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On the Cover Illustration: raṅgolı̄ (Martin and Linda Gaenszle) . . . . . xlv

Part I
Abhidharma and Madhyamaka, Sanskrit Grammar and Lit-
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Introduction

Ce qu’on n’a jamais mis en question n’a point été
prouvé. Ce qu’on n’a point examiné sans prévention
n’a jamais été bien examiné. Le scepticisme est donc le
premier pas vers la vérité.
What has never been questioned has not been
proven. What has not been examined without prej-
udice has never been well examined. Skepticism is
therefore the first step towards truth.

Denis Diderot, Pensées philosophiques, XXXI

The title To the Heart of Truth was inspired by our colleague, friend, and
teacher, Eli Franco, who has a “heart of truth” himself, is interested in
the essence of truth in his study of skepticism in premodern South Asia,
and has contributed to the understanding of how “heart” in the sense of
“compassion” relates to truth through his study of Buddhist epistemology
and logic in relation to Buddhist religion and spirituality. This felicitation
volume is also itself a collection of various truths pursued and newly
revealed by each of the contributors. With it, we aim to celebrate Eli (as we
all call him) by way of these heartfelt gifts, and hopefully to inspire readers
to seek further truths themselves.

Eli has pioneered and led for half a century the study of the Lokāyata
school of materialism and skepticism, as represented by Jayarāśi, and the
Buddhist logical–epistemological tradition, with an emphasis on its religious
school represented by Prajñākaragupta and Yamāri. He has published exten-
sively not only on various aspects of these fields, but also on other areas such
as Brahminical philosophical traditions, early Buddhist scholastics, and the
history of Indological studies in Europe. He has furthermore directed several
important third-party funded research projects successfully, and continues to
do so.

As a professor at the University of Leipzig, Eli devoted himself to general
higher education as well inasmuch as he gave broad-ranging lectures without
language requirements on Indian philosophy and Buddhism, open to all
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students of the University. On the other hand, he guided graduate students
in their highly specialized studies on the basis of original texts in Sanskrit
and Tibetan. We three former students of his have benefited greatly from
our Doktorvater. At the same time, he was our mentor, always present with
cheerful words of encouragement. He exemplified for us a virtuous harmony
of bold skepticism and optimistic materialism, and indeed he can often be
heard quoting the Lokāyata aphorism, yāvaj jı̄vet sukham. jı̄vet!1

From Jayarāśi to Yamāri—Eli’s academic journey2

Eli’s academic career coincides with his geographical journey. An adventurer
by nature, he dared to travel the world to further his scholarship. He based
his academic formation and research activities in Israel, France, Australia,
Germany, and Austria, and also spent considerable time as a visiting scholar

1 Cited in Franco 1987 (=A2): 53 n.70. Bārhaspatyasūtra B2–B3 (cf. Namai 1996: 10):

etāvān eva purus.o yāvān indriyagocarah. |
bhadre vr.kapadam. hy etad yad vadanti ahuśrutāh. ||*1

yāvaj jı̄vet sukham. jı̄ved r.n. am. kr. tvā ghr. tam. pibet |
bhasmı̄bhūtasya dehasya punarāgamanam. kutah. ||*2

A person extends only as far as the realm of the senses. O dear lady,
indeed, what the educated speak of is [like] the footprint of a wolf
[artificially manipulated; therefore it should be questioned].
For as long as one lives, one should live joyfully! One should take out
loans and drink ghee! How could the body, which has already been
turned to ashes, come back [to life]?

*1 Cited in Candrakı̄rti’s Prasannapadā (Ed. L. de la Vallée Poussin, St.-Pétersbourg
1903) 360.6–7. *2 Cited in Mādhava’s Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha (Ed. V. S. Abhyankar,
Poona [1924] 1951) 14.5–6. For more citations with variant readings, see Namai,
C. M. Rinne no Ronshō: Bukkyō ronrigakuha ni yoru yuibutsuron hihan [The Proof of
Transmigration: A Critique of Materialism from the Buddhist Epistemological–Logical
Tradition], Osaka 1996, 9 n.21; Bhattacharya, R. “Cārvāka Fragments: A New
Collection.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 30 (2002): 597–640 (esp. 610).

2 This section is based on a series of interviews with Eli. Note that his selected publi-
cations and studies referenced below are not necessarily in chronological order. The
capital letters with numbers in bold follow the numbering of publications listed in
the “List of Publications by Eli Franco” in this volume.
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in India, Japan, and Norway. Let us trace his life milestones to date, along
with his major academic achievements.

Tel Aviv 1953–1977 Eli Franco was born on June 19, 1953 in Tel Aviv,
Israel, the eldest of two sons and one daughter to his parents Nissim and
Regina Franco, who were both Sephardic immigrants from Bulgaria after the
founding of the state of Israel. He grew up in this beautiful Mediterranean
coastal city, also known as the “White City.” Meanwhile, the second, third
and fourth Arab–Israeli wars broke out (1956–1957; 1967; 1973). His strong
opposition to militarism and his inclination toward atheism and skepticism
could not have been unaffected by these historical events, and in fact led
to his early political involvement, at times on the radical left. He was one
of the earliest conscientious objectors to military service after the Six-Day
War. In 1971, he enrolled in Philosophy and Jewish Philosophy at Tel Aviv
University and in 1976 received his B.A. for a thesis on a comparative study of
skepticism in Ancient Greek philosophy, Madhyamaka Buddhist philosophy
and Chinese Taoism. Already as a B.A. student, he discovered the writings of
the modern philosopher R. G. Collingwood (1889–1943) and the historian of
skepticism Richard H. Popkin (1923–2005), whose influence is clearly evident
in his subsequent work.

Paris 1977–1980 In 1977, Eli was awarded a three-year French Government
Grant and moved to Paris. He first enrolled at the École des Hautes Études en
Sciences Sociales (EHESS), obtained his Diplôme in 1978, and then enrolled as
a doctoral student under the supervision of Professor Charles Malamoud in
the joint program of the École Pratique des Hautes Études (vème section) and
the Université de Paris X (now Paris Nanterre University). In 1980 he received
his Ph.D. for his dissertation entitled Lokāyata, la philosophie dite matérialiste de
l’Inde classique (Lokāyata, the so-called materialist philosophy of classical India),
which became, in a thoroughly revised and enlarged form, his first mono-
graph Perception, Knowledge and Disbelief: A Study of Jayarāśi’s Skepticism (A2).3

During his studies in Paris, and later on as a postdoc at the University of
Vienna and as a Humboldt Fellow at Hamburg University, Eli slowly moved

3 For reviews on A2, see, among others, Werner, K. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society
of Great Britain and Ireland 2 (1988): 432–433; Pollock, S. The Journal of Asian Studies 47
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away from the comparative approach of his earlier mentor Professor Ben-
Ami Scharfstein (1919–2019) that had dominated the Philosophy Department
at Tel Aviv University and toward a more philologically oriented study of
Indian philosophy. As he told us in a discussion leading to this essay, “I knew
that something was wrong with the comparative approach, but could not
put my finger on it. Only some years later, when I read Wilhelm Halbfass’s
article,4 the penny dropped: Comparative philosophy has to be philosophy;
it cannot just be the juxtaposition of philosophies.”

In his Ph.D. thesis, Eli struck gold. Due to his wide reading and strong
interest in skepticism, he was able to truly discover the work of Jayarāśi, a
major philosopher of the ninth century who, for some inexplicable reason,
had remained under the radar of scholars of Indian thought—it is impossible
to count the number of scholars who claimed that no original work of
Lokāyata had survived. Eli’s work was the very first monograph on Jayarāśi
and established him as one of the most important philosophers in the second
half of the first millennium. Although this study is strongly philological in
providing the first-ever translation of a substantial part of the difficult San-
skrit text of the Tattvopaplavasim. ha, we clearly see Collingwood’s influence, in
the form of his “Logic of Question and Answer,”5 in the extensive annotation,
where Eli attempts to reconstruct the dialogue between Jayarāśi and his
opponents: Naiyāyikas, Mı̄mām. sakas, Sām. khyas, and Buddhist followers of
Dharmakı̄rti’s philosophy. And although he had been moving away from the
comparative approach, he still believed that Popkin’s vision of the history
of modern philosophy as a series of crises pyrrhoniènnes and attempts to
resolve them6 could be applied to Indian philosophy as well. Although the
monograph on Jayarāśi has now been published almost forty years ago, it has
not been surpassed and is regularly quoted or referred to in studies of Indian
materialism and skepticism. Many years later (2017), Eli supplemented this

(1988): 917–919; Potter, K. H. Philosophy East and West 39 (1989): 216–217; de Jong,
J. W. Indo-Iranian Journal 32 (1989): 209–212; Matilal, B. K. Journal of the American
Oriental Society 110 (1990): 537–539.

4 Halbfass, W. “India and the Comparative Method.” Philosophy East and West 35
(1985): 3–15.

5 Collingwood, R. G. An Autobiography. Oxford [1939] 2002, 29–43.
6 Popkin, R. H. The History of Scepticism: From Savonarola to Bayle. Oxford [1960] 2003.
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study with an important paper on Jayarāśi’s critique of inference (C68). He
also contributed a comprehensive study of Lokāyata to the Encyclopedia of
Hinduism (D5).

Vienna 1980–1981, Hamburg 1982–1983 After completing his doctorate in
Paris, Eli received a postdoctoral scholarship from the Austrian government
and spent about eight months at the University of Vienna studying with
Professors Gerhard Oberhammer and Ernst Steinkellner. He used the time
primarily to master German, to begin to study Classical Tibetan, and to famil-
iarize himself with the Austro–German scholarly tradition of philological–
historical research on Indian philosophy founded by Erich Frauwallner. At
the same time, he also worked at the UN Center in Vienna and could
have stayed for a career in the UN administration, but chose to remain in
academia. With the support of Professors Steinkellner and Albrecht Wezler
(1938–2023), he obtained a prestigious Alexander von Humboldt Fellowship
and studied for twenty months at the University of Hamburg with Professors
Wezler, Lambert Schmithausen, and Claus Oetke (1947–2019), and with Karin
Preisendanz (then a Ph.D. student) who became not only his partner and then
wife but also a close collaborator who took part in almost all of his studies.

Tel Aviv 1983–1988 In 1983, together with Preisendanz, Eli returned to his
hometown of Tel Aviv, where he spent five years teaching and researching,
first as a lecturer in the Philosophy Department at Tel Aviv University, and
then as a research fellow at the University’s Institute for the History and
Philosophy of Sciences and Ideas and at the Van Leer Jerusalem Institute.
As part of his teaching duties in Western philosophy at the University, he
inter alia taught a course on the philosophy of the Enlightenment and in
this connection published an annotated Hebrew translation of the French
philosopher Denis Diderot’s (1713–1784) Lettre sur les aveugles à l’usage de ceux
qui voient (Letter on the Blind for the Use of Those Who See) (A1). The opening
quotation is from another work by the same author, Pensées philosophiques
(Philosophical Thoughts).

Melbourne 1989–1996 As it happened, there was no prospect of Eli obtain-
ing a permanent position in Israel, and when he was offered a lectureship
in the Department of Religious Studies at La Trobe University in Bundoora,
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Melbourne, in 1989, he decided to leave his home country. Unfortunately,
the entire department at La Trobe was soon disbanded, and although he was
able to move to the Philosophy Department at the same university, this was
without the prospect of tenure.

Soon after joining La Trobe, Eli was invited by Professor Wilhelm Halbfass
(1940–2000) to spend a year at the prestigious Wissenschaftskolleg zu Berlin
(Institute for Advanced Study in Berlin). He used the time there mainly
to continue his study of Classical Tibetan and to translate large portions
from Prajñākaragupta’s (ca. 8th–9th century)7 Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra. By
this time his research focus had shifted from Lokāyata to the Buddhist
logical–epistemological tradition, on which he subsequently wrote dozens
of original articles as well as two monographs. One of these monographs,
Dharmakı̄rti on Compassion and Rebirth (A3),8 was accepted as his Habilitation
thesis, first in Hamburg in 1997 for the field of Indology, and then again in
2000 at the University of Vienna, where he had moved in 1999 following
the appointment of Preisendanz to the Chair of Indology, for the fields of
Indology and Buddhist Studies.

In his studies on the Buddhist logical–epistemological tradition, Eli was
able to break new ground by being the first to produce an extensive work on
Prajñākaragupta, a towering figure in post-Dharmakı̄rtian Buddhist philos-
ophy who has been largely neglected until very recently. This monograph
was one of the earliest studies of the close relationship between Buddhist
epistemology and logic and the Buddhist religion. In a second edition of
Dharmakı̄rti on Compassion and Rebirth, Eli enlarged the monograph with
“A Study of Backward Causation in Buddhism,” depicting one of the most
original and fascinating theories advanced by Prajñākaragupta.

In connection with this work, Eli also prepared a free but precise trans-
lation of the entire Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the Pramān. avārttika. This had

7 For this new date of Prajñākaragupta, see D9, which is based on the recent
revision of Vidyānandin’s date. Cf. Ono’s dating to ca. 750 to 810. Ono, M.
Prajñākaraguptas Erklärung der Definition gültiger Erkenntnis (Pramān. avārttikālam. kāra
zu Pramān. avārttika II 1–7). Teil I. Vienna 2000, i.

8 For reviews on A3, see Werner, K. Buddhist Studies Review 15 (1998): 240–242;
Günther, H. V. Journal of the American Oriental Society 120 (2000): 154; Namai, C.
M. Indo-Iranian Journal 44 (2001): 84–90; and especially, Taber, J. Journal of Indian
Philosophy 31 (2003): 479–502.
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been written in the 1990s and was shared and mentioned by many scholars,
but was published only in 2017 (D8).9 In the same volume, he also wrote
an extensive introduction to Dharmakı̄rti’s philosophy (D7), in which he
summarized many of his own specific studies and showed how they could
be integrated to form a systematic interpretation of Dharmakı̄rti’s thought.
Eli’s work on Prajñākaragupta was continued by Shinya Moriyama—his first
Ph.D. student and now a professor at Shinshu University, and also one of the
editors of the present volume—which culminated in the publication of his
monograph, Omniscience and Religious Authority.10

Hamburg 1997–2002 After his monograph on Dharmakı̄rti and Prajñākara-
gupta had been published, Eli’s research took an unexpected turn. A chance
encounter in Jerusalem with the son of the Indologist Moritz Spitzer (1900–
1982), who was forced to emigrate from Germany to Palestine in 1939, led him
into the field of Turfan Studies. His most important work in this field is The
Spitzer Manuscript—The Oldest Philosophical Manuscript in Sanskrit (A4).11 In
this work, funded by the German Research Council (DFG) at the University of
Hamburg, he edited about a thousand fragments of this unique Abhidharmic
manuscript and was also able to offer a partial reconstruction of its text.
Once again, he had accomplished truly groundbreaking work and brought
a previously neglected and little-known treasure to the attention of scholars.
As a result of his work, the Spitzer manuscript is now regularly taken into
account in studies of early Indian dialectics. Eli’s work on the Spitzer
manuscript also led him to important studies of aspects of other Buddhist
and non-Buddhist philosophical traditions, such as “Lost Fragments from

9 Also important in this connection is C7, a review on T. Vetter’s Der Buddha und seine
Lehre in Dharmakı̄rtis Pramān. avārttika: Der Abschnitt über den Buddha und die vier edlen
Wahrheiten im Pramān. asiddhi-Kapitel. Eingeleitet, editiert und übersetzt (Vienna 1984),
which critically discussed Vetter’s partial German translation of the Pramān. asiddhi
chapter. This motivated Eli to translate this chapter of Dharmakı̄rti’s work in full
(D8) and also to write A3. From that time until Vetter’s death in 2012, Vetter and
Eli maintained a cordial relationship, sending each other their publications.

10 Moriyama, S. Omniscience and Religious Authority. A Study on Prajñākaragupta’s Pra-
mān. avārttikālaṅkārabhās.ya ad Pramān. avārttika II 8–10 and 29–33. Zürich/Berlin 2014.

11 For a review on A4, see Kudo, N. Nagoya Studies in Indian Culture and Buddhism:
Sam. bhās. ā 26 (2007): 169–173.
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the ’Spitzer Manuscript” (C30), “A Note on Nāgārjuna and the Naiyāyikas”
(C38) and “The Earliest Extant Vaiśes.ika Theory of gun. as” (C28), respectively.

Vienna 2002–2004 After completing the project on the Spitzer manuscript,
Eli joined Steinkellner’s long-term Austrian Science Fund (FWF) Project
“Erkenntnistheoretische Tradition des Buddhismus” (Logical–epistemolog-
ical tradition of Buddhism) on the topic “Buddhist theories of yogic percep-
tion,” at the Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia (IKGA),
Austrian Academy of Sciences, Vienna. Among the results of this work one
should mention the interdisciplinary volume, Yogic Perception, Meditation and
Altered States of Consciousness (in collaboration with Dagmar Eigner) (B3),
and Eli’s own paper in it (C53), where he critically examines Schmithausen’s
theory of the emergence of philosophical theories from spiritual practice.
This topic led to a further exchange published in Schmithausen’s The Genesis
of Yogācāra-Vijñānavāda12 and Eli’s “On the Arising of Philosophical Theories
from Spiritual Practice” (C72), respectively.

It was not only in this debate with Schmithausen that Eli believed he could
get to the heart of Indian and Buddhist philosophy through repeated discus-
sions with various scholars. We recall that he usually sat in one of the front
rows at conferences, symposia and guest lectures, and asked sharp questions
to speakers. For example, at the Third International Dharmakı̄rti Conference
in Hiroshima in 1997, there was a heated exchange with Clause Oetke over
the interpretation of the conjunction particle vā regarding Dharmakı̄rti’s two
definitions of pramān. a in the Pramān. asiddhi chapter, which was also echoed
in the proceedings13 (C24). Since the 1990s, Eli has been a central figure in
the academic debate on Dharmakı̄rti’s philosophy, taking for his partners in
dialogue Tilmann Vetter (1937–2012) (see n.9 above), Ernst Steinkellner14

12 Schmithausen, L. The Genesis of Yogācāra-Vijñānavāda: Responses and Reflections.
Tokyo 2014.

13 Oetke, C. “The Disjunction in the Pramān. asiddhi.” In: Katsura 1997: 243–252;
Oetke, C. “Clarifications.” In: Katsura 1997: 261–266; Katsura, S. “Preface.”
In: Katsura 1997: xi–xiv (esp. xi–xii); Katsura, S. (ed.), Dharmakı̄rti’s Thought and
its Impact on Indian and Tibetan Philosophy: Proceedings of the Third International
Dharmakı̄rti Conference Hiroshima, November 4–6, 1997. Vienna 1999. See Inami and
Ono in the present volume for the most recent studies relevant to this topic.

14 Steinkellner, E. Dharmakı̄rtis frühe Logik. Annotierte Übersetzung der logischen Teile
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(C77), John Taber15 (C39, C57), John D. Dunne16 (C55), Helmut Krasser
(1956–2014)17 (C74) and other leading scholars in the field.

Leipzig 2004–2021 In 2004, Eli was appointed a full professor and director
of the Institute of Indology and Central Asian Studies at the University
of Leipzig. He reorganized the Department’s curricula, equipping it with
unique features that were not present in comparable departments at other
German universities. In addition to bringing his own specialization in Indian
philosophy and Buddhism into the curricula, he appointed Sadananda Das
to teach spoken Sanskrit and Monika Zin, and subsequently her students,
to teach Indian, especially Buddhist art history. He also further devel-
oped modern South Asian Studies at the Department. The results of this
restructuring were quite successful and the Department had more than a
hundred students majoring in Indology and Central Asian Studies. Eli also
gave general lectures open to students of all subjects, which attracted large
crowds. In some years the enrollment had to be stopped at two hundred.
It was undoubtedly this strong record in terms of student numbers, as well
as his numerous research projects with third-party funding, that persuaded
the University to re-advertise the Chair of Indology on the occasion of Eli’s
retirement, and the chair is now filled by his successor, Jowita Kramer.

In addition to his strong interest in the religious aspects of Buddhist
logic and epistemology, as reflected in his above-mentioned work on the
Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the Pramān. avārttika and Prajñākaragupta’s com-
mentary thereon, it was clear to Eli from the outset of his encounter with
Dharmakı̄rti’s work that the fundamental chapter on perception (pratyaks.a)
in the Pramān. avārttika deserved to be translated and studied much more
extensively than what had been done so far in Western languages.18 In a

von Pramān. avārttika 1 mit der Vr. tti. Tokyo 2013.
15 Taber, J. “Did Dharmakı̄rti think the Buddha had desires?” In: Eds. H. Krasser et

al., Religion and Logic in Buddhist Philosophical Analysis: Proceedings of the 4th Inter-
national Dharmakı̄rti Conference Vienna, August 23–27, 2005. Vienna 2011, 437–448.

16 Dunne, J. D. Foundations of Dharmakı̄rti’s Philosophy. Sommerville 2004.
17 Krasser, H. “Bhāviveka, Dharmakı̄rti and Kumārila.” In: Eds. F. Voegeli et al.,

Devadattı̄yam: Johannes Bronkhorst Felicitation Volume. Bern, etc., 2012, 535–594.
18 By contrast, Hiromasa Tosaki had treated the entire chapter in Japanese already



xxiv Introduction

third-party funded project, he was able to make a beginning with Miyako
Notake, resulting in the jointly written Dharmakı̄rti on the Duality of the Object
(with a preface by his friend, the renowned German philosopher and Hegel
specialist Pirmin Stekeler-Weithofer) (A5).19 Other obligations prevented
him from continuing this work himself, but he encouraged his students to
do so. We may mention two Ph.D. theses that he supervised closely: the
first by King Chung Lo, containing an edition, translation and studies of
the Pratyaks.a chapter of the Pramān. avārttika, in particular vv. 425–484 which
deal with self-awareness (svasam. vedana)20 ; the second by Yuki Kyogoku,
which will be submitted soon, deals with vv. 123–193, where Dharma-
kı̄rti discusses the defining characteristic of perception, namely its being
“free from conceptual construction” (kalpanāpod. ha). Another dissertation by
Youngsan Sohn on Dharmakı̄rti’s Hetubindu is currently under preparation
and promises a significant update of our view of the relationship between
Dharmakı̄rti and his teacher Īśvarasena. Yet another dissertation related to
the Dharmakı̄rtian tradition was written by Hiroko Matsuoka, one of the
editors of this volume.21

Eli’s work on the Spitzer manuscript and thus the Turfan finds, as well as
his election as a full member (Ordentliches Mitglied) to the Saxon Academy

in the 1970–80s. See Tosaki, H. Bukkyō ninshikiron no kenkyū: Hosshō cho “Pramān. a-
vārttika” no genryōron [Studies in Buddhist epistemology: The theory of perception in
Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika]. Vols. 1–2. Tokyo 1979/85.

Undoubtedly, the notion regarding the significance of further basic research on
the Pratyaks.a chapter of the Pramān. avārttika was not limited to Eli, but rather
shared by other diligent scholars. Among others, for insights into the methodolog-
ical considerations involved in editing Dharmakı̄rti’s verses, see Kellner, B., “To-
wards a Critical Edition of Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika,” Wiener Zeitschrift für die
Kunde Südasiens 52/53 (2009/10): 161–211. In conjunction with this methodology,
Birgit Kellner is currently preparing the new critical edition of the Pramān. avārttika
3.425–539, along with its English translation.

19 For reviews on A5, see Moriyama, S. Rivista Degli Studi Orientali 89 (2016): 109–12;
Miyo, M. Nagoya Studies in Indian Culture and Buddhism: Sam. bhās. ā 33 (2016): 75–78;
Steinkellner, E. Journal of South Asian Studies 40 (2017), 428–430; Pecchia, C. Journal
of the American Oriental Society 138 (2018): 662–665.

20 Lo, K. C. “The Establishment of Self-Awareness: An Annotated Translation of Pra-
mān. avārttika 3.425–484” (Ph.D. diss., University of Leipzig, 2018).

21 Matsuoka, H. “Introducing Introductions: A Study of Kamalaśı̄la’s Tattvasaṅgraha-
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of Sciences and Humanities in 2012, positioned him well to establish and
foster a massive long-term research project (2016–2030) on the wonderful
Kucha murals in collaboration with Zin. The project is funded by the Union
of the Union of German Academies of Sciences and Humanities, and is
hosted by the Saxon Academy.22 On the whole, Eli has been very successful
in attracting third-party funding and promoting young scholars. With six
DFG projects, he was able to employ eager young scholars, some of them
right at the beginning of their careers, such as Miyako Notake, Isabelle Ratié,
King Chung Lo, Junjie Chu, Xuezhu Li, Yasutaka Muroya, Philipp Maas,
Hiroko Matsuoka, and Tyler Neill, as well as a large number of student
assistants. As a result of his collaboration with Ratié, we should mention their
co-edited volume Around Abhinavagupta: Aspects of the Intellectual History of
Kashmir from the Ninth to the Eleventh Century (B7). Of particular importance
is the long-term DFG project (2017–2025) on a digital critical edition of the
Nyāyabhās.ya, with Maas as research associate and Preisendanz as senior coop-
eration partner, conducted in its initial phase with substantial support from
Neill in Digital Humanities. Furthermore, as probably the most important of
Eli’s projects in the area of Buddhist Studies, the “Yamāri Project” has to be
mentioned (see further on this below, p. xxvii).

Eli’s interest in Buddhist logic was not confined to South Asia. He was
able to make an important contribution to Chinese (and consequently also
to Korean and Japanese) Buddhist logic. Although he does not himself read
Chinese, his background in Indian Buddhist logic enabled him to gain a key
insight into the logic of Xuanzang 玄奘 (600/602–664), which had eluded
specialists in Chinese and Japanese Buddhism. His paper “Xuanzang’s proof
of idealism (vijñaptimātratā)” (C43) had a major impact and was translated

pañjikā on the Tattvasaṅgraha vv. 1–6” (Ph.D. diss., University of Leipzig, 2019).
22 Some of the results of this project can be seen in the series Leipzig Kucha Studies,

edited by Eli Franco and Monika Zin, of which four impressive volumes have
already been published, with four more in the pipeline. Altogether seventeen
volumes are planned. See Konczak-Nagel, I., and M. Zin. Essays and Studies in the
Art of Kucha (Leipzig Kucha Studies 1). New Delhi 2020; Zin, M. Representations of the
Parinirvān. a Story Cycle in Kucha (Leipzig Kucha Studies 2). New Delhi 2020; Vignato,
G., and S. Hiyama. Traces of the Sarvāstivadins in the Buddhist Monasteries of Kucha
(Leipzig Kucha Studies 3). New Delhi 2022; Zin, M. Gods, Deities, and Demons in the
Paintings of Kucha (Leipzig Kucha Studies 4). New Delhi 2023.
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into Chinese and Japanese; it also led to the organization of a panel, together
with Jeson Woo, at the 17th Congress of the International Association of
Buddhist Studies in Vienna in 2014 and the subsequent publication of the
proceedings, with Preisendanz, as Hetuvidyā and the Science of Pramān. a: The
South Asian Scene and East Asian Developments (B8).

Although most of Eli’s publications relate to Buddhist philosophy, he
has read widely in all other philosophical traditions, and alongside his
substantial studies on Lokāyata and Abhidharma, he has published several
papers not only on Buddhist traditions other than the logical–epistemological
tradition, such as Madhyamaka and Yogācāra, but also on non-Buddhist
traditions, notably, Nyāya, Vaiśes.ika, Sām. khya and Mimām. sā. Of particular
interest are his two papers on Bhāsarvajña, one of the most important, yet
understudied Nyāya philosophers (C6, C67). Moreover, he supervised the
Ph.D. thesis on Bhāsarvajña by Tyler Neill, another editor of the present
volume.23 Also noteworthy is Eli’s work, during a stay at the Norwegian
Institute for Advanced Studies, Oslo, on the manuscripts of the Schøyen
Collection, of which he edited and studied three Mı̄mām. sā fragments and
tentatively identified their common author as Bhavadāsa (C36).

Furthermore, Eli had a continuous interest in the history of Indology in
Europe and published several papers on this subject. He wrote inter alia on
Friedrich Schlegel (1772–1829), Antoine-Léonard de Chézy (1773–1832), Paul
Deussen (1845–1919), Sylvain Lévi (1863–1935), Erich Frauwallner (1898–
1974), Walter Ruben (1899–1982) and Madeleine Biardeau (1922–2010), and
contributed a detailed historical overview in “A Survey of Buddhist Studies
in Germany and Austria 1972–1997” (C26). His interest in the history of
Indology, specifically the study of Indian philosophy, also led him to organize
a large conference panel on the periodization and historiography of Indian
philosophy, the proceedings of which were published under the same title in
the Publications of the De Nobili Research Library (B6,24 C62, C70). Being
of Jewish heritage, Eli took this opportunity to strongly rebuke attempts

23 Neill, T. “Intertextual Readings of the Nyāyabhūs.an. a on Buddhist Anti-Realism”
(Ph.D. diss., University of Leipzig, 2022).

24 For reviews on B6, see among others Gokhale, P. P. Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute 94 (2013): 176–185; Yoshimizu, K. Nagoya Studies in Indian Culture
and Buddhism: Sam. bhās. ā 32 (2015): 60–71.
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at diminishing Frauwallner’s involvement with National Socialism (also,
C85).25

Some of Eli’s editorial work has already been mentioned above. Eli has
been on the editorial board of the Journal of Indian Philosophy for decades,
founded and edited the monograph series Leipziger Studien zu Kultur und
Geschichte Süd- und Zentralasiens, and co-edits with Zin the series Leipzig
Kucha Studies (see n.22 above). Among the edited volumes not yet referred
to above, the one closest to his heart and considered by him to be of lasting
value is Beyond Orientalism: The Work of Wilhelm Halbfass and its Impact on
Indian and Cross-Cultural Studies, which he edited with Preisendanz (B1).26

Back to Vienna, 2021–present Even after having retired from the University
of Leipzig in 2021 and moved back to Vienna, Eli has not ceased to be active in
teaching his Ph.D. students and doing research. He is still highly enthusiastic
about the ongoing “Yamāri Project,”27 in which several of the contributors
to this volume and two of its editors are involved. Eli routinely says, “The
‘Yamāri Project’ will be my last project” (we don’t believe it), and so we shall
make special mention of its progress since 2014.

Yamāri is an eleventh-century lay Buddhist scholar, the second and last
known commentator of Prajñākaragupta’s magnum opus Pramān. avārttikā-
laṅkāra.28 Although this commentary is one of the major works in the
Buddhist logical–epistemological tradition, it has been largely neglected in
modern scholarship, or used only occasionally as a tool for the literal under-

25 C85 is an abridged version of his paper; the full version can be downloaded from:
https://www.academia.edu/105122726/_There_is_No_Reliable_Evidence_to_
Pass_Moral_Judgment_on_Frauwallner_Erich_Frauwallner_Jakob_Stuchlik_
Walter_Slaje_and_the_Whitewashing_of_Austrian_Indology_During_the_Time_
of_National_Socialism (last accessed 30 June 2023).

26 For a review on B1, see de Jong, J. Indo-Iranian Journal 42 (1999): 184–186.
27 “Yamāri’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkārat. ı̄kā Supariśuddhā (Diplomatic and Critical Edi-

tions, Partial Translation and Studies)” (DFG 253118915, 2014–23, University of
Leipzig). Eli’s team members in this project were X. Li (2014–17), J. Chu (2014–21),
and H. Matsuoka (2018–22).

28 For Yamāri’s biography, see Matsuoka, H. “Biographical and Bibliographical Data
on Yamāri and the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha.” Forthcoming in: Eds. H. Lasic
et al., Sanskrit Manuscripts in China IV. Beijing.

https://www.academia.edu/105122726/_There_is_No_Reliable_Evidence_to_Pass_Moral_Judgment_on_Frauwallner_Erich_Frauwallner_Jakob_Stuchlik_Walter_Slaje_and_the_Whitewashing_of_Austrian_Indology_During_the_Time_of_National_Socialism
https://www.academia.edu/105122726/_There_is_No_Reliable_Evidence_to_Pass_Moral_Judgment_on_Frauwallner_Erich_Frauwallner_Jakob_Stuchlik_Walter_Slaje_and_the_Whitewashing_of_Austrian_Indology_During_the_Time_of_National_Socialism
https://www.academia.edu/105122726/_There_is_No_Reliable_Evidence_to_Pass_Moral_Judgment_on_Frauwallner_Erich_Frauwallner_Jakob_Stuchlik_Walter_Slaje_and_the_Whitewashing_of_Austrian_Indology_During_the_Time_of_National_Socialism
https://www.academia.edu/105122726/_There_is_No_Reliable_Evidence_to_Pass_Moral_Judgment_on_Frauwallner_Erich_Frauwallner_Jakob_Stuchlik_Walter_Slaje_and_the_Whitewashing_of_Austrian_Indology_During_the_Time_of_National_Socialism
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standing of Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra. Since its inception, the “Yamāri Project,”
which aims at a critical edition of the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha29 on
the basis of a codex unicus and the Tibetan translation, has transformed the
landscape of research on the religious dimensions of the Buddhist logical–
epistemological tradition, in conjunction with the remarkable increase in
studies on Prajñākaragupta’s thought in Japan.30 A considerable number of
papers written to date by Eli (some of them with Preisendanz) (C71, C73, C76,
C78, C81, C82, C84, D9) and by project collaborators, including the papers by
Junjie Chu, Masahiro Inami, Mai Miyo, Motoi Ono, and Kiyotaka Yoshimizu
in this very volume, are based on extensive use of the preliminary critical
edition of the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha made available to them.

One of the most interesting parts of the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha is
its introduction, where Yamāri discusses the order of chapters and scope of
the Pramān. avārttika, as well as the relationship between Dignāga, Dharma-
kı̄rti, Devendrabuddhi, Dharmottara, Prajñākaragupta and Jayanta (to name
only the main protagonists). Yamāri provides insights that challenge and call
for the modification of perceptions widely spread in modern scholarship,
which still relies on the hypothesis set up by Frauwallner about seventy
years ago. Yamāri’s work opens a window onto a multitude of hitherto
unknown voices within the Buddhist logical–epistemological tradition and
thus provides a fresh perspective on its intellectual history (esp. C73, C84).

29 The generic title Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha (“a literary composition on the
Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra”) has now been adopted as the title of Yamāri’s commen-
tary by the editorial team, instead of the more specific title as provided in Tibetan
transliteration, namely Pramān. avārttikālaṅkārat. ı̄kā Supariśuddhā, which was used
earlier, e.g., in the name of the Project. See Matsuoka forthcoming (n.28 above).

30 This is represented by the launch of a peer-reviewed online journal, Prajñā-
karagupta Studies, edited by the Prajñākaragupta Research Group headed by M.
Inami in 2021 (vols. 1–3 published in 2021; 2022; 2023), and the initiation of two
projects dedicated to the Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra, M.
Miyo’s JSPS Grant-in-Aid project for JSPS Fellows “A Study of Prajñākaragupta’s
Perception of Buddhist Doctrine” (2021–25, Tokyo Gakugei University, Grant
Number JP21J40169) and S. Moriyama’s JSPS Grant-in-Aid project for Scientific
Research (B) “Philosophy and Religion in Late Indian Buddhist Epistemology:
A Comprehensive Study of Prajñākaragupta’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra, Chapter II”
(2022–27, Shinshu University, Grant Number JP22H00605). These research groups
and projects are operating in close collaboration with the “Yamāri Project.”
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We editors, together with the scholars participating in this project, strongly
believe that Eli’s “last project” could become the beginning of laying a
new foundation for the history of Buddhist logical–epistemological thought
beyond Frauwallner’s paradigmatic ingenious speculations.

Eli’s wide circle of friends and their contributions to the present volume

Critical and skeptical as a scholar, remarkably bright and open-minded
as a person, and the generous owner of a wonderfully affable smile—Eli
has attracted and forged friendships with people all over the world and
scholars across many disciplines. Due to the limited capacity of the present
editors, the papers in this felicitation volume had to be limited to those
in the field of premodern South Asian Studies and Buddhist Studies, but
the volume is still quite rich: Part I contains a wide variety of articles on
Abhidharma and Madhyamaka, Sanskrit grammar and literature, Śaivism,
Buddhist hermeneutics and Buddhist Art history; and Part II contains articles
on the Buddhist logical–epistemological tradition. We hereby would like to
express our deepest and most sincere gratitude to each and every one of our
colleagues who graciously agreed to contribute to the volume. We greatly
regret that Prof. Ramkrishna Bhattacharya, a renowned authority in Lokāyata
Studies who had hoped to contribute, passed away on October 2, 2022, and
offer our deepest condolences to his family.

Acknowledgements

Furthermore, we would like to thank Dr. Sadananda Das and Ms. Linda
Gaenszle for providing unique Sanskrit congratulatory verses and the beau-
tiful cover art of two traditional South Asian raṅgolı̄s, respectively, which
make this celebratory volume even more festive and auspicious. We are also
honored and grateful to have the commentary on raṅgolı̄ art jointly written
by Linda Gaenszle and her husband Prof. Martin Gaenszle. We furthermore
thank Mr. Kazuki Kimura for unifying the format of the bibliographies, Dr.
Miyuki Nakasuka and Dr. Junjie Chu for their technical support, and Mr.
Youngsan Sohn for his all-round volunteer help. We would also like to
extend our gratitude to the editors of the Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und
Buddhismuskunde (WSTB), Prof. Birgit Kellner, Prof. Klaus-Dieter Mathes
and Dr. Markus Viehbeck, for the inclusion of this volume in the WSTB
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and for their editorial advice and support in the planning and completion
of this volume. The publication costs of this volume were generously
funded by the Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien, at the
Institute for South Asian, Tibetan and Buddhist Studies of the University of
Vienna. Additionally, financial support for the Open Access publication of
this volume, as well as the coverage of associated overhead expenses, was
provided by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) Grants-in-
Aid for Scientific Research under Grant Number JP22H00605.

Last but not least, our special thanks go to Prof. Karin Preisendanz,
Eli’s partner of more than four decades. It is no exaggeration to say that
this volume would not be complete without her as its honorary editor. At
our request, she assisted us from the planning stage onwards. We were
privileged to receive her wise counsel repeatedly, sometimes as Eli’s closest
family, sometimes as the erudite scholar, and sometimes as the seasoned
editor. She also kindly reviewed Eli’s biographical sketch above, provided
the photograph portrait which she took in 2020, requested the two cover
illustrations and their accompanying explanatory text from her and Eli’s
close friends Linda and Martin Gaenszle, and suggested to use the charming
old-style frame taken from the title page of an edition of the Kārikāvalı̄31 to
embellish the congratulatory verses.

When we asked Karin Preisendanz for a one-sentence description of Eli,
she had this to say: “Prickly with his sharp mind, frank criticisms, and
unconventional creativity—sweet with his winning humor, radiant smile and
natural informality: a true sabra in the field of Indian and Buddhist Studies.”

June 2023

Hiroko Matsuoka – Shinya Moriyama – Tyler Neill
Vienna – Matsumoto – New York

31 The Bhās. āpariccheda (Kārikāvalı̄) by Viśvanātha Pañcānana Bhat.t.ācārya, together
with his commentary Siddhāntamuktāvalı̄, printed and published by Ks.emrāj Śrı̄-
kr.s.n. adās at his own Śrı̄veṅkat.eśvar Steam Press, Mumbai Caitra Sam. vat 1964 /
Śaka 1829 (1907/1908 CE).
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C8. Mahāyāna Buddhism—An Unfortunate Misunderstanding? (Review
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C33. Lo scetticismo di Jayarāśı̄. Discutendo in merito ai criteri di verita. In:
Federico Squarcino (ed.), Verso l’India, Oltre l’India. Scritti e ricerche sulle
tradizioni intellettuali sudasiatiche, Milano 2002, pp. 259–274.
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Pramān. avārttikālaṅkārat. ı̄kā Supariśuddhā. In: Birgit Kellner, Xuezhu Li
and Jowita Kramer (eds.), Sanskrit Manuscripts in China III. Proceedings of
a Panel at the 2016 Beijing International Seminar on Tibetan Studies, August
1 to 4, Beijing 2020, pp. 33–44.

C77. The Determination of Causation by Dharmakı̄rti. In: Birgit Kellner,
Patrick McAllister, Horst Lasic and Sara McClintock (eds.), Reverber-



xl List of Publications by Eli Franco

ations of Dharmakı̄rti’s Philosophy. Proceedings of the Fifth International
Dharmakı̄rti Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014, Wien 2020, pp.
77–90.
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On the Cover Illustration: raṅgolı̄

Religious designs drawn by hand with some kind of powder, usually rice
flour, are a common form of folk art throughout South Asia. In Nepal, in
much of North India and the Deccan they are known as raṅgolı̄ (< raṅgāvalı̄),
in Tamil Nadu they are called kōlam, in Bengal ālpanā, or in Madhya Pradesh
man. d. ana.

These symmetrical designs similar to a man. d. ala are usually placed at the
front door of the house; therefore they are also called threshold designs.
This is done on certain special ritual occasions, in particular harvest or
new year rituals in spring (Baisākhı̄) or autumn (Dı̄vālı̄). The underlying
idea is generally that the designs protect the house from danger or bad
influences and at the same time invite and welcome auspicious goddesses
(Durgā, Pārvatı̄, Sarasvatı̄, Laks.mı̄). The task of drawing the designs is almost
exclusively carried out by women who take great pleasure in creating their
own compositions.

The two raṅgolı̄s serving as the cover illustrations for this felicitation
volume are part of a collection of raṅgolı̄s documented by Linda Gaenszle
in November 2018 during the festival of Tihād. (Dı̄pāvalı̄) in Swotha, a ward
in the Newar city of Patan in the Kathmandu Valley. This is the Festival
of Lights, and so at night every house or temple is adorned with rows of
lamps—the traditional oil lamps in small clay bowls (diyo)—or garlands of
colorful electric bulbs. During the five-day celebration crows, dogs, cows,
and the Goddess of Wealth are worshipped and the bond between brothers
and sisters is renewed. On every morning, new raṅgolı̄s are displayed in front
of the entrances of the houses, i.e. on the street in open public space. The
responsibility for the drawings is with the women of the house; preferably
they are done by the eldest daughter of the household. The explicit purpose
of the raṅgolı̄s is to invite the goddess Laks.mı̄—who is at the center of the
Tihād. festival. She is requested to enter the house and give her blessings to
all its residents. Laks.mı̄ is known to provide wealth, health, and good luck.

The designs are drawn in an act of devotion with colored flour or powder,
and much care is taken that the auspicious raṅgolı̄s are well-formed and
embellished with fresh flowers and small gifts of fruit, such as bananas and
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apples. In order to attract the goddess, a little oil lamp is often placed and
lighted at the center of the raṅgolı̄. Occasionally foot prints or little arrows
made of red color or clay (rāto māto) are added, showing Laks.mı̄ the way
from the raṅgolı̄ to the kitchen of the house. No chances are taken that she
might get lost.

On the next day, the weathered raṅgolı̄ is swept away, and a new, fresh
one takes its place. Again its creation is carried out artfully and with love
and devotion. This procedure of creation and destruction, appearance and
disappearance, life and death, is continued until the end of the festival. The
art of raṅgolı̄ is thus a truly ephemeral kind of art.

Martin and Linda Gaenszle
Vienna
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Aklis. t. ājñāna, vāsanā, jñeyāvaran. a,
and Origins of Mahāyāna*

K L D H A M M A J O T I

R e n m i n U n i v e r s i t y o f C h i n a , B e i j i n g

0. Preliminaries

In 1998, I published a paper on “The Defects in the Arhat’s Enlightenment:
His aklis. t. ājñāna and vāsanā.” Subsequently, I wrote two partially related arti-
cles: “From Abhidharma to Mahāyāna: Remarks on the Early Abhidharma
Doctrine of the Three yāna-s” (2011), and “Prajñā-vimukta, ubhayatobhāga-
vimukta and vimoks. āvaran. a: The Sarvāstivāda Perspective” (2015).

This present paper, while recapitulating the major points in those earlier
discussions, offers supplementary discussion relating particularly to the early
Mahāyāna conceptions of a Buddha’s Perfect Enlightenment. It is intended
to suggest that these conceptions, in the diverse Mahāyāna traditions, largely
owed their inspiration to the Abhidharma doctrines of the aklis. t. ājñāna and
vāsanā.

1. Introduction

Shortly before the Common Era, there developed diverse doctrinal convic-
tions and traditions of praxis, in diverse Buddhist communities, mutually
impacting on one another, to eventually result in a distinct movement known
as the Mahāyāna. Accordingly, it may not be meaningful to determine an
exact “original source” in respect of location, community involved, and so on.
These diverse, interacting traditions of doctrines and praxis must have had a
common source of inspiration—inasmuch as all Mahāyāna traditions commit
to the shared ideal of attainment of Supreme Enlightenment/Buddhahood
(anuttarā samyaksam. bodhi). This common source, I believe, is the admiration

* This is a revised version based on my lecture entitled “Aklis. t. ājñāna, vāsanā and
perfect Buddhahood” delivered under the auspices of the University of Oxford on
February 28, 2022, as part of the Lingyin Lecture Series in Buddhist Studies Hilary
Term 2022.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 3–58.
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for the Buddha’s Perfect Wisdom, surpassing that of all his disciples. From
this, further consideration of the Buddha’s perfections—Great Compassion,
Purity, etc.—led to the development of new and distinctively Mahāyāna
doctrines.

Already in the early discourses (e.g., SN, Nālandā-sutta), we find Sāriputta,
the foremost arahant, representing Wisdom par excellence in early Buddhism,
acknowledging his inability to directly discern the full profundity of a
Buddha’s Wisdom—he knows it only through inferential knowledge (anvaye
ñān. a).

The stress on the superiority of the Buddha’s perfection is also seen in the
development of the Mahāsām. ghikas.

Mahādeva’s “five points” is a clear case in point: arhats still have doubts
(猶豫) and nescience (無知) explained as ignorance of mundane things like
location of a place, etc., and can still have semblance of defilements, etc.

In the Jātaka of the various schools, this superiority is recognized in
respect of the Buddha’s cultivation of virtues. This is expressed through a
summation of the ideal of moral practice and the yearning for the utmost
spiritual perfection in the collective psyche of the ancient culture.

At the emergence of the Mahāyāna movement, the new message of
“Wisdom-perfection” distinctively signifies that the Mahāyāna spiritual goal
is no more just prajñā, as was emphasized by the early Buddhist tradition,
but its very perfection (prajñāpāramitā) in Supreme Enlightenment or Bud-
dhahood.

In this connection, the Sarvāstivāda tradition articulated the doctrine of
non-defiled nescience (aklis. t. ājñāna) and the related notion of the defilement-
trace (vāsanā). Before long, the two notions came to be intermingled:
The Buddha alone is perfect in wisdom, because he alone has absolutely
abandoned the non-defiled nescience; or, in him alone, all vāsanā has been
absolutely eradicated. In one form or another, this doctrine came to impact
significantly on the Buddhological doctrines of all subsequent schools—
Prajñāpāramitā, Yogācāra (including the Tathāgatagarbha School) and even
the Pāli commentarial tradition.
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2. Superiority of the Buddha’s wisdom discernible in the Pāli suttas and
commentaries

In the Nālandā-sutta,1 Sāriputta expresses his profound conviction in the
Buddha’s Wisdom (Enlightenment):

I am deeply convinced thus about the Fortunate One: There is not an-
other recluse or brahmin whose supramundane knowledge is superior
to the Fortunate One—namely in respect of perfect Enlightenment.

Questioned by the Buddha as to whether he has directly discerned all
the minds of the past, present and future Buddhas, or even the mind of
the Buddha in front of him, Sāriputta admits that he does not have such
a capability. But he has understood thus through Dhamma-consequence
(dhammanvayo vidito).2

The commentary explains:

“Dhamma-consequence”: The inferential knowledge arisen following
after the application to the knowledge from direct perception of the
Dhamma; guiding inference has been understood. He says: “Basing
on just the knowledge of a disciple’s perfection, I understand in this
manner.”3 . . .

Their doubts will be abandoned when they see “even a quick-witted
disciple like Sāriputta is unable to know the buddhas’ mind-states
(cittācāra).”4

1 SN. Nālandā-sutta, 159–161: evam. -pasanno aham. , bhante, bhagavati : na . . . añño saman. o
vā brāhman. o vā bhagavatā bhiyyobhiññataro, yad idam. sambodhiyam. |. . . ; Cf. DN. ii,
Sam. pasādanı̄ya-sutta, 81–83; SĀ, T2, 130c–131a. All references to the Pāli canon and
commentaries refer to the editions of the Pāli Text Society (PTS) and do not appear
in the bibliography.

2 SN. Nālandā-sutta: na kho me, bhante, atı̄tānāgatapaccuppannesu arahantesu sammāsam-
buddhesu cetopariya-ñān. am. atthi | api ca me dhammanvayo vidito |

3 Sāratthappakāsinı̄ (Burmese edn, vol. 2, 243), Nālandāsutta-van. n. anā: dhammanva-
yoti dhammassa paccakkhato ñān. assa anuyogam. anugantvā uppannam. anumānañān. am.
nayaggāho vidito | sāvakapāramı̄ñān. e t.hatvāva iminā ākārena jānāmi bhagavāti vadati |

4 Sāratthappakāsinı̄ (Burmese edn, vol. 2, 245): “sāriputtasadiso pi nāma ñān. ajavanasam-
panno sāvako buddhānam. cittācāram. jānitum. na sakkoti | evam. appameyyā tathagatāti
cintentānam. yā tathāgate kaṅkhā vā vimati vā, sā pahı̄yissatı̄ti |
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This commentary thus suggests that the sāvaka’s knowledge, even at its
very peak (perfection; sāvakapāramı̄ñān. a)—as in the case of Sāriputta—cannot
directly discern the Buddha’s mind; it can at best infer from his direct
experience (paccakkha) of the Dhamma.

Another early discourse with a similar suggestion is the Mūlapariyāya-
sutta. It states that the Tathāgata knows Earth, Water, Fire, Air, etc., truly
as they are, without conceptualization. Likewise do the arahants. However,
whereas the latter are described as “having fully known (pariññātam. ),” the
Tathāgata is said to “have fully known to the end” (pariññātantam. )—clearly
indicating the superiority and perfection of the Buddha’s wisdom over that
of the arahants.5

The commentary explains:

“Known fully to the end”—That is to say: fully known to the utmost,
known fully to the final end, fully known without remainder. There is
not any difference between the Buddhas and the disciples in respect of
abandonment of defilements by the specific paths. However, there is [a
difference] in respect of full knowledge (pariññā).”6

The doctrine that the arahants and the Buddha are equally liberated, but differ
in respect of knowledge (wisdom), is seen to be systematically emphasized
and developed in the Abhidharma tradition (particularly the Indian conti-
nental Abhidharma schools), and in the Mahāyāna. In the Pāli commentarial
tradition, Ācariya Dhammapāla is also seen to contrast the Buddha’s perfect
wisdom with the wisdom (/knowledge) of the sāvakas and the paccekabuddhas
in terms of the vāsanā doctrine. In fact, it appears that the buddhological
doctrines in the At.t.hakathā and T. ı̄kā have been considerably influenced by
the continental development in this direction.7

5 MN, Mūlapariyāya-vagga, suttta no. 1, 4–6.
6 Papañcasūdanı̄, 52: pariññātantam. nāma pariññātapāram. pariññātāvasānam. anavasesato

pariññātanti vuttam. hoti | buddhānañ hi sāvakehi saddhim. kiñcāpi tena tena maggena
kilesappahāne viseso natthi | pariññāya pana atthi |

7 Cf. infra, §4.
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3. The Sarvāstivāda doctrine of the non-defiled nescience (aklis. t. ājñāna)

Kātyāyanı̄putra’s Jñānaprasthāna (=JPŚ, c. 150 BCE) mentions, probably for
the first time, a group of five false views, famously ascribed in the Abhi-
dharmamahāvibhās. ā (=MVŚ) to Mahādeva and said to result in the first split of
the Saṅgha into the Mahāsām. ghika and the Sthaviravāda. But JPŚ does not
link them up with Mahādeva nor with first Saṅghabheda. That with regard
to their liberation “arhats can have nescience,” and “doubt” are both judged
to be false views abandonable through vision (darśanaheya).8 MVŚ explains:

With regard to his own liberation, the arhat has seen it by means of
his outflow-free knowledge and is free from nescience. Yet, this [false
view] claims that he still has nescience [in this regard]. It then amounts
to a denial of the outflow-free knowledge-vision (jñānadarśana). It
is therefore a false view in its intrinsic nature (mithyādr. s. t.isvabhāva).
It is [said to be] “abandonable through vision”—this indicates that
such untrue speculation is abandonable at the time when its antidote
(pratipaks.a), the knowledge of the path (mārgajñāna in the satyābhisamaya,
i.e., darśanamārga), is generated.9

This stands clearly in contrast with the developed Sarvāstivada doctrine of
the non-defiled nescience which came to be articulated to be abandonable
through cultivation (bhāvanāheya. See §3.2).

Likewise, the Pāli Kathāvatthu discusses the view that arahants still have
aññān. a and kaṅkhā, and its At.t.hakathā ascribes them to the Pubbaseliyas; but
again, with no ascription to Mahādeva. Although there a notion of “akilit.t.hā-
ññān. a” is not attested, the Theravādins conclude that aññān. a of worldling
things does not affect the arahants’ liberation.10

8 T26, 956b1–15.
9 MVŚ, 510b23–27.
10 Cf. Aung and Rhys Davids 1960: 114–119.
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3.1. The Buddha’s wisdom alone knows the sāmānya- as well as sva-
laks. an. as of all existents

The Dharmaskandha, one of the earliest canonical Abhidharma texts, speaks
of the Buddha being so called because he is “endowed with all knowledge-
vision with regard to all object-domains.”11

Another early canonical text, the Prajñapti, states that the Pratyekabuddhas
are incapable of teaching the Dharma. Only the Buddha, fully endowed with
both sarvajñatā/sarvajñāna and sarvākārajñāna, is truly capable of doing so:12

The Buddha always abides in equipoise on account of his freedom of
thought (cittavaiśitva). He is unhindered in entering and exiting [the
equipoises], at no time relinquishing the cognitive object. This is not
the case with the Śrāvakas. They are unlike the Bhagavat who is fully
omniscient (thams cad mkhyen pa; sarvajña;具一切智); his knowledge and
mental mastery of thought have reached perfection.13

With regard to the twelve abodes (āyatana), MVŚ contrasts Śāriputra’s knowl-
edge with the Buddha’s perfect knowledge. The Buddha excels in having
both omniscience (sarvajñāna, sarvajñatā) as well as the all-mode knowledge
(sarvākārajñāna)—he knows by himself both the common characteristics
(sāmānyalaks.an. a) as well as the specific characteristics (svalaks.an. a) of each of
the twelve abodes:

Q: With regard to the twelve āyatanas (=all knowables), does Śāriputra
have only knowledge derived from teachings (教智; āgamajñāna) and not
realization-knowledge (證智; adhigamajñāna)?

A: He also has realization-knowledge—he also directly knows (證知;
adhi-

√
gam) each of the twelve āyatanas non-erroneously.

Q: Both the Buddha and Śāriputra directly know each of them non-
erroneously—what difference is there between the Buddha and Śāri-
putra?

11 T vol. 26, 461c5–8.
12 MVŚ, 906a14–15
13 Cf. Toh 4087, bstan ’gyur, mnyon pa, vol. ai: 51a: nyan thos ni de lta ma yin pa’i phyir

ro // gzhan yang sangs rgyas bcom ldan ’das ni thams cad mkhyen pa yin te / ye shes dang /
dbang gi pha rol tu phyin pa yin la / ;《施設論》T26, 526a14–16: 世尊具一切智；智、
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A: With regard to each of the twelve āyatanas, [i] the Buddha directly
knows their specific characteristics and common characteristics. Ven-
erable Śāriputra directly knows their common characteristics, not so
their intrinsic characteristics: There are immeasurable particularities (差
別; viśes.a) subsumed within the twelve-āyatana dharmas. Śāriputra can
only know them through others’ unraveling. [ii] Moreover, it is through
others’ instruction that Śāriputra comes to directly know each of the
twelve āyatanas. In the Buddha’s case, he does so through his own
awakening, not through others’ instruction. [iii] Moreover, with regard
to the twelve āyatanas, the Buddha possesses both omniscience and the
all-mode knowledge; Śāriputra has only omniscience, not the all-mode
knowledge.14

For the Sarvāstivādas, as for the Sautrāntikas, knowledge of the twelve
āyatanas is knowledge of all existents.15 On Vasubandhu’s description of
the Buddha’s perfect knowledge as resulting from the absolute destruction
of all defiled and non-defiled nescience with regard to all knowables (jñeya),
Yaśomitra comments:

With regard to all knowables—with regard to that having the char-
acteristics of the twelve āyatanas. This follows from the [Sarva-]sūtra
statement: “O brahmins, ‘all,’ ‘all’—it is no more than just the twelve
āyatanas.”16

3.2. The non-defiled nescience is not avidyā; it is bhāvanāheya. A
Buddha alone fully abandons and renders it incapable of manifestation,
and is thus unhindered in his discernment of all knowables

In the context of discussing false views in the MVŚ, we get a clearer
description of the non-defiled nescience. This corresponds to the second of
two types of false knowledge (mithyājñāna) that are spoken of: defiled (klis. t.a)
and non-defiled (aklis. t.a). The Buddha alone is said to be totally free from
both, as well as having rendered them absolutely incapable of manifesting:

心得自在，已到彼岸。
14 MVŚ, 382c19–383a4.
15 Cf. Sar Abhi, §2.4.1.2.
16 Vy, 4: sarvasmin jñeye dvādaśāyatanalaks.an. e | sarvam. sarvam iti brāhman. a yāvad eva
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Q: What is this false knowledge [which sees a non-existent as existent
(無有智)]?

A: This is the non-veiled-non-defined (anivr. tāvyākr. ta) knowledge, to
be abandoned by cultivation (bhāvanāheya) and pertaining to the
sensuality-sphere, which operates erroneously. E.g., it generates such
thoughts as a man with regard to a post, and a post with regard to a
man, . . .

There are two kinds of false knowledge: 1. defiled, 2. non-defiled. The
defiled one is associated with ignorance (avidyā), the non-defiled one,
such as that which generates the thought of a man with regard to a bare
tree, is not.

As for the defiled one, both the disciples (śrāvaka) and the solitary
buddhas (pratyekabuddha) can completely abandon it, as well as render
it incapable of manifesting (現行; sam. mukhı̄-

√
bhū, samudā-

√
car). As

for the non-defiled one, though it can be completely abandoned by the
śrāvakas and the pratyekabuddhas, it can still manifest in them. It is only in
the case of the Tathāgata that it absolutely (atyantam) does not manifest
any more, as he has permanently abandoned the defilements (kleśa) as
well as the perfuming/traces (vāsanā). It is for this reason that he alone
is called a ‘Perfectly Enlightened One’ (samyaksam. buddha).

. . . The non-defiled false knowledge is a false knowledge from the
conventional standpoint, not from the absolute standpoint, not being
associated with the false dharmas of defilement.17

A practitioner comes to be called a “bodhisattva” on account of the Supreme
Perfect Enlightenment (anuttarā samyaksambodhih. ). Why is it that before this
attainment, he continues to be called a “bodhisattva,” but comes to be renamed
as a “buddha” upon its attainment? The following are among the several
reasons given by MVŚ:

[i] All defiled and non-defiled delusions are absolutely abandoned.
[ii] He discerns all knowables (jñeya) pertaining to both the absolute

(paramārtha) and conventional [levels].

dvādaśāyatanānı̄ti sūtre vacanāt |
17 MVŚ, 42b16–42c4.
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[iii] He is capable of enlightening immeasurable sentient beings, ben-
efitting them accordingly as their [diverse] capacities (indriya) and
dispositions.18

There are several important points to be noted in the above two passages.
Firstly, the reasons stated in the second passage as being among the unique
excellences in the signification of being “enlightened,” highlight a Buddha’s
absolute abandonment of the “non-defiled delusion” in addition to the
defiled one—and hence his ability to discern all knowables (jñeya). This can
be seen to echo the doctrine that Buddhahood is attained when the hindrance
to the knowables is absolutely removed along with the absolute removal of
the non-defiled nescience.

Secondly, the specification in the first passage that the non-defiled ne-
science/delusion is “abandonable through cultivation” is noteworthy. This
distinguishes it from any defiled false view—such as that mentioned by
JPŚ (§3 above)—which is necessarily “abandonable through vision.”19 As
a matter of fact, it is a specific Sarvāstivāda doctrine that “neither the non-
defiled nor matter is abandonable through vision.”20 We shall return to this
point after examining the doctrine of the vimoks. āvaran. a in §3.4.

Thirdly, in this first passage, a Buddha’s absolute abandonment of the
non-defiled nescience—such that it can never manifest in him—is further
stated to be on account of his permanent abandonment of both the defile-
ments as well as their traces/perfuming (vāsanā). We thus see here the
Buddhological development in which perfect Buddhahood/Enlightenment
is conceived in terms of both notions: aklis. t. ājñāna and vāsanā.21

18 MVŚ, 887a24-b12.
19 MVŚ, 328c20–27, explains the different manners in which a pr. thagjana on the

one hand, and an ārya on the other, abandon the darśanaheya and bhāvanāheya
defilements. See also Dhammajoti (2021: n. 89).

20 AKB, 29: nāsti kim. cid aklis. t.am. darśanaprahātavyam. nāpi rūpam |. See also Dhamma-
joti (2021: n. 93).

21 For this, see further, §3.
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3.3. Non-defiled nescience in the Abhidharmakośabhās. ya and its sub-
commentaries

At the commencement of his Abhidharmakośa and the auto-commentary, Abhi-
dharmakośabhās.ya (=AKB), Vasubandhu expounds on the aklis. t. ājñāna doctrine
in essentially the same manner as what we have seen in the MVŚ above.
Noticeably in this context, the Buddha is distinguished from the Śrāvakas
and Pratyekabuddhas entirely in respect of his absolute abandonment of the
aklis. t. ājñāna.22

Vasubandhu describes the Buddha’s absolute abandonment of the aklis. t. ā-
jñāna and attainment thereby of perfect unhindered knowledge as consti-
tuting his “accomplishment in respect of the practice of self-benefaction”
(ātmahitapratipattisam. pat). His “accomplishment in respect of the practice of
other-benefaction” (parahitapratipattisam. pat) is described as his compassion-
ate uplifting of sentient beings from the mire of sam. sāra, which qualifies him
as “the teacher who accords with truth (yathārthaśāstā).”23 Sam. ghabhadra
here correlates this twofold accomplishment with the Buddha’s threefold
virtues (德; gun. a), providing us with a clearer picture of the buddhological
doctrines relating to these notions hitherto developed:

22 AKB, 1: “ ‘Who has in all ways destroyed darkness of all’ (sarvathāsarvahatā-
ndhakārah. )—who has destroyed darkness in all manners, with regard to all. Ne-
science (ajñāna) is darkness because it obstructs the seeing of things in their true
nature (bhūtārthadarśana). And that is absolutely destroyed because the Fortunate
One, the Buddha, on account of acquiring its antidote, has [realized] the state
of its non-re-arising (punaranutpattidharmatva) with regard to all the knowables
(jñeya) in all ways. Hence, he is ‘one who has destroyed in all ways darkness
of all.’ Granted that the solitary buddhas and disciples too are those who have
destroyed darkness with regard to all, being absolutely free from the defiled
delusion (klis. t.asam. moha); but no in every way. This is because they definitely have
the non-defiled nescience (aklis. t. ājñāna) with regard to the [unique] qualities of the
Buddha ([āven. ika-]buddhadharma), extremely remote space and time, and things of
infinite complexities.”
法寶 Fabao’s sub-commentary of AKB too states explicitly that the Śrāvakas’ and

Pratyekabuddhas’ “not having abandoned the aklis. t. ājñāna” means that they have
not acquired its non-arising (T41, 461b21–23). See Dhammajoti (1998), §6.2. For
mention in AKB of the Buddha’s abandonment of vāsanā, see Dhammajoti (1998),
§5.2.

23 AKB, 1.
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On account of his endowment of both the virtues of knowledge and
abandonment, he accomplishes self-benefaction.24 On account of his
endowment of the virtue of service (upakāra), he accomplishes self-
benefaction. Why? On account of the destruction of darkness in
all ways, his knowledge-virtue is accomplished. On account of the
absolute destruction of darkness with regard to all object-domains,
his abandonment-virtue is accomplished. On account of uplifting
sentient beings from the mire of sam. sāra by giving his hand of the
True-dharma teaching (saddharmadeśanāhastapradāna), his service-virtue
is accomplished.

The Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas have destroyed all darkness; but
not yet in every way. They have therefore not achieved the all-mode
knowledge. Because they have not acquired the knowledge in which
all specific nesciences do not manifest, and because they lack the
knowledge of the dispositions and propensities (意樂隨眠; āśāyānuśaya)
[of all sentient beings], they cannot uplift all sentient beings accordingly
as appropriate. On account of [thus] not having accomplished self-
benefaction and other-benefaction, they are not called teachers despite
being possessed of noble virtues. . . . 25

In the context of the MVŚ discussion cited above on the erroneous un-
derstanding the non-existent as existent, different views on its nature are
discussed: Some opine that it is a view (dr. s. t.i); others, a knowledge (jñāna);
yet others, a prajñā. The MVŚ compilers conclude that: it is “the non-
veiled-non-defined knowledge, abandonable by cultivation, and pertaining
to the sensuality-sphere, which operates erroneously.” (§3.2 above) It appears
that even in Sam. ghabhadra’s time (c. 5th century CE), various views of
the aklis. t. ājñāna still persist: Some assert that it is a merely the absence of
knowledge;26 some, a citta; some, a specific thought-concomitant (caitta-
viśes.a), etc. The Dārs.t.āntika master, Rāma, asserts that it is a perfuming
(vāsanā).27 Sam. ghabhadra, however, distinguishes in detail the non-defiled

24 Cf. Vy, 5: ātmahitapratipattisampat phalanis.pattir ity arthah. | sā ceyam. sam. pat jñāna-
prahān. asam. patsvabhāvā veditavyā |

25 Ny, 329a13–25.
26 Ny, 501c24–25: 不染無知唯智非有。
27 Ny, 502b13–14:大德邏摩作如是說：有不染法名為習氣;如不善因所招異熟。See also

below, §4.1
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nescience from the defiled one, and articulately argues to establish that
it is a real entity (not a mere concept), a distinct dharma (dharmāntara)—
the universal thought-concomitant (caitta) prajñā, operating as a non-defiled
inferior or weak knowledge.28 His specification of the aklis. t. ājñāna is very
much in keeping with the Sarvāstivāda doctrinal system: (1) Being a uni-
versal thought-concomitant, it arises in every thought moment—until the
practitioner becomes a Buddha. (2) Being prajñā in its intrinsic nature, it
functions as an understanding. (3) Being undefiled-undefined—non-veiled-
non-defined (anivr. tāvyākr. ta)29 —it is itself not of the nature of a defilement,
and in fact can continuously coexist with a mental dharma of any moral
species.

Yaśomitra’s Sphut.ārthā Abhidharmakośavyākhyā (=Vy) offers little elucida-
tion on the doctrine, but does provide some more exemplifications of the
aklis. t. ājñāna—the cases of Maudgalyāyana not knowing the very distant
location of his suffering mother; Śāriputra unable to discern the distant
temporal point when a seeker formerly had planted his skillful seeds; etc.30

3.4. vimoks. āvaran. a and non-retrogressibility31

MVŚ links the non-defiled nescience to the “liberation-hindrance” (vimoks. ā-
varan. a), a notion already attested in the Sarvāstivādin Saṅgı̄ti-paryāya and
other canonical Abhidharma treatises, and is therein linked to the highest
of the set of Eight Noble Persons—the one “liberated in both parts” (ubhaya-
tobhāgavimukta). In the Saṅgı̄tparyāya discussion, we see that the hindrance in
respect of liberation is distinct from that in respect of defilement. The person
“liberated in both parts” is one whose thought is completely liberated from
both aspects of hindrance:

Who is he called an “ubhayatobhāgavimukta-pudgala”?

28 For details, see Dhammajoti (1998), §7.2.
29 E.g., in the discussion on the vimoks. āvaran. a (Ny, 724b15–17; see also §3.4 below),

Sam. ghabhadra speaks of it as being “a weak nescience, non-veiled-non-defiled
(i.e., the aklis. t. ājñāna) . . . ”

30 Cf. Vy, 5. See Dhammajoti (1998), §6.2.
31 Dhammajoti (2015), §4, §5.
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Hindrance is of two parts (分; bhāga)—defilement-part (kleśabhāga) and
liberation-part (vimoks.abhāga). This is called “ubhayatobhāga.” With
regard to both these parts (/aspects) of hindrance, such a person’s
thought (citta) is liberated, utterly liberated, absolutely liberated.32

MVŚ records, without making judgement, several opinions on the nature
of the liberation-hindrance.33 The first opinion mentioned in that context
asserts that it is a weak/inferior nescience (下無智; mr.dvajñāna).34

Describing the seven types of Noble Person, AKB distinguishes the last
two, prajñāvimukta (“liberated through wisdom”) and ubhayatobhāgavimukta,
thus:

[An arhat] who obtains the cessation-attainment (nirodhasamāpatti) is
called an ubhayatobhāgavimukta, because of being liberated from [both]
the defilement-hindrance and the liberation-hindrance by the power
of ‘wisdom’ (prajñā) and equipoise (samādhi) [respectively]. The other
[type of arhat] is a prajñāvimukta, because of being liberated merely from
the defilement-hindrance through the power of wisdom.35

In Ny, Sam. ghabhadra repeats Vasubandhu’s explanation above. We may
understand the Vaibhās.ika view here as follows: The highest attainment of
spiritual liberation consists in the absolute eradication of both the hindrance
qua defilement and the hindrance to the mastery of the meditative attainment.
The latter hindrance, referred to as the “attainment hindrance” (samāpatty-
āvaran. a), is in fact the hindrance to the perfect state of the citta—since, in
the context of the threefold training (śiks. ā) of śı̄la–samādhi–prajñā and adhiśı̄la–
adhicitta–adhiprajñā, “samādhi” and “citta” are equivalent in signification.

32 T26, 436a4–10; for full description of all seven ārya-pudgalas, see ibid, 435b15–
436a10.

33 Yaśomitra (Vy, 597) too claims that “it is the inaptitude or non-pliability of the
mind and body due to which one is unable to generate the vimoks.as.” (tat punah.
kāyacittayor akarman. yatā, yayā vimoks. ān utpādayitum. na śaknoti) This of course is
quite unlike Sam. ghabhadra’s view that the liberation-hindrance must be a distinct
real entity, the aklis. t. ājñāna.

34 See Dhammajoti (2015), §4.1.
35 AKB, 381: yo nirodhasamāpattilābhı̄ sa ubhayatobhāgavimuktah. | prajñāsamādhibalā-

bhyām. kleśavimoks. āvaran. avimuktatvāt | itarah. prajñāvimuktah. | prajñābalena kevalam.
kleśāvaran. avmuktatvāt |
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Sam. ghabhadra, immediately after repeating Vasubandhu’s explanation
above, inquires into the nature of this liberation-hindrance:

What is it that is called the nature of the liberation-hindrance? An
arhat, having liberated the citta, seeks further liberation, in order to
be liberated from the hindrance [of liberation] (cf. end of §3): In the
liberations that are hindered, there exists an inferior nescience (ajñāna)
which is non-veiled-non-defined (anivr. tāvyākr. ta), and which is of the
nature of hindering liberation. This is the intrinsic nature (體) of the
liberation-hindrance. When one acquires detachment (vairāgya) from a
particular sphere (dhātu), one has abandoned it without any remainder
and liberation is arisen. However, it is only when it no longer becomes
active (samudā-

√
car) that one is said to have been liberated from it.36

As MVŚ proclaims, all Buddhas are in fact ubhayatobhāgavimukta,37 while
arhats may be either prajñāvimukta or ubhayatobhāgavimukta.38 The high-
est or absolute spiritual liberation is achieved only when the non-defiled
nescience—in the form of a force hindering the perfect state of the citta and
the perfect mastery of samāpatti/samādhi—is not only abandoned but also
rendered absolutely incapable of manifestation. This is in keeping with
Vasubandhu’s statement above, of the unique perfection of the Buddha’s
wisdom.

3.4.1. Aklis. t. ājñāna and the retrogressible and non-retrogressible arhats

For the Sarvāstivādas, the possibility of an arhat’s retrogression is on account
of the possibility of his retrogressing from the abandonment of defilements.
The latter fact, in turn, is necessarily linked with the doctrine of tritemporal
existence of dharmas—in this case, of the defilements. MVŚ explains:

When an arhat abandons defilements, it is not that he renders them
totally non-existent (全無); for, the characteristics of their [temporal]
modes (性相; bhāvalaks.an. a) as past and future defilements still exist
truly (實有; dravyato ’sti). At the time when the path counteracting the
defilement has not manifested in his serial continuity, the defilement is

36 Ny, 724b14–18.
37 E.g. MVŚ, 279a3.
38 MVŚ, 553c7–8.
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said to be not yet abandoned. At the time when the path counteracting
the defilement has manifested in his serial continuity, he abandons the
acquisition of connection (sam. yogaprāpti) [with the defilement] and at-
tains the acquisition of its disconnection (visam. yoga), he is not endowed
(samanvāgata) with the defilement (i.e., he no more continues to be
linked with the defilement via the acquisition-series), he is said to have
abandoned the defilement.

It should be stated thus: The cultivation of the noble path is a mar-
vellous thing—it results in an arhat’s abandonment of defilements, and
yet not in their non-existence. For this reason, the Venerable Ghos.aka
asserts: “When a defilement is not active (行; samudā-

√
car) in the

personal being, it is said to be abandoned. It is not made totally non-
existent. Just as, when one says that Devadatta is not present in the
house, it does not mean that Devadatta is also not present anywhere
else. The same should be understood in the case of a defilement being
abandoned, since what is past is [still] existent. When the conditions for
retrogression obtain, it serves as the cause inducing a future defilement
to arise.39 Hence, there must be the possibility of retrogression [of an
arhat].40

The Sarvāstivādas speak of six types of arhats: (1) Those susceptible to
retrogression or ‘falling away’ (parihān. adharman); (2) those who can end their
lives at will (cetanādharman); (3) those who guard themselves (anuraks.an. a-
dharman); (4) those who are abiding firmly (sthitākampya); (5) those capable of
penetration (prativedhanādharman); (6) those not susceptible to being shaken
(akopyadharman). Of these, the first five, said to be “circumstantially liber-
ated” (samayavimukta) or those “whose liberation of mind is circumstantial
and dear” (sāmayikı̄ kāntā cetovimuktih. ) are susceptible to retrogression. The
sixth, said to be “non-circumstantially liberated” (asamayavimukta), are non-
retrogressible.41 In contrast, the Sautrāntikas maintain that no arhat is
retrogressible.42

39 A past dharma continues to be existent; while no more capable of exercising its
activity (kāritra), it can still exercise causal efficacy for the arising of other dharmas.
Cf. Sar Abhi, §3.

40 MVŚ, 312c10–21.
41 See AKB, 372 f.
42 AKB, 375: arhattvād api nāsti parihān. ir iti sautrāntikāh. | See also Vasubandhu; cf. Ny,

711c2–43.
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The Vaibhās.ika doctrine is that an arhat does not retrogress from the
abandonment of the darśanaheya defilements. On the other hand, in the
bhāvanāmārga subsequent to the darśanamārga, retrogression is possible with
respect to a bhāvanāheya defilement if the arhat’s jñāna is weak. On account of
the weak nature of the jñāna, a defilement, though already abandoned, can
still manifest—hence, retrogression. Sam. ghabhadra states:

Our school concedes that [an arhat] who has been a retrogressible type,
has not realized the non-arising of the kleśa, even though he has already
abandoned them, due to the feeble strength of his jñāna. . . .

“Abandoning” is from the point of view of the arising of the antidote-
path which uproots the seed-like prāpti of the kleśa. It is not a require-
ment that the kleśa must absolutely be incapable of arising; for they will
arise again for those whose jñāna is feeble.43

“Those whose jñāna is feeble” are those in whom the non-defiled nescience
is present. This spells out the role of the non-defiled nescience, the presence
of which prevents the perfection of both equipoise and wisdom, and renders
possible the retrogression from the abandonment of a bhāvanāheya defilement.
This aligns with the doctrine that the non-defiled nescience is bhāvanāheya
(above, §3.2). In the final analysis, it amounts to that: Although the
non-defiled nescience seems to have been originated, or at least explicitly
stressed, as a doctrine relating the cognitive deficiency, it had later also
come to be related to the issues of meditative hindrance and of the absolute
abandonment of defilements. Even though the arhats are said to be those
“whose outflows are exhausted” (ks. ı̄n. āsrava), the absolute abandonment
of defilements is truly effectuated only when the non-defiled nescience is
rendered absolutely incapable of further manifestation: At the culmination of
the bhāvanāmārga and the threshold of arhat-hood, he abandons the remaining
bhāvanāheya defilements when the “knowledge of exhaustion” (ks.ayajñāna)
is acquired along with the acquisition (prāpti) of the pratisam. khyānirodha.
But it is only in the case of an arhat capable of generating the “knowledge
of non-arising” (anutpādajñāna) in the immediately following moment—the
case of the unshakable (akopya) arhat—that the abandoned defilements are
rendered incapable of future re-manifestation by virtue of the acquisition of
their apratisam. khyānirodha.

43 Ny, 716a4–10.
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The “knowledge of exhaustion” is immediately preceded by the vajra-
like equipoise (vajropamasamādhi), so called because it is so powerful that
whatever defilements remaining in the practitioners all come to be aban-
doned.44 This is the last non-resistible or uninterruptible (/unhindered) path
(ānantaryamārga) in the bhāvanāmārga.45 The last liberation-path (vimukti-
mārga) that arises immediately after is the knowledge of exhaustion. Fol-
lowing this, the weak-faculty arhats, the retrogressive ones, cannot generate
the knowledge of non-arising. In the case of the unshakable ones, its
generation ensures non-retrogression. As to the non-defiled nescience, it can
be absolutely abandoned and rendered incapable of manifestation only in
the case of a Buddha through the acquisition of its apratisam. khyānirodha at the
time of the Vajra-like equipoise. Puguang describes the process as follows:

In the case of the Bodhisattva, this aklis. t. ājñāna is abandoned gradually
in different stages during the three asam. khyeyakalpas (preceding his
Enlightenment). It is at the stage of the Vajra-like equipoise that it
is completely abandoned. In the case of the two yānas (śrāvakas and
pratyekabuddhas), there can be partial, but no complete abandonment.
“Abandonment” here refers to its non-arising as a result of the acqui-
sition of its apratisam. khyānirodha. It is not in terms of its pratisam. khyā-
nirodha—in terms of the pratisam. khyānirodha, the abandonment is not
different among the three yānas.

. . . It is when [the Bodhisattva] attains the vajropamasamādhi that he
abandons it in toto, and acquires its apratisam. khyānirodha. . . . [This is
because:] it is when he attains the Vajra-like equipoise that the specific
conditions for the aklis. t. ājñāna come to be deficient. Thus, it is at this
stage that its apratisam. khyānirodha is acquired.46

According to the Abhidharma doctrine of “sublimation (/refining) of facul-
ties” (indriyottāpana, indriyottāpanā) or “progressive transformation” (indriya-
sam. cāra), the practitioners—other than the unshakable arhats who retrogress

44 MVŚ, 142c2–4: In fact, if a sentient who has never abandoned any bondage is ca-
pable of generating this samādhi, at that very moment all his defilements—whether
darśanaheya or bhāvanāheya—are at once abandoned. AKB, 452: yaś caturthadhyāne
vajropamah. samādhih. sa āsravaks.ayāya samādhibhāvanā | See Sar Abhi, §12.9.3.1 f,
§12.10.6, §16.1.2, etc.

45 See also discussion on vāsanā, §4
46《俱舍論記》T41, 6b20–c3. Dhammajoti (2021), §4.3.
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neither in respect of family (gotra) nor of fruit—can practice to transform an
acquired inferior spiritual family (gotra) to one that is superior. E.g., from the
parihān. adharman family to the cetanādharman family, from a circumstantially
liberated arhat to one who is unshakable, etc. Sam. ghabhadra underscores
its sole purpose as the ultimate achievement of the non-manifestation of the
non-defiled nescience:

The great Abhidharma masters under whom I have learned unani-
mously assert that all sublimation of faculties is for the purpose of elim-
inating the manifestation of the non-veiled-non-defined (anivr. tāvyākr. ta)
nescience brought about by virtue of the darśanaheya and bhāvanāheya
defilements. Thus, for one practicing the sublimation of faculties at the
trainee stage, it is precisely for eliminating that brought about by the
darśanaheya defilements; for one practicing the sublimation of faculties
at the non-trainee stage, it is precisely for eliminating that brought
about by the bhāvanāheya defilements. Accordingly, as the number of
irresistible- and liberation-paths generated when he is abandoning those
defilements that bring about it, correspondingly is the number of paths
which abandon the manifestation of the nescience brought about by
them. For this reason, when a non-trainee is practicing the sublimation
of faculties, he uses nine irresistible paths and nine liberation-paths. For
a trainee practicing sublimation of faculties, he uses one [irresistible and
one liberation] path. . . . 47

4. Aklis. t. ājñāna, vāsanā and the Buddha’s perfect wisdom

As we saw above (§3.2), already in the MVŚ, the Buddha alone is said to be
Perfectly Enlightened because in him alone the aklis. t. ājñāna absolutely does
not manifest anymore; and this is accounted for in terms of his absolute
abandonment of all defilements along with their traces (vāsanā).48 No
definition of vāsanā is found therein. But several examples are provided
which suggest the notion that vāsanā is not defilement in nature. One is in
the context of explaining why the Buddha sometimes scolds his disciples,
calling them “deluded person” (moha-purus.a). MVŚ states that this is for the
sake of protecting them where appropriate, and spiritually benefitting them.

47 Ny, 723a15–24.
48 For a recent full-scale discussion on the doctrinal development of the vāsanā

notion, see Gao (2020).
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The Buddha has absolutely abandoned greed and hatred, . . . destroyed
the root of conceit. He is completely illumined with regard to all
dharmas. He is free from semblances (sādr. śya) of greed, hatred, conceit,
etc, since he has absolutely abandoned defilements and vāsanā. This is
unlike the case of the pratyekabuddhas and śrāvakas who, though having
abandoned defilements still possess their traces (餘習; vāsanā).” The
case of greed-perfuming/trace (rāgavāsanā) is like Venerable Ānanda
who has a certain weakness (sympathetic) towards the Śākyans. The
case of hatred-perfuming (dves.avāsanā) is like Pilinda Vatsa who says
to the Gangā goddess: “You Vr.s.ala! Stop the flow! I want to cross
over now.” The case of conceit-perfuming (mānavāsanā) is like Venerable
Śāriputra who throws away medicines. The case of delusion-perfuming
is that like Gavām. pati who spits out [the cud like a cow] before eating;
he knows the food has not been digested; but not being aware of the
suffering that follows, he continues to eat (chew).49 Such examples are
numerous.

Although the Bhagavat is free from vāsanā, he nevertheless occasionally
utters words that resemble greed . . . ; . . . that resemble hatred . . . ; . . .
that resemble conceit . . . ; . . . that resemble delusion. . . .

Q: Why does the Buddha utter words that resemble greed etc.?

A: In order to protect, [in an appropriate manner], those who are fit to
be guided (所化田; vineya-ks. etra), and spiritually benefitting them. . . .

Q: Why is it that the Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas, though having
abandoned defilements, still possess their traces; but not so the Buddha?

A: The wisdom fire of the śrāvakas and pratyekabuddhas is not fierce.
[With it], though the kleśa is abandoned, the vāsanā remains. It is like
the case of ordinary fire in the world: Though it can consume a thing,
it leaves behind ashes. The Buddha’s wisdom is fierce; it consumes the
kleśa without leaving behind any vāsanā, like the fire at the end of a kalpa
which consumes everything in its way leaving no ash behind.50

The notion that the two yānas, while free from all defilements, still possess
vāsanās which cause semblances of defilements, manifested in certain be-

49 His story of having the vāsanā (餘習) derived from having been a cow for hundreds
of lives found in several sources; e.g.,《佛說處處經》T17, 527a2–5; DZDL, 252b1–
2, 260c22–23; etc.

50 MVŚ, 77a22–c8. For the simile of the fire at the end of a kalpa, see DZDL, cited in
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havioural contortion, came to be shared by masters of other traditions, in-
cluding the Theravāda commentaries (§2) and the Mahāyāna Prajñāpāramitā
sūtras (see §5.1.2). It also reminds us of the so-called “Mahādeva’s five
points” which collaterally allege that an arhat still possesses non-defiled type
of nescience and that he can have nocturnal emissions, etc.51

The origin of the doctrine that vāsanā, though perfumed by defilements,
are nonetheless distinct from them, is yet to be fully determined. In MVŚ, as
we have seen, this doctrine is used by the Sarvāstivāda masters along with
that of the non-defiled nescience. But these masters are also seen to use the
term vāsanā in the more generic sense, as either an impregnation outside the
context of defilements, or as perfuming without the said specialized sense.
For instance, MVŚ speaks of the vāsanās (習氣) of the mahābhūtas as being
weak and non-enduring, unlike vāsanās that are kuśala or akuśala which are
firm.52 It asserts that āhrı̄kya and anapatrāpya, though exclusively akuśala, are
not designated as among the proclivities (anuśaya) because their vāsanās are
feeble and easily perishable—as the fire of grasses and leaves, generating heat
that subsides easily—whereas the proclivities are characterized as having
strong vāsanas.53 In this latter case, vāsanā would seem to be the subtler
counterpart of the associated defilement, rather than being totally different in
nature from defilement—non-veiled and non-defined—as is the non-defiled
nescience. In this connection, we may also notice that Sam. ghabhadra also
speaks of vāsanā as a form of bı̄ja doctrine of the Dārs.t.āntika-Sautrāntikas.54

Nevertheless, the doctrine in the above-quoted passage is clear: (1) Defile-
ment on the one hand, and vāsanā and non-defiled nescience on the other, are
two distinct things. (2) The persistent presence of vāsanā in the two yānas even
when their defilements are totally abandoned is on account of their wisdom
being of insufficient strength—on account of the operation of the non-defiled
nescience. We shall see that this MVŚ understanding is essentially echoed by
the 5th century Sam. ghabhadra (§4.1).

§5.2.
51 Cf. Dhammajoti (1998), 69f.
52 MVŚ, 685a25–b1.
53 MVŚ, 180a6–17.
54 Ny, 398b2–29.
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When we examine the early Prajñāpāramitā texts, we find that the Bud-
dha’s perfection in Wisdom is almost explained exclusively in terms of his
absolute eradication of the defilements along with their vāsanās (see below,
§5.1.2). If we consider the close connection of the Mahāsām. ghikas with the
Prajñāpāramitā development,55 then it seems probable that the articulated
vāsanā doctrine under discussion could have been first developed by the
Mahāsām. ghikas. In any case, this Mahāsām. ghika (and Vibhajyavāda) doc-
trine is certainly known by the MVŚ compilers, as is evident in the discussion
below on the Buddha’s physical body: Is it with-outflow, or outflow-free?

The Vibhajyavādins and the Mahāsām. ghika masters maintain that the
Buddha’s physical body comprises outflow-free dharmas. . . . Moreover,
they assert that since the Buddha has absolutely abandoned all defile-
ments together with their vāsanās (一切煩惱并習氣皆永斷), how can his
physical body be with-outflow？ The [JPŚ] discussion here is for the
sake of refuting their claim and make known one’s own tenets.56

However, it should be noted that the MVŚ compilers themselves too, utilize
this notion of vāsanā to distinguish the Buddha from the arhats. In the above-
cited discussion, MVŚ proceeds to argue that when the Sūtra speaks of the
Tathāgata not being defiled by the “eight worldly dharmas” (as. t.alokadharmas),
it is not intended that his body is outflow-free. The Buddha is said to be
non-conforming to them and undefiled by them; the Pratyekabuddhas and
Śrāvakas are to the contrary. The major reason for this difference is that the
latter still possess their semblances:

The arhats, though having abandoned craving and hatred, still possess
the residual traces (餘習; vāsanatā/vāsanā) resembling craving and
hatred . . . they are therefore not regarded as being undefiled by the
worldly dharmas. The Buddha alone has absolutely eradicated the
vāsanās of craving and hatred. . . . Moreover, when the Buddha acquires
gains, he does not feel elated, because he has abandoned the vāsanā of

55 Consider, for instance, the tradition that the Prakritic version of the As. t.asāhaśrikā
Prajñāpāramitā was said to have been possessed by the Pūrva- and Apara-śailya
subsects of the Mahāsām. ghikas (cf. e.g., Warder 2000: 347).

56 MVŚ, 871c2–8.
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conceit. . . . When he is praised, he does not feel delighted, because he
has abandoned the vāsanā of arrogance. . . . 57

MVŚ explains that the ten powers (daśabala)58 unique to the Buddha are
knowledge in their intrinsic nature (以智為自性; jñānasvabhāva). In this
discussion, the connection of complete abandonment of defilements together
with their vāsanas with his perfect Wisdom is again underscored:

Q: The two yānas also possess the knowledge of recollection of former
lives (pūrvanivāsānusmr. tijñāna) and the knowledge of the perishing and
arising [of beings in sam. sāra] (cyutyupapattijñāna). Why is the Buddha’s
knowledge (Wisdom) alone called “power”?

A: It has been explained previously that “power” signifies non-
crushability (anavamr.dyatā). Although the two yānas possess this
[knowledge], it does not have this signification. For instance, Śāriputra,
in spite of his entry into the fourth dhyāna, fails to discern the future
destiny of rebirth and his background.59

Q: The two yānas too possess the knowledge of the absolute exhaustion
of the outflows. Why is that not a power?

A: The Buddha’s knowledge is strong; it swiftly abandons defilements
and their residual vāsanās; not so in the case of the two yānas.60

AKB also discusses the Buddha’s power, and likewise underscores the two
yānas’ knowledge as being hindered by the vāsanās of defilements:

This tenfold knowledge is not called power in the case of others. Only
in the case of the Buddha is it called “power” because his knowledge
proceeds unobstructed with regard to all knowables (sarvatra jñeye). [It
is only the Buddha that has eradicated the vāsanās of the defilements,

57 MVŚ, 871c19–872c19.
58 1. sthānāsthānajñānabala; 2. karmavipākajñānabala; 3. nānādhimuktijñānabala; 4. nānā-

dhātujñānabala; 5. indriyaparāparajñānabala; 6. sarvatragāmanı̄pratipajjñānabala; 7.
sarvadhyānavimoks.asamādhisamāpattisam. kleśavyavadānavyutthānajñānabala; 8. pūrva-
nivāsānusmr. tijñānabala; 9. cyutyupattijñānabala; 10. āsravaks.ayajñānabala. Cf. MVŚ,
156c16–25; AKB, 411–413.

59 See also the AKB passage quoted below.
60 MVŚ, 157c29–158a7.
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and is able to know all object-domains as he wishes].61 On the other
hand, they are obstructed in the case of others. . . . This is like the
case of the Elder Śāriputra’s rejection of a man seeking ordination [—
because the time period in which this man planted seeds of skilfulness
and aspired for liberation is beyond Śāriputra’s knowledge],62 and his
incapability to know the number of previous and subsequent births of a
bird being chased by a hawk.63

In Vy, the above story of Śāriputra, together with that of Maudgalyāyana’s
inability to locate his mother suffering in the extremely far away Mārı̄cı̄
world-sphere (ativiprakr. s. t.adeśamārı̄cı̄lokadhātu), are cited precisely as illustra-
tion of the imperfection of the Śrāvakas’ knowledge due to the very reason
of the presence of the non-defiled nescience in them.64 Here then, is another
instance where the two notions—non-defiled nescience and vāsanā—are used
interchangeably to account for the imperfection of the two yānas’ knowledge.
The Buddhological development outlined so far above in the Abhidharma
tradition leads clearly to the understanding that the non-defiled nescience or
vāsanā indeed constitutes a cognitive hindrance, the absolute eradication of
which results in the Buddha’s uniquely perfected Wisdom.

In MVŚ, the term “knowable hindrance” (所知障; jñeyāvaran. a) does occur,
albeit attested only once, juxtaposed with “defilement-hindrance” (煩惱障;
kleśāvaran. a):

All the four [proper abandonment (samyakprahān. a)] have the meaning
of abandoning (prahān. a): The former two abandon the defilement-
hindrance. The latter two abandon the knowable-hindrance; for when

61 This bracketed sentence is only in Xuanzang’s translation,《阿毘達磨倶舍論》T29,
140b25–26: 唯佛已除諸惑習氣，於一切境隨欲能知。

62 Cf. Vy, 5; Puguang, 404b28–405a24 (with a much more elaborate narration).
63 AKB, 412.
64 Vy, 5: . . . tes.v api tes. ām ajñānam anekalokadhātv-antarı̄ta-deśatvāt | śrūyate hi sthavira-

maudgalyāyanasya ativiprakr. s. t.adeśamārı̄cı̄lokadhātujāta-svamātr.deśāparijñānam | ati-
viprakr. s. t.akāles.v apy atı̄tes.u anāgates.u vā tes.v arthes.v atibahukalpāntarāntarı̄tavināśa-
prādurbhavatvāt tes. ām. bhavaty evājñānam | śrūyate hi sthaviraśāriputren. a moks.a-
bhāgı̄yakuśalamūlādarśanāt pravrajyā’peks.a-purus.apratyākhyānam | . . . Similar stories
of Śāriputra and Maudgalyāyana are also given in Sthiramati’s sub-commentary
《俱舍論實義疏》(Tattvārtha) on AKB, T29, 325b1–13.
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the skillful dharmas are cultivated, nescience (無知; ajñāna) is aban-
doned.65

That the knowable-hindrance must be gradually abandoned through cultiva-
tion is doctrinally consistent with what we saw above: it is bhāvanāheya.

The ultimate aim of Buddhist cultivation is not merely for the aban-
donment of defilements—for moral perfection per se—but for the perfec-
tion of wisdom through absolutely eradicating the non-defiled nescience
qua knowable-hindrance. As we shall see below, the early Mahāyāna
scriptures subsequently derived much inspiration from this Abhidharma
doctrine, in which they found an adequate and satisfactory doctrinal basis
for the formulation of their Bodhisattva ideal culminating in the attainment
of Perfect Buddhahood—perfect wisdom in contrast to the inferior wis-
dom/knowledge of the two yānas.

