and RNA 129, 1-12: tathd hi sarvair eva prakidsair avi-
paritarthasvaripasamvedanad bhranter atyantam abhavalh syat, tata$ ca sarvasattvah sadaiva
samyaksambuddha bhaveyuh.... 1 refrain from quoting farther, though parallels may be in-
creased more, since this is not a place to enter into a detailed account of the controversy.
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sautrantikena pratyaksa- n. 148
-sthiter anyadhiyo gateh n. 28
spastam evivabhasate n. 119
svapnanubhavasarhnibhah n. 409
svabhavah kevalo’tha va n. 236
svabhavad va niyamakat n. 270
svabhavenéndriyadivat n. 345
svayarh saiva prakasate n. 413
svariipam ca na $abdarthas n. 117
svartiipasydvikalpatvat n. 117
svaripe sarvam abhrantam n. 118
svasamvittir akalpika n. 90
svasamvedyo hy aharhkaras n. 324
svakarajianajanaka n. 382
svadrstir vyabhicarini n. 282
svopadanabalodbhavam n. 378
svopadeyodayaksamam n. 374
hetutvam eva yuktijfia n. 74
hetudharmanumanena n. 191
hetuna yah samagrena n. 214
heyopadeyatattvasya n. 369
heyopadeyavastuni n. 21
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2. Technical Terms

akartrka n. 275, 366

akramikaryakaritva n. 309

aksanika n. 309, 357

agrhitaviSesanabuddhi n. 106

acikitsya n. 126

atidesa n. 49

atideSavakyarthasmarana §4.3

atideSasmarana n. 54

atiprasanga $5, 7.2, 25, 31.1: n. 260, 274,
275

atyantayogavyavaccheda n. 132

adarSanamatra §20.2.2; n. 282, 288

adosodbhavana §20.2.3: n. 288

adhikarana §29, 6.3.1

adhyaksa n. 117

adhyavasdya §2.2, 6.3.1, 7.1.3, 16.2, 26;
n. 12, 88, 123, 137, 339

adhyavaseya §7.1.1; n. 133, 135

anadhigatarthagantr n. 8

anavasthi §4.2; n. 40

anavasthaprasafnga n. 55

anakaravadin n. 148

anadivitathavasana §32

anirbhasajiianavada n. 148

anistapadana §24

anistha n. 8, 104

anupalabdhi §11, 29; n. 62, 184, 198, 202,
204, 205

anupalabdhiprayoga n. 253

anupalabdher vaidharmyavan prayogah
§19.1

anupalabdher sadharmyavan prayogah §19

anupalambha §$4.1; n. 201, 259

anubhavasiddha §6.3.1

anumina §3, 9; n. 110

anumeya  $9.1, 10; n. 153, 154, 156, 157,
159, 162, 185

anumeye’stita n. 159

anuyayin §27

anekavyaktisamaveta §27

anaikantika (-ta,-tva) §10.2.4, 20.1, 20.2.5,
23, 25, 25.2; n. 258, 290, 350, 368, 372

anaikantikahetu n. 316

antarjalpa §5, 13.1

antarvyapti n. 301, 418 (p. 156)

antyadasaprapta §13.5

andhabadhiradyabhavacodya n. 92

anyathanupapatti §27

anyayogavyavaccheda §7.1; n. 132, 133,
162, 169

anyavyavrtti §26

anyavyavrttimatra n. 333, 335

anyapodha n. 338

anyapoha n. 338

anyapohavisisto vidhih n. 335

anyopaladhi n. 62, 204

anvaya $4.2, 10.1, 10.3, 14, 21: n.
300

anvayaprayoga $10.3

apirvagocara §1, 2.5; n. 4, 8

apoha $26, 27: n. 106, 132, 197, 333,
335, 338

apohana §26.

apohavisisto vidhih §26

apratibaddhasimarthya $13.5; n. 214,
222, 227

apratisamkhyanirodha n. 366

apratyaksopalambha n. 106, 115

aprasiddhopalambha n. 115

abhava  §4, 4.5, 13.1:; n. 27, 61, 65,
203, 205

abhiavavyavahara $13.1; n. 201, 204,
211

abhinnaviSesana n. 236

abhipraya n. 187

abhilipa n. 418 (p. 156)

abhilapasamsargayogya n. 67

abhiitaparikalpa n. 418 (p. 156)

abheda §16.2

abhyisa §29.2

abhyupaya n. 369

abhranta §5, 5.1; n. 66, 85, 118

ayogavyavaccheda §7.1; n. 132, 133,
169

arthakriya n. 3, 15, 16, 345

arthakriyakaritva §24.1; n. 309, 310

arthakriyasamarthya n. 309

arthakriyasthiti $2.3; n. 13

arthadharma §27

arthamatragrahin n. 98

arthaviSesadarSana n. 98

arthasaksatkaritva n. 75

arthasariipya n. 145, 148

arthapatti $4, 4.4, 26; n. 59, 60

arthabhasa n. 414

arhaccaramacitta $29.2

alika n. 418 (p. 157)

alaukikapratyaksa n. 259

avakasaprada 331.2

avayava n. 186
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avayavidravya 8$7.2

avayavin $19, 31.1, 31.3; n. 409

avikalpa n. 88

avikalpatva n. 117

avidya §6.3.1, 16.2, 32.1; n. 137

avinibhiava $9.1; n. 248

avinabhavaniyama n. 270

avisamvadaka, -tva $1, 2.2, 4.2: n. 6, 85

avisammvadana n. 13, 16

avisarhvadi n. 16

avisamvadi jianam n. 6

avyagrasamagrika §$31.1

avyatiriktaviSesana n. 236

avyabhicara n. 156

avyavaharitva $6.1

astadhdnupalabdhi n. 212

asamskrta n. 366

asajjfidnaSabdavyavahara n. 204

asatkhyati n. 418 (p. 155)

asattva $10.2.1, 10.2.3, 10.2.5

asadvyavaharayogyatva §13.2, 13.5

asadvyavaharavisaya n. 250

asapaksa n. 165, 171, 172

asamavyapti n. 169

asaddhdarana $10, 23; n. 129

asadharanakidrana §6

asadharanahetu n. 87a, 162

asadharananaikantika §23; n. 162, 301

asiddha §10, 20.1, 25, 25.2, 27, 29, 29.1;
n. 58, 258, 304

asiddhahetu n. 316

asiddhi n. 313, 368, 372

asiddho hetuh n. 32

ahamkara §31.1; n. 324

aharmkarajfiana §31.1

ahampratyaya §25.1

akara $32.1; n. 425

akarasahita buddhih n. 148

akasa $31.1; n. 257, 366

akadake$a n. 410

agama §$6.1, 29.2

atman $6.3.1, 25.1, 28.3, 30, 31.1; n. 321,
324, 345, 357

atmasarnhvitti n. 101

atmasarmvedana n. 96

atmiya §6.3.1

atmopacara n. 326

apas $§31.1

aptatva §4.2.1

aptopadeéa n. 44, 54

alocanajfidna $5; n. 70

aérayaparavrtti n. 418 (p. 156)

