Steinkellner, Handout II: Preliminary samples of fragments and
reports

(Matsumoto, August 2012)

(The purpose of these samples is twofold: to demonstrate the method being proposed and to
solicit help. The first chapter's siddhanta-section contains a number of citations and reports
that I have been unable to trace with certainty to a particular tradition, author, or work. I
would be grateful for any clues that would be helpful in this regard, such as texts with

comparable contents before or after Jinendrabuddhi, who is dated mid-8th century C.E.

Because I prepared these samples in some haste, they should not be quoted!)

1.F.B.Un

1. yatha — tvam merus tvam samudro 'si natha tvam kalpapadapah /

tvam suvaidyah pradipas tvam eva paramah plavah // — ity
atrevasabdaprayogam antarenapi tadartho gamyate, tathehapiti bhagavan pramanam iva pramanam.
(PST 1. 1,12-2,2)
Ci: PST 1. 1,13f (P 2b2f, D 2a2)
3. Source: ?
6. meru, samudra, kalpapadapa, suvaidya, pradipa, paramah plavah
7. stotra
8. As in this (stanza) "You are the Meru, you are the ocean, oh Lord, you are the wish-
yielding tree, you are the expert physician, you are the lamp (for the world), (and) you

alone are the supreme raft (to the other shore)" its meaning is recognized even without using
the word "like", so here too. Therefore the Venerable one is a means of valid cognition like a means of

valid cognition.

2.F.B.NMul

1. tatha hi tatra — pratyaksam kalpanapodham — ity asya pratyaksalaksanasya
napavadah krtah. (PST 1. 4,8f)

Ci: PST 1. 4,8f (P 3b8, D 3b1)

3. Nyayamukha 15a

4. Cf. KATSURA [5]: 84.



6. pratyaksa, kalpana

7. pratyaksa

8. To wit: In this (work) no exception was stated for the definition of perception (in the form of):
"Perception is free of conceptual construction."

9. Cf. HATTORI 1968: 82f; KATSURA [5] 84

3.F.B.NMu2

1. tatha hi tatraiva — mukhamatram idam sadarthaniteh — ityadeh slokasya pirvardhena
sudhiya eva sanksiptarucer upakarayedam krtam iti sicitam. (PST 1. 4,12f)

Ci: PST 1. 4,12 (P 4a2, D 3b2)

3. Nyayamukha 29a

6. sadarthaniti

8. To wit: In this very (work), by the first half of the sloka beginning with "This mere introduction

to the correct course (of argumentation)" it is indicated that this (work) has been composed to
support only an intelligent (person) who takes pleasure in condensed (statements).

9. Cf. KATSURA [7]: 64f, and PST 1. Introduction, note 77, for a reconstitution of this
final stanza of the Nyayamukha by Shoryu Katsura, as well as KATAOKA 2007: notes
30-31.

4.F.B.NMu3

1. tirthyatarkabhramitah — mandadhiyo vistarena pratipadyah — kusrtir apavidhya
katham arthatattvabhajah syuh. (PST 1. 5,1f)

Ci: PST 1. 5,1f (P 4a4f, D 3b3f)

3. Nyayamukha 29cd

6. tirthya, tarka, arthatattvabhdj

8. How would those who are confused by the arguments of non-Buddhists, the week-
minded who must be taught in detail, abandon the wrong path and, then, experience the
(true) reality of entities (arthatattva)?

9. Cf. KATSURA [7]: 64f and above.



4.F.B.NMu3.l

Ci: PST 1. 4,13 (P 4a3, D 3b3)
3. Nyayamukha 29c'

6. kusrti

9. Cf. KATSURA [7]: 64f.

4F.B.NMu3.2

1. katham-sabdena hy atrasambhavo dyotyate. (PST 1. 5,2f)
Ci: PST 1. 5,2 (P 4a5, D 3b4)
3. Nyayamukha 29d'

4.F.B.NMu3.3

1. ye tu — udghatitadhi-visayam asamsartham vyacaksate - katham nama udghatitadhivisah
kumargam apasya tirthyatarkabhramitah — bhiyasuh —arthatattvabhajah — iti, tesam tad
ayuktam. (PST 1. 5,3-5)

Ci'e: PST 1. 5,3-5 (P 4a5f, D 3b4f)

3. Nyayamukha 29b-d

9. Cf. KATSURA [7]: 64f.

5.F.C.Purandaral

1. tanmatanusarinas capare slokam pathanti —
prasiddhani pramanani vyavaharas ca tatkrtah /
pramanalaksanasyoktau jiiayate na prayojanam // —iti. (PST 1. 21,10-14)

Ci: PST 1. 21,12f (P 13a3, D 11a6f)



3. Purandara, a Carvaka of the middle period. tanmatanusarin refers to the preceding

Cie citation of SV, codana, 47ab, thereby attesting to the closeness, in some respects,

of the Carvaka and Mimamsa traditions.

4a. TSP 528,9-10: purandaras tv aha — lokaprasidham anumanam carvakair apisyata

eva, yat tu kaiscil laukikam margam atikramyanumanam ucyate, tan nisidhyate — — iti.
TRD 306,14-15: visesah punah — carvakair lokayatranirvahanapravanam

dhimadyanumanam isyate kvacana, na punah svargadrstadiprasadhakam alaukikam

anumanam — iti.

5a. The attribution is based on Kamalasila's attribution of the comparable idea of

accepting inference for everyday practice to Purandara.