4.1. Sarvāstivāda-Vaibhās.ika view on the relation between the non-
defiled nescience and vāsanā

The above-cited MVŚ discussion (§4) on the Buddha’s sometimes scolding
his disciples is followed by a discussion on the meaning of “moha-purus.a.”
In this context, we see that the arhats’ behaviour exhibiting semblances of
defilements is also understood to be due to the aklis. t. ājñāna.

Q: What is the meaning of a “deluded person”?

A: . . . Some other masters assert: One is a deluded person if delusion
(moha) manifests in him.

Q: If so, the Sūtra should not speak of the arhats as “deluded persons.”

A: . . . Some other masters assert: The arhats, etc, too have manifestation
of delusion, since their non-defiled nescience has not been abandoned.
. . . 66

The explanation in terms of the aklis. t. ājñāna is a Sarvāstivāda view, not being
contended by the MVŚ compilers. The simultaneous acceptance here, of these
two notions—aklis. t. ājñāna and vāsanā—as the reason for the incompleteness

65 MVŚ, 724b25–29.
66 MVŚ, 78a11–b8.
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of an arhat’s perfection, compared to the Buddha’s, is similar to what we saw
above in §3.2, where it is claimed that the non-defiled jñāna (=aklis. t. ājñāna) is
both abandoned and rendered non-manifesting by the Buddha alone because
he alone has permanently abandoned all defilements as well as their vāsanā.

We saw that in the context of Sam. ghabhadra’s discussion on the nature of
the non-defiled nescience, Rāma speaks of the non-defiled nescience as being
vāsanā (§3.3). According to him, whereas the non-defiled vāsanā comes to be
gradually eradicated in the course of spiritual cultivation, the “white-dharma
vāsanā” persists in the Buddha after his Perfect Enlightenment:

The Venerable Rāma claims thus: “There exists a non-defiled dharma
called perfuming (vāsanā), which is like the retribution (vipāka) incurred
by a skilful cause. Formerly, at the Bodhisattva-stage, when the
Bhagavat was cultivating the various preparatory practices (prayoga)
during the three incalculable kalpas, while still possessing defilements,
he was able to gradually eradicate the non-defiled vāsanā induced by
the defilements, and gradually develop the white-dharma vāsanā. Later,
when he absolutely abandoned the acquisition (prāpti) of the outflows,
some of his previous vāsanās were ceased and some were not ceased.”

As a result of cultivating the preparatory practices for a long time, he
attained the Supreme [Enlightenment], and the outflows were abso-
lutely exhausted. However, the Buddha still possessed the white-dharma
vāsanās—since he speaks of some vāsanās being ceased and some not
being ceased. Such a claim may be considered reasonable. But he fails
[therein] to clarify its nature: What constitutes the nature of this non-
defiled vāsanā?67

Sam. ghabhadra’s own explanation of the nature of the non-defiled nescience
and its relation to the vāsanā is as follows:

Thus, it is this inferior knowledge (jñāna)[—a mode of prajñā—]induced
[through a succession] by previous knowledge which repeatedly gets

67 Ny, 502b13–21. Yinshun (1968), 572–573, suggests that Rāma’s explanation on
the white-dharma vāsanā represents a doctrine accounting for the generation of
the outflow (pure) seeds (within one who has been practicing as an ordinary
worldling), and may be seen as being very close to the *Mahāyānasam. graha doctrine
of the new outflow-free seeds being gradually formed from the perfuming in the
with-outflow process of the listening to the True Dharma which is the emanation
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used to being incapable of understanding the objects’ taste, etc—that is
called aklis. t. ājñāna. Those very cittacaittas co-nascent with it are known
collectively as vāsanā.68

Thus, according to him, on the one hand, there seems to be no objection
to the non-defiled nescience being considered as the vāsanā. On the other
hand, the two notions are not identical: the former is a real entity, prajñā
in its intrinsic nature; the latter is a concept for the thought and thought-
concomitants conjoined with the non-defiled nescience. This understanding
of the distinction and relationship between the two is essentially in agreement
with the MVŚ doctrine we saw above (§4).

In this very same context, and immediately following the above explana-
tion, Sam. ghabhadra also offers a somewhat differently worded explanation
on the formation of the vāsanā:

When sentient beings are at the stage of possessing defilements, all their
non-defiled cittas together with their series, are perfumed by defile-
ments that comingle (間雜; *vy-ava-

√
kr̄. ) with them, giving rise to traces

(氣分; *vāsa?) that accord with the arising of defilements. Accordingly,
specific non-defiled cittas and their retinue (*parivāra) arise, operating in
a manner similar to the [defilements]. They arise successively by virtue
of the force of repeated conditioning, for which reason those without
faults [i.e. the ārya-pudgala] are still said to be in possession of vāsanā. In
the case of an Omniscient One, it is absolutely abandoned and does not
manifest (*samudā-

√
car) any more. . . .

As the Bhagavat has acquired mastery over the dharmas, such [vāsanās]
which appear like defilements absolutely never manifest. Therefore, the
Buddha alone is called the “well purified serial continuity” (*suviśuddha-
santati);69 and for this very reason, his behaviour is never amiss” (無誤
失; *asam. pramos.a).70

This second explanation entails that vāsanā refers to the non-defiled nescience
together with the co-existent serial continuity—i.e., the co-nascent psycho-

(nis.yanda) of the Truth realized in the Buddha’s Perfect Enlightenment.
68 Ny, 502a24–26.
69 Or, “Wholesome Series” (*kuśala-santati)善淨相續.
70 Ny, 502a27–b13. For the full translation of his two explanations, see also, Akli, §7.2.
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physical complex.71 The Buddha, totally devoid of the non-defiled nescience,
is said to be the “well purified serial continuity,” without behavioral plunder.
This reminds us of the MVŚ discussion on the “deluded person.” The
Buddha is free from semblances of greed, etc, “he has absolutely abandoned
defilements and vāsanā.” The pratyekabuddhas and śrāvakas display such
semblances in behaviour because they “still possess the vāsanā [as defilement-
traces].” (§4).

5. Aklis. t. ājñāna, vāsanā, jñeyāvaran. a in the early Mahāyāna texts
5.1. The Wisdom-perfection sūtras

The very first chapter of the As. t.asāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā (=As.t.a)—most
likely its earliest core, on which the various expanded versions of the
Prajñāpāramitā sūtra developed—is entitled “the practice of the all-mode-
knowledge” (sarvākārajñatā-caryā). This suggests that in fact the Mahāyāna
ideal, at least as discernible in the Prajñāpāramitā tradition, upheld the ideal
of Perfect Enlightenment through the practice of the prajñāpāramitā —the
perfection of Wisdom. Indeed, the title of the earliest Chinese translation
(179 CE) by 支婁迦讖 Lokaks.ema, 《道行般若經》 Daoxing bore jing (=DX),
could well be seen as a support of this surmise.72

71 Puguang (5b21–24) clarifies the difference in Sam. ghabhadra’s two explanations:
“According to one explanation: the cittacaitta dharmas co-nascent with the weak
prajñā are collectively called vāsanā. According to the other explanation: vāsanā
refers not only to the cittacaittadharmas, but also the serial body.”

72 While dao (道)—commonly known to translate “mārga,” “patha,” “pratipad,”
“caryā,” “dharma,” etc—is pregnant in Chinese religious and philosophical con-
notations, judging by Lokaks.ema’s translation style in the sūtra, it likely corre-
sponds here to “Wisdom” or “Ultimate Spiritual Attainment”; and in this tex-
tual context, probably “sarvajñatā,” “sarvākārajñatā” (as in the As.t.a) or “Perfect
Enlightenment”/ “Buddhahood”/ “sam. bodhi.” Lokaks.ema’s renderings are quite
inconsistent. In DX, we find dao used to render jñāna (e.g., As.t.a, 5: prādeśikena
jñānena≈小道); sarvajñatā (often transliterated in the same context as薩芸若. E.g.,
As.t.a 6: niryāsyati sarvajñatāyām≈致薩芸若, but sarvajñatā āsannı̄bhavati≈疾近作佛;
As.t.a 20: samyaksam. buddhatva≈ 佛道; As.t.a 27: samyaksam. bodhim abhisam. bhotsyate
sarvajñānam. ca pratilapsyate≈ 疾成佛道; As.t.a 114: sam. bodhaye pratis. t. āpayis.yanti≈
令 · · · 學佛道; As.t.a 232: sthāsyati sarvajñatāyām≈ 正住佛道. We also see sarva-
jñatā and dao forming a compound corresponding to sarvajñatā[phala]—As.t.a 140:
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It has already been suggested by several scholars, including Professor
Lambert Schmithausen73 and Venerable Yinshun,74 that this first chapter
constitutes the urtext of the As. t.asāhasrikā. This is quite likely the case,
especially as regards its earlier portion. For one thing, we find this text,
almost at the beginning, urgently answering the question—very much to
be expected by the emerging Mahāyānists proposing the new message of
prajñāpāramitā—how is this new doctrine, expounded through Subhūti, to
be accepted as genuine Buddhavacana? The answer is:

Whatever. . . the Bhagavat’s Disciples teach . . . , all that is to be known as
the Tathāgata’s direct effectuation (purus.akāra) . . . It is just an emanation
(/flowing-out nis.yanda) of the tathāgata’s Dharma-teaching.75

The course of this practice culminates in the attainment of the all-mode
knowledge (perfect wisdom), to be contrasted with the Wisdom of the Arhats
and Pratyekabuddhas. In the extant Prajñāpāramitā sūtras, this attainment
is not accounted for in terms of his absolute eradication of the non-defiled
nescience, but of all defilements together with their traces (vāsanā). The
description in the MVŚ (see §4) suggests that this is the view of the Mahā-
sām. ghikas and the Vibhajyavādins.

sarvajñatāyā aparigrahāya≈薩芸若道不受. The correspondence of dao to “spiritual
fruit”/“attainment” is sometimes quite explicit; e.g., As.t.a 18f: srotaāpattiphala,
sakr.dāgāmiphala, anāgāmiphala, arhatva correspond to:須陀洹道,斯陀含道,阿那含道
and羅漢道; As.t.a 93f: phalaviśuddhi≈道. . .清淨. One must, however, also concede
the possibility that both dao and xing equally connote “practice,” and become
compounded as a correspondence to “caryā”; cf. As.t.a 199: caryā≈ 所行道. This
may explain why in X1 (T7, 763b6: 妙行品第一), the first chapter is entitled “妙行”
(‘Wonderful Practice”). Seishi Karashima, however, considers X2 to be older than
X1 (see Karashima 2011: xiii.). But still, it is possible that the early Prajñāpāramitā
tradition could have understood the “wonderful practice” as the practice leading
to sarvākārajñatā, as indicated in the As.t.a’s “sarvākārajñatā-caryā.”

73 Cf. Schmithausen 1977.
74 Yinshun 1981: 632 f.
75 As.t.a, 2 f.
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5.1.1. The sarvākārajñāna and the sarvajñajñāna

Besides the title of the first chapter, the term sarvākārajñatā also occurs in the
As.t.a as follows :

(1) This perfection of wisdom is a perfection of the knowledge of the omni-
scient (sarvajñajñāna) on account of its all-mode full understanding (sarvākāra-
parijñānatā) of the intrinsic natures of all dharmas.76

(2) Bodhisattvas . . . training in [this Wisdom-perfection] swiftly come to attain all
buddha-qualities accompanied with the perfection of all virtues, as well as the
all-mode-knowledge (sarvākārajñatā).77

For (1), the Tib version corroborates “sarvākāra-parijñāna” (rnam pa thams cad
yongs su mkhyen pa).78 However, noticeably, corresponding to (1) above: X1
has simply: “on account of this all-knowing knowledge pāramitā’s under-
standing (apparently without sarvākārajñatā) that all dharmas are devoid of
intrinsic nature.”79 Both X2 and Kumārajı̄va’s version too, is even simpler:
“. . . on account of all dharmas being devoid of intrinsic nature.” Likewise DX,
simply: “because all dharma has no intrinsic nature.”80

As for (2) above: the Tib version likewise has rnam pa thams cad mkhyen pa
nyid. There is, however, no correspondence in X1 or X2, but only in the First
Assembly (第一會) of玄奘Xuanzang’s《大般若波羅蜜多經》Da bore boluomiduo
jing (=X) which has一切智智 (sarvajñajñāna) instead of sarvākārajñatā.81 The
corresponding place in Kj has “swiftly come to attain 薩婆若 (sarvajñatā;

76 As.t.a, 103: sarvajñajñānapāramiteyam. . . . yad uta prajñāpāramitā sarvadharmasvabhāva-
sarvākāraparijñānatām upādāya |

77 As.t.a 250 na tvam. kulaputra jānı̄s. e? es. ā hi sā prajñāpāramitā bodhisattvānām. . . . mātā
. . . , yatra śiks.amān. ā bodhisattvā mahāsattvāh. sarvagun. apāramitānugatān sarvabuddha-
dharmān sarvākārajñatām. ca ks. ipram anuprāpnuvantı̄ti |; Toh 12, bka’ ’gyur, shes phyin,
vol. ka: 217b: ’di la bslabs pas byang chub sems dpa’ sems dpa’ chen po dag yon tan thams
cad kyi pha rol tu phyin par rjes su ’gro ba dang / sangs rgyas kyi chos thams cad dang rnam
pa thams cad mkhyen pa nyid kyang myur du thob par ’gyur ba yin na khyod mi shes sam /

78 Toh 12, bka’ ’gyur, shes phyin, vol. ka: 116a: rnam pa thams cad yongs su mkhyen pa’i
slad du ’di lta ste shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa ’di ni thams cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes kyi
pha rol tu phyin pa’o //

79 T7, 805b25–26.
80 T8, 444b23: 於諸法亦無自然故。
81 T6, 1066a20–22.
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not sarvākārajñatā82 ).83 Accordingly, we cannot be sufficiently confident
of the occurrence in the early Prajñāpāramitā texts, of the term “all-mode
knowledge”—so much stressed in the Abhidharma since the MVŚ—except
in the As.t.a and its corresponding Tib version.

Another term in the Prajñāpāramitā for a Buddha’s unique Wisdom is “all-
knowing knowledge,” sarvajñajñāna, usually rendered by Xuanzang as一切
智智. “sarvajñajñāna” is also attested in DX as 薩芸若智慧. But in the As.t.a,
it seems to connote the same as sarvajñatā; and judging by X1, even sarvā-
kārajñatā. For instance, in the As.t.a XII, we see buddhajñāna (Tib: sangs rgyas kyi
ye shes)84 used synonymously as sarvajñajñāna; in X1, also as sarvākārajñatā:

It is impossible that [a Bodhisattva], thus coursing, thus intensely
striving, thus vigorously engaged, will not attain the supreme Buddha-
knowledge, the all-knowing knowledge, the Great-Caravan-Leader
knowledge.85

X1: It is impossible that [a Bodhisattva], thus vigorously practicing, will
not attain the anuttarā samyaksam. bodhi, the sarvākārajñāna (一切相智), the
great knowledge, the wonderful knowledge, the sarvajñajñāna (一切智
智), the mahāsārthavāhajñāna.86

At times, one gets the impression that the notion of sarvākārajñatā was still
being worked out. In some places, it seems to be suggested that it leads to
the accomplishment of the sarvajñajñāna,87 the very name conferred to the
final, perfect Wisdom of a Buddha.

82 However, A. Hirakawa’s Buddhist Chinese-Sanskrit Dictionary gives sarvākārajñatā
as one of the correspondence for薩婆若.

83 Kj, 583c1–2: 菩薩於是中學，當得盡諸功德一切佛法，疾得薩婆若。
84 Toh 12, bka’ ’gyur, shes phyin, vol. ka: 222b: de ltar spyod cing de ltar brtson te de ltar

’bad na sangs rgyas kyi ye shes bla na med pa dang ye shes chen po dang thams cad mkhyen
pa’i ye shes dang ded dpon chen po’i ye shes thob par mi ’gyur ba ’di ni gnas med do //

85 As.t.a, 202: evam. caran, evam. ghat.amānah. , evam. vyāyacchamāno ’nuttaram.
buddhajñānam. sarvajñajñānam. mahāsārthavāhajñānam. nānuprāpsyatı̄ti naitat sthānam.
vidyate ||

86 X1, 842b13–15. X2 (T7, 911c20–22): 若諸菩薩勤行此道，不得無上正等覺智、大智、
妙智、自然智、一切智智及如來智，無有是處。

87 See discussion on sarvākārajñatā below.
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Regrettably, Xuanzang’s rendering is not always consistent. In the Pra-
jñāpāramitā texts, his “一切智智” is seen to correspond to sarvajñajñāna; but
sometimes, also to sarvajñatā. E.g., As.t.a, 4f: na niryāsyati sarvajñatāyām =不
能成辦一切智智 (sarvajñatā); but: sacen nimittato grahı̄tavyā abhavis.yat, na ceha
śren. ikah. parivrājakah. śraddhām alapsyata | tatra hi śren. ikah. parivrājakah. sarva-
jñajñāne adhimucya śraddhānusārı̄ . . . =X1:若取相修，得一切智智 (sarvajñajñāna)
者，則勝軍梵志於一切智智不應信解。Such Examples abound in Xuanzang’s
《大般若波羅蜜多經》. However, this state of affairs seems also to indicate that

in contrast to As.t.a, in the subsequent Prajñāpāramitā texts, the “all-knowing
knowledge” qua a Buddha’s supreme Wisdom was increasingly understood
to connote more than “all-knowledge” or “omniscience” (sarvajñatā), which
is doctrinally said to be shared by the two yānas.

As.t.a teaches that this unique omniscience, also called “all-knowing
knowledge,” can only be achieved by practicing Wisdom-perfection without
grasping at anything, including Wisdom-perfection itself. This meditative
state of non-grasping is the equipoise known as “sarvadharmāparigr.hı̄ta”
(As.t.a, 4; 於一切法無攝受定), or “sarvadharmānupādāna” (As.t.a, 7; 無所攝受
三摩地)—“equipoise of non-grasping of (/non-clinging to) any dharma.” It is
this equipoise, apparently proclaimed for the first time in the Prajñāpāramitā,
that distinctively marks off the Bodhisattva Path, which leads to Perfected
Wisdom, from the Śrāvaka-pratyeka Path. For it is here declared to be
“unshared by all Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas” (asādhāran. ah. sarvaśravaka-
pratyekabuddhaih. ). In chapter XVIII, As.t.a states that the knowledge (jñāna)
obtained by an irreversible Bodhisattva is “endless, boundless, insuperable
by the Śrāvaka-pratyekabuddhas.”88 The Pañcavim. śatikā speaks of the
Bodhisattva’s equipoise of non-grasping at any dharma likewise as being
“insuperable by the two yānas,” and in that connection significantly relates
it to the all-mode knowledge:

This samādhi-man. d. ala of the Bodhisattva, Great Being, named “the
non-grasping of any dharma” . . . is insuperable (/incapable of being

88 As.t.a, 170: avinivartanı̄yena hi subhūte bodhisattvena mahāsattvena anantam aparyantam.
jñānam. pratilabdham asam. hāryam. sarvaśrāvakapratyekabuddhaih. ||
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eclipsed) by all Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas. The all-mode knowl-
edge (sarvākārajñatā) too is not grasped. . . . 89

In brief, the doctrine that came to be formulated in the Prajñāpāramitā is that
the Buddha’s perfect Wisdom, called sarvajñatā/sarvajñajñāna and sarvākāra-
jñāna, is unshared by the Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas, and is insuperable
by them. This is to be achieved through the practice of prajñāpāramitā in the
equipoise state of not grasping at any dharma at all, and this is the new Bodhi-
sattva praxis.

Subsequent to the As.t.a, Prajñāpāramitā came to further articulate and
distinguish among the three types of knowledge (Wisdom): (I) all-knowledge
(sarvajñatā), (II) path-mode knowledge (mārgākārajñāna) and (III) all-mode
knowledge (sarvākārajñāna). (I) is shared by the Buddha, Śrāvakas and
Pratyekabuddhas; but the latter two, while knowing all internal and external
dharmas, do not know them in all-modes. (II) is possessed by the Bodhi-
sattvas. They must fully possess knowledge of all the paths of the Srāvakas,
Pratyekabuddhas and Bodhisattvas, and use them to cross over sentient
beings—without realizing the Reality-limit (bhūta-kot.i).90 (III) is unique to the
Buddha: it knows all the modes (ākāra), distinguishing characteristics (liṅga)
and signs (nimitta) of all dharmas; or rather, it knows all dharmas through
a single mode, the mode of tranquillity (śāntākāra).91 In such articulation,
it seems clear enough that sarvākārajñatā is the culminating Wisdom of
Perfect Enlightenment. The Bodhisattva is to apply his mind (manasi-

√
kr. ) to

sarvākārajñatā from the first moment of resolving for Perfect Enlightenment.92

Indeed, in the Larger Prajñāpāramitā texts, sarvākārajñatā stands out as the
key term for expressing the unique, perfect, Wisdom of a Buddha. When

89 PSP 1:171: idam. bodhisattvasya mahāsattvasya sarvadharmāparigr.hı̄tam. nāma
samādhiman. d. alam. vipulam. puraskr. tam apramān. am. niyatam asam. hāryam. sarvaśrāvaka-
pratyekabuddhaih. | sāpi sarvākārajñatā aparigr.hı̄tā | . . .

90 PSP 5, 125; AdPP I, 146; T8, 375b23–c5.
91 AdPP I, 147. Also cf. PSP 5, 124. Also cf. explanations of the three types of

knowledge in T7, 337b8–26.
92 PSP 5, 134: bhagavān āha: prathamacittotpādikena subhūte bodhisattvena mahā-

sattvena sarvākārajñatā manasikartavyā |; Also cf. PSP 5, 145: bodhisattvo mahāsattvo
vı̄ryapāramitāyām. caran prathamacittotpādam upādāya sarvākārajñatāpratisam. yuktair
manasikārair vı̄ryam ārabhate |
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the Bodhisattva, having transcended the Śrāvaka-pratyekabuddha stage,
achieves this, he becomes a Perfectly Enlightened Buddha, whose absolute
abandonment of defilements is one in which all the serial connexion of vāsanā
is eradicated:

. . . a Bodhisattva, Great Being, coursing in Wisdom-perfection, tran-
scends the Śrāvaka-pratyekabuddha stage and enters into the Bodhi-
sattva-certainty (bodhisattvaniyāma). He fulfils the buddha-qualities and
will come to attain the all-mode knowledge. Having attained the
all-mode knowledge, he will become a Tathāgata, Arhat, Samyak-
sam. buddha, characterized by the abandonment of defilements along
with all the serial connexion of vāsanā.93

In another similar context, the Larger Prajñāpāramitā likewise states:

. . . abiding in the vajropamasamādhi, he directly realises the Supreme
Perfect Full Enlightenment by means of the prajñā conjoined with a
single thought-moment. Thereupon, he is described as a “Tathāgata.”
He is the knower of all dharmas, and hence said to be “all-seeing”
(sarvadarśin), “all-knowing” (sarvajña).94

Thus, essentially agreeing with the Abhidharma path trajectory, the absolute
abandonment of all defilements—in this case including also the vāsanā—can
only take place in the moment of the Vajropamasamādhi, abiding wherein all
the vāsanā comes to be eradicated.

From §5.1.1. (1), the sarvajñajñāna has the capacity of knowing fully in all
modes; i.e., of the all-mode knowledge. For this reason, it is mentioned, as
seen above, on a par with buddhajñāna and sarvākārajñatā. However, in some
places, we see the suggestion that the sarvākārajñatā leads to the sarvajñajñāna
which can be rendered as “knowledge of the omniscient (/ the all-knowing),”
i.e., of a Buddha.

93 PSP 5:68: atra hi kauśika prajñāpāramitāyāñ caran bodhisattvo mahāsattvah.
śrāvakapratyekabuddhabhūmim atikrāmati, bodhisattvaniyāmam avakrāmati | buddha-
dharmān paripūrayati, sarvākārajñatām anuprāpsyati | sarvākārajñatām anuprāpya
tathāgato ’rhan samyaksam. buddhah. sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahāno bhavis.yati |

94 PSP 6-8:124: iha subhūte yadā bodhisattvo mahāsattvah. s.at.pāramitāh. paripūrya . . .
as. t. ādaśāven. ikān buddhadharmān paripūrya vajropame samādhau sthitvaikacittaksan. a-
samāyuktayā prajñayānuttarām. samyaksam. bodhim abhisam. budhyate | tadā tathāgata iti
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In As.t.a, prajñāpāramitā is said to be the full accomplishment (perfection)
of the all-mode knowledge, omniscience (sarvajñatva, sarvajñatā).95 “Be-
cause of having abandoned all the serial connexion or succession with the
vāsanā of the defilement- and knowable-hindrance (sarvakleśajñeyāvaran. a-
vāsanānusandhiprahı̄n. atām upādāya), the prajñāpāramitā is non-generative of all
dharmas.”96 The last sentence links up the notion of the twofold hindrance
with the notion of vāsanā, and is therefore doctrinally significant in the
context of our investigation of the impact of the vāsanā (and aklis. t. ājñāna)
doctrine. However, this linkage is attested only in Xuanzang’s version of
the third assembly (第三會):97 “because of the absolute abandonment of all
defilement serial continuity together with the vāsanās . . . .” It is not in the
other Chinese versions, including the oldest Daxing Bore and Kumārajı̄va’s
version.98 Accordingly, the allusion to vāsanā here maybe a later interpolation.
Elsewhere in the As.t.a, it is said that the prajñāpāramitā is said to be the
pāramitā of sarvajñajñāna “because of the fact of full understanding in all
modes of the intrinsic nature of all dharmas.”99 Training in the prajñāpāramitā,
the Bodhisattva swiftly attains all the buddha-qualities and the all-mode
knowledge.100 Accordingly, in such contexts, the all-mode knowledge and
the all-knowing are still not properly differentiated, although we might

nirdiśyate sarvadharmān jānı̄ta ity atah. sarvadarśim. sarvajña iti |
95 As.t.a, 170: sarvajñajñānaparinis.pattir bhagavan prajñāpāramitā, sarvajñatvam. bhagavan

prajñāpāramitā |
96 As.t.a, 86: sarvakleśajñeyāvaran. avāsanānusam. dhi-prahı̄n. atām upādāya anutpādikā bha-

gavan sarvadharmān. ām. prajñāpāramitā | For vāsanā-anusam. dhi, cf. 諸習之緒 “the
continuity/succession of the vāsanās,” in《放光般若經》 (Mo, T8, 116a10–11), the
older translation of the Mahāprajñāpāramitā.

97 X, T7, 576b25–26：永斷一切煩惱相續并習氣故；是諸菩薩摩訶薩母。However, it
is the fourth and the fifth assemblies (第四會,第五會) that properly correspond to
the As.t.a.

98《道行般若經》 T8, 440b23: 無所生無所滅，即般若波羅蜜是。;《小品般若波羅蜜
經》 T8, 550a8: 般若波羅蜜，非生法者，非滅法者。; X, T7, 798c16–25: . . . 示一切
法無滅無生，是諸菩薩摩訶薩母。

99 As.t.a, 103.
100 As.t.a, 250.
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also infer that the “knowledge of the omniscient” is in fact the “all-mode
knowledge.”

5.1.2. Vāsanā, its absolute eradication and Perfect Buddhahood

In the Larger Prajñāpāramitā texts evolved from the As.t.a, such as
Pañcavim. śatisāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā, frequent allusion to vāsanā and
vāsanānusandhi (“serial connexion or succession of vāsanā”) is attested. Thus,
like MVŚ (§3.2 and §3.4) and the Pāli commentaries (§2), they teach that
vāsanā serial connexion (sarvavāsanānusandhi) is not defilement, but exists in
the two yānas, resulting their bodily perturbation, and is absent only in the
Tathāgata.101 The As. t. ādaśasāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā (=AdPP):

Subhūti! The vāsanā serial connexion is not defilement.102 But even
though the Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas have abandoned greed,
hatred and ignorance, certain bodily perturbances occur. These [per-
turbances] lead to harm in the case of the foolish worldlings; not in the
case of the Śrāvakas. They are [completely] absent in the tathāgata.103

101 Cf. PSP 5, 126: bhagavān āha: na subhūte kleśaprahān. asya nānātvam asti, asti punas
tathāgatasya sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahān. am. , na punah. śrāvakasya sarvavāsanānu-
sam. dhikleśaprahān. am |

102 I have emended vāsanānusandhikleśo ’sti to vāsanānusandhih. kleśo ’sti, which reads
more meaningfully, and probably agrees better with Xuanzang’s version. See
following note.

103 AdPP, I, 149: bhāgavān āha, na subhūte vāsanānusandhih. kleśo ’sti | api tv asti tes. ām.
śrāvākapratyekabuddhānām. rāgados.amohaprahān. am. ; kaścit tu kāyavikārās pravartante |
te bālapr. thagjanānām anarthāya sam. vartante | na tu śrāvakānām. , te tathāgatasya
nāsti |; PSP 5:126 states almost identically: bhagavān āha, na subhūte vāsanānu-
sam. dhikleśaprahān. am. ; api nu tes. ām. rāgados.amohaprahān. am asti, kāyavāgvikārās tu
pravartante | te tu bālapr. thagjanānām anarthāya pravartante, na tu śrāvakān. ām. , te
tathāgatasya na santi | But on the basis of the AdPP passage above, Xuanzang’s
《大般若波羅蜜多經》 (X, T6, 872a1–19, T7, 338a4–9, and T7, 695c7–11: 佛言：「善
現！習氣相續實非煩惱。然諸聲聞及諸獨覺煩惱已斷，猶有少分似貪瞋癡動發身、語。
即說此為習氣相續。此在愚夫異生相續能引無義；非在聲聞、獨覺相續能引無義。如
是一切習氣相續，諸佛世尊究竟無有」) as well as Kumārajı̄va’s《摩訶般若波羅蜜經》
(Kj, T8, 376a3–621: 佛告須菩提：「習非煩惱。是聲聞、辟支佛身口有似婬欲、瞋恚、
愚癡相。凡夫愚人為之得罪。是三毒習，諸佛無有」), vāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahān. ami
should be amended to vāsanānusam. dhih. kleśo (like AdPP).
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The complete destruction (samudghāta) of vāsanā is defined in PSP as the
non-manifestation (asamudācāra), in each and every way, of any improper
behaviour resembling defilements.104

In most instances, the eradication of the vāsanānusandhi is explicitly stated
to be through the attainment of the all-mode knowledge, and sometimes
indicated as the consummation or culmination of the Mahāyāna path of
cultivation. Thus, a list of practices enumerating the spiritual friends and
teachers of the Bodhisattvas begins with the six pāramitās and culminates
in the all-mode knowledge and the abandonment of the serial connexion of
vāsanā:

The six pāramitās, Subhūti, should be known as the spiritual friends
of the Bodhisattvas, Mahāsattvas. [So are] the four abidings of mind-
fulness (smr. ty-upasthāna) . . . the eighteen unique buddha-qualities. . . .
The six pāramitās are to be known as the teachers, . . . the moth-
ers, the fathers. The four abidings of mindfulness, proper exertion
(samyakprahān. a) [etc. up to] the eighteen unique buddha-qualities are
conducive to the all-mode knowledge up to the abandonment of all
defilements together with their vāsanā serial connexion (sarvavāsanā-
nusandhikleśaprahān. a).105

In Xuanzang’s translation of the Mahāprajñāpāramitā, we see “the abso-
lute abandonment of all defilement-vāsanās”—alongside with sarvajñāna,
sarvākārajñāna, anuttarā samyaksam. bodhi—stated to be “the teachers and the
path/guide (為師為導; śāstarah. , mārga) for the Bodhisattvas, great beings.”106

The older translation,《放光般若經》Fangguang Bore Jing (=Mo), states: “the

104 Cf. PSP 6-8:61: katamaś ca subhūte vāsanāsamudghātah. ? sarven. a sarvam. sarvathā
sarvam. kleśasam. gāv asadr. śaces. t.o ’samudācāro ’yam ucyate vāsanāsamudghātah. | Simi-
lar definition in the Yogācārabhūmi; cf. T30, 574a18–22.

105 PSP 5:10f: s.at. pāramitāh. subhūte bodhisattvānām. mahāsattvānām. kalyān. amitrān. i
veditavyāni; catvāri smr. tyupasthānāni . . . | catvāri smr. tyupasthānāni . . . ’s. t. ādaśā-
ven. ikā buddhadharmāh. sarvākārajñatāyai yāvat sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahān. āya
sam. vartante |

It seems proper to interpret vāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahāna as saha vāsanā-
nusam. dhyā kleśaprahān. am. . Cf. BoBh, 63: savāsanasarvakleśaprahān. a; nyon mongs pa
bag chags dang bcas pa thams cad spangs ba;一切煩惱習氣永斷; and savāsanappahān. am.
(Pāli), understood as saha vāsanāya kilesappahānam. (see Akli, §1, and ns. 9 & 10.)

106 Cf. T6, 709a18–29; T7, 288a1–15; T7, 652c27–653a5.
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six pāramitās are the sarvajñā. The six pāramitās are that which eradicate the
vāsanās of men.”107

In As.t.a, Subhūti, a prominent direct disciple of the Buddha, is presented
as the disciple who properly understands and expounds the new Mahāyāna
message of prajñāpāramitā, praised as being foremost among those dwelling
in non-dispute (aran. āvihārin. ām agrah. ). When we come to the Larger Prajñā-
pāramitā, he is also described as one who dwells/abides in isolated-ness,
emptiness etc., and who does not apperceive (nopalabhate) the six pāramitās.
Yet, compared to the Bodhisattvas’ coursing in the prajñāpāramitā, Subhūti’s
dwelling is said to be infinitely less significant. Because, except for the
Tathāgata’s dwelling, this Bodhisattva dwelling is supreme:

Therefore, Kausika, the Bodhisattva, Great Being, wishing to get
to the highest state (agratā) should dwell in this dwelling, viz, the
prajñāpāramitā-dwelling. Why? For, herein, Kauśika, a Bodhisattva,
Great Being, coursing in the prajñāpāramitā, transcends the stage of the
Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas, enters into the Bodhisattva-certainty
(bodhisattvaniyāma), perfects the Buddha-qualities, and will attain the
all-mode knowledge. Having attained the all-mode knowledge, he will
become a Tathāgata, Worthy One, Perfectly Fully Enlightened One, who
has achieved the abandonment of all defilements together with their
vāsanā-succession (sarvavāsanānusam. dhi-prahān. o bhavis.yati).108

107 Mo, T8, 97b23–24: 六波羅蜜者，是薩云然。六波羅蜜者，除人諸習緒。
108 PSP 5:67f: tathā hi tathāgatavihāram. sthāpayitvā bodhisattvasya mahāsattvasya

prajñāpāramitāyāñ carato yo vihārah. sarvaśrāvakapratyekabuddhānām. ca ye vihārās
tes. ām. vihārān. ām ayam. bodhisattvasya mahāsattvasya prajñāpāramitāyāñ carato yo
vihārah. so ’gra ākhyāyate, . . . tasmāt tarhi kauśika bodhisattvena mahāsattvenāgratām.
gantukāmenānena vihāren. a vihartavyam. yad uta prajñāpāramitāvihāren. a. tat kasya
hetoh. ? atra hi kauśika prajñāpāramitāyāñ caran bodhisattvo mahāsattvah. śrāvaka-
pratyekabuddhabhūmim atikrāmati, bodhisattvaniyāmam avakrāmati, buddhadharmān
paripūrayati, sarvākārajñatām anuprāpsyati, sarvākārajñatām anuprāpya tathāgato
’rhan samyaksam. buddhah. sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahāno bhavis.yati.; Cf. Kj, T8,
362a16–b15:佛告釋提桓因：「須菩提比丘行空時，檀那波羅蜜不可得，. . . 四念處不可
得. . .。何以故？憍尸迦！須菩提比丘一切法離行，一切法無所得行，一切法空行，一切
法無相行，一切法無作行。憍尸迦！是為須菩提比丘所行。欲比菩薩摩訶薩般若波羅
蜜行者，百分不及一，千分千萬億分乃至算數、譬喩所不能及。何以故？除佛行，是菩
薩摩訶薩行般若波羅蜜，於聲聞、辟支佛諸行中最尊最妙最上。以是故，菩薩摩訶薩欲
得於一切眾生中最上，當行是般若波羅蜜行。何以故？憍尸迦！諸菩薩摩訶薩行般若
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Thus, in the newly emerged Mahāyāna Bodhisattva-path—conceived as
transcending the “older” path of the Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas—
Perfect Full Enlightenment is the final goal, to be achieved by the Bodhisattva
through the coursing in prajñāpāramitā. The passage suggests that it is after
the all-mode knowledge has been attained (anuprāpya) that the vāsanā serial
connexion comes to be abandoned. And it is only with its absolute abandon-
ment that this Perfect Buddhahood can finally be attained. Elsewhere it states
further that they are abandoned in the manner of not being susceptible to re-
arising (sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśāh. prahāsyante, anutpattikaprahān. āh. ).109 This
tallies with the Abhidharma doctrine that the Buddha’s non-defiled nescience
is not only fully abandoned, but also rendered incapable of re-arising. The
role of the all-mode knowledge is sometimes stated more explicitly:

The Bodhisattva, Great Being, . . . having entered into the Bodhisattva-
certainty (bodhisattvaniyāma), further abandons all defilements along
with their vāsanā serial connexion by means of the knowledge of the
all-mode knowledge.110

The two corresponding places in Xuanzang’s version add: “it is only then
that the sarvajñajñāna (一切智智)” is achieved. The suggestion is: when
all vāsanās are eradicated through the all-mode knowledge, the Bodhisattva
enters into the Tathāgata-stage; only then does he arrive at the culmination
of the sarvajñajñāna.111 Similar statements are found in several other places
of his version. The following is an example:

PSP 6–8:132f states that for the sake of Perfect Enlightenment, the Bodhi-
sattva should train in all skilful dharmas; “training wherein, he will attain the

波羅蜜時，過聲聞、辟支佛地，入菩薩位，能具足佛法，得一切種智，斷一切煩惱習作佛」
109 See n. 120 below.
110 PSP 5:155: bodhisattvo mahāsattvah. . . . bodhisattvaniyāmam avakramya sarvākārajña-

tājñānena ca sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśān prajahāti|; Cf. Toh 9, bka’ ’gyur, shes phyin,
vol. ga: 158b–159a: byang chub sems dpa’i skyon med par zhugs nas / rnam pa thams
cad mkhyen pa nyid kyis / bag chags kyi mtshams sbyor ba’i nyon mongs pa thams cad
rab tu spong ngo // ; Tib has no equivalent to -jñānena; rnam pa thams cad mkhyen pa
nyid kyis.

111 But also bear in mind our remark above on Xuanzang’s rendering of this term.
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all-mode knowledge, and will abandon all the vāsan. ā serial connexion.”112

To this, Xuanzang’s version immediately adds: “It is only then that he will
realize the sarvajñajñāna.”113

As regards the particular stage of the absolute eradication of the vāsanā,
the Larger Prajñāpāramitā is in fact quite articulate: It is abandoned by the
perfected prajñā conjoined with the single moment of the vajropama-samadhi:

[Buddha to Subhūti:] Just these [bodhisattvadharmas] are the buddha-
dharmas. That is to say: by means of these dharmas he directly realizes
the all-mode knowledge (sarvākāra-jñatā). When he has acquired the
all-mode knowledge, succession of all the vāsanās is abandoned. The
Bodhisattva, Great Being directly realizes it (the all-mode knowledge);
[but] by means of the understanding/wisdom conjoined with one single
moment, all dharmas are directly realized by the Tathāgata, the Perfectly
Fully Enlightened one (Xuanzang: “The Tathāgata, . . . having directly
realized all dharmas by means of the excellent prajñā conjoined with a
single moment, attains the Supreme Perfect Full Enlightenment.”114 ).
This is the difference between the Bodhisattva, Great Being, and the
tathāgata, Arhat, Samyaksam. buddha.

This, Subhūti, is just like the case that the candidate (pratipannaka) is
quite another than the one abiding in the fruition (phalastha); and yet
it is not that both are not foremost persons (agrapudgala=āryapudgala).
Likewise, the Bodhisattva, Great Being, is the candidate in the non-
hindered path (ānantaryamārgapratipannaka); but the tathāgata, Arhat,
Samyaksam. buddha is one who has acquired the hindrance-free knowl-

112 PSP 6–8:132f: . . . bodhisattvena mahāsattvena prathamacittotpādam upādāya sarva-
kuśaladharmaparipūryai śiks. itavayam. yatra śiks. itvā sarvākārajñatām anuprāpsyati
sarvavāsanānusam. dhim. prahāsyati |; likewise, Tib Toh 9, bka’ ’gyur, shes phyin, vol.
kha: 306a–306b: dge ba’i chos thams cad yongs su rdzogs par bya ba la bslab par bya
ste de la bslabs na rnam pa thams cad mkhyen pa nyid rjes su ’thob bo // bag chags kyi
mtshams sbyor ba thams cad kyang yongs su spong ngo // However, this passage lacks
last sentence of Xunazang’s version.

113 X, T7, 415b8–12 (=T7, 415b9–12): . . . 常學圓滿一切善法，學已當得一切相智，永斷
一切習氣相續，乃能證得一切智智。

114 X, T7, 418a28–b2: 謂：諸菩薩於一切法覺一切相，由此當得一切相智，永斷一切習
氣相續。若諸如來、應、正等覺，於一切法以一刹那相應妙慧現等覺已，證得無上
正等菩提。善現，是名菩薩與佛二法差別。; X, T7, 755a9–13: 謂：諸菩薩於一切法
覺一切相，由此當得一切相智，永斷一切習氣相續。若諸如來、應、正等覺，於一
切法以一刹那相應般若現等覺已，證得無上正等菩提。是名菩薩與佛有異。
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edge (anāvaran. ajñānaprāpta). This, Subhūti, is the difference between the
Bodhisattva, Great Being, on the one hand, and the Tathāgata, Arhat,
Samyaksam. buddha, on the other.115

We shall see below (§6) that in Yogācāra, the “hindrance-free knowledge”
is directly related to the notion of overcoming the non-defiled nescience
(called therein the non-defiled ignorance aklis. t. āvidyā—BoBh, 62). In Xuan-
zang’s version of the PSP (T7, 749c16–18, cited below in n.118 ) too, the
absolute abandonment in the final ānantaryamārga is that of all kleśāvaran. a and
jñeyāvaran. a; the latter being the cognitive hindrance attributable to the non-
defiled nescience. As regards the last description of the difference, the several
versions of Xuanzang and that of Kumārajı̄va, while essentially agreeing with
the PSP, are more explicitly in terms of the Abhidharmic differentiation of the
ānantaryamārga and the vimuktimārga. Thus, Xuanzang:

when [the practitioner] is coursing in all dharmas in the ānantaryamārga,
and has not been freed from the hindrance of darkness, has not acquired
mastery, has not acquired the fruit—he is known as a Bodhisattva, Great
Being. When he is coursing in all dharmas in the vimuktimārga, and has
been freed from the hindrance of darkness, has acquired mastery, has
acquired the fruit—he is then known as the a Buddha. This is how the
Bodhisattva and the Buddha differ. Because there is a difference in stage,
the dharmas are not identical (“not without a difference”); but one cannot
say that the dharma-nature is different.116

Kumārajı̄va’s version is similar; but more concise:

115 PSP 6-8:141f: . . . eta eva subhūte buddhadharmā yad ebhir dharmaih. sarvākārajñatām
abhisam. budhyate tasya sarvākārajñatāprāptasya sarvavāsanānusam. dhih. prahı̄yate |
tām. bodhisattvo mahāsattvo ’bhisam. budhyate; tathāgatenārhatā samyaksam. buddhena
sarvadharmā ekaks.an. asamāyuktayā prajñayā abhisam. buddhā ayam. viśeso bodhisattvasya
mahāsattvasya ca tathāgatasyārhatah. samyaksam. buddhasya | tad yathāpi nāma subhūte
anya eva pratipannako ’nyah. phalasthah. | na ca tāv ubhāv api nāgrapudgalau | evam
eva subhūte bodhisattvā mahāsattva ānantaryamārga-pratipannakas tathāgatah. punar
arhan samyaksam. buddhah. sarvadharmes.v anāvaran. ajñānaprāptah. , ayam. subhūte viśes.o
bodhisattvasya mahāsattvasya ca Tathāgatasyārhatah. samyaksam. buddhasya | Cf. X, T7,
418a25–b11; X, T7, 755a7–19; X, T6, 1044a6–21; Mo, T8, 138b1–10; Kj, T8, 411b15–
27.

116 X, T7, 418b5–10.
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When the Bodhisattva, Great Being, courses in the ānantaryamārga, he
is known as a Bodhisattva. In the vimuktimārga, being free from all
coverings (/hindrance) of darkness, he is known as a Buddha.117

The above-mentioned “one single moment (ekaks.an. a)” undoubtedly refers to
the moment of the vajropamasamādhi with which the prajñā is conjoined. This
is unmistakable in the PSP, as the following passage shows:

Here, Subhūti, when the Bodhisattva, Great Being—having fulfilled
the six pāramitās, . . . the eighteen unique buddha-qualities, abiding
in the vajropamasamādhi—directly realises the Supreme, Perfect Full
Enlightenment by means of the prajñā conjoined with a single thought-
moment,118 he is then described as a Tathāgata.119

More specifically, it is after the Bodhisattva has finally achieved the all-mode
knowledge that all the vāsanā-succession are absolutely abandoned, in the
manner of their not further re-arising:

And, Subhūti, that Bodhisattva, Great Being, fully mastering (/intensely
practising; parijayan kurvan) the six pāramitās in the Enlightenment-
paths, until he comes to be endowed with the eighteen unique bud-
dha-qualities[, etc., up to,] endowed with the all-mode knowledge.
These, Subhūti, are the paths to Enlightenment. By means of these
Enlightenment-paths, he fulfils the pāramitās. Having fulfilled the
pāramitās, by means of the wisdom (/understanding; prajñā) conjoined
with a single moment, he will achieve the all-mode knowledge. In
that state (tatrāvasthāyām), all the defilements together with their vāsanā-
succession will be abandoned by him, as abandonment not susceptible

117 Kj, T8, 411b25–27.
118 X, T7, 749c16–18: 從此無間，用一刹那金剛喩定相應般若，永斷一切煩惱、所知二
障麁重習氣相續，證得無上正等菩提，乃名如來. . . “When, immediately after this,
by means of the single moment of prajñā conjoined with the vajropamasamādhi,
he absolutely abandons all vāsanā-succession of the daus. t.hulya of the twofold
hindrance of kleśa and jñeya, and realises the anuttarā samyaksam. bodhi.”

119 PSP 6-8:124: iha subhūte yadā bodhisattvo mahāsattvah. s.at.pāramitāh. paripūrya- . . .
as. t. ādaśāven. ikān buddhadharmān paripūrya vajropame samādhau sthitvaikacittaksan. a-
samāyuktayā prajñayānuttarām. samyaksam. bodhim abhisam. budhyate tadā tathāgata iti
nirdiśyate sarvadharmān jānı̄ta ity atah. sarvadarśim. sarvajña ity abhidhı̄yate |; Cf. X,
T7, 749c13–19. Also, Kj, T8, 408b13–20.
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to arising (無所從生故 “. . . abandoned in the manner of being incapable
of further arising”;以不生故 “because of their non-arising”).120

That is: the paths leading to Enlightenment (bodhaye mārgāh. ) are intensely
cultivated by the Bodhisattva and are fully mastered (parijayam. -

√
kr. ) only

when he comes to be endowed with the eighteen unique buddha-qualities . . .
up to the knowledge that is the all-mode knowledge (sarvākārajñatājñāna).
It is with these paths leading to Enlightenment that he fulfils the pāramitās
and will attain the all-mode knowledge. And as Xuanzang’s version here
clarifies: all vāsanās are not only fully eradicated, but also rendered absolutely
incapable of re-arising—and this is the attainment of Buddhahood.121

To summarise: the Abhidharma teaches that a defilement is abandoned,
in the ānantaryamārga, by the simultaneously arising prajñā qua counteragent.
This prajñā is called a receptivity (ks. ānti). In the next moment called
the vimuktimārga, the practitioner is totally liberated from the defilement,
and the corresponding jñāna arises. Both ks. ānti and jñāna are modalities
of the universal thought-concomitant prajñā. The vajropamasamādhi is the
ānantaryamārga that cuts of the very last (nineth) division of defilement, as a

120 PSP 5:137: sa khalu punah. subhūte bodhisattvo mahāsattvah. s.at.su pāramitāsu caran
bodhimārge parijayam. kurvan, yāvad daśabhis tathāgatabalaih. samanvāgato bhavati, . . .
sarvākārajñatājñānena ca samanvāgato bhavati | ime subhūte bodhaye mārgāh. | sa ebhir
bodhimārgaih. pāramitāh. paripūrayati | pāramitāh. paripūrya sarvan tad ekalaks.an. asamā-
yuktayā prajñayā sarvākārajñatām anuprāpsyati | tasya tatrāvasthāyām. sarvavāsanā-
nusam. dhikleśāh. prahāsyante, anutpattikaprahān. āh. |; Mo, T8, 116a7–11: 菩薩行六波
羅蜜與道場作因緣，至佛十力、. . . 一時一意，以智慧一時合，應便逮薩云若。爾
時所作諸習之緒悉滅已，無所從生故。. . . ; Kj, T8, 378b17–22: 是菩薩摩訶薩行六波
羅蜜修學佛道，乃至未成就佛十力、· · · 一切種智，是為修學佛道。能具足是佛道
因緣已，以一念相應慧得一切種智，爾時一切煩惱習永盡，以不生故。

121一切微細煩惱習氣相續皆永不生名無餘斷，得名為佛. Cf. Toh 9, bka’ ’gyur, shes phyin,
vol. kha: 222b. 142b–143a: de’i tshe de’i bag chags kyi mtshams sbyor ba’i nyon mongs
pa thams cad kyang mi skye bar spang bas yongs su spong bar ’gyur te /

See X, T7, 342b26–c26:若未成就如來十力、四無所畏、四無礙解、大慈、大悲、大
喜、大捨、十八佛不共法、無忘失法、恒住捨性、一切智、道相智、一切相智及餘無
量無邊佛法，皆名學菩提道未得圓滿。若學此道已得圓滿，由一刹那相應般若，便能
證得一切智 (相?)智。爾時，一切微細煩惱習氣相續皆永不生名無餘斷，得名為佛。
Also cf. X, T7, 699a27–b7: · · · 波羅蜜多已圓滿故，由一刹那相應般若，便能證得一
切相智。爾時，一切微細煩惱習氣相續永不生故名無餘斷，則名如來、應、正等覺。
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result of which the practitioner is absolutely freed from all defilements.122 In
attaining Buddhahood, the non-defiled nescience is completely eradicated in
the last ānantaryamārga. Immediately after, the “knowledge of the exhaustion
of outflows” (ks.ayajñāna), following by the next moment of the “knowledge
of non-arising” which ensures that all defilements along with their vāsanās,
and the non-defiled nescience, can no more arise. This final knowledge is in
nature the unique all-mode knowledge (cf. §3.4.1).

All these Abhidharmic doctrines can be seen to have impacted the Prajñā-
pāramitā doctrinal system. However, the apparent further articulation of the
Larger Prajñāpāramitā tenet is that it now speaks of the attainment of Perfect
Buddhahood, or rather his perfect Wisdom, as being subsequent to this.
The suggestion seems to be that: now, the all-mode knowledge previously
intended as the Buddha’s unique final Wisdom—both in Abhidharma and
a probably somewhat earlier stage of the Larger Prajñāpāramitā—is now,
though still considered as unique to the candidate (the [buddha-]pratipannaka)
destined to be a Tathāgata in the immediately following moment, is made
comparable to the Abhidharma notion of receptivity (ks. ānti) which absolutely
abandons a defilement, in this case all defilements along with their vāsanās in
the final ānantaryamārga. The PSP claims that all the preceding knowledge
and abandonments (jñānañ ca prahān. añ ca)—i.e. jñānas and ks. āntis—upto and
including those of the Arhats and Pratyekabuddhas, are in fact

the ks. ānti of the Bodhisattva, Great Being. In this way, . . . having
fulfilled all the paths of all the Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas, he enters
the Bodhisattva-certainty. Having entered the Bodhisattva-certainty,
he abandons all defilements along with their vāsanās by means of the
knowledge of the all-mode knowledge (sarvākārajñatājñāna).123

That is: differing from the Abhidharma doctrine, the prajñā that cuts all
defilements and vāsanās are now not considered as ks. āntis, but a jñāna. The
final Wisdom that issues in the very next moment now apparently receives
the name “knowledge of the omniscient” (sarvajñajñāna; i.e., of the Buddha).
As seen a few paragraphs above, the Bodhisattva in the penultimate stage
is the candidate (for perfect Buddhahood) in the ānantaryamārga. In the
final, ultimate tathāgata-stage, he acquires the “hindrance-free knowledge”

122 Cf. MVŚ, 264c21–23.
123 PSP 5:155.
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(anāvaran. ajñāna), which now seems—especially according to Xuanzang’s
version—to be also known as the sarvajñajñāna. In terms of the daśabhūmi
doctrine of the Prajñāpāramitā, the Bodhisattva now arrives at the tenth stage,
the buddha-stage (=dharmameghabhūmi), at which he becomes no different
from a Tathāgata:

In this connection, how is it that a Bodhisattva, Great Being, abid-
ing/dwelling in the tenth stage, is to be said to be indeed a “full
tathāgata” (tathāgata eveti vaktavyah. )?124 When a Bodhisattva, Great
Being, has fulfilled the ten pāramitās, up to the eighteen unique buddha-
qualities, and there occurs the all-mode knowledge and the abandon-
ment of all defilements together with their vāsanā serial connexion, and
great compassion and all buddha-qualities have been fulfilled—in this
way, Subhūti, a Bodhisattva, Great Being, after the tenth bodhisattva-
stage, is to be known indeed as a “Tathāgata.”125

124 Cf. Xuanzang: “he should be said to be no different from a Tathāgata”;
Kumārajı̄va: “should be understood as being like a Buddha.”

125 PSP 1-2:102: tatra katham. bodhisattvo mahāsattvo daśamyām. bhūmau sthitah.
sam. stathāgata eveti vaktavyah. ? yadā bodhisattvasya mahāsattvasya daśapāramitāh.
paripūrn. ā bhavanti, yāvad as. t. ādaśāven. ikā buddhadharmāh. paripūrn. ā bhavanti, sarvā-
kārajñatājñānam. ca sarvavāsanānusam. dhikleśaprahān. am. (cf. savāsanam. kilesapahān. am,
savāsanasarvakleśaprahān. a; 一切煩惱習氣永斷) bhavati, mahākarun. ā ca sarvabuddha-
dharmāh. paripūrn. ā bhavanti ｜ evam. hi subhūte bodhisattvo mahāsattvo daśamyāh.
punar bodhisattvabhūmeh. param. tathāgata eveti vaktavyah. ｜; X2, T7, 88c11–17：云何
菩薩摩訶薩住第十地已，與諸如來應言無別？善現！是菩薩摩訶薩已圓滿六波羅蜜
多，乃至已圓滿十八佛不共法，具一切智、一切相智，若復永斷一切煩惱習氣相續便
住佛地。由此故說：若菩薩摩訶薩住第十地已，與諸如來應言無別。(This version
seems closest to the Sanskrit version.); Kj, T8, 259c6–15：云何菩薩住十地中當知如
佛？若菩薩摩訶薩具足六波羅蜜、· · · 一切種智具足滿，斷一切煩惱及習，是名菩
薩摩訶薩住十地中當知如佛。· · · ; X T5, 309b5–16：「世尊！云何當知已圓滿第十
法雲地菩薩摩訶薩與諸如來應言無異？」「善現！是菩薩摩訶薩已圓滿六波羅蜜多，
· · · 十八佛不共法、一切智、道相智、一切相智，已圓滿一切佛法故；若復永斷一
切煩惱習氣相續，便住佛地。是故當知：已圓滿第十法雲地菩薩摩訶薩，與諸如來
應言無異」; X, T7, 497a24–b9:「世尊！云何菩薩摩訶薩住第十地已，於前所修諸地
勝法皆得圓滿，與諸如來應言無異？」「善現！是菩薩摩訶薩已圓滿布施波羅蜜多
乃至般若波羅蜜多，· · · 已圓滿如來十力乃至十八佛不共法，具一切智、一切相智，
若復永斷一切煩惱習氣相續便住佛地。由此故說，若菩薩摩訶薩住第十地已，於前
所修諸地勝法皆得圓滿，與諸如來應言無異」
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5.2. Discussion on vāsanā in《大智度論》
《大智度論》Dazhidu lun (=DZDL), purporting to a commentary on the Mahā-

prajñāpāramitā, contains extensive discussion on vāsanā. Like in the Prajñā-
pāramitā, it explains the imperfection of the two yānas’ wisdom in terms of
vāsanā, rather than the non-defiled nescience. The Buddha alone abandons
the defilement-traces (煩惱習; kleśavāsanā); this results in his perfect Wisdom
surpassing the two yānas. He does so by means of his all-mode-knowledge.
The nature of vāsanā is explained thus:

The defilement-traces are the residual impregnation/perfume (殘氣) of
the defilements. They are bodily or vocal karma not conforming to
wisdom (prajñā), and appear to arise from defilements. Those incapable
of knowing others’ minds, on seeing their actions generate impure
thoughts. They are not truly defilements; but are actions (karma) arising
on account of having for long habitually practiced (/been accustomed
with 久習) defilements. Just as one having his feet chained up for a
long time comes to be suddenly released. Even when walking without
the chain, he still retains the habitual manner as when he was chained.
Just as the garment of a nursing mother that has become tainted. After
cleaning it with pure ashes, even though the taint has been removed, its
residual trace still remains. The garment is like a Noble One’s thought;
the taint is like the defilements. Although it has been cleansed with the
water of Wisdom, the residual trace of the taint still remains. Thus, even
though the other Noble Persons [other than a Buddha] can abandon
defilements, they cannot abandon their vāsanā.126

Similar cases of vāsanā are given, as in the Abhidharma: those of Nanda’s
sensual craving, Śāriputra’s anger, etc.127 Also like in the MVŚ, it compares
the traces of the other Noble Persons to the ashes that left behind after a fuel
has been burnt, owing to the relative feebleness of the fire. A Buddha’s
sarvajñatā fire consumes all defilements without any residual traces; just
as the powerful fire at the end of a kalpa, which consumes everything
without leaving anything behind.128 Some further explanations are given:
The virtues of the two yānas are accumulated for one or two or three

126 DZDL, 260c2–10.
127 Cf. DZDL, 260c10–24.
128 DZDL, 260c23–27.
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lifetimes; but a Buddha has been impregnated/perfumed by skilful dharmas
for immeasurable asam. khyeyakalpas and thus for him there is no residual
traces of the defilements. Further, in the case of a Buddha, all virtues have
been exhaustively taken up, owing to which all kleśavāsanās are absolutely
exhausted without any residues. This is because the skilful virtues counteract
the defilements. The Arhats are incapable of acquiring all these virtues;
they only abandon worldly attachments and enter into Nirvān. a straight
after.129 A Bodhisattva abandons [all] defilements when he attains the
anutpattikadharmaks. ānti [at the eighth Bodhisattva-stage]; he abandons the
kleśavāsanās when he attains Buddhahood.”130

An important doctrine here, not visible in the Prajñāpāramitā in general,
concerns the notion of transformational births of the advanced Bodhisattvas
on account of their residual vāsanā:

When the Bodhisattva attains the anutpattikadharmaks. ānti, he has ex-
hausted all defilements. But since he has not eradicated the vāsanās, he
is capable of being transformationally reborn at will—qua retribution
of the vāsanās and as a body born of the Dharmadhātu. This is on
account of his great compassion for sentient beings. It is also for the
sake of completing his original vows, and in order to return to the world
again for accomplishing the remaining buddha-qualities (buddhadharma).
When the tenth stage is completed, he will be seated upon the seat of
Enlightenment (bodhiman. d. a). By virtue of the nonhindrance-liberation
(無礙解脫; anāvaran. a-vimoks.a), he will acquire the all-knowledge and the
all-mode knowledge and abandon the kleśavāsanās.

According to the Mahāyāna people: “the Bodhisattva that acquires that
anutpattikadharmaks. ānti has exhausted all defilements and vāsanās.” This
is also wrong! If all has been exhausted, he would be no difference from
a Buddha. Hence, when the Bodhisattva acquires the anutpattikadharma-
ks. ānti, he relinquishes the physical body and acquires the body born of
the Dharmadhātu.131

According to the above doctrine. A Bodhisattva, having destroyed all
defilements—as also in the case of an Arhat—has transcended sam. sāric
rebirth. But he still has vāsanā on account of which, in Mahāyāna, he is still

129 DZDL, 261a29–b6.
130 DZDL, 262a14–16.
131 DZDL, 261c22–262a2.
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susceptible to another type of subtle, transformational (pārin. āmikı̄) rebirth. In
fact, he needs this in order to complete his Bodhisattva vows and accomplish
all the buddha-qualities to attain perfect Buddhahood. DZDL explicitly claims
that “for the Bodhisattvas, the vāsanās of the Śrāvakas and Pratyekabuddhas
are defilements.” This notion, that outflow-free dharmas can be “defilements”
and can also constitute karma, is of course a far cry from the Śrāvakayāna
tenets and also Early Buddhism for whom only defilements and with-outflow
karma can lead to rebirth. But the implication here is that such form of rebirth
is not within the triple sphere of sam. sāric existence. DZDL expounds as
follows:

Q: An Arhat’s body retributed by the causal conditions in his preceding
existence will necessarily come to be extinguished. Where will he
complete his path to buddha-hood?

A: When he attains Arhat-hood, all his outflows constituting the causal
conditions [for existence] in the triple are exhausted, and he will no
more be born in the triple sphere. There is, [however], a buddha-
land beyond the triple spheres, which does not have even the name
“defilements.” In this field, he will hear the Saddharmapun. d. arı̄ka-sūtra
from a buddha and complete the path to Buddha-hood.132

It is interesting to see the author of DZDL here essentially agreeing to a
doctrine which is usually ascribed to the Tathāgata-garbha school of thought.
This school claims thus: Even the non-defiled nescience of perfuming are of
the nature of defilements, albeit in a very subtle form. These vāsanās that
still remain in the two yānas serve as supporting conditions for the outflow-
free (anāsrava) karmas to generate a subtle, inconceivable type of birth-and-
death. The birth-and-death that comes to an end as a result of the exhaustion
of with-outflow (sāsrava) karma is “sectional (birth-and-)death” (pariccheda-
cyuti). The two yānas, as well as the advanced bodhisattvas, are still subject to
the “transformational birth-and-death” (acintya-pārin. āmikı̄-cyuti), generated
by the outflow-free karma as cause and the “ignorance-perfuming ground”
(avidyāvāsabhūmi; ma rig pa’i gnas kyi sa; 無明習地/無明住地) as supporting
condition.

132 DZDL, 714a9–15. The text here, as in many other places, quotes the Saddharma-
pun. d. arı̄ka-sūtra as scriptural support.
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This “ignorance-perfuming ground”—existing from beginningless time—
is the most subtle and fundamental source of all defilements. “All arising of
defilements has the ignorance-perfuming ground as its cause, has ignorance-
perfuming ground as its condition.”133 It is not conjoined with thought, and
is abandonable by the Buddha alone. We thus discern here a Mahāyāna doc-
trinal development proposing that the ultimate obstacle—ultimate source or
seed of imperfection and the biggest Evil per se, existing from beginningless
time—to the attainment of the perfect Wisdom of Buddhahood is in fact this
fundamental, subtlest, nescience.

Just as, the arising, establishment and growth of all seeds have the
ground as support-basis. Likewise, the arising, establishment and
growth of all the [defilement] dharmas, surpassing the amount of sands
in the Gangā, to be abandoned by the Wisdom of the Tathāgata’s
Enlightenment (菩提智), all have this ignorance-perfuming ground as
their support-basis. . . . If the latter is abandoned (eradicated), the
former will come to be abandoned accordingly.134

Thus, similar to the Abhidharma doctrine that a Buddha alone can absolutely
abandon the aklis. t. ājñāna and become perfectly enlightened, the Mahāyāna
doctrine here claims that the avidyāvāsabhūmi “cannot be abandoned by the
Arhats and Pratyekabuddhas; it is abandonable only by the Enlightenment-
knowledge (菩提智; bodhijñāna) of the Tathāgata.”135 Accordingly, only a
Buddha truly transcends all births and deaths. This most subtle and fun-
damental ignorance-perfuming ground, which is more fundamental than all
the other defilements, constitutes the knowable-hindrance. The defilement-
hindrance, which is ātmagrāha, has the knowable-hindrance, which is dharma-
grāha, as its support-basis. We can discern here an impact from the Abhi-
dharma doctrine of the non-defiled nescience—constituting the inspirational
source for the avidyāvāsabhūmi doctrine—even if it is differently interpreted
by the Mahāyānists—and also an exemplification of the fusion of the latter
with that of the vāsanā.

133 Cf. SSH, T12, 220b11–24. Also see Yinshun 1951: 154a6–155a13.
134 SSH, 220b24–c1.
135 SSH, 220a13–15.
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6. Aklis. t. ājñāna, vāsanā, kleśāvaran. a and jñeyāvaran. a in Early Yogācāra

For the Mahāyāna theory of Perfect Buddhahood and the soteriological
prescription of the path leading thereto, the early Indian Yogācāra found an
important doctrinal device and inspiration in the Abhidharma doctrine of the
aklis. t. ājñāna and vāsanā.

6.1. Basic Section of the Yogācārabhūmi: Enlightenment is attained when
all vāsanās and non-defiled ignorance are destroyed

The Bodhi-pat.ala in the Basic Section (本地分), among the earliest Yogācāra
doctrinal strata of the Yogācārabhūmi, explains Supreme Perfect Enlighten-
ment in terms of the complete destruction of all defilements together with
the vāsanā, and the absolute abandonment of the non-defiled ignorance
(aklis. t. āvidyā):

Herein, what is Enlightenment (bodhi)?

Briefly, it is the twofold abandonment and twofold knowledge.

Twofold abandonment: of defilement-hindrance (kleśāvaran. a) and
knowable-hindrance (jñeyāvaran. a).

Twofold knowledge: [1] the taintless knowledge free from all bondages,
resulting from the abandonment of kleśāvaran. a; and [2] the knowledge
which is unobstructed and unhindered with regard to all knowables,
resulting from the abandonment of jñeyāvaran. a.

Its synonyms: “pure knowledge” (śuddhajñāna), “omniscience” (sarva-
jñāna), and “obstacle-free knowledge” (asaṅgajñāna). The complete
destruction of all defilements together with the vāsanā, and the remain-
derless abandonment of the non-defiled ignorance (aklis. t. āyāś cāvidyā) is
called the “Supreme Proper Perfect Enlightenment” (anuttarā samyak-
sam. bodhi).136

Thus, we see here a more explicit development in which the attainment of
Perfect Enlightenment is taught to require the eradication of the twofold-
hindrance: Removal of all defilements—even that along with their vāsanā—
is not enough; the cognitive hindrance preventing the complete, all-mode
knowledge of all knowables must also be removed.

136 BoBh 62. Cf. T30, 498c20–499a15; T30, 975c11–17.
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In the very first chapter, on “families” (gotrapat.ala), of the Bodhisattva-
bhūmi, the Śrāvakapratyekabuddha-family is contrasted with the Bodhi-
sattva-family in terms of this twofold hindrance: The former are purified
only in respect of the defilement-hindrance; the latter is purified in respect
of both hindrances.137

Another example of early Yogācāra notion of the knowable-hindrance ob-
structing supreme perfect Wisdom is the Tattvārthapat.ala of the Yogācārabhūmi.
This text enumerates the highest level of Reality (tattvārtha) as that accessible
exclusively for those whose knowledge (Wisdom) has been purified of, and
thus liberated from, the knowable-hindrance, in addition to being freed from
the defilement-hindrance. This cognitive domain is the supreme, highest
Suchness (tathatā) “at the very limit of the knowables (i.e., of knowability
itself), from which proper investigations of all dharmas cease and proceed no
further.”138

The term “aklis. t. āvidyā” in the above Bodhipat.ala passage, rather than
aklis. t. ājñāna, is noticeable. It signifies a development in which the earlier,
Abhidharma conception of the non-defiled and non-defined aklis. t. ājñāna
being now considered an avidyā—a Buddhist notion generally considered the
fundamental source of defilement.139 In this connection, we may also note
that, in a relatively later Yogācāra text, the Trim. śikāvijñaptibhās.ya, Sthiramati
(c. 6th century CE) in fact directly identifies the knowable hindrance with the
aklis. t. ājñāna:

The abandonment of the defilement and knowable hindrances is for
realization of liberation and omniscience [respectively].

For, defilements are the hindrance to the attainment of liberation; thus,
when they have been abandoned, liberation is realized.

The knowable-hindrance is the non-defiled nescience, obstructive to the
operation of knowledge with regard to all knowables. When it has
been abandoned, the unobstructed and unhindered knowledge arises

137 BoBh 2. Cf. T30, 478c22–26.
138 Takahashi 2005: 87f: . . . yo gocaravis.ayah. | sāsau paramā tathatā niruttarā jñeya-

paryantagatā yasyāh. sam. yaksarvadharmapravicayā nivartante nātivartante ||
139 Cf. also the notion of the avidyāvāsabhūmi. However, also see §6.2 on usage of this

“avidyā.”
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with regard to the knowable in all its modes; and thus the state of
omniscience is realized.140

6.2. Aklis. t. āvidyā (不染無明) and aklis. t. ājñāna (不染無知) in the Madhyā-
ntavibhāga and its commentary

The Madhyāntavibhāga states that the nondefiled ignorance concerning the
dharmadhātu constitutes the tenfold hindrance qua opposition to the ten
stages (bhūmi) of the Bodhisattva Path. The stages serve as their counter-
action.141

However, the Bhās.ya that follows uses here the term non-defiled nescience:

Concerning the dharmadhātu . . . that which is the nondefiled nescience
is the hindrance to the ten bodhisattva-stages respectively, on account
of being their opposition.142

This suggests that indeed “avidyā” here may not be used by Sthiramati (the
commentator) not in the strict sense of ignorance that is intrinsically defiled.

It is noteworthy that the ten Bodhisattva-stages—concretely constitut-
ing as they do the path of progress toward Perfect Buddhahood (tathā-
gatahood)—are expounded as being counteraction, stage by stage, to the
non-defiled ignorance/nescience. This obviously underscores the Mahāyāna
doctrinal concerns on the latter as the fundamental obstacle to be overcome
for the attainment of perfect Wisdom or complete Enlightenment.

6.3. *Mahāyānasam. graha: the aklis. t. āvidyā is non-defiled for the
śrāvakas, but defiled for the bodhisattvas

Asaṅga’s *Mahāyanasam. graha cites the above-discussed stanza (chos kyi dby-
ings la ma rig pa / nyon mongs can min sgrib pa bcu / sa bcu’i mi mthun phyogs
rnams kyi / gnyen po dag ni sa yin no //), and explains thus:

140 Buescher 2007: 38: kleśā hi moks.aprāpter āvaran. am ity atas tes.u prahı̄n. es.u moks.o
’dhigamyate | jñeyāvaran. am api sarvasmiñ jñeye jñānapravr. ttipratibandhabhūtam
aklis. t.am ajñānam | tasmin prahı̄n. e sarvākāre jñeye asaktam apratihatam. ca jñānam.
pravartata ity atah. sarvajñatvam adhigamyate |

141 Nagao 1964: 35: dharmadhātāv avidyeyam. aklis. t. ā daśadhāvr. tih. | daśabhūmivipaks. en. a
pratipaks. ās tu bhūmayah. || II.16

142 Nagao 1964: 35.
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This ignorance is non-defiled for the śrāvakas etc. But, for the bodhi-
sattvas, it should be understood as being defiled.143

The reason is not far to seek: According to the Mahāyāna, unlike the
bodhisattvas, the śrāvakas do not seek the perfect all-mode knowledge (and
that is why they do not attain Buddhahood). They do not embark on
the bodhisattva stages wherein the non-defiled “ignorance” or “nescience”
constitutes a hindrance to be counteracted. This is explained in Asvabhāva’s
commentary:

“This avidyā is non-defiled in the case of the Śrāvakas”—This is because
it is not to be abandoned [by them]. It is not to be abandoned by them
because it is not their intention to enter into these [Bodhisattva-]stages
which serve as its counteraction, and it does not hinder their Nirvān. a.

“It is defiled in the case of the Bodhisattvas”—This is because it is
to be abandoned [by them]. It is to be abandoned because it is their
very intention to enter into these [Bodhisatva-]stages which serve as its
counteraction, and because the all-mode knowledge [sought after by the
Bodhisattvas] is hindered by this ignorance.144

7. Conclusion

Since the Buddha’s own time, the disciples, including the foremost Arahants,
had been overwhelmed by the superiority of the Buddha’s Wisdom. The
continuous pondering over and search for an answer on his incomparable
perfect Wisdom and the path leading thereto led to important Buddhological
doctrines in the various Buddhist schools or textual traditions. In a significant

143 Toh 4048, bstan ’gyur, sems tsam, vol. ri, 30a: ma rig pa ’di yang nyan thos rnams kyi
ni nyon mongs pa can ma yin gyi / byang chub sems dpa’ rnams kyi ni nyon mongs pa
can du rig par bya’o //

144 Toh 4051, bstan ’gyur, sems tsam, vol. ri, 257b: ma rig pa ’di yang nyan thos rnams kyi
ni nyon mongs pa can ma yin gyi zhes bya ba ni spang bar bya ba ma yin pa’i phyir ro //
de mi spong ba ni de’i gnyen po’i sa la ’jug pa’i skabs ma yin pa dang / mya ngan las ’das
pa la bgegs mi byed pa’i phyir ro // byang chub sems dpa’ rnams kyi ni nyon mongs pa
can te zhes bya ba ni spang bar bya ba’i phyir ro // spong ba ni de’i gnyen po’i sa la ’jug
pa’i skabs yin pa dang / rnam pa thams cad mkhyen pa nyid kyi bgegs byed pa’i phyir
ro // ;《攝大乘論釋》T31, 423c23–28.
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way, this search may be considered one of the major threads inspiring the
origin of the Mahāyāna for which Perfect Buddhahood is the common ideal.

In this connection, the Sarvāstivāda formulated the aklis. t. ājñāna doctrine.
This ajñāna is not avidyā, and in fact not of the nature of defilement. It
is a non-veiled-non-defined (anivr. tāvyākr. ta) prajñā, one of the universal
thought-concomitants (caitta), to be abandoned by the path of cultivation
(bhāvanāheya) upon the attainment of the Vajropamasamādhi. The Buddha
alone is capable of absolutely eradicating it, as a result of which he uniquely
and permanently achieves the all-mode knowledge. More or less contem-
poraneous with this doctrine, was the doctrine of vāsanā. Before long, as
attested in the Abhidharmamahāvibhās. ā, the two doctrines came to be often
fused: the two yānas are inferior in Wisdom because their aklis. t. ājñāna have
not been absolutely eradicated; the inferiority is also said to be on account of
their vāsanās not having been destroyed. The Sarvāstivāda-Vaibhās.ikas (e.g.,
Sam. ghabhadra) emphasize the ontological reality of the aklis. t. ājñāna.

The Prajñāpāramitā tradition continued to be inspired in their investiga-
tion in the Buddha’s Perfect Wisdom in a similar manner, and proposed that
the Wisdom-perfection (prajñāpāramitā) is the perfect Wisdom to be sought af-
ter. It constituted both the means and the end with regard to Supreme Perfect
Enlightenment. However, in contrast to the Sarvāstivāda, their texts explain
the hindrance to Buddhahood in terms of vāsanā. This implies that the cog-
nitive imperfection of the two yānas essentially results from their incomplete
abandonment of defilements—having their vāsanās still remaining behind.
In the early Prajñāpāramitā texts, such as the As. t.asāhasrikā, the “all-mode
knowledge” stands out as the main term characterizing a Buddha’s perfect
Wisdom. But eventually we see the clear distinction among three relevant
terms: all-knowledge (sarvajñatā), path-knowledge (mārgajñatā) and all-mode
knowledge. Another important term in this context is the “knowledge of the
omniscient” or “all-knowing knowledge” (sarvajñajñāna). It appears that this
term was initially used in a more or less generic sense, sometimes seen to be
synonymous with the other terms, and with buddhajñāna etc. But in the Larger
Prajñāpāramitā, it is asserted—especially judging by Xuanzang’s version—
that the vāsanās are absolutely abandoned by the all-mode knowledge in
the Vajropamasamādhi (basically echoing the Abhidharma path-structure), and
this leads at the Tathāgata-stage to the “knowledge of the omniscient,” the
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content and function of which must of course be the same as those of the
all-mode knowledge.

Starting from the earliest Yogācāra textual stratum, Perfect Buddhahood
is said to be attained only when thought is absolutely purified (śuddha)—
fully integrated—by permanently abandoning both the defilement-hindrance
and the knowable-hindrance. This came to be the standard Mahāyāna Bud-
dhological doctrine. Sthiramati, for one, explicitly identifies the jñeyāvaran. a
with the aklis. t. ājñāna. The significant impact of the aklis. t. ājñāna notion on
the Yogācāra becomes conspicuous in texts like the Madhyānta-vibhāga and
the *Mahāyāna-sam. graha, which teach that the ten bodhisattva-bhūmis are
practiced as its counteraction. It is further taught that this non-defiled
nescience/ignorance is non-defiled for the two yānas, but defiled for the
Bodhisattvas.

In the Mahāyāna textual tradition represented by the SSH, another
important impact of the Sarvāstivāda aklis. t. ājñāna doctrine is discernible
in the formulation of the avidyā-vāsa-bhūmi, which constitutes the most
fundamental ground and subtlest source for the obstruction to the Wisdom
of Perfect Enlightenment. Related to this notion is the teaching of the
subtle “transformational (birth-and-)death (pārin. āmikı̄ cyuti) of the advanced
Bodhisattvas (after the eighth Bodhisattva-stage) and the Arhats after they
have transcended the physical births as a result of having abandoned all
defilements—since their vāsanās still remain. Thus, the vāsanās, originally
conceived of, in both Abhidharma and Prajñāpāramitā, as having nothing to
do with defilements, are now considered—analogously to the with-outflow
defilements generating impure karma—as capable of generating outflow-
free (pure) karma resulting in transformational births in which the advanced
Bodhisattvas can continue to accomplish their vows and the buddha-qualities.
The same doctrine of the two types of birth-and-death is also seen in DZDL
which explains that the Arhats are reborn outside the triple spheres, in
some Buddha-land where they will receive the profound teachings of the
Saddharmapun. d. arı̄ka-sūtra, and continue their journey toward Buddhahood.
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As.t.asāhasrikā Prajñāpāramitā.” In: Eds. L. Lancaster and L. O. Gómez,
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yāna Buddhism]. Taipei.



Bhāviveka, Atiśa, and the Transmission of the Tarkajvālā

M a l c o l m D a v i d E C K E L

B o s t o n U n i v e r s i t y

By now, it is well known that the composition and transmission of the Tarka-
jvālā (“Flame of Reason”)1 is of central concern for the study of Bhāviveka
and, through him, for the study of Buddhist philosophy more generally. V.V.
Gokhale discussed some of the issues in his earliest work on the Tarkajvālā,
and they have been discussed further by a long and distinguished series of
scholars, including Lindtner, Ejima, Ruegg, Krasser, He, van der Kuijp, and
others.2 I sketched out my own approach to the composition of the Tarka-
jvālā in the introduction to my Bhāviveka and His Buddhist Opponents (Eckel
2008). I take my lead from Ruegg’s citation of the principle of parsimony, that
“entities should not be multiplied beyond need” (Ruegg 1990: 65). Unless it is
necessary to assume that the author of the Tarkajvālā differed from the author
of the Madhyamakahr.dayakārikā (“Verses on the Heart of the Middle Way”),
the verses that are the subject of the Tarkajvālā’s commentary, one is justified
in treating the two texts as coming from the same source.

In support of this position, I argue that the commentarial style and level
of sophistication in the Tarkajvālā show obvious similarities to the style in
the Prajñāpradı̄pa (“Lamp of Wisdom”), the text that is the gold standard
for determining the authorship of the original Bhāviveka. The Tarkajvālā
also shows no signs of the most distinctive feature that was developed by
the Madhyamaka texts of the eighth century and thereafter: the three-part
definition of correct relative truth. This three-part formula, in which correct
relative truth is defined as arising dependently, capable of effective action,
and satisfying when not analyzed, seems to have begun with Śrı̄gupta in his
Tattvāvatāra (“Introduction to Reality”):

1 In this paper I will use the name Tarkajvālā as Atiśa does, to refer to both the
commentary and the verses in the Madhyamakahr.dayakārikā (“Verses on the Heart of
the Middle Way”).

2 See, for example, Gokhale 1985, Ejima 1980, Lindtner 1986, Ruegg 1981 and 1990,
Krasser 2011, He and van der Kuijp 2014.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 59–88.
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They satisfy only when not analyzed, and from them other things seem
to arise. These things produce effective action that is like themselves.3

It was then picked up and elaborated by Jñānagarbha in the Satyadvaya-
vibhaṅga (“Distinction between the Two Truths.” Eckel 1987), by Śāntaraks.ita
in the Madhyamakālam. kāra (“Ornament of the Middle Way.” Ichigō 1985), and,
notably, by Atiśa in the Satyadvayāvatāra (“Introduction to the Two Truths.”
Lindtner 1981, Apple 2018a):

A dharma that arises and is destroyed, only satisfies when it not ana-
lyzed (avicāraikaraman. ı̄ya), and is capable of effective action (arthakriyā-
samartha) is considered correct relative [truth].4

The concept of “effective action” (arthakriyā) shows the decisive influence of
Dharmakı̄rti. As far as I know, this combination of terms is not present in
the text of the Tarkajvālā, and its appearance in the Madhyamakaratnapradı̄pa
(“Jewel Lamp of the Middle Way”) is simply one more piece of evidence
that the attribution of that text to Bhavya (or Bhāviveka) must be considered
spurious.5

But to say that one is justified in treating the Tarkajvālā and Madhyamaka-
hr.daya as coming from the same source is not to say that the text of the Tarka-
jvālā has not evolved or expanded over the course of its transmission in India
and Tibet. Professor Saito’s impressive work on the Dunhuang manuscript of
the Bodhicaryāvatāra (“Introduction the Practice of Awakening.” Saito 2000)
shows that, with the right sources, it is possible to discern additions and
expansions in a text that for many years had been treated as a unitary whole.
Scholars as early as Gokhale (1985) have noted similar possibilities in the

3 TA: ma brtags gcig pu nyams dga’ ste // de ’dra las byung de bzhin no // dngos po de dag
de lta bu’i // don bya de dang de byed do // (D 3892, Ha 41b1).

4 SDA: ma brtags gcig pu nyams dga’ ba’i // skye ba dang ni ’jig pa’i chos // don byed nus
dang ldan pa ni // yang dag kun rdzob yin par ’dod // (Lindtner 1981: 193).

5 “For those with inferior vision, conventional [reality] is like the pith of a plantain, it
satisfies when it is not analyzed, it arises from causes, and it is capable of effective
action” (chu shing gi ni phung po bzhin // ma brtags nyams dga’i mtshan nyid can //
rgyu las skyes dang don byed nus // tshu rol mthong ba’i kun rdzob yin // D 3854, Tsha
269a). Translated in Lindtner 1981: 170. For a thoughtful account of the current
scholarship on this problematic text, see Del Toso 2014.
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text of the Tarkajvālā. (Among these he includes “a few anachronisms” like
the oft-remarked references to the author as “ācārya.”) Many parts of the
Tarkajvālā give the impression of having grown through a process of addition,
interpolation, and expansion. But without another version of the text for
comparison, how can these vague impressions be turned into something
more definitive? Are there any reliable criteria to distinguish additions or
interpolations in the text?

To answer these questions, I would like to begin with Ritsu Akahane’s
study of the Chinese and Tibetan versions of the Prajñāpradı̄pa to suggest
ways of identifying possible additions to the Tarkajvālā. I would then like
to comment on other features of the text that suggest a composite character. I
will then discuss the role Atiśa and his Tibetan students may have played in
transmitting the text of the Tarkajvālā. Finally, I will offer some observations
about one of the most puzzling chapters in the textual history of the
Tarkajvālā: Atiśa’s translation of a text known as the Madhyamakabhramaghāta
(“Destruction of Errors about the Middle Way”). This work is an extract from
the climactic argument about emptiness in the Tarkajvālā and is attributed to
the ancient Madhyamaka master Āryadeva.6

1. Digressions in the Tarkajvālā

Max Müller is famous for the dictum that “He who knows one knows none.”
This simple statement has become the watchword for the comparative study
of religion. It means that one can only know the significance of a religious
phenomenon by comparing it to something else that is similar but differs in
significant respects. Only then can its distinctive features come to light. Ritsu
Akahane’s study of the Prajñāpradı̄pa (Akahane 2013 and 2014) is a classic
example of this principle. Considering the Tibetan text of the Prajñāpradı̄pa
by itself, it is difficult to know how the text might have changed over the
course of its transmission. But when it is read side by side with the Chinese
translation, omissions and variations tell a more complex story. Akahane

6 The translation concludes with this statement: “Here ends the Madhyamakabhrama-
ghāta, written by the great Ācārya Āryadeva” (dbu ma ’khrul pa ’joms pa zhes bya ba /
slob dpon chen po ārya de bas mdzad pa rdzogs so) (D 3850, Tsha 26). This statement
is followed by the colophon attributing the translation to Atiśa and his assistant
“monk, translator Tshul khrims rgyal ba.”
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(following Krasser) was able to identify a series of digressions present in the
Tibetan translation but absent in the Chinese. The most extensive of these
is the long digression that appears at the end of chapter 25 (Eckel 1985).
This digression summarizes issues that are dealt with more extensively in the
critique of Yogācāra in chapter 5 of the Tarkajvālā and provides a useful point
of comparison for other versions of this argument. The digression concludes
with these words:

A more extensive analysis is made with the Yogācāras in the chapter on
“The Introduction to Reality” (tattvāvatāra) in the [verses on] “The Heart
of the Middle Way” (Madhyamakahr.daya). So much for the digression.
This is a partial account of the investigations with our fellow Buddhists
concerning what is correct and incorrect.7

The key phrase here is “so much for the digression” (zhar la bshad pas chog ste /
alam. prasaṅgena). Akahane points out that this or a similar phrase appears
six times in the Prajñāpradı̄pa in passages that are present in the Tibetan
translation but missing in the Chinese.

The question is what to make of these omissions. Akahane points out
that the evidence is ambiguous. It is not as if all digressions are found only
in Tibetan and not in Chinese. Digressions also occur in passages that are
present in both translations. Should we conclude from this that the Chinese
translator was working with an earlier version of the text? Or is it possible
that the Chinese translator simply omitted some of the digressions in the
original text, thinking perhaps that they were unnecessary interruptions?
These questions are difficult to answer. It also is difficult to determine when
these digressions may have entered the text. Did Bhāviveka introduce them
himself? Were they introduced by students after the text was originally
dictated or transcribed? Or did they enter at a later stage of transmission?
We do not know enough about the circumstances that surrounded the
production or transmission of this text to determine the answers to these
questions. But they give important hints about its possible evolution.

7 PP: dpyad pa rgyas par ni dbu ma’i snying po’i de kho na la ’jug pa’i skabs snal sbyor spyod
pa pa dag dang lhan cig byed par ’gyur ro // zhar la bshad pas chog ste / ’di ni mngon par
brtson pa rnams rang gi sde pa dag dang lhan cig rigs pa dang rigs pa ma yin pa rtog pa’i
phyogs tsam zhig bstan pa yin no // (D 3853, Tsha 248a6–7).
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When we look at the text of the Tarkajvālā, we find a similar situation.
One of the most striking features of the fourth chapter of the Tarkajvālā on
“The Analysis of Reality According to the Śrāvakas” is a long digression
written in response to a series of what I call “Miscellaneous Objections” in
the Śrāvakas’ pūrvapaks.a (Eckel 2008: 126-128). These objections appear right
after Bhāviveka’s account of the eighteen schools (nikāya). These objections
range from an attack on a concept as central as the idea of the eternal Buddha
to a complaint that the Mahāyāna is not included in the dream of King
Kr.kin. The arguments give a fascinating glimpse of controversies that might
have separated the Mahāyāna from its more traditional Buddhist opponents.
Some of the points are obvious, like the claim that Śākyamuni is an illusory
manifestation (nirmān. a), while some are more obscure, like the argument that
the vows of the bodhisattva Gaganagañja are nothing but words. (I take this
to be a general objection against the concept of the bodhisattva vow, but the
reason for choosing Gaganagañja as the example is obscure.)8 Bhāviveka’s
response to these objections takes up almost twenty full folios in the Derge
edition of the canon. It concludes with the formula that Akahane identified
in his study of the Prajñāpradı̄pa:

If one is capable of analysis, one should rationally (lit. with argument
after argument) investigate this. So much for this lengthy digression.
Let us return to the point at hand.9

Here the phrase shin tu spros pa chog go represents the Sanskrit alam
atiprasaṅgena (s.v. Negi 1993) like the zhar la bshad pas chog ste that Akahane
discussed in the Prajñāpradı̄pa, with the added note that this is a “lengthy”
(shin tu / ati) digression. The “point at hand” (skabs su bab pa / prakr. ta or
prastuta) is intended to pick up where Bhāviveka left off in the Śrāvakas’
pūrvapaks.a.

8 Although it is worth noting that a paper manuscript of the Ārya-gaganagañja-
paripr. cchā-nāma-mahāyāna-sūtra is one of a handful of sūtras that have been identi-
fied in a box of manuscripts associated with Atiśa. According to a catalog by Luo
Zhao (compiled in 1985), this box is located in the Potala. On the significance of
this collection, see Kano 2016: 104–107.

9 TJ: blos spyod par nus pa yod na rigs pa dang rigs pas de brtag par gyis shig / shin tu spros
pa chog go // skabs su bab pa nyid kyi dbang du byas te / (Eckel 2008: 367).
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Even here, however, there is a significant incongruity. Verses 4.7–8 of the
pūrvapaks.a read as follows:

MHK 4.7: The Mahāyāna is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not
included in the Sūtrāntas and so forth, or because it teaches a different
path, like the Vedānta view.

MHK 4.8: Or the Mahāyāna is not the Buddha’s teaching because it
improperly denies cause and effect, like a nihilistic view. The point is
clinched because it is not included in the eighteen schools.10

Verse 4.8 is followed by Bhāviveka’s long prose account of the eighteen
schools. Right after the eighteen schools come the “Miscellaneous Objec-
tions.” But in Bhāviveka’s response to these objections, the sequence of the
argument is disturbed. Bhāviveka responds to verse 4.7ab in verse 4.35cd:
“[The Mahāyāna is the Buddha’s teaching] because the teachings of the
Mahāyāna, beginning with the [four] truths, are included in the Tripit.aka.”
The Tarkajvālā then follows this verse with a long prose passage arguing that
various canonical collections are incomplete and cannot dispute the authority
of the Mahāyāna. (It is not insignificant that this passage is also found in
Vasubandhu’s Vyākhyāyukti.) Then, when the text has finished responding to
the argument in 4.7ab, it takes up the “Miscellaneous Objections.”

At the end of the response to the “Miscellaneous Objections,” the text
returns to “the point at hand” in 4.7cd.

MHK 4.36: The reason [“because it teaches a different path”] is not
accepted, because the eightfold path to omniscience is taught in the
Mahāyāna.

In other words, the text doubles back on itself. It does not pick up the
objection in verse 4.8, the objection that preceded the first mention of the
“Miscellaneous Objections,” and it does not move forward to verse 4.9. It
goes back to verse 4.7. This means that the response to the “Miscellaneous
Objections” not only constitutes a digression; it interrupts the logical se-
quence of the text.

As always, it is difficult to know how much significance to attribute to
such incongruities. Perhaps Bhāviveka himself looked back at the text and

10 The Sanskrit and Tibetan texts of chapters 1–3 of the Madhyamakahr.dayakārikāh. are
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felt that this was the right place to add a discussion of issues not mentioned
in the verses. But Bhāviveka gives the impression of being an organized
and systematic thinker. It is hard to imagine that he would have inserted
this digression in a place that breaks the flow of the text. It is more likely
that someone else found a need to expand the text to include additional
arguments. That person might have thought: What would be a better place to
locate these objections than right after the long prose digression on the origin
of the eighteen schools, and what would be a better place to respond than
after another long prose digression on the authority of different canonical
collections? If this seems slightly confusing, well, that’s a problem for others
to sort out.

The structural incongruities connected with the “Miscellaneous Objec-
tion” seem to suggest the intervention of someone other than the original
author of the verses, but there also are places where “digressions” seem to
play an integral part in the original text. One notable example occurs in
chapter 1, on “Not Relinquishing the Awakening Mind.” Bhāviveka uses this
chapter as Śāntideva uses the early chapters of the Bodhicaryāvatāra, to praise
the awakening mind (bodhicitta) and advocate the practice of the bodhisattva
path. But in verse 1.21, he introduces the concept of a bodhisattva’s “nirvān. a-
without-foundation” (apratis. t.hita-nirvān. a):

MHK 1.21: The wise [bodhisattvas] do not apprehend sam. sāra and
nirvān. a as either different or the same, so they stay nowhere and yet
everywhere in the realm of rebirth.

This verse then initiates a digression on the topic of “nirvān. a as perfection
for the sake of self and other,” in other words a discussion of Buddhahood.
Bhāviveka explicitly identifies this passage as a digression (zhar la ’ongs pa
brjod par bya ste):

MHK 1.22: They have attained the status of one who turns the wheel of
true Dharma. This [status] is rich with the seven jewels of the limbs
of awakening; it is a storehouse of immeasurable virtues; and it is
respected by gods and demigods.

MHK 1.23: They have filled the ten directions with their splendor and
their words, like the pure rays of a pearl or the full moon in autumn.

found in Heitmann 1998. The translations are mine.
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MHK 1.24: To continue the lineage of the three jewels, they have
established their true sons, who are storehouses of virtues and whose
teachings are worshipped by gods, serpent deities, and others.