ASrayasiddhahetu §25.1

aérayasiddhi n. 319

indriva $3; 35, 87a, 259, 345

indriyagocara $§31; n. 382

indriyajfiana §6; n. 87a, 90

indriyapratyaksa n. 137, 259, 289

indriyavijiana n. 88, 92

i§vara $20.1; n. 355

udaharana n. 186

upakarana n. 294

upakaryopakarakatva $8.2

upakidryopakarakabhiava §6.2

upagama n. 263

upacara $9, 14; n. 152

upanaya $11.2; n. 186

upabhoga n. 294

upabhogayatana §25.1; n. 326 ,

upamana $4, 4.3; n. 49, 52, 54, 55, 58

upalaksana n. 212

upalabdhamanadharmatva n. 202

upalabdhi $29; n. 205

upalabdhilaksanaprapta §13, 13.3; n. 198,
200, 213, 250, 253, 259, 351

upalabhyamanadharmatva n. 202

upadana $6.1, 31: n. 294

upadanakarana n. 192

upadanadyabhijfatva §20.2.5

upadanabhijiiakartr n. 258

upadhi §20.2.1; n. 236, 270, 271, 274

upadhibheda n. 241

upadhibhedapeksa n. 236

upadhirahita n. 259

upadhiviraha n. 259

ubhayasiddha n. 160, 330

usmagata n. 119

ardhva n. 137

trdhvatalaksana §7.1.2

ekajiianasamsarga n. 199

ekajfianasamsargipadarthopalambha §13

ekajfianasarsargivastuno jidnam $4.5; n.
65

ekavakyata n. 62

ekasamagripratibandha n. 289

ekasamagryadhinatva n. 191

eva $10, 10.1, 10.2.2, 10.2.3, 10.2.5; n. 132,
162, 164, 169

aitihya n. 27

aupadhikasambandha n. 271

kadacitkaryakaritva $§13.5; n. 229

kartr §2.1, 4.3

kartrdharmapaksa §13.2; n. 202

karmakartr n. 103

karmakartrbhava §6.2, 13

karmaja, -tva n. 290, 364

karmadharmapaksa §13.2; n. 202

karman §2.1, 7.2, 28.3, 30, 31.1; n. 290
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kalpana §5, 32.1; n. 67, 75, 117, 119

kalpanajfiana §5

kalpanapodha, -tva $6.3; n. 66, 85

kadacitkakaryotpada §11.3

karana §16.3.3

karanaviruddhakiryopalabdhi §13.5; n. 212,
223

karanaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi
212, 228

karanaviruddhopalabdhi §13.5; n. 212, 219

karananupalabdhi §13.5; n. 204, 212, 215

karane karyopacarah n. 152

karitra n. 276

karya §11, 20.1

karyakaranabhava n. 248, 270, 305, 368

karyatva $20.2.3; n. 258, 262, 269, 275,
290

karyalihga n. 45, 60

karyaviruddhakaryopalabdhi §13.5; n. 212,
222

karyaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi §13.5; n. 212,
227

karyaviruddhopalabdhi §13.5; n. 212, 218

karyahetu $11.3; n. 29, 191, 350, 372

karyahetoh prayogah n. 247, 249

karyahetoh sadharmyavan prayogah §18

karyanupalabdhi §13.5; n. 212, 214

kala §31.1, 8.3

kevala 236

krama §28.1

kramayaugapadya $22: n. 309

kramikaryakaritva n. 309

kramena karyakaranam n. 357

kramotpatti n. 356

kriya $8: n. 17, 62

kriyakarakabhava n. 102

ksanaksayitva §16.1

ksanabhafiga n. 235, 372

ksanika §6.3, 16; n. 309, 310, 357, 366,
372

ksanikatva §2.2, 17, 22; n. 235, 309

ksanti n. 119

ksinadosatva §4.2.1

ksetrajia n. 294

gamaka §11.3

guna §7.2, 311

grhitagrahana n. 8

grhitagrahitva, -ta n. 91, 92

gocara §1

grahana n. 360

grahakabhiga n. 418 (p. 155)

grahya $7.1.1, 7.1.3; n. 133, 134, 135

grahyagrahaka 832

grahyagrahakanirmukta n. 412

§13.5: n.

grahyagrahakavaidhurya n. 412, 413

grahyadharma n. 157

grahyabhiga n. 418 (p. 155)