5b. Because of the clear statement apare slokam pathanti and in comparison with the

texts in Kamalasila and Gunamati, which are however limited to Purandara's first

point, this stanza can be characterized as Ci. It is well known that Carvaka topics were

later often transmitted in metrical form, probably mostly composed by their critics for

easy reference. Purandara, however, is comparatively early and may well be the author

of this stanza.

6. pramanani, prasiddha, vyavahara, pramanalaksana

7. pramanalaksana

8. Yet others who follow their opinion recite (thefollowing) sloka: — "The means of valid

cognition are well known and common practice is accomplished through them.

Regarding a statement of definitions of means of valid cognition, no purpose is

known."

6.R.S.ST1

1. ank_l’ d Vety anenapi visesadrstakhyam yad anumanam, tat pramanantaram iti darsayati. tad yatha
— pratyaksenaikada paricchinne vahnau dhiime ca punah paryayena tenaiva dhiimena yada sa

evayam vahnir iti paricchinatti —, tada tad visesadrstakhyam agnigrahanam pramanantaram

samanyato drstad anumanat. (PST 1. 29,10-30,2)
Ri: PST 1. 29,11-30,1 (P 17a7-b1, D 15a1-3)
3. Sastitantra (cf. ?7F... in PST 2. 110,4-6)



5a. Jinendrabuddhi refers to the definition of visesadrstam anumanam from the
beginning of ?F... (PST 2. 110,4-14).

5b. The conception of two kinds of inference, visesadrstam and samanyato drstam, is
first attested in the Sastitantra. It is extant in a lengthy citation in PST 2. 110,4-14 (cf.
FRAUWALLNER 1958: 86, 124f with 128). The essential phrases are common to both
the beginning of this citation (also cited in PST 1. 35,1) and the present text (...
tenaiva dhiitmena ... sa evayam iti ...). In explaining Dignaga's argument that a
repeated cognition would have to be yet another pramana, Jinendrabuddhi uses the
Sastitantra’s definition of visesadrstam anumanam and identifies it as a pramana
different from the samanyato drstam type, which is the proper inference.

These two kinds of inference are also defined in the so-called Vrttikaragrantha of the
Sabarabhasya (SBh 30,14f). Kumarila explains the first in SV, anumana, 141-143 (=
TS 1442-1444, with a clear explanation in TSP 516,18-21), ascribing it to
Vindhyavasin (SV, anumana, 143cd). This ascription, however, can not be taken as
convincing testimony (as in MOTEGI 2010: n.35).

6. visesadrstam, pramanantara, samanyato drstam

7. anumana, visesadrsta

8. Also through (the expression) "or repeatedly” (Dignaga) shows that an (assumed) inference called
"known on the basis of a particular (case)" (visesadrstam) is a different means of valid cognition [than
that which is called "known on the basis of something general (samanyato drstam), that is, inference

properly speaking]. To wit: — Fire and smoke have once been ascertained by perception, when one

again in turn ascertains through this same smoke that this fire is that same (fire) — then this
cognition of fire called "known on the basis of a particular (case)" (visesadrstam) is a different means of

valid cognition than the inference known on the basis of something general (samanyato drstam).

9. Cf. FRAUWALLNER 1958: 124, 128; HATTORI 1968: n.1.17; MOTEGI 2010: n.35.

6.R.S.STL1

1. sankhyena hi visesadrstanumanasya laksanam uktam — yada tenaiva dhitmena tasyaivagneh

punah punar astitvam pratipadyate — iti. atas tanmatam darsayitum evam uktam, ... (PST 1. 34,16-
35,2)

Ri: PST 1. 35,1 (P 19b6f, D 17a3f)

3. Sastitantra (cf. 2.F... in PST 2. 110, 4-6)

6. visesadrstam



6.R.S.STL2

1. ..., —sa evayam — iti pradarsanat. PST 1. 36,6f)
Ri: PST 1. 36,6 (P 20a8, D 17b4)
3. Sastitantra (cf. 2.F... in PST 2. 110, 4-6)

6. visesadrstam

7.F.B.Un

1. ye tu — ekendriyavijiianakaryatvenaikariipayatanadisangrahe ’pi nanekam
dravyam yugapad grhyate, api tu kramenaiva — ity ahuh, te idam vaktavyah ... (PST 1.
46,4f)

Ci: PST 1. 46,4f (P 25a8f, D 22a5)

3. Source unidentified

4a. PV 3.197ab: athaikayatanatve ’pi nanekam drsyate (PVV : grhyate PVA) sakrd /
PVV 177,20-178,1: athaikendriyajiianajanakatvan nilapitadinam ekayatanatve
ripayatanatvasangrahe ’pi nanekam niladi sakrd drsyate, kim tu kramena. tat katham
aniunam bahiinam ekada grahanam.

5b. Both Dharmakirti and the commenting Manorathanandin seem to use the same
passage as cited by Jinendrabuddhi, the minor deviations in PVV supporting the
assumption of this fragment's character as Ci.

6. ekarupayatanadisangraha, yugapat, kramena

7. Abhidharma??? Cf. HATTORI 1968: n. 40,41.

8. Those, however, who say — Even if (the particular atoms) are collectively treated as one
and the same color-and-form-basis, etc. because they result in a cognition through one
and the same sense faculty, the multiple substance (present in this case) is not grasped
(by cognition) at once, but only gradually —, must be told the following: ...

9. Cf. YOSHIDA 2011: 155.



8.R.M.Un

1. syad etat — aindriyasya' jianasya caksuradir asrayah, Sabdasya tu manah. tasmad
asrayabhedad ekavisayatve ’pi tayoh pratibhasabhedah — iti. (PST 1. 48,5f)

Ri: PST 1. 48,5f (P 26b1, D 23a3f)

2. 'aindriyasya em. : evendriyasya Ms

3. Most likely a Mimamsaka opinion is being reported here. Cf. SV, pratyaksa, 121-
122 (TABER 2005: 98) and 160-162 (ibid.: 114-116).