MHK 1.25: Those who have attained nirvān. a by doing what needs to be
done for themselves and others have truly attained nirvān. a; others who
have been cut off by the destruction of the aggregates also have attained
nirvān. a.

At the end of this passage, the author marks the return to the main topic
with the familiar formula: “Now that this digression has been concluded
(zhar la ’ongs pa yongs su rdzogs par byas nas), we take up the third kind of
compassion, developing the mind to raise others from lower vehicles.” It is
possible, of course, that these four verses were inserted by someone other
than the original author, but they are so closely connected to the thought of
this chapter and so similar in style, involving both verse and prose, that they
seem to function as an integral part of the text.

There is more to the question of insertions and additions in the Tarkajvālā,
however, than passages marked explicitly as “digressions.” I mentioned
earlier that the chapter on the Śrāvakas shares a passage with Vasubandhu’s
Vyākhyāyukti, with no explicit mention of its source.11 Whether Bhāviveka is
quoting Vasubandhu or both are quoting a common source is difficult to tell.
But a comparison of the two passages shows that, if Bhāviveka borrowed
the passage, he made distinctive stylistic adjustments to incorporate it into
his text. In the Vyākhyāyukti, Vasubandhu (if he was indeed the author) uses
the distinction between “definitive” meaning (nı̄tārtha) and “interpretable”
meaning (neyārtha) to explain differences between the Mahāyāna and canon-
ical collections of the Śrāvakas. Bhāviveka omits this distinction, not because
he is unaware of it, but because it does not fit his approach to scriptural
authority. His own approach is expressed most succinctly in his initial
response to the Yogācāra objection in verse 5.8: “In response, we say: All the
Tathāgatas’ teachings are authoritative for us” (atrocyate pramān. am. nah. sarvam.
tāthāgatam. vacah. ).12 For Bhāviveka, the problem is not that the scriptural

11 Peter Skilling wrote the first important study of this passage in Skilling 1997. The
passage is translated and discussed in Eckel 2008: 148–153.

12 Eckel 2008: 225.
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sources of the Yogācāra are wrong and need to be superseded. The sources
are fine; it is just that the Yogācāras fail to understand them correctly.

This small doctrinal fingerprint suggests that the borrower was Bhāviveka
himself, or at least someone who was familiar with Bhāviveka’s approach.
But Bhāviveka’s fingerprints are not always so evident in the long and
rambling discussion of the “Miscellaneous Objections.” Some, like the
explanation of the concept of the eternal Buddha, are concise and focused
on removing contradictions between the Mahāyāna and the traditions of the
Śrāvakas. Others, like the discussion of the status of bodhisattvas (“The
Mahāyāna Pays Homage to Householders and Exalts Bodhisattvas”)13 seem
to be more random collections of loosely connected points. Without a clear
external source, like the Vyākhyāyukti, it is difficult to say with any certainty
that other materials have been inserted, but the text gives the impression
of having grown over a period of time. Whether this took place in the
lifetime of Bhāviveka or later is unclear. Helmut Krasser has suggested
that developments in the text could have come from Bhāviveka’s students
(Krasser 2011). This is certainly possible. Steven Collins is reported to
have said, after long study of the Pali tradition, that the figure known as
“Buddhaghosa” looks less like a single author and more like a committee
designated by the conventional term “Buddhaghosa.” Something similar
might be true of Bhāviveka. The more we look at the components of the
Tarkajvālā, the more it seems to be the product of a cumulative tradition, if
not by a single author, then by a complex literary process to be designated by
the conventional term “Bhāviveka.”

2. Atiśa’s Use of the Tarkajvālā

If we think of the Tarkajvālā, in some sense, as the product of a cumulative
tradition, it opens up many new possibilities for investigation. Even if it is
difficult to determine who was responsible for particular parts, who would
be a likely candidate to contribute to the development of the text? Who
quoted from it and why? Who played a role in its transmission, and who
was involved in the translation that gave us the text we have today? These
questions all lead to the eleventh-century Bengali scholar Atiśa (Dı̄pam. kara

13 Special thanks to James B. Apple for sharing his wisdom and expertise about the
study of Atiśa.
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Śrı̄jñāna) who, with his assistant Nag-tsho Lo-tsā-ba Tshul-khrims rGyal-ba,
was responsible for the Tibetan translation.14 According to traditions about
Atiśa’s life, the translation was completed when Atiśa and Nag-tsho were
teaching in the gTsug-lag-khang (or Jo-khang) in Lhasa. This would have
been sometime between Atiśa’s arrival in central Tibet in 1043 and the years
1047-48, when he moved his activities to Nye-thang. His life came to an end
in Nye-thang in 1054.

Early biographies of Atiśa indicate that he began his training as a scholar
and practitioner with several different Indian masters, including a lay disci-
ple, Jitāri, a scholar-monk Bodhibhadra and a number of practitioners and
Tantric yogis. Tantra was a major part of his intellectual training and his
scholarly work. But it was woven, to borrow the Tantras’ own metaphor,
on the warp of Madhyamaka tradition and on the lineage of Nāgārjuna.
The key figure in shaping Atiśa’s Madhyamaka identity seems to have been
Bodhibhadra. Atiśa received his vows as a novice from Bodhibhadra in 994 at
the monastic university of Nālandā, and he refers to Bodhibhadra frequently
as an authority in his writings about Madhyamaka. A particularly good
example is found in his Bodhimārgapradı̄papañjikā (“Commentary on the Lamp
for the Path to Awakening”), a text that Atiśa composed at the request of king
Byang-chub-’od shortly after arriving in Western Tibet in the year 1040:

Bodhibhadra attained accomplishments by means of the special instruc-
tions of Ārya Nāgārjuna and acquired the approval of Ārya Mañju-
ghos.a. He obtained supersensory knowledge and perceived reality,
manifesting in his mind the intention of all the tantras, all the sūtras,
and the tradition of vinaya at the same time. Therefore, since the
spiritual teacher of the successively transmitted lineage is the glorious
Bodhibhadra, one should follow him.15

These words of praise introduce a series of 33 verses in which Atiśa summa-
rizes his understanding of the key ideas of Madhyamaka.

14 For an analysis of traditions about the life of Atiśa, see Eimer 1982. The major
events of Atiśa’s life are summarized by Apple (2018a) and Roesler (2019). See also
Apple (2019).

15 Translation quoted from Apple (2018a: 4). The Tibetan text is found in Sherburne
(2000: 246).
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Atiśa’s scholarly travels led him to study the Mahāyāna with Dharmakı̄rti
of Suvarn. advı̄pa (known in Tibetan as gSer-gling-pa) and back to east-
ern India to take a position at the monastic university of Vikramaśı̄la.16

There are suggestions in some of the early biographical literature that
Atiśa came into conflict with gSer-gling-pa over differences between the
Madhyamaka and Yogācāra approaches to the nature of consciousness.17

But his clash with the Yogācāra was more clearly articulated when Atiśa
encountered the formidable figure of Ratnākaraśānti at Vikramaśı̄la. Al-
though Ratnākaraśānti’s position is complex and difficult to summarize,
his basic Yogācāra orientation put him at odds with Atiśa on several key
points. As summarized by Apple, “Ratnākaraśānti severely criticized the
position that buddhahood was ‘inconceivable’ and exhausted of all mind
and mental functions. Instead, Ratnākaraśānti advocated that a Buddha’s
realization has mental qualities. Atiśa, on the other hand, strongly advocated
an understanding of buddhahood as bereft of all mental qualities, being
without conceptuality and inconceivable” (Apple 2018b: 17). Behind this
disagreement lay the Madhyamaka view that consciousness is just as insub-
stantial as the objects of consciousness. And the same is true of the ultimate
reality that is the object of a Buddha’s awareness. Both the awareness and its
object are equally empty.

Atiśa saw this point as stemming from Nāgārjuna, but he would also
have found it in the text of the Tarkajvālā that he taught to students at
Somapurı̄ during his time at Vikramaśı̄la. For example, in the final section of
Bhāviveka’s refutation of the Yogācāra in the fifth chapter of the Tarkajvālā,
Bhāviveka says: “[Reality (dharmatā)] is grasped by the noble one’s non-
conceptual awareness, because it does not arise, since its arising can be
refuted as before, and because it is not substantially real. It also is completely
inexpressible” (Eckel 2008: 289). With this comes the idea that Buddhas, who
perfectly realize this no-arising, have no thoughts and no actions. This stark
view of Buddhahood was expressed in a passage from the Tathāgataguhya
Sūtra:

16 One can get a sense of some of the hazards Atiśa encountered on his journey from
a biographical passage translated by Decleer (1995). The story tells of Atiśa being
saved by the intervention of Tārā when his ship was becalmed on the journey.

17 Apple 2018a: 30–33.
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O Śāntamati, between the night in which he attained perfect Buddha-
hood and the night in which he attained parinirvān. a without remainder,
the Tathāgata did not utter a sound. He did not speak, he does not
speak, and he will not speak. But all sentient beings, with different
dispositions and interests, and in accordance with their aspirations,
perceive the Tathāgata’s diverse teaching as if it were coming forth [from
the Tathāgata himself].18

This idea that a Buddha has no thought and does not act was challenging
enough in the earlier period of the Mahāyāna, but it is likely to have become
particularly problematic in the tenth century when the Tantras made it
possible to imagine that one could attain Buddhahood in this life.19 It is not
surprising that it elicited a strong reaction from figures like Ratnākaraśānti,
who had a more affirmative view of a Buddha’s awareness.

Colophons and biographical accounts of Atiśa’s life indicate that he
used the Tarkajvālā in his teaching at Somapurı̄ around the year 1034.20

If so, what seems to have appealed to him in this text, and how did
it fit into his presentation of Madhyamaka? It is possible to form an
initial answer to these questions by scrutinizing two different texts: The
Ratnakaran. d. odghāt.amadhyamakopadeśa (“The Teaching of the Madhyamaka:
Opening a Basket of Jewels”), written at Vikramaśı̄la before Atiśa left for Tibet
around 1040, and the Bodhipathapradı̄pa (“Lamp for the Path to Awakening”)
with its Pañjikā (“Commentary”), written after Atiśa’s arrival in Western
Tibet.21 The colophon of the “Basket” indicates that it was written at the
request of Atiśa’s two Tibetan disciples: Tshul-khrims rGyal-ba and rGya
brTson-’grus Seng-ge.22 As mentioned earlier, the “Lamp” was composed

18 Quoted by Candrakı̄rti in the Prasannapadā (1903–1913: 539) For additional refer-
ences, see Eckel 1992: 207, n. 48.

19 I discussed the implications of this view in Eckel 1992. For a recent discussion of
these and related issues see Almogi 2009.

20 Apple 2018a: 8.
21 The first of these texts was edited with Japanese translation by Miyazaki (2007).

English translation by Apple (2010 and 2018a). The second text was edited with
a German translation by Eimer (1978) and edited with an English translation by
Sherburne (2000).

22 Apple 2018a: 113.
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at the request of king Byang-chub-’od. Both texts were meant to introduce
the texts, traditions, and practices of Madhyamaka.

A brief examination of the “Basket” turns up several quotations from the
Tarkajvālā, all related to the practice of the bodhisattva path, in keeping with
the practical orientation of the “Basket” as a whole. The first appears in
a section on maintaining the awakening mind (bodhicitta) by not letting go
of suffering beings: “When [a bodhisattva] looks with compassion on those
who suffer and are tormented by grief, pity arises deep in his bones, and he
helps them.”23 This quotation brings together two lines from Bhāviveka’s
description of an “accomplished” (kr. tin) bodhisattva who has achieved the
sixth stage of the bodhisattva path. The full passage gives a picture of the
bodhisattva’s active gaze, looking down with compassion from the mountain
peak of wisdom on those who suffer below. It might be compared to the
compassionate gaze of the bodhisattva Avalokiteśvara, the “Lord who Looks
Down.”

[This bodhisattva] has climbed the mountain peak of wisdom and is free
from grief, but he gazes with compassion on ordinary people who suffer
and are burned by grief.

With eyes moist with compassion, he sees ordinary people trapped in
an imaginary net created by the craft of conceptual thought. . .

This accomplished one is tormented by pity and dedicated to helping
them; his mind is as hard as a diamond, and he is the greatest of
beings.24

Atiśa’s second quotation reaches back to the second chapter of the Tarkajvālā
on “Taking the Vow of an Ascetic” (munivratasamāśraya). For Bhāviveka this
chapter functioned as part of the aspiration to awakening:

23 RKUMU: sdug bsngal drag pos gdungs pa yi // sdug bsngal can dag mthong ba’i tshe //
snying rje rus pa’i gting nas // skye zhing de la phan par byed // (Miyazaki 2007:
21). Here I translate snying rje as “pity” in keeping with the Sanskrit kr.pā of the
corresponding verse in the Madhyamakahr.daya.

24 MHK 3.296–297, 301: sa prajñāmeruśekharam ārūd. hah. karun. āvaśāt / aśokah. śoka-
sam. taptam. preks.ate duh. khitam. jagat // sa tadā karun. ārdren. a lokam. ālokya caks.us. ā /
vikalpaśilpasam. bhūtakalpanājālasam. vr. tam // . . . // yah. pı̄d. yamānah. kr.payā taddhitā-
dhānadı̄ks. itah. / vajraśailamahāsāracittah. sattvottamah. kr. tı̄ //. These and related pas-
sages are discussed in Eckel 1992.
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Those who are bound by the noose of hope for a result choose to whom
to give their gift, and they search for them. Others, who think only
of relieving suffering such as sickness or hunger, do not think of the
recipient. They give equally to all and understand the equality of
dharmas. As it is said in another sūtra: “O Kumāra, with one Dharma
a bodhisattva quickly attains perfect awakening. That is, with an equal
mind toward all sentient beings.” Likewise, “If a bodhisattva thinks that
the Tathāgata is the one to whom offerings should be given, rather than
animals, that would not be the dharma of a bodhisattva.”25

In the same section, Atiśa quotes a somewhat earlier verse from the same
chapter of the Tarkajvālā about the attitude a bodhisattva should take toward
others’ faults. The original verse reads like this: “His mind is honest, it has
overcome pride, and it sees reality; it is blind to the faults of others, and
it is afraid of falling into faults of its own.”26 Atiśa’s version of the verse
differs enough to be a paraphrase: “It is as if his eyes are sharp to perceive
his own faults and blind to the faults of other; he is honest, has no pride,
and always meditates on emptiness.”27 The divergence between these two
versions shows that there is some fluidity in the transmission of these texts.
The same can be said about Atiśa’s attribution of the verses, not to Bhāviveka,
but to his guru Avadhūtipa. What is significant, however, is that Atiśa uses
the Tarkajvālā to support his views about the practice of a bodhisattva. Atiśa
includes this text along with Śāntideva’s Bodhicaryāvatāra and Śiks. āsamuccaya,

25 The Derge version of the passage reads as follows: ’bras bu la re ba’i zhags pas bcings
pa rnams ni sbyin pa’i zhing ’dam par byed cing tshol te / gzhan dag bkres dang skom pa
la sogs sdug bsngal zhi bar bya ba’i phyir snod ma brtsis par byin na chos mnyam pa nyid
rtogs ’gyur te / ji skad du / gzhon nu chos gcig gis byang chub sems dpa’ myur du mngon
par rdzogs par ’tshang rgya ste / ’di la ste sems can thams cad la sems mnyam zhing
snyoms la bye brag mi phyed pa nyid do zhes bya ba dang / de bzhin du gal te byang chub
sems dpa’ ’di snyam du de bzhin gshegs pa ni bdag gi yon gnas yin gyi dud ’gro ni ma
yin no snyam du sems na / byang chub sems dpa’i chos su mi ’gyur ro zhes bya ba la sogs
pa gsungs pa lta bu’o // (D 3856, Dza 51a7–b3). I have translated this passage from
the Tarkajvālā. The passage quoted in the “Basket” differs in some small details.
Compare the text in Miyazaki 2007: 42 and the translation in Apple 2018a: 94.

26 MHK 2.3: r. junāhatamānena manasā tattvadarśinā / parados. eks.an. āndhena svados. āpatti-
bhı̄run. ā //.

27 RKUMU: rang skyon rtog la mig rnon bzhin // gzhan skyon rtog la long ba bzhin // drang
dang nga rgyal med pa dang // rtag tu stong nyid bsgom par bya // (Miyazaki 2007: 44).
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Nāgārjuna’s Bodhicittavivaran. a and a host of sūtras and hymns as a way
of extolling the virtues of the bodhisattva path. What is missing in these
quotations is the feature that we are most accustomed to seeing in the
Tarkajvālā: its extensive analysis of different Indian philosophical views
(both Buddhist and non-Buddhist) and the argument for emptiness. To
understand how this analytical dimension of the Tarkajvālā fits into Atiśa’s
view of Madhyamaka, it is necessary to look beyond the “Basket” to the
more systematic account of the bodhisattva path in his Bodhipathapradı̄pa and
commentary.

In this text, Atiśa divides the path into three conventional categories:
moral conduct (śı̄la), concentration (samādhi), and wisdom (prajñā). The
chapters on moral conduct include a discussion of the three refuges, the
awakening mind, the regulations of the monastic life, and the bodhisattva
vow. Atiśa might have used the Tarkajvālā once again as a source. Instead,
he chose a two-pronged approach, tacking back and forth between Asaṅga
and Śāntideva, holding their divergent positions together with references
to the views of his own guru, Bodhibhadra.28 The Tarkajvālā makes a
cameo appearance in the section on concentration, where Atiśa explains the
importance of concentration as a preparation for wisdom. In the Tarkajvālā,
Bhāviveka makes this point with admirable simplicity, focusing, as he often
does, on the act of seeing: “You cannot see your face in muddy or turbulent
water, and you cannot see reality in a mind that lacks concentration and is
covered by obstructions.”29 Atiśa quotes the next verse, in which Bhāviveka
compares the mind to an unruly elephant: “When the mind strays from the
right path like an elephant, it should be bound to the post of the object with
the rope of mindfulness and brought gradually under control with the hook
of wisdom.30 Atiśa does not make much of the rope and the hook, but he

28 See, for example, the “Explanation of the Vow” (Sherburne 2000: 153–159).
29 MHK 3.15: na paśyati yathā vaktram. kalus.apracale jale / tathāsamāhite citte tattvam.

nivaran. āvr. te //.
30 MHK 3.16: nibadhyālambanastambhe smr. tirajjvā manogajam / unmārgacārin. am. kuryāt

prajñāṅkuśavaśam. śanaih. //. Prajñāmukti also quotes this verse in his commentary
on Atiśa’s short Madhyamakopadeśa (“Special Instructions on the Middle Way”).
See Apple 2018a: 286 and note 768.



74 Malcolm David ECKEL

has a great deal to say about the “post of the object (ālambana).”31 In his
commentary on this verse, Bhāviveka explains the “objects” as being “whole-
some qualities (kuśala-dharmas) such as the four immeasurables (apramān. a)”:
kindness (maitrı̄), compassion (karun. ā), joy (muditā), and detachment (upeks. ā).
Atiśa takes a different tack and greatly expands the list of possible objects.
He notes that calming meditation (zhi gnas / śamatha) is twofold: with signs
(sanimitta) and without. “With signs” is divided in two: with signs that are
internal and with those that are external. Internal signs also are twofold:
those on the body and those that support the body. The list stops only when
Atiśa concedes that he does not have the space to teach someone how to
concentrate. For that one would have to seek instruction from an experienced
guru.

Atiśa’s approach to the analytical portion of the Tarkajvālā comes into focus
more clearly in the next stage of the path, the cultivation of wisdom (shes
rab / prajñā). Atiśa begins this section with a statement about the need to
integrate wisdom and “means” (thabs / upāya): “Now, with the wisdom that
understands the combination of means and wisdom, the prerequisite of merit
(pun. ya-sam. bhāra / bsod nams kyi tshogs) and the prerequisite of knowledge
(jñāna-sam. bhāra / ye shes kyi tshogs) should be completed.”32 At first, the
emphasis on the means might seem incongruous, since wisdom alone is the
key to liberation, as Atiśa acknowledges in his opening verse: “Without the
application of wisdom, one does not remove obstructions (shes rab pha rol
phyin sbyor dang // bral bas sgrib pa zad mi ’gyur //).” But he does not want
to minimize the significance of moral and meditative preparation. Atiśa was
known as a person of great moral seriousness, and, for him, wisdom required
serious preparation. It is characteristic of him that he spends several pages
explaining the importance of combining wisdom and means. Then he gets to
the heart of the chapter: the cognitive discipline of wisdom.

In verse 47, Atiśa defines wisdom: “Someone who understands that
aggregates, elements, and sense media do not arise knows the emptiness

31 Sherburne translates “object” (ālambana) as “topic” of meditation (Sherburne 2000:
203). “Focus” might also be a good translation.

32 BPP: da ni thabs dang shes rab zung du ’brel par shes pa’i shes rab kyis bsod nams kyi
tshogs dang ye shes kyi tshogs gnyis zung du ’brel bar rdzogs par bya’o (Sherburne 2000:
218).
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of intrinsic nature. This is called wisdom.”33 If wisdom is understanding
of emptiness, how does one acquire it, or, in Atiśa’s words, “by what
approach (tshul) would one realize (mngon sum du byed) this?” Atiśa answers
that wisdom comes from “the four great reasons” (gtan tshigs chen po) for
emptiness, and he proceeds to enumerate them, with quotations from their
Indian sources. For someone who is not familiar with the analytical focus of
the Indian Madhyamaka, this might seem to be a strange response. Isn’t it
obvious that wisdom is a form of non-discursive awareness? How could
it be equated with rational analysis? In a final sense, this might be true.
But Atiśa and his Madhyamaka predecessors thought that the pathway to
non-discursive awareness had a decidedly rational character. That view
was embedded in Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā (“Root Verses on the
Middle Way”), and it was made explicit by his various commentators. To un-
derline this point, Atiśa traces the succession of Madhyamaka commentaries
by Buddhapālita, Bhāviveka, and Candrakı̄rti, among others, as well as a
succession of independent treatises by figures like Āryadeva and Śāntideva.
He acknowledges that it would be impossible to work out all the implications
of the four great reasons34 without making his own text impossibly large:

In each of these [texts] the emptiness of all dharmas has been extensively
established. If I were to use the four great reasons to remove all the
misconceptions of others, this text would become too large. So I have
said just a little and do not elaborate. I have said only that the tenets
(grub mtha’ / siddhānta) of the Madhyamaka are like this, but I have not
written extensively about these tenets. For practitioners (rnal ’byor /
yogin) who want to understand them, I summarize them as follows:
(Verse 52) Since my text would become too large, I do not elaborate.
I will explain only established tenets for the sake of practice (bsgom /
bhāvanā).35

33 BPP: phung po khams dang skye mched rnams // skye ba med par rtogs gyur pa’i // rang
bzhin stong nyid shes pa ni // shes rab ces ni yongs su bshad // (Sherburne 2000: 14).

34 On the role of the four great reasons in Atiśa’s thought, see also “A General
Explanation of and Framework for Understanding the Two Truths” (bden gnyis spyi
bshad dang bden gnyis ’jog tshul), the record of an oral teaching on the two truths
attributed to Atiśa (Apple 2018a: 203–206).

35 BPP: de dang der chos thams cad stong pa nyid du rgyas par bsgrubs zin la / gal te bdag
gi gtan tshigs chen po bzhis gzhan dag gi log par rtogs pa bsal bar gyur na ni gshung shin
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What, then, is the “practice” of wisdom? For anyone who is interested in
the practical function of Madhyamaka argumentation, the answer to this
question should be of great interest.

Atiśa’s answer to this question is brief, but it tells a great deal about his
view of reality (and what it means to have a “view” of reality), as well as the
sources from which his view is derived. I will quote the passage in its entirety
and then comment on its relevant points:

I have not written here about the means to understand [the tenets] by
practicing the ultimate mind of awakening. One should please a teacher
(bla ma / guru) and request it from him.

(53) One practices no-self by not apprehending the intrinsic natures of
all dharmas. This is the practice of wisdom. These36 are commonly
known.

(54) The wisdom that does not see intrinsic nature in any dharmas is
expressed rationally.37 It should be practiced without concepts.

“Does not see intrinsic nature” means does not see any dharma. This is
called “the supreme vision of reality” in many sūtras.

For the meaning of this, one should consult the Madhyamakabhramaghāta
by Ācārya Āryadeva. One should also consult the Tarkajvālā, Madhya-
makāvatāra, and Avalokitavrata.

If the vision of all other dharmas is not established, does the mind itself
exist?

It says, “This wisdom is expressed rationally.” When wisdom is
carefully considered (so sor rtog pa / pratisam. khyāna),38 it does not exist

tu mangs par ’gyur bas na / de’i phyir bdag gis ’dir nyung ngun du byas shing ma spros
pa yin no / ’dir bdag cag dbu ma chen po’i grub pa’i mtha’ ni ’di ltar yin no zhes smos pa
tsam du zad kyi / grub pa’i mtha’ rgyas par ni ma bris te / rnal ’byor pa nyams su len pa
’dod pa dag la nyung ngun du bsdus nas bstan pa yin pas (Verse 52) gang phyir gzhung
ni mangs ’gyur pas // de phyir ’dir ni ma spros la // grub pa’i mtha’ tsam zhig tu // bsgom
pa’i phyir ni rab to bshad // (Sherburne 2000: 240).

36 Presumably “all dharmas.”
37 Read rigs bshad (with the Derge) rather than rig bshad (Sherburne). A better

reading, but one without textual support, would be rigs shes (“rational cognition”).
Davidson (1995: 217) interprets rigs bshad to mean “explained as analysis.”

38 Another possible translation might be: “wisdom that consists of careful consider-
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at all. Why does it not exist? It says: “expressed rationally.” It too is not
established when it is expressed (bshad) or examined (gzhigs) by the four
great reasons.

As it is said, “Ultimately, when wisdom about all dharmas is sought
by analysis, it does not exist and is not apprehended. When [one
understands that] this wisdom ultimately does not exist and is not ap-
prehended, one is called wise conventionally. This wisdom ultimately
does not arise and does not exist.”39

Ārya Nāgārjuna also considers this point: “No Buddhas see this mind;
it is not seen. Its nature is to have no nature; what is there to see?”40

And Ācārya Āryadeva said this in the Jñānasārasamuccaya (“Com-
pendium of the Heart of Knowledge”): “The wise do not think that there
ultimately is consciousness; since it lacks one and many, like a lotus in
the sky.”41

Therefore, when one removes the concepts of self and so forth that out-
siders imagine, concepts of the aggregates and so forth that Buddhists
imagine, and concepts of the mind and illusion, and always stays with
this point, it is possible to remove concepts.

This is why Ārya Nāgārjuna said: “When one is not confused (lit.
covered) by concepts of self, aggregates, and so forth, as well as of
consciousness, one thinks that the awakening mind of the Buddhas has
the characteristic of emptiness.”42

To remove concepts in this way is called supreme nirvān. a.

ation.”
39 Sherburne identifies this as a quotation from the Ārya-sam. vr. ti-paramārthasatya-

nirdeśa-nāma-mahāyāna-sūtra.
40 This verse corresponds, with variants, to Bodhicittavivaran. a 43: mdor na sangs rgyas

rnams kyis ni / gzigs par ma gyur gzigs mi ’gyur // rang bzhin med pa’i rang bzhin can //
ji lta bur na gzigs par ’gyur // (Lindtner 1982: 198–99).

41 This verse corresponds, with variants, to Jñānasārasamuccaya 27: nes. t.am. tad api
dhı̄rān. ām. vijñānam. pāramārthikam. / ekānekavicāren. a viyogād gaganābjavat // (Mimaki
2000: 240).

42 This verse corresponds, with variants, to Bodhicittavivaran. a 2: sangs rgyas rnams kyi
byang chub sems / bdag dang phung sogs rnam rig gi // rtog pa rnams kyi ma bsgribs pa /
rtag tu stong nyid mtshan nyid bzhed // (Lindtner 1982: 186) See also Apple 2018a: 73
and note 215.
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(55) Sam. sāra comes from concepts; it has the nature of concepts;
therefore, the removal of all concepts is the supreme nirvān. a.43

The first point to note about this passage is that Atiśa makes a practical
distinction between the “ultimate mind of awakening,” for which one needs
the instruction of a teacher, and the rational cultivation (or practice) of
wisdom. He suggests that this rational process is pursued by the analysis
of intrinsic nature (ngo bo nyid / svabhāva) in a series of exemplary texts.
While Atiśa elsewhere rejects the distinction between two kinds of ultimate
awareness that is found in the works of Bhāviveka and Jñānagarbha,44 his
approach to wisdom is consistent, for example, with Jñānagarbha’s definition
of the expressible ultimate as “consistent with a rational cognition” (rigs pa’i
rjes su ’gro ba).45 But this rational cognition also has to be subjected to rational
analysis, and when it is, it too is unestablished. Atiśa makes this point with
a cryptic phrase in verse 54: “This wisdom . . . is expressed rationally (rigs
bshad).” He makes the point more explicit in the commentary by equating
“expressed” with “examined” (gzhigs) and explaining that this examination
is carried out with the four great reasons for emptiness. The point of this
examination is made clear in the quotations that follow. The wisdom that
understands emptiness is just as empty as the things themselves. It does not
exist, and it is not apprehended. In this way, he directly addresses the point
that separated Atiśa from Ratnākaraśānti on the reality of consciousness.

Another point to note has to do with the imagery of vision. As Atiśa says
in his commentary on verse 53, the goal of wisdom is to cultivate what he
calls “the supreme vision of reality.” This is consistent with other accounts
of Madhyamaka thought as a “vision” of reality (tattva-darśana), but in the
context of emptiness, it takes on the paradoxical character of a vision that is
no-vision: the supreme vision of reality is not to see intrinsic nature in any
dharma, including the mind. The force of Atiśa’s point is easy to grasp if
one follows his advice and consults (or “sees,” blta bar bya’o) the short text
named the Madhyamakabhramaghāta (“Destruction of Errors about the Middle

43 The Tibetan text of this passage is found in Appendix 1.
44 In SDA 4: “The ultimate is only one; others think that it is two-fold” (dam pa’i don

ni gcig nyid de // gzhan dag rnam pa gnyis su ’dod //) (Lindtner 1981: 190–191).
45 Eckel 1987: 71.
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Way”). This text pictures the act of no-vision with two common Madhya-
maka comparisons: waking from a dream and curing a disease of the eyes:46

When someone gets rid of an eye disease and has eyes that are pure
and clear, he does not see hairs, flies, a double moon, or the eyes in a
peacock’s feathers.

So also, when a wise person removes the eye disease of defilements and
cognitive objects and has the pure eye of correct knowledge, he does not
see anything at all.

Someone who feels drowsy and falls asleep might see young men,
young women, a palace, and other dwellings, but he does not see them
when he wakes up.

So also, someone who has opened the eye of wisdom, stopped the sleep
of ignorance, and woken up does not see things as they are perceived
conventionally.

On a dark night, someone may see ghosts that are unreal, but he does
not see them when the sun has risen and his eyes are opened.

So also, when a wise person has destroyed all the traces of ignorance
with the sun of correct knowledge, he does not see mind and mental
phenomena as real.47

For a waking person, the right way to “see” the phantoms of a dream is not
to see them, just as the right way to see the strange visual artifacts associated
with certain kinds of ophthalmia is not to see them. No-seeing is the goal of
the analytical process that Atiśa associates with the practice of wisdom.

3. The Authorship of the Madhyamakabhramaghāta

Where does this short but vivid text come from? Apparently Atiśa would
have us believe that this is the work of Āryadeva, one of the two author-
itative founders of Madhyamaka tradition. He indicates as much in his
commentary on “The Lamp for the Path to Awakening” (quoted above).
This attribution is reiterated in the colophon to the Tibetan translation: “The
Madhyamakabhramaghāta by the great Ācārya Āryadeva is now completed.
It was translated and revised by the Indian upādhyāya Dı̄pam. karaśrı̄jñāna

46 See also Apple 2018a: 329–330.
47 The Tibetan and Sanskrit of these verses is found in Appendix 2.
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and lotsāba Bhiks.u Jayaśı̄la (Tshul-’khrims rGyal-ba) on the request of King
Sukhācārya of Jambudvı̄pa at Nālandā. So have I heard.”48 It has been
known for some time, however, that these six verses, together with their
commentary, constitute verses 251–256 of the third chapter in the Tarkajvālā.49

This is the chapter that develops Bhāviveka’s own analysis of emptiness
by criticizing the categories of reality associated with Buddhist and non-
Buddhist schools. It finishes with the claim that there is nothing left to
see, even in the knowledge of emptiness itself. Bhāviveka goes on for
several verses to elaborate this point, then he moves on to the discussion
of Buddhahood and the bodhisattva path that complete his account of the
path.50

If the source of these verses is so well known, why would Atiśa at-
tribute them to Āryadeva, rather than to Bhāviveka himself? One possible
answer might be to think of the authorship of the Madhyamakabhramaghāta
as Christian K. Wedemeyer approaches the authorship of the Tantric work
Caryāmelāpakapradı̄pa (“Lamp that Integrates the Practices”), a text that also
is attributed to Āryadeva.51 Wedemeyer finds in Tāranātha’s historical
writings two possible models for the attribution of texts like this to ancient
masters. One is the model of “sequestered revelation,” by analogy with the
“treasure teachings” (gter ma) in the rNying-ma tradition, in which texts from
an early period are understood to have been hidden at some time in the
past and then discovered at a later time. A second model involves “mystical
visions” in which a scholar or practitioner has a vision of receiving teaching
directly from an ancient master. Wedemeyer sees an example of the second
model at work in the teaching of the Tantric saint Mātaṅgı̄pā: “How is it
possible that Mātaṅgı̄pā could nonetheless be considered the disciple of these
saints? Simply stated, ‘he could have had their vision later (phyis zhal mthong

48 dbu ma ’khrul pa ’dzom pa zhes bya ba / slob dpon chen po ā rya de bas mdzad pa rdzogs
so // rgya gar gyi mkhan po dı̄ pam. ka ra shrı̄ dzā na dang / lo tsā ba dge slong tshul ’khrims
rgyal bas bsgyur cing zhus pa // (D 3850, Tsha 26b1–2).

49 See Lindtner 1982: 173, n. 21; and Del Toso 2010.
50 The account of Buddhahood and the bodhisattva path at the end of this chapter

were the focus of my book To See the Buddha (Eckel 1992).
51 Wedemeyer 2007. The relevant passage is found in the section on “History of the

Noble Tradition” (pp. 7–43).
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ba’o),’ i.e. he qualifies due to having received their teachings in a miraculous
vision.”52 The saints in question are Nāgārjuna and Āryadeva.

It is not inconceivable that Atiśa also thought that he too received these
verses, directly or indirectly, by a process of miraculous vision. In the
“Basket of Jewels,” Atiśa recounts an experience of being taught directly by
Avalokiteśvara. He says: “Previously, when sitting in the forest of Somapurı̄,
I was taught directly by Lokeśvara: ‘Kulaputra, if desiring the goals of others,
to be quickly awakened you must make effort in expanding and training the
mind of awakening.‘ Having said [this, he] disappeared.”53 He describes a
similar communication from Tārā, received while he was circumambulating
the shrine at Vajrāsana (Bodhgayā). In the same text, he describes a tradition
passed on by his teacher Avadhūtipa reporting that Nāropa, Avadhūtipa’s
own teacher, had a vision of Nāgārjuna dwelling on Śrı̄-Parvata and received
his teaching.54 He makes the same point about revelations to the Venerable
Nāgabodhi.

Atiśa clearly lived in a milieu where revelations such as these were
accepted features of the religious landscape, but this model does not really
fit the circumstances of the Madhyamakabhramaghāta. The mention of Jayaśı̄la
(Tshul ’khrims rGyal ba) as collaborator in the colophon of the translation
indicates that the text was translated after Atiśa had returned to India from
Sumatra and before he accepted the invitation to travel to Tibet. We know
from various biographical and historical sources that Atiśa was teaching the
Tarkajvālā in India at this time.55 He must have had a clear understanding
of the source of these verses. Why, then, would he have attributed them to
Āryadeva? Of course, it is impossible to answer this question with certainty,
but we know that Atiśa was involved in controversy with Ratnākaraśānti and
perhaps also gSer-ling-pa about the reality of a Buddha’s awareness. Apple
speculates that tensions with the Yogācāra teachers at Vikramaśı̄la might
even have contributed to Atiśa’s decision to leave India, at the advanced
age of sixty, to make the hazardous journey to Tibet.56 Atiśa’s attribution

52 Wedemeyer 2007: 21.
53 Apple 2018a: 92–93.
54 Apple 2018a: 111.
55 Apple 2018a: 8.
56 Apple 2018a: 8.
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of the Madhyamakabhramaghāta to Āryadeva might have been a convenient
way to score a polemical point in this difficult controversy by taking a pithy
expression of his own position and investing it with the authority of an
ancient sage.

This model of pseudonymous attribution is quite different from the modes
of attribution in Wedemeyer’s account of the Tantric Āryadeva. Here the text
is not being attributed to a second “Āryadeva,” to the recovery of a hidden
text, or to some kind of visionary experience; the text is being repurposed for
another goal. If this is the case, this text raises a question about how many
other important texts from this period had similar origins, not necessarily by
borrowing texts wholesale, but by creating a pastiche of quotations or ideas
to be attributed to an ancient source. The Jñānasārasamuccaya (“Compendium
of the Heart of Knowledge”), also attributed to Āryadeva, might be a good
example, or even the Madhyamakaratnapradı̄pa (“Jewel Lamp of the Middle
Way”), which Atiśa translated and used to teach Madhyamaka to his Indian
and Tibetan students. (Ironically, this is attributed to the ancient master
Bhavya or Bhāviveka.) But these questions are better left for another day.

Appendix 1: The Tibetan text of the Bodhimārgapradı̄papañjikā on Bodhi-
pathapradı̄pa 53–55

’dir ni don dam pa’i byang chub kyi sems bsgom pas / nyams su blang ba’i
thabs ni bdag gis ma bris / bla ma yongs su mnyes par byas nas bla ma las
zhu bar bya’o /

Verse 53: de bas chos rnams ma lus pa’i // rang bzhin dag ni mi
dmigs pas //

bdag med par ni bsgom pa yin // de nyid shes rab bsgom pa yin //

zhes bya ba la sogs pa la / de dag ni dkyus ji lta ba bzhin no //

Verse 54: shes rab kyis ni chos rnams kun // gang gi rang bzhin
ma mthong zhing //

shes rab de nyid rigs bshad pas // rnam rtog med par de bsgom
bya /
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gang gi rang bzhin ma mthong zhing zhes pa ni chos gang yang mthong
ba med pa nyid de kho na nyid mchog mthong ba’o zhes mdo sde du mar
gsungs pa yin no //

’di’i don la slob dpon ārya de bas mdzad pa’i dbu ma ’khrul pa ’joms par
blta bar bya’o // rtog ge ’bar ba dang / dbu ma la ’jug pa dang / spyan ras
gzigs brtul zhugs dag tu yang blta bar bya’o //

chos gzhan thams cad lta yongs su grub pa med na rang gi sems ’di yod
dam zhe na / shes rab de nyid rigs bshad pa zhes smras te / so sor rtogs pa’i
shes rab de nyid ga la yod de med do // ji ltar med pa yin zhe na / rigs bshad
pa zhes te / de nyid kyang gtan tshigs chen po bzhis bshad cing gzhigs na
grub par mi gyur te // don ’di ni bcom ldan ’das kyis ’phags pa bden na gnyis
bstan pa’i mdo las gsal bar gsungs te /

ji skad du don dam par ni chos thams cad kyi shes rab rnam par dpyad
nas btsal yang shin tu med cing mi dmigs pa’o // shes rab de yang don dam
par ni shin tu med cing mi dmigs pas na kun rdzob tu shes rab can zhes bya
ba ste / shes rab de yang don dam par na shin tu ma skyes shing med pa yin
no //

’phags pa klu sgrub kyi zhal nas kyang don ’di la dgongs nas // sems ni
sangs rgyas thams cad kyis // ma gzigs gzigs pa ma yin te // rang bzhin med
pa’i ngo bo la // ji lta bu zhig gzigs par ’gyur / zhes gsungs so //

slob dpon ’phags pa lha’i zhal nas kyang // rnam shes de yang don dam
par // de ni mkhas rnams mi bzhed de //gcig dang du ma bral ba’i phyir //
nam mkha’i padma nyid dang mtshungs // zhes ye shes snying po kun las
btus na las gsungs so //

de bas na ’phags pa klu grub kyi zhal nas // bdag dang phung po la sogs
dang // rnam shes rtog pas ma bsgribs pa // sangs rgyas rnams kyi byang
chub sems // stong pa’i mtshan nyid dag tu bzhed // ces gsungs pa yin no //

. . .
de bas na phyi rol pas brtags pa’i bdag la sogs pa dang / rang gi sde pas

brtags pa’i phung po la sogs pa dang / sems dang sgyu ma la sogs pa’i rtog
pa bsal bar byas nas de lta bu’i don la dus rtag tu gnas nas rnam par rtog pa
spang bar bya’o //

de lta bu’i rnam par rtog pa spangs pa ni mya ngan las ’das pa’i mchog
yin no zhes smras so //
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Verse 55: rnam rtog las byung srid pa ’di // rnam par rtog [D:
rtogs] pa’i bdag nyid de //

de phyir ma lus rtogs spangs pa // mya ngan las ’das pa mchog
yin no //

Appendix 2: The Sanskrit and Tibetan verses of the Madhyamakabhrama-
ghāta, corresponding to Madhyamakahr.dayakārikā / Tarkajvālā 3.251–256

rab rib bral bar gyur pa’i mig // rnam dag dri ma med pa la //
skra dang sbrang bu zla gnyis dang // rma bya’i mdongs dag mi

snang ltar //

timirāpagame yadvad viśuddhāmalalocanah. /
neks.ate keśamaśakadvicandraśikhicandrakān //

mkhas pa nyon mongs shes bya yi // sgrib mun rab rib bral gyur
cing //

yaṅ dag mkhyen spyan dri med la’ang // de bzhin ci yang snang
ba med //

kleśajñeyāvr.titamastimirāpagame tathā /
na paśyati budhah. kim. cit samyagjñānāmaleks.an. ah. //

dper na gnyid log gnyid dbang gis // bu dang bud med gzhal
med khang //

gnas la sogs pa mthong gyur pa // sad na de la mi mthong ltar //

yathā prasuptah. putrastrı̄vimānabhavanādikam /

paśyed middhavaśāt tatra pratibuddho na
paśyati //

de bzhin kun rdzob shes pa dag / blo gros mig ni bye gyur cing //
mi shes gnyid dang bral gyur nas // sad pa’i tshe na mi mthong

ngo [gzigs so MBG] //

sam. vr.tyādhigatām. s tadvad unmı̄litamatı̄ks.an. ah. /
ajñānanidroparamāt pratibuddho na paśyati //
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dper na mtshan mo mun khrod na // ’byung po yang dag min
mthong ba //

nyi ma shar zhing mig bye’i tshe // snang bar ’gyur ba ma yin
ltar //

niśi bhūtāny abhūtāni yathā tamasi paśyati /
pronmı̄litāks.o yady arka udeti ca na paśyati //

de bzhin mkhas pa yang dag gi // shes pa’i nyi mas mi shes pa’i //
bag chags ma lus bcom pa’i tshe // sems dang sems byung yul mi

mthong [gzigs MBG] //

na paśyati tathā vidvām. ś cittacaitasagocaram /
samyagjñānaravidhvastasamastājñānavāsanah. //
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Abbreviations

BPP Bodhipathapradı̄pa (Atiśa): see Sherburne 2000.
D sDe-dge Tibetan Tripit.aka bsTan h. gyur preserved at the Faculty of Letters, University of

Tokyo. Tokyo 1977.
MBG Madhyamakabhramaghāta: see Del Toso 2010.
MHK Madhyamakahr.dayakārikā (Bhāviveka): see Lindtner 2001.
PP Prajñāpradı̄pa (Bhāviveka): D 3853.
RKUMU Ratnakaran. d. odghāt.amadhyamakopadeśa (Atiśa): Miyazaki 2007.
SDA Satyadvayāvatāra (Atiśa): see Lindtner 1981.
TA Tattvāvatāra (Śrı̄gupta): D 3892.
TJ Tarkajvālā (Bhāviveka): see Eckel 2008.
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Davidson, R. M. 1995. “Atiśa’s ‘A Lamp for the Path of Awakening.’ ” In: Ed. D. S.
Lopez, Buddhism in Practice. Princeton. 208–219.

Decleer, H. 1995. “Atiśa’s Journey to Sumatra.” In: Ed. D. S. Lopez, Buddhism in
Practice. Princeton. 532–540.
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Roesler, U. 2019. “Atiśa and the Bka’ gdams pa Masters.” Brill’s Encyclopedia of

Buddhism. Volume 2. Boston. 1145–1158.
Ruegg, D. S. 1981. The Literature of the Madhyamaka School of Philosophy in India. Wies-

baden.
———. 1990. “On the Authorship of Some Works Ascribed to Bhāvaviveka/Bhavya.”
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Lamp for the Path, the Commentary, together with the newly translated twenty-five
key texts. Delhi.

Skilling, P. 1997. “Citations from the Scriptures of the ‘Eighteen Schools’ in the Tarka-
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The Chinese Mādhyamika Commentator Jizang’s
Reference to Orthodox Philosophical Schools in India,

with Special Attention to “Mı̄mām. saka”

F U N A Y A M A T o r u
I n s t i t u t e f o r R e s e a r c h i n H u m a n i t i e s , K y o t o U n i v e r s i t y

1. Introduction

Currently, we are familiar with the appellation of the “six philosophical
schools (of Brahmanism)” (s.ad. darśana), viz., Nyāya, Vaiśes.ika, Sām. khya,
Yoga, Mı̄mām. sā and Vedānta, but it is not used in the primary sources
through the first millennium of the Common Era. Marui (2014) indicates
that the earliest extant text in which we are able to attest a prototype of
the term is the Buddhist epic entitled Man. imēkalai (ca. sixth cent.) in Tamil,
and that its twenty-seventh chapter enumerates the six kinds of camaya in
Tamil (equivalent of samaya in Sanskrit): Lokāyata, Bauddha, Sām. khya,
Nyāya, Vaiśes.ika and Mı̄mām. sā schools.1 This list is worthy of attention
because it refers to Lokāyata (i.e., Indian Materialists who do not believe in
transmigration/sam. sāra) instead of the Vedānta school, which is included,

1 Acknowledgments. The contents of this article is originally based on my intensive
course for graduate students of Tohoku University (Tōhoku daigaku) held in
January, 2013. During and after the course Prof. YOSHIMIZU Kiyotaka who hosted
in Tohoku University generously gave me his personal interpretation and new
information to corroborate the primary sources I had prepared for the course. I
herewith express my sincere gratitude to Prof. YOSHIMIZU Kiyotaka. Further, I
thank Nathaniel LOVDAHL (Yale University) for smoothening my English. It goes
without saying, however, that all errors in this article, if any, are mine.

Marui (2014: 120 n. 6). His informant of this Tamil text is Prof. em. TAKAHASHI
Takanobu who was in charge of Tamil studies at the University of Tokyo. The Jaina
author Haribhadrasūri (active around the turn of the ninth cent. CE) composed
the text entitled S. ad. darśanasamuccaya (“Collection of the Six Views”), in which the
contents of the six are not the same as those of the modern notion. For this Jaina text,
see Marui (2014: 118). Likewise, the Vedānta author Mādhava composed the text
Sarvadarśanasam. graha (“Integration of all the Views”) in the fourteenth cent. and the
contents of “all the views” are also different from the six views in the modern sense.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 89–110.
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without fail, in all modern versions of the six views. In my opinion, the
reasons for this difference are twofold. First is the actual popularity of
Lokāyata at the time of the Man. imēkalai’s composition. Second is the fact
that Śaṅkara (ca. mid-8th cent.?), the most significant figure of the Vedānta,
had not yet appeared explicitly in Brahmanical history. In short, in order
to understand these varying concepts of the “six philosophical school (of
Brahmanism),” we should know precisely what kind of groups of non-
Buddhists actually existed and to what extent they prevailed in the Indian
subcontinent.

The specifics of three of these schools still remain unclear: the Nyāya,
Yoga and Mı̄mām. sā. The present article attempts to confirm earlier—and
possibly the earliest—references to them in Chinese Buddhist texts. I center
this discussion on the Mı̄mām. sā school, focusing especially on phonetic
transcriptions of “Mı̄mām. sā” (referring to the name of the school) and
“Mı̄mām. saka” (referring to authors belonging to the school) before the time
of the most influential Chinese Buddhist translator, Xuanzang , who was
active in the mid-seventh century.2

2. Enumerations of Non-Buddhist Groups by Xuanzang and His
Followers

Let me first confirm the biographical record of Xuanzang. The Biography of
the Tripit.aka Master [Xuanzang] of the Great Ci’en Monastery, fascicle 4, lists the
four kinds of non-Buddhist practitioners, or heretics, in India in the following
way:

The four kinds of non-Buddhist [ascetics] such as (1) Bhūtas, (2) the
Undressed (*Nirgrantha), (3) Skull bone wearers (*Kāpālika), and (4)
Jyotikas differ in terms of appearance and clothes. . . . (1) Bhūta people
put ashes on their bodies as ascetic practice, making the whole body

2 Xuanzang 玄奘 (600/602–664) is among the most well-known Chinese Buddhist
translators. After studying Buddhism in India for about seventeen years, particu-
larly at the Great Nālandā monastery (present-day Nālandā, Bihar State), Xuanzang
came back to Chang’an長安 (present-day Xi’an, the capital of Shaanxi Province) in
the first month of the Zhenguan貞觀 era (i.e., 645 CE) and set forth with the work
of translating Buddhist works into Chinese. He continued this work for twenty
years until 664, when he passed away.
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dusty as if they were cats dusted with the ash from a kitchen range.
(2) Undressed people intentionally show their naked bodies and take
removing all hair to be meritorious; their foot skin is damaged as
if it were deadwood at the riverside. (3) Skull bone wearers adorn
themselves with cranial bones. They put them on their head or hang
them on their neck, their bodies being emaciated and distorted, as if
they were ghostlike yaks.as close by the grave. (4) And Jyotika people
wear robes with excrement, and they are willing to eat feces and drink
urine, its odor as evil as that of a mad pig in dirt.3

The biography further mentions yet two other philosophical schools:

[There are two schools:] (I) the non-Buddhist school [called] Sām. khya
<an older transcription of it is Sengqu> and (II) the non-Buddhist school
[called] Vaiśes.ika <an older transcription of it is Weishishi>. . . . (I) The
non-Buddhist Sām. khya propounds the twenty-five principles. . . . (II)
[On the other hand,] Vaiśes.ika advocates the six principles (*padārtha).4

Along with the six samayas in the above-stated Man. imēkalai in Tamil, the
Chinese Buddhist sources prior to Xuanzang also deserve special notice.
After the import of Indian Buddhism in the mid-second century, Chi-
nese Buddhists launched fully into preparation for massive translations of
treatises (śāstras, one of the three jewels/tripit.aka). Such a project was
achieved for the first time by the Kuchean scholar-monk Kumārajı̄va (ca. 350–
409),5 who founded the Chinese Madhyamaka school through numerous
translations of Nāgārjuna’s and Deva’s/Āryadeva’s Mahāyāna treatises on
Emptiness. Later, Chinese Buddhist translations of treatises were carried
out by Bodhiruci (ca. the first half of the sixth cent.) in North China and
Paramārtha (499–569) in the South, respectively, both of whom topicalized

3 BTMC, fascicle 4 (T50,245a–b): 如 (1)餔多外道、(2)離繋外道、(3)髏鬘外道、(4)殊
徴伽外道，四種形服不同。. . . (1)餔多之輩，以灰塗體用爲修道，遍身艾白猶寢竃
之猫狸。(2)離繋之徒，則露質標奇，拔髮爲徳。皮裂足皴，状臨河之朽樹。(3)髏鬘
之類，以髏骨爲鬘，裝頭桂 (read挂)頸，陷枯磈磊，若塚側之藥叉。(4)徴伽之流，
披服糞衣，飮噉便穢，腥臊臭惡，譬溷中之狂豕。

4 Ibid (T50,245a–b): (I)數論外道<舊曰僧佉>、(II)勝論外道<舊曰衞世師也>。. . .至
如 (I)數論外道立二十五諦義。. . . (II)勝論師立六句義。

5 Skt. Kumārajı̄va, Ch. Jiumoluoshi鳩摩羅什 (ca. 350–409).
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the Yogācāra philosophy of Mahāyāna.6 In the mid-seventh century, the
Chinese scholar-monk Xuanzang, who was at the fore of the heyday of
Chinese Buddhist translations, renovated Chinese Yogācāra philosophy on
the basis of the tradition of Nālandā Monastery.

3. Aks.apāda, the Founder of the Nyāya School in Xuanzang’s Transla-
tions

As stated in the second section, Xuanzang, the first and foremost scholar-
monk in Chinese Buddhist doctrines, mentions only two of the six views
(s.ad. darśana): Sām. khya and Vaiśes.ika. The same is true of his disciples. In
addition to the two schools, however, they were aware of the personal name
Aks.apāda, who is usually known as the founder of the Nyāya school. These
Chinese monks, however, attribute the foundation of Nyāya to Kapila, the
founder of the Sām. khya school, or to Ulūka (a.k.a. Kan. āda), the author
of the Vaiśes. ikasūtra. In other words, Chinese sources seldom attribute the
foundation of the Nyāya school to Aks.apāda.7 In short, we may be able
to say that none of Xuanzang’s disciples fully understood the history of the
Nyāya, Yoga, Mı̄mām. sā or Vedānta schools.

4. Formerly Known Chinese Transcriptions of “Mı̄mām. sā” and/or
“Mı̄mām. saka”

The Mı̄mām. sā school is rarely mentioned in Chinese Buddhist texts. A
major reason would be the lack of a famed author or commentator on the
Mı̄mām. sāsūtra at an early date. There is modern consensus that the most
famed Mı̄mām. sā author is Kumārila Bhat.t.a (active around the turn of the
seventh cent.), but his biography places him as a near-contemporary of

6 Skt. Bodhiruci, Ch. Putiliuzhi菩提流支 alias菩提留支. Skt. Paramārtha (also called
Kulanātha), Ch. Zhendi 眞諦 (aslo called Skt. Kulanātha, Ch. Juluonata 拘羅那他
and Qin’yi親依).

7 Zhanran 湛然 (712–82), a commentator of the Tiantai 天台 school, explains that
Ulūka, the founder of the Vaiśes.ika school and also called *Aks.apāda (Yanzu眼足,
= Zumu足目), had three eyes on the soles of his feet. Zhanran here confuses Ulūka
and Aks.apāda. See the Zhiguan fuxing zhuan hongjue 止觀輔行傳弘決, fascicle 10a
(T46, 434c–435a).
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Xuanzang. As a result, neither earlier Chinese authors nor Xuanzang make
reference to Kumārila.

Only two Buddhist translations that mention the phonetic transcription
of “Mı̄mām. sā” are known thus far. The earlier of these is the Mādhyamika
Prabhākaramitra’s8 Chinese translation of the Prajñāpradı̄pa,9 which is
Bhāviveka’s10 commentary on Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, or the
Middle Treatise (Zhong lun). The Prabhākaramitra translation uses “Mixiga”
twice as a phonetic transcription for “Mı̄mām. sā.”11

The other reference is found in a later Chinese Buddhist translation
entitled Diamond Needle Treatise12 by Fatian from the Northern Song dynasty.
It is a translation of the Vajrasūcı̄. The phonetic transcription employed in this
text in the second carving of the Korean Canon13 is “Mimanpo,”14 which
is undoubtedly incorrect; it is a corruption of the variant “Mimansuo”15

8 Skt. Prabhākaramitra (565–633 CE), Ch. Poluopo jialuo miduoluo波羅頗迦羅蜜多羅.
9 Skt. Prajñāpradı̄pa, Ch. Bore deng lun般若燈論; the translation was made during 630

and 633 CE.
10 Skt. Bhāviveka (active in the sixth cent.), Ch. Fenbie ming分別明.
11 Skt. Mı̄mām. saka, Ch. Mixiga彌息伽 (namely “Mı̄[mām. ]saka”), Tib. dPyod pa can.

See T30, 119b and 119c. TANG Yongtong (1945/88: 144). One of the original
Chinese translations is as follows:復有彌息伽外道言，佛家所説十二部經者，非一切
智人所説，有作者故，譬如鞞世師等論。“Further, the non-Buddhist Mı̄mām. sakas
say that the twelvefold scriptures told by the Buddhists are [in fact] not the speech
of the omniscient one (i.e., the Buddha) because the author exists, as in the case of
the treatises of Vaiśes.ika school and so on.” (T30,119b; the other reference is found
in 119c). Here the transcription “Mixiga” literally corresponds to “Mı̄-sa-ka” or
other similar forms, omitting “-mām. -.”

12 Diamond Needle Treatise, Ch. Jingang zhen lun 金剛針論 (T vol. 32, no. 1642; Skt.
Vajrasūcı̄) in one fascicle, composed by Facheng法稱 and translated by Fatian 法
天 (d. 1001 CE). See also TANG Yongtong (1945/88: 144).

13 Korean Goryeo jang jaejobon, Ch. Gaoli zang zaidiao ben高麗藏再雕本.
14 Ch. Mimanpo彌𤚥婆.
15 Ch. Mimansuo彌𤚥娑. This form is used in the Sixi Canon思溪藏 of the Southern

Song dynasty, the Puning si Canon 普寧寺藏 of the Yuan dynasty, and the Jiaxing
Canon嘉興藏 of the Ming dynasty. This form shows the original transcription.
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as indicated in the collation of the Taishō; “po” and “suo” are quite often
confused due to the similarity of each character’s shape.16

5. Jizang’s Phonetic Transcription of “Mı̄mām. sā”
5.1 Biography of Jizang

As we all know, even before Xuanzang’s time, there were a number of
Chinese Buddhist translations and Chinese commentaries that recorded the
non-Buddhist intellectual history of India. Among these, the following three
genres are worth noticing: first, Chinese texts belonging to the earliest adop-
tion of Yogācāra Buddhism in China, popularly known as the “Dilun school,”
in the Northern dynasties in the sixth century17 ; second, Chinese texts
belonging to the second adoption of Yogācāra Buddhism, often called the
“Shelun school,” in the Chen dynasty in the South18 ; and third, Chinese texts
belonging to a new wave of the “Sanlun school,” the Chinese Madhyamaka
school, developed by Jizang’s numerous commentaries and independent
texts on the Middle-Way philosophy.19 The third group in particular, Jizang’s

16又彼妄執，解四『圍陀』及彌𤚥婆 (read彌𤚥娑)并僧佉論、尾世史迦，乃至諸論，
皆悉了達，名婆羅門。“In addition, the [brāhman. a] persist in the wrong view that
the person who understands the four Vedas, as well as the treatises of Mı̄mām. sā,
Sām. khya and Vaiśes.ika schools and up to numerous treatises completely, is called
brāhman. a.” (T32,170a) Wogihara (1986: 1044a) registers this transcription “弥𤚥婆
[娑 (?)] Vajr.-s.” under s.v. “mı̄mām. sā,” but does not include Prabhākaramitra’s
transcription “Mixiga.”

17 Ch. Dilun 地論 is a short name of Shi di jing lun 十地經論 (Vasubandhu’s Com-
mentary on the Scripture on the Ten Stages), one of the most fundamental texts for
Chinese Yogācāras in the Northern dynasties such as Northern Wei 北魏 (386–
534), the Eastern Wei東魏 (534–550), and the Northern Qi北齊 (550–577). During
this period, northern Buddhists formed the Yogācāra school with the name “Dilun
school.”

18 Ch. Shelun is a short name of She dasheng lun 攝大乘論 (Asaṅga’s Integration
of Mahāyāna Thoughts, Skt. Mahāyānasam. graha), which was translated by Indian
scholar-monk Paramārtha (Zhendi眞諦，499–569). Centering on this text as well as
Vasubandhu’s commentary thereon, Paramārtha and his Chinese disciples formed
the “Shelun school” in the Chen (陳 557–589) dynasty in the South.

19 Ch. Jizang 吉藏 (549–623), active in the Sui (隋 581–618) and early Tang (唐 618–
907) dynasties, integrated the new development of “Sanlun school” (school of the
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exegetical works, are rich in information on non-Buddhist philosophical
thought in India, as this was a primary target of Sanlun criticism.

As is commonly known, Jizang was not Chinese (in the sense of “hanren
漢人”) by race. As Jizang’s biography records, Jizang’s family lineage
originally came from Parthia.20 However, in terms of personal life and
education, Jizang was born in Jingling (present-day Nanjing, the capital of
Jiangsu Province) and was brought up in China. From a cultural point of
view, he is not a foreigner but a pure Chinese. His biography even says,
“[His] appearance looks like western foreigner, but his language is certainly
Chinese.”21

Thus, Jizang was a Chinese of a foreign origin. Interestingly enough,
however, Jizang’s biography does not mention anything about his learning
of Sanskrit, though he often refers to Sanskrit information. In such instances,
his Sanskrit informant was often Paramārtha, who came from Ujjayinı̄, India,
via Cambodia, and arrived at the port of Guangdong, China, in 546 CE and
thereafter started translating Buddhist works with his Chinese disciples until
he passed away in 569. Jizang frequently refers to a “Master of the Three
Storehouses (Skt. tripit.aka),”22 whom we know to be Paramārtha. Therefore,
it is no exaggeration to say that Jizang’s information of Sanskrit primary
sources is overall based on Paramārtha’s works in Chinese. However, it
is also true that none of the passages I quoted from CHT in the present
article evidently mentions a “Master of the Three Storehouses” as Jizang’s
informant.

three treatises, viz., Nāgārjuna’s Middle Way Treatise (Skt. Mūlamadhyamakakārikā)
and Twelve-Gate Treatise, and Deva’s/Āryadeva’s Hundred Treatise). On the basis
of these three texts that Kumārajı̄va translated, Jizang radically developed the
Chinese tenets of the school.

20 Parthia (Arsacid Empire), Ch. Anxi guo安息國.
21 Jizang’s biography in the Continued Biography of Eminent Monks (Xu gaoseng zhuan
續高僧傳 compiled by Daoxuan道宣 of the Tang dynasty), fascicle 11 (T50, 514c):
貌象西梵，言寔東華.

22 “Master of the Three Storehouses,” Ch. sanzang shi三藏師.
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5.2 Jizang’s Phonetic Transcription of “Mı̄mām. sā”

Jizang’s works are revelatory in multiple senses. First of all, it was Jizang
who employed “Mı̄mām. sā” for the first time in Chinese Buddhism. In terms
of source materials that refer to the Indian orthodox (i.e., non-Buddhist)
schools, the following passage from the CHT23 is undoubtedly one of the
most significant statements in Chinese Buddhist translation:

Outer [non-Buddhist heretics] say as follows:

In primeval time, King Brahmā was active in the mundane world and
taught the secular people the seventy-two Indic letters in what is called
Kharos.t.hı̄ script. [However,] as secular people’s respect to him became
less and less, King Brahmā, due to his stingy mind, swallowed the
letters, but two letters, “a” and “u,” came off and fell to the ground.
The secular people accused him and treated these as the two kings of
letters. This is why they put “u” at the front of the four Vedas and “a”
at the beginning of the *Bārhaspatya Scripture.24

The four Vedas25 [are included in] the eighteen major scriptures of
non-Buddhists (i.e., the orthodox brahmins), which are also called the
eighteen branches of knowledge (*vidyāsthāna).26 [Namely, ] (i) four is
the [fundamental] four Vedas; (ii) further six treatises exist [as limbs
(*vedāṅga)], therefore [the number becomes] ten all together. Moreover,
(iii) yet another eight treatises exist. Thus, in total, there are eighteen
[disciplines] in number.

(i) The following are the four Vedas: 1. R. gveda,27 which clarifies the way
to liberation (*moks.a); 2. Yajurveda, which clarifies religious reverence

23 Jizang composed the CHT (Commentary on the Hundred Treatise) in the fourth year
of the Daye大業 era, i.e., 608 CE (see T42,232a).

24 Skt. Bārhaspatya (derived from Br.haspati), Ch. Guangzhu jing廣主經. HT (T30,168b-
c): 諸師作『經』法，初説吉故，義味易解，法音流布。若智人讀誦念知，便得増壽，
威徳尊重，如有『經』名婆羅呵波帝<秦言『廣主經』>。如是『經』等，初皆言吉，
以初吉故，中、後亦吉。

25 For the four Vedas, see the next paragraph of the present translation.
26 Skt. as. t. ādaśa-vidyāsthāna, Ch. Shiba mingchu十八明處.
27 Skt. R. g-veda. Ch. transcription Hélì 荷力; the first character “hé” is intentionally

added in order to differentiate the r-phoneme from the l-phoneme. Likewise, see
yìlì億力 for R. g- in Sam. ghavarman’s僧伽跋摩 translation entitled Za apitan xin lun
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(*yajus); 3. Sāmaveda, which clarifies how to realize worldly issues,
that is, mundane events such as marriage (*āvāha-vivāha) and fulfilling
desire (*kāma); and 4. Atharvaveda, which clarifies techniques such as
bewitchment and calculation (*gan. anā).28 Originally, [Veda should
be expressed as] “Pituo” in Chinese phonetic transcription, which is
[eventually wrongly written] as “Weituo” due to corruption.

(ii) The following are the six [auxiliary] treatises29 : 1. Śiks. ā (or Phonetics)
Treatise, which clarifies the sixty-four items of learning; 2. Vyākaran. a (or
Grammar) Treatise, which explains phonetic [and grammatical issues];
3. Kalpa (or Ritual Practice) Treatise, which explains the customs and
names of heavenly gods (*deva) and ascetics (*r. s. i) ever since the dawn
of time; 4. Jyotis.a (or Astronomy) Treatise, which explains techniques
such as astronomy, geography and calculation; 5. Chandas (or Metrics)
Treatise, which explains how to make ślokas, that is, the metric stanzas
told by the Buddha’s disciples as well as the ascetics with five kinds
of supernormal powers; and 6. Nirukta (or Etymology) Treatise, which
explains the etymology of names given to things.

Further, (iii) the eight treatises exist: 1. Mı̄mām. sā (or Deep Investigation)
Treatise, which discerns the right and wrong of all things; 2. Nyāyavistara
(or Details of Logic) Treatise, which clarifies the reasonableness of all
things; 3. Itihāsa (or Legend) Treatise, which clarifies history and events
in previous lives; 4. Sām. khya (or Numeric) Treatise, which elucidates
the twenty-five principles (*padārtha); 5. Yoga (or Contemplation) Treatise,
which clarifies how to control one’s mind—both of the two treatises (4 &
5) explain the way to liberation; 6. Dhanur[veda] (or [Science of] Archery)
Treatise, which explains military discipline; 7. Gandharva (or Celestial

雜阿毘曇心論, fascicle 7 (T28,924b), and yı̄lì一力 for R. g-, too, in Prabhākaramitra’s
Ch. translation Bore deng lun 般若燈論 (Skt. Prajñāpradı̄pa), fascicle 13, T30,119b).
For the distinction between the r-phoneme and the l-phoneme in Chinese phonetic
transcription, see Funayama (2013: 188–189) and (2020: 409–407).

28 Prabhākaramitra’s Ch. translation Bore deng lun, fascicle 13 (T30, 119b): 又汝『韋
陀』中言一力山中造『一力毘陀』，三摩山中造『三摩毘陀』，迦逋處<唐言白領 (Read
鴿)*地>造『阿闥毘陀』。 *GTWR, fascicle 9 (T51, 925b):因陀羅勢羅窶訶山東北行百
五六十里。至迦布徳迦<唐言鴿>。僧徒二百餘人。學説一切有部, in which jiabudejia
迦布徳迦 is a phonetic transcription of Skt. *kapot.aka.

29 Skt. vedāṅga, Ch. liu lun六論 (lit. “six treatises”).
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Musician) Treatise, which explains music; and 8. Āyur[veda] (or [Science
of] Long Life) Treatise, which explains medical science.30

In this long passage, the final fifth paragraph deals with the eight auxiliary
disciplines, the first of which, Mı̄mām. sā, is critically important because it is
historically the first phonetic transcription of “Mı̄mām. sā”/“Mı̄mām. saka” in
Chinese. Moreover, we should also pay attention to the fact that the original
text is corrupt; that is, the text should be emended from “Jianwangpo 肩亡
婆” to “Meiwangsuo 眉亡娑.”31 This textual emendation is supported by
the medieval Japanese commentator Chinkai’s quotation, “Mei wang po 眉
亡婆” (which correctly shows mei, and not jian, yet po remains wrong).32 To
the best of my knowledge, among previous scholars, only UI Hakuju was
aware of the significance of this transcription.33

30 CHT (T42,251a–b): 外云，昔有梵王，在世説七十二字以教世間，名佉樓書。世間之
敬情漸薄，梵王貧悋心，起收取呑之。唯「阿」、「漚」兩字，從口兩邊墮地。世人
責之，以爲字王。故取「漚」字置四『韋陀』首，以「阿」字置『廣主經』初。
四『韋陀』者，外道十八大經，亦云十八明處。四『皮陀』爲四，復有六論，合
四『皮陀』爲十。復有八論，足爲十八。
四『皮陀』者，一『荷力皮陀』明解脱法，二『冶受皮陀』明善道法，三『三摩皮
陀』明欲塵法，謂一切婚嫁欲樂之事，四『阿闥皮陀』明呪術算數等法。本云「皮
陀」，此間語訛，故云「韋陀」。
六論者，一『式叉論』釋六十四能法，二『毘伽羅論』釋諸音聲法，三『柯刺波
論』釋諸天仙上古以來因縁名字，四『竪底<張理反>沙論』釋天文、地理、算數等
法，五『闡陀論』釋作首盧迦法，佛弟子五通仙第（Read等）説偈名「首盧迦<強
河反>」，六『尼鹿多論』釋立一切物名因縁。
復有八論。一『肩亡婆（Read眉亡娑）論』簡擇諸法是非，二『那邪毘薩多論』明
諸法道理，三『伊底呵婆（Read娑）論』明傳記宿世事，四『僧佉論』解二十五諦，
五『課（Read踰）伽論』明攝心法。此兩論同釋解脱法。六『陀菟論』釋用兵杖法，
七『楗（Read either揵 or犍）闡（Read闥）婆論』釋音樂法，八『阿輸論』釋醫方。

31 The three synographs Jianwangpo 肩亡婆 are incorrect due to scribal error. It
should be Meiwangsuo眉亡娑, viz., Mı̄mām. sā.

32 See the Myōkyōshō 名教抄, fascicle 15 (T70,831a), composed by the medieval
Japanese scholar-monk Chinkai珍海 (1091–1152 CE):一眉亡婆論，簡擇諸法是非。

33 Taking up the eighteen disciplines of knowledge in the CHT in question, UI points
out, “The first of the eighth treatises [i.e.,肩亡婆論—FT] is probably a scribal error
of眉亡娑論. Since this is a reference to the Mı̄mām. sā theory, we easily notice that
婆 is an error of 娑. Chinese letter 肩 cannot show the phoneme mi, therefore it
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The second discipline, Nyāyavistara, is a scripture of logic.34 The fifth, Yoga
Treatise, signifies Patañjali’s Yogasūtra.35 It should be noted that the Sām. khya
Treatise (i.e., Īśvarakr.s.n. a’s Sām. khyasūtra) and the Yoga Treatise are a pair of
systems used to pursue liberation.

To put it briefly, Jizang explain the following three groups of Vedic texts:

I Four fundamental scriptures
(veda)

R. gveda, Yajurveda, Sāmaveda, Atharvaveda

II Six auxiliary treatises
(*vedāṅga)

Śiks.ā, Vyākaran. a, Kalpa, Jyotis.a, Chandas,
Nirukta

III Eight supplementary texts Mı̄mām. sā, Nyāyavistara, Itihāsa, Sām. khya,
Yoga, Dharnurveda, Gandharvaveda, Āyurveda

5.3 An Evaluation of Jizang’s Mention of Mı̄mām. sā

The most decisive value of the above-mentioned text lies in the fact that
Jizang’s explanation is indirectly based on the extant Sanskrit texts. If we
were to disregard the chronology of Sanskrit texts provisionally, we are able

should be an error of 眉. . . . Chinese letter 亡 is a phonetic transcription of mām. ”
(Ui 1924/44: 466).

34 Na-ye-pi-sa-duo 那邪毘薩多, which is a synonym of Na-ye-pi-sa-duo-luo 那邪毘
薩多羅 (see the Myōkyō shō 名教抄, fascicle 15, composed by the twelfth-cent.
Japanese scholar-monk Chinkai in T70,831a), is a phonetic transcription of Skt.
Nyāyavistara.

35 The original Ch. form Keqie lun課伽論 is most probably a corruption of Youqie lun
踰伽論 (or other Chinese letters) due to the similarity of forms between ke課 and
you踰. This is also argued in Ui (1924/44: 466).
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to find parallel passages, if only partially, in the AP 1,36 219,37 and 382,38 as
well as others. Both texts, however, differ from the details as Jizang outlines
them. The date of the AP in particular is considered to be rather late by a
number of scholars, and we can therefore we conclude it was not Jizang’s
source.

Furthermore, as indicated by the thick line in the quotations in the
relevant footnotes, both of the texts above employ the word “the fourteen
kinds” (caturdaśa) to enumerate all relevant texts. This classification is
certainly different from the eighteen-fold classification Jizang uses. Ac-
cording to YOSHIMIZU Kiyotaka’s examination, the fourteen-fold classifi-
cation signifies the four vedas, the six vedāṅga, and four other texts (i.e.,
purān. a, nyāya, mı̄mām. sā, dharmaśāstra) and this classification is found in the
Yājñavalkyasmr. ti1.3 and the Vis.n. uP 3.6.27.39 The eighteen-fold classification,
on the other hand, signifies the above-stated fourteen kinds and four other
texts (i.e., Āyurveda, Dhanurveda, Gāndharvaveda, and either Arthaveda or

36 AP 1.16–17: śiks. ā kalpo vyākaran. am. niruktam. jyotis. āṅgatih. / chando ’bhidhānam.
mı̄mām. sā dharmaśāstram. purān. akam //16// nyāyavaidyakagāndharvam. dhanurvedo
’rthaśāstrakam / apareyam. parā vidyā yayā brahmābhigamyate //17//.

37 AP 219.58–61: vindhyaś ca pāripātraś ca girayah. śāntidāstu te / r.gvedādyāh. s.ad. -
aṅgāni itihāsapurān. akam. //58// āyurvedaś ca gandharvadhanurvedopavedakāh. / śiks. ā
kalpo vyākaran. am. niruktam. jyotis. āṅgatih. //59// chandogāni ca vedāś ca mı̄mām. sā
nyāyavistarah. / dharmaśāstram. purān. añca vidyā hy etāś caturdaśa //60// sām. khyam.
yogah. pāśupatam. vedā vai pañcarātrakam. / kr. tāntapañcakam. hy etad gāyatrı̄ ca śivā
tathā //61//.

38 AP 382.2–3: r.g-yajuh. -sāmātharvākhyā vidyā vis.n. ur jagajjanih. / chandah. śiks. ā
vyākaran. am. nighan. t.u-jyotir ākhyakāh. //2// nirukta-dharmaśāstrādi mı̄mām. sā nyāya-
vistarāh. / āyurveda-purān. ākhyā dhanur-gandharva-vistarāh. //3//. Op. cit. 382.59–60:
vyavahārāh. śāntayaś ca r.gvedādividhānakam. / sūryavam. śah. somavam. śo dhanurvedaś
ca vaidyakam. //59// gāndharvavedo ’rthaśāstram. mı̄mām. sā nyāyavistarah. / purān. asam. -
khyāmāhātmyam. chando vyākaran. am. smr. tam. //60//.

39 Yājñavalkyasmr. ti 1.3: purān. a-nyāya-mı̄mām. sā-dharmaśāstrāṅgamiśritāh. / vedāh.
sthānāni vidyānām. dharmasya ca caturdaśa //. According to IKARI Yasuke, the final
formation of this text would be around the sixth century (Ikari/Watase 2002: 360).
Vis.n. uP 3.6.7: aṅgāni caturo vedā mı̄mām. sā nyāyavistarah. / purān. am. dharmaśāstram. ca
vidyā etāś caturdaśa //. The Yājñavalkyasmr. ti and the Vis.n. uP were compiled nearly
at the same period (I owe this reference to YOSHIMIZU Kiyotaka via personal
communication).
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Arthaśāstra).40 YOSHIMIZU further points out that the historically earlier
classification of eighteen kinds is found in the Vis.n. uP 3.6.28 and the parallel
passages of the Vis.n. uP 1.61.78–79 and the Brahmān. d. aP 1.2.35.87cd-89ab.41

Moreover, YOSHIMIZU indicates that Kumārila Bhat.t.a (ca. 560–620) of the
Mı̄mām. sā school gives the appellations “veda, vedāṅga, upaveda, and upāṅga”
to the four groups of the eighteen kinds, respectively.42

Unfortunately, it is still unclear exactly which text was the source material
for Jizang’s explication. However, it is doubtless that Jizang had a Sanskrit
source or oral instruction on a Sanskrit source from an Indian informant.

5.4 The Identity and the Chronology of “Mı̄mām. sā” and “Nyāyavistara”

Jizang’s reference to “Mı̄mām. sā” and “Nyāyavistara” as two among the
eighteen texts reveal that the “Mı̄mām. sā” and “Nyāyavistara” had been
recognized a pair of the two disciplines prior to Jizang’s composition of
the CHT in 608 CE. However, due to the chronological problems of the
Vis.n. uP and the Brahmān. d. aP, the origin and the identity of “Mı̄mām. sā” and
“Nyāyavistara” remain unclear. As one of the crucial points, it is not fully
evident whether “Mı̄mām. sā” and “Nyāyavistara” signify or suggest the

40 Yoshimizu (2022: 360–364).
41 Vis.n. uP 3.6.28: āyurvedo dhanurvedo gāndharvaś caiva te trayah. / arthaśāstram.

caturtham. tu vidyā hy as. t. ādaśaiva tāh. //, quoted by Yoshimizu (2022: 364).
Vis.n. uP 1.61.78–79: aṅgāni vedāś catvāro mı̄mām. sā nyāyavistarah. / dharmaśāstram.
purān. añ ca vidyās tv etāś caturdaśa // āyurvedo dhanurvedo gāndharvaś caiva te
trayah. / arthaśāstram. caturtham. tu vidyās tv as. t. ādaśaiva tu / ≈ Brahmān. d. aP
1.2.35.87cd-89ab: aṅgāni vedāś catvāro mı̄mām. sā nyāyavistarah. / dharmaśāstram.
purān. am. ca vidyās cemāś caturdaśa // āyurvedo dhanurvedo gāndharvaś ceti te
trayah. / arthaśāstram. caturtham. tu vidyā hy as. t. ādaśaiva hi //. See Yoshimizu (2022:
365–366). Furthermore, Ui (1924/44: 462) argues that Kumārajı̄va’s translation
entitled Da zhidu lun大智度論 (fascicle 25) mentions the eighteen texts using the ex-
pression “the eighteen kinds of non-Buddhist great scriptures such as Vyākaran. a,
Sām. khya and Veda” (T25,243b: 外諸經書弊迦蘭那、僧佉、韋陀等十八種大經書),
claiming that the notion of “eighteen kinds of texts” had existed in India prior to
Kumārajı̄va (ca. 350–409).

42 Yoshimizu (2022: 402 n. 21).
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already established school names or refer merely to their prototypes in an
earlier period.43

6. Jizang on Nāgārjuna
6.1 CHT as a Source to Emend the Error of an Earlier Buddhist Source

In his CHT, Jizang provides us with at least two useful pieces of information
about Nāgārjuna. First, Jizang explains Nāgārjuna’s period of activity in the
following way:

The master Rui composed the Preface to the Treatise on the Establishment
of Realities after his Master Kumārajı̄va’s passing away. Explaining the
Master [Kumāra-]Jı̄va’s words, [Rui] states, “Aśvaghos.a appeared in the
world three hundred fifty years after the [Śākyamuni] Buddha’s extinc-
tion. And Nāgārjuna appeared in the world five hundred and thirty
years after [the Buddha’s extinction].” [Rui] also states, “Aśvaghos.a
was active at the end of the Correct Teaching, and Nāgārjuna showed
up at the beginning of the Semblance Teaching.”44

Jizang here places Nāgārjuna’s period of activity some five hundred and
thirty years after the Buddha’s extinction (parinirvān. a) based on the theory
that the time of Correct Teaching continued only five hundred years after
the Buddha taught. This is why Jizang claims Nāgārjuna’s time was at the
beginning of the Semblance Teaching, which started five hundred years after
the Buddha’s extinction. Jizang’s comments are consistent. In this respect,

43 Cf. Ui (1924/44: 466): “The Nyāyavistara Treatise amounts to the Nyāya theory,
hence calls it especially Nyāyavistara” (那邪毘薩多論は正理説に當るものであっ
て，之を特にニヤーヤヸスタラ（Nyāyavistara）と呼むだのである). I do not
fully understand Ui’s intention here. On the other hand, in the Nyāyamañjarı̄, the
Nyāya author Jayanta (active around the latter half of the ninth-cent.) interprets
the “Nyāyavistara” as the text of Aks.apāda, in other words, as identical with the
Nyāyasūtra. For this argument and problems, as well as Japanese translations of
primary sources, see Marui (2014: 127–130).

44 CHT (T42,42,233a): 叡師「成實論序」是什師去世後作之，述什師語云，「佛滅後三
百五十年，馬鳴出世。五百三十年，龍樹出世」。又云，「馬鳴興正法之末，龍樹起像
法之初」。Cf. A similar explanation is found in Jizang’s Commentary on the Middle
Treatise (Zhongguan lun shu 中觀論疏), fascicle 1b: 睿師『成實論序』述羅什語云，
「馬鳴是三百五十年出。龍樹是五百三十年出」。(T42,18b)
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Jizang simply provides a normal explanation. However, his words become
significant when we compare them with what is considered the original
source of this means of calculating these dates. This text, the Records of Issuing
the Three Storehouses, was compiled by the scholar-monk Sengyou (445–518) of
the early Liang dynasty.45 The Records of Issuing the Three Storehouses is extant
(T vol. 55, no. 2145) and consulted quite often as one of the most reliable
historiographies and Chinese catalogues of Buddhist scriptures.

Let me get straight to the point. Jizang’s words are useful to emend the
Records of Issuing the Three Storehouses, which was itself Jizang’s source text.
Sengyou does not have exactly the same sentences as Jizang’s commentary.
However, instead of “Rui’s Preface to the Treatise on the Establishment of
Realities,” Sengyou literally quotes “Sengrui’s Preface to the Commentarial
Treatise on the Great Wisdom,” in which we find the following sentence:

In this way, Aśvaghos.a showed up in the end of the Correct Teaching
and Nāgārjuna was born at the end of the Semblance Teaching.46

The above phrase “at the end of the Semblance Teaching” is erroneous; it
should be “at the beginning of the Semblance Teaching” in accordance with
Jizang’s consistent explanation.

6.2 Kumārajı̄va’s Son

In the opening section of the CHT, which deals with general explanations of
the author Nāgārjuna and the text the Hundred Treatise, Jizang gives us yet
another short, but surprising note. It tells a more or less a shocking fact.
After speaking about Kumārajı̄va’s parents (father Kumārayāna and mother
Jı̄vā) and his birthplace (Kucha in Central Asia), Jizang adds a short note
in passing, “His (Kumārajı̄va’s) grandson is in Chang’an now.”47 This is

45 Records of Issuing the Three Storehouses (Skt. Tripit.aka), Ch. Chu sanzang ji ji出三藏記
集, compiled by Sengyou僧祐.

46 Sengrui’s僧叡 Preface to the Commentarial Treatise on the Great Wisdom (Da zhi shi lun
xu大智釋論序) in the Records of Issuing the Three Storehouses, fascicle 10 (T55,74c):
“是以馬鳴起於正法之餘，龍樹生於像法之末.” The final character mo 末 (“end”)
should be chu 初 (“beginning”). For this emendation, see Funayama (2021: 361–
360).

47 CHT (T42,235c): 即長安猶有其孫也.
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surprising enough to throw up our eyes. It is a historical fact that Kumārajı̄va
was compelled to commit the monastic offense of sexual intercourse at least
twice in his life. Even King Yao Xing姚興 (366–416) of the Later Qin (Houqin
後秦) was familiar with this fact and even offered Kumārajı̄va yet another
opportunity to have children in order to keep his genetic gift alive.48 Jizang’s
note here goes well with these affairs.

Incidentally, later, in 840 CE, during the Tang dynasty, the Japanese
pilgrim Ennin 圓仁 (794–864) met a South Indian monk named Fada 法
達 at Taiyuan fu 太原府 (present-day Taiyuan City, the capital of Shanxi
Province). Fada is identified as “the third descendant of the Tripit.aka Master
Kumārajı̄va.”49

7. Jizang on the Jaina Nirgrantha

Among the two subdivisions of the Jaina school, “Undressed” or “Naked”
(Nirgrantha) was known to the Chinese Buddhists prior to Kumārajı̄va.50

The earliest reference seems to be found in a translation by Zhu Fahu (239–
326).51 Kumārajı̄va’s translation of the Hundred Treatise says,

Disciples of R. s.abha (Ch. Leshapo)52 [, the first founder (tı̄rtham. kara) of
the Jaina tradition,] recite the Nirgrantha Scripture, teaching that [actions
such as] burning one’s own body with five kinds of heats and accepting
painful practices such as hair-pulling are called beneficial actions.53

48 For this account, see the “Record of Buddhism and Daoism” (Shi Lao zhi釋老志) of
the Book of Wei (Weishu魏書).

49 For these series of episodes, see Funayama (2019: 312–316).
50 The other group of Jainism is called Śvetāmbara (“those who wear white robes”),

which appeared historically later than the Nirgrantha. As a result, Śvetāmbara is,
by and large, not mentioned in Chinese sources.

51 Zhu Fahu’s竺法護 translation of the Buddha Śākyamuni’s biography entitled Chu
yao jing出曜經which mentions Skt. Nirgrantha as Ch. Niganzi尼乾子 and Niganzi
尼揵子 six times in total.

52 Skt. R. s.abha, Ch. Leshapo勒沙婆.
53 HT (T30,168b):勒沙婆弟子誦『尼乾子經』言，「五熱炙身、拔髮等受苦法，是名善法」.



Jizang’s Reference to Orthodox Philosophical Schools in India 105

Commenting on this passage, Jizang explains that Skt. “R. s.abha” is the
name of an ancient ascetic and that the fundamental tenets of Jainism are
summarized in the book on logic entitled Fangbian xin lun.54

Further, Jizang associates the doctrine of the disciples of R. s.abha with a
person named Ch. Naye xiumo, who propounds the sixteen principles of this
world.55 Moreover, quite a similar phonetic transcription (“Ruoye xumo”)56

appears in the Shunzhong lun57 , a Chinese translation of a commentary on
the opening section of the MT. Summarizing the previous scholars' ideas
on Ruoye xumo, Kajiyama (1984: 83–93) suggests the possibility that Ruoye
xumo (a.k.a. Naye xiumo) is a logician of a system similar to the Nyāya
school, if not exactly identical with the Nyāya school.58

54 CHT (T42,244b):「勒沙婆」者，此云苦行仙。其人計身有苦、樂二分。若現世併受
苦盡，而樂法自出。所説之經名『尼徤（健）子』，有十萬偈。如『方便心論』云，
「有五智、六障、四濁，以爲經宗。五智者，謂聞智、思智、自覺智、慧智、義智。
六障者，一不見障，二苦受障，三愚癡障，四命障，五姓障，六名障。四濁者，一
嗔，二慢，三貪，四諂也」(*)。而明因中亦有，果亦無果。亦一亦異，以爲經宗. (*)
Kumārajı̄va’s translation Fangbian xin lun 方便心論 (Skt. *Upādahr.daya?; T32,24a):
如六諦等衞世師有。冥初一義，多我異解，是僧伽。有八微。所謂四大、空、意、明、
無明八自在，一能小、二爲大、三輕擧、四遠到、五隨所欲、六分身、七尊勝、八
隱沒，是名踰伽外道。有命無命罪福漏無漏差戒具足縛解。五智聞智思智自覺智慧
智義智。六障不見障苦受障愚癡障命盡障性障名障。四濁瞋慢貪諂。是皆名爲尼乾
陀法. For an English translation, see Gillon/Katsura (2016: 208–209). The Fangbian
xin lun was translated by Jijiaye (吉迦夜, Skt. unknown) in 472 CE in the Northern
Wei dynasty, as well as other relevant issues. For the year of this translation, see
Sengyou’s Records of Issuing the Three Storehouses (Skt. Tripit.aka), fascicle 2 (T55,13b).

55 Ch. Naye xiumo那耶修摩, Skt. unknown. CHT, fascicle 1b (T42,247b): 亦名那耶修
摩. . . 説有十六諦.

56 Ch. Ruoyexumo 若耶須摩 (T30,42a). For this phonetic transcription, Kajiyama
(1984: 90) points out that there are six possibilities for the Skt. equivalent; viz., 1.
Nyāya-soma, 2. Nyāya-sauma, 3. Nyāya-saumya, 3. Naya-soma, 5. Naya-sauma
and 6. Naya-saumya.

57 Shunzhong lun 順中論 (lit. “Treatise in Accordance with the Middle”); the full title is
Shunzhong lun yi ru Da bore poluomi jing chu pin famen順中論義入大般若波羅蜜經
初品法門 (T vol. 30, no. 1565) in two fascicles, originally composed by Nāgārjuna
and commented on by Asaṅga (Wuzhuo無著).

58 Kanakura (1944: 298), on the other hand, assumes the idea “those who admire
Naya”; viz., Jaina people.
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Jaina Nirgranthas are prominent in quite a strict precept of non-killing,
which is applicable even to plants, because Jainas believe that every plant
has a spirit. Wengui,59 one of Xuanzang’s most eminent disciples, says,
“Nirgrantha people propagate the thesis that each and every plant has a
spirit, because it sleeps, as in the case of a human and so on.”60 However, I
have not found an equivalent passage in Jizang’s works.

8. The Sixteen Principles Held by the God Maheśvara

As separate from the immediately mentioned sixteen principles of Naye xiu-
mo, Jizang continues to enumerate yet another sixteen principles taught by
the God Maheśvara.61 The contents of the sixteen principles are identical to
the list of the sixteen principles (Skt. padārtha) as follows:

59 Wengui文軌was active in the second half of the seventh century. He is sometimes
criticized by Kuiji窺基 (632–682) and Huizhao慧沼 (650–714).

60 Wengui’s Commentary on the Fourteen Fallacies (Shisi guolei shu 十四過類疏): 尼
乾子立一切草木皆有神識，以有眠故，猶如人等 (Shen Jianying 2008: 241). The
two other Chinese Buddhist translations contain nearly the same contents, if not
exactly the same, without specifying the upholder’s name. That is, Zhendi’s
眞諦 (Skt. Paramārtha, a.k.a. Kulanātha) translation Rushi lun 如實論 (Skt.
unknown; T32,32a): 有人立義一切樹有神識。何以故。樹能眠故，譬如尸利沙樹,
and Xuanzang’s translation Yinming zhengli men lun因明正理門論 (Skt. Dignāga’s
Nyāyamukha; T32,4b): 叢林皆有思慮，有睡眠故 (See Katsura 1984: 59–60). Cf. TBh
(25,1): digambaraprayogah. —cetanās taravah. svāpāt.

61 CHT, fascicle 1b (T42,247c): 又摩醯首羅天説十六諦義。一量諦，二所量，三疑，四
用，五譬喩，六悉檀，七語言分別，八思擇，九決，十論議，十一修諸義，十二壞
義，十三自證，十四難難，十五諍論，十六墮負。1. 量 (pramān. a)諦者有四種。一現
知，如眼見色，耳聞聲等。二比知。如見一分，即知餘分，見烟知有火等。三不能知，
信聖人語。四譬喩知，如見日去等。2. 所量 (prameya)者，如身有我，乃至解脱也。
3. 疑 (sam. śaya)者，如見杌似人等。4. 用 (prayojana)者，如依此物作事也。5. 譬喩
(dr. s. t. ānta)者，如見牛，知有水牛也。6. 悉檀 (siddhānta)者，自對義由異他義。如數
人根是實法，論明根是假名等也。7. 語言分別 (avayava)者，分別自他義也。8. 思擇
(tarka)者，思擇道理如此也。9. 決 (nirn. aya)者，義理可決定也。10. 論議 (vāda)者，
由語言顯眞實道理。11. 諸義 (jalpa)以立眞實義。12. 壞義 (vitan. d. ā)者，由立難，難
他立義。13. 證 (hetvābhāsa)者，五種。一不定，二相違，三相生疑，四未成，五即時
也。14. 難難 (chala)者，聞山林有白象，難草頭亦有白象。15. 諍論 (jāti)者，有二
十四種。16. 墮負 (nigrahan. asthāna)者，如墮負論説。此十六諦異勒沙婆十六諦也。



Jizang’s Reference to Orthodox Philosophical Schools in India 107

Jizang’s Ch. Terms (T42,247c) Skt. Terms in the Nyāyasūtra 1.1.162

(1)量 “means of valid cognition” = #1 #1. pramān. a63

(2)所量 “object of valid cognition” = #2 #2. prameya
(3)疑 “doubt” = #3 #3. sam. śaya
(4)用 “purpose” = #4 #4. prayojana64

(5)譬喩 “example” = #5 #5. dr. s. t. ānta
(6)悉檀 “fixed thesis” = #6 #6. siddhānta
(7)語言分別 “verbal distinction” ̸=#7 #7. avayava65 “syllogistic parts”
(8)思擇 “conjecture” = #8 #8. tarka
(9)決 “ascertainment” = #9 #9. nirn. aya
(10)論義 “argumentation” = #10 #10. vāda
(11) (修)諸義 “(sum-up of) objects” ̸= #11 #11. jalpa66

(12)壞義 “captious objection” = #12 #12. vitan. d. ā
(13) (自)證 “(self-)proof/awareness” ̸= #13 #13. hetvābhāsa67

(14)難難 “deceitful rejoinder” #14. chala
(15)諍論 “frank criticism” ̸=#15 #15. jāti68

62 NS 1.1.1: pramān. aprameyasam. śayaprayojanadr. s. t. āntasiddhāntāvayavatarkanirn. ayavāda-
jalpavitan. d. āhetvābhāsacchalajātinigrahasthānānām. tattvajñānān nih. śreyasādhigamah. .