grahyavaseya n. 133

caksurvijiiina §6.2; n. 95

caturaryasatya $6.3; n. 368

citta $6.2; n. 98, 374, 414

cittacaitta n. 96, 114

cittaikagrata $6.3

citravabhasin n. 419

cetana 321

cetana n. 290, 364

cetas n. 259

cetoguna n. 368

caitasa n. 98

caitta §6.2; n. 98

jada §6.2, 31

jadariopa $4.5; n. 65, 101

janyajanakabhava n. 99

jati §$27; n. 58

jatiprasadhakam anumanam n. 350

jijiasitadharmavisisto dharmi n. 159

jijiasitaviSesa n. 159

jivaccharira n. 307

jivatman n. 324

jfiatata §6.2; n. 106, 111

jilanajanakatva §4.5

jianamatra $4.5

jianaripa n. 65

jianakararpanaksama n. 74

jianabhidhanapravrtti n. 205

jiapaka §$11

tattulya n. 157

tatphalabhoktr §25.1

tadarhéa n. 157

tadutpatti $4.2, 20.2.1, 20.2.3; n. 32, 35

tadutpattipratibandha n. 60

tadutpattisambandha §20.2.1

tadviruddhanimittasydpalabdhih n. 212

tarka n. 313

tadatmatadutpattisambandha n. 284

tadatmya $4.2, 20.2.1, 20.2.3: n. 32, 35

tadatmyatadutpattilaksanapratibandha n.
285

tinanta n. 62

tiryvak n. 137

tiryaglaksanarm simanyam $7.1.2

trsna $6.3.1

tejas §31.1

trirapa n. 183

triripalinga §$9; n. 151, 152, 153

trirapalingakhyana n. 152, 300

triripani lihgani §11

trividhapratyaksanupalambha §11.3, 22, 29;
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n. 368
trividhabhavarasi n. 268
trairtupya n. 102, 188
trairapyabhava n. 312
dis $31.1
duhkha-samudaya-nirodha-marga $6.3
dasana $25; n. 316, 319
dréya §13, 27
dréyaSariravisistabuddhimat § 20.2
dr8yanupalambha
65, 201, 264, 268
dréyavinirbhagavartin n. 289
drstanta §11.2, 20.2.1
drstantadharmin §10.1, 15, 22
deSakialakaraniyata §7; n. 331
deSakalasvabhavaniyama n. 276

desakalasvabhavaviprakrsta n. 65, 209, 271

desakalavasthaniyata n. 339

dravyasrayin §31.1

drastr n. 21

dvesa §£6.3.1

dharma 87 n. 159, 355

dharmadharmisamudaya n. 154

dharmavisisto dharmi n. 159

dharmadharma n. 294

dharmin §3, 9, 9.1, 10, 20, 25.1; n. 159

dharmyasiddhi n., 320

dhi n. 21

naili n. 62, 202

nantariyaka 8§27, 350

nastita’sati n. 157

nigamana $11.2; n. 186

nigrahasthana $20.2.3; n. 287, 288

nipata n. 132

nimittakarana n. 355

niranuyojvanuyoga §20.2.3; n. 287, 288

nirakara n. 148, 418 (p. 154-5)

nirdkarajianavada n. 418 (p. 154-5)

nirakarajiianavadinah yogacarinah §32.1

nirakaravada $32.1

nirdkaravadin n. 148, 418 (p. 157)

nirakaravijianavada n. 418 (p. 154)

nirdtmaka $6.3

nirodha n. 366

nirvana n. 376

nirvikalpaka n. 70, 118

nirvikalpakajiana n. 418 (p. 154-5)

nirvikalpakar jianam §2.5

nirviSesana n. 236

nirviesanasya svabhavahetoh prayogah
$16.3

nirvedhabhagiya n. 119

nivrttimatra §26

nivrttiripo’bhavah n. 65

§$4.3.1, 20.2; n. 29, 58,

nivrttivadin n. 338

nivrttyapohavadin §26

niécitam §10

niscitakartrka §20.1

niScitakartrnivrtti §20.1

nigprapaficavijiana § 32

nairatmyadr$- n. 379

nyayavadin n. 100

nyanata n. 185, 316

paksa §10.1; n. 159, 165, 185, 263, 264

paksadharma n. 132, 154, 157, 159

paksadharmata,-tva §10, 11.1, 11.2, 14,
20.2.5; n. 157, 293

paksadharmin n. 154

paficavidhapratyaksanupalambha § 22

paficaskandha §6.3

padartha $§4.2, 7.2; n. 112, 139

paracitta n. 47, 289

paratantrasvabhiava n. 418 (p. 154-156)

paratah pramanyam §2.4; n. 19

paraminu $31.1, 31.3; n. 257, 294, 400,
402, 405, 406, 409, 424

paramartha n. 54, 103, 289, 423

paramirthatas §8, 8.3

paramarthasat n. 412

paralokapratisedha n. 29

paramarsa $5

pararthanumana §9, 14: n, 152, 185

parikalpitasvabhava n. 418 (p. 154-6)

paricchedakatva $2.6, 4.5

parinispannasvabhava n. 418 (p. 157)

paroksa $£9, 13.5; n. 104, 116

paroksatva §6.2; n. 117

paryudasapratisedha n. 62, 132, 202

paryudasavrtti  §4.5, 13; n. 62, 65, 201,

202

pindavi$istarh sadrSyam §4.3.1; n. 58

pirvavrddhah §10.3; n. 181

prthivi §31.1

prakarsaparyanta n. 119

prakasa §$6.2, 31; n. 114, 418 (p. 157)

prakasatva n. 110, 118

prakdSamitra n. 418 (p. 156-7)

pratijia §11.2; n. 185, 186, 188

pratibandha n. 32, 60, 260

pratibhasa §7.2, 26, 32; n. 32, 75, 409

pratibhasadharma $§31.3; n. 400

pratisedha n. 62

pratisedhamatra n. 201

pratisedhahetu n. 208

pratisedhavadin n. 338

pratisarhkhyanirodha n. 366

pratitaprapana §2.2

pratyaksa §3, 4.1, 28.2
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pratyaksabadhd n. 350

pratyaksanupalambha §18, 22: n. 131, 248,
257, 289, 305, 368

pratyabhijia §16.2, 28.2; n. 359

pratyabhijfiana n. 345

pratyaya $16.3.3; n. 77

pratyatmavedyatva $29; n. 368

prapafica n. 418 (p. 157)