4a. PV3.234ab: ekarthatve ’pi buddhinam nanasrayataya sa cet /

5a. The thesis reported here is connected with 9.R.M.Un, where it is defended.

6. asrayabheda, pratibhdsabheda, dsraya

7. Sabdendriyajiiana, ekavisayatva, patibhasabheda

8. The following may be (proposed): —"The bases of sensory cognition are the eye, etc.; of
verbal cognition, however, (the basis is) the mind. Therefore, the different
appearances of these two (cognitions) are due to (their) different bases, although they
have one and the same object.”

9. Cf. YOSHIDA 2011: 158f.

9.R.M.Un

1. syad etat — yadi Sabdendriyajfianayor naiko visayo yah sasnadiman sa gaur ity
upadesad gam pratipadya paScad vyaktiviSesam pasyan katham evam avasyati yo
’sau maya Sruto ’yam asav iti, katham ca gam anayety ukta indriyavisaya eva
pravartate. na hy anyam upalabdhavato 'nyatra sa evayam iti pratyayo bhavati. napy
anyatra codite 'nyatra pravrttir yukta. bhavati ca tatha pratyayah pravartate ca
Sabdad indriyavisaye. tasmad ekas tayor visayah — iti. sapy akalpanaiva. (PST 1. 48,12-
49,1)

Ri: PST 1. 48,12-49,1 (P 26b4-7, D 23a6-b1)

3. Most likely a Mimamsaka argument in close connection with the thesis of
8.R.M.Un, which it defends by indicating the unacceptable consequences if this thesis

is not accepted.



4a. PVV 190,10-12: yad apy ucyate paraih — S@Gbdendriyajiianayor yadi
naikavisayatvam, tada visanadimantam artham gaur iti Sabdat pratitya kalantare
vyaktivisesam drstavato ’'yam asau Sabdat pran maya pratito gaur iti pratyabhijnanam
ekatadhyavasayi yad utpadyate, tan na syat — iti.

5b. Because Jinendrabuddhi characterizes the cited words as containing an "idea"
(kalpana), and because the comparable citation of something said by "others" in PVV
190,10-12 deviates in the wording considerably despite mediating the same content as
in PST 48,12-14, this text is classifies as Ri.

6. sabdendriyajiiana, eko visaya

8. The following (idea) may be (proposed): "If (it were the case) that verbal and sensory
cognitions do not have one and the same object, how does somebody determine, after
understanding a cow on account of the instruction 'a cow is that which has a dew-lap
etc.', when he later sees a specific individual case (of a cow), in the following way:
"This is that which I have learned'? Why, moreover, does he act only towards the
object of the sense faculty when told 'Bring the cow!'? For somebody who perceives
one (item) does not have the cognition 'this is exactly that' with regard to another
(item). Activity towards one (item) is also not appropriate, if somebody is incited to
another (item). In this way (however) somebody has (this) cognition and is active with
regard to the object of the sense faculty on account of a word. Therefore the object of

the two (verbal and sensory cognitions) is one and the same." That, too, is nothing but a
non-idea.

9. Cf. YOsHIDA 2011: 160.

10.F.B.Un

1. atah kasyacin nipunamates codyam asankate. tatredam codyam — nanu sarva evami

pratyaksabheda nirvikalpa eva, tatas ca pratyaksam kalpanapodham ity

anenaiva sangrhitah / tatha hi nyayamukhenaisam prthag laksanam pranitam /

tatra kimartho ’yam iha prthag laksanabheda ucyate — iti. (PST 1. 50,1-4)
Ci: PST 1. 50,1-4 ( 27a7-bl, D 24al-3)
3. The ironic epithet nipunamati seems to be pointing at an intentionally unnamed,

yet known interpreter of Dignaga's work, I§varasena being a possible candidate.



6. nipunamati, pratyaksabheda, laksanabheda, Nyayamukha
7. pratyaksabheda
8. Then (Dignaga) suspects the objection of a certain clever-minded (person). Regarding this (point),

here is the following objection: — "Are not all these different perceptions nothing but
non-conceptual, and thus already included by the definition ‘perception is free of

conceptual construction'?" To wit: The Nyayamukha has prescribed a separate
definition for (all) these (different kinds of perception). In this case, to what purpose

does he here (in the PS again) formulate different definitions separately?

11.R.M.Un

1. tatra manovijiiane pratyakse— indriyajfiananubhitam eva tam artham grhnati — iti
kesaiicid vipratipattih. ragadisamvedane — nasty eva tad — iti. yogijiiane 'pi — esaiva. (PST 1.
50,8f)

Ri: PST 1. 50,8f (P 27b2-4, D 24a4-5)

3. False conceptions of mental perception, self-awareness of emotions, and yogic
perception are found in the Nyaya-VaiSesika, Sankhya and, except for the last one,
Mimamsa traditions. The inclusion of the last in this elliptic report seems to reveal
this to be a reference to the Mimamsa. For manasa, NBTT 26,12 and TSop 281,19-
21 attribute this refutation to Kumarila and others (cf. SV, abhava, 27), for the non-
existence of ragadisamvedana and yogijiiana, cf. SV, pratyaksa, 83 (TABER 2005:
83) and SV, pratyaksa, 28cd-32 (TABER 2005: 55f and 179-183, notes 23-24),
respectively.