63 NS 1.1.3: pratyaks. ānumānopamānaśabdāh. pramān. āni.
64 NS 1.1.24: yam artham adhikr. tya pravartate tat prayojanam.
65 NS 1.1.32: pratijñāhetūdāharan. opanayanigamanāny avayavāh. . On the other hand,

Jizang comments, “Verbal distinction [means] the distinction between one’s own
and other’s doctrines. CHT (T42,247c): 語言分別者，分別自他義也。This gloss
deviates from the definition of avayava as “syllogistic parts” in NS 1.1.32.

66 NS 1.2.2: yathoktopapannah. chalajātinigrahasthānasādhanopālambhah. jalpah. . On the
other hand, Jizang comments, “The objects are those by which one consolidates
the real objects.” CHT (T42,247c): 諸義以立眞實義。

67 NS 1.2.4: savyabhicāraviruddhaprakaran. asamasādhyasamakālātı̄tā hetvābhāsāh. . On the
other hand, Jizang comments, “Directness/Proof is of five kinds: 1. uncertainty;
2. contradictory; 3. doubtful; 4. yet not-established; and 5. immediate.” CHT
(42,247c): 證者五種。一不定，二相違，三相生疑，四未成，五即時也。The relation
between hetvābhāsa “fallacious reason” and zheng 證 “directness or proof” is
unclear. Further, the fifth factor, Skt. kālātı̄ta “past in time” and Ch. jishi 即時
“immediate” looks antonymous.

68 NS 1.2.18: sādharmyavaidharmyābhyām. pratyavasthānam. jātih. . Jizang’s explanation,
“Frank criticism is of twenty-four kinds. 諍論者，有二十四種.” The kinds of jāti
are not mentioned in NS 1.2.18.
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(16)墮負 “fall into defeat” = #16 #16. nigrahasthāna “point of defeat”

9. The Significance of Jizang’s Notes

In this article, I have dealt with the significance of Chinese Buddhist trans-
lations and translators’ instructions to their Chinese disciples. I made a
special focus on Jizang’s commentary as source material prior to Xuanzang.
In conclusion, we are able to draw the following five points from this paper:

1. When compared with the modern consensus of the “six philosophical
schools” of orthodox Brahmanism, the Sām. khya and Vaiśes.ika schools
are repeatedly mentioned in medieval Chinese Buddhist texts, but the
Vedānta school is not mentioned at all from a chronological point of
view (see Section 1). Reference to the Yoga school is rare.

2. Medieval Chinese Buddhist texts do not refer to the Nyāya school by
name, but the contents of the Nyāyasūtra are, if not literally identical,
at least mentioned as the “Sixteen Principles” held by God Maheśvara
(see Section 8). Aks.apāda, who is the founder of the Nyāya school, is
indeed known to Chinese Buddhists, but he was confused with Ulūka,
the founder of the Vaiśes.ika school, hence the correct understanding of
who Aks.apāda actually was was not established in China (see Section
3).

3. In addition to the six schools, the four ascetic groups—Bhūta, Nir-
grantha, *Kāpālika, and Jyotika—are mentioned and explained in
Xuanzang’s tradition (see Section 2).

4. Among the six orthodox schools, the position of the Mı̄mām. sā school
was ambivalent. It was certainly recognized as a school name in
two Chinese Buddhist translations, one immediately before Xuanzang
and the other quite late; otherwise, Chinese Buddhists were aware of
Mı̄mām. sā as a school name, but, with only two references, we should
consider it quite rare (see Section 4).

5. It was Jizang who provided rich and numerous expositions on non-
Buddhist thought in India. One of the most noteworthy cases was
Jizang’s reference to the phonetic transcription of “Mı̄mām. sā,” prob-
ably for the first time in the history of Chinese Buddhism. Doubtlessly,
Jizang based this on his own personal information of the Sanskrit
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tradition. Be that as it may, it is highly probable that Jizang’s informant
was the Indian scholar-monk and translator Paramārtha, who was fre-
quently mentioned as “the Master of the Three Storehouses” elsewhere
in Jizang’s exegetical works (see Section 5). As for Jizang’s explication,
this article is mainly based on his Commentary on the Hundred Treatise.
The same text also elucidates Jaina Nirgrantha school, as well as other
minor issues (see Sections 6 and 7).
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GTWR The Great Tang Record of the Western Regions (in Chinese: Da Tang xiyuji大唐
西域記) in twelve fascicles. Compiled by Bianji 辯機 in 646 CE according to
Xuanzang’s oral testimony. T vol. 51, no. 2087.



110 FUNAYAMA Toru

HT Hundred Treatise (Ch. Bai lun 百論). Composed by Deva (Ch. Tipo 提婆, a.k.a.
Āryadeva) and translated into Chinese by Kumārajı̄va. T vol. 30, no. 1569.
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Possible Fragments of Aśvaghos.a’s Lost Sūtrālam. kāra
from the “Manuscript Cave” in Šorčuq*
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The first volume of the series Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfanfunden
(SHT), which appeared in 1965, under the catalogue number 378 contains a
folio of a manuscript that the editor Ernst Waldschmidt classified as “Kāvya-
Anthologie.”1 With this classification, Waldschmidt followed Else Lüders
who, as is so often the case, had been the first to transliterate the manuscript.
Only one year later, Dieter Schlingloff published an extensive review of
the volume, which also included a significant number of corrections to the
edition of SHT 378.2 Altogether, the catalogue number consisted of three
folios listed a–c. All three folios were damaged, a and c only slightly, and b to
a greater degree. In 1980, Lore Sander and Ernst Waldschmidt re-edited the
previously published folio a, including Dieter Schlingloff’s corrections and
adding an edition of the two still unpublished folios b and c.3

The manuscript was discovered in the “Handschriften-Höhle,” the “Man-
uscript Cave,” in Šorčuq at the northern route of the ancient Silk Road, by the
third of the so-called Prussian Turfan Expeditions that visited the Tarim basin
between December 1905 and May 1907. According to the description of the
Sanskrit manuscripts from the German Turfan finds, it is written in a script
called type III, which is roughly ascribed to the fifth and sixth centuries.4

* It is our pleasant duty to thank Mitsuyo Demoto (Marburg) and Klaus Wille (Leer)
for their comments and corrections, and Sophie Florence (Munich) for correcting
our English.

1 SHT I: 169–170 including a photograph of folio 61 as plate 12.
2 Schlingloff 1966: 421–422.
3 SHT IV: 310–314.
4 Sander 1968: 46–47.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 111–130.
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Only one of the three pieces preserves the complete folio number, 61 on a.
On fragment c only the character for 50 remains, and the number of fragment
b is completely lost.5 When Else Lüders employed the term kāvya anthology,
she was correct in the sense that the text consisted of verses that fulfilled
the requirements of ornate poetry. However, she disregarded a characteristic
feature of the manuscript, a mistake that Waldschmidt and Sander would
later repeat. The text contains a kind of subtitles written in prose, which
structure the work and clearly organize the verses around certain topics. At
a minimum, these headings consist of a Buddhist concept in the locative,
e.g., sam. prahars.ake “about the exhilarator” or śı̄laviśuddhau “about purity
of morality,” or of a short sentence as atha bhadraghat.am upākhyāyāha “then
relating to the vase of fortune, it is said.”

Among the German Turfan manuscripts, there is at least one similarly
structured text. In 2007, Adelheid Mette edited selected verses from the
manuscript SHT 25, which also consists of verses and preserves about forty
headings or topics. She discussed the classification of the manuscript in
detail, and we draw from her exemplary study here.6 SHT 25 is a palm-
leaf manuscript that is slightly older than SHT 378, its script is type II, and
radiocarbon dating gives 238–343 CE as the most probable range.7 Both
texts were unidentified and nothing more specific could be said about genre,
author, or purpose. This situation has recently changed, however.

As it turned out, the Tridan. d. amālā (TDM), a highly remarkable text
containing about 1500 kāvya verses, preserves an immediate parallel to folios
a and b of SHT 378. The TDM appears to be a collection of texts used for
recitation on specific occasions. It consists of forty chapters, all of which
follow the same division into three sections: first, a section with kāvya
verses, second, a section with a full sūtra quotation, and third, another
section containing kāvya verses. The discovery of verses common to both
the TDM and SHT 378 entailed further findings: Some of these verses also

5 The editors of SHT IV argue that the folio number of fragment c should be
understood as 57 or 58, see p. 310, note 2.

6 Mette 2007. See especially 353–354 on the contents of the text, and 367 for a list of
the topics.

7 Allon et al. 2006; 280; cf. Mette 2007: 352, note 4.
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occur in other Central Asian manuscripts, namely SHT 303,8 1621,9 and
1775a10 of the German collection in Berlin, and a folio belonging to the Pelliot
Collection in Paris.11 Amazingly, the Subhās. itaratnakaran. d. akakathā (SRKK), a
late compilation ascribed to Āryaśūra,12 also shares six verses with sections
1 and 3 in chapter 17 of the TDM, and they occur in the same order. Taking
the order of the TDM as the starting point, the following table illustrates the
complex relations between the various sources. It should be added that in all
the fragments from Central Asia, the verses related to the TDM are embedded
between other verses that have no equivalent in the TDM. On first sight, it
would appear that the texts draw from a common pool, but to very different
degrees and in various combinations.

TDM
SHT
378

SHT
1621

SHT
1775a

SHT
303 Pelliot SRKK

17.1.22 X 160
17.1.23–28 X
17.1.29 X X

17.3.1 X X
17.3.2 X X 161
17.3.3 X
17.3.4 X 162
17.3.5 163
17.3.7 164
17.3.10 165

22.1.20 X X

8 SHT 303 with remains of various verses written by different scribes on the previ-
ously empty recto side of the folio; recto a–b = TDM 27.1.10; see SHT XII: 454–455
(Ergänzungen und Korrekturen zu Teil 1–11).

9 SHT 1621 contains verses with continuous counting, some of which are also found
in the Pelliot fragment; r2–5 = TDM 17.3.1–4, v2–3 =TDM 27.1.10, v4 = TDM 22.1.20;
see SHT VII: 23–25.

10 SHT 1775a: its recto side contains nine lines with remains of verses, while the verso
side ends in line 3; r2–3 = TDM 27.1.10, r3–4 = TDM 22.1.20, r7-8 = TDM 17.1.29;
see SHT VII: 205–207.

11 Pell. Skt. stotra III.6 r3–5, see Pauly 1960: 526–527; cf. also Tripathi 1964.
12 Hahn 1982.



114 Jens-Uwe HARTMANN and MATSUDA Kazunobu

TDM
SHT
378

SHT
1621

SHT
1775a

SHT
303 Pelliot SRKK

26.1.7–14 X

27.1.10 X X X

Evidently, all these texts are somehow related, but their mutual relations
are difficult, if not impossible, to assess.13 Nonetheless, this is another
case where the Tridan. d. amālā opens new vistas for our understanding of
Sanskrit fragments from Central Asia.14 We therefore hope that our small
contribution will be a fitting tribute to Eli Franco, who made accessible one
of the most fascinating—and most difficult—Sanskrit texts from the Silk Road
in his wonderful edition and study of the so-called Spitzer Manuscript.15

According to our present knowledge, the TDM is a collection of verses
and canonical sūtras, which followed a fixed structure and served for ritual
purposes.16 Some of the parallels introduced here appear to confirm this
understanding. Regarding the Subhās. itaratnakaran. d. akakathā, however, Péter-
Dániel Szántó is inclined to consider it “as a collection of pericope verses,
which were elaborated upon according to the occasion.”17 The same most
likely holds for SHT 378. The headings inserted between the verses seem
to indicate that the purpose of the text must have been didactic and/or
doctrinal. How then are the overlaps between SHT 378 and the TDM
to be explained? In two folios, fragments a and b, the order of stanzas
fully corresponds with that in the TDM. The headings in SHT 378 are not
found in the TDM, and, following the usual style of Central Asian Sanskrit
manuscripts, SHT 378 has verse numbers and a new count begins after each
heading.

13 It should be noted that those Central Asian fragments share other verses that are
not included in the TDM. The combination seems to vary from manuscript to
manuscript. It is impossible to say if the specific selection in a manuscript reflects
an individual choice or a monastic/ritual tradition.

14 For other examples see Hartmann 2022, Hartmann in print b, Hartmann et al. 2022.
15 Franco 2004.
16 Its purpose is discussed elsewhere, cf. Hartmann in print a.
17 Szántó 2021: 306, note 31.
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So far, about a quarter of the 1500 stanzas contained in the TDM could
be connected to sources, and, in an overwhelming number of cases, these
sources are linked in one way or another to Aśvaghos.a. As is well known, the
colophon of the TDM names Aśvaghos.a as its author.18 Although Edward
Hamilton Johnston vehemently rejected this attribution,19 there is much
more to it than a simple attempt to associate a work with the name of a
famous author. Given the evidence now available, one should at least reckon
with the possibility that some or even the majority of the unidentified verses
originally stem from works of Aśvaghos.a that are not otherwise preserved.
Kazunobu Matsuda suggests that many of those unidentified verses in the
TDM are cited from Aśvaghos.a’s lost *Sūtrālam. kāra. If this text ever existed,
it must have been a commentary on canonical sūtras, interspersed with a
large number of poetical verses. Here is not the place to discuss the hotly
debated existence of the Sūtrālam. kāra, but suffice it to say that, in connection
with our work on the TDM, new and complex evidence has turned up in
favor of the existence of such a work. This evidence includes quotations
of many anonymous verses in the Mahāprajñāpāramitā-upadeśa;20 it also
includes Subhūticandra’s Kavikāmadhenu, a commentary on the Amarakośa
composed in the 11th–12th centuries, which cites a stanza from the (or a)
Sūtropadeśālam. kāra;21 and it includes the Jātakamālā-t. ı̄kā of a Dharmakı̄rti,
preserved only in Tibetan translation, which cites three stanzas as coming
from the mDo sde rgyan (= Sūtrālam. kāra).22 Remarkably, these stanzas are
also found in the Tridan. d. amālā. There are several more arguments that we
will not get into here. Taken all together, these arguments lend an increasing
plausibility to the existence of the lost Sūtrālam. kāra, and that encouraged us to
adopt such a provocative title for our contribution. In our eyes, the moment
has come to reopen the discussion that has long been considered closed, and
we do so with the expectation that our celebrant will find some pleasure in
the debate.

18 See Sāṅkr.tyāyana 1938: 160; cf. Hartmann in print a.
19 Johnston 1939.
20 Matsuda 2020.
21 tad uktam. sūtropadeśālam. kāre, Deokar 2014: 121; see also Matsuda 2020, esp. pp. 432

(= 57) and 430 (= 59).
22 Hanisch 2007: 194–195, and Matsuda 2021.
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If our idea proves viable, a text like SHT 378 appears to be another
derivative or, even a prominent candidate for, the Sūtrālam. kāra. At this
moment, there is no proof whatsoever, but such a possibility should be kept
in mind. Regrettably, SHT 378 is a codex unicus among the Central Asian
manuscripts. The related manuscript SHT 25, mentioned above, is of no great
help since it displays only a single overlap with the TDM: Stanza 11.3.13 of
the TDM is partly preserved in lines r1–2 of fragment 21 of SHT 25.23 None
of the other verses in this manuscript show any connection with the TDM.

In the following, we will present a re-edition of SHT 378,24 which for
the folios a and b is based on the complete version found in the TDM.
Remarkably, the original Sanskrit text is much better preserved in the TDM
manuscript, although it is at least five hundred years younger than the
manuscript from Šorčuq. The wording of the version contained in the Central
Asian manuscript is deteriorated to such a degree that several verses have
become incomprehensible. A striking example, noted already by Schlingloff
in his review of 1966, is the seeming omission of water from the enumeration
of the four elements in line recto 2 of folio a, where, instead of the expected
jala, a meaningless viham. is found. Comparison between the two manuscripts
confirms once more the outstanding quality of the text preserved in the TDM
manuscript and the notable accuracy of its transmission. Although our initial
hope to also find a parallel for fragment c has not been fulfilled, we add it here
for the sake of completeness.

In our presentation of the text, square brackets [ ] denoting damaged
aks.aras and doubtful readings are omitted whenever the reading is confirmed
by the TDM. Restored portions are indicated by round brackets ( ) and
additionally marked by italics if the restoration is supported by the TDM.
The asterisk * denotes the virāmā; two dots .. denote an illegible aks.ara; one
dot . denotes an illegible part of an aks.ara; pointed brackets < > denote an

23 This is a beautiful Śālinı̄ verse whose imagery is closely connected with Buddha-
carita 6.46 (itself quoted in chapter 30.3 of the TDM) and Saundarananda 15.33
(quoted in chapter 22.1 of the TDM); for a comparison of the three verses see
Hartmann and Matsuda in print, section 6, example 4.

24 Photographs of fragments a and b are available from IDP Berlin (http://idp.bbaw.
de/idp.a4d, last access September 17, 2022); fragment c is kept at the Museum für
Asiatische Kunst, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, and we are very grateful to Lilla
Russell-Smith and Caren Dreyer for providing us with copies.

http://idp.bbaw.de/idp.a4d
http://idp.bbaw.de/idp.a4d
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omission without gap. Variants and mistakes are noted after each verse. For
the sake of brevity, in the text-critical notes, SHT is replaced by S and TDM
by T.

SHT 378a (fol. 61): lines r1–v6 = TDM 26.1, verses 7–14 (fol. 66r3–v2);25

Vasantatilakā

(anyonyavigra)(r1)haparā(m. )ś caturo yathogrān
āśı̄vis. ān satatam ekakaram. d. asam. sthān <|>
bhı̄tah. parityajati dehagatān tath(ai)va
dhāt(ū)(r2)n jalajvalanabhūmyanilān vijahyāt* 1 <||>

a: ◦parā(m. )ś S : ◦karām. s T;
b: ◦karan. d. ya- S; ◦sam. sthāt S;
c: ◦gatas S : ◦gatān T;
d: viham. S26 : jala◦ T; ◦anilam. S; nijahyāt S.

Like a frightened person abandons four violent venomous snakes
engrossed in quarelling with each other27 and always staying
together in the same basket, exactly so he should give up the
elements water, fire, earth and wind which form the body.

kruddho yathā hy ativis.o ’nyatamaś caturn. ām
āśı̄vis.o ’parihr.to niyat(am. ) (r3) vadhā(..) <|>
(dhā)tus tathā purus.am anyatamaś caturn. ām.
kopam. ya eva samupaiti sa eva hanti 2 <||>

a: nnyatamaś S; catūrn. ām. m S;
b: āśı̄vis. a S;

25 The complete Sanskrit text and a Japanese translation of TDM 26 (Āśı̄vis. a) is
published in Matsuda et al. 2022.

26 Cf. SHT IV: 313, note 28, which mentions Schlingloff’s recognition of the four
elements as topic of the verses and the fact that water is missing here.

27 Pāda a occurs also in the Anus.t.ubh verse 22 of SHT 837cR3, confirming the variant
-para. This manuscript is classified as a “Lehrgedicht” (doctrinal poem); the rather
fragmentary passage seems to deal with the same topic, since the compound
dhātupannagāh. is preserved at the end of Pāda b and related words like mahābhūta,
kopa, dhātu, kruddha etc. appear in the following stanzas (all Anus.t.ubh).
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c: purus.am S : niyatam T;28 annyatamaś S; catūrn. ām. S :
caturn. n. ām. T;

d: ham. ti S.

Like any of the four highly venomous snakes, when provoked
and not abandoned, surely will . . . ,29 exactly so the one of the
four elements which goes into disorder will kill a man.30

āśı̄(vi)s. ā(d a)(r4)pi ca ghoravis.āt kadācit
syāt svasti mantravidhibhir mahatām r.s. ı̄n. ām. <|>
dhātūragen. a tu śarı̄ragatena (das. t.e)
(r5) kāle prakr.s.t.amanaso munayo ’pi das.t.āh. <3 ||>

b: syat S; ◦mam. tra◦ S; mahatam. m S : mmahatām T;
c: dhātvoragena S : dhātūragen. a T;
d: the pāda is missing in T.

Sometimes there may be safety from a venomous snake and its
terrible poison through the magic formulas of the great seers;
however, when they are bitten by the snake “element” inside the
body, even the high-minded seers are bitten.31

āśı̄vis. ā jagati sarvagatā na santi
sarva(tra yena na bhayam. ) (r6) purus.asya tebhyah. <|>
dhātūn r.te tu khalu nāsti śarı̄rabandhas
te yatra tatra ca vadho niyatah. prajān(ā)m* (4) <||>

a: nāśı̄vis. ā S; sarvvaga[tā]ś ca[la]m. [ti] S : sarvvagatā na santi T;
b: sarvve/// S : sarvvatra T;
c: tu khalu S : khalu ca T; ◦baddhas S : ◦bandhah. T.

Venomous snakes do not appear everywhere on earth, and there-
fore men are not everywhere in fear of them. Without the

28 The parallelism between the two half verses speaks for niyatam.
29 A word for “kill” is expected, but the photograph is nearly illegible.
30 Or, with the reading of T, “will kill surely.”
31 The repetition of das. t.a seems strange; should we read das. t. āh. in Pāda c and some-

thing like nas. t. āh. in d? TDM is of no help, since the pāda d is missing. The verses
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elements there is indeed no joining into a body; and where they
are, destruction is definite for living beings.

s(arpebhya) (v1) (e)va ca na mr.tyubhayam. prajānām.
tebhy(ah. kvacid) bh(avati kasyacid eva mr. tyuh. |
dhātvāśraye sati bhavanti bahū)(v2)(ni) loke
dvārān. i jı̄vitavilopakarasya mr.tyoh. || <5>32

d: ◦vilopa◦ S : ◦vighāta◦ T.

From the snakes alone there is no danger of death for the living
beings; from them sometimes death occurs just for one. (But)
when there is the seat of the elements, there are many doors in
the world for death which causes the interruption33 of life.

pam. cāsūpādānaskandhes.v
34 amitrād eva sāhasam (up)ākhy(āyā)(v3)ha ||

pam. castupādānaskam. dhes.v S; amitrad S; sahasam S.

About the five groups of clinging referring to rashness from the enemy only,
he says:

apy eva śāntim upayānty arayah. saśastrāh.
kam. cid gun. am. samupalabhya kr.tajñabhāvāt* <|>
skandhāh. śram(en. a) (v4) mahatāpy upacāryam(ā)n. ā
na tv eva śakyam akr.tajñatayā grahı̄tum. 1 <||>

a: upayāty S; saśāstrāh. S;
c: skandhā S; upacāryyam(ā)n. ā S.

Even armed enemies find peace through the state of acknowledg-
ing something, after having met with some virtue; the groups,
however, even when approached with great effort, are impossible
to get hold of because they do not acknowledge anything.

26–27 in SHT 837 d r1–2 show close similarities (mantra, dhātūraga), but due to their
state of preservation they do not contribute to the understanding of our verse.

32 The last verse before a new heading usually has no number.
33 Or “destruction” (vighāta) according to the TDM.
34 Cf. SHT IV: 314, note 30, with a reference to the correction suggested by Schlingloff.
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pratyarthinaś ca vadhakāh. pragr.hı̄taśastr(āh. )
(v5) śakyam. (gun. ai)r api śarair api vā vihantum. <|>
dharme sthitair api balair api labdhaśabd(ai)h.
skandhā na śakyam apavartayi(tum. ) (v6) svabhāvāt 2 <||>

a: pratyarthi[m]āra vadhaka pragr.hı̄ta[ś]as[t]r(am. ) S;
b: vā viham. tu[m. ] S : nābhihantum* T;
c: dharme sthitair S : dharmmasthitair T; ga[le] ’pi ca S :

balair api T;
d: apavarttayitum. T.

Moreover, hostile murderers with a weapon in their hand can be
warded off with virtues or arrows; but neither those standing firm
in the dharma nor fools with the right words are able to turn the
groups away from their own nature.

dr.s.t.vetaram. param anarthakaram. kadācit
pratya(r)thi(nah. ) prati(n)uda(n)ti na cātmapaks.am. <|>
svām. yonim agnaya (ivonmathanena jātāh.
skandhāh. svam eva vis.ayam. bhuvi nirdahanti 3 ||)

a: dr. s. t.vāntaram. S; anarthāntakaram. S; kadāci S;
b: ca nātma◦ S.

When they occasionally see another one who produces detri-
ments, they repulse an opponent, but not their own party. Like
fire, born from whirling, its own origin, so the groups burn up
their own realm on the earth.

In the TDM, the series of Vasantatilakā stanzas continues with another two
which appear closely related; then the section ends with two Śikharin. ı̄ verses.
No traces of them are found in the Turfan manuscripts.

SHT 378b (no folio no. preserved): lines r1–v4 = TDM 17.1.22–29 (fol. 37v3–
38r1; see also SHT 1775a r7–8), all in Vam. śastha meter; line v5 = TDM 17.3.1
(fol. 39r4–5; see also SHT 1621 r2–3), a Vasantatilakā

(varam. daridro ’pi hi śı̄lavān bhaven
na cārthavān)(r1)n apy analam. kr.to gun. aih. <|>
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daridrabhāve ’pi hi sajjana(stuto
raso gun. ānām a)mr.tād viśis.yate [1](8)

b–d: various misreadings in SHT IV: anālam. kr. to, darı̄◦,
viśyate;

c: daribhave S : daridrabhāve T; pa he S : pi hi T;
d: (a)mr. tam. S : amr. tād T.

It is better to be poor, but have morality, than have wealth, but
be unadorned with virtues. Even in the state of a beggar one is
praised by good people; the taste of virtues excels that of nectar.35

(na māl)yagandho hi tathā (vikı̄)(r2)ry(a)te
pravāti gandho na tathānulepanāt <|>
anuttama(h. śı̄)lamayo yathā satām.
pravāti gandho divi ceha cāvyayah. [1](9) <||>

a: hi T : pi editors SHT IV : hi ms.; (vikı̄)ryy(a)te S;
c: (śı̄la)l(ā)mayo satām. S.

The scent of a wreath of flowers is not so dispersed, the scent from
an ointment does not so blow forth, as the unsurpassable scent of
morality of the good ones blows forth in heaven and on earth,
imperishable.

(r3) ihātmatus.t.ih. p(a)r(atah. śubhā gat)ir
yaśah. priyatvam. (bahu)māna eva ca <|>
sukham. ca tat tad bahu dr.s.t.adhārmikam.
phalam. hi (r4) śı̄lasya (maha)rs.ayo (viduh. ) (20) <||>

a: tus. t.im. S;
c: ttat tad S;
d: editors SHT read bahu[rasy i]s. t. āyikam. ;

ms. bahu [dh]. d.is. t. ā[dha] ..ikam. .

In this world contentment with oneself and in the hereafter
a pleasant existence, fame, popularity, and also high esteem.

35 This verse also occurs as SRKK 160.
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This the great seers know as the pleasant and abundant fruit of
morality in the present life.36

⌣ − ⌣ − śrais.t.hyam ajanma vā śivam. 37

tathecchatah. śı̄lavato na dūratah. <|>
viśuddhaśı̄lasya (r5) (ca) tadgatātmano
nara(sya cetah. pran. idhih. sa)mr.dhyati 21 <||>

a: [v]āśes. t.yamajanmu(?) editors SHT IV; S rather śres. t.hyam; T
nearly illegible in the beginning;

b: tathā- S : yathā- T; śı̄lavam. to S;
c: tadbh(ū)tātmano S : tadgatātmano T;
d: (sa)mr.ddhyati S.

. . . , primacy or a peace not subject to birth, for someone with
morality who is wishing thus it is not far away. For a person with
pure morality, who is bent on it, a wish of the mind comes true.

tathaiva duh. śı̄lam aveks.(ya) duh. khitam.
vadhāparodhavyasan(ād)i(bh)i(h. ks.atam) <|>
(v1) (a)y(am. ) n(a) tāvan mayi − ⌣ − ⌣ ×38

(ato ’pi tos.am. ) samupaiti śı̄lavān* 22 <||>

a: duśı̄lam S;
b: vadhāvarodha◦ T;
d: ///sukham eti śı̄lavān S.

36 A similar version of this verse, shortened to a śloka, occurs as Bc 23.16 (Derge
edition, no. 4156, vol. ge, fol. 80v5–6):

yid ni tshim zhing bkur mang dang||rnyed dang grags dang yid ches nyid ||
dga’ ba nyid dang song nas bde || tshul khrims kyi ni ’bras bu che ||
“Great is the reward of discipline,—a contented mind, honour, gain,
renown, trust and delight, and in the hereafter bliss.” (Johnston 1937:
70).

37 Cf. svayam ajanmaśiva/// in Schlingloff 1955: 51, no. 101r4. Mitsuyo Demoto refers
us to Mahābhārata 12,305.021a gacchet prāpyāks.ayam. kr. tsnam ajanma śivam avyayam |
śāśvatam. sthānam acalam. dus.prāpam akr. tātmabhih. (email dated Sept. 19, 2021).

38 The manuscript of the TDM is very difficult to read; Mitsuyo Demoto and
Kazunobu Matsuda read dos.a ais.yatı̄ty.
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Equally, when he sees a suffering immoral person, torn by the
disasters of killing und exclusion,39 (he thinks:) This one not
so far with me . . . , and from there a person with morality finds
contentment.

aho namasyā iti śı̄la(vatsu) ca
pr(aśa)sya(māne)(v2)s.u gun. apriyaih. parai(h. ) <|>
(prahars.am āgacchati) śı̄lavān naro
mamāpi te santi samā gun. ā iti 23 <||>

b: paraih. S : naraih. T;
d: taih. S : te T; samā S : śubhā T.

“Ah, how worthy they are of veneration!”, when persons with
morality are thus praised by others who love virtues, a man with
morality experiences joy thinking “I too have the same40 virtues.”

vināśakāle samupasthite tathā
rujāsu tı̄vrāsu rudatsu bandhus.u <|>
śubhāni ś(ı̄)l(ā)ni (v3) mameti nirvr.to
bhayam. (na mr. tyoh. sam)upaiti śı̄lavām. 2[4] <||>

a–d: In S, the verse is in complete disorder. It starts in
line 2 with śu[bhā]ni ś(ı̄)[l](ā)[ni] and continues in line 3
with m upaiti nirvr. to bhayam. + + + + (m)upaiti śı̄lavām. .
After the large hole, an insertion begins between lines
2 and 3 marked with something closely resembling a
ma in the beginning and in the end, which fills the
remainder of the folio up to the right margin. Preserved
is ma vināśakāle samupasthite-s tathā rujāsu tı̄vrasu «ru»da
3 (exactly below the character for 20 and therefore part
of the verse number) plus a strange sign tsu [bam. dhus.u
ma]. The verse is restored with the help of T.

c: śubhāni S : śucı̄ni T.

39 “Imprisonment” (avarodha) TDM.
40 “Good” (śubha) TDM; the demonstrativum te speaks slightly in favor of śubha.
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When the time of death has come and the relatives weep in
racking pains, a person with morality is composed in the thought
“my moral conduct is pure” and experiences no fear of death.

rujāsu śı̄lam. paramam. hi bhes.ajam.
bhayes.u raks.ā vyasanes.u bā(v4)ndhavah. <|>
tamah. su dı̄p(o vis.a)mes.u sam. kramo
mahaty agādhe maran. ām. bhasi plavah. <||>

a: śı̄lā [p]./// and ///ja SHT VII 1775a r7;
b–c: In S, about 12 aks.aras (one pāda?) are erased between

ndhavah. and tamah. su. The remaining traces do not allow
a reconstruction; bhā[ye]/// SHT VII 1775a r8;

d: after plavah. remains of two aks.aras are preserved in S
which may be a dan. d. a and part of a rosette marking the
end of the section.

Morality is the best remedy in case of sickness, a protection in
dangers, a friend in misfortunes, a lamp in the darkness, a passage
in rough grounds, a boat on the great and deep water of death.

(v5) atha bhadraghat.am upākhy(ā)yāha ||

mānam. yaśah. s(ukham avipra)tisāram artham.
svargam. paratra padam avyayam acyutam. v(ā |
ādāya śı̄lam adhigacchati sarvam is. t.am.
yaks. ātisr. s. tam iva bhadraghat.am. daridrah. || 1 ||)

a: sukham api pratisā/// SHT 1621 r2;
b: svarggam. T;
c: sarvvam T.

Then relating to the vase of fortune, it is said:

Respect, fame, pleasure, absence of regret, wealth, heaven, or in
the beyond an undecaying imperishable state: with morality one
achieves every wish like a pauper who gets a vase of fortune
granted by a spirit.
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SHT 378c fol. 50///; five Śārdūlavikrı̄d. ita verses; the last one is a Vam. śastha
(samādāpake)41

− − − ⌣ ⌣ − ⌣ − ⌣ ⌣ ⌣ − | − − ⌣ − − ⌣ ×
− − − ⌣ ⌣ − ⌣ − ⌣ ⌣ ⌣ − | − − ⌣ − − ⌣ ×
− − − ⌣ ⌣ − ⌣ − ⌣ ⌣ ⌣ (r1) ca prajñādhimuktam. janam.
tam. provāca munih. samādapaka42 ity ācāryyam ācāryyakr.t* 1 ||

d: tam. : tat ms.; ācāryyam : ācāryyām ms.43

. . . a person who is devoted to understanding, the sage who
produces teachers has declared such a teacher an inspirer.

samuttejake ||

ya<h. > (r2) ks. ı̄<n. am. > kurute prayogavimukham. tejah. pradhāna<m. >
jana<m. >
yah. protsāhayati prayatnaśithilam. bhavyāpadārttam. (r3) janam. <|>
yaś connāmayati pralı̄namanasam. nyastaprayogam. janam.
tam. santejakam ity uvāca bhagavām. n atya(r4)rthasam. tejakah. 1 ||

a: ya<h. > ks. ı̄<n. am. > kurute : ya ks. ı̄ kurute ms. : yaks. ı̄kurute eds.
SHT;44 ◦pradhāna<m. > jana<m. > : ◦pradhāna jana ms.;45

b: bhavyāpadārttam. : bhavyapa[d]ār[ttha]m. ms.;

41 According to the phrase dharmyayā kathayā sam. darśayati samādāpayati samuttejayati
sam. prahars.ayati, very frequent in (Mūla-)Sarvāstivāda canonical literature, there
should be a verse on the sam. darśaka before the one on the samādāpaka; for a study
of the phrase itself, especially its use in Vasubandhu’s Vyākhyāyukti, see Inoue 2021
and cf. Ueno 2021: 103–104.

42 Correction in SHT IV: 311, note 4: Lies “samādāpaka. Kürze metri causa.” This is
not very likely, if the text aims at good poetry, but at this point we have no better
solution.

43 SHT IV: 311, note 5: “Lies ācāryya-m=. Auch das Metrum verlangt eine Kürze. -m
ist hier, wie häufig in dieser Handschrift, Gleitkonsonant.” This is surely wrong.

44 SHT IV, note 6: “Pāda nur 18 silbig.”
45 SHT IV, note 7: “Lies tejah. pradhāno jano bzw. janah. . Die beiden Längen werden

auch vom Metrum verlangt.”
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c: yaś connāmayati : yaś cānnāmayati ms. : yaś cā-n=nāmayati
eds. SHT;46

d: atyartha◦ : ātyārtha◦ ms.

About the one who encourages:

He who turns a feeble person averse to undertakings into some-
one who is mostly on fire, who urges on a person of lax endeavour
depressed by present misfortune, who props up a person of
wearied mind and dropped undertakings, him the Blessed One,
[himself] the exceedingly encouraging one, called a [person who]
is encouraging.

sam. prahars.ake . ||

tyāgenāti <⌣ −>47 visarggamanasam. śı̄lena vr.ttānvitam.
durgam. dhena śamena (r5) śāntamanasam. jñānena vidyātmakam* <|>
yah. sam. rādhayati pracārasadr.śam. bhūtair yathārthair gun. ais
tan dhı̄mā(r6)n iha sam. prahars.aka iti provāca vādı̄śvarah. <1 ||>

About the one who delights:

With liberality one who has a mind of letting go . . . , with morality
one who disposes of (good) behaviour; with badly smelling (?)48

tranquillity one whose mind is peaceful, with knowledge one
whose nature is learning; who satisfies/gladdens someone of
similar activity with real and genuine virtues, of him the lord of
those who speak said: ‘The wise one here is one who delights.’

śı̄laviśuddhau ||

dau<h. >śı̄lyam. prati − ⌣ ⌣ ⌣ −| −(v1) ś. h. n. yat pı̄d. yate
śāntenaiva pari .r. − ⌣ su .r. −. ñ. n. na yad dhāryya[te] <|>

46 SHT IV: 311, note 8: “Längung von ca metri causa.” This is absolutely impossible.
47 SHT IV: 311, note 9 indicates the omission.
48 durgandha here makes no sense at all, but it is difficult to see the original attribute.
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− .r. − ⌣ ⌣ − ⌣ (v2) nopadhikr.tvāyam. 49 prādeśikam. 50 nāpi
ya<t>51

tad vijñeyam akhan. d. a{h. }m āryya ⌣ ⌣ lam. − lam. ⌣ − .dh. ⌣

× ||

About purity of morality:

[No translation possible.]

(v3) sarvvasyāsya carācarasya jagato bhūmi<h. > pratis.t.hā yathā
sarvvasyāsya gun. ārn. avasya mahatah. śı̄lam. pra(v4)tis.t.hā

tathā <|>

yasmāc chodhayitavyam arthyamatinā śrāman. yakāmena tad
dharmān. ām52 iha śı̄lam eva hi pa(v5)ram. tasmim. sthite te53

sthitāh. • ||

As the earth is the support of this whole world, movable and im-
movable, so is morality the support for this whole great ocean of
virtues;54 wherefore one with an intelligent mind and aiming for
the ascetic life should purify here exactly this supreme morality
among the dharmas; those are standing firm who stand on this.

49 SHT IV: 311, note 11: “Der Pāda ist überzählig. Vor der ersten Zäsur ist eine Länge
zuviel.” This must be wrong: the pāda is not hypermetrical, but kr. should be short,
not long.

50 SHT IV: 311, note 12: “Lies pradeśikam. ?” This would destroy the meter.
51 Thus also eds. SHT; ms. dharman. ām.
52 Thus also eds. SHT; ms. ta.
53 SHT IV, note 15: “Lies te.”
54 Pādas a and b of this stanza are essentially the same as TDM 17.1.10 (a Vam. śastha)

and Bc 23.17 (preserved only in Tibetan; most likely an Anus.t.ubh):

yathā pratis. t.hā pr. thivı̄ śarı̄rin. ām.
vanaspatı̄nām api vı̄rudhām api |
tathā śubhānām api sarvakarman. ām.
param. pratis. t.hā bhuvi śı̄lam ucyate || TDM 17.1.10

’byung po rgyu dang mi rgyu yi || rten ni ji ltar sa yin pa ||
de ltar yon tan thams cad kyi || rten ni tshul khrims dam pa’o || Bc 23.17
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śakaputram. copākhyāyāha ||

varam. praves.t.u<m. >55 jvalito hutāśano56

na caiva (v6) bhettum. ciraraks.itam. vratam. <|>
iheva dāhah. 57 ks.amam58 aks.atasya me
cyutasya dharmā59 na tu me puno punah. (1 ||)

Relating to Śakaputra,60 it is said:

It is better to enter into a blazing fire than to break a vow which
has been kept a long time. Burning is only here; it is endurable
for me (whose vow is) unbroken; but when I am fallen from the
Dharma, it is not again and again.61

It is interesting to note that both rgyu dang mi rgyu and yon tan point to the Śārdūla-
vikrı̄d. ita verse above, while dam pa’o corresponds to param. in the Vam. śastha. The
exact relationship between the three versions needs further investigation.

55 Thus also eds. SHT.
56 Read jvalitam. hutāśanam. ?
57 SHT refers to BHSD.
58 ks.ama-m-aks.atasya SHT IV: 312 with note 18: “Anstelle von ks.amo=ks.atasya? -m-

wurde als Gleitkonsonant verwendet, um metrumsgerecht eine Silbe mehr zu
haben.” This is absolutely impossible in good poetry.

59 Read dharmā<n>, “fallen from the dharma”?
60 It is unknown to whom this refers.
61 We have problems understanding the fourth pāda.
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27: 47–78.

Mette, A. 2007. “Buddhistische Sanskritstrophen aus dem Rotkuppelraum der Ming
Öi von Qizil: Proben aus der Fragmentsammlung SHT 25.” In: Eds. K. Klaus
and J.-U. Hartmann, Indica et Tibetica. Festschrift für Michael Hahn, zum 65.
Geburtstag von Freunden und Schülern dargebracht. Wien. 351–368.

Pauly, B. 1960. “Fragments sanskrits de Haute Asie (Mission Pelliot).” Journal asia-
tique 248: 509–538 (esp. “XIII. Cinq strophes non identifies,” 524–529).

Sander, L. 1968. Paläographisches zu den Sanskrithandschriften der Berliner Turfansamm-
lung. Wiesbaden.
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Nāgārjuna on svabhāva, parabhāva, bhāva and abhāva*

K A T S U R A S h o r y u
R y u k o k u U n i v e r s i t y , K y o t o

1. Richard Hayes once published an article called “Nāgārjuna’s Appeal”
(Hayes 1994) in which he claimed that despite the fact that Nāgārjuna’s
“philosophical writings seem to have fascinated a large number of modern
scholars of Buddhism,” they “had relatively little effect on the course of
subsequent Indian Buddhist philosophy”(Hayes 1994: 299) and “Nāgārjuna’s
arguments, when examined closely, turn out to be fallacious and therefore
not very convincing to a logically astute reader.” (Hayes 1994: 299–300)
Later Hayes says, “. . . many of Nāgārjuna’s arguments are undermined by
the informal fallacy of equivocation, that is, using a key term in different
senses.” (Hayes 1994: 325) As for example, he thinks that Nāgārjuna takes the
term svabhāva to mean both ‘a thing’s own nature or identity’ and ‘a thing’s
independence’ and parabhāva to mean both ‘difference’ and ‘dependence.’
(Hayes 1994: 311–312) Then he states:

“When one reads Nāgārjuna’s argument in Sanskrit, it is not immedi-
ately obvious that the argument has taken advantage of an ambiguity
in the key terms. But when one tries to translate his argument into
some other language, such as English or Tibetan, one finds that it is
almost impossible to translate his argument in a way that makes sense

* This paper was originally read at 4th International Workshop on Madhyamaka
Studies, Linguistic Challenges: Mādhyamikas and their Key Words, at International
College for Postgraduate Buddhist Studies on December 1, 2018. I would like
to thank Prof. Akira Saito and other participants for their valuable comments. I
would also like to thank my friend Mark Siderits for correcting my English and
giving me valuable suggestions. After I had written down this paper, Prof. Yuto
Kawamura informed me of Ferraro 2022 in which the author demonstrated that
the target of Nāgārjuna is the conception of dharma and svabhāva developed by
the Sarvāstivāda school—this is my own view, too. I suspect that Buddhaghosa
introduced the Sarvāstivādin concept of svabhāva into the Theravāda Abhidharma.
For the Theravāda concept of sabhāva, please see Ronkin 2005.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 131–152.
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in translation. This is because the terms in the language of translation
do not have precisely the same range of ambiguities as the words in
the original Sanskrit. In English, we are forced to disambiguate, and
in disambiguating, we end up spoiling the apparent integrity of the
argument. (Hayes 1994: 312)”

His paper provoked several critical reactions from contemporary scholars of
Indian (Buddhist) philosophy. For example, Johannes Bronkhorst objected
to Hayes by showing that Nāgārjuna certainly influenced subsequent Indian
Buddhist thinkers. (Bronkhorst 1996: 14ff). Of course, Bronkhorst is right but
I do not think that Hayes was not aware of Nāgārjuna’s long lasting influence
upon the subsequent Mahāyāna Buddhist thinkers. Probably he just wanted
to make his paper provocative at its outset.

John Taber published a substantial criticism of Hayes’ paper (Taber 1998)
in which he argued that (i) “Nāgārjuna employs svabhāva univocally, in the
sense of ‘nature,’ ‘essence’ or more exactly (but awkwardly), ‘own-being,’
in the arguments in question,” (ii) elucidated in detail that the arguments
of MMK chapter 15 are plausible, and (iii) indicated that what he refers to as
“the principle of coexisting counterparts” 1 employed by Nāgārjuna in MMK
is not really a fallacy as pointed out by Hayes. I share the same understanding
of svabhāva with Taber and come to the same conclusion that Nāgārjuna
did not commit the fallacy of equivocation in MMK chapter 15, although I
find some cases of the fallacy of equivocation in other works attributed to
Nāgārjuna (but not established as the genuine works of Nāgārjuna) such as
the Vaidalyaprakaran. a and Vigrahavyāvarttanı̄.2 Regarding “the principle of
coexisting counterparts,” I shall briefly discuss it later.

Tom Tillemans also raised an objection to Hayes’ evaluation of Nāgār-
juna’s arguments. (Tillemans 2016)3 First, he admits that there are two

1 Taber refers to D. S. Ruegg’s naming “the principle of the complementarity of
binary concepts and terms” in Ruegg 1977.

2 In those two works the author presents an argument that is later criticized
by the Nyāyasūtra and Dignāga as a kind of ‘wrong objection’ (jāti) called
prāptyaprāptisama. I do not criticize Nāgārjuna for his uses of what we think are
fallacious arguments, for in the debate (vāda) tradition of his time it is permitted to
employ any means in order to refute the opponents.

3 This is a significantly different version of his earlier publication, “Trying to Be Fair
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aspects of svabhāva in MMK, namely, ‘intrinsic-nature-as-findable-identity’4

and ‘intrinsic-nature-as-independent-existence’ that correspond to Hayes’
svabhāva1 ‘identity’ and svabhāva2 ‘causal independence’ respectively. Then,
depending on MMK 18.10 and 24.18, he argues that there is a very close link
between the two aspects, namely, “x has independent existence if and only
if x is analytically findable.” He concludes that it “looks rather doubtful
that Nāgārjuna is guilty of the gross equivocation of which he is accused by
Hayes.” (Tillemans 2016: 26)

In the rest of this paper, I would like to discuss the possible meanings
of svabhāva and related terms and to analyze the main line of arguments of
MMK chapter 15, so that I will be able to demonstrate that Nāgārjuna did not
commit the fallacy of equivocation as far as that particular portion of MMK
is concerned.

2. In order to show the multiple meanings of key words, bhāva, abhāva, sva-
bhāva and parabhāva, Hayes has recourse to the three different meanings of
verbal nouns formed by the suffix GHaÑ, viz. (i) the performance (P), (ii)
the instrument (I) and (iii) the location (L) of an action. Thus, he presents
the following range of meanings of those key words. I have simplified and
modified his list and dropped his analysis of the term anyathābhāva.

bhāva(P) ‘existence’ abhāva(P) ‘absence or nonexistence’
bhāva(L) ‘an existent’ abhāva(L) ‘an absentee or a nonexistent’

svabhāva1(P) ‘the fact of being identical’ parabhāva1(P) ‘difference or otherness’
svabhāva1(I) ‘an essence or identity’ parabhāva1(I) ‘a differentia’
svabhāva1(L) ‘an identifiable thing’ parabhāva1(L) ‘another thing’

svabhāva2(P) ‘independence’ parabhāva2(P) ‘dependence’
svabhāva2(L) ‘an independent thing’ parabhāva2(L) ‘a dependent thing’

I accept Hayes’ analysis of bhāva, abhāva, svabhāva1 and parabhāva1 but I have
reservations about his analysis of svabhāva2 and parabhāva2 because, as far as
MMK 15 is concerned, I do not think that Nāgārjuna uses svabhāva in the

to Mādhyamika Buddhism,” The University of Calgary, Numata Yehan Lecture in
Buddhism, Winter 2001.

4 Tillemans got the idea of ‘findable’ from the later Mādhyamika definition of
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sense of ‘independence/an independent thing’ and parabhāva in the sense of
‘dependence/a dependent thing.’ It is true that he defines svabhāva as ‘not
produced [by causes and conditions]’ and ‘not dependent on something else’
(MMK 15.2cd: akr. trimah. svabhāvo hi nirapeks.ah. paratra ca); hence, it is pos-
sible to understand svabhāva as ‘intrinsic-nature-as-uncaused-independent-
thing’ (following the style of Tillemans); however, I am not convinced that
Nāgārjuna used svabhāva and parabhāva in the senses of Hayes’ svabhāva2 and
parabhāva2 in MMK 15.

3. Before going on to discuss the uses or meanings of svabhāva and other
terms in MMK 15, I would like to refer to Vasubandhu’s AKBh and to deter-
mine the meanings of svabhāva in Sarvāstivādin Abhidharma. The system
of Abhidharma constructed by Vasubandhu (the 4th to 5th century) is far
advanced than that criticized by Nāgārjuna (the 2nd century); nevertheless,
I believe it is still meaningful to discuss Vasubandhu’s uses of svabhāva in
order to understand Nāgārjuna’s.

Seiji Kimura once examined the entire AKBh of both Sanskrit and Tibetan
versions, together with Yaśomitra’s Sphut.ārthā and other commentaries, and
came to the conclusion that Tibetan translators of AKBh such as Jinamitra and
dPal brtsegs (800 C.E.) distinguished three meanings of svabhāva; accordingly,
they adopted three different Tibetan translations, namely, (1) rang bzhin
meaning ‘material’ (素材)—at the end of compounds, it means ‘consisting of’
(～から構成される)—, (2) rang gi ngo bo meaning ‘itself [distinguished from
others both in time and space]’ (時間的にも空間的にも完全に他と区別され
た自分自身), and (3) ngo bo nyid meaning ‘common property/essence [to be
utilized to classify dharmas]’ (分類の観点に応じた、共通の svabhāva).5

Following his lead and relying on the textual data collected by Kimura
2002, I once examined the usages of svabhāva in the AKBh and came up with
the following four usages/meanings:

“(i) The ‘intrinsic nature’ shared by a group of dharmas that are classi-
fied into the same Abhidharmic category such as ‘defiled’/‘undefiled’
(sāsrava/anāsrava), ... In other words, it functions as the criterion for
determining in which category a particular individual dharma should be

sam. vr. tisatya as avicāraraman. ı̄ya.
5 Kimura 2002; he also analyzed svabhāva in MMK (Kimura 2003).
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included. Since there are multiple levels of Abhidharmic categorization,
a given dharma is characterized by multiple svabhāvas. They cannot be
regarded as intrinsic nature in the strict sense. . . . In short, they are
svabhāvas in the sense of ‘category’ or ‘genus.’
(ii) The ‘intrinsic nature’ of an individual dharma, such as the ‘solidity’
of the earth element. . . . Thus, every individual dharma has one
unique svabhāva of its own that should be distinguished from the
generic svabhāvas mentioned above. This unique svabhāva is regarded
as intrinsic nature in the strict sense. . . . In short, svabhāva in the strict
sense means the unique intrinsic nature of an individual dharma and,
hence, that individual dharma itself.
(iii) When it appears at the end of a bahuvrı̄hi compound that describes
a particular item, it may mean ‘consisting of.’ . . . Generally speaking,
the sentence “X Y-svabhāvah. ” means, “X is included in the category of Y
(i.e., “X is Y”),” “X’s intrinsic nature/essence is Y,” or “X consists of Y.”
(iv) When it appears as a single noun, it may be used as the reflexive
pronoun ‘itself.’ . . . ” (Katsura 2011: 274)

Kimura’s three meanings of svabhāva well correspond with my observations;
namely, his understanding of (1) rang bzhin (‘consisting of’) is the same as
my analysis of svabhāva(iii) (‘consisting of’), (2) rang gi ngo bo (‘itself’) is
the same as my svabhāva(iv) and (3) ngo bo nyid (‘commonality’) more or
less corresponds with my svabhāva(i) (‘intrinsic nature’ shared by a group
of dharmas’). I cannot find my svabhāva(ii) in Kimura’s list but I am sure
he will agree that the term svabhāva is used not only in the sense of the
common characteristic but also in the sense of the characteristic unique to
an individual dharma in Sarvāstivādin Abhidharma literature. In spite of our
common understanding of the term svabhāva I am not convinced by Kimura’s
distribution of three meanings of svabhāva to the three Tibetan terms. I do not
think that the Tibetan translators applied the three different choices of Tibetan
words consistently and correctly. I would regard those three Tibetan terms as
more or less synonymous.

Now, my svabhāva(i) and svabhāva(ii) ‘an intrinsic nature’ correspond to
Hayes’ svabhāva1(I) ‘an essence or identity’ and my svabhāva(iv) ‘itself’ some-
how corresponds to his svabhāva1(L) ‘an identifiable thing’ and svabhāva2(L) ‘an
independent thing.’
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4. Now I would like to examine the meanings of bhāva, abhāva, svabhāva and
parabhāva in MMK chapter 15. In this chapter (i) Hayes distinguishes two
meanings of the term bhāva, namely, ‘existence’ (vv. 4, 6, 7) and ‘an existent’
(v. 5) but Siderits and Katsura (2013) take it to mean ‘an existent’ (vv. 4, 5, 6,
7) only. (ii) Regarding abhāva, Hayes consistently takes it to mean ‘absence’
(vv. 3, 5, 6, 7), while we recognize two meanings, namely, ‘nonexistence’ (v.
3) and ‘nonexistent’ (v. 5, 6, 7). (iii) Hayes distinguishes four meanings for
svabhāva, namely, ‘an independent thing’ (v. 1, 2), ‘an identifiable thing’ (v.
3a), ‘identity’ (v. 3c, 6), and ‘independence’ (v. 4), while we consistently take
it to mean ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhāva2, vv. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6). (iv) Finally, Hayes
distinguishes four meanings for parabhāva, namely, ‘difference’ (vv. 3b, 6), ‘a
different thing’ (v. 3c), ‘a differentia’ (v. 3d) and ‘dependence’ (v. 4), while we
take it to mean ‘extrinsic nature’ (parabhāva2, vv. 3, 4, 6) with an exception of
‘another existent’ (parabhāva1, v. 3c). The main difference between Hayes and
us lies whether or not we interpret svabhāva and parabhāva as ‘independence’
and ‘dependence.’

Another key term prakr.ti (vv. 8, 9) seems to be an equivalent of his
svabhāva1(I) ‘essence,’ which we translate as ‘intrinsic nature.’ However,
Hayes translates prakr. ti as ‘nature,’ while we render it as ‘essential nature.’
He translates the phrase ‘astitvam prakr. tyā’ (v. 8) as ‘exist by nature,’ while
we translate it as ‘exist by essential nature.’ However, regarding the similar
phrase ‘asti svabhāvena’ (v. 11), Hayes translates it ‘exist independently,’ by
identifying this svabhāva as svabhāva2(P) ‘independence,’ while we translate
it as ‘exist by its intrinsic nature.’ I do not see any reason to differentiate
the two parallel phrases ‘asti prakr. tyā’ and ‘asti svabhāvena’; on the contrary, I
believe, that parallelism indicates that Nāgārjuna assumed the equivalence
between svabhāva and prakr. ti, though svabhāva is originally a unique term
of Sarvāstivādin Abhidharma, which is later shared by other Abhidharma
systems such as Theravāda’s, while prakr. ti is a well-known technical term of
the Sām. khya system and probably has Brahmanical origin.6

5. Regarding bhāva, it occurs in plural form at least 14 times in MMK, and
twice it is modified by the word ‘sarva’, which seems to suggest that bhāva

6 The idea of svabhāva as ‘intrinsic nature’ is shared by the svabhāvavāda of the
Lokāyata/Cārvāka and prakr. ti as ‘nature’ (自然) is found in Mahāyāna Buddhist
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acts as a substitute of dharma in MMK.7 I assume that for Nāgārjuna one
of the basic meanings of bhāva is dharma; or rather, he takes Abhidharmic
dharma as bhāva ‘an existent thing,’ which goes very well with Abhidharmic
notion of ultimately existent dharma in contrast with conventionally existent
concept (prajñapti).8 Another meaning of bhāva is ‘the state of being existent,’
namely, ‘existence.’ Then abhāva, which is in the relation of mutual de-
pendence/expectation (parasparāpeks. ā) with bhāva, must mean ‘a nonexistent
thing’ as well as ‘nonexistence.’

Now, if we focus on one svabhāva (intrinsic nature/identity) such as
‘solidity’ (khara), we can distinguish one thing (dharma) such as the earth
element (pr. thivı̄dhātu) from the other things (i.e., the rest of dharmas) such
as the water element, the fire element and the wind element. In this
connection the thing focused on may be called svabhāva (a thing/dharma
itself) in contrast with the other things that may be called parabhāva. It
is to be noted that svabhāva and parabhāva(s) are in the relation of mutual
dependence/expectation.

‘a thing itself’ svabhāvaI vs. ‘intrinsic nature/identity’ svabhāvaII

dharma = bhāva = svabhāvaI

dharma A = pr. thivı̄-dhātu svabhāvaII = khara
dharma B = ab-dhātu svabhāvaII = sneha
dharma C = tejo-dhātu svabhāvaII = us.n. atā
dharma D = vāyu-dhātu svabhāvaII= ı̄ran. ā

scriptures.
7 Kumārajı̄va in his Chinese translation of MMK puts bhāva (in plural form) into

Chinese諸法,一切法 or一切諸法 and once一切萬物 (MMK 12.9/10). Apparently
he takes bhāva to be an equivalent of dharma because dharma occurs in plural form at
least three times in MMK and he puts it into諸法,一切法 or一切諸法 just like bhāva;
he once translates the singular dharma by一切法 (MMK 24.19). See Saigusa 1965.

Prof. Akira Saito kindly informed me that the Akutobhayā identifies bhāva (in
MMK 1.1) with dharma: dngos po zhes bya ba ni/ chos rnams te dngos po zhes bya ba’i
sgras ni ’di mu stegs can thams cad dang thun mong ngo zhes bya bar sbyar ro// (Derge
Tsa 33a 5) The author of Akutobhayā seems to justify the use of bhāva in place of
dharma because non-Buddhists also use the term bhāva.

8 See Katsura 1976.
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Thus, we have two different svabhāvas, namely, svabhāvaI as ‘a thing/dharma
itself’ and svabhāvaII as ‘intrinsic nature/identity’ of dharma. Similarly, we
have two different parabhāvas, namely, parabhāvaI as ‘another thing/dharma’
and parabhāvaII as ‘extrinsic nature/difference’ for dharmas. Now svabhāvaII

(intrinsic nature) of dharma A is parabhāvaII (extrinsic nature) for dharmas
B, C, D, etc. because dharma A is parabhāvaI (another thing) for them,
and svabhāvasII (intrinsic nature) of dharmas B, C, D, etc. are parabhāvasII

(extrinsic nature) for dharma A because they are parabhāvasI (other things) for
dharma A. Therefore, svabhāvaII and parabhāvaII are in the relation of mutual
dependence/expectation. In this connection, it is to be emphasized that in
Buddhist ontology there is no distinction between svabhāvaI and svabhāvaII or
between parabhāvaI and parabhāvaII because there is no distinction between
dharma and dharmatā or between dharma and dharmin; so for example dharma
called pr. thivı̄dhātu (the earth element) is nothing but ‘solidity’ (khara) itself.
Therefore, the following chart represents our conceptual re-constructions.

bhāva (parasparāpeks. ā) a-bhāva
(existent things=dharmas/ (nonexistent things/

existence) nonexistence)

sva-bhāvaI (parasparāpeks. ā) para-bhāvaI
(a thing=dharma A itself) (other things=dharmas B, C, D, etc.)

svabhāvaII svabhāvaII
(intrinsic nature, identity) (intrinsic natures, identities)

=parabhāvaII =parabhāvaII
(extrinsic nature, difference) (extrinsic natures, differences)

for dharmas B, C, D, etc. for dharma A

In this connection, I would briefly like to touch “the principle of coexisting
counterparts” that Taber discussed in detail in the third part of his article.
Nāgārjuna seems to assume that an item x presupposes its counterpart y and
vice versa, as, for example, a cause presupposes an effect and vice versa,
which implies that x and y are in relation of mutual dependence/expectation
(parasparāpeks. ā); hence, x and y are not real but mere concepts.9 Taber says

9 It is to be noted that Nāgārjuna does not use the term parasparāpeks. ā in MMK; it
played an important role in Candrakı̄rti’s understanding of Nāgārjuna’s thought.
See Ozawa 2008.
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“the principle of coexisting counterparts clearly seems erroneous, at least
from the standpoint of common sense.” (Taber 1998: 233), but having iden-
tified ‘mutual dependence’ with ‘dependent origination’ (pratı̄tyasamutpāda)
(Taber 1998: 235), he concludes that Nāgārjuna adhered to the principle of
coexisting counterparts “because he ultimately thought that the perspective
of common sense must be overthrown. In that case, however, his philosophy
can hardly be criticized from that standpoint.” (Taber 1998: 238)10 I basically
agree with Taber’s analysis except for his understanding that dependent
origination is equated with mutual dependence. In the works attributed to
Nāgārjuna other than MMK as well as in the works of later Mādhyamika
thinkers we may find such an understanding of dependent origination but
as far as MMK is concerned, I do not think that Nāgārjuna identified
dependent origination with mutual dependence. In any case, as far as MMK
is concerned, since bhāva and abhāva as well as svabhāva and parabhāva are
respectively in relation of mutual dependence, they are mere concepts and
ultimately unreal.

6. Now, let me present the main thread of arguments in MMK chapter 15.
It is to be noted at the outset that Nāgārjuna must have known the basic
doctrines of Sarvāstivādin Abhidharma, namely, (i) all [conditioned] dharmas
are originated depending upon causes and conditions (pratı̄tyasamutpanna);
hence, they are not eternal; (ii) all dharmas possess their own intrinsic
nature (svabhāvaII) that is not produced by causes and conditions, i.e., not
dependent upon something else (MMK 15.2); and as I noted before, (iii)
there is no difference between a dharma (i.e., svabhāvaI) and its intrinsic nature
(svabhāvaII).

Nāgārjuna first points out the inconsistency of the concept of svabhāvaII

(vv. 1, 2). He implicitly assumes that all dharmas are causally conditioned
and that there is no difference between a dharma and its intrinsic nature (sva-
bhāvaII). He states that if an intrinsic nature were produced, by definition it
could not be called ‘intrinsic nature.’ Then he implicitly concludes that there
is no intrinsic nature (svabhāvaII) because it is not produced by causes and
conditions.

10 When I presented this paper on some other occasion, Prof. Hiroshi Marui pointed
out that Nāgārjuna’s doctrine of two satyas presented in MMK 24.8–10, which
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In this connection I would like to refer to one well-known verse quoted in
the AKBh 5.27b2-c:

svabhāvah. sarvadā cāsti bhāvo nityaś ca nes.yate |
na ca svabhāvād bhāvo ’nyo vyaktam ı̄śvaraces. t.itam |

svabhāva exists at all times, but it is not admitted that bhāva is eternal, yet
bhāva is not different from svabhāva—apparently, an act of ı̄śvara!

The verse ridicules the core doctrine of the Sarvāstivādins according to which
dharmas exist all the time; in other words, dharmas of the past, present and
future are real existents. It states that svabhāva exists all the time (in other
words, it is eternal) but bhāva (i.e. dharma) is not admitted to be eternal, yet
bhāva is not different from svabhāva. In this way the verse implicitly points out
the inconsistency between svabhāva and bhāva (i.e., dharma), which is precisely
what Nāgārjuna meant in MMK 15.1–2.

In order to avoid such a criticism the Sarvāstivādins adopt a peculiar inter-
pretation of ‘time period’ (adhvan), viz. the past, present and future; namely,
the three time periods are three ‘stages’ (avasthā) that conditioned dharmas
go through. The future dharmas exist in the future stage and when causes
and conditions for the origination of a certain dharma are available at hand,
that dharma goes into the present stage. That dharma exists in the present
stage only for one moment (ks.an. a) and immediately goes into the past stage.
Those dharmas that went through the present stage exist in the past stage
eternally. In this interpretation, dharmas keep their intrinsic nature or identity
throughout the three time periods; therefore, the intrinsic nature (svabhāva)
that does not change can be regarded as eternal. Non-eternity of dharmas is
explained by the momentariness (ks.an. ikatva) of dharmas; namely, they exist
in the present stage only for one moment. Sarvāstivādins distinguish the
three time periods by existence and nonexistence of a function/operation
(kāritra) of dharmas; namely, only the present dharmas possess and activate
their function, while the dharmas in the future period are those which have
not yet activated their own function and those in the past period have already
activated their function. In this way Sarvāstivādins try to solve the riddle but
it is still difficult to maintain the identity between dharma and its svabhāva.

values sam. vr. tisatya and vyavahāra, may contradict Taber’s last assessment.
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Nāgārjuna proceeds to deny ‘extrinsic nature’ (parabhāvaII) on the ground
of nonexistence of ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhāvaII) because, as I showed before,
‘extrinsic nature’ (parabhāvaII) is an intrinsic nature (svabhāvaII) of another
thing (parabhāvaI) by definition (v. 3). In this connection, though the term
parabhāva is used in two different meanings, I do not consider that this is
the case of equivocation because there is no essential difference between
parabhāvaI (another thing) and parabhāvaII (its intrinsic nature).

Next he argues that there is no bhāva on the ground of nonexistence
of svabhāva and parabhāva (v. 4); in other words, there is nothing without
intrinsic and extrinsic natures, which makes sense when we take into account
the well-known Sarvāstivādin definition of dharma (i.e., bhāva), namely, that
which possesses intrinsic nature is dharma. On second thought, however, if
we consider the chart I presented above bhāvas (things) are subdivided into
svabhāva1 (a thing itself) and parabhāva1 (other things) and there is no third
party; hence, it is very easy to understand that in the absence of svabhāva1 and
parabhāva1 there is no bhāva. If we adopt the second interpretation, we see the
shift of meanings of svabhāva and parabhāva from v. 3 to v. 4 but again I do
not consider that this is a case of equivocation because there is no essential
difference between svabhāvaI and svabhāvaII as well as between parabhāvaI and
parabhāvaII .

Then Nāgārjuna goes on to say that there is no abhāva in the absence of
bhāva (an existent thing) because the former is the alteration or change of state
(anyathābhāva) of the latter (v. 5). In this connection, as Hayes puts it, it might
make better sense to think of abhāva not as ‘nonexistence of an existent thing’
but as the alteration or change of the state of an existent thing. However, I
think abhāva must mean ‘nonexistent thing’ in opposition to ‘existent thing’
(bhāva) to be consistent with the preceding verse 4 and to lead to the following
conclusion.

Nāgārjuna concludes that those who see intrinsic nature, extrinsic nature,
existent and nonexistent do not see the truth of the Buddha’s teachings be-
cause the Buddha denied both existence and nonexistence in the Instruction
to Kātyāyana. (vv. 6, 7)

In the rest of MMK chapter 15 he points out that we cannot explain the
concept of alteration or change of the state (anyathābhāva) whether we accept
‘intrinsic nature’ (prakr. ti = svabhāva) or not. (vv. 8, 9) He concludes that we
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should not rely on existence and nonexistence because they lead to eternalism
and annihilation respectively. (vv. 10, 11)

7. Now I would like to present some observations from Chinese and Tibetan
translations. There are at least three different Chinese translations of MMK
by Kumārajı̄va (Taisho 1564), Prabhākaramitra (Taisho 1566) and Fahu (法護)
(available at CBETA11 ). They translate svabhāva, parabhāva, bhāva and abhāva
more or less consistently. Namely, (i) Kumārajı̄va translates svabhāva by 性
(vv. 1, 2), 自性 (vv. 3, 4, 6), and 定性 (v. 11). Prabhākaramitra translates it
by 自性 except for v. 6 where he translates it simply by 自. Fahu always
translates it by 自性. (ii) They translate parabhāva by 他性 except for v. 6
where Prabhākaramitra translates it simply by他. (iii) Kumārajı̄va translates
bhāva by 有法 (vv. 4, 5) and有 (vv. 5, 6, 7). Prabhākaramitra translates it by
有法 (vv. 4, 7) and 有體 (vv. 5, 6). Fahu translates it by 有法 (vv. 4, 5), 有
(v. 5, 7) and 有體 (v. 6). (iv) Kumārajı̄va translates abhāva by 無 (vv. 5, 6, 7).
Prabhākaramitra and Fahu translate it by無法 (v. 5),無體 (vv. 5, 6) and無 (v.
7).

In summary, svabhāva is translated by自性=性=定性 (an intrinsic nature),
parabhāva by 他性=他 (an extrinsic nature/another object) , bhāva by 有
法=有體=有 (an existent nature/object), and abhāva by 無性＝無體＝無 (a
nonexistent nature/object). Furthermore, (v) Kumārajı̄va translates prakr. ti by
性, Prabhākaramitra by自性 and Fahu by自體 in vv. 8 and 9, which seems to
indicate that they take svabhāva and prakr. ti as synonymous.

There are two Tibetan translations of MMK by Klu’i rgyal mtshan (Derge
3853) and Nyi ma grags (Derge 3860). They translate those four keywords
quite consistently. Namely, (i) Klu’i rgyal mtshan translates svabhāva by ngo
bo nyid (an essential nature) except for v. 6 where he translates it by dngos nyid,
while Nyi ma grags always translates it by rang bzhin (an intrinsic nature).12

11 https://cbetaonline.dila.edu.tw (last accessed 30 June 2023)
12 I cannot tell the subtle difference between ngo bo nyid and rang bzhin in Tibetan

language. Prof. Seiji Kimura suggested that Nyi ma grags as the translator of the
Prasannapadā of Candrakı̄rti made a change from ngo bo nyid to rang bzhin probably
under the influence of Candrakı̄rti’s understanding of svabhāva. See Kimura 2003:
56. By the way Bhāviveka, commenting upon MMK 15.1ab, says: ngo bo nyid (sva-
bhāva) ni rang gi ngo bo ste, rang gi bdag nyid ces bya ba’i tha tshig go (Derge No. 3853,
157b4).

https://cbetaonline.dila.edu.tw
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(ii) They always translate parabhāva by gzhan gyi dngos po (or ghzan dngos,
another object), bhāva by dngos po (an existent object), and abhāva by dngos med
(a nonexistent object).13 (iii) Regarding prakr. ti, they translate it by rang bzhin;
thus, it is clear that Nyi ma grags take svabhāva and prakr. ti synonymous.
It is interesting that Tibetan translators do not understand parabhāva as ‘an
extrinsic nature’ (gzhan gyi ngo bo nyid) but as ‘another object’(gzhan gyi dngos
po).

Finally the Tibetan translation of verse 6 deserves special attention be-
cause Klu’i rgyal mtshan translates svabhāva not by his usual ngo bo nyid but
by dngos nyid—Nyi ma grags translates it by rang bzhin as usual.

gang dag dngos nyid14 gzhan dngos dang ||
dngos dang dngos med nyid lta ba ||
de dag sangs rgyas bstan pa la ||
de nyid mthong ba ma yin no ||6||

(svabhāvam. parabhāvam. ca bhāvam. cābhāvam eva ca |
ye paśyanti na paśyanti te tattvam. buddhaśāsane ||6||)

The reason why Klu’i rgyal mtshan adopts a peculiar translation in this verse
seems to be apparent; he wants to keep the same translation dngos for bhāva
of all the four Sanksrit terms, viz., sva-bhāva, para-bhāva, bhāva and a-bhāva in
this particular verse. However, his strategy of changing the translation of sva-
bhāva from ngo bo nyid to dngos nyid can be accused by Hayes of committing
a fallacy of equivocation. I quote the three English translations of the above
verse in order to show how difficult it is for modern Buddhist scholars to
come to the same understanding of Nāgārjuna’s thought.

In any case, there may be no essential difference among Tibetan terms such as
rang bzhin, ngo bo nyid, ngo bo and rang gi ngo bo, as Prof. Hiroshi Nemoto once
noted with reference to Tsong kha pa’s usages of those terms. See Nemoto (2016:
68, fn. 1).

13 Garfield adopts different English phrases for gzhan gyi dngos po according to his
understanding of the relevant verses; namely, ‘difference in entities’ and ‘entity of
difference’ (v. 3), ‘otherness-essence’ (v. 4) and ‘essential difference’ (v. 6), which
verifies Hayes’ opinion that there is the difficulty in translating MMK chapter 15.
Regarding dgnos and dngos med, Garfield puts them into ‘entity’ and ‘nonentity’
(vv. 4, 5, 6) or ‘reality’ and ‘unreality’ (v. 7). Thus, Tibetan translators, Garfield and
I seem to share the same consistent understanding of the terms bhāva and abhāva.

14 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin.
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Hayes: They who perceive identity, difference, presence and absence
do not perceive the truth in the Buddha’s instruction.

Garfield: Those who see essence and essential difference and entities
and nonentities, they do not see the truth taught by the Buddha.

Siderits & Katsura: Intrinsic nature and extrinsic nature, existent
and nonexistent—who see these do not see the truth of the Buddha’s
teachings.

8. Conclusions

Regarding Hayes’ hypothesis that Nāgārjuna committed a fallacy of equivo-
cation in MMK chapter 15, I do not agree with him. Nonetheless, as Robinson
and Hayes pointed out, I think Nāgārjuna committed logical fallacies such as
equivocation on other occasions because he was active a long time before
Dignāga established a sophisticated system of Buddhist logic.

Hayes is right to point out that it is difficult to find the good equivalents
for those key words in other languages because of the lack of the range of
meanings in translation. For example, Tibetan translation of gzhan dngos or
gzhan gyi dngos po for parabhāva can mean ‘another thing or another existent’
but I do not think it can mean ‘extrinsic nature or otherness’ which is the
core meaning of parabhāva. But Tibetan translations yod pa and med pa for
bhāva and abhāva seem to carry more or less the same range of meanings of
those Sanskrit terms, viz. ‘existent’ and ‘existence,’ and ‘nonexistent’ and
‘nonexistence.’

Finally, regarding the key word svabhāva, I think Nāgārjuna had the
precise understanding of the Sarvāstivādin concept of svabhāva together with
its problematic character.

Appendix

In this appendix, the following abbreviatoins are used:
H = Hayes 1994
S & K = Siderits, M. and Katsura, S. 2013
G = Garfield 1995
Ku = Kumārajı̄va’s Chinese translation. Taisho 1564.
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Pra = Prabhākaramitra’s Chinese translation. Taisho 1566
Fa = Fahu’s (法護) Chinese Translation. CBETA.
Taber (in footnotes) = Taber 1998.
Nyi ma grags = Nyi ma grags’s Tibetan Translation. Derge 3860.

Mūlamadhyamakakārikā Chapter 15: bhāvābhāva-/svabhāva-parı̄ks. ā

na sam. bhavah. svabhāvasya yuktah. pratyayahetubhih. |
hetupratyayasam. bhūtah. svabhāvah. kr. tako bhavet ||1||

H: Birth of an independent thing from causes and conditions is not
reasonable. An independent thing born from causes and conditions
would be a fabrication.

S & K: It is not correct to say that intrinsic nature is produced by means
of causes and conditions. An intrinsic nature that was produced by
causes and conditions would be a product.15

ngo bo nyid ni rgyu rkyen las16 || ’byung bar rigs pa ma yin no ||
rgyu dang rkyen las byung ba yi || ngo bo nyid ni byas par ’gyur17 ||1||

G: Essence arising from causes and conditions makes no sense. If
essence came from causes and conditions, then it would be fabricated.

Ku: 衆緣中有性　是事則不然　性從衆緣出　即名為作法
Pra: 法若有自性　從縁起不然　若從因縁起　自性是作法
Fa: 從因緣和合　諸法即無生　若從因緣生　即自性有作

svabhāvah. kr. tako nāma bhavis.yati punah. katham |
akr. trimah. svabhāvo hi nirapeks.ah. paratra ca ||2||

H: But how could an independent thing be called a fabrication, given
that an independent thing is not a fabrication and is independent of
anything else?

15 Taber: The arising of own-being/essence from causal conditions is not possible.
An essence that has arisen from causal conditions would be caused (kr. taka).

16 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin rgyu dang rkyen las ni ||
17 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin byas pa can du ’gyur ||
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S&K: But how could there ever be an intrinsic nature that is a product?
For intrinsic nature is not adventitious, nor is it dependent on some-
thing else.18

ngo bo nyid ni byas pa zhes19 | ji lta bur na rung bar ’gyur ||
ngo bo nyid ni bcos min dang20 || gzhan la ltos pa med pa yin ||2||

G: How could it be appropriate for fabricated essence to come to be?
Essence itself is not artificial and does not depend on another.

Ku: 性若是作者　云何有此義　性名為無作　不待異法成
Pra: 若有自性者　云何當可作
Fa：自性名作法　云何當可得　自性無虛假　離他法所成

kutah. svabhāvasyābhāve parabhāvo bhavis.yati |
svabhāvah. parabhāvasya parabhāvo hi kathyate ||3||

H: How, in the absence of an identifiable thing, could there be a
difference, given that the identity of a different thing is called a
differentia?

S&K: Given the nonexistence of intrinsic nature, how will there be
extrinsic nature? For extrinsic nature is said to be the intrinsic nature
of another existent.21

ngo bo nyid ni yod min na22 ||
gzhan gyi dngos po ga la yod ||
gzhan gyi dngos po'i ngo bo nyid23 ||
gzhan gyi dngos po yin zhes brjod ||3||

G: If there is no essence, how can there be difference in entities?
The essence of difference in entities is what is called the entity of
difference.

18 Taber: For how could there be an essence which is caused? For an essence is
uncaused and not dependent on anything else.

19 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin byas pa can zhes byar ||
20 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin dag ni bcos min dang ||
21 Taber: How, in the absence of an essence, will there be other-being? For other-

being is said to be the essence of that which is other.
22 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin yod pa ma yin na ||
23 Nyi ma grags: gzhan gyi dngos po'i rang bzhin ni ||
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Ku: 法若無自性　云何有他性　自性於他性　亦名為他性
Pra: 法既無自性　云何有他性
Fa: 若法無自性　云何見他性　自性於他性　亦名為他性

svabhāvaparabhāvābhyām r. te bhāvah. kutah. punah. |
svabhāve parabhāve ca sati bhāvo hi sidhyati ||4||

H: How can there be existence without either independence or de-
pendence, given that existence is established when there is either
independence or dependence?

S&K: Further, without intrinsic nature and extrinsic nature how can
there be an existent? For an existent is established given the existence
of either intrinsic nature or extrinsic nature.

ngo bo nyid dang gzhan dngos dag24 | ma gtogs dngos po ga la yod ||
ngo bo nyid dang gzhan dngos dag25 | yod na dngos po ’grub par ’gyur ||4||

G: Without having essence or otherness-essence, how can there be
entities? If there are essences and entities (sic) entities are established.

Ku: 離自性他性　何得更有法　若有自他性　諸法則得成
Pra: 自他性已遣　何處復有法
Fa: 離自性他性　復云何有法　若有自他性　即諸法得成

bhāvasya ced aprasiddhir abhāvo naiva sidhyati |
bhāvasya hy anyathābhāvam abhāvam. bruvate janāh. ||5||

H: If an existent is not established, an absence is certainly not estab-
lished, given that people call the change of state of an existent its
ceasing to be present.

S&K: If the existent is unestablished, then the nonexistent too is not
established. For people proclaim the nonexistent to be the alteration of
the existent

gal te dngos po ma grub na || dngos med ’grub par mi ’gyur ro ||
dngos po gzhan du ’gyur ba ni || dngos med yin par skye bo smra ||5||

24 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin dang ni gzhan dngos dag ||
25 Nyi ma grags: rang bzhin dang ni gzhan dngos dag ||
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G: If the entity is not established, a nonentity is not established. An
entity that has become different is a nonentity, people say.

Ku: 有若不成者　無云何可成　因有有法故　有壞名為無
Pra: 有體既不立　無法云何成　此法體異故　世人名無體
Fa: 有法若不成　無法亦不成　有壞名為無　世人說無體

svabhāvam. parabhāvam. ca bhāvam. cābhāvam eva ca |
ye paśyanti na paśyanti te tattvam. buddhaśāsane ||6||

H: They who perceive identity, difference, presence and absence do
not perceive the truth in the Buddha’s instruction.

S&K: Intrinsic nature and extrinsic nature, existent and nonexistent –
who see these do not see the truth of the Buddha’s teachings.

gang dag dngos nyid gzhan dngos dang26 ||
dngos dang dngos med nyid lta ba ||
de dag sangs rgyas bstan pa la ||
de nyid mthong ba ma yin no ||6||

G: Those who see essence and essential difference and entities and
nonentities, they do not see the truth taught by the Buddha.

Ku: 若人見有無　見自性他性　如是則不見　佛法真實義
Pra: 若人見自他　及有體無體　彼則不能見　如來眞實法
Fa: 若見自他性　或有體無體　彼則不能見　如來真實義

kātyāyanāvavāde cāstı̄ti nāstı̄ti cobhayam |
pratis. iddham. bhagavatā bhāvābhāvavibhāvinā ||7||

H: In the Kātyāyanāvavāda the Lord, who clearly saw presence and
absence, denied both the view that one exists and the view that one
does not exist.

S&K: In “The Instruction of Kātyāyana” both “it exists” and “it does not
exist” are denied by the Blessed One, who clearly perceives the existent
and the nonexistent.

26 Nyi ma grags: gang dag rang bzhin gzhan dngos dang ||
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bcom ldan dngos dang dngos med pa || ston pas ka’ tya’ ya na yi ||
gdams ngag las ni yod pa dang || med pa gnyi ga’ang dgag pa mdzad ||7||

G: The Victorious One, through knowledge of reality and unreality, in
the Discourse to Kātyāyana, refuted both “it is” and “it is not.”

Ku: 佛能滅有無　如化迦旃延　經中之所説　離有亦離無
Pra: 佛能如實觀　不著有無法　教授迦旃延　令離有無二
Fa: 世尊已成就　離有亦離無　教授迦旃延　應離有無二

yady astitvam. prakr.tyā syān na bhaved asya nāstitā |
prakr.ter anyathābhāvo na hi jātūpapadyate ||8||

H: If a thing were to exist by nature, then it could not fail to exist, for
the change of state of a nature is certainly not possible.

S&K: If something existed by essential nature, then there would not be
the nonexistence of such a thing. For it never holds that there is the
alteration of essential nature.27

gal te rang bzhin gyis yod na || de ni med nyid mi ’gyur ro ||
rang bzhin gzhan du ’gyur ba ni || nam yang ’thad par mi ’gyur ro ||8||

G: If existence were through essence, then there would be no nonexis-
tence. A change in essence could never be tenable.

Ku: 若法實有性　後則不應異　性若有異相　是事終不然
Pr1a: 法若有自體　則不得言無　法有自性者　後異則不然
Pra2: 若有是自性　則不得言無　自性有異者　畢竟不應然
Fa: 若自性他性　或有體無體　自體有異性　法即不可得

prakr.tau kasya vāsatyām anyathātvam. bhavis.yati |
prakr.tau kasya vā satyām anyathātvam. bhavis.yati ||9||

H: And in the absence of a nature, what can undergo the process of
change? On the other hand, if a nature is present, what can undergo the
process of change?

27 Taber: If something existed by nature, it could not not exist; for the changing of
the nature [of a thing] never occurs at all.
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S&K: If essential nature did not exist, of what would there be the fact of
alteration? If essential nature did exist, of what would there be the fact
of alteration?28

rang bzhin yod pa ma yin na || gzhan du ’gyur ba gang gi yin ||
rang bzhin yod pa yin na yang || gzhan du ’gyur bar ji ltar rung ||9||

G: If there is no essence, what could become other? If there is essence,
what could become other?

Ku: 若法實有性　云何而可異　若法實無性　云何而可異
Pra: 若無自性者　云何而可異　實無有一法　自性可得者
Fa: 若見彼異性　非諸法有體　云何自體無　異性當可得

astı̄ti śāśvatagrāho nāstı̄ty ucchedadarśanam |
tasmād astitvanāstitve nāśrayeta vicaks.an. ah. ||10||

H: The notion of perpetuity is that one exists; the notion of destruction
is that one fails to exist. Therefore, a wise person should not experience
existence or non-existence.

S&K: “It exists”; is an eternalist view; “It does not exist” is an annihila-
tionist idea. Therefore, the wise one should not have recourse to either
existence or nonexistence.

yod ces bya ba rtag par ’dzin || med ces bya ba chad par lta ||
de’i phyir yod dang med pa la || mkhas pas gnas par mi bya’o ||10||

G: To say “it is” is to grasp for permanence. To say “it is not” is to adopt
the view of nihilism. Therefore, a wise person does not say “exists” or
“does not exist.”

Ku: 定有則著常　定無則著斷　是故有智者不應著有無
Pra: 有者是常執　無者是斷見　是故有智者　不應依有無
Fa: 有即著常　言無即斷見　是故有無性　智者無依著

asti yad dhi svabhāvena na tan nāstı̄ti śāśvatam |
nāstı̄dānı̄m abhūt pūrvam ity ucchedah. prasajyate ||11||

28 Taber: If there is no nature [of a thing] what could become otherwise? And if there
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H: Perpetuity follows from believing that that which exists indepen-
dently does not fail to exist; destruction follows from believing that that
which existed before no longer exists.

S&K: For whatever exists by its intrinsic nature does not become
nonexistent; eternalism then follows.” It existed previously [but] it does
not exist now”—from this, annihilation follows.

gang zhig ngo bo nyid yod pa29 || de ni med pa min pas rtag ||11||
sngon byung da ltar med ces pa || des na chad par thal bar ’gyur ||

G: “Whatever exists through its essence cannot be nonexistent” is
eternalism. “It existed before but doesn’t now” entails the error of
nihilism.

Ku: 若法有定性　非無則是常　先有而今無　是則為斷滅
Pra: 若法有自性　非無即是常　先有而今無　此即是斷過
Fa: 若法有自性　非無即是常　先有而今無　此還成斷見
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Efficacy Matters:
Human Sacrifice, Karma and Asceticism

in the Jantu-Upākhyāna of the Mahābhārata*

P h i l i p p A . M A A S

U n i v e r s i t ä t L e i p z i g

1. Introduction: The early religious history of South Asia

The religious history of late Vedic and early classical South Asia was
dominated by the intellectual interaction of two religious complexes that, in
their earlier phases of development, appear to have been—at least to some
degree—independent of each other.1 One of these complexes is the religion
of Vedic Brahmanism that developed in the northwestern part of South

* The core of this article, i.e., my interpretation of the Jantu-Upākhyāna as establish-
ing a hierarchy of competing religious causalities, is from a paper I presented many
years ago at the “28. Deutscher Orientalistentag” in Bamberg on March 28, 2001.
More elaborate versions of different aspects of the present paper were introduced
at two consecutive workshops which shared the title “Fate, Freedom, and Prog-
nostication in Indian Traditions” at the International Consortium for Research in
the Humanities, Friedrich-Alexander University of Erlangen-Nürnberg and which
took place on February 1, 2012 and December 4, 2013, and at the online symposium
“Greater Magadha: Evaluation and Retrospective,” University of Alberta, Edmon-
ton, May 7, 2021. I wish to thank the respective audiences for the fruitful and
thought-provoking discussions on different aspects of my presentations. I would
also like to express my gratitude to Thomas Oberlies for his valuable comments
on the paper I presented in Bamberg, to Eugen Ciurtin, Hugo David, Elisa Freschi,
Timothy Lubin, Louis Gonzales-Reimánn†, Sven Sellmer, and Dominik Wujastyk
for their helpful and thought-provoking suggestions relating to earlier drafts of this
paper. Finally, I would like to thank Robert Leach and Tyler Neill for carefully proof
reading advanced draft versions of this article. All remaining errors are my own.

1 See also for the following part of sections 1.1 and 1.2, Lubin 2005, Bronkhorst 2007:
13–172, Samuel 2008: 39–190, and Bronkhorst 2011. Jaini (1970: 50–52) briefly
expressed comparable ideas, but his attempt to trace śraman. ic religious practices
to the Indus Valley Civilisation (Jaini 1970: 52) and his chronology of sources now
have become outdated.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 153–187.
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Asia from around ca. 1000 BCE. Vedic Brahmanism was practiced by the
descendants of nomadic tribes that had entered the sub-continent in various
long-distance migration streams centuries earlier and other, enculturated
ethnicities.2 The second known religious complex in the early history of
South Asia comprises the śraman. a religions that originated in the region of
Greater Magadha at the time of the second urbanization of South Asia around
500 BCE. Of these religions, Jainism and Buddhism have survived to the
present time.

1.1. Vedic Brahmanism

The Vedic religion was based on the belief that the world we live in and the
post-mortem fate of man can be manipulated using complicated sacrificial
rites.3 These rituals had to be performed by religious specialists, the Brahman
priests, who recited and sang verses from the Vedic hymns composed in
Vedic Sanskrit on behalf of the master of sacrifice, who sponsored the ritual.
It was believed that the master of sacrifice, i.e., the sacrificer, and not the
officiating priest or priests, would experience the result of the ritual, i.e.,
material wealth and success in battle, rich progeny, or a pleasant existence
in heaven after death.4

Within the complex of Vedic Brahmanism, new forms of sanctioned
lifestyles and contemporary religious practices were designed from the
eighth century BCE onwards.5 Brahmans employed ascetic techniques like
fasting, sexual abstinence, and enduring the heat of fires or the sun to gain
power that they used for pragmatic purposes.6 In due course, even people
who did not permanently practice an ascetic lifestyle were believed to partic-

2 On the early immigration of the descendant of Steppe pastoralists into South Asia,
see Narasimhan et al. 2019.

3 The expression “post-mortem fate” is a translation of the Sanskrit term gati,
adopted from Wezler (1979: 53, n. 25), who translated gati into German as “Nach-
todschicksal.”

4 For more details of the Vedic theory of ritual agency, see below, section 3.3.3., p. 171.
5 Bronkhorst (2011: 74–97) argues that the institution of the hermitage (āśrama) was

invented as an adaptation of the institution of shelters and monasteries of ascetics
in the śraman. a religion of Greater Magadha.

6 On Vedic asceticism, see Bronkhorst 1995: 43–66 and 2007: 80–85.
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ipate in the power accumulated by Vedic ascetics if they visited hermitages
or other sanctuaries on tours of pilgrimages (tı̄rthayātrā).7 Although the
historical origins of pilgrimage in South Asia are unknown, Vassilkov (2002)
has argued that this religious practice developed from a fusion of Vedic
beliefs and practices with “pre-Aryan folk tradition” and that pilgrimage
played an important role in the development of the Mahābhārata. In any
case, the epic clearly states that the religious merit attainable through visiting
pilgrimage sites surpasses that of Vedic sacrifices.8

1.2. Śraman. a religions

The śraman. a religions are based on worldviews that are markedly different
from the worldview of Vedic Brahmanism. A significant shared characteristic
of śraman. a religions is their common belief in karma and rebirth. South Asian
karma theories vary widely in their forms and contents and the purposes for
which they were employed.9 Despite this diversity, it may be possible to state
a lowest common denominator of early karma theories, which comprises the
following views:

a) To be in the world is to experience a cycle of rebirths, i.e., a beginning-
less series of successive births on earth or in one of several other realms
of the universe.

b) The realm of rebirth, the quality of experiences in each existence, and
the duration of that existence are determined by actions (karman) in
former lives and in the present existence.

c) Suffering is inevitable within the cycle of rebirths.

7 See Shee 1986: 322–326, especially 325f.: “On the whole, one might characterize the
connection between āśrama and tı̄rtha . . . as a kind of magical feedback effect: tapas
occurs at an especially suitable location, which itself becomes even more effective
because of the tapas that is practiced.” My translation; the German original reads
as follows: “Im ganzen könnte man den Zusammenhang zwischen āśrama und
tı̄rtha . . . als eine Art magischen Rückkopplungseffekt bezeichnen: tapas findet an
einem hierfür besonders geeigneten Ort statt, der seinerseits wiederum durch das
praktizierte tapas noch wirksamer wird.”

8 MBh 3.80.39, referenced in Jacobson 2013: 54.
9 See Halbfass 1991: 294–297 and Halbfass 2000: 28.
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d) It is desirable and possible, at least for some human beings, to stop the
process of further rebirths (for themselves) and to gain liberation from
suffering.

Some references to various theories of karma and rebirths can also be traced
in the literature of late Vedic Brahmanism. In the earlier prose Upanis.ads,
references to karma and rebirth theories are rare and ambiguous, and not
a single one involves a cosmology involving the notion of different heavens
and hells along with the earth as possible regions of rebirth.10 More apparent
references to theories of karma and rebirths, still based on a different cosmol-
ogy, appear only in the metrical Upanis.ads, as, for example, in the Mun. d. aka
and the Kat.ha Upanis.ads.11 The dating of these works is notoriously difficult,
but the Mun. d. aka can probably be dated to the 1st century CE.12 The fact
that references to karma and rebirth theories are rare and ambiguous in the
older Upanis.ads, and that more explicit references emerge only in later texts,
makes it unlikely that these theories originated within the religious complex
of Vedic Brahmanism. It is more probable, as Bronkhorst has argued, that in
the religious complex of Vedic Brahmanism karma and rebirth theories were
reluctantly accepted due to their new prominence.13

1.3. Early Hinduism

Soon after their foundations, Buddhist and Jaina communities established
themselves with patronage and economic support from royal courts and
influential town citizens.14 This support facilitated their spread over large
parts of South Asia and, in the case of Buddhism, far beyond. Within a
relatively short period, śraman. a religions managed to dominate the religious
landscape of South Asia, and they kept this position for approximately seven
hundred years.

10 See Bronkhorst 2007: 112–126.
11 On the Kat.ha Upanis.ad, see Cohen 2008: 193–212.
12 On the dating of the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad, see below, n. 74 .
13 See Bronkhorst 2007: 80–135.
14 See also for the following section, Lubin 2005. It appears that the Jains were

initially supported by lay followers much more than by royal courts. See Dundas
2006: 391.
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The hegemony of śraman. a religions was only challenged in the first cen-
tury CE when some rulers allied themselves with the Brahmanical priesthood
of their kingdoms in North India. It appears that the priesthood offered
the new rulers two assets: first, legitimation for their rule over a region
that the followers of Vedic Brahmanism claimed to be their natural territory,
and second, control over powerful rituals that were designed to support and
perpetuate this rule.