pramana $1, 2, 2.1, 4.1, 8, 8.2, 20.2.1

pramanata n. 21

pramanapaticakabhiava n. 61

pramanaphala §8.2;n.5, 99, 143, 145, 146

pramatr n. 34

pramiti $8; n. 49

prameyatva $20.2, 20.2.3

prayuktabhinnaviSesana §16.3.3; n. 236

prayuktabhinnaviSesanasya svabhavasya
prayogah §16.3.3

prayoga $10.3; n. 32, 185, 212, 232, 233

prayojanabhijiiah karta n. 294

prayojya $2.1

pravrtti §7

pravrttinimitta §3

prasanga $22, 24, 24.1, 24.2, 24.3: n. 32,
65, 226, 302, 309, 310, 315

prasangaviparyaya $§22, 24, 24.1, 302, 309,
310

prasangasadhana n. 226

prasangakhyam sadhanam n. 312

prasanganumana n. 313

prasajyapratisedha §26; n. 62, 132, 181,
202

prasajyaripa $26

prasajyartipo’bhavah §4.5

prasajyavrtti §4.5, 13; n. 65

prasafijana $24

prasiddhakartrka n. 257

prasiddhacetanakartrka n. 257

prakatya §6.2; n. 112, 113

prapakatva n. 9

prapanayogya n. 9

pramanikalokayatra $20.2.1; n. 273, 283

pramanya n. 39, 47

bahirartha n. 32

bahirbhava n. 424

bahirvyapti $22; n. 302, 418 (p. 156)

badhaka §2.4, 20.2.1; n. 418 (p. 157), 424

badhakarh pramanam n. 260

bahyartha n. 289

bahyarthavadin n. 289

bahya- artha- §31; n. 110, 148, 339

buddhimat §20.1; n. 264, 268, 289, 294

buddhimatkartrka §20.1; n. 257

buddhimatkartrpurvaka n. 258

buddhimatptrvaka, -tva n. 258, 290

buddhimanmatrapirvakatva n. 290

buddhimatrasvabhava n. 148

buddhydkara $§26; n. 333

boddhrtva §2.6

phala §$4.3, 8

bhavaparampard $§29.2: n. 374

bhakta §25.1; n. 401

bhavanaprakarsa n. 119

bhavanaprakarsaparyanta §6.3; n. 124

bhavarasi n. 257

bhinnaviSegana n. 236, 242, 244

bhinnaviéesanasya prayogah §16.3.2

bhiatarthabhavana n. 119

bhiiyodar§ana n. 259

bhiiyodar§ananibandhana n. 259

bhiiyodarSanasahaya §20.1; n. 259

bhedavasaya n. 137

bhedaviSesa §27; n. 345, 346

bhoktr n. 321

bhogayatana n. 323

bhranta n. 118

bhrantam jfianam §5.1

bhranti n. 83, 418 (p. 157)

manas $§31.1; n. 259, 345, 390, 418 (p. 155-6)

manaskara n. 345

manovijfiana n. 90, 92, 95, 418 (p. 155)

maranaksanavijiiana n. 374

maranacitta n. 374

mahattva n. 240

mana $3

manasa
259

manasapratyaksa $3, 20.1; n. 19, 259, 324

maianasarn karma n. 364

margasatya n. 366

mithyajfiana n. 85

mukta §6.3.1; n. 423

mukti n. 148, 379

mukhyaropita n. 326

mugdhavastuja n. 70

mirti  § 33

yugapajjiananutpatti n. 390

yoga $6.3

yogavibhaga n. 165

yogijfiana $2.4, 6, 6.3, 6.3.1; n. 19, 93,
119, 124

yogin $6.3; n. 119

yogipratyaksa §3; n. 119

yogyata §4.2; n. 35

rajas $13.1

raga $6.3.1

ridhi §3, 6.1

linga $3, 11; n. 58, 154, 156, 158, 183,

§6, 6.1, 25.1; n. 89, 90, 93, 94,
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390

lingin §3

lanapunarjatakusakesadi §16.2

lokeSa n. vi

lokottarajfiana n. 418 (p. 157)

laukikagradharma n. 119

vastudharma n. 400

vastusadhana n. 208

vakyabheda n. 62

vayu $31.1

vasana n. 414, 418 (p. 156)

vikalpa  §6.3.1, 7.1.1, 26 n. 65, 68, 342,
422

vikalpana n. 117

vikalpajanakatva n. 88

vikalpapratyaya $8; n. 144

vikalpabuddhi n. 196

vikalpotpattidaktimat n. 88

vijativyavrtta n. 333

vijianavada n. 419

vijianatmakaparamanu n. 425

vidhi §26; n. 62, 334, 335

vidhinisedha n. 341, 342

vidhivadin §26; 338

vipaksa $10.1, 10.2, 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.2.4,
10.3, 20.2, 20.2.2, 20.2.3, 22, 23, 25

vipaksaikadesavrtti §$10.2.5; n. 179

viparyaya n. 118, 309

viparyayabadhakapramana n. 301, 302, 304,
310

viparyaye badhakapramana- n. 260

viparyasa §1, 6.3.1

viplava n. 418 (p. 156)

viplavopanita n. 418 (p. 157)

vibhutva n. 290

vibhrama n. 80

vimar§a n. 283

viruddha §20.2.5, 20.1; n. 167, 258, 368

viruddhakaryasiddhi n. 212

viruddhavidhi n. 212

viruddhavyaptopalabdhi §28.2; n. 212

viruddhavyaptopalabdhiprasanga n. 226

viruddhasiddhi n. 212

viruddhahetu §10.2.1; n. 316

virodha n. 99, 167, 372

vi§istabuddhi §27

vi§istajfiana n. 350

visesa $6.3.1, 7.2, 31.1

viséesana §4.3.1, 27; n. 106, 241, 350

videsanaviSesya n. 132

viSesanaviSesyabhava n. 58, 350

viSesasmrtyapeksa n. 273, 274, 283

viSesapeksa n. 283

visesya §4.3.1: n. 106

visaya §1, 4.3, 7.1, 11.3, 26

vigsayantarasarmcara n. 104

vedyavedakabhiva $6.2

vaidharmyaprayoga §10.3, 18.1

vaidharmyavat $§15; n. 232, 300

vaidharmyavatah prayogah n. 253

vaidharmyavatprayoga n. 246

vyakti §27

vyatiriktaviSesana n. 236

vyatireka $4.2, 10.2, 10.3, 14, 20.2.1,
20.2.2, 21, 31; n. 269, 282, 300

vyatirekaprayoga $10.3, 17

vyatirekasiddhi n. 268, 288

vyatirecaka n. 132

vyabhicara $§20.2.1; n. 258, 259, 264, 268,
271, 272, 285

vyabhicaravisaya §20.2

vyavaccheda n. 132, 169

vyavacchedaphala n. 132

vyavasthapaka n. 144

vyavasthapanahetu n. 144

vyavasthapya n. 144

vyavasthiapyavyavasthdpakabhava $6.2; n.
99

vyavahara $6.1, 13.1, 26; n. 88, 196, 205

vyavaharikapatupratyaksa n. 289

vyapaka n. 309, 343

vyapakaviruddhakaryopalabdhi 813.5; n.
212, 225

vyapakaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi  §13.5; n.
212, 229