6. manasa, ragadisamvedana, yogijiiana

7. manasa, ragadisamvedana, yogijiiana

8. Among these, the false conceptions of certain (opponents) regarding mental cognition as perception

is — that it grasps the object only as (already) experienced by sensory perception —
regarding (self-)awareness of passion, etc. — that this does not exist at all — and regarding
yogic cognition — the same (false conception).

9. Cf. KAJIYAMA 1966: 45-56.



12.F.B.Un

1. apare tu — kim punah parficendriyajam savikalpakam apy asti, yata etad visesanam
ity aha paramatdapeksam cetyadi. paresam indriyajam jiianam kificit
savikalpakam yad vyutpannavyavaharasya, kificid avikalpakam yad itarasyeti

matam. atas tadapeksam indriyajfianasya kalpanapodham ity etad visesanam
paraparikalpitasavikalpendriyajiianavyavacchedartham iti vyacaksate. (PST 1. 50,13-
51,1)

Ci: PST 1. 50,13-51,1 (P 27b5-7, D 24a6-bl)

3. Another unidentified Buddhist commentator on PS(V)’ proposes that it is
perception's qualification as kalpanapodha which is meant by Dignaga to be the
reason for his reference to the opinion of opponents (cf. HATTORI 1968: 92, n. 1.44).
So far, however, the only such commentary known is that by I§varasena.

5a. Conceptual perception is held in the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Mimamsa traditions.
For a reason to attribute the idea reported in this text to a Mimamsaka, even perhaps
to Kumarila, cf. 13.R.M.Un, §5a.

5b. Because of the subsequent report of the opponent's idea of conceptual perception
in conclusion of this passage, a topic not touched upon elsewhere in this context, the
whole passage may be characterized as Ci. For the report, cf. 13.R.M.Un.

6. savikalpaka, avikalpaka

7. kalpanapodha iti visesana

8. Others, however explain: "Isn't there also a conceptual (cognition) that arises from the

five sense faculties, for which reason this qualification (is stated)? This is why
(Dignaga) says: 'But the qualification (is stated) in consideration of the views of
others', etc. The view of others is: 'A certain cognition that is arisen from the sense
faculties is conceptual, (namely that) which is (the perception) of somebody
proficient in a (specific) affair (and) a certain (cognition) is non-conceptual, (namely,
that) which is the opposite.' Therefore this qualification of sensory cognition, namely,
'free of conceptual construction', which (is stated) in consideration of the
(above-mentioned) view, has the purpose of excluding a conceptual sensory
cognition as fancied by others."

9. Cf. HATTORI 1968: 92,

10



13.R.M.Un

1. apare tu ... ... paresam —indriyajam jiianam kificit savikalpakam yad
vyutpannavyavaharasya, kificid avikalpakam yad itarasya — iti matam. (PST 1.
50,13-15)

Ri in F8: PST 1. 50,14f (P 27b6, D 24a7)

5a. The specific differentiation between conceptual perception being that of
somebody proficient in a specific affair (vyutpannavyavahara) and non-conceptual
perception being that of somebody still inexperienced suggests a background in the
Mimamsa. In fact, it seems that expressions used by Kumarila have been modified
here, such as kausala and samskrta against abhyasavarjita, where Kumarila uses the
example of music to explain such differences in perception (cf. SV, pratyaksa,
237cd-240; TABER 2005: 143).

6. savikalpaka, avikalpaka

7. indriyajam jiianam savikalpakam

8. A certain cognition that is arisen from the sense faculties is conceptual, (namely
that) which is (the perception) of somebody proficient in a (specific) affair, (and) a

certain (cognition) is non-conceptual, (namely that) which is the opposite.

14.F.N-V.Un

1. atra kecid ahuh — asrayasiddhih. tatha hi svasamvitter nirvikalpakatvam sadhyam.
$a ca jiianasyapi tavan na samasti. kutah punah sukhadinam ajiianariapanam. te hy
ekasminn atmani jiianena saha samavayat tenaikarthasamavayina grhyanta iti
svayam prameyaripa eva. atas te parasyapi na samvedakah, kutah punar atmanah
— iti. (PST 1. 54,10-55,1)

Ci: PST 1. 54,10-55,1 (P 29b3-5, D 26a2-4)

3. Devendrabuddhi identifies the proponent of the objection in PV 3.250 as "some
VaiSesika" (PVP 237b7; cf. also TSP 484,22), whereas Manorathanandin has
"Naiyayikas, etc." (PVV 194,18). The essence of this objection also introduces PVin
1.22, the citation of which the Tarkarahasya attributes to the Naiyayikas (TR 31,11)
following Dharmottara (PVinT, 1. 100a4)

11



4a. PV 3.250: avedakah parasyapi te svarupam katham viduh /
ekarthasrayina vedya vijiianeneti kecana //
TS 1330: avedakah parasyapi svavidbhajah katham nu te /
ekarthasritavijiianvedyas tv ete bhavanti cet //
TSP 484,22-24 (on TS 1330): avedaka ityadina vaisesikamatam asarkate. — na
kevalam svasamvedena (: °end TSP) na bhavanti, bahyasyapy arthasyavedakah. na

JjAanasvabhava iti yavat. ekasminn atmani samavetena tu jiianena vedyante — iti tesam
siddhantah._

5a. With the explanation that joy, etc. (sukhadi) are known through cognition (jiiana),
because the latter inheres together with the former in the one and same soul like its
other qualities, this report reflects a VaiSesika and Naiyayika ontology (cf. Vyom II.
143,14f). The indication of the specific logical fault accruing for the Buddhist
position could not yet be traced.