An important instrument in the hands of the Brahmins is their knowl-
edge of the Veda, a collection of texts that the vast majority of the
population was not even allowed to hear recited, much less study. It
is their often secret knowledge that gives them the power to work for
the good of the kingdom, its ruler and its population. It also allows
them to do the contrary, and this is an important reason to humour them
(Bronkhorst 2011: 52).

The alliance between rulers and the Brahmanical tradition was tightened
in the fourth century CE. At this time, the Guptas founded the second
pan-South Asian empire, established a strong patronage of the Brahmanical
religion, and promoted the flourishing of what came to be classical Sanskritic
culture.

However, the newly emerging Brahmanical religion was not a simple
continuation of the Vedic religion but a new form of Brahmanism that had
developed over several hundred years in constant contact and conflict with
the śraman. a religions of Jainism, Buddhism, and others. It is this religion
that was later called Hinduism. The development from Vedic Brahmanism
to Hinduism is quite well reflected in inscriptional and literary sources, of
which the late Vedic literature, the Sanskrit epics, the Dharma literature, and
a whole range of other normative and scientific literatures figure prominently.

2. The Mahābhārata as a historical source

Among these sources, it is difficult to overestimate the importance of the
Mahābhārata, the great Sanskrit epic that, in its main plot, narrates the story of
the struggle between two antagonistic groups of cousins—the Pān. d. avas and
the Kauravas—for kingship over the realm of Kuru.15 This extensive literary

15 For a summary of the plot of the Mahābhārata, see Brockington 1998: 28–34.
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composition can be expected to mirror the religious developments sketched
above because its period of composition and compilation by anonymous
authors agrees roughly with the transitional phase from Vedic Brahmanism
to early classical Hinduism. The exact dating of the Mahābhārata, whether
as a whole or in its individual parts, is a difficult task on which scholarly
consensus has not yet been fully reached. Traditionally, the oldest strata
of the Mahābhārata were assumed to go back to the time of ca. 400 BCE,
which is approximately when the śraman. a religions of Jainism and Buddhism
originated,16 whereas the final redaction of the great epic, according to this
view, may have taken place at the time of the Gupta dynasty around 400 CE.
This is the period for the development of the Mahābhārata that Hopkins first
suggested in 1901, which agrees with the state of research presented by John
Brockington (1998: 130–158). More recently, Oliver Hellwig (2019) has shown
that it is possible to detect diachronic changes in classical Sanskrit with
computer-based methods. Applying his approach to the Bhı̄s.maparvan of
the Mahābhārata, Hellwig arrived at a stratification of this part of the epic that
corresponds roughly to the traditional dating of the epic with philological
means, i.e., between ca. 300 BCE and 300 CE.17 Even if the final word on the
scholarly dating of the Mahābhārata has not yet been spoken, previous studies
have already established that the Mahābhārata reflects the intellectual rivalry
between Vedic Brahmanism and the śraman. a religions from a Brahmanical
perspective.18

As expected for a literary work with such a long compositional history,
the literature contained in the Mahābhārata is heterogeneous. Interlaced
in the main plot are parts of the epic belonging to two literary genres:
the so-called didactic and the narrative parts. The didactic parts, which
are generally taken to belong to a relatively late textual stratum of the
Mahābhārata, contain extensive monologues intended to instruct the audience

16 Traditionally, Pārśvanātha is believed to have lived 250 years before Mahāvı̄ra
Vardhamāna, but “in actuality the chronological distance between the two teachers
may have been much less than two and a half centuries” (Dundas 2002: 32 with
reference to Dhaky 1997: 3–4).

17 Hellwig’s study thus contradicts Alf Hiltebeitel’s argument (2005) that the Mahā-
bhārata was entirely composed in a few generations between 150 BCE and the year
zero.

18 See, for example, Fitzgerald 2006. See also Bowles 2007: 117–132.
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on religious, philosophical, and other learned topics. Bronkhorst (2007: 97–
111) analyzed a small part of this material from the twelfth book of the
Mahābhārata, concluding that the author(s) or redactor(s) of this passage
were well aware of the religious differences between the complex of Vedic
Brahmanism and that of the śraman. a religions of Greater Magadha.

The narrative parts consist of legends and other narratives introduced
in the main plot to entertain, keep the arc of suspense, or for other literary
reasons. However, at least in the case of narratives dealing with ascetics and
asceticism, education, instruction, and propaganda are additional essential
motives for introducing narratives into the main plot.

Every narrative is silently committed to a certain intention, which is the
reason for its being told. . . . [T]he narrative parts of the epic . . . are . . .
in a certain sense definitely ‘didactic,’ because they serve in an open or
hidden fashion the purpose of instruction. In this way, every ‘ascetic
narrative’ contains a punchline, a ‘moral’ that it propagates (Shee 1986:
x).19

The intention of the Mahābhārata as a literary creation is to communicate the
“fundamental values and categories” of the societies in which it was created
(Fitzgerald 2010: 72).

The following sections of this article will analyze an ascetic narrative,
the Jantu-Upākhyāna (MBh 3.127–28),20 and argue that the message of
this narrative is to negotiate the efficacy of causalities that determine post-
mortem fates. The Jantu-Upākhyāna, like, for example, the story of the
Contrary Mongoose discussed by Hegarty (2012: 7–13), “allows for the

19 „Hinter jeder ‚Geschichte‘ steht unausgesprochen eine bestimmte Absicht, der-
entwegen sie erzählt wird. . . . [D]ie erzählenden Partien des Epos . . . sind . . .
in einem gewissen Sinne durchaus ‚didaktisch‘, denn in offener oder versteck-
ter Form dienen sie der Belehrung. . . . Auf diese Weise erhält jede ‚Asketen
Geschichte‘ eine eigene Pointe, eine ‚Moral‘, die sie propagiert.“ My translation.

20 Madeleine Biardeau overlooked the relevance that this narrative may have had
for her study of the Mahābhārata and decided to pass over it with silence: “Nous
passons sous silence les chapitres 127–129 qui, dans leur désir de concentrer en
cet espace le plus saint de l’Inde un maximum d’évènements‚ n’échappent pas à
l’incohérence et ne dégagent donc rien d’essentiel” (Biardeau 2002, Vol. 1: 524).
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staging of a religious debate by narrative means.”21 Interpreted in this
way, the narrative becomes a vital witness for the integration of an essential
aspect of the śraman. a religions into Brahmanism, which eventually led to the
transformation of Vedic Brahmanism into classical Hinduism.22

3. The Jantu-Upākhyāna

The Jantu-Upākhyāna is one of nine narratives that occur in the third
book of the Mahābhārata, the Āran. yakaparvan, or, more precisely, in the
Tı̄rthayātrāparvan, “ ‘the tour of the sacred sites’ (3.80–153), which is our
earliest textual evidence for the practice of pilgrimage,”23 except, possibly,
the Lumbini inscription of the Maurya king Aśoka.24 This section of the
Mahābhārata narrates the events during a journey to sacred sites that four
of the Pān. d. ava brothers undertake with their common wife Draupadı̄ under
the guidance and protection of the heavenly seer Lomaśa. The pilgrimage
takes place after the Pān. d. ava brothers had failed to assert their rule over
the kingdom of Kuru and had to go into exile. Arjuna travels to heaven to
secure a decisive advantage for the Pān. d. avas in their future fight against
their enemies by obtaining heavenly weapons from his father, Indra. In
the meantime, his four brothers and their wife visit sacred sites throughout
the South Asian sub-continent to ritually empower themselves.25 The
destination of their journey is Mount Śveta, located in the Himālayas. It was
there that the five Pān. d. ava brothers reunited.

21 Hegarty 2012: 9.
22 The narrative appeared early in Western scholarship, in 1889, when Edward W.

Hopkins took Jantu’s Tale literally and interpreted it as a factual account of a
human sacrifice (Hopkins 1889: 138, and n. §). I am grateful to Eugen Ciurtin for
drawing my attention to this reference.

23 Brockington 1998: 30.
24 Many thanks to Timothy Lubin for reminding me of this attestation of the practice

of pilgrimage in an altogether different religious setting than the storyworld of the
Mahābhārata.

25 On pilgrimages in the Mahābhārata, see Oberlies 1995 and Bigger 1999: 51–53.
On the meaning of the pilgrimage as a ritual empowerment of Yudhis.t.hira, see
Oberlies 1995: 120. For the role and significance of pilgrimage in the Mahābhārata
for the public imagination in South Asian societies, see Hegarty 2012: 151–159.
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During this journey of theirs, Lomaśa narrates to Yudhis.t.hira the founda-
tional myths connected to the sacred places they visited. These myths serve
different purposes. Thomas Oberlies (1995: 121) emphasized the narratives’
meaning for the main plot’s development. In his analysis, the stories are
meant to comfort the king after he had lost his kingdom. Notably, they deal
with kings who had to cope with similarly miserable situations. The myths
are also meant to explain the foundation of the respective sanctuaries through
narratives of the marvelous, magical, or heroic acts that extraordinary figures
carried out in remote antiquity. Moreover, since the travel party participates
in the religious merit and supernatural power that the heroes of old had
accumulated, the stories explain how and why the pilgrimage leads to the
empowerment of the four Pān. d. ava brothers and their wife.

Towards the end of their journey, the Pān. d. avas reach the river Yamunā.26

In connection with the great sacrifices that had taken place on the banks
of this river, Lomaśa mentions the two kings Māndhātr. and Somaka. He
then tells the foundation myths of the sanctuary of the first of these kings.
In this narrative (MBh 3.126), King Yuvanāśva, after having accidentally
drunk a potion that was meant to impregnate his wife, became pregnant
himself and miraculously gave birth to a son. This son, King Māndhātr.,
had full command of Vedic knowledge, conquered the whole world, and
literally covered it with Brahmanical fire altars. The narrative’s message is
the propagation of the incredible supernatural power of Brahmanical rituals
and the benefits that kings may accrue from a close alliance with Brahman
priests in connection with a new ideal form of royal sovereignty based on
power rather than on ethical principles.27

The Jantu-Upākhyāna, which follows next, is part of the inventory of
stories of the Tı̄rthayātrāparvan since an early stage of the written trans-
mission of the Mahābhārata. The tale’s relatively early date of composition
can be established from the fact that the narrative is transmitted in all the
manuscripts that were used for the critical edition of this part of the Mahā-
bhārata with only minor textual differences. Moreover, the Jantu-Upākhyāna

26 MBh 3.125.23.
27 The story surely deserves comprehensive treatment in its own right (Maas in

preparation), not least because a king with the same name is known from Buddhist
narrative literature. Already Madelain Biardeau (2002: 530f.) noticed that the
narrative shows traces of Buddhist influence.
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is listed in the two divergent tables of contents that are part of the first book
of the Mahābhārata, appearing as the critically edited text of MBh 1.2.114–
1.2.120 and 1.2.128*, respectively.28 The table of contents in MBh 1.2.114–
1.2.120 represents an earlier redactorial stage of the textual development of
the Mahābhārata than the actual sequence of stories in the third book of the
Mahābhārata according to the critically edited version. The Māndhātr.- (MBh
3.16.1–126.43) and Yavakrı̄ta-Upākhyāna (MBh 3.135.1–3.139.24), were added
to the Mahābhārata in the course of its transmission as stories number five and
nine, and the story of Śibi (3.131.1–3.131.32) was transposed from the second
to the seventh position of the stories.

No.

Sequence of
Upākhyānas in the
Tı̄rthayātrāpārvan

Sequence according
to MBh 1.2.128*

Sequence according to
MBh 1.2.114–120

1 Agastya 3.94–108 Agastya Agastya
Śibi

2 R. s.yaśr.ṅga 3.110–113 R. s.yaśr.ṅga R. s.yaśr.ṅga
3 Kārtavı̄rya 3.115–117 Kārtavı̄rya Kārtavı̄rya
4 Sukanyā 3.121–125 Sukanyā Sukanyā
5 Māndhātr. 3.126 Māndhātr.
6 Jantu 3.127–128 Jantu Jantu
7 Śibi 3.131 Śibi
8 As.t.āvakra 3.132–134 As.t.āvakra As.t.āvakra
9 Yavakrı̄ta 3.135–139 Yavakrı̄ta

Table 1: The sequence of narratives in the Tı̄rthayātrāparvan of the Mahābhārata in comparison with the
two tables of contents in MBh 1.2.14–20 and 1.2.128*. The sequence according to MBh 1.2.128* matches
the actual sequence found in 3.94–3.139.

The appearance of the Jantu-Upākhyāna in the older list shows that the
narrative belongs to an early stock of pilgrimage narratives in the Mahā-
bhārata. The fact that the narrative in its transmitted version is a story all
of a piece and not the result of redactorial expansions can be deduced from
the narrative analysis presented below. The Jantu-Upākhyāna consists of four
distinguishable parts, each closely related to the other and indispensable for
communicating the narrative’s message. Before presenting my interpretation
of the narrative, it is worth summarizing the story.

28 Cf. Table 1.
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3.1. Summary

The virtuous (dhārmika) King Somaka was married to one hundred suitable
(sadr. śı̄) wives.29 Despite his efforts to produce male heirs, he only managed
to father a single son after many years when he was already at an advanced
age. His wives pampered the child, whose name was Jantu (which means
“living being, person”), and they “permanently turned their back to the
pleasures of love.30 ” One day, Jantu was stung on his buttock by an ant
and started to cry. In despair, his one hundred mothers also began to cry.
This commotion was so distracting to King Somaka when he conducted
governmental business that he had to leave the council to comfort his son
in person.31 Back at work, Somaka complained to his court chaplain about
how unfortunate he was to be the father of a single weak boy and enquired
whether there was not a way to gain one hundred sons. The priest suggested
sacrificing Jantu in a ritual he offered to carry out himself. After killing Jantu,
he would burn the boy’s fat in a sacrificial fire. The smell of his burning
omentum would then impregnate the king’s wives, who would subsequently
give birth to one hundred glorious (śrı̄mant)32 and very manly (sumahāvı̄ra)33

sons. Moreover, Jantu would be born again with a golden mark on his left
side. The king agreed to this proposal. Against the mothers’ resistance, the
priest killed and butchered Jantu according to ritual prescriptions (vidhi) and
burned his omentum in the sacrificial fire. As planned, the mothers inhaled
the smoke, became pregnant, and gave birth to one hundred sons. Jantu
was born first, to his previous mother. Since Jantu possessed every possible
virtue, he became even dearer to his ninety-nine stepmothers than their own

29 It may be possible that the author of the Jantu-Upākhyāna used “Somaka” as the
name of the protagonist of this narrative in order to evoke the prestigious memory
of Somaka Sāhadevya, who is mentioned as a prince in R. g Veda 4.15.9 and Aitareya
Brāhman. a 7.34. Moreover, Somaka is mentioned as a king at different places in
the Mahābhārata. He appears as a ruler of the Pañcāla country who performed
impressive sacrifices. See Sörensen 1904–1924: 646af.

30 “mātarah. . . . satatam. pr. s. t.hatah. kr. tvā kāmabhogān. . . ” MBh 3.127.5.
31 The story’s author indicates that this situation is entirely inappropriate for a king

by designating the king who comforts his son and his wives as “the tamer of his
enemies” (arim. dama) in MBh 127.10d.

32 MBh 3.127.19c.
33 MBh 3.127.20c.



164 Philipp A. MAAS

sons. A short time later, the sacrificial priest passed away. Soon afterward,
also King Somaka died. Upon arriving in the afterworld, Somaka saw his
priest suffering in a hell. The perplexed king defended his former priest
in front of the god Dharma (or Yama),34 the judge of the dead. The god,
however, explained that the priest’s torment resulted from the killing of Jantu
in the sacrifice. Somaka disagreed with this verdict and demanded the release
of his priest, claiming that he would accept punishment instead. Dharma (or
Yama), however, refused. Because the king had lived a virtuous life, the god
determined that his well-deserved post-mortem fate was to stay in heaven.
Somaka insisted that he experience the same destiny as his priest. Dharma
finally offered to judge the cases equally, so that king and priest would share
the same post-mortem fate. It was decided that they would initially stay in
hell before then being able to partake of heaven. Somaka agreed. Thus, after
the two protagonists served their sentence in hell, they rose jointly to heaven.

This is the conclusion of the foundation myth of Somaka’s āśrama. The nar-
rative then returns to the frame story. The Pān. d. avas had reached the vicinity
of the āśrama, and Lomaśa explained that a man who stayed there patiently
for six nights would gain a good post-mortem fate. The Jantu-Upākhyāna
ends with Lomaśa suggesting to the Pān. d. avas that they remain in Somaka’s
hermitage for precisely this period.

3.2. Structure

Except for the first stanza of the Jantu-Upākhyāna, which contains
Yudhis.t.hira’s question concerning Somaka’s hermitage and thus provides
the occasion for the narrative to be told, the whole story is designed to be a
monologue delivered by Lomaśa. Two levels of narration can be discerned:
On the first level, Lomaśa, the omniscient narrator, reports the events that
constitute the narrative. It appears that Lomaśa’s expositions correspond
strictly with the voice of the author of the narrative. On the second level,
where the narration consists of plot-sustaining dialogues among the story’s
characters, the characters’ statements may deviate from the author’s voice or
even contradict it when this supports the development of the storyline.

34 The southern recension of the Mahābhārata has “Yama” as the name of the god.
On Yama in different periods of South Asian religious history, see Söhnen-Thieme
2009.
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The narrative structure of the Jantu-Upākhyāna is based on this vertical
composition in two different levels and the horizontal arrangement of the
narrative into four sequential parts or episodes. The first part comprises the
initial frame story. Yudhis.t.hira enquires about King Somaka, which provides
Lomaśa the opportunity to narrate the main plot. The second part, which
may be designated as the “Episode in this World,” deals with Somaka’s
problems with his wives and his son. These problems are solved using the
successful performance of the sacrifice. The third part, the “Post-mortem
Episode,” deals with the events after the death of Somaka and his priest. It
narrates the retribution in hell for the human sacrifice and the intervention
of Somaka on behalf of his priest with the god Dharma, which leads to
Somaka’s voluntary stay in hell. Finally, the king and his priest ascend jointly
to heaven. The fourth and final episode is the continuation of the frame story.
The Pān. d. avas reach Somaka’s hermitage, which provides the occasion for
Lomaśa to mention the benefits of a stay at this sacred place as well as to hint
at the religious practices that the Pān. d. avas will perform.

3.3. Analysis

The following section of this article analyzes the four episodes and their
relationship to the final message of the narrative, according to which different
religious practices have different efficacies in this world and the next.

3.3.1. The initial frame story

The initial frame story consists of a single question: Yudhis.t.hira asks Lomaśa
for information about King Somaka. Yudhis.t.hira, just as in the case of other
upākhyāna-s that Lomaśa narrates, already has a confident expectation of the
content of the myth that he wants to be told.35

Which vigor (or potency) (vı̄rya) did King Somaka, the best of donors,
possess? I want to hear the truth about his actions (karman) and his
power (prabhāva).

35 See, for example, MBh 3.94.2f., where Yudhis.t.hira, in requesting Lomaśa to narrate
the story of Agastya, reveals that he already knows that Agastya killed a demon
called Vātapi who possessed extraordinary power.
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katham. vı̄ryah. sa rājābhūt somako dadatām. varah. 36 / karmān. y asya prabhāvam.
ca śrotum icchāmi tattvatah. // (MBh 3.127.1).

Yudhis.t.hira enquires about the king’s vigor, power, and actions. Manliness
or potency and power are very fitting attributes for a king. However, these
terms may also be interpreted as pointing to religious practices in the present
context of pilgrimage to sacred places. On the one hand, “vigor” (vı̄rya) and
“power” (prabhāva) evoke the association of ascetic practices (tapas) because
these words refer to the aim of ascetic practice par excellence in the Mahā-
bhārata.37 The term “action” (karma), on the other hand, may refer to either a
specific version of the law of karmic retribution or a ritual action (karman) in
the context of a Vedic sacrifice. As we shall see below, all these conceptions
provide the key to understanding the message of the Jantu-Upākhyāna by
establishing a hierarchy of competing causalities that determine post-mortem
fates. It should be noted, however, that the expectation of the audience that
the key terms mentioned in the introductory stanza will play a prominent
role is initially disappointed in the first part of the “Episode in this World.”

3.3.2. The episode in this world

At the beginning of the “Episode in this World,” King Somaka is portrayed
neither as a mighty king nor as an ascetic nor as someone performing
extraordinary (ritual) acts. He is, instead, a troubled man. We learn that
although Somaka is married to one hundred wives, he cannot father a single
son for a long time. As a result, he fails to meet a central aim in the life of

36 Instead of the epithet dadatām. varah. , “the best of donors,” which is transmitted
by several northern manuscripts and in the Southern Recension of the MBh, the
critically edited text reads vadatām. vara “o best of narrators,” which refers as a
byname to Lomaśa. The former reading, also used in MBh 3.128.13, is a) the
more difficult reading because it refers to Somaka’s fame as a generous sponsor
of sacrifices rather than to Lomaśa’s eloquence and b) preferable for stemmatic
reasons.

37 See Hacker 1978: 343: “Out of this fervor the human being possesses a power
that exceeds the normal, which may be designated with the word prabhāva.” My
translation; the German original reads as follows: „Aus dieser Glut [tejas] heraus
hat der Mensch dann eine. . . über das Normale hinausgehende ‚Macht‘, welche
mit dem Wort prabhāva bezeichnet werden kann.“ See also Shee 1986: 211, 218f.
and 222.
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a Vedic householder. Moreover, Somaka needs a son to secure the throne’s
succession and the continuation of his dynasty.38 Furthermore, the king’s
sonlessness endangers his well-being in the next world. According to a
common belief attested throughout the Mahābhārata, “only those who have
sons can go to heaven.”39 When Jantu is finally born, the situation remains
tense. His wives turn their back on the pleasures of love and fail to educate
their son in manliness, apparently by caring for him too much.40 When the
situation escalates, the king wishes for a hundred sons.

The king’s justification for this wish is his concern about his future and
that of his wives, all of whom depend on the unsure health of this single
son.41 However, since the occurrence of the ant stinging his son’s buttocks is
hardly an appropriate cause for Somaka’s reflections on the vulnerability of
human life in general, it is much more the king’s acute stress that provides
the backdrop for his request.

38 The text does not indicate the reason for Somaka’s childlessness, just like the
Śunah. śepa legend (see below, p. 169f) in its preserved version does not mention
the cause of Hariścandra’s failure to beget a son. Harry Falk (1984: 130) argued
that in the original, i.e., reconstructed, version of the Śunah. śepa legend, the god
Varun. a had possessed Hariścandra. It has to remain open whether the author of
the Jantu-Upākhyāna assumed that his audience would assume a similar reason
for Somaka’s failure to procreate.

39 Narahari 1946: 110.
40 That Jantu is feeble is indicated in the description of the ant bite, which makes him

cry so inconsolably that his mothers join in (MBh 3.127.6). In a warrior milieu,
which may be the intended audience of this narrative, an ant bite would not
have been considered a justification for a hysterical reaction. This also appears to
have been the impression of the unknown redactor of the Jantūpākhyana in the
Skanda Purān. a, who changed the motif of an ant bite into that of a scorpion bite,
and, accordingly, into a more severe injury. On the Jantūpākhyana in the Skanda
Purān. a, see Bedekar 1968.

41 “Having only a single son is a misery in this world. It would be better to have no
son at all. Since all beings are permanently ill, having a single son is a permanent
worry. Youth, o best of twice-born, is completely gone for my wives and me. Their
lives and mine exclusively depend on this single sonny (putraka).” dhig astv ihai-
kaputratvam aputratavam. varam. bhavet / nityāturatvād bhūtānām. śoka evaikaputratā . . .
vayaś ca samatı̄tam. me sabhāryasya dvijottama / āsām. prān. āh. samāyattā mama cātraika-
putrake / (MBh 3.127.12–15b).
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Over the course of the “Episode in this World,” a ritual action (karman),
i.e., the second religious conception to which Yudhis.t.hira alludes in his
introductory stanza, figures more prominently. In contrast to the audience’s
expectations, namely, to learn something about a good ritual that might
justify the foundation of a sanctuary, the episode describes an ethically
objectionable rite. When the king asks his priest for a way to obtain a hundred
sons, Somaka explicitly mentions the possibility of performing a difficult act
(dus.kara).42 In fact, during the following dialogue with his priest, he is even
willing to accept a misdeed (akārya).43

An additional indication that the sacrifice of Jantu is ethically objection-
able can be found in Lomaśa’s description of the preparation for the sacrifice.
There we read that the priest pulls Jantu by his left hand towards himself,
whereas the crying mothers, who are trying to prevent the sacrifice, pull at his
right hand. In this description, the son’s right hand apparently symbolizes
the right conduct, whereas the left hand, which is under the priest’s control,
represents the wrong conduct.

The ritual itself is not described in any great detail. We only learn that the
sacrificial priest “cut him (i.e., Jantu) as prescribed and offered his fat.”44

This brief statement, which alludes to a ritual prescription (vidhi) for the
cutting of the body of the victim and to the fat—or more specifically, to the
greater omentum as the part of the sacrificial victim that is burned in the
sacrificial fire—suggests that the author of this passage wanted his audience
to conceive the human sacrifice as consistent with the prescriptions of the
Vedic ritual literature.45 Indeed, the latter contains several references to
human sacrifice.46

42 “. . . may it be a great or a small, or may it even be a difficult act /ritual.” mahatā
laghunā vāpi karman. ā dus.karen. a vā // (MBh 3.127.16cd).

43 “Whether the task by which I will obtain a hundred sons is good or bad, take it to
be already executed. Reverend, please relate it to me.” kāryam. vā yadi vākāryam. yena
putraśatam. bhavet / kr. tam eva hi tad viddhi bhagavān prabravı̄tu me // (MBh 3.127.18).

44 viśasya cainam. vidhinā vapām asya juhāva sah. // (MBh 3.128.4cd).
45 This is also the interpretation of Nı̄lakan. t.ha, the 17th-century commentator of the

Mahābhārata, who glosses the word jantunā with paśubhūtena. For the prescriptions
governing the carving of the sacrificial animal, see Malamoud 1996:170, which is
based on Schwab 1886: 134–148.

46 See Weber 1864.
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The text passage that is presumably most frequently studied in connection
with human sacrifice in Vedic literature is the legend of Śunah. śepa, the oldest
version of which occurs in the Aitareya Brāhman. a (33.2–6).47 In this narrative,
King Hariścandra, who has a hundred wives but no son, obtains a male child
as a favor from the god Varun. a on the condition that he will later sacrifice him
to the god. However, Hariścandra’s son Rohita escapes. The god, therefore,
inflicts a disease upon the king. When the exiled Rohita learns about this, he
decides to help his father and buys Śunah. śepa, the son of a poor Brahmin, as
a substitute for himself. Varun. a accepts the substitute, and preparations are
made for the sacrifice of Śunah. śepa. However, Śunah. śepa is rescued because
he praises various Vedic gods before the rite is carried out. Rohita’s father is
also cured, despite everything.

This narrative shows that the performance of a human sacrifice was
conceivable in the middle Vedic period (ca. 800 BCE). However, it is less
clear whether human sacrifices at this time were actually performed in Vedic
Brahmanism or whether they were regarded as theoretical extrapolations of
the theory of animal sacrifice.48 This question is not of much concern in the
present context. It is more important to recognize that even for the author of
the oldest version of the Śunah. śepa legend, a human sacrifice was ethically
objectionable. This may be concluded not only from the fact that the Vedic
gods release Śunah. śepa’s bonds to spare him from being sacrificed. It is also
apparent from the end of the narrative, in which Śunah. śepa’s father Ajı̄garta
Sauyavasi—who had first sold his son for a hundred cows and then agreed
to bind and slaughter Śunah. śepa for an additional two hundred—regrets his
immoral (pāpa) action. The passage reads as follows:

Verily, Ajı̄garta Sauyavasi said: “My son, this very evil act that I have
committed causes me pain. Therefore the hundreds of cows shall

47 For a comprehensive survey of secondary literature on the Śunah. śepa legend, see
Parpola 2007: 165, note 26. The connection of this legend to the ritual of royal
consecration (rājasūya) is explained in Falk 1984.

48 According to Parpola (2007: 161), “Vedic texts do indeed attest . . . [that] real
human sacrifices [were] performed within the memory preserved by the authors,
and that by the time of the Brāhman. a texts, the actual practice of bloody offerings
had already begun to diminish.” For a brief survey of secondary literature on
human sacrifice in pre-modern South Asia, see also Wujastyk 2009: 193.
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become yours as reparation.” Śunah. śepa replied: “Whoever wants to
commit an evil deed once will want to commit the same later on. There
is no compensation for your Śūdra-like behavior. Unforgiveable is what
you did.”

sa hovācājı̄gartah. sauyavasih. : “tad vai mā tāta tapati pāpam. karma mayā
kr. tam/ tad aham. nihnave tubhyam. pratiyāntu śatā gavām // iti. sa hovāca
śunah. śepah. : “yah. sakr. t pāpakam. kuryāt kuryād enat tato ’param / nāpāgāh.
śaudrān nyāyād asam. dheyam. tvayā kr. tam iti /” (Aitareya Brāhman. a 7.17, p.
200, lines 14–20)

This passage does not state which acts—i.e., the selling of the son, the
willingness to kill him, or the acceptance of a payment—constitutes the evil
act that Ajı̄garta regrets. It may thus seem uncertain whether the author of the
narrative thought human sacrifices were objectionable in general or whether
he despised Ajı̄garta’s behavior under the particular condition described in
the narrative. However, Śunah. śepa’s reply, in which he declines his father’s
suggestion to atone for the wrongdoing by giving him the three hundred
cows that the father had received earlier, may indicate that Ajı̄garta’s actions
were a single series of unacceptable actions. Ajı̄garta’s willingness to ritually
kill his son may have been the worst part. In the end, Śunah. śepa judges the
behavior of his father as Śūdra-like, i.e., outside the acceptable ethical norms
of conduct for members of the Aryan society.

The Śunah. śepa legend shares with the Jantu-Upākhyāna not only the
motif of human sacrifice, which is depicted as ethically objectionable in
both narratives, but also the motif of a king married to one hundred
wives who remains perpetually childless. The similarity between the two
narratives is not confined to similar literary motifs. The narratives also
have distinct but comparable social and religious functions. Whereas the
Śunah. śepa legend was designed to reinforce through literary means the late
Vedic ideology of the stratification of society into different classes (varn. a),49

the Jantu-Upākhyāna, as I shall argue below in more detail, aims at an
integration of originally mutually contradicting religious worldviews into a
single hierarchy of religious efficacies. It is, therefore, conceivable that the
“Episode in this World” of the Jantu-Upākhyāna was intended to allude to
the Śunah. śepa legend.

49 See Falk 1984: 132f., and Sathaye 2015: 57f.
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In any case, the “Episode in this World” does not satisfy the expectations
raised in the introductory stanza. The episode deals neither with exemplary
actions nor with the ascetic powers of King Somaka. On the contrary, the
king is depicted as a householder whose principal aims in life remain largely
unfulfilled. He has had no son for a long time, and when he finally begets
one, his hundred wives deny him sexual pleasures. Moreover, in the end,
their extreme care for the single child prevents Somaka from performing his
duties as a king. To change this situation for the better, he resorts to immoral
ritual action.

This depiction of the life of a householder as essentially troublesome
indicates that the anonymous author may have been inclined to values and
basic orientations in life that differ from that of Vedic householders. He may
have belonged to (or had sympathy for) an ascetic milieu.

In any case, the events narrated in this episode do not justify the foun-
dation of a sanctuary in Somaka’s honor. Accordingly, if the narrative has a
moral, it must be found in the “Post-mortem Episode.”

3.3.3. The Post-mortem Episode

The “Post-mortem Episode” is located in the next world, where Somaka
perceives his priest suffering in hell. Somaka can talk to the priest and the god
Dharma, the judge of the dead in the next world. Although the information
the narrative provides is not very comprehensive, one may suspect that
Somaka’s and Dharma’s dialogue takes place in the court (sabhā) of Yama,
which MBh 2.8.1 describes in more detail.50 There the god administers justice
over the dead, in analogy to worldly jurisdiction in which law is issued by
human kings. This kingly function of Yama is indicated by his epithet “king
of Law” (dharmarāja).51

50 In MBh 2.8.8, Somaka is listed at the fifth position within a list of 108 royal seers
who attend upon the god Yama.

51 The epithet dharmarāja that Somaka (MBh 3.128.15a) and Lomaśa (MBh 3.128.12b)
use to refer to the god points to this function of a king. Somaka and Lomaśa use
this epithet in MBh 3.128.15a and MBh 3.128.12b, respectively.
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Somaka sees his priest burning in a terrible hell when he enters the next
world.52 When the king enquires about the reason for his suffering, the priest
replies:

O king, you sacrificed through me.53 This is the result of that action (or
ritual).

tvam. mayā yājito rājam. s tasyedam. karman. ah. phalam // (MBh 3.128.11cd)

The text does not elaborate on the specific grounds for the verdict imposed on
the priest. It only states that the priest has to suffer in hell because he served
the king as a sacrificial priest, in sacrificing Jantu. But why did Dharma
consider this an evil act? Two answers that are not mutually exclusive present
themselves: First, the priest may have violated the general prohibition of
killing a human being; second, he may have been guilty of performing a
prohibited ritual, i.e., an act of black magic.54

For King Somaka, however, the question concerning the nature of the
crime of his priest is irrelevant. He immediately demands that his highly
distinguished or very virtuous (mahābhāga) priest be released. He further
claims that he deserves to be condemned to hell, arguing that his priest is
being punished for him (matkr. te).55

While this vague formulation does not precisely indicate how the king
views his involvement in the case, it becomes clear that Somaka does not
want to shoulder the punishment of his priest out of pity or compassion. He
makes his demand, instead, because he thinks that the god misjudged the
case. Why does Somaka think he is liable to the retribution of the sacrifice,
whereas his priest is innocent?

One might argue that Somaka regards himself, and not his priest, as guilty
because he ordered the sacrifice. However, this line of reasoning does not

52 atha tam. narake ghore pacyamānam. dadarśa sah. / (MBh 3.128.10 ab).
53 The causative of the Sanskrit root yaj means “to assist anyone as a priest at a

sacrifice” from the middle Vedic times onwards. See PW, vol. 6, p. 9a, s.v. yaj.
54 The MDhŚ prohibits “sorcery (abhicāra) and root witchcraft (mūlakarman)” in 11.64

(tr. Olivelle 2005: 218, see also Olivelle’s note on the unclear meaning of the
designation “root witchcraft” on p. 340).

55 “I want to enter this hell. Release my sacrificial priest! Because this highly virtuous
man is being roasted on hellfire on my account.” aham atra pravekys. āmi mucyatām.
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appear to be the one the author of this narrative mainly had in mind. I
would instead suggest that Somaka disapproves of the god’s verdict against
the priest because he assumes that sacrificial rituals have a specific efficacy
relating to the next world. Before discussing this in more detail, it is worth
briefly recalling the fundamental concept of agency on which Vedic śrauta
rituals, i.e., rituals that involve the agency of sacrificial priests, are based.
Alfred Hillebrandt describes this conception as follows:

The result of the sacrifice, its ‘phala,’ benefits the sacrificer. However,
he also suffers because of the priests’ voluntary or involuntary mistakes
(Hillebrandt 1897: 98).56

Hillebrandt does not state whether he takes “voluntary or involuntary
mistakes” to imply technical or ethical shortcomings. It also remains open
from the cited passage as to whether the “result of the sacrifice” refers to
the destiny of the sacrificer in this world or the next. However, the question
concerning the execution of a ritual in this world and its being an efficient
cause of a post-mortem fate was already discussed in the earliest literature
of Mı̄mām. sā, namely in Mı̄mām. sāsūtra 3.7.18–20. The conception that the
performance of certain rituals yields the sacrificer a post-mortem fate in
heaven was a common belief.57 However, different views are discussed
regarding the actions the sacrificer has to perform to obtain the desired
result. The conclusion of this passage states that the sacrificer is not required
to (or indeed may not) perform any action other than securing for himself
the “service of his priests” (utsarga).58 In his commentary on Mı̄mām. sāsūtra
3.7.20, Śabara states:

mama yājakah. / matkr. te hi mahābhāgah. pacyate narakāgninā // (MBh 3.128.12 c–f).
56 “Die Frucht des Opfers, sein »phala« kommt dem Opferherrn zugute, aber die

absichtlichen und unabsichtlichen Fehler der Priester, . . . , fallen ihm ebenfalls zur
Last.” My translation.

57 In his commentary on this passage, Śabara (MS 563.1f.) lists the morning and
evening libation (agnihotra), the new- and full-moon sacrifice (darśapūrn. amāsa), and
the jyotis. t.oma, which belongs to the Soma rituals.

58 “[First position:] The result of rituals known from the Veda (śāstra) affects the
person who performs the ritual, because this is indicated by the Veda. Therefore
he himself has to [act] during the performance. [Second position:] Because the
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[The sacrificer], through securing the service of the priests himself,
renders the whole sacrifice into one that he performs himself.

utsargam. tu svayam. kurvatā sarvam svayam. kr. tam bhavati (Śabarabhās.ya
396.23 ad MS 3.7.20).

Although the technical term utsarga is not used in our narrative, it is clear
that the conception of securing the service of a priest plays a role in the
narrative. Somaka instructs his priest to perform the ritual to produce a
result for himself. For him, as a Vedic householder, it is clear that the
sacrificer has to experience the result of the ritual. Therefore, Somaka’s
protest against the verdict and his willingness to take the place of his priest in
hell cannot result from compassion. They are based on Somaka’s conviction
that Dharma committed a judicial error, based on Somaka’s conception of
human agency in rituals, which corresponds to the Vedic theory of ritual
agency. Appropriate sacrificial rituals lead the sacrificer, not the priest, to
a place in heaven, whereas bad rituals are punished in hell.

The god, however, judges the sacrifice according to entirely different
premises. In his view, it is not the ethical value of sacrificial acts but the ethical
value of actions in general that decides the post-mortem fate of humans. A
sacrifice, irrespective of its result in this world, is thus irrelevant to the future
of men after death. Dharma expresses his karma theory when he justifies his
verdict against the priest and denies Somaka a place in hell.

O king, nobody other than the performer of action ever experiences its
result. Most generous one, the results that you will see are yours.

nānyah. kartuh. phalam. rājann upabhuṅkte kadācana / imāni tava dr. śyante
phalāni dadatām. vara // (MBh 3.128.13ab).

main thing is done by securing the service of the priests, he is the one who
performs besides the main thing [also] the remainder. Therefore it should be he
or another one [who acts during the performance]. [Conclusion:] It has to be
another one [who acts during the performance] because securing the service of
the priests is prescribed and because it would lead to a contradiction if he (i.e.,
the sacrificer) would apply this [prescription] to himself.” śāstraphalam. prayoktari
tallaks.an. atvāt tasmāt svayam. prayoge syāt MS 3.7.18 (395.19). utsarge tu pradhānatvāc
ches.akārı̄ pradhānasya tasmāt anyah. svayam. vā syāt MS 3.7.19 (396.9f.) anyo vā syāt
parikrayāmnānād vipratis. edhāt pratyagātmani MS 3.7.20 (396.15f.)
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In this passage, Dharma reveals that he regards Somaka as free of any karmic
responsibility for the killing of Jantu. Instead, the priest deserves punishment
because he—not the king—committed the crime of killing Jantu for the ritual.
The divine verdict of having to endure exposure to hellfire does not reflect
an arbitrary judgment from Dharma but rather the principle of reciprocity
between agency and punishment. This also determines the post-mortem fate
of humans in Jaiminı̄ya Brāhman. a 1.42–44.59 The divine verdict, however, is
based on a straightforward conception of karmic agency that only considers
an action’s concrete execution to be juridically valid.

This conception of karmic agency has parallels in Sanskrit literature that
are not too far removed historically from the time of the composition of
the Jantu-Upākhyāna. The Purān. as and the dharma literature contain com-
prehensive lists in which misdeeds correspond schematically to undesirable
post-mortem fates.60 In these lists, human agency refers exclusively to the
concrete execution of actions. Similar to this, but historically prior, is the
early Jain conception of human agency, which also solely takes the concrete
performance of actions, not the agent’s intentions, to decide the karmic
value.61

Against the backdrop of the apparent analogy between such a karma
theory and worldly judgement, it is even conceivable that the author of
the Jantu-Upākhyāna may have composed this myth as an implicit protest
against an overly simplistic karma theory as well as against an overly-narrow
definition of juridical responsibility.

Irrespective of exactly what authorial intentions may have led to the
composition of the Jantu-Upākhyāna, the debate of Somaka and Dharma
can be read as a clash of different views concerning the efficacy of actions

59 See Halbfass 2000: 46.
60 The Pretakalpa of the Garud. a-Purān. a schematically allocates undesirable re-births

on earth to evil-doers. See Abegg 1921: 82ff. (cited in Halbfass 2000: 219f.) The
same work also refers to the conception that the fruits of evil action ripen in hells.
See PK 3.64 as translated in Abegg 1921: 72. These two different conceptions of
karmic retribution are integrated into a single comprehensive concept in MDhŚ
12.5–82, which states that grievous sins (mahāpātaka) cause a rebirth on earth after
a sentence in hell.

61 See Johnson 1995: 20–22.
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for the post-mortem fate of humans.62 Somaka believes that good or bad
sacrificial actions decide the fate of humans in the next world. This view is
consistent with the ritualistic worldview of Vedic Brahmanism. In contrast,
Dharma subscribes to a karma theory, in which the ethical value of actions
in general decides the fate of humans after death. By stating that “nobody
other than the performer of an action ever experiences its result,” the god
formulates a central principle of the “systematized and ‘axiomatic’ versions
of the karma theory,” which is based upon the “two interrelated premises
[that] there should be no underserved experience of suffering or well-being;
and no effect of a past deed should be lost.”63

As mentioned above (n. 60), this theory—a kind of retributive automa-
tism—is similar to the karma theories of early Jainism and the purān. ic and
juridical literature of Hinduism. Moreover, it is widely discussed in Indian
philosophical literature, starting with Nāgārjuna’s Mūlamadhyamakakārikā,
and in several places in the Mahābhārata.64 The similarity of the karma
theory in the Jantu-Upākhyāna with that of early Jainism indicates that the
author of this narrative may have been influenced by ideas that originated
in the religious complex of the śraman. a religions, which at the time of the
composition of Jantu-Upākhyāna had started to be included in the worldview
of early classical Hinduism.

In the course of the debate, Somaka modifies his initial position and
suggests a different solution to the problem:

Somaka said: “I do not desire the worlds of merit without my Veda
teacher. Only with him, o King Dharma, do I want to live in the world
of gods or in hell because I am the same as he in regard to this (ritual)

62 On similarly conflicting views in Indian philosophy, see Halbfass 1991: 291–345
(with a particular emphasis on Mı̄mām. sā). Houben 1999 deals comprehensively
with the ethical problem of ritual killing in South Asian pre-modern intellectual
history.

63 Halbfass 1991: 292.
64 See Halbfass (1991: 329, n. 5), who refers, for example, to MBh 5.27.10: “In the

afterworld, there is no loss of meritorious or immoral acts. Merit and demerit
precede the acting person (to heaven or hell). Still, the actor necessarily follows
them (na karman. ām. vipran. āśo ’sty amutra pun. yānām. vāpy atha vā pāpakānām / pūrvam.
kartur gacchati pun. yapāpam. paścāt tv etad anuyāty eva kartā //).
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action. Whether its result is good or bad, it has to be the same for both
of us.”

somaka uvāca: “pun. yān na kāmaye lokān r. te ’ham. brahmavādinam / icchāmy
aham anenaiva saha vastum. surālaye //14// narake vā dharmarāja karman. āsya
samo hy aham / pun. yāpun. yaphalam. deva samam astv avayor idam” //15//
(MBh 3.128.14–15).

On the one hand, Somaka’s argument differs from his initial view, according
to which sacrificial acts decide the post-mortem fate of the sacrificer. Given
the factual validity of a karma theory as the basis of divine judgement,
the Vedic ritualistic concept of human agency turned out to be unfounded.
Somaka has to realize that it is the law of karma that determines one’s fate
after death. On the other hand, Somaka’s modified position on what would
be a just verdict also differs markedly from the divine concept of action
voiced by Dharma, in which the exclusive karmic responsibility falls on the
executor of an action. Concerning its wording as well as its content, Somaka’s
argument is similar to a juridical principle that is formulated in the Āpastamba
Dharmasūtra:

1. The instigator, the one who agrees, and the actor partake of actions
that have as their fruit a post-mortem fate in heaven or hell. 2. To him
who is most involved, the fruit falls distinctively.

prayojitā mantā karteti svarganarakaphales.u karmasu bhāginah. //1// yo bhūya
ārabhate tasmin phalaviśes.ah. //2// (Āpastamba Dharmasūtra 2.11.29.1–2).

This passage from the Āpastamba Dharmasūtra and Somaka’s argument with
Dharma express the concepts of complicity and shared responsibility be-
tween several individuals. In the context of the Jantu-Upākhyāna, this
elaborate version of the law of karmic retribution is presented as a synthesis
of the Vedic ritualistic conception of agency and the conception of agency that
provides the basis of a simple karma theory.

Somaka is willing to give up his well-being in heaven and stay with his
priest in hell to validate this improved conception of human agency. This
causes Dharma to finally change his mind:

King, if you wish it to be this way, experience the fruit together for the
same time with him. After that, you will gain a good post-mortem fate.

yady evam ı̄psitam. rājan bhuṅks.vāsya sahitah. phalam / tulyakālam. sahānena
paścāt prāpyasi sadgatim // (MBh 3.128.16).
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The god offers Somaka the opportunity to modify the law of karma for his
priest if the king is willing to suffer jointly with his priest in hell. Somaka
accepts, and in the end, the king and the priest jointly ascend to heaven.

And again, he who loved his teacher, gained together with his Brahmin
teacher his own beautiful worlds, which he had won by his action.

punaś ca lebhe lokān svān karman. ā nirjitāñ śubhān / saha tenaiva vipren. a
gurun. ā gurupriyah. . . . // (MBh 3.128.17 c–e).

Only in this final stanza of the episode in the next world are the initial ex-
pectations fulfilled that Yudhis.t.hira’s question has raised in the introductory
stanza. Here, the audience is informed about King Somaka’s extraordinary
act (karman), namely his voluntary stay in hell.65 Moreover, this exemplary
act generates the ascetic power to change his priest’s post-mortem fate and
morally improve karmic retribution by introducing the concept of complic-
ity.66

However, one may question whether the interpretation provided here is
the one that most obviously presents itself. Might not the revised verdict
be more easily explained as a transfer of merit, which Somaka performed
because his teacher was so dear to him? As Wendy Doniger already observed
(although she took the initial protest of the king to be an expression of a wish
“to sacrifice his good karma”), the fact that the priest and king suffer in hell
shows that:

In this way, the doctrine of karma is satisfied without any merit
transfer—and yet ultimately everyone escapes to heaven. . . (Doniger
O’Flaherty 1980: 35).

65 The motif of a voluntary stay in hell also occurs at the end of the Mahābhārata,
when Indra puts Yuddhis.t.hira to a test by offering him a stay in heaven, while his
relatives have to suffer in hell. Yuddhis.t.hira declines the offer, which proves “he
is a true follower of dharma“ (Gonzales-Reimánn 2011: 105).

66 Strictly speaking, the narrative does not allow for a conclusion of whether So-
maka achieves a general modification of karmic retribution, or whether the god
Dharma approves of an exception. I prefer an interpretation along the lines of the
first mentioned alternative because Somaka’s improvement of karmic retribution
would have constituted the more impressive achievement that would justify the
foundation of an āśrama.
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However, Doniger did not realize that this happy ending is not secured quasi-
automatically through the normal process of karmic retribution. Somaka won
(nirjita) the modification of the law of karma through his willingness to stay
in hell, i.e., through asceticism, exposing himself to the ineffable heat of hell
fire.

If this interpretation of the Jantu-Upākhyāna is accepted, it is possible to
understand the message of this myth as an attempt to establish a hierarchy
of competing causalities for post-mortem fates. According to this reading,
the sacrifice is a powerful tool for manipulating the fate of the sacrificer in
this world. It is ineffective in the next world. After death, the law of karma
determines the fate of beings. There is, however, a way to overcome, or at
least modify, the law of karmic retribution, namely through ascetic practice,
i.e., voluntarily enduring excessive heat.67

3.3.4. The frame story continued

The possibility of influencing one’s post-mortem fate using asceticism also
plays a vital role in the continuation of the frame story, in which the Pān. d. avas
reach Somaka’s āśrama. Lomaśa introduces this place as follows:

In front of us appears Somaka’s meritorious hermitage. A man who
stays there patiently for six nights gains a good post-mortem fate. We
shall remain there for six nights, free from fever and exercising self-
restraint. O Kurūdvaha, be prepared!

es.a tasyāśramah. pun. yo ya es.o ’gre virājate / ks. ānta us.yātra s.ad. rātram. prāpnoti
sugatim. narah. // etasminn api rājendra vatsyāmo vigatajvarāh. / s. ad. rātram.
niyatātmānah. sajjı̄bhāva kurūdvaha // (MBh 3.128.18–19b).

Although this passage does not contain much detailed information about
how the Pān. d. avas are going to spend their time in Somaka’s āśrama, it is
still comprehensive enough to allow for some conclusions. First, the very
fact that the word āśrama occurs implies that the Pān. d. avas reached a place

67 “The element of voluntariness, of consciously enduring physically and mentally
incriminatory situations, is constitutive for ascetic practices in general.” My trans-
lation; the original German reads: “Das Element der Freiwilligkeit, des bewußten
Erduldens von körperlich und psychisch belastenden Situationen, ist konstitutiv
für die Wirksamkeit der Askeseübung; . . . ” (Shee 1986: 191).
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where ascetics live and where asceticism (tapas) is practiced.68 Moreover,
the Pān. d. avas will likely perform ascetic practices themselves. This can be
concluded from Lomaśa’s call on Yudhis.t.hira to be prepared (sajjı̄bhava),
which may, in turn, imply a dı̄ks. ā, i.e., “a bodily, mental and spiritual
preparation for the future practice of asceticism.69 ” Also, the stay’s six-night
duration70 and the attributes “restrained” (niyatātman) and “patient” (ks. ānta)
point to religious observances71 and states of mind72 that are constitutive of
the practice of austerities. Finally, the stay in Somaka’s hermitage essentially
leads to an identical result to Somaka’s voluntary stay in hell. It is designed
to procure the Pān. d. avas a favorable post-mortem fate in the same way that
Somaka had won the heavenly worlds for himself and the priest.

3.4. The message: A hierarchy of competing causalities

If Somaka’s voluntary stay in hell can be viewed as the archetype of the stay
of ascetics in Somaka’s āśrama, it is possible to infer how an early audience
of the Jantu-Upākhyāna may have imagined the method and the aim of
austerities practiced in the hermitage. It appears that ascetics in Somaka’s
āśrama were viewed as voluntarily exposing themselves to heat much in the
same way as Somaka willingly endured the pain of hellfire.73 Also, the aim of
Somaka’s asceticism may have been taken to be essentially identical to that of
the ascetics in the king’s hermitage. Just as Somaka had gained the power to
change Dharma’s verdict of the priest, which was based on the law of karma,
so were ascetics in Somaka’s hermitage believed to accumulate the power
to change their karma. Their ascetic practice was meant to provide a secure

68 See Shee: 1986: 305f.
69 Shee: 1986: 335f., translated from the German original.
70 Six nights is also the duration of ascetic practice in MBh 3.146.1.
71 See Shee 1986: 341.
72 See Wezler 1979: 56.
73 “Pain is an essential constituent of the ascetic struggle; in this regard, pain

resulting from heating and drying also figures prominently in epic texts.” My
translation. The German original reads as follows: “Der Schmerz ist wesentlicher
Bestandteil des asketischen Sich-Abmühen; dabei steht der aus Erhitzung und
Ausdörrung resultierende Schmerz auch in epischen Texten im Vordergrund“
(Shee 1986: 194).
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way to heaven, irrespective of the karmic value of their former or future acts.
According to this view, asceticism—and this may be the message of the Jantu-
Upākhyāna—is the most potent causal factor to determine the post-mortem
fate of humans since the power accumulated by asceticism even exceeds the
power of the law of karmic retribution. In contrast to this, ritual actions, i.e.,
Vedic sacrifices, which are believed to be all-powerful in this world, are of no
avail when it comes to the destiny of humans in the next world.

4. Conclusion: The Jantu-Upākhyāna as a mirror of the religious history
of South Asia

This hierarchy of competing causalities regarding the post-mortem fate of
humans is the consequence of specific developments in South Asian religious
history. These developments appear to have taken place in the centuries
around the beginning of the Common Era as a result of the conflict of
worldviews between Vedic Brahmanism and śraman. a religions as described
above. As is well-known, the belief in the efficiency of Vedic rituals to secure
the sacrificer a permanently blissful post-mortem fate began to be challenged
in the late Vedic period, even within Brahmanical circles. This critique of
the efficacy of Vedic sacrificial rituals received perhaps its most pointed
formulation in the late Vedic Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad, which I would propose to
date around the first century CE.74 In stanza 1.2.10, which poses several
text-critical and metrical problems in its transmitted version that cannot be
discussed here, we read:

74 Cohen (2008) dedicated her monographic study to solving the problem of the
relative chronology of the so-called older Upanis.ads. She refrained, however,
from judging the absolute dates of the works. Salomon draws attention to the fact
that the language of the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad differs considerably “from the normal
standards of late Vedic / early classical Sanskrit” (Salomon 1981: 100), whereas
the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad shares several features with epic and Buddhist (Hybrid)
Sanskrit. This led Salomon to adopt the designation “Vernacular Sanskrit” for the
language of the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad. Salomon stresses that this linguistic peculiarity
neither justifies the assumption that the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad is later than other early
or middle Upanis.ads nor that the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad was originally a Jaina or a
Buddhist work (Salomon 1981:101f.). However, since the linguistic peculiarities of
the Sanskrit in the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad have parallels in Buddhist (Hybrid) and epic
Sanskrit, it appears that the time of the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad’s composition is close
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Perfect fools regard the merit of sacrifices and donations as the best and
cannot think of anything better. But when they have experienced the
merit of their well-performed rituals on the vault of heaven, they come
again to this deplorable world.75

is. t. āpūrtam. manyamānā varis. t.ham. nānyac chreyo vedayanti pramūd. hāh. /
nākasya pr. s. t.he te sukr. te ’nubhūte imam. lokam. hı̄nataram. cāviśanti //10// (MU
1.2.1).

The passage of the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad from which this stanza is taken
(MU 1.2.7–10) criticizes the belief in the unlimited power of Vedic rituals.
Repeatedly, the proponents of the Vedic sacrificial religion (karmin) are called
“fools” (mūd. ha) or even, as in the passage cited above, “perfect fools”
(pramūd. ha) because they do not recognize that ritual activity does not lead
to a permanent result. According to this critique, Vedic rituals yield a post-
mortem fate in heaven for the sacrificer. However, his stay is limited to a
specific period, after which a rebirth on earth is inevitable. Therefore, the
critics of the Vedic ritual do not regard a ritually earned residence in heaven
as a desirable salvational aim. Nevertheless, since the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad
concedes that rituals lead to a temporary stay in heaven, its authors (and
redactors) acknowledge the validity of the notion that sacrificial activity
determines the post-mortem fate of the sacrificer. The critique of Vedic
ritualism in the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad differs in this respect from the criticism
that is implicitly voiced in the Jantu-Upākhyāna, namely that Vedic rituals
are of no avail in the next world.76 According to the epic narrative, the
determining factor for the destiny of the sacrificer after death is not ritually
accumulated merit but the ethical value of actions performed during one’s

to the time of the linguistic turn towards Sanskrit as a medium of expression for
Buddhist and Jain authors, as well as to the time of the composition of the bulk
of the Sanskrit epics at the beginning of the first century CE. This hypothesis is
supported by the occurrence of the word sam. nyāsayoga in MU 3.2.6. According to
Olivelle (1981: 273), the word sam. nyāsa came to be used to designate Brahmanical
ascetics only at the beginning of the Common Era.

75 My translation follows with some variations the German translation of Slaje (2009:
357).

76 The god Dharma states this in MBh 3.128.13ab, cited above on p. 174, when he
justifies his verdict of the priest by saying that “nobody other than the performer
of an action ever experiences its result.”
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lifetime, i.e., the compliance of ethically relevant actions with the law of
karma. In this regard, the critique of the Vedic ritual in the Jantu-Upākhyāna
is more radical than that of the Mun. d. aka Upanis.ad.

The karma theory propagated in the Jantu-Upākhyāna differs consider-
ably from the early karma theories of the śraman. a religions. These presuppose
a karmic retribution that works, as it were, automatically and impersonally,
i.e., without being under the control of any deity. According to the early
theories of karma in the śraman. a religions, as we can reconstruct them from
Jaina and Buddhist sources, the gods were not conceived as having karmic
retribution under their command but as being subject to its efficacy.77 The
occurrence of the specific karma theory of the Jantu-Upākhyāna within the
Mahābhārata, according to which the god of the netherworld Yama or Dharma
rules the law of karma, therefore appears to be an innovation resulting from
the reluctant acceptance of the new religious doctrines of karma within the
intellectual milieu of early classical Hinduism.

One aspect of early karma theories that may have facilitated the transfer
of this religious belief from the śraman. a milieu to early Hinduism consists of
the limitations applied to the scope of karmic retribution during its process
of assimilation. Unlike in early Jainism, where the quality of the life of any
living being was believed to be primarily determined by the law of karma, the
karma theories of the late Vedic and early classical period of South Asian re-
ligious history, as they can be reconstructed from the Sanskrit epic literature,
allow considerable room for alternatives and modifying causes. For example,
fate and time are essential factors that substitute or complement karmic
retribution in the Mahābhārata.78 Moreover, a whole range of empowering
activities such as Vedic rituals, ascetic practices, pilgrimages, and, last but not
least, listening to recitations of the Mahābhārata 79 interfere with and modify
the karma-regulated post-mortem fate of humans.

77 See Halbfass 2000: 64–128.
78 On various factors that determine the fate of humans in the Mahābhārata, such as

time, fate and “God as the arranger,” see Long 1980: 44–49. On “time” as the
decisive factor for the fate of men, see also Scheftelowitz 1929.

79 See Hegarty 2012: 58–64.



184 Philipp A. MAAS

Literature and Abbreviations
a) Abbreviations and Primary Sources
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Elder, Chapters in Indian Civilisation. Vol. 1. Dubuque, Iowa. 40–81. Reprint In:
Ed. P. S. Jaini, Collected Papers on Buddhist Studies. 1st ed. Delhi. 47–96.

Johnson, J. W. 1995. Harmless Souls. Karmic Bondage and Religious Change in Early
Jainism with Special Reference to Umāsvāti and Kundakunda. Delhi.
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Vasubandhu’s Considerations on ‘Ignorance’ (avidyā)
in His “Commentary on Dependent Origination”

(Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-vyākhyā) (II)

M a r e k M E J O R

U n i v e r s i t y o f W a r s a w

Dedicated to Eli Franco, with respect and friendship.

Introduction

Vasubandhu’s (ca. 400–480 CE) Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-vyākhyā (PSVy) is the only
known commentary on the Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-ādi-vibhaṅga-nirdeśa-sūtra, a
fundamental text on the doctrine of dependent origination.1 Its first chapter
“Explanation/analysis of ignorance” (avidyā-vibhaṅga), the longest of the
fourteen chapters of the commentary, contains explanations of many impor-
tant questions as e.g. the discussion on the so-called general formula of the
pratı̄tyasamutpāda (‘dependent origination’), analysis of the term a-vidyā, or
on the problem of avidyā as the beginning member of the twelvefold chain of
dependent arising, etc.

Vasubandhu’s commentary is replete with quotations from important
sūtra and śāstra texts, viz. Markat.a-sūtra of the Nidāna Sam. yukta, *(Astitva-)ādi-
viśes.a-vibhaṅga-nāma-dharma-paryāya (preserved only in two Chinese transla-
tions), Sahetusapratyayasanidāna-dharmaparyāya, Mahākaus. t.hila-sūtra as well as
long passages from the Yogācāra treatise, the Yogācārabhūmi.

The text of the PSVy is entirely preserved in the Tibetan translation.2 It is
followed in the Tanjur by a subcommentary composed by Gun. amati.3 There

1 For an overview of the content of the sūtra and its commentary see Mejor 1997a;
Mejor 1997b; Mejor 2022; Muroji 1993.

2 Rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba dang po dang rnam par dbye ba bshad pa = Peking Tanjur
5496, Chi. 1a-71a8; Derge Tanjur 3995, Chi. 1b1–61a7; author: Vasubandhu (Dbyig
gnyen); transl. by Surendrākaraprabha and Nam mkha'. The translators were
active at the beginning of the 9th century.

3 Rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba dang po dang rnam par ’byed pa bstan pa’i rgya cher

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 189–248.
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is no translation into Chinese. There exists only one incomplete Sanskrit
palm-leaf manuscript discovered by Giuseppe Tucci4 in Nepal.5 Many par-
allel Sanskrit passages can be found in Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa–bhās.ya,
Vı̄ryaśrı̄datta’s Arthaviniścayasūtra-nibandhana (chapter 5: pratı̄tyasamutpāda),
Yaśomitra’s Abhidharmakośa-vyākhyā and in other texts.

Generally, one can divide the first chapter (avidyā-vibhaṅga) into six parts
as follows (the division into paragraphs is mine; the references to the Tibetan
text in the Peking Tanjur are given in parentheses):

A four opening stanzas <1>–<4> (Chi. 1a4–2a1);
B description of the Sūtra and its introductory part (sūtra-śarı̄ra), §§ 1–

21 (Chi. 2a1–4a2);
C exposition of the ādi-part, §§ 22–49 (Chi. 4a2–6a4);
D exposition of the vibhaṅga-part, §§ 50–68 (Chi. 6a4–7b5);
E excursus: grammatical explanation of the word a-vidyā, §§ 69–87 (Chi.

7b5–9b1);
F exposition of the definition of ignorance (avidyā-nirdeśa), §§ 88–106

(Chi. 9b1–13b5).

An annotated translation of the ādi or the “beginning” part of the first chapter
of Vasubandhu’s Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-vyākhyā (B–C) was published in a special
issue of the journal HŌRIN (“Vasubandhu’s considerations on causality in
his ‘Commentary on Dependent Origination’ (Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-vyākhyā)”).6

The translation of the remaining parts (A, D, E, F) of the avidyā-vibhaṅga is

bshad pa = Peking Tanjur 5497, Chi. 71a8–283b6; Derge 3996, Chi. 61b-237a; author:
Gun. amati (Yon tan blo gros); the same translators as above.

4 Edited by Tucci in his paper “A Fragment from the Pratitya-samutpada-vyakhya
of Vasubandhu”, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 62–3 (1930), 611–623 (in
Devanagari), reprinted in Roman characters in: G. Tucci, Opera Minora, Roma 1971,
Part I, 239–248.

5 National Archives, Kathmandu, No. B22/20. See Muroji 1993.
6 See Mejor 2022. This is a thoroughly revised version of the paper presented at the

Symposium “Pratyaya/yuán/en 縁/rkyen and its difference from the occidental idea
of ‘cause’ ” at EKO-Haus der Japanischen Kultur in Düsseldorf, March 28th–31st,
2019.
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offered here. In this way, a translation of the entire first chapter of Vasu-
bandhu’s PSVy will be available to readers.7

Translation

Vasubandhu’s Commentary on Dependent Origination
(Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-vyākhyā)

Chapter I: On Ignorance (avidyā-vibhaṅga)

[A. Salutary stanzas]8

Homage to all the Buddhas and the Bodhisattvas.

<1> [In praise of the Buddha,] I bow my head to Him, (a) who has [his] mind
[perfected] [and] is without ignorance in [the things] to be comprehended,
(b) who is possessed of [perfect] purity [and] needs not purification in future,
(c) who is the protector of the world, (d) [and who will] stay [in the world] to
the end of the world [i.e. sam. sāra], (e) the most excellent among the mankind.

Note to <1> Vasubandhu, PSVy chapter XIV (P Chi. 66b4): (I)

sangs rgyas la bstod par yon tan phun sum tshogs pa du zhig brjod ce na /
ye shes phun sum tshogs pa ste / [5] shes bya thams cad la thogs pa med
pa’i ye shes yin pa’i phyir ro // spangs pa phun sum tshogs pa ste / nyon

7 Acknowledgments. In this place I would like to express my most sincere thanks
to Prof. Lambert Schmithausen for his insightful comments on the earlier draft of
the translation. My special thanks go to Prof. Tom Tillemans who took the trouble
of reading and improving the later draft of my translation. I would also like to
thank my colleague Dr. Stanisław J. Kania for his help in preparing the final proofs.
Needless to say, I am solely responsible for any shortcomings of the present version.

8 The introductory stanzas (maṅgala-śloka) are also found in the beginning of
Paramārtha’s決定藏論 Jue ding zang lun (T 1584, p. 1018b–c). The relevant passages
were edited and studied in detail by Matsuda 1984. In the first three stanzas
Vasubandhu pays homage to the Thriple Gem: Buddha, Dharma, and Saṅgha,
according to the theory of sam. pad, or perfect accomplishment; the explanation is
found in chapter XIV of his PSVy. Gun. amati’s exposition differs at places from the
theory of sam. pad as it was presented in Vasubandhu’s AKBh ad VII.34, p. 415.17ff.;
LVP, Kośa, VII, p. 81ff. Cf. also the explanation of jñāna-sam. pad and prahān. a-sam. pad
in Aks.ayamatinirdeśa-t. ı̄kā fol. 141bff. (Braarvig 1993, II, p. 296 n. 1, with reference to
AKBh, loc. cit.).
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mongs pa’i phra rgyas thams cad bag chags dang bcas te spangs pa’i phyir
ro // thugs rje’i phun sum tshogs [6] pa ni ’jig rten pa rnams ’khor ba’i mi
bde ba thams cad las yongs su skyob pa’i phyir ro // mi zad pa phun sum
tshogs pa ni ’khor ba’i mthar thug par mnga' ba’i phyir ro // ’jig pas na
’jig rten zhes bya ste / de’i [7] mtha' las ’das pa’o // mtshungs pa med pa
nyid phun sum tshogs pa ni sems can thams cad kyi mchog yin pa’i phyir
ro // de ltar len pa rnams la bcom ldan ’das kyis chos dang zang zing gi
sbyin pas ni gzhan [8] mtha' dag la phan gdags par nus pa’i bya ba nyid
dang / dbye bar ’dod pa nyid dang / rtag pa’i gnas thob pa nyid dang /
gcig tu skyabs su gyur pa brjod pa yin no //

Gun. amati explains that Vasubandhu in his first introductory stanza pays
homage to the Buddha endowed with the fivefold (perfect) accomplishment
of qualities (gun. a-sam. pad) (PSVy-t., Chi. 72a4–5): de la sangs rgyas la bstod pas
ni yon tan phun sum tshogs pa rnam pa lnga bstan te /. Accordingly, a) the first
verse reflects Buddha’s perfect accomplishment of knowledge (jñāna-sam. pad),
which is unresisted, unimpeded (avyāhata) in all things to be known: (72a5–6)
ye shes phun sum tshogs pa bstan te / shes bya thams cad la thogs pa mi mnga' ba’i
ye shes yin pa’i phyir ro //. b) The second line expresses the Buddha’s perfect
accomplishment of abandonment (prahān. a-sam. pad), because of abandonment
of all misery of defilements (kleśa) and propensities (anuśaya). c) Then, the
author shows the Buddha’s perfect accomplishment of compassion (karun. ā-
sam. pad), because he, out of compassion, is the protector of men in order
to protect them from all misery of transmigrating world: (72a7–8) thugs rje
phun sum tshogs pa yin te / ’jig rten ’khor ba’i sdug bsngal thams cad las yongs
su skyob par mdzad pa’i phyir te / thugs rje can ni ’jig rten pa’i mgon du gyur pa
yin no //. d) The next expression means the Buddha’s perfect accomplishment
of imperishableness (aks.aya-sam. pad), because of his staying till the end of the
world: (72a8–72b1) mi zad pa phun sum tshogs pa yin te / ’jig rten gyi mtha' gtugs
par bzhugs pa’i phyir ro // ’jig rten mthar phyin pa zhes bya ba’i sgras ’dir ’jig rten gyi
mtha' gtugs par bstan pa yin gyi ’jig rten gyi mchog la bya ba ma yin te / gang gis ’jig
rten mthar ’byin ba de ’jig rten mthar ’byin pa zhes bya ste / mtha’i sgra ni ’dir gzhi
la sgrub pa yin no // de nyid kyi phyir mi dge ba dang sdig pa med pa yin no // gzhan
du na ni ’jig rten mthar phyin pa zhes bshad par ’gyur ro //. e) Finally is mentioned
Buddha’s perfect accomplishment of excellence (apratisama-sam. pad), because
of his superiority (prakr. s. t.a, śres. t.ha) over all sentient beings: (PSVy-t., Chi. 72b2–
3) mtshungs pa med pa phun sum tshogs pa yin te / sems can thams cad pas mchog tu
gyur pa’i phyir ro //.
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<2> The [threefold] Dharma9 too, which was explained accordingly in terms
of the [five perfections10 ], consists [respectively] in peace,11 stability,12 the
path13 and what is for the sake of the path14 ; by clearly realizing this
[Dharma], the living beings in the three realms15 (sa gsum) will revolve no
more like a wheel.

Note to <2> In the second stanza is explained a threefold dharma-pratisam. vid, i.e.
special knowledge of the Doctrine (cf. LVP, Kośa, VII, p. 91 n. 1), as consisting of
three elements, viz. i) phala-dharma, ii) pratipatti-dharma, and iii) deśanā-dharma;
accordingly, the first is nirvān. a, the second is the path (mārga), and the third is
explanation (e.g. the Sūtras, etc.). See Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 652.14–19, and AVN,
p. 276.2ff. & notes. Cf. LVP, Théorie, p. 71f. n. 6 (Śālistamba). To these three
kinds of special knowledge of the Doctrine are further conjoined five kinds
of perfect accomplishment which are listed by Gun. amati as follows (PSVy-t.,
Chi. 75b) (see the subsequent notes): 1) sdug bsngal dang kun ’byung ba dang
bral ba phun sum tshogs pa, 2) rtag pa nyid phun sum tshogs pa, 3) de thob par byed
pa’i yon tan phun sum tshogs pa, 4) de gsal bar byed pa’i yon tan phun sum tshogs
pa, 5) ’khor ba dang mi mthun pa nyid yon tan phun sum tshogs pa. Here, the

9 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b4): chos la bstod pas yon tan phun sum tshogs pa rnam pa
lnga bstan to // ’dir chos rnam pa gsum gyis bstod pa la / ’bras bu’i chos ni mya ngan las
’das pa’o // sgrub pa’i chos ni lam mo // bshad pa’i chos ni mdo’i sde la sogs pa’o //.

10 The fifth perfection is a knowledge based on the three kinds of Dharma, Gun. amati
PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b8): yang gsum pa’i ni de la dmigs pa’i ye shes ’khor ba dang mi mthun
pa nyid yon tan phun sum tshogs pa’o //. See above, n. 3, and the following notes.

11 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b5–6): de la zhi ba zhes bya ba tshig gis dang po’i ni sdug
bsngal dang kun ’byung ba dang bral ba dang bral ba phun sum tshogs pa ste / rgyu dang
bcas pa’i sdug bsngal thams cad nye bar zhi ba’i mtshan nyid yin pa’i phyir ro //.

12 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b6): gnas zhes bya bas ni rtag pa nyid phun sum tshogs pa
yin te / de kho na nyid las mi bskyod pa’i don gyis so //.

13 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b6–7): lam zhes bya bas sgrub pa’i chos kyi ni de thob par byed
pa’i yon tan phun sum tshogs pa’o //.

14 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b7–8): lam gyi ched (xyl.: chid) du byas zhes bya ba gsum pas
ni de gsal bar byed pa’i yon tan phun sum tshogs pa’o // lam gyi ched (xyl.: chid) du byas
pa ni lam kyi ched (xyl.: chid) du gang yin pa ste / bshad pa’i chos so //.

15 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 75b8–76a2): gang zhig rab tu rtogs pas sa gsum ’di dag tu /
’khor lo bzhin du ’gro ba ’di dag ’khor ba med / ces bya bas phyin ci ma log par bshad pa’i
don rtogs pa’i stobs kyis / mya ngan las ’das pa la zhi bar mthong ba dang / lam la lam du
’du shes pa’i rim gyis ’khor ba las ldog par ’gyur ro //.
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first four are connected with zhi ba, gnas pa, lam, and lam gyi ched du byas pa,
respectively. Further, zhi ba and gnas pa are associated with 1) ’bras bu’i chos
(phala-dharma), lam is connected with 2) sgrub pa’i chos (pratipatti-dharma), and
lam gyi ched du byas pa is associated with 3) bshad pa’i chos (deśanā-dharma); the
fifth kind of perfection is connected with all three types of Dharma, as is said
to be a “knowledge based on these” (de la dmigs pa’i ye shes).

Vasubandhu, PSVy, ch. XVI, (Chi. 66b8):

(II) chos kyi yon tan phun sum tshogs par brjod pa gang zhe na / (67a1)
chos la bstod pa ’dir rnam pa gsum ste / ’bras bu’i chos ni mya ngan las
’das pa’o // sgrub pa’i chos ni lam mo // bshad pa’i chos ni ’chad pa’o //
de la dang po’i yon tan phun sum tshogs pa ni sdug [2] bsngal rgyu dang
bcas pa thams cad shin tu zhi ba’i phyir zhi ba nyid dang / gnas pa nyid
de las mi g.yos pa’i phyir ro // de ltar na de ni dge ba nyid dang / rtag pa
nyid du brjod pa yin no // gnyis pa’i ni de thob par byed pa nyid [3] do //
gsum pa’i ni de dag gsal bar byed pa nyid do // gsum char gyi yang de la
dmigs pa’i shes pa ni ’khor ba dang mi mthun pa nyid yin no //

<3> The Noble Community [of monks and nuns] who abide in these [three
sorts of] Dharma, having completely transcended attachment16 and having

16 Those who have completely transcended attachment, they abide in the phala-
dharma, says Gun. amati (PSVy-t. Chi. 77a6): de la chags pa las ’das zhes bya ba’i tshig
gis ’bras bu’i chos la (7) gnas pa bstan te / de lta ma yin na ’das par mi rung ngo //.
Moreover, there are four kinds of them: 1) those who have completely, without
remainder transcended afflictions which are to be abandoned through seeing, as
e.g. those who have entered the stream (srota-āpanna), and 2–4) those who have
completely transcended afflictions which are to be abandoned through meditation,
as e.g. arhats.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 77a8): chags pa las ’das pa yang [77b1] rnam pa bzhi ste /
mthong bas spang bar bya ba’i nyon mongs pa ma lus pa las ’das pa ni dper na rgyun du
(xyl.: tu) zhugs pa lta bu ste / srid pa’i rtse mo pa’i tshogs gzhan dag ni de lta bu ma yin
te / ma spangs pa’i phyir ro // khams (2) gsum gyi bsgom pas spang bar bya ba’i nyon
mongs pa las ’das pa ni dper na dgra bcom pa lta bu ste / tshogs gzhan dag ni srid pa’i rtse
mo las ’das pa ma yin no //.
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thoroughly surpassed the [other] communities,17 have the ten [aśaiks.a18 ]
members, the eight [śaiks.a19 ] members, and eight divisions20 on account of

17 Those who have thoroughly surpassed the other communities, they abide in the
pratipatti-dharma and in the deśanā-dharma, explains Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 77a7):
tshogs pa dag las shin tu ’das gyur nas zhes bya ba’i tshig gis ni sgrub pa’i chos dang
bshad pa’i chos la gnas pa yin par bstan te / de lta (8) yin na ni de las ’das pa yin te / sgrub
pa’i chos la gnas pa yin pa’i phyir ro // bshad pa’i chos gsungs pa bzhin du rjes su ’brang
na ni legs par zhugs pa yin no //. Moreover, those who have thoroughly surpassed
the other communities, as e.g. those who have attained to (samāpanna) [the higher
stage], because of realization of the result of entering into the stream (srota-āpatti-
phala-sāks. āt-kr. tvā), [77b2]: tshogs (xyl.: chags) pa las shin tu yang dag par ’das (3) pa ni /
dper na rgyun du (xyl.: tu) zhugs pa’i ’bras bu mngon du bya ba’i phyir ’jug pa lta bu ste /
de la tshogs (xyl.: chags) thams cad las yang dag par ’das pa yod pa ma yin par ’dod kyang
shin tu ’das pa ni yod pa kho na yin (4) no // de ’dra bar tshogs gzhan dag ni ma yin no //.

There are also five kinds of those who have practised rightly (supratipanna) by
means of: morality (śı̄la), listening (śravan. a), reflection (cintā), meditation (bhāvanā),
and result (phala), (PSVy-t. Chi. 77b6ff.).

18 Aśaiks.as are those who no longer need a religious training, being in the 8th

stage. See AKBh ad VI.75, p. 387.14ff. (LVP, Kośa, VI, p. 295), and Yaśomitra
AKVy, p. 606.29ff.: sūtra uktam “as. t. ābhir aṅgaih. samanvāgatah. śaiks.o daśabhir aṅgaih.
samanvāgato ’śaiks.ah. ” iti //. BHSD s.v.

See Saṅgı̄tiparyāya X.2 (vol. I, p. 205): daśa śaiks. ā dharmā / katame daśa / aśaiks. ā
samyagdr. s. t.ih. samyaksam. kalpah. samyagvāk samyakkarmāntah. samyagājı̄vah. samyag-
vyāyāmah. samyaksmr. tih. samyaksamādhih. samyagvimuktih. samyagjñānam / ; Saṅgı̄ti-
paryāya VIII.1 (vol. I, p. 188): yadutās. t. āv āryamārgāṅgāni / samyagdr. s. t.ih. samyak-
sam. kalpah. samyagvāk samyakkarmāntah. samyagājı̄vah. samyagvyāyāmah. samyaksmr. tih.
samyaksamādhih. /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 78a1–2): yan lag bcu zhes gsungs pa la yan lag bcu ni lam
gyi yan lag brgyad dang / yang dag par rnam par grol ba dang / yang dag par rnam par
grol ba’i ye shes mthong ba’o //. Cf. AKBh, p. 198.24: as. t.au mārgāṅgāni; p. 387.14ff.:
samyag-vimukti, samyag-jñāna (LVP, Kośa, VI, p. 295).

19 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 78b4): yan lag brgyad dang ldan pa nyid ni slob pa’i dge ’dun
(5) gyi yon tan phun sum tshogs pa yin te / *rig pa dang zhabs su ldan pa’i phyir dang /
yang dag pa’i rnam par grol ba dang / ye shes mthong ba gnyis med pa’i phyir ro //.

*)rig pa dang zhabs su ldan pa, BHSD: vidyā-caran. a-sampanna, (= Mvy 3).
20 Saṅgı̄tiparyāya IV.10a (vol. I, p. 98): catvāri śrāman. yaphalāni / katamāni catvāri /

srotaāpattiphalam. sakr.dāgāmiphalam anāgāmiphalam agraphalam arhatvam / ; IV.11:
catvāri srotāpattyaṅgāni / katamāni catvāri / satpurus.asam. sevah. saddharmaśravan. am.
yoniśo manasikāro dharmānudharmapratipattih. /.
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the [four] Paths [of the results] (phala-mārga) and the [four] results of the Path
(mārga-phala).

Note to <3> According to Vasubandhu, the perfect accomplishment of good qual-
ities of the Noble Community is, in short, (1) deliverance from the fetters
[made] by afflictions which are to be abandoned through seeing and medi-
tation, and (2) superiority over the other assemblies; moreover, in full, it is
also (3) with the assembly of not trainees (aśaiks.a)—possessing ten members,
because of possessing perfection in wisdom and good conduct (vidyā-caran. a-
sam. pannatva), deliverance from its fruits, and perfection in wisdom of deliv-
erance; (4) with the assembly of trainees (śaiks.a)—possessing eight members,
because of possessing the perfection in wisdom and good conduct; (5) with
the both—there are eight kinds of perfection: accordingly, by the path of four
results and by the result of four paths, because of difference in states of these
members. PSVy, ch. XIV, (Chi. 67a3):

(III) dge ’dun gyi yon tan phun sum tshogs par brjod pa gang zhe na /
mdor na mthong [4] ba dang bsgom pas spang bar bya ba’i nyon mongs
pas bcings pa las grol ba nyid dang / dge ’dun gzhan la khyad par gyur
pa nyid do // rgyas par byas na yang mi slob pa’i dge ’dun gyi ni yan lag
bcu dang ldan pa nyid de / rig pa [5] dang zhabs su ldan pa nyid dang /
de’i ’bras bu rnam par grol ba nyid dang / rnam par grol ba’i ye shes phun
sum tshogs pa yin pa’i phyir ro // slob pa’i dge ’dun gyi yan lag brgyad
dang ldan pa nyid yin te / rig pa dang zhabs [6] su ldan pa yin pa’i phyir
ro // gnyis ka’i ni yan lag de’i gnas skabs kyi bye brag yin pa’i phyir ji ltar
rigs par ’bras bu bzhi’i lam dang / lam bzhi’i ’bras bu’i sgo nas phun sum
tshogs pa brgyad do //

Gun. amati explicitly mentiones five kinds of the perfect accomplishment of the
Noble Community, saying (PSVy-t. Chi. 77a5):

dge ’dun la bstod pas kyang yon tan phun sum tshogs pa rnam pa lnga
bstan te / mthong ba dang bsgoms pas spang bar bya ba’i nyon mongs pa’i
’ching ba las ’grol ba nyid dang </> mang po gzhan dang gzhan dag las
khyad (6) par <du> ’phags pa nyid dang / yan lag bcu dang ldan pa nyid
dang / yan lag brgyad dang ldan pa nyid dang / dbye ba rnam pa brgyad
yin no //

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 78b7): dbye ba brgyad ni gnyis ka’i yon tan phun sum tshogs
pa yin te / ’bras bu’i lam (8) dang lam gyi ’bras bu’i bye brag rab tu ston pa’i phyir ro //.
Cf. AKBh, p. 379.15: phala-mārga; LVP, Kośa, VI, p. 272; II, p. 276; VI, p. 241.
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<4> I wish21 to expound upon the Sūtra22 named “On the dependent
origination” (Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-sūtra), which was little explained23 (nirukta)
[by the Buddha]; [thus,] 24 (a) having heard [it] from the Superior One, and
(b) having perceived the others desire [an explanation], then (c) we will
investigate [the subject] briefly by relying upon this [Sūtra].

[B. Subject of investigation—Sūtra]25

[C. ādi]26

[D. vibhaṅga]

50. What is the detailed exposition (rnam par dbye ba, vibhaṅga)27 of depen-
dent origination?

The divisions in terms of ignorance (avidyā) and the other [eleven mem-
bers] are stated with reference to this [question].

21 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 80a2): smra bar bdag ’dod ces bya ba’i tha tshig go /.
22 See Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 79b1ff.) for a few explanations of the term sūtra: de la

don brjod par byed pas na mdo sde’o // yang na don sbrengs pas na mdo sde ste / skud pa
sbrengs pa bzhin te / rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba brjod pa zhes bya ba don gang yin pa’o //.
Cf. also Sgra sbyor bam po gnyis pa, No. 126, p. 52: sūtra zhes bya ba arthasūcanād sūtra
zhes bya ste /.

23 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 79b8): phyogs gcig nges par bshad pa zhes bya ba’i don gang yin
pa ste /.

24 Gun. amati explains (PSVy-t. Chi. 80a3ff.) that the expressions (a), (b), (c) are used
by Vasubandhu in opposition to the three faults (nyes pa gsum): a) lack of trust,
lack of confidence (yid mi ches pa, asampratyaya), b) uncertainty, doubt (the tshom,
vicikitsā), c) wrong attribution and denial, refutation (sgro ’dogs pa dang skur ba ’debs
pa, adhyāropa/apavāda).

25 Translation in Mejor 2022. Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 80b4–82a6) quotes in extenso
the Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-sūtra.

26 Translation in Mejor 2022. See NidSa 16 (*Ādi[-sūtra]), p. 157 nn. 2, 5. Cf. de
Casparis 1956: 73 nn. 99, 108, 113. The text of ādi-portion of the avidyā-chapter was
edited by Muroji 1986; see also Takata 1958; Iida-Matsumoto 1978.

27 Cf. NidSa, p. 157 n. 6, with further references; de Casparis 1956: 63 nn. 58, 64; 139
nn. 75, 76; BHSD s.v.
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51. Ignorance and so forth are not dependent origination (pratı̄tyasamutpāda).
What are they then? They are [elements] originated in dependence (pratı̄tya-
samutpanna).28

Such was stated by the Bhagavat in another Sūtra [where He said]:

What is dependent origination (pratı̄tyasamutpādah. )?—When this
exists, that comes into existence, etc.29

Which are the elements originated in dependence (pratı̄tyasam-
utpannā dharmāh. )?—From ignorance and formations, up to exis-
tence and old age and death.30

52. What is the intention (dgongs pa, abhiprāya) here?31

[Answer:] “Dependent origination” (pratı̄tyasamutpāda) is the general char-
acteristic (spyi’i mtshan nyid, sāmānya-laks.an. a) of the originated elements: not
having existed [earlier], it exists [now] (abhūtvā bhavati).32

28 According to the Scripture, there is no difference between ‘dependent origina-
tion’ and the dharmas ‘originated in dependence’, both being constituted by
conditioned (sam. skr. ta) dharmas. Cf. AKBh III.27, p. 136.2–3: uktam. bhagavatā /
pratı̄tyasamutpādam. vo bhiks.avo deśayis.yāmi pratı̄tyasamutpannām. ś ca dharmān iti /
atha ka es. ām. viśes.ah. / śāstratas tāvan na kaścit / ubhayam. hi sarve sam. skr. tā dharmā
iti /. Cf. LVP, Kośa, III, p. 72 n. 4 [= SN II.25]. However, certain masters (sthavira
Pūrn. āśa) claimed four possibilities (catus.kot.ika) where “dependent origination”
was different from the dharmas “originated in dependence”, cf. AKBh III.28a–b,
p. 136.11–14: sthavira-Pūrn. āśah. kilāha / syāt pratı̄tyasamutpādo na pratı̄tyasamutpannā
dharmā iti / catus.kot.ikah. / prathamā kot.ir anāgatā dharmāh. / dvitı̄yārhataś caramāh. /
tr. tı̄yā tadanye ’tı̄tapratyutpannā dharmāh. / caturthy asam. skr. tā dharmā iti /. Source of
quotation: Pāsādika 1989: 58 (no. 193); LVP, Kośa, III, p. 74 n. 2 (= Vibhās. ā 23.11). Cf.
also Vism, p. 440: pat.iccasamuppādo ti paccayadhammā veditabbā; pat.iccasamuppannā
dhammā ti tehi tehi paccayehi nibbattadhammā /.

29 AKBh III.28a–b, p. 137.8–9: pratı̄tyasamutpādah. katamah. / yadutāsmin satı̄dam. bhavati,
iti vistaren. oktvā (. . . ) /. See NidSa 14.2, pp. 147–149. Source of quotation: Pāsādika
1989: 59 (no. 194).

30 AKBh III.28a–b, p. 137.13f.: pratı̄tyasamutpannā dharmāh. katame / avidyā yāvaj jātir
jarāmaran. am /. Source of quotation: Pāsādika 1989: 59 (no. 196).

31 artha-vibhaṅga/vibhāga, see de Casparis 1956: 139 n. 76.
32 Index AKBh I, p. 46. Cf. AKBh, p. 80.5: jāyate ity abhūtvā bhavati / ; AKBh

II.46a–b, p. 78.2–4: samāsatas tv atra sūtre sam. skr. tasyedam. laks.an. am iti dyotitam.
bhagavatā / sam. skr. tam. nāma yad abhūtvā bhavati bhūtvā ca punar na bhavati, yaś cāsya
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53. How else could one explain the divisions (vibhaṅga)? How could one
explain how growing old is something other than that which has grown old?

Why so?—What is [termed] dependent origination (pratı̄tyasamutpāda) in
that [other Sūtra], is said to be the point of departure (ādi) of dependent
origination in this present [Sūtra, viz. the Pratı̄tyasamutpādasūtra], and what
are [termed] in that [other Sūtra] the dharmas originated in dependence
(pratı̄tyasamutpannā dharmāh. ) are [called] dependent origination(s) (pratı̄tya-
samutpāda) in this present [Sūtra].33

54. [Objection:] But if this were to be so, then why did [the Bhagavat] not say:

I shall explain to you dependent origination (pratı̄tyasamutpāda)
and the divisions of what has originated in dependence (pratı̄tya-
samutpanna)?

[Answer:] Since this religious discourse (dharma-paryāya)34 was intended to
mean dependent origination, then in order to explain the aphorism (mdo,
sūtra) of [dependent origination] as well as to explain it in extenso (rgyas
par, vistaren. a), there is no contradiction in saying “I shall explain to you, o
monks, the point of departure (dang po, ādi) of dependent origination and the
divisions (rnam par dbye ba, vibhaṅga).”

55. Some35 imagine (rtog pa) that what is originated (byung ba, samutpanna)
and origination (’byung ba, samutpāda) are two different entities36 —they too
are refuted37 : pratı̄tyasamutpāda does not exist separately from pratı̄tyasam-
utpanna, for it is shown that [these two] are qualities consisting in [mere]
designations (prajñapti-dharma, btags pa’i chos).38

sthitisam. jñakah. prabandhah. so ’nyathā cānyathā ca bhavati, iti /. Pāsādika 1989: 58
(no. 10): source of quotation unknown. Cf. LVP, Kośa, V, p. 57 n. 3 (sources of
the definition abhūtvā bhāvah. , see Prasannapadā, p. 263); Mvy 2182: ma byung ba las
(’)byung ba = abhūtvā bhāvah. .

33 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 96a8ff.).
34 See BHSD s.v.
35 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 96b8): chos mngon pa pa dag (= ābhidharmikāh. ).
36 Cf. AKBh III.28a–b, p. 136.9: hetubhūtam aṅgam. pratı̄tyasamutpādah. samutpadyate

’smād iti kr. tvā / phalabhūtam aṅgam. pratı̄tyasamutpannam / ; LVP, Kośa, III, p. 74 n. 1.
37 I read after Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 96b8): de dag las kyang bsal ba yin te /.
38 BHSD sub prajñapti.
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56. From [one] statement originates [another] statement.39

[Objection:] If ignorance too is pratı̄tyasamutpāda, then what is its condition
(pratyaya)?
[Answer:] It was said by the Bhagavat in the Sahetusapratyayasanidāna-
dharmaparyāya40 that incorrect judgement (ayoniśomanasikāra)41 too is the
condition of ignorance.

57. In the Mahākaus.t.hila-sūtra,42 [however,] the fivefold hindrance (nı̄vara-
n. a)43 is said to be [the cause of ignorance]:

What is it that brings about (or: establishes) (gnas par byed pa)
ignorance?—It should be said, the five hindrances, [i.e. desire for
lust, malice, torpor and drowsiness, frivolity and remorse, and
doubt].

39 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 97a2–3): tshig gang las zhe na / rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba’i
chos rnams [3] gang zhe na / ma rig pa nas rga shi’i bar du gsungs pa gang yin pa de las
tshig ’byung ba ni gal te ma rig pa yang rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba yin na zhes rgyas
par ’byung ba ’di yin no //.

40 AKBh III.28a–b, p. 135.6: ayoniśomanaskārahetukā’vidyoktā sūtrāntare* /.
*) Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 288.25: Sahetusapratyayasanidānasūtre. Gun. amati PSVy-t.

(Chi. 97a3–6): rgyu dang bcas rkyen dang bcas gzhi dang bcas pa’i chos kyi rnam grangs
las ji ltar byas zhe na / dge slong dag ma rig pa yang rgyu dang bcas pa rkyen dang bcas pa
nges par skyed pa dang bcas pa yin no // dge slong dag ma rig pa’i rgyu ni gang rkyen ni
gang nges par skyed pa ci zhe na / ma rig pa’i rgyu ni tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed
pa yin no // rkyen yang tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed pa yin no // nges par skyed pa
yang tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed pa yin no zhes bya ba yin no //. See Mejor 2001:
65(276)-69(272) for the translation of the Sūtra.

41 See BHSD, SWTF sub ayonis(ś)o-manas(i)kāra. Cf. NidSa 25.6,7,16,17. Further see
Schmithausen, Ālayavijñāna, Index s.v.

42 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 97a6–8): Gsus po che’i mdo* las sgrib pa lnga yang yin par
gsungs te / de la sgrib pa lnga ni ma rig pa’i bdag nyid ’thob pa cing gnas par bya ba’i
phyir sgrub par byed cing de’i rgyu na rjes su gnas par byed pa’i don gyis yin no // For
the Pāli text cf. AN V, p. 113.

*) On the problem of identification of the Mahākaus. t.hila-sūtra cf. Schmithausen,
Ālayavijñāna, II, p. 280 n. 149; Schmithausen 1987: 338, 340; Muroji 1993, n. 68, 89.
On Mahākaus.t.hila (Gsus po che) see Lamotte, Traité I, p. 47 n. 1.

43 AKBh V.58d, p. 318.7f.: yāni sūtre pañca nı̄varan. āny uktāni, 1⃝ kāmacchandah. 2⃝
vyāpādah. 3⃝ styānamiddham 4⃝ auddhatyakaukr. tyam 5⃝ vicikitsā ca /. Cf. Gun. amati
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58. False views (mithyā-dr. s. t.i, log par lta ba)44 also [bring about ignorance] in
that by having practiced (āsevita), cultivated (bhāvita), developed (bahulı̄kr. ta)
false views, a sentient being will be born in hell after the destruction of his
body. Even if he should come to have the destiny of an unaware person
(brgyal mi)45 , then [due to his false views] he will be said to be one who is
greatly bewildered (rmongs pa chen po, mahāmoha),46 so it is said.47

PSVy-t. (Chi. 97a7): sgrib pa lnga ni ’dod pa la ’dun pa dang </> gnod sems dang </> rgod
pa dang [/] ’gyod pa dang / rmugs pa dang gnyid dang </> the tshom mo //. The same list
in: Saṅgı̄ti-sūtra & Saṅgı̄ti-paryāya V.6 (vol. I, p. 135); cf. also ASBh §61F(x), p. 58f..
Dhammasaṅgani §§ 1152, 1486 lists 6 nı̄varan. as; āvaran. a is a synonym of nı̄varan. a in
DN I, p. 246; (pañca-)nivaran. a: AKBh IV.77d, p. 247.14; AVN, p. 180.2. Cf. Mvy:
sgrib pa = (1383) āvaran. a, (2146) nı̄varan. a. See also BHSD sub āvaran. a (p. 107) and
nı̄varan. a (p. 311). Further LVP, Kośa, V, p. 98 n. 5; LVP, Siddhi, II, pp. 639–657 (“Les
dix et le onzième āvaran. as”).