vyapakaviruddhasiddhi n. 212

vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi §13.5; n. 212, 220

vyapakasvabhavasiddhi n. 212

vyapakanupalabdhi §24.1, 33; n. 32, 204,
212, 216, 309, 311

vyapin $§25.1

vyapta §4.3, 10.1; n. 157

vyapti §7.1, 11.1, 11.2, 17, 20, 20.1, 20.2,
20.2.1, 20.2.2, 20.2.4, 20.2.5, 22, 23, 24,
24.1, 24.3, 25.2, 26, 29, 29.2, 31l.1

vyaptigrahakapratyaksa §$7.1.2

vyapya $11; n. 309

vyavrtti §8, 12, 16.3.1; n. 240

vyavrttikrta §8.3

vyavrttyantaravyavaccheda §$16.3.1

vyutpatti n. 333

vyutpattinimitta §3

vyoman § 20.1

danka n. 285

Sankapiéaci n. 270

§abda §5; n. 15, 16, 27, 32, 35, 44, 48,
54, 77, 78, 117, 187, 340

Sabdasakti §4.2
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éabdanugama n. 77, 79

sabdartha n. 37

Sdarira n. 323, 326

éabda $4; n. 16

§abdya n. 75

Suddha n. 236, 241

$uddhasya svabhavahetoh prayogah n. 238

&inya $6.3

sinyatd n. 412

Slinyatadrsti n. 148, 379

§rotrajfiana §2.3

satpadartha n. 138

sadam$ata §32; n. 405

sodaSaprakara (of anupalabdhi) n. 212

sarhvrtisatya n. 289

saméaya n. 18, 273, 274, 283, 372

sarhsara n. 376

samskara n. 259, 372

samskrta $16; n. 366

samketa $4.2; n. 39, 43

sajatiyaksana $6.3.1

sattva $10, 10.1, 17, 22; n. 309, 310

saddisana §20.2.3

samtana §$6.1; n. 12, 135, 137

sarhtanantara n. 192

samtanantaranumana n. 289

samdigdhakartrka n. 257

sarndigdhacetanakartrka n. 257

sarmdigdhavipaksavyavrttika, -tva
20.2, 20.2.3, 23:; n. 268, 288

samdigdhasadhyadharma §25

sarmdigdhasiddha §10; n. 161

samdeha $1

sanirbhasajfianavada n. 148

sarhnikarsa n. 345

sapaksa §10.1, 10.2.1, 10.3, 20.1, 20.2.2,
29, 29.1, 31.1; n. 164, 165, 169, 172, 180,
188, 258, 270, 368

samanantarapratyaya $6.1, 31; n. 90

samavyapti n. 169

samavaya $7.2, 31.1

samakhya $4.3; n. 56

samakhyasambandha §4.3; n. 54, 55

samadhi §6.3

samaropa $6.3; n. 152

sampradana n. 294

sambandha $§4.2, 11.2; n. 37, 40, 54, 55,
131, 156, 187, 259, 271, 276, 281, 309

sambandhin n. 55

sambhava n. 27

samyagjfidna §1; n. 3, 4, 6, 22, 85

sarvajfia, -ta, -tva $29.1, 30; n. 290, 295,
296, 369

sarvasarvajfia $30; n. 369

$10.2.4,

sarvopasarhhfira- praméana- §20.2

sarvopasamharavati vyaptih §20.1, 26 n.
368

savikalpaka n. 118

savikalpakam jfianam §2.5

saviSesana n. 236

saviSesanaprayoga §16.3.1

sahakarikdrana $11.3; n. 192, 355

sahakarin §6.1, 27; n. 90

sahopalambha n. 111

samvrta n. 8

samvyavaharikapramana $6

sakara §8.1; n. 415, 418 (p. 154-5)

sakarajiiana §8.1

sakarajfianajanaka n. 382

sakarajfianavada n. 418 (p. 155)

sakarajfianavadin §32.1; 418 (p. 157)

sakaravada §32.1; n. 148, 385, 418 (p. 155)

sakaravadin §33; n. 148, 418 (p. 154, 156)

sakaravijfianavada n. 418 (p. 154)

sakaravijnianavadi yogicari n. 304

saksatkari- jiana- §28.2; n. 372

saksatkaritva §3

sadrSya n. 143, 232

sadréyaviSistah pindah $4.3.1; n. 58

sadhaka §2.4, 20.2.1

sidhana §11, 20, 22; n. 143, 159, 290

sadhanadharma n. 154

sadhanapratyaksa §7.1.2; n. 137

sadhanavakya §11.2, 15, 20

sadhanavyapaka n. 271

sadhanabhiva §20

sadharmyaprayoga $10.3

sidharmyavat §15; n. 232, 300

sadharmyavatprayoga n. 246

sidharmyavat sadhanavakyam §15

sadharana n. 179, 284

sadharanahetu §10.1

sadharananaikantika, ta $20.2, 23, 268

sadharananaikantiko hetuh n. 262

sadhya §10.2.2, 20, 22; n. 143, 264, 268,
290

sadhyadharma $10.2.2, 25; n. 154, 193, 165

sadhyadharmin §15, 22; n. 154, 232, 293

sddhyaviparyayabadhakapramana §22,24.1;
n. 309

sadhyaviparyaye badhakapramanasadbhavat
§20.1

sadhyavyapakatva n. 271

sadhyasadhanabhava n. 99

sadhyahina n. 290

sadhyad anyah $10.3

sadhyabhava §20

sadhyabhavamatra $10.3
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sadhyena saha viruddhah §10.3

samanya §7.1, 7.1.3, 7.2, 24.2, 26, 27,
31.1; n. 28, 58, 128, 131, 133, 137, 293,
289, 343, 345, 346, 351