5b. Compared with the abbreviated report in TSP (see above), the present text could
well be a true citation.

6. asrayasiddhi, svasamvitti, nirvikalpakatva, samavaya, ekarthasamavayin

7. pratyaksa, nirvikalpakatvasiddhi, asrayasiddhi

8. With regard to this [Buddhist position that non-conceptuality of joy, etc. is established through self-
awareness] some say: "(This is a case in which) the basis (of the logical reason) is un-
established. To wit: Non-conceptuality is to be proven through self-awareness. This
(self-awareness), however, does not even connect (itself) to cognition in the first
place, (and thus) how much less to joy, etc., which do not have the nature of
cognition. For these (joy, etc.) are grasped on account of (their) inherence together
with cognition in one and the same soul by that (cognition) that is inherent in one and
the same entity (i.e., the soul). They are, therefore, in themselves only of the nature
of cognitional objects. Since these (i.e., joy, etc.) are not even aware of something

else, how much less (are they aware) of themselves."

15.R.S.Un

1. yo ’py aha — nantarah sukhadayo napi cetanah, kim tarhi tadviparitasvabhavah

prameya eva — iti, tasyapi yathoktanitya kladadyaharabodhatmakam vastu sidham. (PST 1. 55,12-
56,1)

12



Ri: PST 1. 55,12f (P 30a3, D 26b2)
3. This position is attributed to the Sankhya in PVinT 1,120a6 and PVV 199,10 (also
TR 33,30f; NBTT 32,10f).

4a. PV 3. 268a-c": kascid bahihsthitan eva sukhadin apracetanan /

grahyan aha.
PVin 1. 22,13f: nantarah sukhadayo napi cetanah. tdatmanam sabdadinam
anubhavat tadanubhavakhyatih — ity aparah.
5b. As a summary of the position on sukhadi in light of the three-guna theory of
Sankhyan ontology, and compared with similar descriptions, this is an Ri-text.
6. sukhadi, prameya
7. sukhadi, nantara, na cetana

8. Also for that one who says — "Joy, etc. are neither interior nor mental. They are rather

nothing but objects of cognition of a nature contrary to both" — a reality is established in
the manner mentioned above [PST 1. 55,6f], which consists of a cognition with the appearance of joy,

etc.

16.R.S.Un

1. tasmat — sitksmam utpadakalavibhagam duravadharatvad anupalaksayatah
pratyakse evaite — iti kasyacin matih syat. (PST 1. 60,10-11)

Ri: PST 1. 60,10 (P 32b1, D 28b3f)

3. This text is part of a larger report within the Sankhya section (PST 1. 140,8-10),
for which is serves as testimony (cf. 2.R.2.Un).

4. PST 1. 140,91 ... saksmatarakalabhedasya daravadharatvat ...

5b. Because the later text is framed with paro hi ... iti yatha manyate, and because of
the phrase matih syat in the present one, it is characterized as Ri.

6. utpadakalavibhaga, duravadharatva

7. pratyaksabhasa, bhranti, samvrtisajjnana

8. Therefore someone could be of the opinion: — "For somebody who does not notice the

subtle difference [from a non-conceptual perception] at the time of the arising [of the
conception], because (the difference) can hardly be determined, these two [i.e.,

erroneous and conventional cognition] are certainly perceptions."
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17.R.N.Acaryahl

1. drsyate ca kesaiicid vipratipattih, yatha — ghatadisu jianam samvrtisatsu mrgatrsnadisu
codakadijiianam pratyaksam eva. — tatha hi —tasyaiva mrgatrsnadau
toyadijiianasya vyavacchedayavyabhicariti pratyaksalaksane visesanam upattam.
aksopaghataja-jiiananivrttyartham tad iti cet, na, arthasannikarsagrahanad
evanarthasambhiitasya dvicandradijiianasya nivrtteh. anyathendriyajam ity eva
vacyam syat. anumanadi-jiianam tu siddham eva
yathapirvanubhiitasamayasmrtibalapravrttam apratyaksam ca —iti... (PST 1. 60,11-
61,5)

Ri: PST 1. 60,11-61,5 (P 32b2-5, D 28b4-7)

3. The whole text seems to have been taken, with minor variations, from
Devendrabuddhi's explanation on PV 3. 289b-d (PVP 249b1-7).

4a. PVA 333,6-12, in explaining the same, offers a parallel report on the error hinted
at by Dharmakirti. This report roughly renders the main point of a discussion
between Naiyayikas on the qualification "non-deviating", and thereby also supports
the interpretation of the citation in PST as an Ri-text of the Naiyayika's critique of
Dignaga's list of pseudo-perceptions: aksajam eva tad — iti paresam bhrantir
mrgatrsnikajalajiiane. tathahi — indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jiianam avyapadesyam
avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam® pratyaksam ity atra laksane maricijalajiiana-
vyavacchedayavyabhicarigrahanam krtam. yadi punar anindriyajam eva tat syat,
prathamapadenaiva vyavartanat kim etadarthenavyabhicarigrahanena.
dvicandradijiianasyanarthasambhiitasya® nivrttyartham iti cet, na,
arthasannikarsa-grahanenaiva tasya vyavartanat indriyagrahanenanindriyajasya
vyavartanam. samvrtisadvisayasya tv indriyajatvabhimanah paresam savivada eva.
anumanadivacanam tarhi vyartham. na hi tenanindriyajatvam sadhyate. siddhatvad

anumandder® anindriyajatvasya.

' avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam Ms : avyabhicari PVA
2 °sambhiitasya Ms : sambhatasya PVA
* anumanader : anumanadir PVA (Ms)

5a. The explanation adds, in all probability based on the opponent's explanation, that
the term "non-deviating" (avyabhicarin) in NSu 1.1.4 has the purpose of excluding
erroneous cognitions. This presupposes the idea that perception is non-conceptual as

well as conceptual. Schmithausen has reconstructed this solution to be the opinion of
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the Acaryas on the relationship between error and conception (SCHMITHAUSEN
1965:182). The report above and the related explanation can, therefore, be connected
with the theory of perception of the Acaryas, as well as identified with the core of the
Acaryas' criticism of Dignaga's list of pseudo-perceptions in PS 1. 7c-8b.

5b. The characterization of this text as presenting a specific vipratipatti together with
the existence of a comparable report in PVA 333,6-12 on PV 3.2809 is the reason for
classifying it as an Ri-text.

6. samvrtisat, mrgatrsnadi, pratyaksa, avyabhicarin

8. (We) also observe the misconception of certain (teachers). For example: — "A cognition with

regard to a conventionally existing jar, etc. and a cognition of water, etc. with regard
to a mirage, etc. are certainly perception." — That is to say: "In order to exclude exactly
this cognition of water, etc. with regard to a mirage, etc., the qualification 'non-
deviating' was added in the definition of perception (of NSu 1.1.4). [Objection:] 'This
(qualification) has the purpose of excluding cognitions that have arisen on account of
the injury of a sense.' [Answer:] (This is) not (the case), because cognitions such as
that of two moons, which have not arisen through an object, are already excluded by
the expression 'contact with an object'. If they were not [thus excluded], only 'arisen
through a sense' would have to be said. Cognitions such as inference, however, are
definitely established as occurring by force of remembering a usual practice
(samaya) [in regard to two items] as earlier experienced, and (thus) are (, of course,
cases of) non-perception.”

9. GUPTA 1962:92f; SCHMITHAUSEN 1965:182; CHU 2004:137-139

18.R.B.Un

1. yas tv aha — dvicandradijfianam naivendriyajam, api tu manasam eva — iti, tena_
vaktavyam kim indriyajasya laksanam iti. — indriyabhavabhavanuvidhanam — iti cet, tad
ihapi tulyam. — tadvikaravikaritvam — iti cet, atrapy etad evottaram. (PST 1. 61,14-62,2)
Ri: PST 1. 61,14-62,1 (P 33a2f, D 29a4f)

3. Since the main thesis is refuted by Dharmakirti with the argument (in PV 3.294)

that it contradicts Dignaga's words in the Vrsti on PS 1.15, Schmithausen assumes a
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Buddhist proponent (SCHMITHAUSEN 1965: 214, n.145). This thesis is also dealt with
in FUNAYAMA 1999: 77 and CHU 2004: 124. Although Vibhiuticandra surprisingly
identifies its proponent as kanadadayah (Vibhii 206%), the later Tibetan exegetes
clearly see him as a commentator on the PS(V). For example, mKhas grub rje in Rig
pa’i rgya mtsho 732,3 (Kun las btus kyi "grel byed), and Glo bo mkhan chen in Rigs
nas gsal byed .... as I§varasena (cf. KUIP 1985: 85). This attribution is also
supported, I think, by the ironic designation of its propounder as dcaryadesiyah in
DhTipp 19,9 and TPN 264,20.
The two subsequent proposals of the opponent offered in this quite abbreviated
dialogue are also turned down by Dharmakirti in PV 3.296.
4a. PV 3.294a: manasam tad apity eke.

PV 3.296: kim vaindriyam. yad aksanam bhavabhavanurodhi cet /

tat tulyam. vikriyavac cet, saiveyam. kim nisidhyate //

PVA 335,32-336,4 has an elaborate explanation of this thesis (translated in
SCHMITHAUSEN 1965: 214 and, without the last part, in FRANCO 1986: 84 and CHU
2004: 124), which I consider to be a genuine citation that contains yet another
citation at the end: manasam evaitad dvicandradijfianam maricikajalajiianavat.
tatha hi maricikasu prathamam indriyajiianm abhrantam evopajayate, pascat tu
jalanubhavavasanaprabodhat savikalpakam jalajiianam. sa ca prabodho
maricidarsanad eva. sadrsyabhdjo maricaya evamdharmanah. tathatrapi
candravisayam abhrantam prathamam jiianam pascad dvicandrakaro vikalpah.
tatra kecid ahuh — stimitaksnor madhye sthata sa ekah candra ubhayaparsve
kramenopalabhyamanah kalasauksmyad yugapad eva laksyate. parsvadvaye ca
dvicandradhyaropah.

DhTipp 19,9-12: kecid dacaryadesiva — dvicandradivijiananam manasi bhrantir

nendriyaja — iti. tasyas ca kalpanapodhagrahanenaiva nirasah, tatha ca
dignaganamnacaryena kalpanapodham pratyaksam iti laksane
"bhrantagrahanam na krtam iti pratipannah.

TPN 264,20-22: dacaryadesiya hi — dvicandrader bhrantir manasi. tasyas ca
kalpanapodhapadenaiva nirasah. ata evacaryena kalpanapodham pratyaksam
pratyaksenaiva sidhyatiti laksane 'bhrantapadam nopattam (: nopattim TPN) — iti

pratipannah. cf. CHU 2004:125).
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5a. Because there is no other commentator on the PS(V) known before Dharmakirti,
and because the Tibetan testimony is probably not merely based on a reasoned guess,
like mine, but rather based on a learned tradition, attributing this thesis to I$varasena
is quite likely correct. This is not contradicted, I think, by the fact that the later
commentators on the NBT consider this position to be an explanation for the absence
of the Dharmakirtian attribute abhranta in Dignaga's definition.