44 For the definition cf. AK IV.78b–c, p. 247.20f.: nāstidr. s. t.ih. śubhâśubhe mithyādr. s. t.ih. /.
LVP, Kośa, IV, p. 167 n. 4. Pañcaskandhaka, p. 29: (3b5–6) mithyādr. s. t.ih. katamā / hetum.
vāpavadatah. phalam vā kriyām. vā sad vā vastu nāśayato vā yā klis. t. ā prajñā / ; cf. two
definitions in YBh, p. 162.18–20; 182.13–14. See also BHSD s.v.

45 Mvy: brgyal ba = mūrcchā (7578), mūrcchita (2195). Cf. Das, TED p. 88: mi dang
skal ba mnyam par skyes (mān. us. ān. ām. sabhāgatayābhyupapanna) = “born with fortune
equal to that of a human being.”

46 Suttanipāta 730a: avijjā h’ ayam. mahāmoho. The term mahāmoha is found in the
Sām. khya and Yoga texts, e.g. YSBh ad I.8, p. 25: (. . . ) tamo moho mahāmohas tāmisro
’ndhatāmisra iti; Yuktidı̄pikā ad Sām. khyakārikā 47, p. 240.11.

47 AKBh IV.85a–b, p. 253.24ff.: akuśalais tāvat sarvair evāsevitabhāvitabahulı̄kr. tair
narakes. ūpapadyate / tad es. ām. vipākaphalam / ced ittham āgacchati manus.yān. ām.
sabhāgatām. (. . . ) mithyādr. s. t.yā tı̄vramohah. / tasyā mohabhūyastvāt /. (= P Gu. 246a3ff.:
re zhig mi dge ba kun du bsten pa dang goms par byas pa dang / lan mang du byas pa
thams cad kyis ni dmyal ba (4) dag gi nang du skye bar ’gyur te / ’di ni de dag gi rnam
par smin pa’i ’bras bu yin no // brgyal ’di lta bur mi rnams dang skal pa mnyam par
’ongs nas yang (. . . ) (7) log par lta bas ni gti mug shas che bar ’gyur ro //). A parallel
passage in AD IV.204, p. 177.7ff.: tatrākuśalaih. sarvair āsevitair bhāvitair bahulı̄kr. tair
narakes. ūpapadyate tad es. ām. vipākaphalam / sa ced itthatvam āgacchati sa manus.yān. ām.
sabhāgatām (. . . ) mithyādr. s. t.yā tı̄vramohah. /. LVP, Kośa, IV, p. 185, 186 n. 1, 2. Cf.
Index AKBh III: kun tu brten pa dang goms par byas pa dang lan mang du byas pa =
āsevita–bhāvita–bahulı̄kr. ta.
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As it was said in the three stanzas (gāthā) on desire and the rest [rāga, dves.a,
moha]48 :

One who is attached does not know [the dharma(s)], one who is
attached does not perceive the dharma(s).

59. Also contact (sparśa, reg pa) was indicated as a general condition (sāmānya-
pratyaya)49 : “Whatsoever [of the aggregates, be it the aggregate of feeling,
the aggregate of perception, or] the aggregate of dispositions, all these arise
in dependence on contact (sparśa).”50

60. In the Mahākaus.t.hila-sūtra51 ignorance (ma rig pa, avidyā) too was
declared as a condition of ignorance (ma rig pa):

48 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 97a7–8): tshigs su bcad pa gsum pa las zhes bya ba ni ’dod chags
dang </> zhe sdang dang / gti mug rnams la tshigs su bcad pa gsum mo // chags pa pos
ni chos mi shes zhes rgyas par ’byung ba de bzhin du khros pa po dang rmongs pa chos mi
shes bya ba yin no //.

49 Derge & Cone Tanjurs read: reg pa yang ci’i rkyen yin par bstan te, but P, N, G
Tanjurs and Gun. amati (PSVy-t., both P 97b1 & C 88b2) read: reg pa yang spyi’i
rkyen yin par bstan te = “ ’contact’ was explained as a ‘general cause’ (sāmānya-
pratyaya).” Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 97a8): reg pa yang [97b1] spyi’i rkyen yin par
bstan te zhes bya ba ni ’du byed kyi phung po’i rkyen nyid yin pa’i sgo (xyl.: sko) nas
kyang ’du byed kyi phung po’i nang du ’dus pa yin no //. AVN, p. 129.12ff.: avidyā
hi tr. s.n. āyāh. sāmānyapratyayam. sandhāyoktā sparśaś ca / yasmāt sarvāsām. tr. s.n. ānām.
dhātu-[130.1]bhūmigatibhinnānām anyes. ām. ca kleśānām avidyā sādhāran. o hetuh. , etad
abhisandhāyoktam tr. s.n. āyā bhiks.avo ’vidyā hetur iti / sparśo ’pi tr. s.n. āsāmānyapratyaya
eva, sarvacaitasikāsāmānyapratyayatvāt / s. at. caks.urādisam. sparśajā tr. s.n. ā, iti /. Cf. also
Ybh, p. 215.1ff.

50 AVN, p. 124.7–8: anyatroktam—yah. kaścid vedanāskandhah. sam. jñāskandhah. sam. skāra-
skandhah. sarvah. sparśam. pratı̄tya, iti /. Cf. also AD, p. 50.16.

51 NidSa 23.11b, p. 192: kim āsravān yathābhūtam. prajānāti / traya āsravāh. / kāmāsravo
bhavāsra(vo ')vidyāsravah. / ima āsravāh. / evam āsravān yathābhūtam. praj(ānāti) / ;
[23.11c] k(im ās)r(ava)samudayam. yathābhūtam. prajānāti / avidyāsamudayād
āsravasamudayah. / ayam āsravasamu(da)yah. / evam āsravasamudayah. yathābhūtam.
prajānāti /. Cf. Nettippakaran. a 79.9–11(-80.8): avijjā avijjāya hetu, ayoniso-manasikāro
paccayo /.
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What [does it mean that a noble disciple] recognizes correctly de-
filement(s) (āsrava)?52 —[There are] three [kinds of] defilements:
1. desire as a defilement (kāma-āsrava), 2. existence as a defilement
(bhava-āsrava), 3. ignorance as a defilement (avidyā-āsrava). From
the origination (samudaya) of ignorance originate defilements.53

61. [Vasubandhu’s opinion]54 : Ignorance originates in dependence upon
simple ignorance, but does not [originate in dependence] upon incorrect
judgement (ayoniśo-manasikāra) and the rest because these, [i.e. incorrect
judgement, hindrance (āvaran. a), false view (mithyā-dr. s. t.i), passion (rāga), etc.]
originate just from bewilderment (moha).55

When an [instance of ignorance] arises from its same kind (rang gi rigs
gcig las), then incorrect judgement and so forth develop it far more, in that
the developed seed56 [of ignorance] will be far more difficult to eliminate.

52 Lalitavistara, p. 348.21–22 lists 4 āsravas: kāma-, bhava-, avidyā-, dr. s. t.i- [= Pāli list, but
there is also a list of only three, without dit.t.hi]; in the AKBh āsrava is equated with
anuśaya (LVP, Kośa, V, p. 79); AVN, p. 273.8f. equates āsrava with the kleśas. Mvy
2141: zag pa. Cf. BHSD sub āsrava, “evil influence, depravity, evil, sin, misery”;
SWTF s.v.

53 According to Gun. amati it is so because ignorance is contained in the defilement(s)
(PSVy-t. Chi. 97b1–2): ma rig pa ni zag pa’i nang du gtogs pa’i phyir ma rig pa kun
’byung ba las zag pa kun ’byung zhes bstan pa yin no //.

54 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 97b2): (. . . ) slob dpon gyi rang gi bsam pa ston par byed pa
yin no //. And further [97b3]: (. . . ) tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed pa dang sgrib
pa dang log par lta ba dang ’dod chags la sogs pa skye ba’i phyir ro zhes bya ba tha tshig
ste / tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed pa la sogs pa ni rmongs pa med par skye ba ma
yin no // de bas na tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed pa la sogs pa las skye ba ma yin
no // gal te de lta yin na sngar glengs pa’i mdo sde rnams ji ltar drang zhe na de’i phyir
(. . . ) // (“. . . Incorrect judgement, etc. do not originate without [the presence of]
bewilderment; therefore from incorrect judgement, etc. there is no origination. If
it were so, then the formerly preached Sūtras would not be right. Therefore [the
ācārya says]. . . ”). See Mejor 2001.

55 BHSD, moha: ‘bewilderment’.
56 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 97b6–7): ji lta ji ltar tshul bzhin ma yin par yid la byed pa

dang / sgrib pa dang log par lta ba dang / ’dod chags la sogs pa kun tu ’byung ba de lta
de ltar ma rig pa’i sa bon yongs su rgyas [7] par ’gyur ro // yongs su rgyas pa na shin tu
spang dka' ba yin te / de ltar na lhag par rgyas par byed pa yin no // (“In as much as the
incorrect judgement, hindrance, false view, passion, etc. arise, so much the seeds
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Therefore, these [i.e. incorrect judgement, etc.]57 are also declared to be
conditions (pratyaya) of that [i.e. of ignorance].

62. Now, why were the conditions (pratyaya) [of ignorance] not stated in the
present Sūtra [i.e. in the Pratı̄tyasamutpādasūtra]?
[Answer:] In that [Sūtra] another [explanation] would have had to have been
stated. That is to say, [the Sūtra] should have undertaken an explanation
of the order of origination, viz. [of what originates] in dependence upon
what. An explanation of the conditions of ignorance is unnecessary in
that explanation as to why (gang gi don du, yadartham) there are the twelve
members. And it will be explained later.58

63. Although a condition of ignorance may be something of its own type
[i.e. ignorance itself], here it was not intended that there be mention of the
conditions of the [twelve] members consisting in things of the own types
[of the members], and hence here its [i.e. ignorance’s] condition will not be
explained.59

64. Here, [in this matter,] some object60 :

Because the condition of ignorance has not been told, the wheel
of existence (sam. sāra) has a beginning (ādimat), and with the

of ignorance accumulate; having accumulated [they] are very difficult to abandon.
Therefore [they] are very excessive.”).

57 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 98a1): tshul bzhin ma yin pa yid la byed pa la sogs pa zhes bya
ba’i tha tshig go /.

58 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 98a5): dgos pa’i dbang du byas te bstan pa yin no //.
59 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 98a5): ma rig pa’i rkyen rang gi rigs (6) yin yang zhes bya ba

ni ma rig (xyl.: rigs) pa’i rigs ni rkyen yin te / ji skad du ma rig pa kho na la brten nas
ma rig pa ’byung ba yin gyi zhes rgyas par smos pa yin no // ’dir yan lag rnams kyi rkyen
rang gi rigs brjod par (7) ’dod pa ma yin gyi ’o na ci zhe na rigs mi mthun pa rkyen yin
no zhes bstan to // de lta ma yin na ni ming dang gzugs kyang ming dang gzugs kyi rkyen
yin pa dang / skye mched drug kyang skye mched drug gi rkyen yin no zhes brjod (8) par
bya dgos par ’gyur ro //. Cf. AVN, p. 122.10f.

60 Mvy 2807: rgol ba = codayati; BHSD, codayati ‘accuses’, codanā ‘accusation, reproof’.
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additional member(s) the fallacy of regressus ad infinitum61 is
applicable.62

[Answer:] To this objection it is replied: in the previous mention
(pūrvanirdeśa), in the other Sūtra [i.e. Sahetusapratyayasanidāna,] it was
said:

Incorrect judgement (ayoniśo-manasikāra) is the cause of ignorance
(avidyā).

65. [Thus, sam. sāra has no beginning and] there is no additional member63

[to be put before avidyā], because it [i.e. incorrect judgement] is inherent in
clinging to existence (upādāna).64 Also the fallacy of regressus ad infinitum
is not applicable, because both these [i.e. ignorance and incorrect judgement]
are mutually conditioned, like a bird and an egg.65

As it was said in this very [Sūtra]: —

Defiled (bsgos pa) judgement (manasikāra) originates from bewil-
derment (rmongs pa, moha).66

66. Now, if one says that because all members were explained in the other
[Sūtra, i.e. the Sahetusapratyayasanidāna] to be conditions, then it would

61 Mvy 4722: thug pa med par ’gyur (ba) = anavasthā-prasaṅga.
62 AKBh ad III.27, p. 134.20–23: yadi khalu dvādaśāṅga eva pratı̄tyasamutpādah. , evam.

saty avidyāyā anupadis. t.ahetukatvād ādimān sam. sārah. prāpnoti, jarāmaran. asya cānupa-
dis. t.aphalatvād antavān / aṅgāntaram. vā punar upasam. khyātavyam. tasyāpy anyasmād ity
anavasthāprasaṅgah. //. A parallel passage in AVN, p. 99.4–6.

63 AKBh, p. 134.23; 135.5; AVN, p. 99.6; 99.12: nopasam. khyātavyam /.
64 AKBh, p. 135.8: sa cehāpy upādānāntarbhūtatvād ukto bhavatı̄ti apare / ; cf. AVN, p.

100.3.
65 Cf. Milindapañha, p. 51.6–8: kukkut.iyā an. d. am. , an. d. ato kukkut. ı̄, simile hen and egg.
66 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 98b5ff.) refers to the *Sahetu-sapratyaya-sanimitta-dharma-

paryāya (Rgyu dang bcas rkyen dang bcas nges par skyed pa dang bcas pa’i chos kyi
rnam grangs): “Defiled judgement, i.e. incorrect judgement, because [it] is defiled
with passions (kleśa), originates from bewilderment (or hindrance) (rmongs pa,
moha, tamas), i.e. ignorance is said to be its cause, because [the expression] ’origi-
nates from bewilderment' means ’originates from [mental] bewilderment (gti mug,
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follow absurdly that here [in the present Sūtra, i.e. the Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-,]
a/the condition67 was not mentioned. And because [of the fact that],
according to the Abhidharma opinion, both desire (tr. s.n. ā) and ignorance
(avidyā) are contained in clinging to existence (upādāna),68 [we answer:] as for
example, although a root was declared as a condition of the blue lotus, [then,]
because a root was declared as a cause, there cannot be [its] causelessness.
Here, given that [ignorance] would not (ma yin na)69 become causeless due
to the condition of ignorance not being stated, why should it follow absurdly

moha).”
67 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 98b8–99a4): ’o na ni yan lag kun gzhan las rkyen nyid yin

par gsungs pa’i phyir zhes rgyas par ’byung ba ni gal te mdo sde gzhan las ma rig pa’i
rkyen gsungs [99a1] pas mdo sde ’dir de’i rkyen brjod par bya ba ma yin na ’du byed
dang rnam par shes pa la sogs pa yan lag kun mdo sde gzhan las rten cing ’brel par
’byung ba dang rten cing ’brel par ’byung [2] ba’i chos yin par gsungs la mdo sde gzhan
las kyang de dag rkyen yin par gsungs pa ni dge slong dag chos rnams sogs pa (ādi)
dang ’grib pa (apacaya, apāya) yang bshad par bya’o zhes rgyas par ’byung ba dang / ma
rig pa’i rkyen de bsod [3] nams ’du byed par mngon par ’du byed pa dang / ma rig pa’i
rkyen gyis bsod nams ma yin pa dang mi g.yo ba’i ’du byed mngon par ’du byed pa’o zhes
bya ba dang / gal te de bsod nams ’du byed pa mngon par ’du byed na ni [4] ’di’i rnam
par shes pa bsod nams kyi rjes su ’gro bar ’gyur ro zhes rgyas par ’byung ba yin no //.
(“If the condition of ignorance, having been declared in the other Sūtra, was not
stated in this Sūtra, all [remaining] members: formations, consciousness, and the
rest, which were declared in the other Sūtra as ’dependent origination' and ’the
dharmas originated in dependence', would have been said to be the ’condition' in
that Sūtra—“Monks, I shall tell you the dharmas, [their] beginning (ādi) as well as
[their] decay (apacaya, apāya).” [In such a case] the condition of ignorance would
form (abhi-sam. s-kr. ) the meritorious formations, and the non-meritorious (apun. ya)
and immovable (āniñjya) formations would have been formed by the condition
of ignorance. If the meritorious formations were formed by it, its consciousness
would follow the meritorious [formations].”)

68 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 99a4): sred pa dang ma rig pa gnyis kyang chos mngon pa’i lugs
kyis len pa’i nang du ’dus pa’i phyir zhes bya ba ci zhe na / brjod par (5) mi bya bar thal
bar ’gyur ro zhes bya ba’i skabs dang sbyar ro // de lta na ni rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba
yan lag bcu yin par ’gyur te / chos mngon pa las kun nas dkris pa dang bcas pa’i nyon
mongs pa thams cad (6) len pa yin par gsungs so // chos mngon pa smos pa ni mdo sde’i
lugs kyis ’dun pa dang / ’dod chags nye bar len par ’byung ba’i phyir ro //.

69 P, N, G read: rgyu med pa can du ’gyur ba nyid ma yin na; D, C omit negation, but it
seems to be against the sense of the argument.
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that sam. sāra would have a beginning? And why the cause of ignorance is not
to be declared here?—this I have perceived (or: I understand).70

Just because of this, there is no occasion for controversy here. And just
because of this no other (additional) member is [to be] declared beside old
age and death (jarāmaran. a), and [also] the [fallacy of] finiteness of the wheel
of existence is not [to be applied].71

67. Others say72 [that] through the demonstration of contact (sparśa) incorrect
judgement (ayoniśo-manasikāra) is indicated [too]. Thus, in the other Sūtra this
[incorrect judgement] is demonstrated at the time of contact:

In dependence on the eye and the visible [objects] comes into ex-
istence defiled judgement, which originated from bewilderment.

68. Also in speaking about feeling (vedanā), ignorance (avidyā) was men-
tioned. Since it was said in the other Sūtra73 :

70 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 99a6–8): dper na utpa la’i rkyen rtsa ba yin par bstan du zin
kyang zhes bya ba rgyas (7) par ’byung ba ni ma smos pa’i phyir ma rig pa la rkyen med
pa ma yin no zhes ston par byed de / yod du zin kyang dgos pa’i dbang gi phyir ram / dgos
pa med pa’i phyir brjod par mi bya ba yin no // de nyid kyi phyir de ni bdag (8) gis rtogs
te zhes smos pa ni de la yang gzhan brjod par bya dgos par ’gyur la gang nas brten te skye
ba’i rim pa bstan pa brtsam par bya zhes bya ba yin no //.

71 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 99a8ff.): de nyid kyis kyang ’di la rgol ba ma rig pa’i rkyen ma
smos pa’i [99b1] phyir ’khor ba thog ma yod par ’gyur ba dang yan lag lhag pa dang de
dag la thug pa med par ’gyur ro zhes bya ba’i skabs med pa yin no // (. . . ) [99b7].

72 AKBh ad III.27, p. 135.10–12: anyah. * punar āha / ayoniśomanaskāro hetur avidyāyā
uktāh. sūtrāntare** / sa cāpi sparśakāle nirdis. t.ah. / caks.uh. pratı̄tya rūpān. i cotpadyate āvilo
manaskāro mohajah. , iti /.

*) Yaśomitra, AKVy, p. 289.23: bhadanta-Śrı̄lābhah. (-lātah. ). **) Yaśomitra, AKVy, p.
289.24: Sahetusapratyayasanidānasūtre.

Cf. Nettippakaran. a, p. 79; AVN, p. 100.2–3. Further LVP, Kośa, III, p. 71 n. 3
(references to Sam. yukta 11.3; Prasannapadā, p. 452 [= Pratı̄tyasamutpādasūtra]). Cf.
Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 99b7).

73 AKBh ad III.27, p. 135.12–13: vedanākāle cāvaśyam avidyāyā bhavitavyam /
avidyāsam. sparśajam. veditam. pratı̄tyotpannā tr. s.n. ā, iti sūtrāntarāt /. LVP, Kośa, III, p. 71
n. 4 (Sam. yukta 2.4; Sam. yutta iii.96).

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 99b8): tshor ba bstan pas kyang ma rig pa bstan pa yin te zhes
rgyas par ’byung ba ni mdo sde ’dir tshor ba’i rkyen gyis sred pa zhes gsungs pa ma rig pa
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Desire (tr. s.n. ā) arises in dependence upon feeling (vedanā), which
[in turn] arises from contact (sparśa) in which there is ignorance
(avidyā),

then all these statements in the other Sūtra would also yield the fault (skyon)
of it following that [various conditions] were not mentioned here [in the Pra-
tı̄tyasamutpādasūtra].74

[E. Grammatical excursus on the term a-vidyā]75

69. What is [the meaning of the word] ignorance (avidyā)?76

med pa’i tshor ba ni sred pa’i [100a1] rkyen ma yin te / dper na dgra bcom pa’i lta bu’o //
de ltar na ’dir tshor ba bstan pas ma rig pa bstan pa yin no // ’di skad bstan te reg pa dang
lhan cig byung ba’i tshul bzhin ma yin par yid (2) la byed pa ni tshor ba dang lhan cig
byung ba’i ma rig pa’i rgyu yin no zhes bya’o // ma rig pa’i ’dus te reg pa ni ma rig pa
dang mtshungs par ldan pa la / ma rig pa’i ’dus te reg pa zhes bya’o // de las skyes (3) pa
ni ma rig pa’i ’dus te reg pa las skyes pa’o //.

74 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100a3): mdo sde gzhan las gsungs pa de dag thams cad kyang
’dir mi brjod par thal bar ’gyur ro // ji tsam du rig par bkri (D: rigs par dkri) nus pa’i bar du
*kha che bye brag tu smra (4) ba dag na re ma rig pa dang rga shi gnyis la rkyen ma smos
su zin kyang ’khor ba la thog ma dang tha ma yod par thal bar mi ’gyur te / mdo sde ’dir
nyon mongs pa dang / las dang dngos po rgyur bstan pa’i phyir ro // ji (5) ltar nyon mongs
pa las nyon mongs pa skye zhe na / sred pa las sred pa dang len pa’o // las kyang skye ste /
ma rig pa las ’du byed dang len pa las srid pa’o // las las kyang dngos po skye ste / ’du byed
(6) las rnam par shes pa dang srid pa las skye ba’o // dngos po las kyang dngos po skye ste /
rnam par shes pa las ming dang gzugs ming dang gzugs las skye mched drug ces bya ba la
sogs pa dang / skye ba (7) las rga shi’o </> nyon mongs pa yang dngos po las skye ste tshor
ba las sred pa’o // de ltar byas na ma rig pa’i rgyu ni nyon mongs pa dang dngos po yin
pa’am / dngos po yin no zhes shes par byas pa yin no // rga shi las (8) dngos po’am nyon
(xyl.: nyin) mongs pa skye ba yin no // de bas na ’di la brgal du med do <//> . *) Kāśmı̄rāh. .

75 PSVy P Chi. 7b5–9a1; cf. Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 100a8ff. Translated in Mejor 2002:
93–96 (slightly abriged). For the sake of completeness this section is included here
in full, with corrections.

76 AKBh ad III.28c-d, p. 140.24–141.1: athāvidyeti ko ’rthah. / yā na vidyā / caks.urādis.v api
prasaṅgah. / vidyāyā abhāvas tarhi / evam. sati na kim. cit syāt / na caitad yuktam / tasmāt /
(kārikā 28c-d) vidyāvipaks.o dharmo ’nyo ’vidyāmitrānr. tādivat //. LVP, Kośa, III, p. 88
and n. 3. Cf. Matilal 1985, esp. p. 322ff.
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[Answer:] “Ignorance (a-vidyā, ma rig pa) is that what is not knowledge (rig pa
ma yin pa).” The negative particle (ma’i rnam pa, nañ-pratyaya) is a synonym
of the particle of opposition.77

This [negative particle nañ is observed as having seven meanings,78 [viz.
it may appear:]

77 Yaśomitra, AKVy, p. 301.5: tadvipaks.a iti / virodhe nañ* iti darśayati /. ’gog pa’i rnam
pa’i rnam grangs; Index AKBh III: ’gog pa = nirodha, pratis. edha.

*) Pān. ini II.2.6: nañ. Abhyankar 1986: 213 sub nañ (‘the negative particle which
possesses the six senses’).

78 The sevenfold meaning of nañ is also found in the Rasavaiśes. ika, a treatise on
medicine, p. 2f.: ayam. ca pratis. edhah. saptasv arthes.u vartate / katham. /

pratis. edhe ca sattāyāh. , anyatve, sadr. śe ’pi ca /
kutsālpavirahārthes.u vipaks. e cāpi nañ bhavet // iti /

[1] vastupratis. edhe yathā abhāvah. , vastunah. sattām. pratis. edhayati / [2] anyatve
abrāhman. a iti “jātir aprān. inām” [Pān. ini 2.4.6] iti ca / [3] sadr. śe abrāhman. o ’yam
aks.atriyo ’yam iti / brāhman. asadr. śo bhavati ks.atriyasadr. śo bhavati / tadvad iti gamyate /
[4] kutsāyām aputra iti / [5] ı̄s. adarthe alavan. ā yavāgūh. , anudarā kanyeti / [6] virahārthe
atapasvijano ’yam. vihāra iti / [7] vipaks. e apun. yam aśı̄tam iti ca / atra tāvad vipaks. e
dras. t.avyah. / rogavipaks. e (. . . ) / (“The negative occurs in seven meanings. In what
manner? [Viz.:] ‘This negative particle may be used in the sense of opposition
to being [i.e. in the sense of absence], difference, similarity, contempt, smallness,
separation, and contrariety.’—[Thus, the negative particle may be used] (1) in [the
sense of] opposition to a real thing, as for example non-existence denies existence
of a real thing; (2) in [the sense of] difference, [as e.g. in the case of the word] ‘not a
brahmin’, and [according to the Pān. ini rule 2.4.6] ‘species, without living beings’;
(3) in [the sense of] similarity, [as e.g. the expressions] ‘this [is] not a brahmin’, ‘this
[is] not a kshatriya’ [denote someone who] is like a brahmin, like a kshatriya, i.e.
‘such as him’; (4) in [the sense of] contempt, [as e.g.] ‘not a son’, [i.e. ‘bad son’]; (5)
in [the sense of] smallness, [as e.g.] ‘not salty rice gruel’, [i.e. not salty enough,] ‘a
girl without belly’, [i.e. a girl with a slender waist,]; (6) in [the sense of] separation,
[as e.g.] ‘an abode without monks’; (7) in [the sense of] contrariety, [as e.g.] ‘non-
meritorious’, [i.e. wicked,] ‘not cold’, [i.e. warm].—Here, then, it [= ārogya ‘health’]
should be perceived in [the sense of] contrariety, i.e. in [the sense of] contrariety
(opposition) to disease (. . . )”). I am indebted to Prof. A. Wezler for the reference.

AV-t.ı̄kā (P 5852, Jo. 40b7–41a2) explicitly mentions four meanings of the
negative particle: / de la ma rig pa zhes bya ba ’gog pa’i tshig gi ’di don rnam pa bzhir
’gro ste / chung ba dang smad pa dang mi mthun pa dang med pa’o // de la chung ba’i
don du ’gro ba ni [/] dper na bu mo rked pa phra mo la rked pa med pa zhes bya ba lta
bu’o // smad pa’i don du ’gro ba ni dper na bu ngan pa la bu med pa zhes bya ba lta
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1⃝ [in the sense of] opposition of being (sat-pratis. edhe), as e.g. [in the
expressions] non-grasping (an-udgrahan. a), non-existence (a–bhāva)79 ;
2⃝ [in the sense of] difference (anyatve), as e.g. in [the grammatical rule]

‘species, without living beings’ (jātir aprān. inām) [= Pān. ini 2.4.6], as it is
evident from [the following expressions:] [a non-corporeal (a-rūpin, gzugs can
ma yin pa), which is] different from the animated beings (a-prān. in, srog chags
ma yin (pa)), not being in the sphere of application [of a rule] (a-pradeśastha),80

one which is different from corporeal (rūpin); 81

3⃝ [in the sense of] [difference in] similarity (sadr. śe),82 as it is evident in a
saying: not a brahmin (a–brāhman. a), not a boy (a-kumāra), while [only] one

bu’o // med pa’i don du ’gro ba ni dper na zas med chu med ces bya ba lta bu’o // ’gal
ba’i don du ’gro ba ni dper na ’grogs pa dang mi mthun pa la grogs ma yin zhes bya ba
lta bu’o // ’di ni ’gal ba’i don du ’gro bar lta ste / rig pa dang mi mthun pa’i phyogs su
gyur pa la ma rig pa zhes bya’o // (“Here, regarding [the word] ‘ma rig pa (a-vidyā)’
the negative particle has the fourfold meaning, viz. [it may be used in the sense
of] (1) smallness, (2) badness, (3) contrariety (opposition), (4) absence. In this,
(1) the meaning of smallness is known [in such expressions] like ‘a girl without
belly’, i.e. ‘[a girl having a] thin waist’; (2) the meaning of badness is known in
[such expressions] like ‘not a son’, i.e. ‘a bad son’; (4) the meaning of absence is
known in [such expressions] like ‘without food, without water’; (3) the meaning
of opposition (contrariety) is known in [such expressions] like] ‘not associated’, i.e.
[in the sense of] ‘being contrary, in opposition to being associated’. [Thus, here]
this [negative particle] should be know in the sense of ‘opposition (contrariety)’:
‘ignorance’ (ma rig pa) [means] ‘what is opposed/contrary to knowledge’ (rig pa).”

Cf. also Skandhila’s Abhidharmāvatāraśāstra (P 5599, Thu. 400a3–4): rig pa’i gnyen
po [xyl. pa] ni ma rig pa zhes bya’o // dgag pa ni gnyen po gzhag pa’i phyir / mi mdza’ ba
la sogs bzhin no // (“[The word] ‘ignorance’ means ‘what is contrary (opposite) to
knowledge’, because the negative [particle] poses [here the meaning of] contrariey
(opposition), like [in the words] ‘not a friend’, etc.”); Van Velthem 1977: 24 (T 1554,
p. 983a11–13).

79 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100b1): ’dzin (2) pa dang dngos po yod pa ’gog par nges par
byed pa yin te / ’dzin pa yod pa ma yin dngos po yod pa ma yin zhes bya ba yin no //.

80 Mvy 6694: phyogs na mi gnas (pa); Abhyankar 1986: 268 sub pradeśa (‘sphere, place
of the application of a rule’).

81 PSVy Chi. 7b6–7.
82 PSVy Chi. 7b7: ’dra ba gzhan nyid la = *sādr. śyānyatve, ‘in the sense of difference in

similarity or resemblance’.
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difference of another man resembling a brahmin, or a boy83 is conspicious,
yet not a total difference84 ;
4⃝ [in the sense of] blame or contempt (kutsāyām), as it is evident in a saying:

not a wife (a–bhāryā), not a son (a-putra), [with which are meant] a bad wife,
a bad, contemptible son85 ;
5⃝ [in the sense of] small(ness), little quantity (ı̄s. ad-arthe, alpārthe),86 as in

[such expressions as] non-salty rice-gruel (a-lavan. ā yavāgū),87 [i.e. with a
small quantity of salt], a girl without belly (an-udarā kanyā), [i.e. a girl with
a thin waist, very thin]88 ;
6⃝ [in the sense of] separation (virahārthe), as in [such expressions as e.g.]

an abode without monks,89 a hermitage without water (*an-udako ’yam.
vihārah. )90 ;
7⃝ [in the sense of] contrariety, opposition (vipaks. e), as in [such words as e.g.]

non-meritorious (a-pun. ya), inglorious (a-prasiddha).91

70. It was said in the recapitulating verse (sam. graha-śloka)92 :

83 PSVy, all xylls. read: (bram ze dang) gzhon nu ma* (dang ’dra ba), *putrı̄, fem. [sic!].
84 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100b4): ’dra ba nye bar bya ba yin pa’i phyir //.
85 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100b4): ’dir chung ma dang ’dra ba gzhan dang bu dang ’dra ba

gzhan (5) yin par nges par bya ba ma yin gyi / smad pa’i chung ma nyid la chung ma ma
yin pa nyid ces bya / smad pa’i bu la bu ma yin pa nyid ces bya ba yin no //.

86 Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 310.8: ı̄s. adarthe ’yam. nañ dras. t.avyah. .
87 Tib. has: tshod ma = ‘gen. cooked vegetables, greens’ (Das, TED).
88 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100b6): res ’ga' zhig lan tshva med pa’i tshod ma zhes byas na

’di yang yod pa ’gog pa yin mod kyi / nyung ba’i don la yang de mthong ba yin no //.
89 Rasavaiśes. ika, p. 3.8: a-tapasvijano ’yam. vihārah. .
90 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100b7): dge slong nyung ba la yang dge slong med do // chu

nyung ba la yang chu med do zhes nyung ba’i don la yang ’di mthong ste / ’dod mod kyi
bral ba’i don la yang mthong ba yin no //.

91 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 100b8): bsod nams dang grags pa gnyis kyi mi mthun pa’i
phyogs kyi don la bya ste / phyogs dang ’gal ba la mi mthun pa’i phyogs (101a1) zhes
bya’o //.

92 See supra n. 78 (Rasavaiśes. ika).
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This [negative particle] is [used] in [the sense of] opposition to
being [i.e. absence], difference, similarity, contempt, smallness,
separation, and contrariety.

71. This [negative particle] here, [as applied to the term a-vidyā,] should be
known as having several meanings.

Some [say:] ignorance is not a mere non-existence of knowledge
(vidyâbhāva-mātra); thus absence (a–bhāva) [is not the right meaning], because
it is improper in the general conditioning (adhipati-pratyayatā) of arising of the
formations (sam. skāra) [from ignorance (avidyā)].93 [Otherwise how could be
said that “conditioned by ignorance, i.e. non-existence of knowledge, there
are formations”?]

72. [The meaning of] annihilation, cessation (nirodha) also does not fit (na
yujyate) [the sense of mere non-existence of knowledge],94 although it was
said:

When ignorance has been annihilated (avidyā-nirodha) formations
(sam. skāra) are annihilated [too].

73. Also [ignorance as] joining (sam. yojana), binding (bandhana), and the rest,
[which was] mentioned in the other Sūtra,95 does not fit [the sense].

74. Also incorrect judgement (ayoniśo-manaskāra) as a cause (hetu) does not fit
[the sense of ignorance as a mere absence of knowledge].96

93 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 101a1): ’di ltar dngos po med pa ni ’du byed skye ba’i bdag po’i
rkyen nyid du mi rigs pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba ni gang gi don du byas nas ma rig pa’i
rkyen gyis ’du byed ces brjod pa’o //.

94 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 101a1): gal te (2) ma rig pa ’gags pas ’du byed ’gag go zhes brjod
pa’i ’gag pa yang ma rig pa dngos po ci yang med pa yin na rig pa ma yin no // ldog pa’i
phyogs kyi dbang du byas nas rig pa med pa ci tsam (3) ni yang dngos po med par ’gyur
bar mi rigs so //.

95 AKBh ad III.29a, p. 141.7: sam. yojanam. bandhanam anuśaya ogho yogaś cāvidyocyate
sūtres.u /. Cf. ADV, p. 298f.; LVP, Kośa, V, p. 73f. Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 101a4]: sogs
pa’i sgras *phra rgyas dang / **kun nas dkris pa la sogs pa bzung ngo //. *) phra rgyas =
anuśaya; **) kun nas dkris pa = paryavasthāna, BHSD: ‘(state of) possession’.

96 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 101a5–7): rig pa’i dngos po med pa tsam yin na ci zhe na / tshul
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75. [Now,] some [say:]

In what manner non-indulgence in desire (kāmālobha)97 becomes
a condition of defiled (sam. klis. t.a) worldly element(s) (laukika-
dharma)?

This is a mere non-existence of craving (lobhābhāva-mātra). The imagining
(rnam par rtog pa, vikalpa) that this is a mere mental object (ālambana-mātra),
does not conform to the predominant condition (adhipati-pratyaya) of that
[non-indulgence in desire]. From this imagining the desires for gain become
defiled (sam. klis. t.a).98

76. “Ignorance (avidyā) is bewilderment (moha)”,99 so it was explained [in
another Sūtra100 ]. [Then,] if it [i.e. bewilderment] were a mere non-existence
of knowledge, is non-bewilderment (a-moha) a mere non-existence of bewil-
derment (mohābhāva)? Or, if it [i.e. non-bewilderment, as a characteristic of
knowledge] is a contrariety (vipaks.a, gnyen po) [of bewilderment], both are
non-existent and are not knowledge, because of not being originated.101

bzhin ma yin par yid la byed [6] pa rgyu yin par yang mi rigs te (PSVy: mi rung ngo) / ci’i
phyir zhe na / dngos po med pa la rgyu yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir dang / ’dus byas rnams ni
skad cig ma yin pa’i phyir dang / dngos po med pa ni bdag med pa yin pa’i yang [7] phyir
ro // de dag gis ni snga na med pa yang bkag pa yin no //.

97 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (P Chi. 101a7f. = C 92a2f.) also clearly reads ’dod ma chags pa =
*kāmâlobha; cf. also Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 104a8f.

98 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 101b2–3): rnam par rtog pa de las rnyed pa ’dod pa rnams kun
nas nyon mongs par ’gyur ro zhes bya ba ni ma rnyed par rnam par rtog pa las so // rnyed
pa ’dod pa rnams zhes bya ba ni rnyed pa la chags pa ldan pa’o // de dag gis ni rnyed pa la
rnam par rtog pa bye brag tu byas so //. Cf. Das, TED, p. 498: rnyed-’dod = ’dod-chags,
‘inclination for gain’.

99 AKBh ad II.26a, p. 56.6: tatra moho nāmāvidyā’jñānam asam. prakhyānam / ; LVP, Kośa,
II, p. 161. Dharmaskandha 3r1, p. 25: sam. mohah. pramoho moham. [!] mohajam iyam
ucyate avidyā.

100 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 101b3): mdo sde gzhan las bstan.
101 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 101b4): gal te rmongs pa ni rig pa med pa’i dngos po tsam yin na

rmongs pa med pa rig pa’i mtshan nyid dag ci rmongs pa’i dngos po med pa tsam yin nam /
rmongs pa med (5) pa tsam ni ma yin pas de ltar mi ’dod de rmongs pa med pa ni shes rab
kyi bdag nyid yin pa’i phyir rig pa yin no // ’on te ma rmongs pa rig pa’i mtshan nyid ni
rmongs pa’i gnyen po yin na de gnyi ga yang (6) dngos po med pa la rig pa ma yin te zhes
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77. That what is different from knowledge (vidyā) cannot be ignorance (a-
vidyā), because of [the fallacy of] too excessive application (prasaṅga), [viz.]
with regard to the eye, etc.102

78. Ignorance is not a different thing, similar (sadr. śa) to knowledge, because
of its non-existence, and because the entity (dravya, rdzas) of non-defiled
indeterminate cognition (aklis. t.a-avyākr. ta-prajñā) would become ignorance
too.103

79. [Also] ignorance is not a bad knowledge (ku-vidyā),104 because of its
non-existence, and [because] also the entity (dravya, rdzas) of defiled wisdom
(klis. t.a-prajñā) would become ignorance.
[Query:] What [would be] the fault (dos.a)?
[Reply:] Defiled view (klis. t.a-dr. s. t.i) would become ignorance.105

[Query:] What [would be] the fault?
[Reply:] [Because the propensity to ignorance (avidyā-anuśaya) and the
propensity to false view(s) (dr. s. t.i-anuśaya)]106 would not be mentioned sepa-
rately. [Moreover,] if (gal te) the wisdom associated with defilement(s) (klis. t.a-
prajñā), [which are] different from it, [would] become ignorance.
[Query:] What [kind of] fault it [would] be?
[Reply:] [In such a case] independent ignorance (āven. ikı̄ avidyā)107 would not
exist. [And] the bad view (akuśala-dr. s. t.i) too, would not be associated with the
root of bad(ness) (akuśala-mūla-sam. prayukta).

bya ba’i gnyi ga ci zhe na / dngos po med pa dang gnyen po’o // ci’i phyir zhe na / de’i phyir
dngos po med pa ni skye ba med pa dang ldan pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba smos so // (. . . ).

102 AKBh ad III.28c-d, p. 140.26: athāvidyeti ko ’rthah. / yā na vidyā / caks.urādis.v api
prasaṅgah. /.

103 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 102a7): rig pa dang ’dra ba’i chos gzhan yang bram ze ma yin
pa dang / gzhon nu ma yin pa bzhin du ma rig pa ma yin te / de med pa’i phyir dang zhes
bya ba ni rig pa dang (8) ’dra ba chos gzhan de med pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba’i tha tshig
go / (. . . ).

104 Cf. AK III.29b: kuprajñā cen na darśanāt /. Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 102b4–7.
105 AKBh, p. 141.11: kutsitā hi prajñā klis. t. ā / sā ca dr. s. t.isvabhāvā iti nāvidyā yujyate /.
106 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 103a1f.): ma rig pa’i phra rgyas dang lta ba’i phra rgyas. Cf.

BHSD: anuśaya ‘propensity, proclivity, disposition’.
107 On āven. ikı̄ avidyā see AK V.12, 14 (p. 286.18ff., 288.5ff.). Explanation of the term

āven. ika in Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 458.19ff.; ADV, p. 80.14f.: āven. ikam. nāma cittam.
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80. Small knowledge (alpa-vidyā) too is not [to be regarded as] ignorance
(avidyā). [Otherwise] the eighth knowledge and the rest (as. t.amādi-vidyā),
the incomplete/not accomplished knowledge (aparipūrn. a-vidyā) too, would
certainly be(come) a-vidyā.108

81. This one which is dissociated (viraha) with knowledge (vidyā) too is not
[to be regarded as] avidyā, [in case one would identify avidyā with that what is
dissociated with vidyā]; [otherwise] all these: the eye, etc. of a stream of non-
originated (anutpanna-srotas) vidyā—certainly would be [regarded as] avidyā.

82. [Now,] ignorance (avidyā) should be understood as another element,
contrary to/opposite of (pratis. edha) knowledge (vidyā),109 like [in such ex-
pressions as e.g.] unmeritorious (a-pun. ya), unknown (a-prasiddha), and as [in
the case of] non-craving (a-lobha) [and] non-hatred (a-dves.a).110

83. [Question:] What is its [= ignorance] nature?
[Answer:] Firstly (tāvat), one which has in its own nature non-craving (alobha)
with regard to the thought of aspect of benevolence (maitrı̄-ākāra) and one
which [has in its own nature] non-hatred (adves.a) with regard to [the thought
of] aspect of horrible (aśubha-ākāra).111 Concerning these two [i.e. non-
craving and non-hatred] are these two [i.e. the thought of the aspect of
benevolence and the thought of the aspect of horrible,] [because they] are

yatrāvidyaiva kevalā nānyah. kleśo ’sti rāgādih. / ; AD k. 282, p. 241. Cf. AVN, p. 279.1ff.
LVP, Kośa, V, p. 31. BHSD: āven. ika ‘peculiar, individual, particular, special; Tib. ma
’dres pa = unmixed, unadulterated, pure’.

108 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 103a8–103b1.
109 Vasubandhu declared ignorance (avidyā) to be a separate thing (dharma-antara),

which is in the opposition to knowledge (vidyā), AKBh, p. 141.4–5: evam avidyāpi
vidyāyāh. pratidvandvabhūtadharmāntaram iti dras. t.avyam /. AVN, p. 103.8–104.1:
vidyāvipaks.abhūtam amitrādivat / vipaks. en. a ca vighānād iti darśitam. bhavati /. Cf. YSBh
ad II.5, p. 136–137: yathā nāmitro mitrābhāvo na mitramātram. kim. tu tadviruddhah.
sapatnah. / yathā vāgos.padam. na gos.padābhāvo na gos.padamātram. kim. tu deśa eva
tābhyām anyad vastvantaram / evam avidyā na pramān. am. na pramān. ābhāvah. kim. tu
vidyāviparı̄tam. jñānāntaram avidyeti /.

110 alobha = chags pa med pa; adves.a = zhe sdang med pa. NidSa 23.7e; trı̄n. i kuśalamūlāni /
alobhah. kuśalamūlam adves.a amohah. kuśalamūlam /.

111 On aśubha as alobha see AK VI.11c-d, p. 338, and see AK VIII.29–30, p. 452, on
maitrı̄, adves.a, alobha.
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not [to be regarded as such if they have] no characteristics of the opposite to
craving and hatred.
[Query:] Who will be able to ascertain the self-nature of the subtle matter
(rūpa-prasāda, gzugs dang ba)112 of the eye and other senses?
[Reply:] From the performance of action of seeing even of a sleeping [person]
this will be ascertained to exist. Similarly, existence (yod pa nyid, astitva) of
ignorance (ma rig pa) will be ascertained by the characteristic of contrariety to
knowledge (rig pa).

84. Which is this knowledge (rig pa, vidyā)?
[Answer:] That one which has ignorance (ma rig pa, avidyā) as its contrary.113

In principle, it is the supramundane wisdom (lokottara-prajñā)114 and [that
which is] corresponding to it (de dang rjes su mthun pa),115 and also [that
which is] attained afterwards (de’i rjes la thob pa, tat-pr. s. t.ha-labdha).116 Acting
for the purpose of this [supramundane wisdom]117 and making it completely
purified,118 wisdom (prajñā) which originated from hearing, reflection and
meditation (śrutā-cintā-bhāvanā-mayı̄) is called knowledge (vidyā).119

112 AKBh ad I.9, p. 5.27ff.; AVN, p. 93.7ff.: (94.1) svavijñānāśraya-svavis.ayālocanakriyo
rūpaprasāda iti bodhavyam /.

113 Cf. Cūl.avedallasutta (MN I, p. 304): avijjāya pan' ayye kim. pat.ibhāgo ti. avijjāya kho
āvuso Visākha vijjā pat.ibhāgo ti.

114 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 105a1): de ni mnyam par bzhag pa zag pa med pa yin pa’i phyir
don dam par rig pa zhes bya’o //.

115 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 105a2): de’i rgyu yin pa’i phyir zhes bya ba’i tha tshig ste /
’bras bu’i rgyur brjod pa yin no //.

116 Mvy 6572. AKBh ad VI.4, p. 334.11–13: yathā lokottaren. a jñānena gr.hyate tatpr. s. t.ha-
labdhena vā laukikena tathā paramārthasatyam / yathānyena tathā sam. vr. tisatyam iti
pūrvācāryāh. //. LVP, Kośa, VI, p. 141f. n. 1.

117 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 105a2): ’jig rten las ’das pa’i shes rab kyi ched du byed pa zhes
bya ba’i tha tshig go //.

118 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 105a3): ’jig rten las ’das pa’i ye shes thob pa’i thabs su gyur pa
thos pa las byung ba la sogs pa’i shes rab ni rig pa zhes bya ste /.

119 Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 306.3–4: vidyety anāsravā prajñā / avidyā *klis. t.am ajñānam /.
*) Tib.: nyon mongs pa can gyi shes rab po = klis. t. ā prajñā; ibid., p. 581.5f.: ādhi-

moks. ikajñāna-pratis. edhārtham. jñānam iti / ābhimānikajñāna-pratis. edhārtham. vidyeti /
sāsravajñāna-pratis. edhārtham. buddhir iti /. LVP, Kośa, VI, p. 246 n. 4.
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85. In the Sūtra told by bhadanta Śāriputra [it is said]120 : —

That which is in the five aggregates of attachment (upādāna-
skandha): knowledge, seeing, [etc.] up to wisdom, illumination,
clear apprehension, this is called knowledge.

If it is asked why this is [called] knowledge [we answer:] because it is
correct knowledge,121 and because by it122 one comes to emancipation or
to understanding—for that reason it is [called] knowledge.

Thus the etymology (nirukti)123 [of the word vidyā in its various forms—
lokottarajñāna, etc.] should be explained according to what is suitable (yathā-
yogam, ji ltar rigs par).

86. It is also said in the Sūtra related by Śāriputra124 :

Venerable Mahākaus.t.hila, [because of] cognition (rab tu shes pa)
it is called knowledge (rig pa).125 What does it cognize?—It

120 PSVy Chi. 9a1–2: gnas brtan śā ri’i bus gsungs pa’i mdo las (. . . ) shes pa dang mthong
ba na<s> shes rab dang snang ba mngon par par rtogs pa zhes bya ba gang yin pai’i bar’di
ni rig pa zhes bya’o // ; cf. Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 105a6–7): tshor ba (xyl.: da) dang
rig pa dang shes pa zhes bya ba rnam grangs so // ; cf. also 106b1–2. Cf. also AKBh ad
VII.7, p. 394.9–10: tadupādāya yat jñānam. darśanam. vidyā buddhir bodhih. prajñā āloko
’bhisamayam idam ucyate ks.ayajñānam / ; Pāsādika 1989: 114 (No. 458). A similar
list of (quasi-)synonyms of vidyā is found in Ybh: Yc [Taishō 1579, p.] 763a24f.; Yt
[P Tanjur 5542: Yogācārabhūmau paryāya-sam. grahan. ı̄,] Yi. 34b2ff. [= shes pa, mthong
ba, rig pa, rnam par shes pa, ye shes, blo, rtogs pa, shes rab, mngon par rtogs pa—M.M.].
For the references I am much indebted to Prof. L. Schmithausen.

BHSD: āloka ‘light, illumination’; abhisamaya ‘clear apprehension’.
121 yathāvat = aviparı̄ta, Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 105a7): phyin ci ma log pa’i don gyis so //.
122 “By means of supramundane knowledge and that which is acquired afterwards”,

cf. Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 105a7–105b1.
123 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 105b1ff.
124 PSVy Chi. 9a3f.; Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 105b3: “one which was fully understood

by Śāriputra in order to explain [it to the others].”
125 Cf. AKBh, p. 61.21: vijānātı̄ti vijñānam (rnam par shes pa rnam par shes pa’o), and

Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 141.17; references in Honjō 1984: 18 (no. 31). Gun. amati PSVy-
t. Chi. 105b8. But cf. also Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 302.4–5: Buddhasūtrāt / na ca prajānāti
na ca prajānātı̄ty āyus.man Mahākaus. t.hila tasmād avidyocyata iti //.
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recognizes, properly and correctly, matter (rūpa), the origination
of matter (rūpa-samudaya),126

etc. in full. Because of having the sense of cognition, it is knowledge and
understanding, and therefore, by means of etymological explanation, this is
expounded by a synonym ’knowledge' (vidyā), because it is very well-known.

87. It was said that wisdom (shes rab) is knowledge (rig pa).127 [Here,]
knowledge is '[that which] makes known' (rab tu shes par byed pa).128 How
to understand the explanation of an agent (byed pa po, kartr. ) which is not
different (gzhan med pa) from the performing of action (bya ba byed pa, kāritra-
karan. a)?129

If it is queried that in such a case one could not perceive [its] connec-
tion/application with the rest (lhag ma’i sbyor ba), [i.e. with the synonymous
expressions], [it is replied:] What concerns this, on the authority of the words
of śāstra (gtsug lag), [saying] ‘what will be accomplished by cutting into two?’,
one cannot see this application (rab tu sbyor ba, prayoga) or, the Śāstra is not130

an authority (tshad ma).
[Objection:] Why the grammar (śabda-śāstra) is [to be regarded as] an
authority? Yet in the common usage (loke) one can see an explanation of an
agent not different from the performing of action, as for example it is said:
“From a seed a sprout is arising.”
[Query:] Why then the action (karman, las) is indicated?
[Reply:] Because the object (vis.aya, yul) of wisdom is shown. It is said:
“In which object has wisdom arisen, that one has been cognized.” Or,

126 Cf. SN II, p. 163 (Sutta 114): (4) vijjā vijjāti bhante vuccati / katamā nu kho bhante
vijjā kittāvatā ca vijjāgato hotı̄ti / idha bhikkhu sutavā ariyasāvako rūpam pajānāti /
rūpasamudaya / rūpanirodha / rūpanirodhagāminim pat.ipadam pajānāti //.

127 PSVy Chi. 9a5; Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 105b7ff.
128 Index AKBh: prajānāti.
129 AKBh, p. 31.4–5: yadi hi vijñānam. vijānātı̄tı̄s.yate na ca tatra kartr.kriyābhedah. /. See

long discussion in AKBh ad II.42 on the problem ‘who is seeing, and who is
cognizing’; cf. Yaśomitra AKVy, p. 82.13ff.

130 D, C: tshad ma ma yin; P, N, G read: tshad ma yin.
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where there is a statement of the opposite side (vipaks.a), there is [its]
suppression/subduing.131

[F. avidyā-nirdeśa]132

88. “That which is” (gang de, yat tat),133 i.e. former mention (pūrvanirdeśa,
sngar bstan pa), which was explained in that Sūtra134 and in this one.
(1) “Nescience concerning the former part [i.e. past time]”, etc.135 —[it] shows
a classification of ignorance [separately] by its objects (ālambana) and by [its]
(quasi-)synonyms (paryāya). The former part [i.e. past time], and the rest are
the objects; nescience (ajñāna), and the rest are the (quasi-)synonyms.136

Here, the former part (pūrvānta) [means] a part of the former life (sngon gyi
tshe’i cha); posterior (aparānta), [means] the posterior part [i.e. future time].

“The one which is the nescience concerning the past time”, [i.e. ignorance]
because of a doubt: “Did I exist in the past time, or [not]?”, etc.137

131 PSVy Chi. 9a8; Gun. amati PSVy-t. 106a6.
132 PSVy Chi. 9b1ff. From hereon begins the actual commentary on the definition of

avidyā-aṅga of the Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-sūtra.
133 yat tat: NidSa 16.4 (Ādi-sūtra), p. 158: yat tat pūrvānte ajñānam aparānte ajñānam.

pūrvāntāparānte ajñānam; AVN, p. 103.2: yad utety upadarśanārtham. visarjanam.
134 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 106a8ff.): gang [106b1] de zhes bya ba ni sngar bstan pa yin

te / mdo sde <de> dang de las gsungs pa’o zhes bya ba ni ’di lta ste Gsus po che’i mdo*
las phung po lnga la zhes rgyas par gsungs nas nye bar len pa’i phung po lnga po de
dag yang dag pa [2] ji lta ba bzhin du mi shes pa dang / mi mthong ba dang mngon par
mi rtogs pa zhes rgyas par ’byung ba’o // de bzhin du skye mched drug po la zhes rgyas
par ’byung ba’o // de bzhin du skye mched drug po la zhes rgyas [3] par gsungs nas skye
mched drug po de dag nyid yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin du mi shes pa dang mi mthong ba
dang / mngon par mi rtogs pa zhes rgyas par ’byung ba’o // rgyas pa smos pas ni sngon
gyi mtha' nas [4] brtsams nas mun pa’i rnam pa’i bar du mdo sde’i dum bu thams cad
ston par byed do //. *) Mahākaus. t.hila-sūtra.

135 Cf. NidSa 16.4, p. 158f.
136 AVN, p. 103.2–6: pūrvānte ’jñānam iti / avidyāyā vibhāgenālambanatah. paryāyataś ca

prabhedam. darśayati / pūrvāntādı̄ny ālambanam avidyādı̄ni paryāyāh. /
137 Lit.: “Am I one who did exist. . . ” PSVy Chi. 9b2fff. AKBh, p. 133.20–23: tatra

pūrvāntasam. moho yata iyam. vicikitsā kim. nv aham abhūvam atı̄te ’dhvani (19) āhosvin
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(2) “Nescience concerning the posterior part [= future time]”: due to a doubt:
“Shall I exist in the future time or [not]?”, etc.138

(3) “Nescience concerning [both] the past and the future”,139 [i.e. the ne-
science of one who] without differentiation/completely is bewildered [and
is] in the process [of transmigration],140 or [the nescience of one who] thinks
like this141 :

nābhūvam. (/) ko nv aham abhūvam. , katham. nv aham abhūvam iti / aparāntasam. moho
(20) yata iyam. vicicitsā kim. nu bhavis.yāmy anāgate ’dhvanı̄ti vistarah. / madhyasam. moho
yata iyam. (21) vicikitsā kim svid idam. , ke santah. , ke bhavis.yāma iti / ; source of quota-
tion Pāsādika 1989: 57 (no. 183); LVP, Kośa, III, p. 68. AVN, p. 103.4ff.: pūrvāntam
atı̄tam. janma / tatrājñānam. kim. nv aham abhūvam atı̄te ’dhvanı̄ty evamādi vicikitsatah. /
aparāntam anāgatam. janma / tatrājñānam. kim. nv aham. bhavis.yāmy anāgate ’dhvanı̄ty
evamādi vicikitsatah. / pratyutpannam. vartamānam. janma / tatrājñānam. kim. svid idam.
ke santa ity evamādi vicikitsatah. / ebhiś ca padair vicikitsāsam. prayuktāvidyoktā /
etenājñānam evāvidyoktā /. Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 106b8): de la sngon gyi [107a1]
mtha' dang phyi ma’i mtha' gnyis la the tshom za ba dang mtshungs par ldan pa’i ma rig
pa yin par gsungs pa ni ci bdag ’das pa’i dus na byung ba zhig gam / ’on te ma byung ba
zhig gam / ji lta (2) bur bdag byung ba yin / ji ltar bdag byung ba yin zhes bya ba dang /
ci bdag ma ’ongs pa’i dus na ’byung bar ’gyur ram / ’on te ’byung bar mi ’gyur zhes
the tshom za ba’i phyir ro zhes gsungs pa’i phyir ro //. For this and the next passages
see: NidSa 14.9–11, p. 150f. and nn. (with copious references to Pāli and Sanskrit
parallels); cf. YSBh ad II.39, p. 222: asya bhavati / ko ’ham āsam. katham aham āsam.
kim. svid idam. katham. svid idam. ke vā bhavis.yāmah. katham. vā bhavis.yāma ity evam asya
pūrvāntāparāntamadhyes.v ātmabhāvajijñāsā svarūpen. opāvartate /. Cf. ASBh § 40E(i),
p. 32.

138 AVN, p. 103.6f.
139 AVN, p. 104.1–3: kvacit pustake pāt.hah. pūrvānte ’parānte ’jñānam iti / abhedena

pravr. ttisam. mūd. hasya yad ajñānam / evam. vā kalpayato nāsti pūrvānto nāsty aparāntah. /
etāvān eva purus.o yāvān indriyagocara iti /.

140 According to Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 107a3) this is the ‘independent ignorance’*
(ma ’dres pa’i ma rig pa, āven. ikı̄-avidyā): dbye ba med par rmongs pa ’jug pa zhes bya
ba ni sngon gyi mtha' dang phyi ma’i mtha' la spyod pa med pa kho nar ’khor bar *’jug
cing rmongs pa’i* shes pa gang yin pa de ni ma ’dres pa’i ma rig pa yin par bstan to //. *)

BHSD s.v. āven. ika: ‘peculiar, individual, particular, special’. *—-* ’jug pa la rmongs
pa = pravr. tti-sam. mūd. ha (Index AKBh ad III.74; AKBh, p. 135.26).

141 According to Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 107a4) this is ignorance connected with a
false view: (. . . ) de ltar rtog pa’i mi shes pa gang yin pa de ni *log par lta ba dang
mtshungs par [5] ldan pa’i ma rig pa* yin par bstan to //. *—* mithyādr. s. t.i-sam. prayuktā
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Past time [= life] does not exist, future time does not exist; so
a man is only that much as far as [his] range of sense faculties
[extends].142

(4) “Nescience concerning the interior”, i.e. [the nescience of one who]
holds a view of a [real, existent] sentient being in [his] own personal series
(svasantāna).143

(5) “Nescience concerning the exterior”, i.e. [the nescience of one who] holds
a view of a [real, existent] sentient being in [some] other personal series
(parasantāna).144

avidyā.
142 PSVy Chi. 9b4. Vasubandhu refers here to the Lokāyata thesis. The Prasannapadā

(p. 360.6–7 & n. 5) explicitly ascribes the saying to the Lokāyatas: anātmetyapi
prajñapitam. lokāyatikair upapattyātmānam. sam. sartāram apaśyadbhih. / etāvān eva
purus.o yāvān indriyagocarah. / bhadre vr.kapadam. hy etad yad vadanti bahuśrutāh. //
ityādinā /. The first line of the stanza is quoted in AVN, p. 104.3. See the elaborate
discussion in Del Toso 2019: 213ff. (with copious references).

143 AVN, p. 104.4–5: adhyātme ’jñānam iti / svasantāne sattvadr. s. t.imato* yad ajñānam /
satkāyadr. s. t.isam. prayuktā veyam avidyoktā /. According to Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi.
107a5) this is ignorance connected with a view upholding the existence of a real
existent body (satkāyadr. s. t.i). *) Tib. renders Gen. Sing. -matah. (> -mant) as a ppp >
mata (man); perhaps one should read: bsams pa’i’o (?).

144 AVN, p. 104.5: bahirdhā’jñānam iti / bahir eva bahirdhā / nipātāntaram etad (6)
dras. t.avyam / svasantānād anyatra yad ajñānam / iyam apy (7) avidyā *satkāyadr. s. t.i-
sam. prayuktaivety anye / tad ayuktam / yasmāt svasantānālambanaiva sattvadr. s. t.ih.
[105.1] satkāyadr. s. t.ih. / mithyājñānam. punar etad yuktarūpam. **paśyāmah. / āyatanato vā
svaparasā(2)ntānikam. caks.urādhyātmikam / dvādaśādhyātmikā iti ***vacanāt / rūpādi-
vis.aya(3)-pañcaka-svaparasantānajam. bāhyam / etad ālambanā vā’vidyoktā /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 107a6): phyi mi shes pa ni zhes rgyas par ’byung ba’i mi shes
pa ’di ni *rnal ’byor spyod pa’i tshul gyis* ’jig tshogs la lta ba dang mtshungs par ldan
pa kho na’i ma rig pa yin par bstan to // **kha che bye brag tu (7) smra ba dag ni ’di ni
lta ba ma yin gyi ’o na ci zhe na / log pa’i shes pa yin no // rang gi rgyud la dmigs nas
sems can du lta ba kho na ’jig tshogs la lta ba yin no zhes brjod do //. *—*) According
to the Yogācāras this is the satkāyadr. s. t.i-sam. prayuktā avidyā, but according to the
**Kaśmı̄ra Vaibhās.ikas it is a mithyājñāna, not a dr. s. t.i. Vı̄ryaśrı̄datta, the author of
the Arthaviniścaya-nibandhana, ascribes himself to the latter opinion. ***) Cf. AKBh
ad I.39a, p. 27.1: katy ādhyātmikā dhātavah. kati bāhyāh. / dvādaśādhyātmikāh. (. . . ) /.
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(6) “Nescience concerning both, [interior and exterior]”, i.e. a bewilderment
(moha) without difference with regard to [one’s] own and [some] other’s
personal series.145

(7) “Nescience concerning the action” (karman), i.e. [the nescience] of one who
doubts (vicikitsāvat) [and/or] denies (apavādin) the existence of meritorious
and non-meritorious [acts] (pun. yāpun. ya), [and the nescience of those] who
regard what is unmeritorious as meritorious, as e.g. abstaining from killing
animals [or abstaining from a suicidal] entering into fire (mer ’jug pa, agni-
praveśa),146 etc., [and the nescience of those] who regard what is meritorious
as unmeritorious, as e.g. killing animals, [suicidal] entering into fire, etc.147

(8) “Nescience concerning the [karmic] result”, i.e. [the nescience] of one who
doubts and denies the existence of a [karmic] result [of an action]; [and the

145 AVN, p. 105.3–5: adhyātmabahirdhājñānam iti / svaparasantānayor abhedenaiva
nirātmatām aprajānato yad ajñānam. tad adhyātmabahirdhājñānam / āven. ikı̄ ceyam
avidyoktā /. According to Gun. amati this is independent ignorance (āven. ikı̄-avidyā,
ma ’dres pa’i ma rig pa): Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 107a7): gnyi ga mi shes pa ni rang
dang gzhan gyi (8) rgyud gnyi ga la bye brag med par rmongs pa’o zhes bya ba ni rang
gi rgyud dam gzhan gyi rgyud la bdag tu rtog pa ma yin gyi ’o na ci zhe na / bdag dang
gzhan gyi rgyud gnyi ga bye brag med pa kho nar bdag med pa yin par ma rtogs (107b1)
pa’i mi shes pa gang yin pa de ni ma ’dres pa’i ma rig pa yin par bstan to //.

146 These practices are classified among the five afflicted views (dr. s. t.i) —considering
as cause (of attaining to heaven) that which is not a cause (ahetau hetudr. s. t.i): AKBh
ad V.7 (p, 282.10): agni-jala-praveśādayaś ca na hetuh. svargasya; ad V.8 (p. 282.19):
jalāgni-praveśa; LVP, Kośa, V, p. 18f.; ADV, p. 231.9 & n. 2; 232.3; Yaśomitra, AKVy,
p. 450.27ff.

147 AVN, p. 105.6–8: karman. y ajñānam iti / pun. yāpun. yāstitvavicikitsāvatām. yad ajñānam /
pun. yāpun. yāstitvāpavādinām. vā yad ajñānam / seyam. karman. y ajñānam ity uktā /
pūrvasmin paks. e vicikitsāsam. prayuktā dvitı̄ye tu mithyādr. s. t.isam. prayukteti viśes.ah. /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 107b1): las mi shes pa ni bsod nams dang bsod nams ma yin
pa yod pa nyid la the tshom za ba dang skur pa ’debs pa'<i'>o zhes bya ba de la bsod (2)
nams dang bsod nams ma yin pa yod pa nyid la the tshom za ba dang ldan pa’i mi shes pa
gang yin pa de ni the tshom za ba dang mtshungs par ldan pa’i ma rig pa yin par bstan
to // bsod nams dang bsod nams (3) ma yin pa yod pa nyid la bsod nams yod pa ma yin
no // bsod nams ma yin pa yang yod pa ma yin no zhes skur pa ’debs pa rnams kyi mi shes
pa gang yin pa de ni log par lta ba dang mtshungs par ldan (4) pa yin no // bsod nams
la yang bsod nams ma yin par ’du shes pa rnams kyi mi shes pa gang yin pa de ni tshul
khrims dang brtul zhugs mchog tu ’dzin pa dang mtshungs par ldan pa dang log par lta
(5) ba dang mtshungs par ldan pa yang yin no // (. . . ) (108b4).



Vasubandhu’s Considerations on ‘Ignorance’ (avidyā) 223

nescience of] those who regard what is the result of karma to be not its result,
saying: “Everything has [some] previously done cause”; [and the nescience
of] those who regard what is not the result of karma to be its result, saying:
“The gods have originated by themselves.”148

(9) “Nescience concerning both”, i.e. [nescience] of those who declare [a
cause] what is not a cause [at all], or those who regard God,149 etc. as a
creator of the beings.150

148 AVN, p. 105.8–10: vipāke ’jñānam iti / vipākāstitvavicikitsāvatām apavādinām. ceti
pūrvavad eva vyākhyānam /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 108a4): rnam par smin pa mi shes pa zhes rgyas par ’byung
ba ’di yang the tshom dang mtshungs par ldan pa dang log par lta ba (5) dang mtshungs
par ldan pa nyid du bstan to // rnam par smin pa ma yin pa la yang zhes rgyas par ’byung
ba ’di yang *gcer bu pa rnams kyi log par lta ba dang mtshungs par ldan pa’i ma rig pa
yin par bstan te / skyes (6) bu byed pa’i rgyu la skur pa ’debs pa’i phyir te / de dag ni
thams cad sngon byas pa’i rgyu can yin par brjod do // rgyu dang ’bras bu phyin ci log
tu lta ba yang log par lta ba yin pa’i phyir ro // rnam par smin pa la (7) yang rnam par
smin pa ma yin par ’du shes pa ni zhes rgyas par ’byung ba ’di yang log par lta ba kho
na dang mtshungs par ldan pa yin te / rnam par smin pa dang rgyu la skur pa ’debs pa’i
phyir ro // lha rnams ni (8) rang byung yin no zhes gang dag brjod cing rgyu dang ’bras
bu phyin ci log par lta ba yin pa’i phyir te / lha’i lus rnam par smin pa yin pa de la rnam
par smin pa ma yin par ’du shes pa’i phyir ro //. *) Gcer bu pa = Nirgrantha.

149 On ı̄śvara see AKBh ad II.45 (LVP, Kośa, II, p. 311–313) and YBh, p. 144f., analysed
in Chemparathy 1968–69.

150 AVN, p. 105.10–106.4: karmavipāke ’jñānam iti / karman. i tadvipāke cobhayatra /
ı̄śvarādisr. s. t.ajagatsam. jñinām. yad ajñānam / seyam. śı̄lavrataparāmarśasam. prayuktā-
’vidyoktā / ahetau hetudarśanam iti kr. tvā / tad idam ekam evājñānam ubhayatroktam /
anena hi vipāke ’pi sam. mūd. hā bhavanti / tasyānyahetukalpanād iti / ahetujagadvādinām.
vā / yo hi hetum apavadati sa vipākasya hetupūrvakatām. na prajānāti / tes. ām. mithyā-
dr. s. t.isam. prayuktā’vidyā ubhayatrājñānam ity ucyate /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 108a8): gnyis ka [108b1] mi shes pa zhes rgyas par ’byung
ba de la gnyi ga zhes bya ba ni las dang rnam par smin pa’o // dbang phyug la sogs pa ’gro
ba’i byed pa po yin par ’du shes pa rnams kyi mi shes pa gang yin pa de ni tshul khrims
dang (2) brtul zhugs mchog tu ’dzin pa dang mtshungs par ldan pa’i ma rig pa yin par
bstan te / rgyu ma yin pa la rgyur lta ba’i phyir ro // ’di ni gcig kho na la mi shes pa yin
yang gnyi ga yin par bstan te / ’dis rnam (3) par smin pa la yang rmongs pa yin te / de’i
rgyu gzhan du rtog par byed pa’i phyir ro // rgyu med par smra ba rnams kyi yang yin
no zhes bya ba ni gang dag rgyu yod pa ma yin no zhes smra ba de dag kyang gnyi gar
mi shes pa log par (4) lta ba dang mtshungs par ldan pa’i rig pa yin par bstan te / rgyu la
skur pa ’debs pa gang yin pa de ni rnam par smin pa’i rgyu sngon gyi yin par mi shes pas
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(10–12) “Nescience concerning the Buddha, and the rest”,151 i.e. [the ne-
science of] those who have not understood, [who] doubt, or deny, after
having heard about [it duly], the enlightenment (bodhi) of the Buddhas, the
well-proclaimed Dharma (svākhyāta), and the well-conducted Community
(supratipanna).152

(13–16) Similarly, when [they] have heard the definitions of [the Noble Truth
on] suffering, and the rest, [they do not understand, doubt, and deny it], as
[it was said] before.153

gnyi gar mi shes pa yin no zhes bstan no //.
151 AVN, p. 107.8–10: buddhe dharme saṅghe vā’jñānam iti / buddhānām. bodhim. dhar-

masya svākhyātatām. saṅghasya supratipannatām. yathākramam. śrutvā tad anavabodhato
vā vicikitsato vā’pavadato vā yad ajñānam iti pūrvavat /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 108b4–6): sangs rgyas la sogs pa (xyl.: par) mi shes pa zhes
rgyas par ’byung ba la khong du mi (xyl.: ma) chud pa ’am zhes bya ba ni ma ’dres pa’i
ma rig pa yin par bstan to // the tshom za ba ’am zhes bya ba ni the tshom za ba dang
mtshungs par ldan pa yin no // log par lta ba ’am zhes bya ba ni log par lta ba dang
mtshungs par ldan pa yin no //.

152 AKBh ad V.22, p. 2935f.: *Ābhidharmikā āhuh. / tathāgato bhagavān arhan samyak-
sam. buddhah. svākhyāto ’sya dharmah. supratipannah. śrāvakasaṅghah. (. . . ) /. *) Identifi-
cation of the canonical source in Pāsādika 1989: 96 (no. 374).

153 AVN, p. 108.1–5: duh. khe ’jñānam iti / duh. khasatyasyānityaduh. khaśūnyānātma-
laks.an. am. śrutvā tad anavabodhata ityādi pūrvavat / samudaye ’jñānam iti /
samudayasatyasya hetusamudayaprabhavapratyayalaks.an. am śrutvā pūrvavat / nirodhe
’jñānam iti / nirodhasatyasya nirodhaśāntapran. ı̄tanih. saran. alaks.an. am. śrutvā pūrvavat /
mārge ’jñānam iti / mārgasatyasya mārganyāyapratipannair yān. ikalaks.an. am. śrutvā
pūrvavat /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 108b6–109a1): de bzhin du sdug bsngal la sogs pa la sdug
bsngal la sogs pa’i mtshan nyid thos na zhes bya ba la sdug bsngal gyi bden pa’i mtshan
nyid ni mi rtag (7) pa dang sdug bsngal ba dang stong pa dang bdag med pa’o // kun
’byung gi mtshan nyid ni kun ’byung dang / rgyu dang rab tu skye ba dang / rkyen gyi
mtshan nyid do // ’gog pa’i mtshan nyid ni ’gog pa dang zhi ba dang / gya nom pa dang
nges (8) par ’byung ba’i mtshan nyid do // lam gyi mtshan nyid ni lam dang rig pa dang
sgrub pa dang / nges par ’byin par byed pa’i mtshan nyid do // snga ma bzhin no zhes bya
ba de khong du mi chud pa ’am the tshom za ba ’am skur pa ’debs [109a1] pa’o zhes smras
pa gang yin pa’o //.
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(17–18) “[Nescience] concerning the cause and the elements originated from
the causes”, i.e. twelve links of existence which become causes, [with regard
to the subsequent link,] and results, [with regard to the former link].154

(19) “[Nescience concerning the] virtuous and non-virtuous [elements]”, up
to [”nescience concerning] those which have originated in dependence on
(together with ?) the opposites”155 —these are [the elements] assistant to
enlightenment (bodhipaks. ika),156 together with their opposites, and together
with the causes [of both].
(a) These are [called] virtuous [elements] (kuśala), because [they] are for
the sake of peace (ks. emārtha),157 have a desirable result (is. t.aphala), and are
contrary to ignorance.158

154 AVN, p. 106.9–107.7: hetāv ajñānam iti / vipāke hetvādau / phale ’jñānam iti
vipākaphalādau / ahetujagadvādinām. vā yad ajñānam / yaś ca hetum apavadati sa
vipākasyāpi hetupūrvakatvam. nābhyupagacchati / ato hetuphalāpavādinām. mithyā-
dr. s. t.isam. prayuktā’vidyoktā / hetuphale ’jñānam ity anenaiva gatārtham / hetusam-
utpannes.v iti sam. skr. tes.u dharmes.v ity arthah. / pratı̄tyasamutpādes.v iti hetubhūtam
avidyādikam aṅgam. pratı̄tyasamutpādah. , samutpadyate ’smād iti kr. tvā / pratı̄tyasam-
utpannes.v iti / phalabhūtam aṅgam. pratı̄tyasamutpannam / evam. ca kr. tvā sarvān. y
aṅgāny ubhayathāpi sidhyanti hetuphalabhāvāt / na caivam. saty avyavasthā hetuphalavat
pitr.putravac ceti / etad anavabodhato vā vicikitsato vā’pavadato vā yad ajñānam. seyam.
yathākramam āven. ikı̄ vicikitsāsam. prayuktā mithyādr. s. t.isam. prayuktā vā’vidyoktā /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 109a1): rgyu dang rgyu las yang dag par byung ba’i chos
rnams zhes rgyas par ’byung ba la rgyu dang ’bras bur gyur pa’i srid pa’i yan lag bcu
gnyis zhes bya ba ni ma rig pa la sogs (2) pa nas rga shi la thug pa’i bar de dag ni yan
lag phyi ma las bltos na ni rgyur gyur pa yin la / yan lag snga ma la bltos na ni ’bras bur
gyur pa yin no // de la yang de khong du mi chud pa ’am / the tshom za ba ’am / skur (3)
pa ’debs pa zhes brjod par bya’o //.

155 NidSa 16.4, p. 158: kuśalākuśales.u sāvadyānavadyes.u sevitavyāsevitavyes.u hı̄na-
pran. ı̄ta-kr. s.n. a-śukla-pratibhāga-pratı̄tyasamutpannes.u dharmes.v ajñānam.

156 BHSD: 402; Lamotte, Traité III, pp. 1119–1137 (Ch. XXXI: “Les trent-sept auxiliares
de l’illumination. Note préliminaire”).

157 Cf. BHSD sub ks. ema.
158 AVN, p. 108.6–109.1: kuśalākuśales.v ajñānam iti / bodhipaks. es.u savipaks. es.u /

tatra bodhipaks.yāh. smr. tyupasthāna-samyakprahān. arddhipādendriya-mārgāṅga-bodhy-
aṅgāni / tadvipaks. ā ajñāna-kausı̄dya-mus. itasmr. ti-viks. epā-samprajanyāni darśana-
bhāvanā-heyāś cānuśayāh. / te bodhipaks.yāh. kuśalāh. / ks. emārthenes. t.aphalatvāt / tad-
vipaks. āś cākuśalāh. / aks. emārthenānis. t.aphalatvāt / tes.v ajñānam. tadanavabodhato vā
vicikitsato vā’pavadato vā pūrvavat /. Cf. Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 109a3–109b6).
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(b) They are non-sinful (anavadya),159 because they are the objects of praise
by the wise [men].160

(c) They are [the elements which are] to be practiced (sevitavya) again and
again for the sake of being made manifest.161 [In the sense of having to be
realized (actualized) again and again.]
(d) They are excellent (tshim par byed pa, pran. ı̄ta), for the sake of satis-
fying/pleasing (prı̄n. āna) body and mind; because of having [been united
with] specific alleviation(s) (pras(ś)rabdhi)162 [these elements assistant to the
enlightenment satisfy body and mind].163

I am indebted to Prof. L. Schmithausen for his comment (personal communi-
cation): “Probably bad Tib. transl.: —‘[From] “virtuous and non-virtuous” [ele-
ments] up to (yāvat) “saprati(vi)bhāga-pratı̄tyasamutpanna” [elements]: [these]
are the bodhipaks.ika [dharmas] together with their opposites (vipaks.a) and to-
gether with the causes [of both, G(un. amati) 109a6–7f.]. These (AVinN 108.8f. . . . /
te . . . kuśalāh. . . . ) [viz. the bodhipaks.ikāh. and their causes] are virtuous (kuśala)
because. . . ’. G 109a4f. clearly shows that these [x] are the akuśala elements (mi
śes pa, le lo, etc.), i.e. vipaks.a in the usual negative sense.”

159 Cf. BHSD sub sāvadya.
160 AVN, p. 109.1–4: sāvadyānavadyes.v iti / sāvadyā bodhipaks.yān. ām. yathoktā vipaks. āh. /

prān. ivadhādikam. hi kutsitatvād avadyam ity ucyate / tac ca tadvipaks. ān. ām. kāryam / atas
te sāvadyāh. / tadviparyayen. ānavadyāh. / ta eva bodhipaks.yāh. vidvatpraśastatvād /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 109b6): smad pa’i don gyi kha na (7) ma tho ba zhes bya’o //
de las bzlog pa kha na ma tho ba med pa ni mkhas pas bsngags pa’i don gyis yin no zhes
bya bar grub pa yin no // mkhas pa smos pa ni rmongs shing phyin ci log pas bsngags (8)
pa bsal ba’i phyir ro //. Cf. Chi. 110a4.

161 AVN, p. 109.5–7: sevitavyāsevitavyes.v iti / ta eva bodhipaks.yāh. punah. punah. sam. -
mukhı̄kartavyārthena hitatvāt sevitavyā ity ucyante / hitam. hi punah. punah. sevanām
arhatı̄ti kr. tvā / asevitavyās tadvipaks. āh. / ahitatvān na sevanām arhanti /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 109b8): bsten par bya ba ni yang nas yang mngon du bya
ba’i don gyis so zhes bya ba ci’i phyir zhe na phan pa yin pa’i phyir te phan pa ni yang
nas yang du mngon du bya ba yin pa’i don gyis [110a1] bsten par bya bar ’os pa yin no //.

162 Cf. BHSD sub praśrabdhi.
163 AVN, p. 109.8–10: hı̄nās te vipaks. āh. kāyacittāprı̄n. anārthenāprı̄n. anatvāt / pran. ı̄tā

bodhipaks.yāh. kāyacittaprı̄n. anārthatvāt / samāhitasya hi prasrabdhiviśes.ayogād eva te
bodhipaks.yāh. kāyacittam. ca prı̄n. ayanti /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 110a1): tshim par byed pa ni lus dang sems tshim byed pa’i
don gyis te zhes bya ba ji ltar yin zhe na de’i phyir shin tu sbyangs pa’i bye brag dang
ldan pa’i phyir ro zhes (2) bya ba smras te / de dag ni lus dang sems la tshim par byed pa
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(e) They are white (śukla), on account of [their] purity (nirmala); because
[they] are without impurity (anāsrava).164 Their opposites (viparyaya) are
the elements which are contrary to those [mentioned above], [viz.] the non-
meritorious [elements] (akuśala), etc., [i.e. black (kr. s.n. a)].165

(f) “Possessing distinctions” (sapratibhāga)166 —those [elements] which are
assistant to enlightenment, which originated in dependence [and] in the
impure states are resembling the opposites, these are [called] possessing
the opposites (savipaks.a); because of origination in dependence on (relaying
upon/in intercourse with) good people and on bad people, etc. (satpurus.a-/-
asatpurus.a-(sam. )sevā)167 and [in dependence] on the cause of a former birth.
(20) “[Or168 ], cognition concerning the real state of things in the six bases of
contact”, is a cognition in accordance with the real state of things by means

yin no //.
164 AVN, p. 109.10–12: kr. s.n. ās tadvipaks. āh. sāsravatvād anirmalārthena / śuklā bodhipaks.yā

anāsravā nirmalārthena / āsravā hi cittacaittānām. malasthānı̄yās tes. ām. ca tes.u vigama
iti /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 110a2): dkar pa ni dri ma med pa’i don gyis te / ji lta zhe na
de’i phyir zag pa med pa yin pa’i phyir ro zhes ltar (xyl.: lta) zhe na / de’i phyir zag pa
med pa’i (3) phyir ro zhes smras te / zag pa rnams ni sems dang sems las byung ba’i dri
ma lta bu yin no // de las bzlog (xyl.: zlog) pa zhes rgyas par ’byung ba ji lta bu zhe na /
de dag ni mi dge ba ste mi bde ba’i don gyis yin te / de (4) ’bras bu yid du mi ’ong ba yin
pa’i phyir dang / rig pa’i mi mthun pa’i phyogs yin pa’i don gyis so // kha na ma tho ba
dang bcas pa ni mi mkhas pas bsngags pa’i don gyis sam / smad pa’i don gyis so // (5)
bsten par bya ba ma yin pa ni mngon du bya ba ma yin pa’i don gyis te / mi phan pa yin
pa’i phyir bsten bar ’os pa ma yin pas so // tshim par byed pa ma yin pa ni lus dang sems
tshim par byed pa ma yin pa’i (6) don gyis te shin tu sbyangs pa ma yin pa’i bye brag
dang ldan pa’i phyir ro // nag po ni dri ma med pa ma yin pa’i don gyis te / ji ltar zhe na
zag pa dang bcas pa yin pa’i phyir ro //.

165 AVN, p. 109.10.
166 PSVy Chi. 10a7: rnam par dbye ba dang bcas pa. YBh, p. 205.8; Dharmaskandha

3r7,8, p. 26; Chakravarti 1932: 198.8 reads: sapratibhāga; NidSa 16.4, p. 158 reads:
pratibhāga; AVS om.! Cf. BHSD s.v. pratibhāga.

167 AKBh ad VI.40, p. 361.11f.: satpurus.agatayo nānyā iti / yat tarhi sūtre evoktam.
*satpurus.ah. katamah. / śaiks.yah. samyagdr. s. t.yā samanvāgata iti vistarah. /. Cf. AN, V, p.
113.

*) BHSD: ‘worthy, true man’; Mvy 7358.
168 After Skt.: vā.
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of the supramundane (lokottara) knowledge of non-self, having these [bases
of contact] as its objects (ālambana).169

Nescience with regard to this [cognition], due to which without having
comprehended one forms conceit (abhimāna), [i.e. the conception/conceit of
having comprehended although one has not].

89. What is the difference between the nescience concerning the Path (mārge
’jñānam) and the nescience concerning the real state of things (yathābhūtam
ajñānam)?
[Answer:] By the former [it is shown to those who,] like the heretics (tı̄rthika,
mu stegs can),170 do not believe in (or: adhere to) the Path (mārga, lam) as
the Path; by the latter [it is shown to those who] become conceited [i.e. form
the unjustified conception/conceit of attainment] with regard to that very
teaching [on the Path].

90. The divisions/kinds of the objects of ignorance should be known as
referring to (ārabhya) the entering into [the wheel of existence]-side (pravr. tti-
paks.a) and the coming back [from the wheel of existence]-side (nivr. tti-
paks.a).171

169 AVN, p. 110.1ff.: s.at.su vā sparśāyatanes.u caks.urādis.u yathābhūtam ajñānam ity
aprativedhah. /; Nālandā [8]: yathābhūtasam. prativedhe iti / ; NidSa §16.4: yathābhūtam
asam. prativedha iti / (“Nichtdurchdringen”); YBh, p. 205.9: yathābhūtasam. prativedhe
’jñānam. katamat /. Cf. BHSD: prativedha ‘(intellectual) penetration’.

170 PSVy Chi. 10b2f.
171 AVN, p. 110.2ff.: so ’yam avidyāyā ālambanaprabhedah. pravr. ttipaks.am. nivr. ttipaks.am.

cārabhya veditavyah. / yā ca pravr. ttir āgatigatı̄ pūrvāntādinā yasyāś ca sattvākhyāyāh.
svaparobhayasantateh. yathā ca karman. o vipākābhinivartanam ayam. pravr. ttipaks.ah. / yo
nivr. tter āśrayas trı̄n. i śaran. āni / yad ālambanam. catvāry āryasatyāni samāsatah. / vyāsatah.
punar dvādaśāṅgapratı̄tyasamutpādah. / yah. sam. bhāro bodhipaks.yāh. / ye cāntarāyās
tadvipaks. āh. / yah. svabhāvah. s.at.su sparśāyatanes.u yathābhūta-sam. prativedhah. , aham.
paśyāmi yāvad vijānāmı̄ty ātmadr. s. t.ilaks.an. āyāh. satkāyadr. s. t.eh. pratipaks.atvād ayam.
nivr. ttipaks.ah. // (“This division (prabheda) of objects of ignorance should be known
as referring to (ārabhya) the progress-side (pravr. tti-paks.a) and the cessation-side
(nivr. tti-paks.a). Now, the progress which is coming and going [in successive
births] (āgati-gati) by means of a former end [= life], etc., of one’s own and
other’s and both stream under the name of a sentient being, so that [there is] a
producing of maturation of action(s), this is [called] progress-side [of the process
of transmigration].”
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(a) The entering of one’s own or other’s stream, which is coming [from the
former life into the later] and going [from the later to the former], which is
called sentient being, because of producing maturation of separate actions—
this is [called] entering-side.
(b) The coming back of one’s own nature, which is support and object, and
also which is an equipment [assistant to the enlightenment] and impediment
[opposing to the enlightenment]—this is [called] coming back-side.

91. Here, support (āśraya) [means] three protections (skyabs, śaran. a).172

Object (ālambana), in short, [it is] the Four [Noble] Truths; at length,
the twelve-membered dependent origination (dvādaśāṅgah. pratı̄tyasam-
utpādah. ).173

Equipment (tshogs, sambhāra) and impediment (bar du gcod pa, antarāya),
[these are, respectively,] the elements assistant to the enlightenment and
those opposing to it.174

One’s own nature [means] [intellectual] penetration (khong du chud pa,
prativedha) with accordance to reality into the six bases of contact, [viz.] “I

Cf. AVN, p. 102.4: ityevam. sam. sārapravr. ttim ākhyāya nivr. ttim āha / ; Madhyānta-
vibhāgat. ı̄kā, p. 28.21: so ’yam. pravr. ttipaks.am adhikr. tya dvādaśāṅgah. pratı̄tyasamutpādo
darśitah. /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 110a8): reg (xyl.: rig) pa’i skye mched drug yang dag pa ji lta
ba bzhin du khong du chud par mi shes pa gang yin pa de ni mngon pa’i nga rgyal dang
mtshungs par ldan pa’i [110b1] ma rig par bstan to // de la reg (xyl.: rig) pa’i skye mched
drug ni mig dang rna ba dang / sna dang lce dang lus dang yid kyi skye mched rnams te
de skye ba’i sgo’i don gyis so // de la dmigs pa ’jig rten las ’das pa (2) bdag med pa’i ye
shes kyis ni de dag yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin du khong du chud pa yin no zhes bya ba ni
mthong ba dang / thos pa dang bsnams pa dang / ro myangs pa dang reg pa dang / rnam
par shes pa’i sgo nas (3) de dag la ’jig tshogs la lta ba ’byung bar ’gyur ro // de’i phyir
bdag (xyl.: gdag) med pa’i ye shes ni de dag yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin du khong du chud
pa zhes bya ste / de’i gnyen po yin pa’i phyir <ro> // mi rtag pa dang sdug (4) bsngal ba’i
rnam pa dang ldan pa smon pa med pa’i shes pa de dag yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin du
khong du chud pa ma yin te / yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin du khong du chud pa smos pa ni
’jig rten pa’i bdag med pa shes pa las (5) bye brag tu lta ba’i phyir ro // de nyid kyi phyir
de la dmigs pa ’jig rten las ’das pa zhes bya ba smos te / yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin du
khong du chud pa de ni ’jig rten pa ma yin no //.

172 BHSD: ‘refuge’.
173 PSVy Chi. 10b5f.; AVN, p. 110.5.
174 AVN, p. 110.6.
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see”, up to “I know/perceive”; because of opposition to the view of real
personality (satkāya-dr. s. t.i), which is characterized by the [false] view of a
self.175

92. “That which is [ignorance] in every case (yat tatra tatra)”—Why it was
said [so]?
[Answer:] Because of declaring different synonyms (paryāya) of ignorance in
every case: in the former part, etc.

93. And why the different synonyms were enumerated?176

[Answer:] In order to make the sense, [by means of different synonyms of
ignorance,] thoroughly understood to someone somehow and in order to
make audible its sense to one who is at that time dispersed.177

If they [i.e. the synonyms] are enumerated, they will be examined by the
others.178

In order not to make [it] enumerated to the weak-minded [who] have
known its meaning again and again [but still will examine it]; in order to
remove deliberation on the different meanings when there is no [such] for
one word; in order to make comprehensible the meaning which originated

175 AVN, p. 110.6–8.
176 YBh, p. 206.3: ajñānam adarśanam anabhisamayas tamah. sam. moho ’vidyā<-ndha-

kāram> itı̄me s.ad. avidyāparyāyāh. ; AVS, p. 7.1: yathābhūtam ajñānam adarśanam
anabhisamayas tamah. sam. moho ’vidyāndhakāram /.

177 AVN, p. 110.9–10: ajñānam adarśanam ity evamādi saptaparyāyoccāran. am. kim
artham / kasyacit katham. cid arthāvabodhārtham. tatkālaviks. iptānām. paryāyen. a tadartha-
śravan. ārtham /.

Gun. amati PSVy-t. (Chi. 111b8): ’ga' zhig ji ltar yang de’i don khong du chud par bya
ba’i phyir dang zhes bya ba ni nyon pa po ’ga' zhig ji ltar yang rnam grangs tha dad pa
dag gis kyang de’i don rtogs par bya ba’i phyir te / kha cig la ni tshig gi (112a1) don kha
cig grangs ma (xyl.: pa) yin no // de’i tshe rnam par g.yengs pa rnams de’i don thos par
bya ba’i phyir ro zhes bya ba ni nyon pa’i tshe g.yengs pa rnams de’i skabs kyi don thos
par bya ba’i phyir te / rnam (2) grangs kyi tshig ni skyon med pa’i don dang ldan pa yin
no // de nyid brjod na ni gzhan dag gis dpyad par ’gyur ro zhes bya ba ni de kho nas kyang
de’i tshe g.yengs pa rnams kyis rtogs par bya ba de’i tshe g.yengs pa rnams la nus (3) mod
kyi zhes bya ba’o //.

178 AVN, p. 110.10–11: tenaivābhidhānenānyes. ām avaśı̄tam* syād ityevamādı̄ni bahūni
prayojanāni granthabhārabhayāt nocyante /. *) Cf. AVN, p. 110 n. 7; cf. BHSD sub
avaśirati.
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from the utterance with these words, like the synonymous words of medicine
[herb].

94. The Dharmavādins179 [say that the enumeration of synonyms is made]
in order to make adequate both the obtaining of their meaning and putting
together the words, and [also] in order to make the enumeration properly
known [according to the Buddha’s] own single Dharma, and in order to put
a seed of it [i.e. the enumerated words] into the other [listeners].

95. Why the synonyms of ignorance are indicated just in [the case of]
ignorance?
[Answer:] In order to point out without difference/completely the meaning
[of ignorance] according to these separate synonyms.

96. Further, what is ignorance opposed to [and] how it is [opposed] is ex-
plained by means of threefold and fourfold [enumeration of] synonyms, [viz.
the first three synonyms: nescience (ajñāna), not seeing (adarśana), and non-
apprehension (anabhisamaya) point out to what is ignorance opposed to; how
ignorance is opposed is shown by the other four synonyms: bewilderment
(moha), complete bewilderment (sam. moha), darkness (tamas), and darkness of
ignorance (avidyāndhakāra).]180

(a) What is ignorance opposed to?
[Answer:] [It is opposed] to knowledge, which is called cognition originated
from listening, thinking, and meditating, [and to those cognitions which are]
called seeing (darśana) and comprehension (abhisamaya).
(b) How it is opposed?
[Answer:] [It is opposed] because its range [i.e. of knowledge] is being
obscured by hidden/disguised meaning, and because of being associated
with the defilements of inferior intelligence, lack of intelligence, and doubt,
due to falsely perceived meaning.