sariipya $8; n. 52, 144

sardpyajiana $4.3; n. 49, 54

siddhasadhana §27; n. 133, 294, 290, 350

siddhasadhanata $§20.2.5

subanta n. 62

sopadhikasambandha n. 271

skhaladvrtti §25.1; n. 326

sthila n. 400, 424

sthaulya $31.3; n. 400

sphutapratibhasa n. 367, 368

sphutabha n. 124, 368

sphutibhava n. 368

smarana n. 118, 360

smaranagrahana n. 361

smrti  §28.2; n. 104, 273

smrtyupasthana n. 119

svatah pramanyam §2.4; n. 19

svatantraprayoga n. 310

svatantranumana n. 313

svadrstarthaprakasaka n. 185

svaprakasa $6.2; n. 99

svabhava §$11, 13.2, 13.5, 27, 33; n. 43,
125, 126, 184, 193, 194, 236, 270, 305,
419

svabhavapratibandha n. 60

svabhavabhiitadharmaviSesa n. 236

svabhavaviruddhakaryopalabdhi n. 212, 221

svabhavaviruddhavyaptopalabdhi § 13.5; n.
226

svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi
217

§13.5; n. 212,

3. Proper

Atida 7-10; n. xiii; n. 212

Anantavirya 6

Antarvyaptisamarthana n. 235, 301

Anyayogavyavacchedadvatriméika 15; n. 413

Apohaprakarana n. 333

Apohasiddhi n. 333

Abhidharmakosa 15; n. 21, 98, 119, 364, 366

Abhidharmako$§abhasya n. 366

Arcata 15; n. 62, 212, 226, 235

Alarmkarakara §$6.2, 25.1

Avalokitavrata n. 62

Aviddhakarna n. 255

Asanga n. 418 (p. 154-6)

Acarya [=Dharmakirti] §5.1

Atmatattvaviveka 8, 9, 15: n. xix, XX n.
333

svabhavahetu §17, 22; n. 60, 236, 246, 374

svabhavanupalabdhi $13.5, 27;n. 203, 212,
213, 351

svabhavanupalambha §13.5; n. 204

svabhavahetuprasanga n. 309

svabhavahetor vaidharmyavan prayogah
817

svabhavahetoh prayogah n. 246

svabhavahetoh sadharmyavan prayogah
$16

svabhavo hetuh n. 29, 368

svariipa $2.3, 16.1; n. 294

svariipasiddha §25, 25.2

svalaksana §7, 7.1, 7.1.3, 25.2, 26; n. 128,
129, 133, 339, 341, 342

svasamvitti n. 90, 102, 117

svasamvedana $2.4, 3, 6, 6.2, 27; n. 19,
97, 99, 289

svasamvedanabhiaga n. 418 (p.155)

svasamvedya n. 324

svabhavika $20.2.1; n. 33

svabhavikasambandha §20.2.1:; n. 259, 270,
271, 275, 276

svabhavikah sambandhah
274

svartha n. 151

svirtham anumanam §9

svarthinumana n. 152

hetu $10.1, 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.2.3, 11, 11.2,
20.2.5, 25, 29

hetudisana n. 288

hetudosa n. 288

hetudharma n. 191

hetvabhasa n. 301

heyopadeyatattva n. 369

$20.2.1; n. 259,

Names

Aryadeva 5, 15
Alambanapariksa n. 418 (p. 154)
Vrtti n. 406

iévaradﬁ§aga n. 255
Isvaravadadhikara n. 255

Isvarasadhanadiasana  4: n. 255, 258, 28Y,
290

I§varasena n. 202

Udayana 8-11, 15; n, xix, xXx, Xxiii; n.

99, 271, 333
Uddyotakara 16; n. 156, 255, 324, 326, 353
Odvisa 11; n. xxv
Kanakavarman 16
Kamalaéila 16; n. 19, 187, 188, 235, 255,
333
Karnakagomin 15; n. 235
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Karyakaranabhavasiddhi n. 132, 305
Kasikakara n. 259

Kiranavali n. xix

K’uei-chi n. 418 (p. 155)

Kumarilabhatta 23 $6.2, 28.2; n. 61, 92,
202, 259, 342

Keéavamisra 1

Ksanabhafigasiddhi n. 11, 235, 302, 309,
333

Ksanabhangadhyaya n. 235, 302

Gunamati 418 (p. 155)

Gunaratna 5, 16; n. 413

Gautama 16

Cakracidamani §4.5; n. 64

Candrakirti 16

Carvaka 2; 84, 4.1; n. 27-29

Citradvaitasiddhi n. xx

Jagaddalanivasi n. viii

Jagaddhala, Jagadd(h)ala-vihara, Jagattala
6, 11; n. v, vi, viii, xxv: §33; n. 2

Jayanta, -bhatta 8; n. xvi

Jinendrabuddhi 17; n. 159, 181

Jaina 1, 3, 5; n. 148

Jaina-tarkabhasa 1

JAianaéri, -mitra 1-5, 7-10; n. xi, xiii,
xix, xx; $20.2; n. 107, 124, 132, 212,
235, 255, 260, 269, 302, 305, 333, 338,
418 (p. 155-7), 419

Jfanaérimitranibandhavali 15; n. xii, xiv, xx;
n. 107, 115, 124, 131-133, 137, 212, 235,
255, 257, 258, 260, 263, 264, 269, 333,
334, 338,340, 342, 418 (p. 157-8), 419

Jilanasarasamuccaya 5, 15: n. 366, 381,
382, 418 (p. 154), 420

Jiianasarasamuccayanibandhana 6, 15

Tattvasarmmgraha 16; n. 19, 21, 28, 29, 85,
88, 101, 102, 104, 108, 110, 115, 148,
185, 187, 188, 191, 235, 255, 321, 324,
325, 328, 333, 338, 345, 352, 355, 359,
374, 375, 376, 378, 396, 397, 406

Tattvasamgrahapafijika 16; n. 19, 77, 85,
88, 104, 108, 115, 148, 187, 188, 191, 235,
255, 324-326, 328, 333, 338, 351-353,
355, 359, 374, 376