5b. In comparison with the citation by Prajiiakaragupta, the present text can be
characterized as Ri. Moreover, since only the thesis and two further steps of
explanation are reported, both being present in PV 3.294a and 296, it is obvious that
Jinendrabuddhi is reporting this source only on the basis of Dharmakirti's

formulations.

8. That one, however, who says: — "The cognition of two moons, for example, has
definitely arisen through a sense" — must declare what the mark of a sense-arisen (cognition)
is. If (he proposes): — "(The mark) is (its) conformity to the presence or absence of a
sense" — (then) this (mark) is also in the present case [of sense-arisen cognition] the same. If (he
further proposes): — "(The mark) is (the cognition's) changing with a change of the
(sense)" — in this case, too, the answer is surely the (one given above).

9. SCHMITHAUSEN 1965:214; KUunp 1985:85; FRANCO 1986: 84; FUNAYAMA
1999:77; CHU 2004:124.

19.F.B.VVil

1. tato 'rthad vijiianam pratyaksam iti. yasya visayasya vijianam
vyapadisyate, yadi tata eva tad utpadyate, nanyato' napi tato 'nyatas ca, taj
jAanam® pratyaksam. tad yatha riapadijiianam sukhadijiianam iti. etena
bhrantijiianam nirastam, yatha Suktikayam rajatajiianam. tad dhi rajatena
vyapadiSyate rajatajiianam iti. na ca tad rajatad utpadyate, Suktikayaiva tu tad
upajanyate. samvrtijiianam apy anendpastam. tatha hi tad ghatadibhir
vyapadisyate, ghatajiianam patajiianam’ ity evam. na tu tat tebhyo bhavati, tesam

samvrtisattvenakaranatvat. riipadibhya eva hi tathasanni-vistebhyas tad bhavati.
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anumanajfianam apy anenaiva nirastam. dhimajiiana-sambandhasmrtibhyam api
hi tad bhavati, nagnita eva. tato bhavaty eva, na tu na bhavatity ayam apy atrartho
’bhimatah. (PST 1. 87,3-12)

Ci: PST 1. 87,3-12 (P 44b6-45a3, D 39b7-40a4)

2. ! nanyato ms : nanyatah, pst1.  *taj jianam em.: jianam Ms ° ghatajiianam
patajiianam em. : ghatajiianam ghatajiianam Ms, pST 1. (with P)

3. Vasubandhu's Vadavidhi

4. Cf. 19.F.B.VVill, 19.F.B.VVil.2, and 19.F.B.VVil.3.

In his Nyayavarttika, Uddyotakara refers in his refutation, beyond Vasubandhu's
definition (cf. FRAUWALLNER 1933: 282 and 1957: 112), to parts of the definition's
explanation as presented by Jinendrabuddhi. Also VacaspatimiSra has copied the
beginning used in Jinendrabuddhi's explanation from Uddyotakara.

NV 38,5-16: apare punar varnayanti —tato ‘rthad vijianam pratyaksam — isi.

tan na. tato ’rthad ii yasyarthasya yadvijiianam vyapadisyate, yadi tata eva tad
bhavati, narthantarat, tat pratyaksam. etenanumanddijianam apaksiptam bhavati.

na hi tata eva tad bhavati, kim tarhi tatas canyatas ca tad bhavati. atra tavad

arthagrahanam na kartavyam. tato vijiidnam ity ucyamane gamyata eva tadarthad iti. ... ... ...
etenaivanumanadivyudaso ’pi pratyuktah. yat punar etat — samvrtijianam anenapaksiptam
— iti, tad etan na budhyamahe katham tad apaksiptam iti. yadi brisse — riapadibhya utpannam
jianam ghatasya vyapadiSyate — iti, ato na tato bhavisyatity apaksiptam iti. tan na
yuktam. na hi ripadibhya utpannam vijiianam ghatasya vyapadisyate. ripadibhya utpannam

ripadinam ghatad vijiianam ghatasyety ato na prasangah.

NVTT 122,9-11: laksanam vyacaste —tato ’rthad iti. yattador nityasambandhad
yasyarthasya yadvijiianam vyapadiSyate, yadi tata eva tad bhavati, narthantarad
vyapadesasambandhinah, tat pratyaksam.
5a. Well attested as stemming from the Vadavidhi in PS 1.13 and its Vrtti, as well as
in PST 1. 86,4ff and many other texts (cf. HATTORI 1968: n. 2.1.-2.8.). This is
fragment 9 in FRAUWALLNER 1957: 1371, translated in 120 (cf. HATTORI 1968: 116;
translated in 1960: 48f; and in ANACKER 1984: 40).
5b. Of the available testimonies, this is clearly a Ci-text.