97. When it is proper to describe the connection with afflictions of complete
bewilderment and doubt, and to describe the connection with afflictions
of darkness and lack of intelligence, how is described the connection with
afflictions of ignorance and inferior intelligence?

179 Chos smra ba rnams, PSVy Chi. 11a2f.; Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 112a7ff.
180 After Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 113a2ff.
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[Answer:] Feeling (tshor ba, vedanā), knowledge (rig pa, vidyā), and cognition
(shes rab, prajñā) are of the same meaning. The negative particle (nañ-pratyaya,
ma’i rnam pa) has a meaning of contempt, and here ignorance has the meaning
of inferior/bad knowledge (smad pa’i rig pa, kutsitā vidyā).

98. The Master181 explains (’chad pa, vyācas. t.e):
“Nescience concerning the past”, and the rest [up to “nescience concern-

ing the cognition of the real state of things in the six bases of contact”] should
be known by twofold reason (gtan tshogs, hetu):
(a) conforming to (rjes su mthun pa, anukūla, anugun. a, anuloma) the clinging
to [the false view that there is] a self (ātma-grāha),182 and (b) obstructing the
deliverance from it.
(aa) Clinging to a self is threefold: 1⃝ clinging to a constant/lasting [self],
[i.e. longing for a substantial lasting self; conforming to this is “nescience
concerning the former. . . ”,] 2⃝ clinging to a real (vastu) [self]; [conforming
to this is “nescience concerning the inner. . . ”,] and 3⃝ clinging to [a self as]
a doer and enjoyer, [conforming to this is “nescience concerning the action,
result, and both”].
(bb) And obstructing the deliverance from it is fourfold: 1⃝ nescience
concerning the seeking refuge (śaran. a-gamana), 2⃝ nescience concerning the
object of seeing (darśana-artha), 3⃝ nescience concerning the abandoning
(prahı̄n. a) of the opposites (vipaks.a) and generation (utpādana) of the antidotes
(pratipaks.a), and 4⃝ nescience concerning the absence of pride in the opposite.

99. The Yogācārabhūmi183 explains:
1) Which is the nescience concerning the past?—It is the nescience of one who
is thinking incorrectly (ayoniśas) about the past formations: “Did I exist in the
past, or [did I not exist in the past? who were I, how did I exist. . . ]”, etc.184

2) Which is the nescience concerning the future?—It is the nescience of one
who is thinking incorrectly about the future formations: “Shall I exist in the

181 Gun. amati PSVy-t. (P Chi. 114a4; C 103a2]: slob dpon ’chad pa ni zhes bya ba ni slob
dpon thogs med* do //. *) ācārya Asaṅga.

182 BHSD: ātma-grāha ‘belief in the (existence of a) self’; sub -grāha ‘clinging to the
(false view that there is a) self’.

183 Cf. YBh, pp. 204.2ff. = Peking Tanjur Dzi. 119a1ff. The text of YBh differs, see the
Appendix for the edition.

184 See above for the references to this and the following passages.
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future? or [shall I not exist in the future? who shall I be, how shall I be. . . ]”,
etc.
3) Which is the nescience concerning the past and the future?—It is the
nescience of one who has doubts incorrectly inward(ly): “Who [they] are?
who will [we] be[come]? from where did come this sentient being? where it
will go after passing away from this [state of existence]?”185

4) Which is the nescience concerning the inward?—It is the nescience of
one who incorrectly concentrates [his] mind (manasi-karoti) on the condi-
tioned factors pertaining to the individual (pratyātmika)186 as a self (bdag tu,
ātmatas).187

5) Which is the nescience concerning the outward?—It is the nescience of
one who incorrectly concentrates [his] mind on the outward conditioned
factors which do not appertain to188 the sentient being(s), as possessed by
[= belonging to] a self (bdag gir, ātmı̄yatas).189

6) Which is the nescience concerning the inward and the outward?—It is the
nescience of one who is incorrectly thinking about the conditioned factors of
the other [personal] series, as if they were of an enemy, friend or indifferent
(arimitrodāsı̄na).190

7) Which is the nescience concerning the action (karman. i)?—191 It is the
nescience of one who is thinking incorrectly about the doer of action.
8) Which is the nescience concerning the [karmic] result?—It is the nescience
of one who is thinking incorrectly about the conditioned factors collected as
results of maturation as an experiencer (vedaka).192

185 The text of PSVy is corrupt, see Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 119b8–120a1. SWTF 1.40
sub adhyātmam.

186 YBh, p. 204.11 (see the Appendix). Cf. BHSD s.v.
187 Schmithausen, Ālayavijñāna, II, p. 518 n. 1421.
188 grangs ma gtogs pa = *na sam. khyāta; YBh: ston pa ma yin pa = *na ākhyāta [sic!].
189 Schmithausen, loc. cit.
190 YBh, p. 204.14: mitrāmitrodāsı̄na-. Cf. SWTF 2.142 ari-mitrodāsı̄na: “n.pl. Feinde,

Freunde und Indifferente (Neutrale)”; cf. 5.368. Mvy 2723: mdza' ba = mitra.
191 There is a gap in all PSVy xylls.! Cf. YBh, p. 204.15–18. Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi.

115b4–116a1 gives the text complete.
192 BHSD s.v.
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9) Which is the nescience concerning the action and the karmic result?—It is
the nescience of one who thinks incorrectly (ayoniśas), falsely (phyin ci log tu,
vitatham) about actions and their results as false.193

10) Which is the nescience concerning the Buddha?—It is the nescience of one
who is not concentrating his mind on the enlightenment of the Buddhas, or
[who] is concentrating his mind falsely (phyin ci log tu), or [who] is careless
(bag med pa, pramāda), or [who] is irresolute (the tshom za ba, vicikitsā, sam. śaya;
kāṅks. ā), or denies it (skur pa ’debs pa).
11) Which is the nescience concerning the Dharma?—It is the nescience of one
who is not concentrating his mind on the well proclaimed (legs par gsungs pa,
subhās. ita, suvyākhyāta, svākhyāta) Law, or as above: [who is careless, or who is
irresolute, or who denies it].194

12) Which is the nescience concerning the Saṅgha?—It is the nescience of
one who is not concentrating his mind on the good behavior of religious
community,195 or, etc. as above.
13) Which is the nescience concerning the suffering (duh. kha)?—It is the
nescience of one who is not concentrating his mind on suffering as suffering,
or, etc. as above.
14–16) [Which is the nescience concerning the origination of suffering,
cessation of suffering, and the path leading to cessation of suffering?—It is the
nescience of one who is not concentrating his mind on the origin as origin,196

cessation as cessation, etc.] So it is to be understood as above, up to [the
nescience concerning] the path (mārga).197

193 YBh, p. 204.17 (= P Dzi. 119b1–2, D Tshi. 104b3–4): karmavipāke ’jñānam. katamat /
vitatham. (phyin ci log par) karma tatphalam. cāyoniśah. kalpayato yad ajñānam /.

194 YBh (P Dzi. 119b3): chos kyi bsrungs pa (D Tshi. 104b5: -kyis~) = supratiraks. ita,
suraks. ita; sam. raks. ita (Index AKBh: srungs).

195 YBh, p. 204.22: saṅghasya supratipattim; P 119b4: dge ’dun gyi legs par bsgrub pa;
D 104b6: ~ gyis ~ bsgrubs pa = ~ bsgrub: suvidhi (Mvy 410); ~ bsgrub pa: sam-
udānayanāya (Mvy 7421);—(b)sgrub pa: pratipatti (Index AKBh); BHSD s.v.: ‘good
behavior (religiously), performance, practice’.

196 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 116a7f.
197 YBh, p. 205.1–2 (P 119b6; D 104b7–105a1): yathā duh. khe evam. samudaye nirodhe

mārge ajñānāni dras. t.avyāni /.
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17) Which is the nescience concerning the cause (hetu)?—It is the nescience
of one who is incorrectly thinking that there is no cause, or [conceives of] an
unsuitable (mi mthun pa, vis.ama) [cause], [such as] God, etc. as a cause.
18) [Which is the nescience concerning the dharmas originated from the
cause(s)? –] Like [the nescience regarding] the cause(s), so it is [to be un-
derstood here, regarding the nescience concerning] the dharmas originated
from the cause(s).

These are, moreover: 1⃝ good (kuśala), because of faultlessness (kha na
ma tho ba med pa nyid yin pa, anavadyatva)198 ; 2⃝ bad (akuśala),199 because
of being sinful; 3⃝ to be cultivated (sevitavya), because of being wholesome
(phan pa nyid yin pa); 4⃝ not to be cultivated (asevitavya), because of being
unwholesome; 5⃝ faultless/excellent (pran. ı̄ta), because of being white (śukla);
6⃝ faulty (hı̄n. a), because of being black (kr. s.n. a); 7⃝ connected with the

[respective] counterpart (sapratibhāga), because of being mixed (vyāmiśra).
19) Which is the nescience concerning the comprehension in accordance with
reality of the six bases of contact (sparśa-āyatana)?—It is the nescience of one
who has false thoughts and [unjustified] conceit with regard to the spiritual
realisation.200

100. All201 these [kinds of] nescience (ajñāna) [as listed above] are, in short,
the sevenfold bewilderment (kun tu rmongs pa, sam. moha), [viz.:]
1) bewilderment regarding the time (adhva-sam. moha), [from “nescience con-
cerning the former part” up to “nescience concerning the former and later
part”],
2) bewilderment regarding the object (vastu-sam. moha), [from “nescience con-
cerning the inward” up to “nescience concerning the inward and outward”],
3) bewilderment regarding the transmigration (sam. krānti-sam. moha), [from
“nescience concerning the action” up to “nescience concerning the action and
result”],

198 SWTF 1.48: an-avadya, ‘mfn. untadelig, nicht verwerflich‘; anavadyatā, ‘nicht zu
tadelnder Zustand; zufriedenstellendes Befinden‘.

199 SWTF 1.3: mfn. “unheilsam, schlimm”; n. “das Unheilsame, Übel”.
200 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 117a5f. YBh, p. 205.9–10: adhigame viparyastacetasa

ābhimānikasya yad ajñānam / ; (P Dzi. 120a1–2; D Tshi. 105a3–4): rtogs {D rtog} pa la
sems phyin ci log tu gyur pa mngon pa’i nga rgyal can gyi mi shes pa gang yin pa ste /.

201 The following explanations are after Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 117a6ff. Cf. YBh, p.
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4) bewilderment regarding the most excellent (mchog, agra-sam. moha), [from
“nescience concerning the Buddha, Dharma, and Saṅgha”],
5) bewilderment regarding the reality (de kho na nyid, tattva-sam. moha), [from
“nescience concerning the Suffering” up to “nescience concerning the Path”],
6) bewilderment regarding the defilement (kun nas nyon mongs pa, sam. kleśa-
sam. moha) and purification (rnam par byang ba, vyavadāna-sam. moha), [from
“nescience concerning the cause” up to “[elements] originated in dependence
with [their] opposites”],
7) bewilderment regarding the pride (mngon pa’i nga rgyal can, abhimāna-sam. -
moha), [”nescience concerning the comprehension in accordance with reality
of the six bases of contact”].

101. The six quasi-synonyms (paryāya) of ignorance—from nescience (ajñāna)
up to darkness of ignorance (avidyāndhakāra)202 —should be known as [re-
ferring to] the seven items of bewilderment (sam. moha-vastu).203 The last
two items of bewilderment are taken as one, [so that] the two synonyms of
darkness of ignorance are to be observed in it.204

102. Moreover, [according to] another enumeration: the opposites of wisdom
which originated from hearing, thinking, and meditation are the three
synonyms [of ignorance] according to order, [viz. nescience, non-seeing, and
non-comprehension].205

205.11–12.
202 Tib. of the PSVy reads: ma rig pa dang mun pa’i rnam pa, as if it were *avidyāndhā-

kāra.
I am indebted to Prof. L. Schmithausen for his comment (personal communi-

cation): “Tib. of the PSVy translates andhakāra as if the latter part were -ākāra.
Y 206.3 (Ms.) . . . ’vidyāndhakāram itı̄me s.ad. avidyākāraparyāyāh. / (ākāra = Tib.). In
the original avidyāndhakāra is one item (“darkness of (/consisting of) ignorance”),
otherwise there would not be six items (as stated Y 206,3) but seven. Bhattacharya
is wrong in omitting andhakāra there (cf. MS referred to in his footnote 3!). In 206,4
Y read with Ms tu dve sam. mohavastunı̄ (Ms. -ni) and 206,5 ekam. (Tib.) vastu kr. tvā
paścino pi in Ms.!”.

203 Cf. AV-t.ı̄kā (P Jo. 45a2,4,8); Prasannapadā, p. 357 n. 12; 461.7.
204 YBh, p. 206.4–5.
205 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 118a6f. Cf. YBh, p. 206.6–9.
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Those which are the opposites of it, because of being small, medium
and large, are the other three synonyms, [viz. bewilderment, complete
bewilderment and darkness of ignorance, respectively].

Due to the division into the opposite-kind (mi mthun pa’i phyogs, vipaks.a-
prabheda) and into the own’s-nature-kind (ngo bo nyid, svabhāva-prabheda), [in
all] there are to be known six synonyms [of ignorance].

103. Moreover, in the Ādi-viśes.a-vibhaṅga-dharma-paryāya206 it was said
[by the Bhagavat] with reference to [the statement] “nescience concerning
the past”, etc.:

Monks, in short, the work(ing) of ignorance (avidyā-karma) should
be known as twofold—ignorance which has the work of giv-
ing (dāna) support (āśraya) to the process [of transmigration]
(pravr. tti)207 in all forms (sarvathā); [ignorance which] has the
work of causing obstacles (antarāyika)208 to the cessation [of
transmigration] (nivr. tti)209 in all forms.

Reverend Sir (btsun pa, bhadanta), what is the process [of transmi-
gration] (pravr. tti) in all forms (sarvathā)?

Monks, where is the process, what/who [is the subject of] the
process, and how is the process—this is the process [of transmi-
gration] in all forms.

Reverend Sir, where is the process [of transmigration]?

Monks, [the process of transmigration is] in [the three] time(s)
(adhvan), due to imagining a self (ātmavikalpa).210

Reverend Sir, [with regard to] what is the process [of transmigra-
tion]?211

206 PSVy Chi. 12b4–13a1: Dang po’i bye brag rnam par ’byed pa’i chos kyi rnam grangs;
Matsuda 1982, fragm. 4, p. 65f. (T 717, p. 842a23–842b7).

207 Cf. LVP, Siddhi, p. 169ff.: “le processus de l’existence [lieou-tchoan, 85.7, 159.10]”.
208 Cf. BHSD s.v.
209 Cf. LVP, Siddhi, p. 169ff.: “l’abolition de l’existence [hoân-mie, 162.13, 85.10]”.
210 Gun. amati’s PSVy-t. text (confirmed by both Chin. transl.): ‘Due to imagining a

self [one transmigrates] in [the three] time(s).’—Perhaps: *adhvasu, ātmavikalpena.
211 Skt. probably *kasya pravr. ttih. /.



238 Marek MEJOR

Monks, [the process of transmigration is with regard to]212 the
[six] inward and outward bases [of cognition], due to the grasping
of a self.

Reverend Sir, how is the process [of transmigration]?

Monks, [the process of transmigration is] due to the imagining of
a self [as a doer of actions and an enjoyer of their results] and [due
to other] false ideas [as e.g. the nescience of actions and results
because of imagining different results by different actions].213

Reverend Sir, what is the cessation [of transmigration] (nivr. tti) in
all forms?

Monks, in short, the cessation [of transmigration] in all forms
is fourfold, [viz.] by support-cessation (āśraya-nivr. tti), [i.e. the
nescience of the Three Jewels], by object-cessation (ālambana-
nivr. tti), [i.e. the nescience of the Four Noble Truths], by mind-
concentration-cessation (manaskāra-nivr. tti), and by accomplish-
ment of result-cessation (phalasiddhi-nivr. tti).214

104. Here, too, the explanations are made, like in the Yogācārabhūmi, [that]
there is a nescience of time (dus mi shes pa), [i.e. nescience concerning the
former part, etc.].215

“Concerning the inward”, etc. [was explained] by distinction of [the
nescience into] inward and outward bases [of cognition] (adhyātmika-āyatana,
bāhya-āyatana), and by distinction of the locus of inward bases [of cognition].

“Mind-concentration-cessation”, [i.e.] of the causes and the elements
which originated from causes. In [the last named] good (kuśala) [are those
which are] for the sake of the antidote of ignorance; bad (akuśala) [are those
which are] for the sake of its [=good] opposite. And also those which are
good, which are outward (bāhya) of it, are having sins (sāvadya); those with
that quality (dharma) are not having sins (anavadya), [they are faultless].

212 Thus Gun. amati’s PSVy-t. text, but no Locative in both Chineses versions! ‘la’
probably for Skt. Genitive, to be expected as the answer to a question *kasya
pravr. ttih. , asking for the “subject” of pravr. tti.

213 Cf. Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 119a7.
214 Gun. amati PSVy-t. Chi. 119a8ff.
215 PSVy Chi. 13a1ff.
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The faultless (anavadya) are to be cultivated (sevitavya); the sinful (sāvadya)
are not to be cultivated (asevitavya).

Those which are good (kuśala), with afflictions (sāsrava), are inferior (hı̄na);
[those which are] without afflictions (anāsrava) are excellent (pran. ı̄ta). [When
they are] bad (akuśala), [they are called] dark (kr. s.n. a); [when they are] good,
without afflictions (kuśala, anāsrava), [they are called] white (śukla).

[Dark, bad] different from it [are white, without afflictions], because [they]
are mixed (vyāmiśra), [good, with afflictions,] have [their] (counter)parts
(savibhāga, sapratibhāga). And all [of them: good, bad, etc.] due to having
been originated in dependence, are [called] originated in dependence (pra-
tı̄tyasamutpanna).

105. In that [Sūtra, i.e. *Ādi-viśes.a-vibhaṅga-216 ] too, regarding the explana-
tion of nescience, etc. it is said:

Reverend Sir, what are the divisions of ignorance as an
opposite?— Monks, ignorance should be perceived as one which
is opposite to the best (mchog, agra) dharma, and also as one
which is opposite to the great (rgya chen po, udāra) dharma.

Reverend Sir, how is ignorance opposite to the best dharma?

Monks, from among the five faculties—“This is to be activated,
that is to be steadfast”—this is the faculty of wisdom (prajñā-
indriya). Its opposite is ignorance. Thus, it is called opposite to
the best dharma.

Reverend Sir, how is ignorance opposite to the great dharma?—
Monks, ignorance is opposite to the knowledge originated from
hearing [= ajñāna], thinking [= adarśana], and meditating [= an-
abhisamaya] (śrutā-cintā-bhāvanāmayı̄). Thus, it is called opposite
to the great dharma.

106.

217 Reverend Sir, what are the divisions of connection(s) with
ignorance?—Monks, with the sentient beings of the three realms

216 PSVy Chi. 13a5–13b2; Matsuda 1982, fragm. 5, p. 66f. (T 717, p. 842b8–15).
217 Continued from the same Sūtra. Matsuda 1982, fragm. 5', p. 68 (P 13b2–4; T 717,
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below the peak of existence (srid pa’i rtse mo, bhavāgra), it is so
that the ignorance which is among the sentient beings was not
made into parts (khan. aśas), was not made into a gutter-hole (gsong
ldong),218 was connected with proclivities (bag la nyal ba, anuśaya).
Therefore these sentient beings are bound entirely (mtha' dag,
sakala).

[Now], the nescience (ajñāna) of distinctions of cause and result
in a good destination or a bad destination, if it is very little,
it is of those sentient beings who are performing in the non-
material/intelligible [realm of existence]; if it is medium—it is of
those sentient beings who are performing in the material [realm];
if it is great—it is of [those sentient beings] who are performing in
the [realm of] desire.

The Explanation of Ignorance from the Pratı̄tyasamutpāda-vyākhyā is fin-
ished.219

***

Appendix
Yogācārabhūmi—pratı̄tyasamutpāda

[vibhāgah. ]

YBh Yogācārabhūmi, Sanskrit text, ed. Bhattacharya, pp. 204.2–206.5
P Peking Tanjur 5536, sems tsam, Dzi. 119a1–124a6
D Derge Tanjur 4035, sems tsam, Tshi. 104a4–105b6
T Taishō 1579 Yu jia shi di lun瑜伽師地論 , p. 322b–322c

vibhāgah. katamah. | yat pūrvānte ’jñānam iti vistaren. a <uktam. > sūtra<e> |
[§99.1]220 tatra pūrvānte ’jñānam. katamat | atı̄tān sam. skārān ayoniśah.
kalpayatah. kim. <nv> aham abhūvam atı̄te ’dhvany āhosvin nāham abhūvam

p. 842c2–7).
218 Bod-rgya-tshig-mdzod-chen-po iii, p. 3031: gsong ldong = btsog chu ’gro ba’i wa kha;

Chin. wu-shui-dou: ’gutter-hole'.
219 PSVy Chi. 13b4f.: Rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba bshad pa las ma rig pa’i rnam par ’byed

pa rdzogs so //.
220 The paragraph numbers refer to those of the translation of Vasubandhu’s PSVy.
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atı̄te ’dhvani | ko nv aham abhūva<m> | katham. vābhūvam iti yad
ajñāna<m>221 |
[§99.2] aparānte ’jñānam. katamat | anāgatān sam. skārān ayoniśah. kalpayatah.
kim. nv aham. bhavis.yāmy anāgate ’dhvany āhosvin nāham. bhavis.yāmy
anāgate ’dhvani | kim. bhavis.yāmi katham. bhavis.yāmı̄ty ajñāna<m> |
[§99.3] pūrvāntāparānte ’jñānam. katamat | adhyātmam ayoniśah.
katham. kathı̄bhavatah. ke santah. ke bhavis.yāmah. | ayam. sattvah. kuta
āgatah. | itaś <cyu>tah. kutra gāmı̄ bhavis.yatı̄ti yad ajñānam. |
[§99.4] adhyātmam ajñānam. katamat | pratyātmikān sam. skārān ayoniśa
ātmato222 manasi kurvato yad ajñānam |
[§99.5] bahirdhājñānam. katamat | bāhyān <a>223 sattvasam. khyātān
sam. skārān ātmı̄yato ’yoniśo manasi kurvato yad ajñānam. |
[§99.6] adhyātmabahirdhā’jñānam. katamat | pārasāntānikān sam. skārān
mitrāmitrodāsı̄nato ’yoniśah. kalpayato yad ajñāna<m> |
[§99. 7] karman. y ajñānam. katamat | karmakartāram224 ayoniśah. kalpayato
yad ajñāna<m> |
[§99.8] vipāke’jñānam. katamat | vipākaphalasam. gr.hı̄tān sam. skārān
vedakato ’yoniśah. kalpayato yad ajñāna<m> |
[§99.9] karmavipāke ’jñānam. katamat | vitatham. karma tatphalam. cāyoniśah.
kalpayato yad ajñāna<m> |
[§99.10] buddhe ’jñānam. katamat | buddhānām. bodhim amanasi kurvato
vā mithyā vā manasi kurvatah. pramādyato vā kāṅks.ato vāpavadato vā yad
ajñāna<m> |
[§99.11] dharme ’jñānam. katamat | dharmasya svākhyātatām amanasi kur-
vato vā mithyā vā manasi kurvatah. pramādyato vā kāṅks.ato vāpavadato vā
yad ajñāna<m> |
[§99.12] saṅghe ’jñānam. katamat | saṅghasya supratipattim amanasi kurvato
vā mithyā vā manasi kurvatah. pramādyato vā kāṅks.ato vāpavadato vā yad
ajñāna<m> |

221 YBh reads - m. (passim).
222 Schmithausen, Ālayavijñāna, vol. II, p. 518, n. 1421: Ms. ātmatas; Bhattacharya:

ātmanā.
223 P Dzi. 119a6f./D Tshi. 104b1: phyi rol gyi ’du byed sems can du ston pa ma yin pa

rnam la / ; T p. 322b14: 非有情數諸行. Cf. Index AKBh s.v. asattvākhya.
224 D Dzi. 104b2: las kyi byed pa por (P: po). YBh p. 204 n. 1: “Tib. not clear”.
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[§99.13] duh. khe ’jñānam. katamat | duh. kham. duh. khato ’manasi kurvato vā
mithyā vā manasi kurvatah. [YBh 205.1] pramādyato vā kāṅks.ato vāpavadato
vā yad ajñānā<m> </>
[§99.14–16] yathā duh. khe evam. samudaye nirodhe mārge ajñānāni dras.t.a-
vyāni ||
[§99.17] hetāv ajñānam. katamat | ahetukam. vā kalpayato vis.amahetum. vā
ı̄śvara-prakr.ti-purus.āntarādikam. vāyoniśah. kalpayato yad ajñāna<m> |
[§99.18] yathā hetāv evam. hetusamutpannes.u sam. skāres.u ||

te punah. kuśalā anavadyatvāt | akuśalāh. sāvadyatvāt | sevitavyā hi-
tatvāt | asevitavyā ahitatvāt | sāvadyāh. kr.s.n. atvāt | anavadyāh. śuklatvāt |
sapratibhāgā vyāmiśratvāt ||
[§99.19] s.at.su sparśāyatanes.u yathābhūtasam. prativedhe ’jñānam. katamat |
adhigame viparyastacetasa ābhimānikasya yad ajñāna<m> |

tad etad abhisamasya 225 <ekona->vim. śaty ākāram ajñānam. bhavati |
[§100] punar anyat saptavidham ajñānam. | (i) adhvasam. moho (ii) vastusam. -
mohah. (iii) saṅkrāntisam. mohah. (iv) agrasam. mohas (v) tattvasam. mohah. (vi)
sam. kleśavyavadānasam. moho (vii) ’bhimānasam. mohaś ca ||

yac ca 226 <ekona->vim. śatividham ajñānam. yac ca saptavidham ajñānam.
tatra kena kasya sam. graho dras.t.avyah. | tribhih. prathamair ajñānaih.
prathamasyaikasya sam. grahah. | punas tribhir anu dvitı̄yasya | <punas

225 YBh, p. 205 n. 3: “Here and also below after this [= abhisamasya—M.M.] occurs
ekānta in the Ms, but there is nothing for it in Tib.” P Dzi. 120a2/D Tshi. 105a4:
mi shes pa rnam pa bcu dgu yod do. T p. 322c10: 如是略說十九種無知. Index AKBh;
ekānna-vim. śati, bcu dgu.

226 YBh, p. 205.12: vim. śatividham ajñānam, against P, D and T p. 322c13: 前十九無知.
See the previous note.
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tribhir anu caturthasya |>227 punaś caturbhir anu pañcamasya | punah.
<dvābhyām>228 anu s.as.t.hasya | paścimenaikena <anu>229 saptamasya ||

punar anyat pañcākāram ajñāna<m> | (i) arthasam. moho (ii)
dr.s.t.isam. mohah. (iii) pramādasam. mohas (iv) tattvārthasam. moho (v)
’bhimānasam. mohaś ca | yac ca 230 <ekona->vim. śatividham ajñānam. yac
ca pañcavidham. <sam. moham. >231 <tatra>232 katamena kasya sam. graho
dras.t.avyah. | dr.s.t.isam. mohena pūrvakān. ām. s.an. n. ām. | hetusamutpannes.u
ca dharmes.v ajñānasya sam. graho dras.t.avyah. | pramādasam. mohena
karman. i vipāke tadubhaye cājñānasya sam. grahah. | tattvārthasam. -
mohena buddhādis.u mārgasatya-[YBh 206.1]paryavasānes.<v> ajñānasya
sam. grahah. | abhimānasam. mohena paścimasya <sam. grahah. >233 |
arthasam. mohena punah. sarves.ām. sam. graho dras.t.avyah. ||
[§101] ajñānam adarśanam anabhisamayas tamah. sam. moho ’vidyā<-
ndhakāram>234 itı̄me s.ad. avidyāparyāyāh. saptavidhe sam. mohavastuni
yathākramam. dras.t.avyāh. | paścime <tu dve>235 sam. mohavastun<ı̄>236 |

227 YBh, p. 105.14 omits [sic]; see Bhattacharya’s n. 5. P 120a5/D 105a6: ’og ma gsum
gyis ni gsum pa bsdus so. T p. 322c14f.: 次三無知攝第三.

228 YBh, p. 205.15: s.ad. bhir; P 120a6/D 105a6: drug gis drug pa bsdus so— the enu-
meration is wrong, but if we read according to T p. 322c16: 二無知攝第六, the
enumeration is in full agreement: Nos. 1–3 = (i) adhva-sam. moha, nos. 4–6 = (ii)
vastu-sam. mhoha, nos. 7–9 = (iii) saṅkrānti-sam. moha, nos. 10–12 = (iv) agra-sam. m. oha,
nos. 13–16 = (v) tattva-sam. moha, nos. 17–18 = (vi) sam. kleśa-vyavadāna-sam. m. oha, no.
19 = (vii) abhimānasam. m. oha.

229 Index AKBh: ’og ma = adhara, adhas; T次 ci ‘next’.
230 YBh, 205.18: ekānta-vim. śati, against P, D, T which read “19”.
231 YBh, 205.19: om. P, D: om. Read sam. moham. after T p. 322c18: 五種愚.
232 YBh, 205.19: om. P, D: de la.
233 YBh, p. 206.1. P/D: bsdus. Cf. T p. 322c21–22: 上慢愚攝最後無知.
234 YBh p. 206.3 & Bhattacharya’s n. 3: “After avidyā Ms has andhakāram for which

there is nothing in Tib.” In fact, D reads ma rig pa’i mun pa (against P: bdun pa);
PSVy P 12b2/D 11b3: ma rig pa dang mun pa’i rnam pa (*avidyā-andha-ākāra); C p.
322c22–23: 復次，無知，無見，無有現觀，黑闇，愚癡，及無明闇.

235 YBh p. 206.4 & n. 4: tattva-sam. mohavastuni. P/D: rmongs pa’i gzhi tha ma gnyis. C
p. 322c24–25:

236 Ms: -vastuni (I am indebted to Prof. Schmithausen for this information).
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<ekam. >237 vastu kr.tvā238 paścimo ’vidyāndhakāraparyāyas tatra
dras.t.avyah. ||
[§102] aparah. paryāyah. | śrutamayyāś cintāmayyā bhāvanāmayyāś ca
prajñāyā vipaks.en. a trayah. paryāyā yathākramam. <iti vartate>239 | tasyā eva
vipaks.abhūtāyā mr.dumadhyādhimātratvād apare punas trayah. paryāyā iti
vipaks.aprabhedataś ca svabhāvaprabhedataś ca s.at. paryāyāh. ||

***
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the Pratı̄tya-samutpāda-vyākhyā of Vasubandhu in Chinese Sources].” Indogaku
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tary on the Sām. khya-kārikā. Stuttgart 1998.



Amr.tānanda’s Cidvilāsastava / An Annotated Translation

S i l v i a S C H W A R Z L I N D E R

O x f o r d C e n t r e f o r H i n d u S t u d i e s

Amr.tānanda was an erudite exponent of the Tantric Śākta tradition of
Tripurā, later known as Śrı̄vidyā. The earliest authoritative scriptures of
this tradition, which constitutes the Southern Transmission (daks. in. āmnāya) of
the Kulamārga,1 are the Nityās.od. aśı̄kārn. ava (NS. A) and the Yoginı̄hr.daya (YH),
which were composed in Kashmir in the 11th century CE.2 Thereafter the
Tripurā tradition spread and flourished in South India, where the Kashmirian
Śaiva non-dualism of the Pratyabhijñā and Spanda schools continued—as
for the NS. A and the YH—to permeate its philosophical and soteriological
teachings. This influence was exerted through the medium of the South
Indian commentators of the Kashmirian works, namely Śivānanda (ca. 1225–
1275) and his contemporary Vidyānanda, both authors of commentaries on
the NS. A, and Amr.tānanda (ca. 1325–1375) who authored a commentary on
the YH.

Information about Amr.tānanda is sparse.3 He calls himself Amr.tānanda-
yogin or Amr.tānandanātha—nātha being usually added to the names of
spiritual preceptors—and, within the lineage of the gurus of the Tripurā tra-
dition, he declares to be a disciple of Pun. yānanda (ca. 1300–1350), the author
of the Kāmakalāvilāsa (KKV).4 His most important work is his commentary
(Dı̄pikā, “The Lamp”) on the YH, where Amr.tānanda explains and interprets
the speculative, esoteric teachings of this work in the light of the Śākta-
Śaiva dynamic non-dualism of Abhinavagupta (ca. 975–1025) and his disciple
Ks.emarāja (ca. 1000–1050); besides the Kashmirian authors, in his Dı̄pikā,
Amr.tānanda also quotes several South Indian works, particularly those of

1 For a historical survey and classification of the Śākta literature of the Kulamārga,
see Sanderson 2012/13: 57ff; for the dates of the authors mentioned below, see Ibid.:
72.

2 For detailed information on the NS. A and the YH, see Padoux (ed.) 1994: 24–29.
3 Most of the following data are based on Ibid.: 46–50.
4 For detailed references, see Sanderson 2007: 412, notes 606, 607.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 249–276.
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his predecessors Śivānanda and Vidyānanda. He also authored a paddhati,
the Saubhāgyasudhodaya, and a stotra, the Cidvilāsastava, both texts critically
edited by Vrajvallabha Dviveda and published in the appendix of his edition
of the NS. A. Moreover, Amr.tānanda might be identified as the author of the
Alam. kārasam. graha, a treatise on poetics probably composed around 1350.5

The Cidvilāsastava (CVS)—translated here for the first time, on the basis
of the text edited by Dviveda—belongs to the literary genre of the hymns
of praise (stotra, stuti, stava) which, with its rich variety of styles, contents
and purposes, is well represented throughout the history of Indian religious
literature up until modern times. The CVS can be classified in the category
of the speculative hymns, expressing theological and philosophical ideas,
rather than giving voice to devotional feelings through the eulogy of deities
and the celebration of their mythological feats. This text can be compared to
Abhinavagupta’s hymns, where the author discloses the essence of his teach-
ings, addressing himself to those qualified disciples who can understand his
philosophical concepts even if just allusively expressed.6 This holds true also
for the CVS, which appears as a work written by a learned initiate and meant
for his peers.

In the forty verses of his stotra, Amr.tānanda touches upon a variety of
topics, which will be summarized here, to give an idea of the richness and
complexity of this text. He upholds the main tenets of non-dualistic Śaivism.
While explicitly advocating the superiority of non-dualism over dualism
(verses 7, 9–10b), he also expresses his philosophical-theological views in
metaphorical terms: the fusion of the two complementary and inseparable
metaphysical principles of prakāśa and vimarśa, embodied by Śiva and Śakti,
is symbolized by the one-and-twofold venerable footprint of the guru (verse
1); the relationship between Śiva and his Śakti is compared with that of the
sun and its rays (verse 5); the twofold-yet-non-dual reality of the supreme
godhead is likened with the twilight which, as junction of day and night,
is regarded as a paradigm of the union of opposites (verse 4). As for the
relationship between the godhead and the world, the doctrine of reflection
(ābhāsavāda) is briefly alluded to (verses 6, 27), and the ultimate identity
between Śiva and the world is implicitly expressed (verses 28–29).

5 See Ibid.: 413–415.
6 See Silburn (ed.) 1986: 5.
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It is worth remarking that, although the Srı̄vidyā is centred on the cult
of Tripurasundarı̄—who is worshipped as the supreme deity, personifying
the non-dual Energy of Consciousness—the Goddess is never explicitly
mentioned in the CVS. In fact, the final reward bestowed by the teachings
disclosed in this stotra is said to be “the complete attainment of the identity
with the supreme Śiva” (paraśivaikyasiddhi, verse 40). Nonetheless, references
to essential elements of the Tripurā tradition are clearly made at several
points of the text: the Śrı̄cakra—to be regarded as the aniconic form of the
Goddess and the dynamic model of the cosmic activity of the divine Energy—
is referred to as the best sacred diagram (verse 19); the symbolic meaning
of its structure and of the worship of the deities abiding in its constituent
parts is briefly mentioned (verses 13, 23); there is also an extremely concise
description of the kāmakalā, the diagrammatic symbol of the union of Śiva
and Śakti represented at the core of the Śrı̄cakra (verse 14). Furthermore,
Amr.tānanda also draws elements from the Krama system, the Śākta tradition
known as Northern Transmission (uttarāmnāya), which exerted an important
influence on Abhinavagupta: after mentioning the khecarı̄, a form of divine
Energy moving in the space of consciousness (verse 38), the author implicitly
suggests that the understanding of the meaning of the Wheel of Energies
(śakticakra) enables the adept to master his own body, thanks to the meditative
realization of the absorption of his sense-organs into their source, namely his
heart (verse 39).

Several verses of the CVS are devoted to considerations about ritual,
which is deemed to be interiorized, not so much in the sense of the an-
taryāga—the internal worship in which the devotee performs, mentally, the
ritual acts prescribed for the external cult—but in the sense of a spiritual
practice involving every aspect of the adept’s inner life. In fact, by mental
worship Amr.tānanda intends the concentration and absorption of one’s
internal organs—beginning with the mind—into the domain of the supreme
Consciousness; this promotes the attainment of a transmental state (unmana),
beyond and above the states of consciousness, including the turya (verses 35-
37).

The following outline of the ritual portions of the CVS already reveal how
Amr.tānanda makes use of the language of ritual in order to communicate
the spiritual experiences undergone by the adept; the ritual’s technical
terminology, which was familiar to the Tantrics, enables him to express
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in metaphorical ways the meaning and purpose of what one may call
spiritualized ritual practices, or ritualized spiritual practices. The order of
the references made in the course of the hymn to some of the principal
steps of the pūjā follow, approximately, the sequence of the ritual procedure.
Accordingly, the text begins with the homage to the footprints of the guru,
which is deemed to foster the awareness of the non-dual nature of reality
(verses 1–2); the ritual ablutions are supposed to cleanse from the impurity
of ignorance (verse 3); the sam. dhyā service symbolizes the union of opposites,
the polarity of the supreme godhead (verse 4); the shrine where ritual
worship is to be performed is none other than one’s own self (verse 6), and
the altar on which the divine Consciousness is venerated is the heart (verse
8), where the divine throne is meditatively built (half-verse 10cd). As for
the purification of the hands (verse 11), it has been noted that “Amr.tānanda
interprets it as symbolizing the dissolution of all actions in the purity of the
absolute”.7 The nyāsa described in verses 15–17 is directed to the subtle
body, hence to a conceptualized rather than a visualized image of the body.8

The invocation (āvāhana) of the deity produces the fusion of the individual
consciousness with the supreme Consciousness (verse 20); the services
offered to the deity (upacāra) are equated with the states of consciousness
to be dissolved into the conscious self (verses 18, 21); the worship of the
goddesses associated with the lunar days enables the transcendence of time
(verse 22); the offering of food (naivedya) to the deity becomes the oblation
of the adept’s individual self to the divine Consciousness (verse 30), and
the best offering is said to be that of one’s own self-restraint (verse 33); the
lamps swung before the cult-image in the temple are likened with the sense-
organs, and when these are withdrawn into the conscious self, the state of
oneness shines (verse 25); finally, the fourfold bali offering is equated with the
dissolution of the fourfold cycle of the godhead’s cosmic activity into the fifth
and highest domain (verse 24). Regarding japa—as can one expect from his
sublimated understanding of ritual—Amr.tānanda extols the mental, silent
recitation of mantras, whereby the word dissolves into the primal silence of
the Absolute (verse 26). His interiorized concept of ritual is also highlighted
by the reference to the dı̄ks. ā, where, rather than mentioning any step of this

7 TAK II 2004: 54
8 See below notes 29 –31.
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ceremony, the author lays stress on the salvific power of the guru’s glance cast
upon the disciple (gurukat. āks.apāta), which may be likened with the intense
divine grace cast upon the devotee (śaktipāta) (verses 31, 32, 34).

These few introductory remarks are meant to provide some basic informa-
tion about Amr.tānanda and his background, as well as a first glimpse at the
contents of the CVS. Given the richness and complexity of this text, whose
concise allusions to speculative and ritual elements are sometimes difficult to
interpret, this annotated translation should be considered just a preliminary,
tentative attempt to make the work of this learned exponent of the South
Indian Śrı̄vidyā more widely known.

Eulogy of the Playful Manifestation9 of [the Supreme] Consciousness
Composed by Amr.tānandayogin10

One is the form of the self-luminous Śiva, [and] one is the manifestation
of his reflective awareness; the supreme imprint of the feet of the spiritual
preceptor, who has the nature of the supreme Śiva, is regarded as the
embodiment of the fusion of these two.11 [1]

9 The polysemic term vilāsa—which, stemming from the root vi-las, may mean “shin-
ing forth, appearance, manifestation; play, pleasure, playful action; wantonness;
grace, charm” (MW 985a)—conveys the idea of the luminous manifestation of the
supreme Consciousness, whose unfolding in the world is the result of her divine
play; since this Consciousness is personified by Tripurā, the term is also suggestive
of the charming, seductive features of this goddess. On the meanings of vilāsa, see
also Padoux (ed.) 1994: 162, note 268.

10 I would like to offer my heartfelt thanks to Gavin Flood and Bjarne Wernicke
Olesen, who kindly devoted their time to discuss with me several difficult verses
of this hymn. Their criticism, useful corrections, and valuable suggestions con-
tributed to substantially improving the first drafts of my translation. It goes
without saying that any remaining shortcomings in this annotated translation of
the CVS must be attributed exclusively to me.

11 The hymn opens with praise of the imprint of the feet, or the sandals, of the
spiritual preceptor, who is to be identified with the supreme Śiva. While the guru’s
footprints, or his sandals, are generally venerated as a mark of the divine presence
in the world, in this verse the one-and-twofold imprint of the feet of the divine
preceptor represents the union, the perfect fusion of the two complementary meta-
physical principles of prakāśa (conscious light, or luminous consciousness) and
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Reciting a mantra12 before the imprint of the feet of the spiritual preceptor
[and of those who belong to] his lineage13 is that by which nature [arises] the
awareness regarding the sense-organs [and their] objects, according to their
threefold distinction (i.e. illuminated by the three luminaries) of Sun, Moon
and Fire.14 [2]

The immersion [performed] according to the prescribed method in the
bathing place of the ocean of nectar of non-duality, surrounded by the shore
of one’s own reflective awareness, is the ablution known as releasing from
the impurities beginning with the innate one.15 [3]

The night is depriving of consciousness all the world, the day is then
awakening everybody. In this world the junction of these two [represents]

vimarśa (reflective awareness), which are embodied by Śiva and Śakti, respectively.
One may note the shades of meanings conveyed by the quasi synonymous terms
mūrti, tanu and vapus: mūrti is the form, the appearance of Śiva as self-manifest light;
tanu indicates the manifestation of his own self, i.e., his self-awareness; vapus is the
essence of the union of the two principles, whose fusion is embodied by the guru’s
footprint. On the meaning of gurupādukā, see the relevant entry in TAK II 2004:
195–196. See also the interpretation of this verse in Sanderson 2007: 413–414 and
note 609.

12 Japa, the muttered or silent recitation and repetition of a mantra, occurs in many
and various ritual practices. Presupposing mental concentration, japa acquires the
metaphysical dimension of a spiritual-meditative-yogic practice, especially in the
Śākta-Śaiva traditions. For a general treatment of japa see Padoux 2015: 24–53; see
also the relevant entry in TAK II 2004: 264–265.

13 Samas. t.i (aggregate, totality) is taken here as synonymous with paṅkti, the line of
succession of the spiritual preceptors who handed down the lore of a given Tantric
tradition, and to whom the adept should pay homage. See the entry gurupaṅkti in
TAK II 2004: 194–195, 1.

14 The compound citrabhānuśaśi, indicating the Fire and the Moon, occurs also below
in verse 14c; bhānupūrvaka should thus stand here for the Sun. This triad occurs in
many places and diverse contexts in the Tantric texts.

15 In non-dualistic Śaivism, the ān. ava mala is the innate, fundamental impurity
pertaining to the limited being (an. u, “atom”); this impurity is ignorance, in the
sense of an incomplete knowledge which, erroneously mistaking the self for the
non-self, conceals one’s own essential nature. This ignorance is the result of the
contraction of the divine Consciousness, whereby the Lord, out of his sovereign
freedom, obscures his own essence. Unlike the dualistic Śaiva Siddhānta, for
which the ān. ava mala is a substance (dravya) which can be eliminated by ritual
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the condition of oneness; indeed the deity of the twilight [may be identified
with] the supreme Goddess.16 [4]

Because the self-luminous Śiva is truly the sun, with whose rays of light—
which have the power of his reflective awareness—he illuminates the entire
sphere of the knowable, the [illuminated] thought [inspires] his worship
together with the I-ness (i.e., the Goddess) .17 [5]

In this system, the principle of the [individual] self is the sacrificial
pavilion created on the surface consisting of the playful manifestation of [the
supreme] Consciousness; [as] its quality of darkness/ignorance is vanishing

action, for the non-dualistic Śaivism ignorance can be overcome only by means of
true knowledge. In this verse the metaphorical description of the ritual ablution—
in the ocean of non-duality, on the shore of reflective awareness—denotes the
mental nature of the act of cleansing of the soul’s impurities, beginning with the
fundamental one. See the relevant entry in TAK I 2000: 182, 2. On the concept
of ān. ava mala, see TĀ, I, 23–38, in M. K. Shāstri (ed.) 1918, vol. I: 54–77, and
the Fr. trans. by Silburn, with the related explanations taken from Jayaratha’s
commentary, in Silburn, Padoux (eds.) 1998: 82–86.

16 The supreme Goddess (śrı̄parā) is here likened with the deity of the twilight
because this, as the point of junction between day and night, represents the fusion
(sāmarasya) of two opposites; accordingly, it can be taken as a metaphor of the
perfect non-duality characterizing the supreme godhead.

17 The relationship between Śiva alias prakāśa and Śakti alias vimarśa is expressed
in this verse by the analogy of the sun and its rays, where the latter are the
illuminating power of the former. As reads the Tripurārahasya, a later text of the
Tripurā tradition: “Because of [their] connection, without Śiva, Śakti never exists;
so also Śiva without Śakti, who is the self of his own being, [does not exist].
Indeed, where and when might the sun exist without its illuminating power? [54c–
55]” (TR, mk, 79, 54c–55: āśrayatvācchivamr. te śaktir naiva tu vidyate||54cd||iti cen
nijasattātmaśaktihı̄nah. śivas tathā | prakāśaśaktihı̄no vai ravih. kutra kadā bhavet ||55||).
Śiva and Śakti are therefore to be worshipped together. The I-ness (aham. tā)
probably stands here for the Goddess. Her identification with this principle, and
that of the Lord with the complementary principle of the ‘I’ (aham), is asserted,
for instance, in the Laks.mı̄ Tantra (LT), a South Indian Pāñcarātra scripture com-
posed after the 11th century, and whose doctrinal background is indebted to the
Kashmirian non-dualistic Śaivism of the Pratyabhijñā (see Sanderson 2001: 35–
38). Laks.mı̄ says: “He, Hari being the I (aham), is regarded as the self in all
beings. I am the eternal I-ness (aham. tā) of all living beings [13] . . . The I-ness
is always recognized as the source of the I; for the one cannot exist without the
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at the lamp of knowledge, ritual worship is the method of Its (i.e. of the Self)
veneration.18 [6]

The best salvation from the difficulty of the argument marked by dualism
is, in this world, the preservation of the self; because of its having the nature
of [the supreme] Consciousness, reflective awareness is connection on all
sides.19 [7]

The divine Consciousness dwells on the altar in the pericarp of the lotus of
the heart; indeed Bhairava destroys the bonds of he who is eagerly engaged
in the act of her worship. [8]

other and each is invariably linked to the other. [17] Realize that the relationship
between me and the Lord as that of identity because without I-ness the I would
for want of association be meaningless. [18] [In the same way] the I-ness without
the I would, for want of a basis, lack meaning. [19ab]” (LT, 2, 13, 17–19b:
ātmā sa sarvabhūtānām aham. bhūto harih. smr. tah. | aham. tā sarvabhūtānām aham asmi
sanātanı̄ ||13||. . . ahamarthasamutthā ca sāham. tā parikı̄rtitā | anyonyenāvinābhāvād
anyonyena samanvayāt||17||tadātmyam. viddhi sam. bandham. mama nāthasya cobhayoh. |
aham. tayā vināham. hi nirupākhyo na sidhyati||18||aham artham. vināham. tā nirādhārā na
sidhyati |19ab), trans. effected from the Eng. trans. in Gupta (ed.) 1972: 9.

18 In this verse ātmatattva is to be understood as the principle of the individual,
limited self; when ignorance that characterizes it vanishes, this self attains the
identity with the supreme Self. Iha, “here”, may mean “in this system”, in which
the individual self is envisaged as the temple where, as darkness is dispelled by the
lamp of knowledge, ritual worship is the inner performance of the adoration of the
supreme Self. One may note that in the compound cidvilāsamayabhittibhāvitam. , the
term bhitti evokes the ābhāsavāda elaborated by Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta.
According to this doctrine the divine Consciousness is likened to a mirror, or a
canvas, on whose surface (bhitti) the phenomenal world appears as a reflection,
or a painting. This analogy conveys the idea of the inwardness, non-separation
and ultimate non-difference between the multifarious phenomenal world and the
single divine Consciousness, which constitutes the substrate of all things. Whereas
the phenomenal world is ontologically dependent on the divine Consciousness,
the latter, in her sovereign independence, freely manifests the objects appearing in
herself, who is to be considered as their active background.

19 According to the meaning given to the words vimarśana and bandhana, this
verse may be rendered in two different ways, which are not mutually exclusive.
If vimarśana, considered as synonymous with vimarśa, indicates the reflective
awareness—i.e., the active aspect of the supreme Consciousness—then bandhana,
referring to it, is not to be taken in its usual meaning of bondage, but is to be
understood in the sense of connection of all things; accordingly, by means of
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The series of difficulties characterized by mental construction has the
power [to cause] every differentiation; its opposite in this respect is said to
be the rest in one’s own abode free from mental construction, where Śambhu
himself, characterized by the consciousness that has no [division between
subject and] object, is incessantly present. [9–10b]

The [divine] throne is regarded as possessing all its component parts,
[namely] the multitude of principles beginning with the earth and ending
with Śiva.20 [10cd]

The purification—considered as the best—of one’s own hands, [which are]
the two impure organs of action here related to the ātmatattva, consists in the
meditative realization of their dissolution into the pure Reality.21 [11]

Now, for he who has consciousness of the knowable, breath control is
said to be the best practice, in the form of a reflective awareness of non

reflective awareness one realizes the truth of non-duality, i.e., the ultimate unity of
individual self and supreme Self, as well as the identification of everything with
the Self. If vimarśana is instead taken—as it is in classical Indian logic—as an inves-
tigation, discussion regarding two alternatives, namely an argument (paks.a) and a
counter-statement (vipaks.a), and if bandhana keeps its usual meaning of bondage,
then the verse may be rendered as follows: “In this world the best salvation from
the difficulty of the argument marked by dualism is the preservation of the self
by she who has the nature of the supreme Consciousness, [whereas] discussion
entails bondage on all sides“. In this case the verse signifies that only the pure,
supreme Consciousness (sam. vid), the sole protector of the self (ātman), can carry
across the difficulties of the arguments of the followers of dualism; conversely,
the philosophical debate based on the means of intellectual knowledge ends up
in carry on the state of bondage of the soul. For the meaning of the terms vipaks.a
and vimarśa in classical Indian logic, see the relevant entries in Oberhammer et al.
2006: 142–143, 145–147.

20 While verse 9–10b is linked to verse 7, this half verse linked to verse 8 refers to
the divine throne (āsana) that the devotee should meditatively build and visualize
in his own heart during the mental, internal worship which, in Tantric ritual,
always precedes the external worship performed on a cult-image. This throne, on
which the deity is to be installed and worshipped, represents the entire universe;
accordingly, it is said to be composed of all principles, or fundamental realities
(tattva) of the cosmos. See the entry āsana in TAK I 2000: 209–210, 1.

21 The ritual purification of the hands (karaśuddhi) generally precedes the placing
of mantras on the hands (karanyāsa), the latter rite aiming at the progressive
divinization of the officiant devotee, to make him fit for worshipping a deity (see
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duality, [and] consisting in the absorption of the luminous, vibrating self in
the consciousness of the knower.22 [12]

For he who has consciousness of his own self [occurs] the understanding
of his being a share of the sixfold pathway, [that is to say] of the arrangement
of the aggregate of six components23 [and of] the places of [the manifesta-
tions of the supreme] Consciousness in the nine cakras, [where] the birth,

the relevant entries in TAK II 2004: 54 and 53). This verse is quoted by Amr.tānanda
himself in his commentary on YH, 2, 2; 3, 125cd [see Padoux (ed.) 1994: 182–183,
342–343], where he explains that the hands are organs of action to be regarded as
impure because they pertain to the ātmatattva. The latter, along with the vidyā- and
śiva-tattvas, form the tattvatraya, the three tattvas considered to be the constituents
of the cosmos; as Brunner notes [see Brunner (ed.) 1977: 428–429, note 2], these
are not three single principles out of the thirty-six tattvas of Śaiva ontology, but
are to be understood as clusters of principles whose aggregate encompasses the
entire universe. Within the series of tattvas, the ātmatattva comprises the principles
from the earth to māyā, belonging thus to the level of the impure manifestation. In
order to become fit for performing the ritual actions, the hands must undergo a
purification from the ātmatattva, and this purification is realized by their medita-
tive dissolution into the pure Reality (suddhatattva).

22 In line with Amr.tānanda’s conceptualization of the ritual and yogic practices,
prān. āyama likewise becomes a spiritual exercise.

23 This is a reference to the system of the six pathways (s.ad. adhvan), which is found
in several Tantric texts and traditions, with specific variants about the concepts,
ritual use, and order of the adhvans (see the relevant entry in TAK I 2000: 110–111
and TAK II 2004: 296). The six adhvans are regarded as ways of manifestation of
the universe by the divine Energy, as well as paths leading man towards liberation;
in the so-called liberating initiation (nirvān. adı̄ks. ā) they represent initiatory paths,
along which the entities related to each adhvan must be purified by the adept.
In his TĀ, Abhinavagupta discusses the metaphysical, cosmological, and ritual
aspects of the s.ad. adhvan, ordering the adhvans hierarchically, from the highest to
the lowest. Accordingly, from the standpoint of the manifestation and progressive
differentiation of the Word-Energy—which takes place in time—the highest is the
varn. ādhvan, the path of the phonemes, followed by the mantrādhvan, the path of
the mantras which constitute a first condensation of the Word-Energy into subtle
linguistic entities, and ending with the padādhvan, the path of the words of human
language. From the standpoint of cosmic evolution—which takes place in space—
the first is the kalādhvan, the path of the fragmenting and condensing energies
producing the thirty-six tattvas, which constitute the tattvādhvan, the path of the
principles, followed by the bhuvanādhvan, the path of the worlds. This verse seems
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maintenance and dissolution of the universe [are actualized] three by three.24

[13]
This is kāma: the bindu tending upward, the face, the Sun; below this are

the two breasts, the Fire and the Moon, both are the kalā; here is the vulva

to imply that he who is endowed with self-consciousness is also aware of being
part of the cosmos, the steps of whose emanation have to be progressively purified
in his path towards liberation.

24 Navacakra stands here for the Śrı̄cakra. In fact, in the first chapter (cakrasam. keta)
of the YH this diagram is outlined according to a nine-fold structure, whose
constituent parts are: first, the three outer square lines called the house of the earth
(bhūgr.ha); second, the sixteen-petal lotus; third, the eight-petal lotus; fourth, the
fourteen triangles; fifth and sixth, the two ten-angled figures; seventh, the figure
of eight triangles; eight, the central triangle; ninth, the centre of this triangle [see
YH, 1, 79c–82a in Padoux (ed.) 1994: 175]. In the YH the Śrı̄cakra is also described
as having a three-fold structure, to which this verse alludes. This is constituted
by: a first portion of the diagram including the eight-angled figure called navayoni,
formed by three superimposed intersecting triangles, one pointing upward and
two pointing downward, and surrounding the central triangle with the bindu at
its centre; a second portion made of the two ten-angled figures and the fourteen
triangles; a third portion comprising the eight- and sixteen-petal lotuses within
the threefold circle, and the three outer square lines. Since the Śrı̄cakra as a whole
is a dynamic model of the cosmic activity of the divine Energy, in the first of
these portions the aspect of the reabsorption of the universe predominates, in the
second its maintenance, and in the third its emanation. But, while in each portion
of the Śrı̄cakra one of these three aspects is predominant, in each portion all three
are simultaneously present, so that the structure is in fact three-times-three-fold
[see YH, 1, 72c–78b and Amr.tānanda’s commentary in Padoux (ed.) 1994: 170–
173]. By means of his realizing meditation (bhāvanā), the adept can reproduce the
dynamics of the divine Energy symbolized by the Śrı̄cakra: by contemplating the
diagram from its centre to its outer circles he actualizes the process of the cosmic
emanation, then proceeding from its outer circles to its centre he realizes the cosmic
reabsorption into its source, the divine Consciousness, with which he should
finally identify. In the Śrı̄cakra pūjā, the adept worships the deities abiding in and
animating the constituent parts of the diagram; this verse refers to these deities
(designated by the genitive plural of sam. vid), who dwell on the nine-fold/three-
fold structure of the Śrı̄cakra, and who are all manifestations of the supreme divine
Consciousness.
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(yoni), with at the opposite side (i.e., above in the middle) the kun. d. alinı̄.25

[14]
So they say that in this world the ritual placing of mantras26 —causing

distinction to be sameness—on one’s own self as characterized by the

25 This verse provides a concise description of the kāmakalā, which symbolizes the
union of Śiva (kāma) and Śakti (kalā), and is regarded as the source of both the
Śrı̄cakra and the Śrı̄vidyā (i.e., the root-mantra of Tripurā). The kāmakalā is depicted
as a diagram formed by two superimposed intersecting triangles, one pointing
upward, representing Śiva, and one pointing downward, representing Śakti. On
the apex of the triangle of Śiva is a bindu symbolizing the phoneme A, the Sun, and
the face of the Goddess; on the two angles at the base of this triangle are two bindus
symbolizing the visarga, the Fire and the Moon, and the breasts of the Goddess; on
the lower angle of the triangle of Śakti is a bindu symbolizing the phoneme HA
and the yoni of the Goddess. This is a diagrammatic symbol of the Goddess—
represented by her face, breasts and yoni—united with Śiva. In the central part
of the two triangles is the letter Ī in devanagari script, symbolizing the kun. d. alinı̄,
which is rising, prompted by the union of Śiva and Śakti, from HA to A—the
last and first phonemes of the Sanskrit alphabet, encompassing the totality of the
phonemes—so that in her ascent the kun. d. alinı̄ retraces the phonematic emanation
of the universe in the sense of its reabsorption. For a detailed explanation of the
complex symbolic meanings of the kāmakalā diagram—merely summarized here—
see Padoux (ed.) 1994: 201–203 and note 99. See also the relevant entry in TAK
II 2004: 85. A mention of the kāmakalā is quite appropriate here, given that the
structure of the Śrı̄cakra was referred to in the previous verse. As symbol of the
divine union, the kāmakalā is envisaged as the luminous and vibrating core of
energy which unfolds in the Śrı̄cakra. In fact, in his KKV, Pun. yānanda states that
the knowledge of the kāmakalā is the knowledge about the Śrı̄cakra (see KKV, 8ab:
iti kāmakalā vidyā devı̄cakram ātmikā seyam |8ab).

26 Verses 15–17 deal with nyāsa, the act of placing mantras on the body, generally
accompanied and sealed by particular hand gestures (mudrā). Through this ritual
practice, the body, impregnated by the power of the mantras—which represent
the essential aspect and highest manifestation of cosmic entities or deities—is
transformed, cosmicized and divinized. For a general treatment of nyāsa see
Padoux 2015: 54–80.
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aggregate of all tattvas [and] consisting of the four kalās27 , [is performed]
through the practice of speech in its stage of Corporeal Word.28 [15]

The best rite is the ritual placing of the mantras of the eight goddesses
of Speech29 [beginning] from one’s own subtle body—named puryas. t.aka30

[and] causing the attainment of personhood—[and ending] in the abode of
Consciousness, according to the order of dissolution. [16]

27 Several Tantric sources testify to a group of four kalās, which are homologized
with various sections of the universe (see the entry kalā in TAK II 2004: 71, 6.). On
account of the correspondence between microcosm and macrocosm, the body of
the adept—here expressed by ātman, his own self—is said to be made of the series
of tattvas, or the four kalās.

28 As Padoux remarks, the nature of mantras is somehow contradictory: insofar
as they are forms of Vāc—the primeval Word-Energy, identical with the divine
Consciousness and the highest Reality—mantras pertain to the transcendent level
of the Supreme Word (parā vāc); but since they exist empirically as uttered phonetic
elements, they also belong to the level of the articulate human language, that of the
Corporeal Word (vaikharı̄), which is the last of the four progressive stages in which
the Word-Energy unfolds into increasingly differentiated and concrete forms (see
Padoux 2015: 22–23 and 89).

29 The eight goddesses of Speech (vāgdevatā or vāgdevı̄) preside over the eight divi-
sions of the Sanskrit alphabet, constituted by the vowels and the seven groups of
consonants [see Sanderson (ed.) 2017: 12, note 15].

30 The notion of puryas. t.aka (the eight in the body), derived from Sām. khya, is found
in several Tantric sources. It indicates the transmigrating body, subtle and yet
material, carrying the soul from one gross body to another, hence enabling the
soul’s reincarnation—that which is possibly meant in this verse when it is said that
this subtle body causes the attainment of personhood (pūrus.atva). The puryas. t.aka is
made up of eight constituents, which may vary in the different sources; according
to the Sām. khya definition, also adopted by some Tantric texts, these eight con-
stituents are: manas (mind), buddhi (intellect), aham. kāra (egoity), plus the five subtle
elements (tanmātra). For more details, see the relevant entry in TAK III 2013: 476–
478, and also Padoux (ed.) 1994: 151, note 228.

It is worth remarking that, generally speaking, the support for nyāsa is the yogic
body, whose centres (cakra) and channels (nād. ı̄) are to be imagined, visualized and
experienced by the adept while imposing the mantras, whose energy is deemed
to permeate these places of his inner bodily structure (see Padoux 2015: 103–105,
107); conversely, the puryas. t.aka is the subtle body which “can be conceived, but
not visualized” (Ibid.: 103). Its mention in this verse may therefore refer to a
particular, intellectualized sort of nyāsa which, on the basis of a correspondence
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[When] the internal organs, [which are] the attributes of the self-luminous
sun (i.e., the self), gradually get into the state of seats,31 the ritual placing of
mantras on these [seats causes] the absorption of the heart into the supreme
domain.32 [17]

[After having offered] the three items, [namely] the drink, the vessel
and the excellent nectar, [and] the purifying arghya33 in the sense-organs

between the mantras of the eight vāgdevatās and the eight constituents of the subtle
body, is directed to a conceptualized, rather than visualized, image of the body.
The mantras are thus placed on the symbolic seats of the internal organs, namely
manas, buddhi, aham. kāra, and the five tanmātras which, as qualities of the elements,
somehow stand for the qualities of the perceptions of the sense-organs.

31 The pı̄t.has (seats) are generally intended as cult centres of the Goddess, sacred
places of pilgrimage found in various places in India, where the pieces of the dis-
membered body of Satı̄ fell, according to the well-known myth. In the pı̄t.hanyāsa,
these pı̄t.has are interiorized and imagined as coinciding with diverse parts of the
human body which, while reproducing a sacred geography, is charged by the
divine energy of the mantras placed therein (on this meaning of pı̄t.ha, see the
relevant entry in TAK III 2013: 461, 4.). In this verse, pı̄t.has seem simply to indicate
the seats of the internal organs, namely manas, buddhi, aham. kāra, and possibly also
the sense-organs, the very ones implicitly referred to in the previous verse as the
constituents of the puryas. t.aka. Hence, the nyāsa performed on these seats enables
the reabsorption of the adept’s internal and sense-organs—collectively referred to
as his heart (hr.d)—into the supreme domain of Consciousness.

32 Verses 15–17 seem to refer to a particular practice of nyāsa, or at least to a particular
conceptualization of this ritual, to be regarded as the best rite (is. t.am uttamam, verse
16d). Since the vāgdevatās collectively preside over the entire Sanskrit alphabet,
which is homologized with the universe in its entirety, the placing of their mantras
on the seats of the adept’s internal and sense-organs—according to the concept of
the puryas. t.aka—effects the cosmicization of the adept’s subtle body. The definition
of nyāsa as “causing distinction to be sameness” (samaviśes.abhāvanam, verse 15d)
may be explained by the order of dissolution to be followed in this ritual practice,
whereby the adept’s internal and sense-organs are to be progressively reabsorbed
into the domain of the supreme Consciousness (citpade in verse 16c, paradhāmni
in verse 17d); this reabsorption enables the final identification of the adept’s
consciousness with the supreme Consciousness, that is to say, the disappearance
of his distinction from and the realization of his sameness with the supreme
Consciousness.

33 The term arghya indicates various sorts of consecrated water to be offered to the
deity in the course of several rites (see the relevant entry in TAK I 2000: 140–141).
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[and] their objects, according to their threefold distinction consisting of the
phonemes, the tattvas and [their respective] domains, [occurs] the resting in
the fourth [state of consciousness].34 [18]

In this world the cakra of the tattvas, beginning with the earth and ending
with Śiva, is considered the best cakra. The deity whose splendour is inherent
in her own nature becomes the [dynamic] Energy of Consciousness.35 [19]

The invocation [of the deity] in the objective consciousness [which is]
outside one’s own inner conscious self, [whereby the deity is invited to
be] placed [there] by means of the bı̄jamantra of the Mother [Goddess], is
characterized by a sense of identity.36 [20]

34 What is possibly meant by this verse is that, after performing an internal ritual,
making a series of offerings directed to the sense-organs and their objects, one
may rest in the fourth state of consciousness; in fact, the latter is beyond the
states pertaining to the domain of the sense-organs and their objects, i.e., the
domain of the phenomenal world, whose fundamental realities (tattva) are brought
into existence by the phonemes (mātr.kā) which, according to the theory of the
phonematic emanation of the universe, are regarded as forms of the Word-Energy.
It is also to be noted the correspondence between the four (three plus one) offerings
and the four (three plus one) states of consciousness.

35 The best sacred diagram (cakra) is the Śrı̄cakra which, as a dynamic model and
structure of the cosmic activity of the divine Energy, includes all the fundamental
realities (tattva) manifested in the creation of the universe. The deity of the
Śrı̄cakra is Tripurasundarı̄, who is the shining embodiment of the Energy of
Consciousness. The locution sam. vidı̄ kalā is found also in a verse of Śivānanda’s
Saubhāgyahr.dayastotra (SHS), which reads: “All that which shines in the manifold
variety of forms, every object pertaining to space and time, it is she who shines
in all these forms: I worship this [dynamic] energy of Consciousness. [4]” [SHS,
4: deśakālapadārthātma yadyadvastu yathā yathā | tattadrūpen. a yā bhāti tām. śraye sraye
sāmvidı̄m. kalām ||4||, Dviveda (ed.) 1985: 304].

36 In the Tantric pūjā, the āvāhana is the invocation by which the deity is invited to
descend into the cult image—may it be an external icon or a mentally constructed
image—in order to permeate it with her/his presence (see the relevant entry in
TAK I 2000: 206–207). This verse seems to mean that, when the divine presence
is invoked and placed in (where samarpan. a is taken as synonymous with nyāsa)
the individual consciousness, hence made to penetrate it—which, unlike one’s
own true, inner self, is turned outwards (bahis), directed towards the external
world—then, thanks to the power of the bı̄jamantra of the Goddess (where aks.a,
“seed”, is taken as synonymous with bı̄ja), this invocation produces the fusion
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Truly this fivefold manifested world [entails] the constant development
of a fivefold experience; the pure act of its dissolution into one’s own pure
conscious self is a ritual act of service [offered to the deity].37 [21]

Now, this time which is determined by the regular course of the ap-
pearance of the moon is divided into fifteen parts; the daily homage to the
[sixteenth] moon’s digit is regarded as the ritual act of dissolution [of this
time] into the eternal domain.38 [22]

The rays of light of the conscious Self shining in the multitude of the
tattvas are going towards the external circle; surpassing its worship is the
ritual act performed according to the order of dissolution into the domain of
the inexpressible, consisting of [the supreme] Consciousness.39 [23]

(where samarasatva is taken as synonymous with sāmarasya) of the individual
consciousness with the deity.

37 The adjective aupacārikam derives from upacāra, a term indicating the services
offered to a deity during the Tantric pūjā; these include at least five essential items,
namely fragrant substances (gandha), flowers (pus.pa), incense (dhūpa), lighted
lamps (dı̄pa), and food offerings (naivedya). This verse seems to make use of a
śles. a, playing with the double meaning of aupacārikam, which can also signify
“non literal, figurative, metaphorical”. Accordingly, what is offered to the deity
is the whole world and its subjective experience—which are both said to be five-
fold, just as the upacāra is five-fold—and this offer is metaphorical in so far as it
does not consist of substances like flowers, incense and so forth, but it is made
up of the objective and subjective phenomenal world, which has to be reabsorbed
into the individual conscious self which, thereby identified with the supreme Self,
becomes worthy to be offered to the deity. Another possible meaning of five-
fold—qualifying both the world and its experience—may refer to the five cosmic
functions of the deity: creation, maintenance, destruction, occlusion and grace.

38 The term kalā indicates here the digits of the moon, corresponding to the lunar
days, and associated with the Nityā goddesses, the Eternal ones, whose ancient
cult is linked to the Tripurā tradition (see the relevant entry in TAK II 2004: 69–
70, 2.). The kalās are fifteen plus one, whereby the sixteenth is deemed to surpass
the group of fifteen, both in the case of the invisible sixteenth lunar digit, and in
that of Mahātripurasundarı̄, head of the fifteen Nityās. In this verse, time—that
is, empirical time—is said to be divided into fifteen parts, according to the course
of the moon; the daily worship of the sixteenth kalā therefore seems to enable the
transcendence of time, which is expressed in terms of its dissolution or absorption
into eternity.

39 The external circle (bāhyacakra) indicates the outer portion of the Śrı̄cakra, repre-
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The imperishable inner form shines brightly [as] this form of reality which
is fourfold; the ritual act of the latter’s dissolution into the fifth domain is thus
regarded as a fourfold bali offering.40 [24]

Indeed, five-fold is the spreading of the inner conscious self through
the path of the external sense-organs; the conscious self brings about this
supreme state of oneness [as] in this world [does] the swinging of lamps
before the image of a deity.41 [25]

senting the emanation of the universe by the divine Energy unfolding in the series
of tattvas; this portion of the diagram is presided by the deities who are likened
to rays of light spreading from Tripurasundarı̄, who personifies the supreme
Consciousness and abides in the centre of the diagram. The anākhya, the nameless
or inexpressible, denotes the fourth and supreme phase in the cycle of the cosmic
activity of the divine Energy, beyond creation, maintenance and destruction, when
everything is reabsorbed into the supreme Consciousness (see the relevant entry
in TAK I 2000: 115, where the following extract from Jayaratha’s comment on
TĀ, 3, 258 is quoted: “What transcends this three-fold condition, consisting of the
emanation and so forth, is the inexpressible” (tasya sr. s. t.yādyātmana upādhitrayasya
atyayo’nākhyam). This verse implies that the meditative contemplation and wor-
ship of the Śrı̄cakra, which proceeds from its outer circles to its centre, following
the order of dissolution, culminates in the realization of the universal reabsorption
into the inexpressible domain of the supreme Consciousness (see also above, note
24).

40 One may propose the following tentative interpretation of this rather obscure
verse, which is probably to be related to the previous one: the imperishable inner
form, i.e., the highest Reality, manifests itself in the fourfold reality made up of its
three aspects plus the anākhya (mentioned in verse 23); the ritual dissolution of this
fourfold reality into the fifth domain of the highest Reality is then symbolically
likened to a four-fold bali. This indicates, in several Tantric sources, the offerings
of food presented to various deities towards the end of a ritual worship.

41 The term ārātrika indicates a protecting rite performed in the temples, where an
uneven number (one to nine) of lamps are swung before the idol or above its head
(see the relevant entry in TAK I 2000: 202–203). In this verse the five sense-organs
are likened with these lamps: whereas in the temple the divine image shines when
it is illuminated by the lamps, when the self-luminous conscious self withdraws
the sense-organs, as a light source reabsorbing its rays, the state of oneness shines.
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Truly, [when] both speech and mind vanish because of the pure, undi-
vided, unattainable [state], then, resting in the domain destitute of mind and
speech, the restrained japa is the best one.42 [26]

The aspect of [the supreme] Consciousness [as a] mirror within which
flashes, from the outer objectivity, the reflection of all this world of animated
and unanimated beings, is the supreme mirror of the heart.43 [27]

[The one] who abides in the sky of consciousness, covering all that has
the nature of Śiva (i.e., the world) with his conscious self, rescues from the
threefold insurmountable pain. [28ac]

Here the five-fold [arrangement of] the parasol, the lotus, the pure nectar,
the chowrie whose flashing vibration [evokes] the Consciousness, [and]
various pleasing circumambulations, [all this is meant for] the homage to

42 There are three sorts of japa: voiced and audible (vācika), uttered in a low voice, in
secret (upām. śu), and mental (mānasa). This verse extols the inner, mental recitation
of mantras, which is “restrained”, i.e., not uttered, and “destitute of mind and
speech”, i.e., beyond discursive thought and language. This silent enunciation
of mantras is considered the highest form of japa, which amounts to a spiritual
practice, whereby the adept transcends the word, dissolving into the silence of
the Absolute. As Padoux remarks, the “persisting ideology which extols the brief
over the long, the concentrated over the diffuse, the retained over the emitted, the
silent over the audible, and the unexpressed over the expressed, results . . . for
japa, in placing the mental, externally unexpressed one over the vocal audible one”
(Padoux 2015: 26). In fact, “Silence is higher than the highest plane of the word
(vāc) because it is its primal Source” (Ibid.: 99), “the word is manifested by issuing
forth from this primal Silence—into which it is eventually to dissolve” (Ibid.: 25).

43 The doctrine of reflection (ābhāsavāda)—already alluded to in verse 6 (see above,
note 18)—is clearly referenced in this verse: the world appears as a reflection in
the mirror of the divine Consciousness, not separate and ultimately not different
from her, in the same way as it appears in the mirror-like heart of the adept who
has become aware of his identification with the divine. The locution idantayā bahih.
is somehow misleading, because it seems to assume the existence of an external
objective reality, whereas, according to this doctrine, nothing exists outside the
divine Consciousness: unlike the insentient mirror which needs the existence of
original, external objects in order to reflect them, the divine Consciousness, thanks
to her active awareness and sovereign freedom, manifests the world by projecting
it as a reflection within herself.
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Bhava (Śiva), the all-seeing, by the blinking of whose eyes the world44 is
wonderfully created and destroyed. [28d–29]

Indeed [one should present] the mental offering45 of one’s own self, [i.e.,]
of the body made of the three-fold desire, made of the multitude of tattvas, to
[the supreme] Consciousness, the pure domain surpassing [all] tattvas. [30]

The spiritual preceptor, who is Śiva,46 bestows his grace by means of his
self-luminous body on the head of the disciple; having obtained this grace
purifying [all] tattvas, the happy [disciple] attains joy.47 [31]

This net of fetters (i.e., the outer world) is the chief cause of ruin for the
individual soul; hence, truly, [it is] believed that a pure oblation which is

44 The word used to indicate both the world and Śiva is bhava, since Bhava is also
one of Śiva’s names (verse 29d). Thereby the text may intend to make explicit
the locution śivātmakam (verse 28c), whereby “that which has the nature of Śiva”
means the world, because in non-dualistic Śaivism, Śiva is everything, he is the
sole and entire reality.

45 By nivedana (offering) the text may refer to the naivedya, the rice-based food
offering presented to the deity in the Tantric pūjā. In the Kaula Tantras this offering
may include also impure substances, such as meat and alcohol, and even impure
secretions of the human body (see the relevant entry in TAK III 2013: 338–340). In
this verse the offering in question is envisaged as a mental ritual consisting in the
oblation—to be presented to the supreme Consciousness—of the individual self
of the adept, represented by his body with its psycho-physical components (the
tattvas). Unfortunately, it is unclear what is meant by es.an. ātraya (the three-fold
desire).

46 As in verse 1, the identification of the guru with Śiva, their sameness of nature,
are reasserted here. See also Amr.tānanda’s commentary on YH, 2, 50–51a: “The
nature of the spiritual preceptor is the same as Śiva” [guror api tadrūpatvam.
śivātmakatvam. , Dviveda (ed.) 1988: 176].

47 Amr.tānanda quotes this very verse in his commentary on YH, 3, 6ab: “The
adept totters, intoxicated with the realization of non-duality with the supreme.
[3.6ab]” (paramādvaitabhāvanāmadaghūrn. itah. |6ab), Eng. trans. in Padoux with
Jeanty (eds.) 2013: 95. The commentary reads: “Receiving the grace
of the spiritual preceptor [entails] the meditative realization of the non-
duality with the supreme Śiva, [the being] subdued by the radiance of the
supreme happiness” [paramaśivādvaitabhāvanālaks.an. aguruprasādasvı̄kāra samullasat-
paramānandaparavaśa ityarthah. ||6 ||, Dviveda (ed.) 1988: 226].
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reached by the gaze of one’s own spiritual preceptor [shall be] purified.48

[32]
By conquering all the knowable, everywhere, indeed the empirical con-

sciousness,49 provided with latent impressions free from differentiation,
[becomes] self-controlled; for Śiva, the best among the various offerings is
that of self-restraint.50 [33]

The meditative realization of the identity with the supreme Śiva is granted
[and] the multitude of all evils is destroyed51 by the bridge carrying across

48 The virtues of the guru’s gaze (nirı̄ks.an. a) are such that, besides its purifying power,
it can release the adept from every worldly bondage. As Amr.tānanda puts it in his
commentary on YH, 2, 50–51a: “The gaze of the spiritual preceptor is capable of
cutting all bonds” [tasya guror nirı̄ks.an. am. nikhilapāśacchedanasamarthanam, Dviveda
(ed.) 1988: 177]. See also the entry nirı̄ks.an. a in TAK III 2013: 308–309.

49 On the rendering of citta as “empirical, limited consciousness”, see the entry cit in
TAK II 2004: 243.

50 In this verse the synonyms damana and damanaka have different shades of meaning:
in its first occurrence, as a neuter action noun stemming from the root dam
(to tame, subdue, conquer), damana indicates the power of mastering all the
knowable for the empirical consciousness which is free from the mental constructs
of a differentiating knowledge; in its second occurrence, as an adjective damana
indicates the self-controlled citta; in its third occurrence, as a masculine noun
damanaka generally indicates the plant Artemisia indica, while damana as a neuter
noun means self-restraint. The offerings of Artemisia indica to Śiva during his
worship is explained by an aetiological myth in which Bhairava, as tamer (damana)
of gods and demons, took the form of the damana plant, and henceforth Śiva had
to be worshipped with offerings of sprigs of this plant (see the entries damana
and damanapūjā in TAK III 2013: 147–148). While the myth plays with the double
meaning of damana, whereby the power of taming of Bhairava is evoked by the
name of the plant he takes the form of, similarly this verse suggests a symbolic
interpretation of the offering of Artemisia indica, that amounts to a mental offering
of the individual’s self-restraint to Śiva.

51 This verse propounds an etymology of dı̄ks. ā as deriving from dı̄yate and ks. ı̄yate,
passive forms from the roots dā and ks. i, respectively; accordingly, the initiation
grants the identification with the godhead and destroys all evil. A similar
etymology is cited by Madhu Khanna in her analysis of the dı̄ks. ā according to
Vidyānanda’s Jñānadı̄pavimarśinı̄: “Dı̄ks. ā is that which bestows identity with Śiva
and destroys the three impurities” (dadāti śivatādātmyam ks. in. oti ca malatrayam), for
which see Khanna 1986: 183–184.
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the ocean of [the supreme] Consciousness, [that is to say] the initiation
[performed through] the inspection of the glance52 of the spiritual preceptor.
[34]

In this system, the best ritual worship, for the four transmissions devoted
to the diverse deities53 , is the concentration of one’s own internal organs54

on the supreme Soul, resting on the peak of the transmental [plane].55 [35]
The five organs of cognition (i.e., the sense-organs), the perceptions [de-

rived] from the appearance of the objects, for those six [ways of] experiencing,
the absorption into [the supreme] Consciousness becomes mental worship.
[36]

The [illuminated] thought of the absorption in the fifth domain, [which is]
nothing but Consciousness, beyond the four-fold junctures of the [states of
consciousness] beginning with wakefulness, and above the separation of in-
ner self and supreme Self, [is] the worship [of the supreme Consciousness].56

[37]
In the sequence of ritual action [in which] all is removed, the conscious-

ness which moves in the inner void is constantly rising; She who moves in

52 In the compound kat. āks.avı̄ks.an. a, both vı̄ks.an. a and kat. āks.a are synonymous with
nirı̄ks.an. a (see above, verse 32 and note 48), while kat. āks.apāta is “the casting of the
glance” of the guru, which has the power of bestowing grace, or spiritual influence
on the disciple. See the entry kat. āks.apāta in TAK II 2004: 42, and also Padoux (ed.)
1994: 169, note 291.

53 Here the four srotas (rivers, streams) probably refer to the four āmnāyas (currents,
or transmissions) into which the Śākta tradition of the Kulamārga is subdivided.
Each of these āmnāyas, respectively named after the cardinal points, is asso-
ciated with the cult of particular goddesses, namely: the pūrvāmnāya (Eastern
Transmission) with Parā, Parāparā and Aparā, the three goddesses of the Trika;
the uttarāmnāya (Northern Transmission) with Kālı̄; the paścimāmnāya (Western
Transmission) with Kubjikā; and the daks. in. āmnāya (Southern Transmission) with
Tripurasundarı̄. For detailed information on the āmnāyas, see, for instance, Sander-
son 2012/13: 59ff.

54 As in verse 17, by antaraṅgakaran. a are meant manas, buddhi and aham. kāra, forming
the three-fold internal organ (antah. karan. a), and possibly also the sense-organs.

55 Unmanı̄, the transmental plane, refers to a state of consciousness which is deemed
to be mindless, beyond any mental activity; it represents the highest stage of
concentration. See the relevant entries in TAK I 2000: 234–235.

56 The fifth domain is the turyātı̄ta, the state above the fourth (turya), which is itself
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the void (khecarı̄) effects the attainment of the state of Śiva [and] dispels all
distress.57 [38]

In this system, the Wheel of Energies is the manifold tortuous motion
of lines which by itself is glorious power; its dissolution [and] creation [are
realized] through the understanding of the highest meaning of its nature.58

[39]

beyond the three states of consciousness, namely wakefulness (jāgrat), sleep with
dreams (svapna) and deep sleep (sus.upti). The adept absorbed in the turyātı̄ta
experiences the cessation of any differentiation between his self and the supreme
Self (see the relevant entry in TAK III 2013: 111–112). According to this verse, this
absorption in the turyātı̄ta amounts to the inner worship of the divine Conscious-
ness. For the semantic richness of the term mati, see Padoux 1994 (ed.): 265, note 1.

57 Kha is the innermost empty space of the heart, the inner void where the adept
experiences the presence of the divine Consciousness within himself (see the
relevant entry in TAK II 2004: 161, 1.). In the Krama tradition, the khecarı̄s are
forms of divine Energy animating both the universe and the consciousness of
human beings. Ks.emarāja explains that the khecarı̄s move in the space/sky of
consciousness, manifesting the fullness of non-duality for he who is purified by
an intense divine grace. In the Śivasūtra, 2, 5, khecarı̄ is identified with the state of
Śiva (khecarı̄ śivāvasthā) (for these references, see the relevant entry in TAK II 2004:
168–169, 2. and 3.). This may be the background of this verse, whose interpretation
is somewhat problematic, and where krama, indicating a sequence of ritual in the
compound nirastanikhilakriyākrame, may also evoke the Krama system, from which
the concept of khecarı̄, along with that of śakticakra mentioned in the next verse, are
borrowed.

58 This verse refers to the notion of śakticakra, the Wheel of the Energies which are
to be understood in both their cosmic and human aspects. The first stanza of the
Spandakārikā (SK) praises Śiva—who makes the universe disappear and appear
by the opening and closing of his eyes—as the source of the glorious power of
the Wheel of Energies. [See SK, 1: yasyonmes.animes. ābhyām. jagatah. pralayodayau |
tam. śakticakravibhavaprabhavam. śaṅkaram. stumah. ||1||, Singh (ed.) 1980: 5.] The
śakticakra denotes the circle of divine energies whose vibrating, whirling motion
animates, manifests and reabsorbs the universe; as Ksemarāja explains in his
commentary on this stanza of the SK, the śakticakra may be homologized with
the sphere of the human sense-organs and their activities. In her commentary
on Abhinavagupta’s “Hymn in praise of the wheel of deities placed in the body”
(Dehasthadevatācakrastotra), Lilian Silburn compares the twofold movement of the
Wheel of Energies to a spiral: when it coils up towards its centre, the manifold
nature of the manifested world disappears, and when it uncoils, the manifoldness
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For the complete attainment of the identity with the supreme Śiva, one
should perform the triple repetition of the ritual action which [has been]
explained here, beginning with the meditation on the spiritual preceptor
[and] the meditative realization of the disappearance of [all] differentiation.
[40]

The eulogy of the playful manifestation of [the supreme] Consciousness is
concluded.

cidvilāsastavah.
amr.tānandayogiviracitah.

svaprakāśaśivamūrtir ekikā tadvimarśatanur ekikā tayoh. |
sāmarasyavapur is.yate parā pādukā paraśivātmano guroh. ||1||
citrabhānuśaśibhānupūrvakatritribhedaniyates.u vastus.u |
tattadātmakatayā vimarśanam. tatsamas. t.igurupādukājapah. ||2||
tı̄rtham advayasudhārasodadher vāritam. nijavimarśavelayā |
ān. avādimalamocanocitam. snānam atra vidhinā nimajjanam ||3||
sā niśā sakalalokamohanı̄ vāsarah. sa khalu sarvabodhakah. |
sāmarasyam iha sandhir etayoh. śrı̄paraiva nanu sāndhyadevatā ||4||
svaprakāśaśiva eva bhāskaras tadvimarśavibhavā marı̄cayah. |
yaih. sa bhāsayati vedyaman. d. alam. tasya pūjanam ahantayā matih. ||5||
cidvilāsamayabhittibhāvitam. jñānadı̄pavigalattamogun. am |

reappears. This image applies also to the “tortuous motion of lines” by which
Amr.tānanda expresses the dynamics of the śakticakra. The ignorant individual
remains prisoner of the uncoiling of the spiral, i.e., of the continuous dispersion
of his energies in the outer world. Conversely, the adept who abides by his
own centre masters both the coiling and the uncoiling; by bringing the whirling
of his energies, i.e., the activities of his sense-organs turned towards the outer
world, back to his essence, his heart, the pulsating core of his being, he becomes
a ks. etrapati, lord of his body, mastering thus his sense-organs and their objects.
Such an adept becomes like Śiva who, while setting in motion, for mere play,
the Wheel of Energies impelling the creation, maintenance and destruction of the
universe, remains the only guide of the cosmic machine [see Abhinavagupta’s
Paramārthasāra, 47: iti śakticakrayantram. krı̄d. āyogena vāhayan devah. | ahameva śud-
dharūpah. śaktimahācakranāyakapadasthah. ||47||, Silburn (ed.) 1979: 59]. For an
elucidation of the complex meaning of the śakticakra, just summarized here, see
Silburn (ed.) 1986: 89–97.
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ātmatattvam iha yāgaman. t.apam. tasya pūjanavidhānam arcanam ||6||
bhedalaks.an. avipaks.asam. kat. āt tāran. am. param ihātmaraks.an. am |
sam. vidātmakatayā vimarśanam. bandhanam. bhavati sarvato diśām ||7||
vedikā hr.dayapadmakarn. ikā cinmayı̄ vasati tatra devatā |
yo hi tadyajanakarmakarmat.has tasya pāśabhidurah. sa bhairavah. ||8||
viśvabhedavibhavā vikalpadhı̄laks.an. ā bhavati vighnasantatih. |
nirvikalpanijadhāmaviśramas tannirākaran. am atra kı̄rtitam ||9||
yatra nirvis.ayabodhalaks.an. ah. svātmaśambhur avatis. t.hate’niśam |
tattvajālakam idam. śivāvadhi ks.māmukham. sakalam āsanam. matam ||10||
ātmatattvagatayor aśuddhayor atra karmakaran. ātmanor dvayoh. |
śuddhatattvalayabhāvanāmayı̄ śuddhir ātmakarayoh. parā matā || 11||
vedyasam. vida idam. sphurātmano vetr. sam. vidi vilāpanāmayı̄ |
vr. ttir advayavimarśavigrahā prān. asam. yatir udı̄ritottamā ||12||
āsanāni navacakrasam. vidām udbhavasthitilayās triśas triśah. |
aṅgas.at.karacanā s.ad. adhvanām am. śatāvagatir ātmasam. vidah. ||13||
kāma ūrdhvagatabindur ānanam. bhānur es.a tadadhogatau stanau |
citrabhānuśaśināv ubhau kalā yonir atra saparārdhakun. d. alı̄ ||14||
evam ātmani catus.kalāmaye sarvatattvasamavāyalaks.an. e |
nyāsam āhur iha vaikharı̄ti vāgvr. ttitah. samaviśes.abhāvanam ||15||
pūrus.atvasamavāptihetupuryas. t.akākhyanijasūks.mavars.man. ah. |
citpade layavidhānam as. t.avāgdevatānyasanam is. t.am uttamam ||16||
antaraṅgakaran. āny upādhayah. svaprakāśanabhaso’tra sam. kramāt |
pı̄t.habhāvam upayānti tāni tannyāsakarma paradhāmni hr. llayah. ||17||
tattvadhāmayugamātr.kātmakatritribhedaniyates.u vastus.u |
pānapātraparamāmr. tatrayam. turyaviśraman. am arghyaśodhanam ||18||
medinı̄pramukham āśivam. matam. tattvacakram iha cakram uttamam |
svasvabhāvasamavāyabhāsinı̄ devatā bhavati sām. vidı̄ kalā ||19||
āntarasya nijasam. vidātmano māturaks.akaran. ādhvanā bahih. |
meyasam. vidi samarpan. am. tadāvāhanam. samarasatvalaks.an. am ||20||
pañcadhaiva yad idam. prapañcitam. pañcadhā’nubhavaśāśvatodayam |
tatsubham. haran. am aupacārikam. karma nirmalanijātmasam. vidi ||21||
yas tu pañcadaśadhā prakalpyate kāla es.a śaśibhānusam. kramāt |
tasya śāśvatapade layakriyā nityavāsarakalārcanam. matam ||22||
bāhyacakram upagā marı̄cayas tattvajālalasadātmasam. vidah. |
tatsamarcanam atı̄va cinmayānākhyadhāmni vilayakramakriyā ||23||
yac caturvidham idam. vibhāsate tattvarūpam amr. tāntarākr. ti |
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tasya pañcamapade layakriyā sam. matam. balicatus. t.ayam. tathā ||24||
pañcadhā prasarataś cidātmano hy āntarasya bahirindriyādhvanā |
sāmarasyam iha sam. vidātmanārātrikam. param idam. samı̄ritam ||25||
vāk sahaiva manasā nivartate’prāpyanis.kalanirañjanād yatah. |
tatra nirmanasi śabdavarjite dhāmni viśraman. am uttamo japah. ||26||
bimbitam. sphurati yatra sam. vido rūpam āntaram idantayā bahih. |
viśvam etad akhilam. carācaram. darpan. am. hr.dayadarpan. am. param ||27||
chādayan nikhilam ātmasam. vidā trāyate trividhatāpasam. kat. āt |
yac cidambaragata śivātmakam. chatram atra kamalam. sudhāmalam ||28||
pañcadhā sphuran. am eva sam. vidaś cāmaram. vividhacārucaṅkramam |
viśvadr.g layavicitranirmitah. sveks.an. aks.an. abhavo bhavastavah. ||29||
es.an. ātrayamayasya vars.man. as tattvasam. cayamayasya sam. vidi |
dhāmni tattvasamatı̄tasattvake svātmanah. khalu nivedanam. matam ||30||
svaprakāśavapus. ā guruh. śivo yah. prası̄dati padārthamastake |
tatprasādam iha tattvaśodhanam. prāpya modam upayāti bhāvukah. ||31||
pāśajālakam idam. param. paśor nāśakāran. am ato matam. havih. |
tattvato nijaguror nirı̄ks.an. āt prāpyate tad amalam. pavitritam ||32||
vedyarāśidamanena viśvato nirvikalpamayavāsanolban. am |
cittam eva damanam. śive’mukasyārpan. am. damanakārpan. am. param ||33||
dı̄yate paraśivaikyabhāvanā ks. ı̄yate sakalapāpasam. cayah. |
yena cijjaladhipārasetunā dı̄ks.an. am. gurukat. āks.avı̄ks.an. am ||34||
antaraṅgakaran. ātmanām. catussrotasām. vividhadevatājus. ām |
pūjanam. param ihonmanı̄śikhāmadhyavartiparamātmayojanam ||35||
pañcabodhakaran. āni mānasam. darśanāni vis.ayapradarśanāt |
darśanāni s.ad. amūni tāni tatpūjanam. bhavati tallayaś citi ||36||
jāgradādisamayāś caturvidhāś cāntarātmaparamātmavigrahāh. |
pañcame’tra tadatı̄tacidghane dhāmni tallayamatis tadarcanam ||37||
khe nirastanikhilakriyākrame yā citiś carati śāśvatodayā |
sā śivatvasamavāptikārin. ı̄ khecarı̄ nikhilakhedahārin. ı̄ ||38||
yatsvarūpamahimā vikalpitam. śakticakram iha rajjusarpavat |
tatsvarūpaparamārthabodhatas tatra tasya vilayo visarjanam ||39||
yā kriyāsamabhihāratas tridhā darśitā’tra gurubhāvanādikā |
sā vibhedalayabhāvanādikā’bhyasya tām. paraśivaikyasiddhaye ||40||

iti cidvilāsastavah. samāptah. ||
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Pāñcarātra Āgama. Adyar/Madras 1959 (Reprint Madras 1975).
Eng. trans., intr., notes, S. Gupta, Laks.mı̄ Tantra / A Pāñcarātra Text. Leiden 1972.
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Is Metaphysics Madness?
A Sixth-Century Polemic Unpacked

T o m J . F . T I L L E M A N S

U n i v e r s i t é d e L a u s a n n e

I think almost no one would have predicted that
before the end of the millenium—even given some
predictable end-of-millenium madness—the exis-
tence of tables would again be called into question.