Tarkabhasa by KeSavamisra 1

Tarkarahasyadipika 5, 16; n. ii; n. 98,
132, 148, 413
Tarkasopana 1, 4, 16; n. 9, 21, 23, 25,

27, 69, 77, 78, 104, 114, 140, 148, 152,
165, 185, 202, 212-223, 225-229, 236

Tatparyatikakara n. xiv

Taranatha n. xiii, xxiv; 16

Trilocana 2.5; $6.2, 20.2.1; n. 107, 131,
133, 255, 259, 270, 271, 275

Dana$ila 11

Digambara-Jaina §10

Dignaga 4, 5, 12, 16; n. 54, 85, 156, 157,
159, 181, 185, 338, 406, 418 (p. 154-5)

Dipamkarasrijiiana 7 n. xiii

Durveka, -miéra 4, 15; n. ix:
235, 240

Deb-ther sion-po 15

Dharmakirti 1-5, 16;§1, 2.3, 5, 6.2, 6.3,1,
7.2, 8, 12, 13.2, 25, 26, 27, 28.1, 30,
31.3, 32, 33; n. 28, 40, 85, 106, 115,
132, 140, 145, 157, 159, 181, 185, 191,
204, 209, 212, 226, 235, 236, 255, 305,
307, 333, 338, 340, 369, 418 (p. 155)

Dharmapala n. 418 (p. 155-6)

Dharmottara 1, 4, 15; §31.3; n. 11, 23,
85, 132, 142, 169, 179, 195, 226, 236,
240, 305, 307, 333

Dharmottarapradipa
226, 400

Narasimha n. 255

Naropa n. xiii

Nalikera §4.2

Naiyayika 1; 84, 4.3, 7.2, 20.1, 20.2.3,
24.1, 25.1, 31.2; n. 31, 108, 255, 259,
260" 270, 271, 304, 313, 321, 324, 344

Naisadha n. xxiii

Nyayakanika 16 n. 290, 293, 294

Nyayakusumaifijali n. xix

Nyayakosa 16; n. 112, 324, 343, 397

Nyayaparamesvara $§26, 7.2

Nyayapari§ista n. xix

Nyayabindu 1, 4, 15; n. 3, 22, 67, 80, 86,
90, 96, 119, 128, 145, 146, 151-3, 158,
160, 161, 163, 164, 166, 168, 170-173,
177-179, 181, 183-186, 194, 195, 198,
200, 208, 209, 211-223, 225-229, 231,
232, 236, 238, 240, 241, 243, 244, 246-
250, 253, 300, 307, 316, 320, 330

Nyayabindutika 1, 4, 15; n. 6, 7, 11, 12,
23-26, 67, 80, 85, 87a, 88, 98, 99, 119,
129, 134, 135, 143, 144, 152, 162, 163,
174, 175, 178-180, 182, 184, 195, 200,
201, 203, 205, 209, 214, 232, 236, 238,
240, 241, 243, 244, 248, 300, 316

Nyayabindutikatippani 16; n. 88, 92, 95

Nyayabhasya 15; n. 49, 54, 59, 323

Nyayamafjari 8; n. 107

Nyayamanidipika 5

Nyayamukha n. 181, 185

Nyayavadin §13.4

Nyayavarttika 16; n. 49

Nyayavarttikatatparyatika 8, 10, 16; n.
49, 54, 156, 255, 257-259, 271, 273-276

n. 212, 226,

15; n. 148, 165, 212,
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NyayavarttikatatparyapariSsuddhi  n. xix;
n. 99

Nyayaviniécayavivarana 16; n. 28, 106,
140, 413

NyayavaiSesika n. 148, 259

Nyayasacinibandha 9, 10

Nyayasutra 16; n. 44, 49, 59, 255, 270,
283, 287, 323, 390

Pag-sam Jon-zang n. xxiv

Pandita ASoka n. 351

Padarthatattvaniripana n. 139

Pariksamukhastitra 3, 16; n. 137

Panini n. 23, 165

Parthasarathimisra 16

Pala 6, 7, 11

Parvapaksasarmksepa n. 255

Pauranika n. 27

Prajfiakaragupta 1, 2, 16; §6.2, 25.1, 31,
33; n. 17, 255, 418 (p. 155)

Prajnakaramati 15; n. 255

Prajfiaparamitopadeéa 8, 16; n. 418 (p. 154,
156)

Prajnapradipa n. 62

Prabhacandra 16; n. 137

Pramanavarttika 4, 16; n. 5, 6, 8, 13, 15,
16, 19, 21, 48, 66, 74, 104, 117, 119,
124, 125, 126, 132, 135, 143, 146, 187,
191, 202, 204, 205, 209, 212, 214, 226,
235, 326, 255, 263, 270, 315, 340, 345,
356, 369, 379, 413, 419, 421

Pramanavarttikabhasya=-alamkara 16 ;
$6.2, 31, 33; n. 8, 9, 15, 17, 22, 90,
103, 104, 116, 117, 118, 128, 159, 202,
204, 234, 325, 383, 422, 423

Pramanavarttikavrtti 16; n. 4, 19, 106, 151,
202, 204

Pramanavarttikasvavrtti
235, 236, 209, 212

Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika 15

PramianaviniScaya 16; n. 28, 74, 115, 132

-Tika 16; n. 132

Pramianasamuccaya 12, 16; n. 5, 8, 22, 66,
67, 87a, 90, 104, 117, 119, 146, 156, 157,
159, 181, 185

-Vrtti 165 n. 128, 159, 181, 185

Pramanantarbhavaprakarana 2; n. 28

Prameyakamalamartanda 16; n. 28, 106,
137

Prameyaratnamala 5

Prasastamati n. 255

Prasannapada(Malamadhyamakakarikavrtti)
16; n. 98

Prabhakara §4; n. 27

Bahyarthapariksa n. 406

15 n. 204, 205,

Bodhicaryavatara 15; n. 255, 355

-Paiijika 15; n. 255, 352, 355

Bodhibhadra 5, 6, 15; n. ix; n. 366, 418
(p. 154-6)