6. pratyaksa, artha, bhranti, samvrtijiiana, anumana

7. pratyaksalaksana, artha, pratyaksabhasa, vyapadesa
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8. "Perception is a cognition (just) on account of this object (artha)." When
that cognition arises only on account of that (sense-)object (visaya) for which it is
named, but neither on account of another, nor even on account of (yet) another than
that,* this cognition is a perception, for example, "a color-and-form, etc.-cognition
(or) a joy, etc.-cognition." By this (definition,) (cases of) erroneous cognition are
rejected, such as a silver-cognition with regard to mother-of-pearl. For this
(erroneous) cognition is named "silver-cognition" on account of silver. It does not
arise, however, on account of silver, but it comes about only on account of some
mother-of-pearl. Also (cases of) conventional cognition are rejected by this
(definition). That is to say, this (cognition) is called, on account of pots, etc., "pot-
cognition, cloth-cognition." This (cognition), however, does not come about on
account of these (pots, etc.), because these (pots, etc.) are not causes, since (they) are
(only) conventionally existent. For this (cognition) comes about only on account of
[the atoms of] color-and-form, etc. that are combined [as cognitional supports] in
such a way (namely as pots, etc.).” Inferential cognition is also rejected already by
this (definition). For that (inferential cognition) also comes about on account of the
cognition of smoke and the memory of (its) connection (with fire), but not on account
of fire only. Moreover, this is (what is) conceived here [in this definition] as the
object (artha), on account of which (a cognition) necessarily comes about, but does

not not come about.
* T have no idea what the second alternative could refer to. Might it merely have been added for emphasis? T. translates
the second as a negative attribute of ses pa ("this cognition that (arises) not even on account of another").
* According to NCV 93,14-16, the particular atoms are supersensible and, therefore, cannot be cognized (buddhau na

sannivesah). The cognitional support (alambana) is available due to the fact that their appearance in cognition is owed
to their collection (samudayakrtatannirbhasataya); cf. HATTORI 1968: n. 1.40.

9. FRAUWALLNER 1933; 1957; HATTORI 1960; 1968; ANACKER 1984

19.F.B.VVill

1. nanu ca yena visayena yaj jiianam vyapadisyate, yadi tat — tato bhavati, na tu na bhavati —
ity eso 'py atra niyamo ’bhimatah. (PST 1.89,7f)
Ci: PST 1. 89,7f (P 45b8, D 40a7ft)
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19.F.B.VVil.2

1. anyatha katham idam yujyate, yad uktam vadavidhau — anumanajfianam apy anenaiva

nirastam. dhimajiianasambandhasmrtibhyam api hi tad bhavati, nagnita eva — iti.
(PST 1.89,10-12)
Ci: PST 1. 89,10-12 (P 46a2f, D 41a2)

6. anumanajiiana

7. anumanajiana

19.F.B.VVil.3

1. tatas ca tad ayuktam syat, yad uktam — dhiimajnianasambandhasmrtibhyam api hi tad

bhavati, nagnita eva — iti. (PST 1. 90,3f)

Ci: PST 1. 90,4 (P 46a6f, D 41a5f)

7. anumanajiiana

19.F.B.VVil4

1. tatas ca tad ayuktam syat, yad uktam — dhiimajnianasambandhasmrtibhyam api hi tad

bhavati, nagnita eva — iti. (PST 1. 90,3f)

Ci: PST 1. 90,4 (P 46a6f, D 41a5f)

7. anumanajiiana

19.F.B.VVil5

1. tasmat — yasya tad vyapadiSyate — ity etan na prapnoti. (PST 1. 93,9f)
Cie: PST 1. 93,9f (P 48a2, D 42b6)
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3. The citation is directly of PSV 6,16, indirectly, however, from VVi. This citation

proves that Dignaga was also referring to the beginning of Vasubandhu's

explanation.

19.F.B.VVil.6

1. tatah — yasya tad vyapadisyate, tata evotpadyate — iti siddha pratyaksata
niladijiiananam ity aha ... (PST 1. 93,12f)
Cie: PST 1. 93,12f (P 48a3, D 42b7)

3. Jinendrabuddhi, within a rhetorical objection, copies the citation of Dignaga as

above and continues to cite the VVi, again with small variations.

19.F.B.VVil.7

1. tatah sa eva prasangah — yasya tad vyapadiSyate — ity etan na prapnoti. (PST 1. 93,15)

Cie: PST 1. 93,15 (P 48a3, D 43al)

3. Cf.19.F.B.VVil.7, §3.

19.F.B.VVil8

1. yasyarthasya yaj jiianam vyapadiSyate, yadi tata eva tad bhavati — ity etad
visayacintaprakrtam eva. (PST 1. 94,9f)
Cie: PST 1. 94,9f (P 48b1, D 43a4f)

19.F.B.VVil.9

1. atah — yena vyapadiSyate — ity etan na sambhavatiti darsayan aha ... (PST 1. 94,14f)

Cie: PST 1. 94,14 (P 48b4, D 43a6)
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20.R.B.Un

1. ye hi manyante — vadavidhidisanapara' evayam arambhah — iti, tesam yad uktam
svasamvedyam tv anirdesSyam rigpam indriyagocarah //

ity atra gocarartho vaktavyah. (PST 1. 90,12-91,1)
Ri: PST 1. 90,12 (P 46b3, D 41b2)

2. ! °diisana® em. : °bhiisana® Ms

3. A Buddhist realist in the tradition of Sautrantika, who holds cognition to have an
external object (bahyarthavadin), explains the following section of the PSV.
Jinendrabuddhi's reference in the answer is to PS 1.5cd, which he uses to support his
interpretation of Dignaga's intention, namely, to advocate in the following (PSV 6,7-
24) the view of an object as being internal to cognition (antarjiieyavadin). Cf. CHU
2006: 226f. The opponent being reported, however, wishes to avoid this
interpretation, and therefore offers a non-committal explanation for the purpose of
this section. He can either be identified with I$varasena, the only known
commentator, or, perhaps preferably, with a later Sautrantika.

5a. While in terms of its meaning, this could well be a "rhetoric objection," because
of the introduction with ye hi manyante it is clearly an Ri-text.

6. vadavidhidiisana

7. vadavidhidiisana

8. This undertaking [of examination] only aims at refuting the Vadavidhi.

9. CHU 2006: 224-227.
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