Bauddha n. 27, 258

Bhagavatyamnayanusarinivyakhyad n. viii

Bhagiratha n. xxiii

Bhattaputra-Jayamisra 15; n. 106

Bhartrhari 17; §5

Bhitta-Mimarmsaka §$4; n. 112

Bhavaviveka 3; n. 62

Bhavivikta n. 324

Bhasarvajna n. 27

Madhyamakalamkara (karika) $33; n. 426

-Vrtti n. 426

Manorathanandin 2, 16; n. ix; n. 236

Mallisena 6, 7, 16; n.x; n. 374

Mahabodhi n. viii

Mahayana n. 376, 418 (p. 154)

Mahayanasamgraha n. 418 (p. 154)

Manikyanandin 3, 16; n. 137

Madhava, Sayana-Madhava 5, 16; n. 413

Madhyamika 3, 5: $33; n. 62, 148, 376,
418 (p. 154, 157), 419

Manapala n. viii

Manameyodaya 15; n. 27

Mimamsaka $4.3.1, 6.2; n. 8, 27, 31, 62,
104, 108, 148, 259

Mimamsanyayaprakasa n. 62

Mimarhsabhasya 15; §6.2; n. 59, 110

Mimamsaslokavarttika 16; §6.2; n. 58, 59,
61, 70, 106, 108, 110, 111, 202, 259, 359

-Kasika 16; n. 106, 111, 259

-Tika (Sarkarika) 15

Muktakalaéa n. 235

Milamathuranathi Tattvacintamanivyakhya
n. 112

Maitreyanatha n. 418 (p. 155-6)

Yasovijaya 1

Yogacarin, Yogacara 5; §31.3, 32, 32.1, 33;
n. 148, 406, 418 (p. 154-7)

Ratnakirti 2, 3, 5, 7-10; n. ix, xiii, xix,
xx;n. 8 28, 29, 49, 64, 107, 132, 133,
137, 255, 259, 269-271, 274, 276, 283, 289,
290, 294, 302, 304, 309, 333, 338, 369, 418.
(p. 156)

Ratnakirtinibandhavali 16 ; n. xii, xv, xvii,
xviii ; n. 8, 28, 29, 31, 32, 35, 37, 39,
43, 47, 52, 04, 55, 58, 60, 61, 65, 131-
133, 137, 234, 235, 257-259, 262-264, 268-
276, 282-285, 288-290, 293-296, 304, 309,
333-335, 337-342, 350, 368, 369, 372, 418
(p. 158)

Ratnakaraéanti 4, 5, 7, 16; n. xi, xiii; n.
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235, 301, 302, 418 (p. 154-7)

Ramacarita 16; n. vi, viii; n. 2

Ramapala 7; n. viii, ix

Ramavati n. viii

Rgyal tshab n. 226

Rtog-gehi skad 11

Laksanamala 9; n. xix

Laksanavali 9, 10; n. xix

Lankavatarasiitra n. 414

Lokayata n. 375

LokeSa n. 2

Varendra, Varendri 6, 7, 11; n. vi, viii;
n. 2

Vasudraraksita 16

Vasubandhu 15; §32; n. 418 (p. 155)

Vakyapadiya 17; n. 28, 77

Vacaspati, -miéra 5, 8-10, 16; n. xvi; §
20.2.3; n. 49, 107, 156, 255, 258, 259, 270,
271, 273, 274-276, 283, 294

Vatsyayana 16

Vadirajasuri 16; n. 413

Varttikasaptaélokivyakhyana n. 255

Viméatika (Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi) 17: n.
405, 406

Vikramasila, -Vihara 7, 11; n. xiii

(Vijfiaptimatrata-) Siddhi (BKMEERER) 16 ; n.
418 (p. 155)

Vijfianavadin §$33; n. 148, 289

Vittoka n. 255

Vidyakaraéanti 1, 4, 16; n. ix: n. 69, 212

Vinitadeva n. 85

Vibhaticandra 11

Viéalamalavati 17; n. 159

Vedanta n. xvi; n. 27, 148

Vaibhasika 5; §28.3, 30, 31.2, 31.3; n. 21,
148, 365

Vaiyakarana §4; n. 27, 28

Vaiée§ika §7.2, 31.2, 31.3;n.27, 270, 321,
324

Vaisnava 11

Vyaptinirnaya n. 259

Sankaramiéra n. xx; n. 338

Sankaravarman 8

Safnkarasvamin n. 255

Saddaréanasamuccaya 16

Sabara 15; n. 111

Sabdarthapariksa n. 333

Sakyaéribhadra 11

Santideva 15; n. 255

Santiraksita 2, 5, 16; §6.2, 33; n. 29, 85,
118, 235, 255, 333, 338, 418 (p. 155), 426

Sastra n. 340

Sastradipika 16; n. 110

érihar_sa 10; n. xxiii

Srihira n. xxiii

Samtanantaradiisana n. 289

Sandhyakaranandin 16

Saptabhafhgitarangini n. 132

Sambandhapariksa 2, 16; n. 40

Sarvajfiasiddhi 8; n. 369

Sarvadar§anasamgraha 5, 16; n. 28, 29, 148,
385, 413

Sakarasiddhisastra 8; n. 419

Samkhya 8$4; n. 27, 76, 148, 204

Samanyadasanadikprasarita n. 351

Sucaritamisra 16; n. ix; n. 259

Subhisitaratnakosa 16; n. vii, viii, xiii

Sumpa Khan-po n. xxiv

Sena 11

Saugata n. 260

Sautrantika 1,5; §16, 31, 31.3; n. 99, 148,
289, 385, 418 (p. 154)

Sthirabhavapariksa n. 235

Sthiramati 418 (p. 155-6)

Syadvadamanjari 6, 7, 16 ; n. x; n. 235,
374, 382, 383

Haribhadra 16

Hetubindu 4, 15; n. 199, 201, 202, 212, 226,
235

-Tika 15 ; n. 62, 140, 192, 202, 204, 205,
212, 226

-Tikaloka n. 235

Hetumukha n. 157

Hemacandra 15; n. 413

Hsiian-chuang, Hiuan-Tsang 16; n. 418 (p.
155)

ERRATA

Read samyagjfidna instead of samyag- in p. 23, 1. 12 ; n. 3, 4, 6, 22, 85.
Read purato’ vasthitan instead of -'vasthatan in n. 124 (1. 2).
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