Eli Hirsch, “Against Revisionary Ontology”1

1. The preamble

There is a passage from the sixth-century C.E. Buddhist Middle Way thinker
(mādhyamika) Candrakı̄rti that has long intrigued me for its trenchant critique
of a seductive type of philosophy: metaphysics, or ontology, the science of
what there really is. The passage came to my attention almost forty years ago
when I was first working on Āryadeva, Dharmapāla, and Candrakı̄rti—also
about the time I met my friend and colleague Eli Franco. For some decades,
Eli Franco and I have had exchanges on various issues in the thought
of the great sixth/seventh-century Buddhist logician, metaphysician, and
epistemologist Dharmakı̄rti. I have profited from those discussions with him
and my other colleagues around the world: this is one of the world’s great
philosophical systems. Nevertheless, what was once a nagging feeling is now
more like a conviction: some of Dharmakı̄rti’s thought and Buddhist Episte-
mology, important as it is, may well also be an object lesson in a flawed way of
thinking that, over centuries, has been predominant in philosophy, in the East
as in the West. I am thinking of his and Dignāga’s metaphysics, more exactly
his nominalism, i.e., the position that only spatially unextended particulars
really exist. Properties common to several entities, macroscopic physical
objects (like tables and vases), enduring entities, continua, negative facts,

1 Hirsch 2011: 97.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 277–309.
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abstract entities, exclusions, relations, meanings, reasons, implications—all
are said to be only fictional.2

What people have meant by “metaphysics” and “ontology” from Aristotle
on is extraordinarily hard to explain in a precise fashion. At least one
professional philosopher nowadays wants to preserve metaphysics from
ontology, promoting a version that is predominantly conceptual analysis
but stripped of the preoccupation with what there really is.3 Perhaps that
will turn out to be worthwhile doing. Stripped of ontology, however, what
remains is, I think, something of a shell compared to what metaphysics was
throughout much of its history. Certainly, in past Indian philosophy, such a
separation between the two seems very hard to justify. For our purposes in
this paper—which unpacks an historical sixth-century Indian debate where
ontology clearly looms large—we’ll treat metaphysics as tied to ontology.
More generally, I think ontological concerns have indeed played a major role
in motivating metaphysicians in the East, and in the West, to do what they
do.

Instead of a watertight definition, a description will have to suffice:
metaphysics typically uses a priori reasoning to discover the broadest ar-
chitecture and deepest fundaments of reality. Influential contemporary
Western practitioners characterize it as the discipline that theorizes about
which facts ground others and which hold “in reality,” or the discipline that
“explains the world” and its fundamental structure. Others speak of “serious
metaphysics” as a comprehensive and complete account of the world in terms
of a small number of basic notions, thus eliminating many putative features
of our world or “locating” them somewhere in the more basic theory or its
superstructure.4 Buddhist and other Indian metaphysicians do all of this,
too, even though there is no simple term in classical Sanskrit that translates
perfectly “metaphysics.” They seek basic theories and positions on reality

2 Dharmakı̄rti maintains that they lack causal powers and so are fictions, i.e., nonex-
istent things (asadartha). For Dharmakı̄rti on causal powers/efficacy and existence,
see Tillemans 2020.

3 See Thomasson 2015: 325–330.
4 See Van Inwagen and Sullivan 2021. The allusions are to the positions of Kit Fine

and Theodore Sider. Cf. Jackson 1998: 4–5 on “serious metaphysics.” Buddhist
adherences to the program of serious metaphysics are discussed in Tillemans 2016:
222–225.
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as it is in itself, or intrinsically (svabhāvena), eliminating or reducing putative
features along the way, and using a priori reasoning (rather than empirical
science) to do so. Not surprisingly, their “neither one nor many” analyses,
error theories, nominalism, and more find contemporary traction amongst
some analytic philosophers.

On the other side of the divide, there are many philosophers, disbe-
lieving of all metaphysics, who have offered diagnoses as to where it goes
wrong. The twentieth-century Western revolt took well-known forms, from
positivists, who banished it outright as unempirical, unverifiable pseudo-
science, to pragmatists following William James and John Dewey, to quietistic
Wittgensteinians, who sought insight into its hold through clarity about
language-games and forms of life. It is, I think, time to better understand the
position of a sixth-century quietist, Buddhist critic of metaphysics. Diagnoses
and alternatives have been around a long time, sometimes in unexpected
places and underappreciated.

The passage I want to revisit and unpack, with a close reading of the Ti-
betan and Sanskrit texts and some cross-cultural philosophical analysis, is in
the beginning part of Candrakı̄rti’s T. ı̄kā (or Vr. tti) on Āryadeva’s Catuh. śataka
XIII, the chapter on the sense organs and their objects (indriyārtha). There,
Candrakı̄rti focused on “logicians” (rtog ge ba = tārkika), by which he meant
his coreligionist adversaries, the fifth-century thinker Dignāga and his school
of Buddhist Epistemology. We find a long discussion about the meaning of
the Sanskrit term pratyaks.a, with Dignāga’s school taking it to mean the noun
perception and Candrakı̄rti instead understanding it adjectivally as perceptible.
The dispute is thus whether pratyaks.a means “that [cognition] which occurs
in connection with the various individual sense organs” (aks.am aks.am. prati
vartata ity pratyaks.am)—following Dignāga’s etymological explanation in his
Nyāyamukha—or whether pratyaks.a applies primarily as a quality of macro-
scopic objects, like vases, that we can perceive, and only metaphorically to the
cognition that perceives them. Candrakı̄rti argues that the logician’s version
is badly out of step with the ordinary, adjectival usage.5

Dismissive historians will perhaps have little interest in analyzing the
complex content of the debate and be reluctant to expand its philosophical

5 See Schmithausen 1972: 160–161 for some Buddhist and non-Buddhist uses of
pratyaks.a as an adjective in the Yogācārabhūmi, Abhidharmasamuccaya, Carakasam. hitā,
and Yuktidı̄pikā.
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relevance beyond the first millenium in India. They may well insist, instead,
that the Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā debate with logicians should be read primarily (or ex-
clusively) as another religious or political tirade in the sectarian power-battles
Buddhists waged amongst themselves and with the Brahmanical schools that
were resurging in the sixth century. True, it was a polemical episode in some
historical power-struggles, but it is a lot more. Let me try to clear the air
a bit, invoking Bernard Williams’s distinction between a history of ideas—
roughly, the history of the complex processes leading to the production of
ideas—and the history of philosophy, a history done philosophically and
itself yielding a good measure of philosophy as a result.6 Both histories
need to be pursued in Asian thought as they do in Greek, Arabic, English,
or German thought. Indeed, I have long been leery of more or less avowed
attempts to dismiss philosophical content as an epiphenomenon to politics,
social factors, or economics, to explain it away in terms of the origins of
the ideas, or to limit legitimate investigation of it purely to the thought
of specific geographic zones, writers, and historical periods. First of all,
the robust rhetoric of sectarian politics is often not incompatible with good
philosophical content, and, I think, the Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā passage is a case in
point. Second, Candrakı̄rti’s critique of metaphysics can, and should, be
read as turning on sophisticated problems that go well beyond a purely
Indian context. What we find is a coherent, wide-ranging second-order
position on metaphysics, viz., that a priori investigations of the broadest
architecture and fundaments of reality somehow masquerade as capturing
real entities but do not do so. This position, as I will try to show, is not
only relevant to sixth-century Indian philosophy but also to twenty-first
century discussions in analytic metaphysics and to the current second-order
debates—in metametaphysics—about the possibility, pretentions, and worth of
metaphysics in general.7

The Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā’s discussion of pratyaks.a is connected with a much
larger scholastic discussion in approximately twenty pages of Candrakı̄rti’s

6 See his “Descartes and the Historiography of Philosophy,” in Williams 2006. See
also Tillemans 2022b. It’s odd and disturbing that pursuing the history of philos-
ophy philosophically was so disproportionately problematic for such a long time
when it came to Asia.

7 “Metametaphysics” is the term used in Chalmers et al. 2009. On Buddhist meta-
physics and metametaphysics, see Tillemans 2018.
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Prasannapadā I.8 There he criticizes the logicians’ two sources of knowl-
edge (pramān. a), i.e., perception and inference, and the correlated two-fold
objects of knowledge (prameya), viz., particulars (svalaks.an. a) and universals
(sāmānyalaks.an. a).9 He invokes facts about linguistic usage to refute the
logicians’ idea of real svalaks.an. a, especially the logicians’ incoherent use
of Sanskrit grammatical categories in their version of the conceptual pair
laks.an. a-laks.ya (definiens-definiendum) involved in svalaks.an. a. Crucially, in
both texts, in the course of the discussions, Candrakı̄rti frequently says that
he, contrary to his adversaries, acquiesces in what is accepted by the world
(lokaprasiddha) and the ordinary usage of the world (lokavyavahāra).10 He thus
will have nothing to do with the logicians’ version of perception nor its on-
tological counterpart, real particulars. In effect, in both texts he generalizes,
saying that realist metaphysicians go wrong across the board because of their
way of doing philosophy: they engage in wide-scale, metaphysically inspired
theoretical posits, conceptual revisions, verbal reforms, and other artifice,
saying that they are providing canonical ways of thinking and speaking that
are more faithful to reality as it is in itself than the ways of ordinary people.
They don’t realize how mad they are.

2. The passage

Here, then, is the passage in question from the Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā. The numbers
marked with a “§” indicate the numbered paragraphs in the English transla-
tion and Tibetan text in Tillemans 1990. There is no extant Sanskrit for this
part of the text, but I have given Sanskrit equivalents to Tibetan terms where
one can be confident that they are reliable. The present translations have
some word choices different from those of 1990.

8 Prasannapadā 55–75 (ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin), translated and explained in
Arnold 2005. The detailled discussion of the adjectival versus nominal understand-
ings of pratakys.a begins at the end of p. 69.

9 On Dharmakı̄rti’s explanation of Dignāga’s match-up between pramān. as and
prameyas, see Franco and Notake 2014.

10 I am translating vyavahāra in what follows as “usage,” as that English term (like
the Sanskrit) covers both rule-guided uses of words and also the habitual or
customary practices and transactions—i.e., forms of life—with which language
usage interweaves. For the reasons behind my choice of “customary truth” as a
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§17 “In conclusion, when this logician has gone mad (smyos par gyur =
unmatta; unmāda) because he is intoxicated (myos pa) through imbibing
the brew of dialectics (rtog ge’i chang), he abandons the excellent path
(lam = mārga) known as dependent origination (rten cing ‘brel bar ‘byung
ba = pratı̄tyasamutpāda) and dependent designation (brten nas btags pa
= upādāya prajñapti). He will then completely fail to see through the
collection of unholy, confused verbiage (tshig ‘khyal = sam. bhinnapralāpa)
propounding real entities (dngos po = bhāva; vastu) that is set forth in
the Outsiders’ treatises. He considers this world (‘jig rten = loka) as
being generally inferior, too, and then this [logician], who is confused
about both worldly and transcendent states of affairs, uses simply his
own conceptions (rang gi rtog pa tsam gyis sbyar), blocks the path to
heaven and liberation, and completely meaninglessly embarks on the
path of dialectics (rtog ge ba’i lam). Thus, just like one who has consumed
craze-inducing drink (smyo chu), he cannot turn away from pointless,
confused talk (don med pa’i ngag ‘khyal).”11

Let me organize my thoughts on this passage in a quasi-traditional format. In
section 3 of this paper, I’ll begin by criticizing two potential pūrvapaks.a, i.e.,
what others might intelligently think it says. I then take up what I think it
means in section 4. In section 5 I look at further developments, possibilities,
and objections.12

3. Two inadequate readings of the passage

I need to discuss from the outset two readings of the passage that are
tempting but incomplete and misleading. One is to take Candrakı̄rti as
dismissing metaphysics as turning on nothing more than verbal disputes.

translation of the closely related term sam. vr. tisatya, see Tillemans 2016: 42–43n3.
11 de’i phyir rtog ge ba ‘di gal te rtog ge’i chang ‘thungs pas myos pas smyos par gyur na ni

rten cing ‘brel bar ‘byung ba dang brten nas btags pa zhes bya ba lam bzang po spangs nas
mu stegs can gyi gzhung las bstan pa’i dngos po rnams gsal bar byed pa dam pa ma yin
pa’i tshig ‘khyal gyi tshogs ches brtol bar mi ‘gyur ba zhig go // ‘jig rten ‘di yang phal cher
ma’i bzhin ltar dpyod cing ‘jig rten dang ‘jig rten las ‘das pa’i dngos po gnas pa la rnam
par rmongs pa ‘dis rang gi rtog pa tsam gyis sbyar zhing mtho ris dang thar pa’i lam la
bar du gcod par byed pa shin tu don med par rtog ge ba’i lam la bkod pa yin no // de’i phyir
‘dir smyo chu ‘thungs pa ltar don med pa’i ngag ‘khal las bzlog par mi nus so //.

12 Connoisseurs will recognize the usual Tibetan topical outlines (sa bcad): gzhan lugs
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The other would see him as prioritizing philosophies of common sense and
ordinary language as closer to reality as it is in itself.

3.1 Verbal disputes?

To take up the first, someone might reasonably read the Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā’s
charge that metaphysicians engage in dialectics because they are seduced by
“confused verbiage” (tshig ‘khyal = sam. bhinnapralāpa)13 and “use only their
own conceptions” (rang gi rtog pa tsam gyis sbyar) as saying that metaphysical
positions and debates turn on confused and idiosyncratic linguistic usage
and the verbal disputes that such usage engenders.

There would seem to be some Buddhist support for such a reading.
Buddhists have indeed long maintained that words and concepts are all
only prapañca (“proliferation [of distinctions],” “frivolous discourse”), and
that quietism, or prapañcopaśama (“pacification of prapañca”), is what we
should value instead. Although prapañca does not just consist of words and
talk, language has the preponderant role in engendering and proliferating
distinctions.14 It is telling that the usual Chinese rendering of prapañca
is xi lun 戲論, which could be translated as “frivolous discourse,” or, less
literally, as “word-play” or even “blether.” Here is a typical passage from
the Mahāprajñāpāramitāśāstra (attributed by Chinese sources to Nāgārjuna),
which I’ll give in Étienne Lamotte’s French translation (with an English

dgag pa, rang lugs bzhag pa, rtsod pa spong ba.
13 tshig ‘khyal, sam. bhinnapralāpa “confused/senseless verbiage,” “idle chatter,” “ver-

bal silliness” is one of the ten non-virtuous actions (akuśalakarmapatha) and is
characterized in Śāntideva’s Śiks. āsamuccaya (ed. C. Bendall) 74.1–2 as pūrvottarā-
baddhapadam. nirarthakam asam. gatam... “words having no relation between what
comes before and after, senseless, incoherent.” Cf. Meriam-Webster Dictionary s.v.
verbiage: “a profusion of words usually of little or obscure content.” In Tillemans
1990, I had translated tshig ‘khyal as “bad jokes”—although it is clearly a stretch
philologically, it does capture the relentless absurdity, and obnoxiousness, that
Candrakı̄rti seems to see in metaphysical betterment.

14 Cf. Williams 1980: 32: “ ‘prapañca’ in the Madhyamaka seems to indicate firstly
the utterance itself, secondly the process of reasoning and entertaining involved
in any articulation, and thirdly further utterances which result from this process.”
On prapañca see also Mills 2021; Buswell and Lopez 2014: 662–663.
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version in a note). Lamotte’s translation of prapañca, following the Chinese xi
lun, is vains bavardages, “futile nonsense”:

[Traité I, 41:] “Les vains bavardages (prapañca) sont l’origine des
querelles [= vivāda],” ...

[I, 42:] “Le Yogin qui sait ainsi n’accepte aucun système (dharma),
n’accueille aucun bavardage (prapañca), il n’adhère à rien et ne croit à
rien. Ne prenant réellement part à aucune discussion (vivāda), il connaît
la saveur d’ambroisie (amr. tarasa) de la loi du Buddha. Agir autrement,
c’est rejeter la loi.”15

These sorts of scriptural passages, of course, lend themselves to interpre-
tations of various sorts, mystical, anti-intellectual, non-rational, meditative,
psychological, what have you. I can’t do justice here to the range of what has
been said about prapañca, prapañcopaśama, and the pacification of all thought
and language. Interpreting such passages and the critique of “confused
verbiage” (or “idle chatter”) in the Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā passage as expressing
a rational position about the worth of theoretical analyses and debates
(vivāda), however, might go something like this: doctrinal or metaphysical
theories/discussions are frivolous and mere verbiage because they turn only
on more or less sophisticated verbal differences but nothing of consequence
or substantive. In other words, they are idle debates and merely verbal. Let’s
give those notions a run for the money and then put this interpretation of
Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā §17 aside as still significantly incomplete.

William James had long ago attempted to make a pragmatic difference
between idle and serious debates, the former being those that are without
practical consequences when one side is right and the latter being those that
are consequential.16 David Chalmers, in his 2011 article “Verbal Disputes,”
made a more precise (but in many respects similar) diagnosis using as touch-

15 “Futile nonsense (prapañca) is the origin of quarrels [= vivāda],” ...
“The yogin who knows this does not accept any system (dharma), does not

accept any nonsense (prapañca), adheres to nothing, and believes in nothing. Not
really taking part in any discussion (vivāda), he knows the taste of the ambrosia
(amr. tarasa) of the Buddhadharma. To act otherwise is to reject the doctrine.”
(English translation of Ani Migme Chodron)

16 James 1907: 45–46: “If no practical difference whatever can be traced, then the
alternatives mean practically the same thing, and all dispute is idle. Whenever a
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stone the parties’ eventual agreements or lasting disagreements. Following
his method, i.e., the subscript gambit, those agreements and disagreements
become clear when we subscript key terms appropriately in keeping with
the debating parties’ different uses and then see if the parties themselves still
think there is anything left to disagree about. If nothing is left, the debate was
verbal; if issues remain, it was substantive.

Verbal disputes have a partially deserved reputation of being trivial and
obvious. William James famously gave an example of an idle debate about
whether a man circumambulating a tree also goes around the squirrel hiding
from him behind the trunk. James then applied a move very much like
a subscript gambit: “Make the distinction [between “go around” in one
sense and “go around” in another sense], and there is no occasion for any
farther dispute” (James 1907: 44).17 Would Candrakı̄rti be saying, then,
that all or most major metaphysical debates are flawed in such largely trivial
ways? That seems hopelessly uncharitable to him. Are there deeper, more
sophisticated confusions over idiosyncratic language that are responsible
for major metaphysical controversies, so that the controversies would cease
when various senses are exposed? As Chalmers suggests, some longstanding
debates, on free-will and ethical responsibility or the type of justification
needed for knowledge, might cease (or, at least, significantly gain in clarity)
with judicious use of the gambit to expose different senses of “freedom” or
“justification.” The problem with reading §17 as promoting that diagnosis,
however, is that it does not extend across the board. William James, himself,
did not say that all or even the majority of metaphysical debates were
thoroughly idle—he argued that it was consequential which side was right
in a debate over one-many issues or theism versus atheism. Nor did David
Chalmers pretend that metaphysics would just disappear all together when
key terms were appropriately subscripted. The problem of the existence of
consciousness, for example, would remain.

dispute is serious, we ought to be able to show some practical difference that must
follow from one side or the other’s being right.”

17 The squirrel constantly moves to keep facing the man. The man therefore does
not go around the squirrel in the sense of being in front of him, to the left of him,
behind him, and to the right of him. The man does, however, go around him in
the sense of being to his north, east, south, and west.
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Verbal debates in philosophy can be a lot more wide-ranging, sophisti-
cated, and interesting than the inane debate from William James would seem
to suggest. In the last section of this paper, I will briefly take up what I
take to be the most promising analysis of how some specific philosophical
debates can be seen to be importantly verbal, viz., that of Eli Hirsch. What we
should be clear on for now, however, is that Candrakı̄rti is claiming more than
simply the failure of some specific debates that pretend to be about reality. He
is generalizing and seems to find a recurrent methodological feature in all
metaphysical claims about reality that makes them flawed. Neither William
James’ diagnosis, nor David Chalmers,’ nor even Eli Hirsch’s diagnosis of
verbal disputes yields anything as sweeping as that generalized critique.18

Candrakı̄rti is criticizing something else, more at the heart of all ontology,
and not just select issues.

3.2 More ordinary language philosophy?

It might be thought that there is a very different way to read §17, one that
better emphasizes Candrakı̄rti’s promotion of the ordinary. That reading
would go like this. Candrakı̄rti is inveighing against speculative meta-
physics, saying that the resultant revisionary ontologies are often thoroughly
false representations of how reality is; they aren’t just products of word-play
with nothing substantive riding on them, but are concoctions of thinkers who
have lost touch with the truths of common sense. Read this way Candrakı̄rti’s
metametaphysics would be comparable to that of George Edward Moore, the
influential twentieth-century defender of common sense who argued that we
can justifiably think that many metaphysical arguments (e.g., for idealism
or solipsism) falsely represent reality because they contradict what common
sense knows—the certainty of common sense in the existence of external
objects or other minds will always be greater than that of any revisionist
arguments to the contrary.19

A variant on the Moorean reading would be to think that because Candra-
kı̄rti so repeatedly endorses lokaprasiddha and ordinary ways of speaking in

18 Hirsch thinks that ontological debates about physical objects, like tables, are
verbal, but that many other traditional debates, such as those with nominalists
about abstract entities, are not. See Hirsch 2011: 144–145.

19 See Moore 1959/1977: chapters II and VII.



Is Metaphysics Madness? A Sixth-Century Polemic Unpacked 287

his Prasannapadā, Madhyamakāvatāra, and Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā, it must be ordinary
language philosophy that he is promoting, as if he could have just as well
been a fully fledged participant in J. L. Austin’s Saturday discussions in
Oxford in the 1950s about the merits and subtleties of ordinary speech.
Austin famously wrote:

“[...][O]ur common stock of words embodies all the distinctions men
have found worth drawing, and the connexions they have found worth
marking, in the lifetimes of many generations: these surely are likely
to be more numerous, more sound, since they have stood up to the
long test of the survival of the fittest, and more subtle, at least in all
ordinary and reasonably practical matters, than any that you or I are
likely to think up in our arm-chairs of an afternoon—the most favoured
alternative method.” (Austin 1957/1961: 130).

The commonality between G.E. Moore and J.L. Austin is, thus, that both think
the distinctions conveyed by ordinary language possess better pedigrees
than the various arm-chair, a priori fantasies of metaphysically oriented,
professional philosophers. The ordinary is subtle, worth analysis, and more
likely to capture the real.

There is, of course, a lot that can be said—and has been said—in favor
of commonsensical or ordinary language philosophy by those skeptical
of grand-scale, metaphysical thinking, its revisions and theoretical posits.
Promoters of common sense could rightly see Candrakı̄rti as some kind of
kindred spirit. Interestingly, too, when Austin dismisses the arm-chair
thinkers who place their trust in what they have personally thought up
(rather than in what ordinary people have been intelligently saying through-
out the ages), his words seem to echo Candrakı̄rti’s polemic against Indian
metaphysicians privileging their own conceptions, getting drunk on their
reasoning, denigrating the world, and thus going all wrong. Nonetheless, it
is also important to be clear about how Candrakı̄rti did not take the ordinary
or the commonsensical in the way Austin or Moore probably did. He took
broad-scale acceptance of ordinary usage (vyavahāra) and customary truths
(sam. vr. tisatya) as the common denominator for life in communities, but, what
is potentially telling against a Mooreian or Oxford reading, he did not claim
that the ordinary or commonsensical would somehow capture real entities
better than would metaphysical speculation and canonical languages. For
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Candrakı̄rti, no language or way of thinking captures real entities (bhāva;
vastu); all such would-be real entities are to be rejected as hypostatizations.

Essentially, to state the endpoint of our investigation first, Candrakı̄rti
valorizes the ordinary for its potential to be innocent. It is not valorized
because ordinary people have a surer hold on what there really is, but
rather because their world-view, or at least the important parts of it, can be
embraced by Mādhyamika thinkers in a fashion untroubled by issues about
how reality is in itself. Indeed, later Candrakı̄rtians following Tsong kha pa
(1357–1419) go so far as to speak of acceptable and unacceptable “aspects”
or “parts” (cha) of the ordinary person’s understanding of the customary,
with the two “mixed together” (‘dres pa) confusedly for the unenlightened.
While the ordinary person, thus, does not understand ordinary things in the
Madhyamaka way and actually contaminates his thinking with hypostati-
zations, nonetheless the Mādhyamika adept can make a separation between
what can be innocently conserved and what is to be rejected in such ordinary
conceptions.20 The ordinary, then, need not involve real entities (bhāva, vastu)
that are as they are intrinsically and are the referents of our words. On the
other hand, it seems undeniable that most metaphysicians (East-West) put
forth the revisions and posits that they do because they believe they are doing
ontology and somehow coming closer to entities that are really thus and so in
themselves. Language reforms and accounts of how language and thought
function are not innocent when ontologically motivated.

4. The passage revisited as a critique of realist semantics

It is high time to say what Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā §17 does mean. The two readings
I have discussed do not account well enough for §17, as they only focus
on parts of it. Let’s stay closer to the text. Crucially, Candrakı̄rti invokes
the principle of dependent designation (upādāya prajñapti) or, equivalently
here, dependent origination (pratı̄tyasamutpāda), saying that Mādhyamika
Buddhists accept such a principle, while their adversaries do not. Let us say,
for short, that Candrakı̄rti advocates that we understand ordinary language
via a semantics of dependent designation. Metaphysicians, on the other
hand, go wrong and fall into “confused verbiage” because they think words
must represent real entities and that only their proposed vocabulary and

20 See Tillemans 2016: 39–40.
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syntax can do so.21 Their metaphysics requires a canonical language with
a realist semantics.

4.1 Realism and real entities

We clearly need to have some idea what the words “realism” and “real
entities” mean here. Let me approach the matter in a somewhat roundabout,
Buddhist fashion by looking at the moral of a story from Buddhapālita, an
early Mādhyamika commentator whom Candrakı̄rti regarded as one of his
principal influences. In the eighteenth chapter of the Mūlamadhyamakavr. tti,
Buddhapālita gives a curious parable about people arguing over the identi-
ties of two gods depicted pictorially. They look at the tell-tale accoutrements
that the gods are depicted as holding in their hands, namely, a discus
and a trident, the former being, in Indian culture, a customarily accepted
identifying feature of Vis.n. u (Nārāyan. a) and the latter being an identifying
feature of Śiva (Maheśvara). The disputants, however, disagree about which
feature identifies which god. A passerby monk then arbitrates, saying who
is right and who is wrong, even though, as the monk says, he knows
that neither depiction is actually Vis.n. u or Śiva but is only a picture of the
gods. The parable is said, by Buddhapālita, to illustrate how there are no
intrinsically existing, real natures (svabhāva) that make statements true or
false, but only truths due to worldly usage (lokavyavahāra).22

Buddhapālita, in effect, says that conformity with Indian rules of custom-
ary usage (vyavahāra) plus the observed features in the picture are sufficient
conditions to make correct determinations of truth; one need not step outside
the context of the picture and usage to find something further that grounds
those determinations because of what it intrinsically is. (Indeed, as Thubten
Jinpa points out, referring to Tsong kha pa’s interpretation, if the arbitrator
had insisted that the depicted gods were neither Vis.n. u nor Śiva because it
was all never more than a picture, such a response and outside perspective

21 The underlying “correspondence principle” in Indian philosophy of language and
its consequences are discussed in detail in Bronkhorst 2011. I would only add that
the demand for correspondence is not peculiar to India—it is a version of what
Huw Price and others would term “representationalist” philosophy of language.

22 See Lindtner 1981: 208 for a translation of Buddhapālita’s parable; Jinpa 1998: 279–
280 for Tsong kha pa’s interpretation of the parable.
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would have been completely inappropriate.) The example is intended to be
generalizable: it illustrates what we could call the “self-sufficiency” of the
customary: such matters are to be settled without any recourse to anything
outside them.

In what follows, I’ll use “realist” to capture the Buddhist scholastic term
dngos smra ba, or dngos po yod par smra ba , “promoters of real entities,”
“promoters of the existence of real entities (dngos po = bhāva, vastu).”23 They
could profitably be termed “metaphysical realists,” to adopt the terminology
of Hilary Putnam, who contrasts philosophers’ insistence upon intrinsically
existing reality with an innocuous, indispensable realism. The latter is the
commonsensical acceptance of external objects, like mountains and stars, that
are described by language but are not creations of language and thought, and
are often not what individuals, or even whole societies, think or say they
are. In effect, one can be innocuously realistic about each truth concerning
the external world, and could, if need be, revise them piece by piece,
without somehow stepping outside customary procedures. The former,
i.e. metaphysical realism, on the other hand, demands more. Following
Putnam, it requires (impossibly) a viewpoint from which thinkers can look
theoretically at truth and the connection between language/thought and
reality as a whole, all at once; and it then holds there are discoverable facts
about precisely which portions of our language and thought are connected
with things that are what they are intrinsically.24 The dngos smra ba that
Candrakı̄rti criticizes do have this additional set of demands about words’

23 The term is very frequent in Tibetan doxography and is already found in early
second-diffusion (phyi dar) texts such as that of the twelfth century author Khu
lo tsā ba (Khu ston mdo sde ‘bar)—see Apple 2018. In Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā ad XI.11
(ed. Suzuki 1994: 230, line 18) one finds a surprising Sanskrit term vastusat-
padārthavādin translated into Tibetan as dngos po dngos po yod par smra ba. That
Sanskrit term does not seem to be much used, but it may well have played a
role in the genesis of the Tibetan idea of a metaphysical realist. Sophomorically,
one could imagine an underlying Sanskrit term bhāvavādin, but that does not
seem right. The latter term is used in a very different fashion by writers such
as Kamalaśı̄la in his Tattvasam. grahapañjikā ad XXI.1787–1790 to designate specific
eternalist Sarvāstivādins in the context of their debates about time. See n. 47 below.

24 See Putnam 1996: 295 et seq. (“The Question of Realism”). See, e.g., p. 303:
“[M]etaphysical realism is the notion that there is—in some philosophically priv-
ileged sense of ‘object’—a definite Totality of All Real Objects, and a fact of the
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reference and the intrinsic natures of the real entities to which those words
must refer. For them the merely customary is not sufficient to ensure that
language has the needed connection with the world; besides observations
and rules of usage, they hold that there must be an underlying totality of
entities with intrinsic natures that somehow determine truth. For example,
the realist Buddhist logicians that later Candrakı̄rtians attack will notoriously
require that any thought, if it is to be a genuine source of knowledge
(pramān. a), must “proceed via the force of real entities” (vastubalapravr. tta).

The realism targetted in §17, with its special language and semantics,
is not to be simply dismissed as a straw man, neither when it comes to
Asian philosophies nor Western. Nyāya-Vaiśes.ika thinkers posit denoted
entities, or real categories (padārtha), underlying proper, canonical Sanskrit—
samavāya (“inherence”), for example, is thought to be necessary to account
for predication by providing the link between substances and their qualities.
Dharmakı̄rtians neutralize ordinary talk’s seeming commitment to unaccept-
able entities, from enduring mid-sized objects to universals; they leave as
real only momentary, unextended, uncomposed, particulars that, along with
other contributing factors—notably, longstanding error—, causally produce
understandings that “make us reach” (prāpaka) the reality that is as it is
intrinsically outside of language. Analytic metaphysicians, following the
methodology of W.V. Quine’s extraordinarily influential article “On What
There Is,” rely on a canonical, formal language in which ontological commit-
ments to real entities are perspicuous and binding, contrary to the vagaries
of ordinary usage. Indeed, philosophers regularly have talked about there

matter as to which properties of the objects are the intrinsic properties and which
are, in some sense, perspectival.” Elsewhere (see Tillemans 2016: 230–231) I
have interpreted Buddhist metaphysical realism as reliant upon a “sideways-on”
perspective, where one would have to stand completely outside one’s linguis-
tic/conceptual scheme in order to evaluate its connection with the real entities
serving as truth-makers—sideways-on perspectives are criticized trenchantly by
the Wittgensteinian quietist thinkers John McDowell and Cora Diamond. Indeed,
a Madhyamaka-style quietism does ensue once it is recognized that the sideways-
on standpoint comparing the customary as a whole with reality is unavailable:
theses about existence or nonexistence in reality as it is intrinsically become
incoherent and are best left aside. Note, too, that the same quietism applies to anti-
realists who try to adopt a sideways-on view to establish that all is, somehow, only
a creation of thought and language.
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being a metaphysically privileged language, one that would “hook on to
the world.”25 Nowadays, some, like Theodore Sider, argue strongly for an
“Ontologese,” the best language to describe reality, the language in which the
unique existential quantifier (“there exists something such that. . . ”) “carves
the world at its joints” and captures what is “really out there” in reality’s
“objective structure.”26 And so on. The East-West examples are multiple of
canonical languages and corresponding ontologies. Privileging a language
that mirrors the real, or at least significantly captures its fundaments, then
enables one to climb down a semantic ladder that takes us from grand-
scale facts about that language to grand-scale facts about reality.27 What
Candrakı̄rti suggests in §17 is that this program so dear to metaphysicians,
with its canonical language, theoretical posits and artifice, is unnecessary,
and that the ordinary is self-sufficient. There is no ladder going down from
language. We need to understand better why he thinks we can and should
do without it.

4.2 A semantics of dependent designation

Let me backtrack and give more of Candrakı̄rti’s own input on the difference
it makes to hold a semantics of dependent designation, going back to the start
of this debate about pratyaks.a, i.e., Āryadeva’s Catuh. śataka XIII.1 (= 301). This
verse and the most relevant parts of Candrakı̄rti’s T. ı̄kā on it show how we
can only say that things like vases exist and are perceptible when they are
understood as dependent designations (upādāya prajñapti):

25 The phrase is that of Putnam 1996: 295, who rejects such a language and the
metaphysical realism behind it as seductive but unintelligible.

26 Sider 2009: 401. The joints are the intrinsic structures of reality, e.g., natural
properties à la David Lewis, which supposedly act as “reference magnets” for
words; they explain why we could not just as well speak of strange, unnatural
properties, like the grue, bleen and such of Goodman 1955: chapter III.

27 The image of a “semantic ladder” figures in deVries 2011, a review of Huw Price’s
critique of representationalism in his Naturalism without Mirrors, Oxford, 2011.
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“[Āryadeva’s Catuh. śataka XIII.1 = 301] When one sees the [visual] form,
indeed, one will not see the whole vase. Which connoisseur of truth
could say, too, that the vase is perceptible (pratyaks.a)?”28

§4 “[Candrakı̄rti’s Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā to XIII.1] ... The vase is a designation
in dependence (brten nas ‘dogs pa = upādāya prajñapti) upon the eight
substances (rdzas = dravya), i.e., the four elements and the four [types]
of form that are causally derived [from the elements]. Just as fire is
designated in dependence upon fuel, houses in dependence upon grass
and wood, and the self in dependence upon the aggregates but if one
searches [for these entities] in the fivefold manner (rnam lnga = pañcadhā)
nothing is apprehended (dmigs pa = upalabdha) apart from their causes
(rgyu = hetu), so too a vase, which is something perceptible for the world
because it is understood by the sense faculty which sees that it can scoop
up honey, water and milk, is established in dependence upon its causes
as being the owner (nye bar len pa po = upādātr. “appropriator”) [of its
eight substances.] However, rival conceptions, which do not hold that
[things] are dependently designated as just explained, are unable (nus
pa ma yin) to establish [anything] as being a vase.29

§6.“... As the complete vase is not seen by the eye, then, not differentiat-
ing intrinsic natures of entities, we take the world’s own conceptions as
valid as they might be (ci rung rung ltar), and so we can then say that for
us the vase is perceptible. But whoever differentiates [intrinsic natures],
is learned in intrinsic natures of real entities, [and] does not take it to
be possible that one sees the whole (ril) by [merely] seeing one side, he
may not (mi ‘os) say things like ‘the vase is perceptible.’ ”30

28 Sanskrit in Prasannapadā (ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin) 71.6–7: sarva eva ghat.o ‘dr. s. t.o
rūpe dr. s. t.e hi jāyate / brūyāt kas tattvavin nāma ghat.ah. pratyaks.a ity api //.

29 ‘byung ba chen po bzhi dang rgyur byas pa’i gzugs bzhi ste / rdzas brgyad po de dag la
brten nas bum pa ‘dogs te / ji ltar bud shing la brten nas me dang / rtswa dang shing la
sogs pa la brten nas khyim dang phung po dag la brten nas bdag tu ‘dogs la / de yang rang
gi rgyu las rnam pa lngas btsal na ma dmigs pa de bzhin du rang gi rgyu la brten nas
sbrang rtsi dang chu dang ‘o ma ‘chu zhing ‘dzin par nus pa mthong ba’i dbang pos go
bar bya ba yin pas ‘jig rten gyi mngon sum du gyur pa’i bum pa nye bar len pa po nyid du
rnam par gzhag gi / ji skad bshad pa’i brten nas btags pa ‘di khas ma blangs par rtog pa
gzhan gyis bum par rnam par gzhag par nus pa ni ma yin no //.

30 de’i phyir bum pa thams cad mig gis mi mthong ba’i phyir na dngos po’i rang gi ngo bo
rnam par ma phye bas ‘jig rten ci rung rung ltar rang gi rtog pa tshad mar byas nas bum
pa bdag gi mngon sum yin no zhes smra la rag mod / gang zhig rnam par ‘byed par byed
cing dngos po’i rang gi ngo bo la mkhas pa gang phyogs gcig mthong bas ril mthong bar
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The essential point these passages make is that one can rightly say that there
are vases and that they are perceptible under one type of semantics but never
under the other. In the first case, successful designation of vases can occur
given other things that are not themselves vases—e.g., the parts of the vase,
the causes, the sides of vases, or the function of being able to scoop up water
and the like. For convenience, let’s adopt some terms routinely used by
later Tibetan Mādhyamika scholastic writers: the “designated phenomenon”
(btags chos, btags don), and “the bases of designation” (btags gzhi). To take
Candrakı̄rti’s own example, the designated phenomenon is the vase while the
bases are the parts, sides, shape, functional capacities, and possibly a number
of other things on the basis of which we designate vases—Candrakı̄rti
terms these bases of designation “causes” (hetu). Following a semantics of
dependent designation, then, “vase” refers to vases, or designates a vase
successfully when bases of designation (or causes) are present. If they are,
then in dependence upon them one can unproblematically say that vases exist
and are perceptible.

On the other hand, Candrakı̄rti, in §4, stresses that if one analyzes, or
“searches for” (btsal) the designated phenomenon—an analysis that tradi-
tionally can be done using Nāgārjuna’s fivefold (pañcadhā) reasoning31 —one
comes up with nothing more than the bases of designation. The point he
takes from this unfindability is subtle. It is not that the unfindable vase is
therefore nonexistent, or at most a practically useful fiction. Rather his point
is that there are vases—we know they exist because they pass the world’s
rules of usage for the term. Thus, analytic findability of the designated
phenomenon is not needed for existence, as designation in dependence upon
bases suffices for affirming existence. By contrast, suppose one adopts a

srid par mi byed pa de ni bum pa mngon sum mo zhes bya ba rnam pa de lta bur smra bar
mi ‘os so //.

31 Nāgārjuna’s fivefold reasoning in Madhyamakakārikās XXII.1 is as follows: a would-
be partite real entity is not identical with its parts; it is not something that exists
as separate from them; it is not in them; they are not in it; and it does not possess
them. Candrakı̄rti, in the sixth chapter of his Madhyamakāvatāra, refutes two
additional hypotheses, viz., that an entity is identical with the collection (samudāya)
of its parts or identical with its shape (sam. sthāna). This expanded argument in
Madhyamakāvatāra VI.151 becomes known in Tibetan as the “sevenfold reasoning”
(rnam bdun gyi rigs pa). See Tillemans 1990: 272n363.
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realist semantics because of the worry that the customary is not self-sufficient
and that ontological foundations, or some grounding in intrinsic natures of
real things, are needed to distinguish right and wrong applications of terms.
Then for vases to exist, and not just be said or thought to do so, there would
have to be, in addition, a fully real entity (bhāva) that is being designated by
the words: the designated phenomenon must then be analytically findable,
either identifiable with bases of designation—taken singly or collectively—,
or as a further, distinct, real entity that somehow comes into existence when
composed by the bases.

The general perspective is then applied in §6 to the problem of how one
can see a designated phenomenon when one sees the bases. On a semantics
of dependent designation, it is usually legitimate to say that one sees a vase
when one sees a side of a vase, even though a side is not identical with the
vase and one doesn’t see a vase that is something further, different from
the sides. Conversely, on a realist semantics, if one sees a side without an
additional entity, one sees only a side and no more. The vase itself would
not be seen. A realist’s semantic position would oblige her or him to say that
ordinary household objects are imperceptible.

Proponents of realist semantics do not surrender easily. Some argue
that one does often see an additional real entity when one sees a side. The
Nyāya-Vaiśes.ika Outsiders (= non-Buddhists) Candrakı̄rti mentions in his
commentary to Catuh. śataka XIII.1 postulate ad hoc impartite entities, like
an avayavin (“whole”), that would inhere in all the parts and thus account
for how one could see the whole by seeing a part. Nor do Candrakı̄rti’s
coreligionists lack ingenuity. The Ābhidharmika and logician Buddhists
would concede outright that the vase itself is unreal and not seen, but then
maintain that impartite elements/tropes (dharma)—like visual form (rūpa)—
and infinitesimal atoms (paramān. u) are real entities with intrinsic natures
and that they are seen. The object (vis.aya) of perception is thus not the
vase but only its constituent dharmas and aggregated atoms, that is to say,
the various particulars that are themselves partless simples and possess
their own characteristics (svalaks.an. a).32 This latter move is familiar. Both
in the East and West we find metaphysicians who propound versions of

32 For Dharmakı̄rti’s (Sautrāntika-style) espousal of infinitesimal atoms as spatially
unextended particulars, see Dunne 2004: 98 et seq.
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“mereological nihilism” and thus claim that wholes like tables and vases
are unreal, but accept real, impartite simples, usually explaining away the
popular acceptance of macroscopic wholes with an error theory. Such is the
revisionary move of Buddhist Ābhidharmikas and logicians. It is also the
move of twentieth century metaphysicians like Peter van Inwagen and Peter
Unger.33 Indeed, Unger’s position would probably get a nod from many
approving Ābhidharmika Buddhists: “According to this prevalent view [i.e.,
common sense], there are various sorts of ordinary things in the world.... I
believe that none of these things exist, and so that the view of common sense
is badly in error.” (Unger 1979: 1). Table-denial is resurging in analytic
metaphysics these days. Ābhidharmikas and Dharmakı̄rtian Buddhists have
subscribed to it for a long time.

A straightforward identity between a single real entity and its many bases
of designation clearly leads to one-many absurdities—they are developed at
length in Madhyamaka literature. Composition of a single real entity that
is somehow distinct from the many bases is a more serious and seductive
option. In that case, metaphysicians East and West are faced with an
intractable question, “When and how could several real things come together
to make up the single real entity?” Van Inwagen has famously given this
“special composition problem” a technical formulation, “When is it true that
there is a y such that the xs compose y?,” as well as a practical version,
“Suppose one had certain (nonoverlapping) objects, the xs, at one’s disposal:
what would one have to do—what could one do—to get the xs to compose
something?” (Van Inwagen, 1990: 30–31).

Metaphysicians like Van Inwagen and others are puzzled as to which
principle could govern and restrict how the xs come together to make a new,

33 The former maintains that inanimate composites do not exist while simple im-
partite entities do, because the activities of those would-be composites are only
the disguised cooperative activities of simple entities (Van Inwagen 1990: 122).
The latter holds that ordinary objects do not exist because they inevitably would
fall prey to Sorites arguments, i.e., to the unsolvable problems about whether
and when heaps exist. The first person, to my knowledge, to read Buddhism as
mereological nihilism along the lines of Peter Van Inwagen, Peter Unger, Trenton
Merricks and others, is Mark Siderits. See Siderits 2015: chapter IV. For him,
Buddhists treat tables, carts, and other such macroscopic composites, as “concep-
tual fictions,” or “convenient designators,” which are only accepted for pragmatic
reasons, depending upon our needs.
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unified, acceptable, real y, viz., one that is genuinely an object/entity, like
a table, and not just a conglomeration of miscellany (like the sum of the
number two, my car, and Napoleon’s nose). Ābhidharmikas and Buddhist
Epistemologists, on the other hand, did not formulate the composition
problem as the quest for a principled way to exclude absurd conglomerations.
Their emphasis was on the identity or difference between the xs and the
y they supposedly compose: not only is it impossible to take the single y
as identical with the many xs, but it is especially hard to see how a single
y could somehow be existent over and above, or separate from, those xs.
In Catuh. śataka XIII.1, we encounter a third, recognizable variant upon the
composition problem: when and how could/do we perceive a composed real
entity y and not just some of the xs that are parts of y? The interconnection
between the three is interesting and complex but cannot be taken up here.
Suffice it to say, for now at least, that on all these perspectives, the push
toward mereological nihilism—the denial that any partite entities exist—
becomes very difficult to resist.

4.3 Dependent designation as a way out from metaphysics

The genius of Candrakı̄rti’s semantics of dependent designation is that it
sticks close to the world’s usage (lokavyavahāra), recognizes its self-sufficiency,
and skirts the composition problem all together. Let’s speak of “satisfaction
of the conditions for applying a term” (The shorthand formula figures promi-
nently in Amie Thomasson’s easy ontology, which I will discuss below).
Application conditions being satisfied means, essentially, that the accepted
rules of usage are obeyed and the requisite facts obtain. When there are, for
example, various things and processes like a charter, buildings, accreditation
agreements, professors on the payroll, conferral of doctorate degrees, and so
forth, we can, following the commonly accepted rules of usage, say correctly
that there is a university—it suffices, in normal situations, that there be some
of these things for the application conditions to be satisfied. True, as an
Ābhidharmika might argue, one could not identify the university with some
or all things that figure in the conditions, nor would it be at all clear how the
university could be a composed, but distinct, entity. But, most importantly,
however, one need not even try to solve the puzzles of composition. The
composition problem in all its three variants is avoidable: satisfaction of
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application conditions suffices for us to say that there is a university; there
are no accepted application conditions for language designating an absurd
entity that is a conglomeration of the university with miscellaneous things;
we normally can say that we see the university when we see things like
buildings, commencement ceremonies, etc. The problem of how and when
xs compose a new y does not arise.

One can now also see better how acquiescence in lokaprasiddha could be a
sophisticated stance all the while innocently free of ontology.34 Many Indo-
Tibetan Candrakı̄rtian exegetes have maintained that ordinary things are just
widely endorsed mistakes, there being no sources of knowledge (pramān. a)
that could ever rightly establish their existence—one simply acquiesces in
what the world thinks because, in any case, there can never be right answers
to worldly issues. That latter interpretation of Candrakı̄rti’s thought, no
doubt, has passages in Madhyamakāvatāra and other works in its favor.35

That said, Candrakı̄rti’s Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā would give a different and, in my
view, considerably more subtle picture of his acquiescence in the world:

34 We won’t take up the vexing question of how many of the world’s truths (some, all,
the best confirmed?) Candrakı̄rti endores or acquiesces in. Uncritical acquiescence
in all that worldings accept on specific, factual matters (and not their broad-stroke
acceptance of other minds, the external world, etc.) could dumb down the quest
for truth, rob truth of normativity, or lead to extreme relativism. See Tillemans
2016: chapter II; see also Tillemans 2019 on the textual background influencing
Candrakı̄rti to drift in a dangerously populist direction in his use of the term
lokaprasiddha.

35 See, e.g., Madhyamakāvatāra of Candrakı̄rti, chapter VI, verse 23. The Sanskrit is
found in Prajñākaramati’s Bodhicaryāvatārapañjikā (ed. P.L. Vaidya) 361: samyaṅ-
mr.s. ādarśanalabdhabhāvam / rūpadvayam. bibhrati sarvabhāvāh. // samyagdr. śām. yo vis.ayah.
sa tattvam / mr.s. ādr. śām. sam. vr. tisatyam uktam // “All things bear two natures con-
stituted through correct and false views. The object (vis.aya) of those who see
correctly is said to be ‘reality’ (tattva) and the object of those who see falsely is said
to be ‘customary existence’ (sam. vr. tisatya).” See The Yakherds 2021 on the Tibetan
controversies about whether Candrakı̄rtians must reject sources of knowledge
(pramān. a, tshad ma), espouse a global error-theory of customary existence, or
perhaps recognize the ultimate alone as fully real. The frequent phrase amongst
those Mādhyamikas who reject pramān. as is that wordly things only “exist from
the perspective of mistaken minds” (blo ‘khrul ba’i ngor yod pa). In Tillemans
2016, chapter II, I called this common interpretation—with its no-pramān. a stance,
fictionalism, and global error-theory—“typical Prāsaṅgika” and suggested that it
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satisfaction of the world’s application conditions for a term ⌜y⌝ is a sufficient
condition for the world to rightly establish that ys do exist. While there can
and will be debate about whether those application conditions are in fact
satisfied in particular cases, there will be truths and right understandings
about what exists. And those truths will remain innocent in that ontology
will play no role in grounding or determining them; they are, to put things in
Buddhist terms, always “truths of usage” (vyavahārasatya).

The contrast with Eastern and Western varieties of mereological nihilism
is striking, as such nihilists usually maintain that the combination of ordinary
rules of usage and empirical data is not sufficient to affirm rightly that there
are composites; they present various arguments to show that the world
is just wrong in those ascriptions of existence, that composite objects are
illusory, and that they cannot exist at all no matter what ordinary people
invariably believe and say. The burden then falls on mereological nihilists
to provide a well-developed rational or causal account as to why people,
quasi-universally, wrongly believe in such a panoply of illusions. Pragmatists
might try to show that illusory composites can be reasonably taken to be
“existent” (in scare quotes) on account of the utility gained in doing so;
Dharmakı̄rtian Buddhists might invoke so-called “tendencies [toward error
ingrained] from beginningless time” (anādikālavāsanā). The followers of the
Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā, however, need do neither. There is no such burden on them
to explain or rationalize quasi-universal mistaken belief in illusions, because,
for them, the world can rightly say that vases and tables exist and are seen.
It is telling that the Catuh. śatakat. ı̄kā likens all composed things (sam. skr. ta) to
illusions (māyā) that do not exist, but they are not said to be illusions.36 The
analogy with illusions is that all composed things appear to be one way
(rnam pa gzhan du snang ba)—viz., existent with intrinsic natures—and are
another (rnam pa gzhan du gnas pa)—viz., empty of such intrinsic natures. That
mismatch, due to superimposition of intrinsic natures where there are none,
is a general feature of human cognition and does not imply that composites
like tables and vases are literally illusory and non-existent.

was also a natural reading of Candrakı̄rti’s own words. I now think that the jury
should still be out about how much of a typical Prāsaṅgika Candrakı̄rti himself
was throughout his oeuvre.

36 See §16 and Tillemans 1990: 179.
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Recognizing the existence of the things most everyone in the world
accepts (including mereological nihilists when they go about their daily lives)
circumvents ad hoc theoretical posits, too, like wholes (avayavin) and inher-
ence (samavāya). It is, thus, a way out from numerous Indian metaphysical
problems and pseudo-solutions. Seeing John’s physical form, for example,
ordinarily fulfills the conditions of use to say “I see John”; no necessity
to postulate a substantial self (ātman) or personal identity (pudgala) with
which John can be identified, nor proceed with a complicated reduction or
elimination of John in favour of aggregates (skandha) of impersonal, impartite
tropes (dharma). Seeing a potter manipulating clay on a wheel is ordinarily
enough to say, “A potter is making a vase”—we thus sidestep the pan-Indian
conundrums about how anyone could say that a potter is making a vase if it
did not yet exist at the time of the potter’s labour on the unformed clay, or
more generally, if effects did not exist at the time of their causes.37 There are
numerous other such debates about disputed entities where this light-touch
approach to what exists will apply nicely.

4.4 Liberality about what exists

Metaphysicians, not surprisingly, vaunt the merits of not being light-touch
in their approaches to existence. They usually seek a substantive feature
other than, or in addition to, the satisfaction of ordinary application rules,
a criterion which then allows them to decide if y actually exists and is
not just widely said or thought to exist. There are a number of candi-
dates, from y’s having “the ability to perform such and such a function”
(arthakriyāsāmarthya), i.e., causal efficacy (as in Buddhist Epistemology from
Dharmakı̄rti on), to the indispensability of ys in our best scientific theories.
And, conversely, arguments to show that various widely accepted ys do
not pass such substantive muster to exist, and are thus at most “existent”
(in scare quotes), constitute the stock in trade of metaphysics. However, it
follows from the light-touch version of existence that most of the types of
things—e.g., universal properties, absences, relations, numbers, minds, peo-
ple, external things, etc.—that were passionately questioned by traditional
metaphysicians in their debates about ontology, or perhaps relegated to a

37 On this pan-Indian problem and its various attempted solutions, see Bronkhorst
2011.
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shadow-realm of pragmatic “existence,” should be unproblematically and
liberally accepted in the world as existent tout court. (If, for example, we
rightly grant that most Swiss bankers have the common property of being
financially prudent, then it follows immediately, and trivially, that there are
common properties, or universals.) A debate about which properties should
be ascribed to which things or people might well be important and difficult;
a debate about whether there are any properties or people at all is not.

Candrakı̄rti and Candrakı̄rtians seem to have had that kind of liberality
on a very wide range of existence-questions. They saw no reason to reject the
world’s basic stance that there are macroscopic physical things, an external
world, absences, and abstract entities. Indeed, in the Prasannapadā I section
examining pratyaks.a, Candrakı̄rti himself made his liberality quite explicit,
undercutting Buddhist nominalist metaphysics:

“Therefore, in the world, when any and all subjects of characteri-
zation (laks.ya) whatsoever, be they particulars (svalaks.an. a) or univer-
sals (sāmānyalaks.an. a), are visible (aparoks.a) because they are directly
perceived, they are therefore established as pratyaks.a, along with the
cognitions that have them as objects.”38

This passage, in effect, shows that for him universal properties and particu-
lars are on the same footing: just like particulars, there are universals that
are directly perceived. And from that, it is a very short step to granting
that universals exist.39 One can go further. It looks like much of what fol-
lowers of Dignāga’s and Dharmakı̄rti’s nominalism relegated to problematic,
fictional status was taken by many Tibetan Candrakı̄rtian thinkers as simply
customarily existent but empty of intrinsic or real being, like everything else,
no more no less. They were, I think, pushing this philosophy to its logical
conclusion.40

38 Prasannapadā I.75.2–4 (ed. La Vallée Poussin): tasmāl loke yadi laks.yam. yadi vā
svalaks.an. am. sāmānyalaks.an. am. vā sarvam eva sāks. ād upalabhyamānatvād aparoks.am /
atah. pratyaks.am. vyavasthāpyate tadvis.ayen. a jñānena saha /. See also Arnold 2005: 460–
461.

39 From “There is an x such that x is a universal and x is visible” we can uncontrover-
sially infer “There is an x such that x is a universal.”

40 The same Tibetans, when commenting on Dharmakı̄rti, too, read Dharmakı̄rti as
much less of a nominalist than he probably was. Georges Dreyfus and I, in separate
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5. Whither metaphysical madness and Buddhist critiques of it?

A final discussion beckons, although only the broad outlines can be taken
up: what could be made of a semantics of upādāya prajñapti and the rejection
of prapañca nowadays in a period where metaphysics has made a significant
comeback in much analytic philosophy? There are philosophical problems
in Buddhist texts where we can think alongside Buddhist philosophers and
say how they could further develop a position, without pretending that
they ever did so historically. Indeed, it is important to see how a larger
East-West picture plays out in a cosmopolis of ideas where questions of
citizenship and provenance are sometimes deliberately put aside. Well-
informed, imaginative cosmopolitanism makes for good philosophy, good
Buddhist Studies, and, I am convinced, a more interesting and relevant
Buddhism.41

5.1 Easy ontology

Candrakı̄rti’s semantical position would come out well if we used some
recent work on “easy ontology.” This is a deflationary position, elaborated
in Thomasson 2015, according to which existence of Fs follows easily, or
trivially, from the satisfaction of application conditions for correctly applying
the term ⌜F⌝. There will be several such conditions that are sufficient,
but not necessary, for the correct application of a term, some explicitly
acknowledged, many merely tacitly accepted, subtle, and, I would venture
to add (in a Wittgensteinian vein), embedded in very complex activities,
or forms of life (Lebensformen).42 In any case, no substantive, hard, or
deep account of what it means for Fs to exist is needed. Existence of Fs
is instead entailed by the satisfaction of application conditions. And there
is no circularity here: the application conditions for ⌜F⌝ do not include the
existence of Fs as one of those conditions.

publications, have looked in detail at Tibetan schools’ acceptance of universals
(spyi = sāmānya) as real (dngos po ba). See Dreyfus 1992; Tillemans 1999: chapter X.
On dGe lugs pa acceptance of real continua, see Dreyfus 1997: 109 et seq.

41 Such methodological matters are taken up in detail in “Methodology: Meditations
of a Philosophical Buddhologist,” i.e., Tillemans 2022b.

42 Cf. Wittgenstein 1953, §19: “[T]o imagine a language means to imagine a form of
life.”



Is Metaphysics Madness? A Sixth-Century Polemic Unpacked 303

Thomasson herself, relying on Rudolf Carnap’s seminal article “Em-
piricism, Semantics, and Ontology” (included in Carnap 1956), analyzes
ontological questions as being of two sorts: internal, factual questions using
the language and rules of usage we have adopted, or external questions that
mention terms and ask whether their use is advantageous to us and to be
continued. In the first case, questions about the existence of universals and
other such entities disputed in ontology can usually be easily answered in the
affirmative; in the second case, the dispute is no longer about the existence of
such things, but whether we should modify our languages or keep them as
they are. The danger is to confuse using a language’s vocabulary to talk about
things, on the one hand, and mentioning that same vocabulary to discuss
its features and utility, on the other. Miscontrual of external questions as
talking about things (e.g., Granted we use the word “property” regularly,
but should we, for there aren’t really any?) is a frequent confusion and
gives an illusion of depth and difficulty. What is more, as both Thomasson
and Hirsch emphasize, once use and mention are properly distinguished,
nothing in Carnap’s position would imply that things—from mountains and
tables to properties—are somehow created by our language, or that their
existence is only relative to, or only within, specific language frames. A
rather common, and arguably quite woolly, anti-realist view that truth and
existence are products of language and conceptual schemes—a kind of in
vogue “linguistic idealism” that is also sometimes attributed to Mādhyamika
Buddhists—could, fortunately, fall by the wayside, too.

Thomasson 2007 also ably takes up numerous complex counter-
arguments (e.g., violation of parsimony rules, impossible colocation, causal
redundance, Sorites problems) against ordinary objects and easy ontology.
W.V. Quine’s famous use of parsimony arguments—following Occam’s
maxim that multiple entities should not be posited unnecessarily—are
answered by pointing out that there is no overarching sortal concept of
thinghood or entityhood that covers both an ordinary object, a bunch of
subatomic particles, universals, numbers, absences, events, thoughts, and
other things/entities, so that all could meaningfully be counted in the same
tally as cases of a clearly defined universal (i.e., thinghood). It is not clear
to me how much importance was actually attached to the principle of
parsimony in Indian philosophical literature and how much argumentation
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turned on it.43 But if one argued in favour of a Buddhist metaphysical
position (like impartite, simple dharmas being the only things that really
exist) because of its parsimonious number of bhāva/vastu (“real entities”) or
vis.aya (“objects”) and the like, a Candrakı̄rti-style counter-argument could
be that one is intoxicated by words if one thinks there are sortal concepts of
bhāva, vastu, and vis.aya. These words might seem to resemble substantives
such as “elephant,” “table” and the like, but they function quite differently.
We can count elephants, people, thoughts, atoms, tables, and chairs, etc. by
using their respective, different conditions, but we don’t have any further,
single set of conditions to count how many real entities or objects there are.44

Where does such a discussion, then, leave us in evaluating the importance
of a semantics of dependent designation? Readers of Candrakı̄rti, myself
included, often have quite mixed reactions to his thought. I have probably
insurmountable difficulties with much of what Candrakı̄rti himself promotes
in the name of the customary, especially his attempts to justify extreme

43 Mark Siderits thinks that it was regularly used, and he interprets Buddhist argu-
ments against selves or wholes as turning on parsimony. See Siderits 2015: 12,
43, 145. There is indeed a principle of “lightness” (lāghava) that figures in non-
Buddhist Mı̄mām. saka exegesis of Vedic injunctions and in their philosophy of
language (e.g., accounts of types of primary and secondary meanings, or of the
meaning-capacities of words). It is a requirement for ease/simplicity in semantic
explanation and for directness, or lack of artifice, in interpretation, especially in
Vedic exegesis where it serves to minimize human, corrupting influences—it was
arguably used more as a governing principle of hermeneutics and semantics than
as a way to settle ontological issues about entities’ existence. See Keating 2022,
Bronkhorst 1997. Lightness figures, too, in Navya-Nyāya works like those of
Gaṅgeśa (c. 1325), especially in discussions concerning inherence (samavāya); it
seems to be an ontological use of parsimony. See Phillips 1995: 352n120 et passim.
That said, I don’t see any clear evidence that Abhidharma and other Buddhist
writers invoked such a principle explicitly or that they themselves recognized that
their arguments hinged on prioritizing parsimony in ontology. I think they hinge
more on a rejection of what some analytic philosophers call “spooky entities.”
Instead of parsimony, Ābhidharmikas and Dharmakı̄rtian Buddhists tend to aim
at “weirdness-avoidance.” See Tillemans 2016: 223–224.

44 Satisfaction of the application conditions for “there are five elephants in the room”
allows us to infer “there are five things in the room.” Nothing further is needed to
determine the elephants’ thinghood. The same holds mutatis mutandis for objects.
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Buddhist ethical views and dogma in a Madhyamaka fashion.45 His use of
a semantics of dependent designation to critique metaphysics, however, may
well be right on the mark. It certainly deserves to be better understood.

5.2 Quantifier variance

I had said earlier that a reading of §17 as just criticizing metaphysicians’
verbal debates seems to underestimate the range of Candrakı̄rti’s own
critique. That said, at least some important Indian metaphysical debates
could still turn out to be interestingly verbal. And such an analysis could
also, I think, be part (although certainly not the whole) of a multi-faceted
Candrakı̄rtian Buddhist strategy to quieten prapañca—“proliferations [of
distinctions],” “frivolous discourses”—and acquiesce in the ordinary.

Different languages or idiolects can be truth-conditionally equivalent, i.e.,
for any sentence in one there is a sentence in the other that will have the
same truth value in the same possible worlds. Apply that principle to
some traditional big (East-West) debates. If one could adequately establish
such equivalences between one philosopher’s language and another’s, there
would be little reason to choose between them. It would be a verbal dispute
with nothing about reality riding on it. The idea comes from Eli Hirsch, who
traces it back to J.O. Urmson: “Truth-conditionally equivalent languages are
of equal metaphysical merit” (Hirsch 2011: xi). Hirsch speaks of “quantifier
variance.” Two equivalent languages can have their respectively different
construals of existentially quantified statements like “Something exists such
that it is F.” In effect, the word “something” or “some entity” would be
interpreted differently depending on the respective philosopher’s views of
what kinds of things exist, but neither language would be the uniquely best
way to describe reality.

Such a strategy would seem to apply to the longstanding and complex
debate between Buddhists and Brahmanical philosophers over imperma-
nence. Buddhists seek to prove, with a priori reasoning, that real entities
can exist only momentarily (ks.an. abhaṅga) and that, instead of something that
endures, there is only a continuum (sam. tāna) of like-moments. Naiyāyikas

45 See Tillemans 2022a, which takes up Āryadeva’s and Candrakı̄rti’s quietism about
ontology in more detail and their attempts to harmonize such a quietism with
traditional Buddhist dogma and ethics.
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and Mı̄mām. sakas, by contrast, say that entities do endure throughout time
and that one can therefore correctly apprehend the same object one saw
yesterday. One could proceed Urmson-style to construct truth-conditionally
equivalent Buddhist and Brahmanical languages, i.e., where Buddhists talk
of continua of new momentary entities, Brahmanical philosophers talk of
enduring (sthira) entities that have new qualities, and vice versa.46 Similarly,
to take an example from Buddhist Abhidharma debates, Sarvāstivādins talk
in an eternalist fashion (i.e., according to their traikālyavāda or “espousal of
triple temporality”) and say that vases exist throughout the past, present or
future, but change states or modes. The Sarvāstivādin’s assertion “The vase
exists” as it would be rendered in the presentist language of the Sautrāntika
could be “The vase existed, exists, or will exist,” while Sautrāntika’s own use
of “exists” would have its equivalence in Sarvāstivādin talk as “exists and
is in a present state.”47 Language-equivalences could take us a considerable
distance on the road to quietening some traditional Indian metaphysics. In
converting to one position or another in such verbal debates, people might
well claim, somewhat pretentiously, that they had deeply understood the
fundaments of reality. Instead, they mastered a new language.

The moral of a Candrakı̄rtian Buddhist story updated in these two con-
temporary ways could thus be radical: forgo dazzling a priori arguments and
the metaphysical pursuit of the deepest fundaments and broad architecture
of reality as flawed all along. Forgo, too, the search for a metaphysically
privileged language that hooks on to the world. That was a daring stance
in the sixth century when the illustrious Nālandā-university pan. d. it fulmi-

46 This type of move is what Hirsch 2011, chapter XII (“Ontology and Alternative
Languages”), does with the Western perdurantism-endurantism debate in order
to show that it is verbal and hence unsubstantive. For the details of comparable
Indian debates about momentariness and permanence, see Mimaki 1976.

47 To be more precise, first and early second century C.E. Vaibhās.ika Sarvāstivādins
differ on what those “states” are: Dharmatrāta holds that the past, present, and
future are “modes” (bhāva); Ghos.aka takes them to be characteristics (laks.an. a);
Vasumitra indeed takes them to be states (avasthā); Buddhadeva takes them to be
differences that are relative (apeks. ā) to each other. One could adapt translations of
Sautrāntika-talk accordingly. The recurrent Vaibhās.ika analogy is that substances’
existence throughout time is like the persistence of gold: the gold persists but
changes from lumps to earrings, etc. For the basic literature on these debates, see
the collection of articles in Prasad 1991.
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nated against “the collection of unholy, confused verbiage propounding real
entities,” and it would be now if a latter-day Candrakı̄rtian took aim at
analytic metaphysics and Ontologese. The resultant quietism with regard to
numerous theses could be significant as could be the clarity. Buddhists and
the rest of us might be able to think better, more sanely, and certainly much
less pretentiously without the deadweight of ontological concerns.

References

Apple, J. B. 2018. “Khu lo tsā ba’s Treatise: Distinguishing the Svātantrika /
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Afterthoughts on Camatkāra*

R a f f a e l e T O R E L L A

S a p i e n z a U n i v e r s i t à d i R o m a , R o m e

Camatkāra and philosophy

Though I have already dealt at length with the assessment of the real meaning
of camatkāra (Torella, forthcoming), I am well aware that some side issues
are still open. One is the close association, upheld by some scholars, of
camatkāra with philosophy—or, to be more precise, of camatkāra, understood
as “wonder”, with the birth of philosophical reflection. Obviously, western
indologists have in mind the famous statements by Plato and Aristotle of
wonder (θαυμάζειν) as the very starting point (ἀρχή) of philosophy. The first
question is whether the texts dealing with camatkāra may lend themselves to
such an interpretation.

1 Camatkāra makes its entry into the philosophic literature of the Pratyabhi-
jñā in a decidedly abrupt way. Abhinavagupta himself, who will develop
so much of his philosophical and aesthetic speculation around this term,
on his first meeting with it does not conceal his perplexity. We are in the
fifth āhnika of the Jñānādhikāra of the Īśvarapratyabhijñā-kārikā, where crucial
metaphysical and epistemological problems are investigated. The first two
verses read:

ĪPK I.V.1–2:

vartamānāvabhāsānām. bhāvānām avabhāsanam |
antah. sthitavatām eva ghat.ate bahirātmanā ||
prāg ivārtho ’prakāśah. syāt prakāśātmatayā vinā |
na ca prakāśo bhinnah. syād ātmārthasya prakāśatā ||

The objects that are manifested in the present can be manifested as
external only if they reside within. If it were not essentially light,

* I dedicate this article to my old friend Eli, to his sparkling intelligence and sound
scholarship, remembering our many meetings all over the world. I wish to thank
Dr. Michael Wakoff for kindly checking my English.

1 The following passage is drawn from Torella, forthcoming.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 311–331.
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the object would remain non-light as before; and the light is not
differentiated [from the object]: being light constitutes the very essence
of the object. (tr. Torella 2002: 151)

Utpaladeva’s discourse develops through a sustained dialogue particularly
with the Buddhists and Mı̄mām. sakas until the other side of prakāśa, i.e.
vimarśa ‘reflective awareness’, comes into play:

ĪPK I.V.11:

svabhāvam avabhāsasya vimarśam. vidur anyathā |
prakāśo ’rthoparakto ’pi sphat.ikādijad. opamah. ||

The essential nature of light is reflective awareness; otherwise light,
though ‘coloured’ by objects, would be similar to an insentient reality,
such as crystal and so on. (tr. Torella 2002: 118)

At first, the Vr. tti seems not to have much to add to the verse, limiting itself
to a slightly clearer formulation:

ĪPKV ad ĪPK I.V.11: prakāśasya mukhya ātmā pratyavamarśah. , tam. vinā
arthabheditākārasyāpy asya svacchatāmātram. na tv ajād. yam. [. . . ]

Reflective awareness (pratyavamarśah. ) constitutes the primary essence
(mukhya ātmā) of light. In the absence of this reflective awareness, light,
though objects make it assume different forms, would merely be limpid,
but not sentient [. . . ] (tr. Torella 2002: 118)

As we know from Abhinavagupta, kārikā and vr. tti were composed by
Utpaladeva at the same time, so their relationship to each other is closer
than their relationship to Utpaladeva’s own Vivr. ti, which was composed only
subsequently. The last phrase of the Vr. tti should be taken as complementary
to the statement of the kārikā: “[. . . ] since there is in it no camatkāra.”
Abhinavagupta gives voice to the surprise of the reader, who instead of
camatkāra would have expected the term vimarśa, a more familiar term and
already introduced by Utpaladeva’s argument.

ĪPVV II pp. 176–177: nanu vimarśābhāvāt jad. atā syād iti vaktavye camatkr. ter
abhāvāt iti katham. vr. ttih.
One might object: why does the Vr. tti say that it is “because of the
absence of camatkāra” that there is no sentience, instead of saying
“because of the absence of vimarśa”?
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The reply given by Abhinavagupta to his own query is complex, and,
moreover, has already been analised in the above article. What seems very
clear is that, according to Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, sentience depends
on camatkāra. A further step is the one taken by Raniero Gnoli with his elegant
formulation:

Aesthetic sensibility, as Abhinava says, is nothing but a capacity of
wonder [camatkāra] more elevated than the ordinary one. An opaque
heart does not wonder, non obstupescit. (Gnoli 1968: XLVII)

Thus, in Indian culture, wonder (of course, provisionally assuming that
camatkāra means “wonder”) would lie at the very basis of both awareness
(including philosophical awareness) and aesthetic experience. But let us
try to test this statement against the “facts” of Indian philosophy. In my
frequentation of the philosophical texts of premodern Indian philosophy, I
never came across the affirmation of philosophical thinking being triggered
by wonder. On the contrary, I would fully subscribe to Dasti’s remark (“If,
for Aristotle, philosophy begins in wonder, for Paks.ilasvāmin Vātsyāyana it
begins with doubt [. . . ]”; Dasti 2017, 209). The centrality of sam. śaya “doubt” is
affirmed at several points of the Nyāyasūtrabhās.ya, indeed one of the master-
works of Indian philosophical literature (we could even think of heuristically
extending Dasti’s remark to the whole of Indian philosophy2 ). Perhaps the
most fundamental statement can be found in the long commentary on the
first sūtra (Nyāyasūtra 1.1.1).

NBh p. 6: [. . . ] nānupalabdhe na nirn. ı̄te ’rthe nyāyah. pravartate, kim. tarhi?
sam. śayite ’rthe | yathoktam. vimr. śya paks.apratipaks. ābhyām arthāvadhāran. am.
nirn. ayah. ' iti | vimarśah. sam. śayah. | paks.apratipaks.au nyāyapravr. ttih. |
arthāvadhāran. am. nirn. ayas tattvajñānam iti | sa ca ayam. kim. svid iti vastu-
vimarśamātram anavadhāran. am. jñānam. sam. śayah. prameye ’ntarbhavann
evamarthah. pr. thag ucyate

Systematic reasoning is brought about not regarding an object which
has not been [previously] cognised or has been definitively ascertained,
but regarding an object that is doubtful. It has been said: “Definitive
ascertainment is the accurate determination of an object on the basis of

2 In the limited span of this article I cannot extend my inquiry to the Buddhist
and Jaina texts, whose basic position on the subject, however, would not differ
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thesis and antithesis, after critically pondering [various alternatives]”
[Nyāyasūtra I.1.41]. Doubt (sam. śaya) is precisely such critical ponder-
ing. [Prospecting] theses and antitheses is bringing about systematic
reasoning. Accurate determination of an object, i.e., its definitive
ascertainment, is knowledge of its real nature. Doubt is a knowledge
that does not feature the accurate determination of an object, but is
confined to pondering its real nature “is this so [or not]?”

This same doubting attitude is conspicuously present in one of the best
candidates for the translation of the Western term “philosophy”: ānvı̄ks. ikı̄,
a much-debated term very close to nyāya in this context.3

NBh p. 7: kah. punar ayam. nyāyah. ? pramān. air arthaparı̄ks.an. am. nyāyah. |
pratyaks. āgamāśritam anumānam. sānvı̄ks. ā | pratyaks. āgamābhyām ı̄ks. itasyā-
nvı̄ks.an. am anvı̄ks. ā | tayā pravartata ity ānvı̄ks. ikı̄ nyāyavidyā nyāyaśāstram

What is this systematic reasoning (nyāya)? Systematic reasoning is
a thorough examination (pari-ı̄ks. ā) of the object by using means of
right knowledge. Inferential reasoning is based on perception and
authoritative testimony. This is what is named anvı̄ks. ā, i.e., a subsequent
(anu) inquiry (ı̄ks. ā) concerning something that has already been the
object of inquiry by perception and authoritative testimony. ānvı̄ks. ikı̄
“inquisitive”—in that it acts by virtue of such subsequent inquiry
(anvı̄ks. ā)—is called the art of systematic reasoning (nyāyavidyā), the
science of systematic reasoning (nyāyaśāstra).

One more term, close to ānvı̄ks. ikı̄, of which it constitutes one of the main
instruments, is to be included in the constellation of doubt: it is tarka
“hypothetical reasoning”. Let us listen again to the Nyāyasūtrabhās.ya.

NS 1.1.40 & NBh, pp. 54–55:

avijñātatattve ’rthe kāran. opapattitas tattvajñānārtham ūhas tarkah. [NS
1,1.40] ||
Bhās.ya: avijñāyamānatattve ’rthe jijñāsā tāvaj jāyate jānı̄yemam artham iti |
atha jijñāsitasya vastuno vyāhatau dharmau vibhāgena vimr. śati kim. svid it-
tham āhosvin nettham iti | vimr. śyamānayor dharmayor ekam. kāran. opapattyā-
nujānāti sambhavaty asmin kāran. am. pramān. am. hetur iti kāran. opapattyā syād
evam etan netarad iti

significantly from that of the Brahmanical texts.
3 On ānvı̄ks. ikı̄ I refer the reader to the thorough study of P. Balcerowicz (2012); see
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Tarka is reasoning that proceeds by considering what is consistent with
knowledge sources, in order to know the truth about something that is
not definitively known (NS 1.1.40).
Bhās.ya: Desire to know arises, in the first instance, when the truth about
something is not known. “This thing should be understood.” And the
thing being considered has two contrary properties attributed to it, such
that one wavers, thinking, “Maybe it is this way, maybe not.” Granting
that there is a means to establish one of the two properties, he holds
that there is a pramān. a that would settle which is possible. One side is
possible, given the evidence of knowledge sources, and not the other.
(tr. Dasti & Phillips 2017: 44)

Thus, any kind of inquiry both in scientific treatises and debates is assumed
to proceed from some doubt. That is why in the list of prameyas doubt stands
first.4

If the role played by doubt and an inquisitive attitude in arousing the
philosophical quest is generally acknowledged, the connotation of these two
triggering factors may vary considerably. As aptly shown by P. Balcerowicz
(2012: 199), even the same text, the Mahābhārata, one of the main foundation
stones of the brahmanical establishment, contains both praises and reproba-
tions of ānvı̄ks. ikı̄, the latter becoming utterly prevalent in the later part of
the epic. Well known is also the condemnation of ānvı̄ks. ikı̄ in the Rāmāyan. a,
especially when such a critical attitude targets revealed texts. The one who
doubts about everything (sarvābhiśaṅkin) is equated in the Mahābhārata with
the fool (Balcerowicz 2012: 201). He is blamed for being too curious and
inquisitive. This is the cause of deep regret by the jackal in a famous passage
of the Mahābhārata (XIII.36.46–48):

I used to be such a pseudo-expert, a reasoner, a denigrator of the Veda,
fond of methodology [ānvı̄ks. ikı̄], i.e. a discipline of reasoning, which is
useless. I formulated doctrines based on logical reason, in assemblies I
spoke about what is based on logical reason, I calumniated and verbally
assaulted the twice-born during Vedic sacrifices. [47] I was a nihilist,
putting everything to doubt [sarvābhiśaṅkı̄], a thickhead, considering

also Halbfass 1990: 273-281.
4 NBh p. 81: yatra yatra sam. śayapūrvikā parı̄ks. ā śāstre kathāyām. vā, tatra tatraivam. sam. -

śaye paren. a pratis. iddhe samādhir vācya iti | atah. sarvaparı̄ks. āvyāpitvāt prathamam. sam. -
śayah. parı̄ks. ita iti.
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myself an expert. This [present] life of mine as a jackal, O Twice-Born, is
a consequence of all this. (tr. Balcerowicz 2012, 200).

Curiosity (kutūhala)

Does “curiosity” play any role in the genuine quest for knowledge? In
chapter XIII of his magnum opus, the Tantrāloka, Abhinavagupta says that
the ideal master should expose himself to the “flux of various gurus and
philosophical-religious traditions” (XIII.343a nānāgurvāgamasrotah. ). Then, in
the next verses Abhinavagupta refers to his own experience:

TĀ XIII.344cd–345ab:

aham apy ata evādhah. śāstradr. s. t.ikutūhalāt ||
tārkikaśrautabauddhārhadvais.n. avādı̄nn asevis. i |

Precisely for this reason, I too have attended a multiplicity of masters,
such as logicians, ritualists, buddhists, jains, vis.n. uites, doing so out of
curiosity for the scriptures and doctrines of inferior rank.

Jayaratha comments on -kutūhalāt “out of curiosity” by na tv ādarāt “not with
a zealous attitude” (but I do not know to what extent Abhinava would have
liked this gloss. . . ). The second case is drawn from Abhinavagupta’s Dhvany-
ālokalocana. The occasion is a verse by Ānandavardhana himself, which Abhi-
navagupta paraphrases:

DhĀL: evam. prathamam eva parameśvarabhaktibhājah. kutūhalamātrāva-
lambitakaviprāmān. ikobhayavr. tteh. punar api parameśvarabhaktiviśrāntir eva
yukteti manvānasyeyam uktih.
Accordingly, this stanza represents the words of a man who
first took part in devotion to God, then, out of mere curiosity
[kutūhalamātrāvalambita◦], lived the life of both a poet and philosopher,
only at the end to realize once more that repose in the love of God is
best” (tr. Ingalls et al. 1990: 655).

Once again kutūhala is associated with the powerful urge towards experi-
encing something seen as out of the mainstream. That kutūhala can be a
very powerful passion/feeling is shown by its mention in an oft-quoted
verse of the Vijñānabhairava (v. 118), which lists curiosity—side by side with
other strong experiences, such as terror, sorrow, etc.—as a psychical state
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whose cultivation is able to produce a condition “made of brahman”. In its
essence, kutūhala “curiosity” is not radically different from jijñāsā “desire to
know”; sometimes, the two terms even occur in analogous contexts basically
as synonyms.5 In a more specific sense, “curiosity” is often invoked to justify
the creation of new traditional texts which are not intended to substitute
prestigious scriptures of the remote past, but to update them by introducing
new or more specialized topics. To the case of the Purān. as, studied by G.
Bonazzoli (1983: 95-97), that of the Tantras may be added, which frequently
begin with the interlocutor of Bhairava, Śiva, Kārttikeya, etc., begging the
god to clear his “doubts” (then, the new teachings start).6

Jijñāsā

In the passage of the NBh quoted above (avijñāyamānatattve ’rthe jijñāsā tāvaj
jāyate jānı̄yemam artham iti) one more dramatis persona in the knowledge play
comes to the stage side by side with doubt: desire, or more precisely desire-
to-know. We may say that doubt is associated to philosophical inquiry
in an indirect way, that is, in that it arouses the desire-to-know, which in

5 E.g. “This subject has been examined at length by me in the Abhinavabhāratı̄, a
commentary on the Veda of Theatre. He who is curious about the matter should
look upon this work” (ĪPVV II p. 177, ayam artho ’bhinavabhāratyām. nāt.yavedavivr. tau
vitatya vyutpādito ’smābhir iti | tatkutūhalı̄ tām eva avalokayet). “Who desires
to know can thoroughly ascertain this subject on the basis of this work [the
Mālinı̄ślokavārttika]” (TĀ XXXI.37ab jijñāsus tata evedam avadhārayitum. ks.amah. ).

6 One may be reminded of the varied attitude to “curiosity” in classical antiquity.
Plutarch’s derogatory judgment (but limited to “vulgar” curiosity) is not shared by
Apuleius who instead appreciates it, while others—such as Cicero and Seneca—
oscillated between praise and blame (see their criticism of excessive zeal displayed
in pursuing the knowledge of abstruse matters, not necessary for orienting moral
conduct; cf. Seneca’s De brevitate vitae 13: inane studium superuacua discendi “the vain
passion for learning useless things ”). Among the Fathers of the Church, who gen-
erally condemn curiosity (Tertullianus does it with special virulence), particularly
interesting is the case of Augustine who is willing to appreciate curiositas but only
to the extent that it leads to knowledge and love of the Christian God (cf. Labhardt
1960: 221). St Thomas, in the footsteps of Augustine, sharply distinguishes between
vulgar curiositas from its more noble version, studiositas, properly motivated devo-
tion to learning (Walsh 1988: 84). For a thorough and insighful philosophical and
historical analysis of “curiosity” see Blumenberg 1985: 229–453.
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turn arouses philosophical inquiry.7 As is well known, the root texts of
Mı̄mām. sā and Vedānta show an almost identical incipit: atha dharmajijñāsā
and atha brahmajijñāsā “Now the desire to know dharma/brahman starts”. My
perplexity as to the reason why both sūtras start with “now the desire to
know dharma/brahman” instead of, for example, “now the teaching about
dharma/brahman” is only partially solved by Śabara’s and Śaṅkara’s com-
ments. Both of them open the discussion by the same scholastic argument8 :
if one desires to know something, it means that he does not know it, but how
can one desire to know something which is totally unknown, and, on the
other hand, if something is already commonly known, why should one desire
to know it?9 Śaṅkara, basically following the footsteps of Śabara, says that an
inquiry is made necessary by the variety of the opinions on the matter, caused
by the different standpoints of the philosophers and a certain ambiguity of
the scriptures:

BSBh p. 83: evam. bahavo vipratipannā yuktivākyatadābhāsasamāśrayāh.
santah. | tatrāvicārya yatkiñcit pratipadyamāno nih. śreyasāt pratihanyetān-
artham. ceyāt | tasmāt brahmajijñāsopanyāsamukhena vedāntavākyamı̄mām. sā
tadavirodhitarkopakaran. ā nih. śreyasaprayojanā prastūyate.

Thus, many people hold conflicting positions, basing them sometimes
on sound arguments and scriptural texts, sometimes on the mere
appearance of them. If therefore a man would embrace one of these
opinions without a critical examination, he would exclude himself from
the highest beatitude and incur demerit. By the mention of “desire to
know brahman”, deep investigation into the Vedānta texts is intended,
being supported by reasoning (tarka) not conflicting with them and
having as ultimate goal the highest beatitude.

7 The desire to know may also have another cause: existential pain. As the initial
verse of the Sām. khyakārikā says, it may be aroused by the attack of the threefold
suffering (duh. khatrayābhighātāj jijñāsā).

8 We can read it with the useful clarification by Vācaspatimiśra in his Bhāmatı̄
(p. 79): yadi prasiddham, vedāntavākyasamutthena niścayajñānena vis.ayı̄kr. tam; tato na
jijñāsitavyam, nis.pāditakriye karman. i aviśes. ādhāyinah. sādhanasya sādhananyāyātipātāt |
athāprasiddham. vedāntebhyah. , tarhi na tad vedāntāh. pratipādayantı̄ti sarvathāprasiddham.
naiva śakyam. jijñāsitum | anubhūte hi priye bhavatı̄cchā na tu sarvathānanubhūtāpūrve;
na ces.yamān. am api śakyam. jñātum, pramān. ābhāvāt.

9 The same issue is raised and carefully worked out in Plato’s Meno (71b): “If I do not
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Thus, even for Śaṅkara it is the doubt cast by conflicting views that sets
methodical reasoning into motion and opens the way to philosophical
speculation. In the words of Vācaspati: “The desire to know being the effect
of doubt indicates doubt as its cause. Doubt prompts sustained investigation
to start” (Bhāmatı̄ p. 46, jijñāsā tu sam. śayasya kāryam iti svakāran. am. sam. śayam.
sūcayati sam. śayaś ca mı̄mām. sārambham. prayojayati). Just as Vātsyāyana said,
only what is partially and problematically known can be the starting point of
any sustained inquiry.

In closing this paragraph my mind goes to another domain of Indian
culture where doubt, taken in the broadest sense, enjoys a significant role. In
the Alam. kāraśāstra, we find sam. śaya both as an alam. kāra proper (“A figure in
which two similar but discriminable things are said to be subject to a doubt
concerning their respective nature or modes of action”; Gerow 1971: 306)
and as qualification of other alam. kāras (sam. śaya-atiśayokti, sam. śaya-upamā).
Very close to sam. śaya is the alam. kāra-sam. deha (“A figure in which the speaker
hesitates to identify which of two similar things is which; the expression
of a similitude through the affectation of an inability to decide the relative
identity of two things—the subject and object of comparison”, with its sub-
types aniścaya, niścayagarbha, niścayānta; Gerow 1971, 312–314). They belong
to a constellation of terms, including śles. a10 “simultaneous expression” and
even the broader term vakrokti (“crooked expression” or, adopting Bronner’s
translation, “distortive talk”), which all point to indefiniteness, vagueness,
crookedness—in a word, doubtfulness—as a device to enhance the power
of ordinary word and push it to its higher incarnation, i.e. poetical word,
which the precise and one-to-one abhidhāna word could never reach. Let
me conclude this quick incursion into poetics by quoting what the greatest
theoretician of Baroque rhetoric, the count Emanuele Tesauro, said—in his
supremely elegant XVII c. Italian—apropos metaphor:

[M]a quella solamente, che senza dolo malo, scherzevolmente imita la
verità, ma non l’opprime: imita la falsità in guisa, che il vero vi traspaia
come per un velo: accioché da quel che si dice, velocemente tu intendi

know what a thing is, how could I know what is its nature?”
10 On śles. a I refer the reader to the excellent studies of Mazzarino (1991, especially

25–150) and Bronner 2010, especially 195–265).
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quel che si tace: e in quell’imparamento veloce (come dimostrammo) è
posta la vera essenza della Metafora. (Il cannocchiale aristotelico, p. 326)11

Plato and Aristotle on wonder

So far it seems that in Indian philosophy there is no place for wonder
among the sources of philosophical inquiry, as famously Plato and Aristotle
maintained. However, before proceeding it would be not out of place to
examine more closely their positions and find an answer to a preliminary
question: are Plato and Aristotle saying the same thing? (cf. Cusinato 2017,
229–230).

We may begin with Aristotle’s position on wonder as it is more linear
and less complex than Plato’s. These well-known passages all come from the
Metaphysics.

All men by nature desire to know. An indication of this is the delight we
take in our senses; for even apart from their usefulness they are loved for
themselves; and above all others the sense of sight. For not only with a
view to [980a25] action, but even when we are not going to do anything,
we prefer sight to almost everything else. The reason is that this, most
of all the senses, makes us know and brings to light many differences
between things. [. . . ] [982b10] That it is not a science of production
is clear even from the history of the earliest philosophers. For it is
owing to their wonder [θαυμάζειν] that men both now begin and at first
began to philosophize [ἤρξαντο ϕιλοςοϕεῖν]; they wondered originally
at the obvious difficulties, then [15] advanced little by little and stated
difficulties about the greater matters, e.g. about the phenomena of the
moon and those of the sun and the stars, and about the genesis of the
universe. And a man who is puzzled [ἀπορῶν] and wonders [θαυμάζων]
thinks himself ignorant (whence even the lover of myth is in a sense a
lover of wisdom, for myth is composed [20] of wonders); therefore since
they philosophized in order to escape from ignorance [. . . ] [983a10] Yet
the acquisition of this science must in a sense end in something which is
the opposite of our original inquiries. For all men begin, as we said, by

11 Tr.: [But that only, which without malicious intent playfully imitates truth, but
does not oppress it: it imitates falsehood in such a way that the true shines through
it as through a veil, so that from what is said quickly you understand what is kept
silent: and in that quick learning (as we showed) is placed the true essence of
metaphor].
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wondering that the matter is so (as in the case of automatic marionettes
or the solstices or the incommensurability [15] of the diagonal of a
square with the side; for it seems wonderful to all men who have not
yet perceived the explanation that there is a thing which cannot be
measured even by the smallest unit). But we must end in the contrary
and, according to the proverb, the better state, as is the case in these
instances when men learn the cause; for there is nothing which would
surprise a geometer so much as if [20] the diagonal turned out to be
commensurable. (tr. Ross 1984: 3343–3350; with slight modifications;
here and in the following passages the citation of the original Greek,
whenever deemed useful, is my own addition).12

What emerges from these passages is the “provisional” nature of Aristotle’s
wonder whose task is only to trigger the cognitive process and, hopefully,
disappear as soon as possible, i. e., once the grounds for perplexity are
cleared and the causes of the puzzling phenomenon are finally highlighted.

Quite different is the case of Plato, whose ideas on the nature of wonder
can be gleaned particularly from two dialogues, the Theaetetus and the Meno.

In the former, the young Theaetetus tries to answer an apparently innocent
question asked by Socrates: “What is knowledge?”. All Theaetetus’ replies
are dismantled one after the other until he is weary and more and more
confused:

Theaetetus: [155c] By the gods, Socrates, I am exceedingly in wonder
[ὑπερϕυῶς ὠς θαυμάζω] when I think of all these things, and sometimes
when I regard them it really makes my head swim [σκοτοδινιῶ].

Socrates: Theodorus seems to be a pretty good guesser about your
nature. For this feeling,—wonder [τοῦτο τὸ πάθος, τὸ θαυμάζειν]—
shows that you are a philosopher, since wonder is the only beginning
of philosophy [ἀρχὴ ϕιλοσοϕίας], and he who said that Iris was the
child of Thaumas made a good genealogy. (tr. Fowler 1921: 55; with
modifications).

This short passage deserves an in-depth analysis, which unfortunately the
limited space of this article does not allow. Suffice it to point out that:

12 At least also another passage of Aristotle (Rhetoric 1371a30) is worth mentioning:
“Learning things and wondering at things are also pleasant for the most part;
wondering implies the desire of learning, so that the object of wonder is an object
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a) wonder (θαυμάζειν) results in an existential disorientation (σκοτοδινιῶ)
involving the whole of the person; b) it is πάθος “feeling, passion”; c) it
is the beginning (ἀρχή) of philosophy—but ἀρχή might also be taken in the
sense of “foundation”; d) the last sentence puts the entire passage into a very
indefinite and mysterious landscape.13 More light is shed on this theme by
another Socratic dialogue, the Meno. Here we find the interlocutor of Socrates
at a loss in front of the multiplicity of positions regarding what virtue is.

[79e7–80b3] Meno: Socrates, I used to be told, before I began to meet
you, that yours was just a case of being perplexed yourself [ἀπορεῖς]
and making others perplexed also; and so now I find you are merely
bewitching me with your spells and incantations, which have reduced
me to utter perplexity [μεστὸν ἀπορίας]. And if I am indeed to have
my jest, I consider that both in your appearance and in other respects
you are extremely like the flat torpedo sea-fish; for it benumbs anyone
who approaches and touches it, and something of the sort is what I find
you have done to me now. For in truth I feel my soul and my tongue
quite benumbed, and I am at a loss what answer to give you. And yet on
countless occasions I have made abundant speeches on virtue to various
people—and very good speeches they were, so I thought—but now I
cannot say one word as to what it is. (tr. Lamb 1952: 297–299, with
slight modifications).

Here the focus is on doubt, perplexity (ἀπορία). Apparently, this is just
a paralysing factor, but in a subsequent passage Socrates shows that such
paralysis can also prove to be the condition for a deeper inquiry and
understanding. Here, Socrates addresses a slave of Meno and with the same
technique demolishes his wrong presuppositions about some geometrical
problem. The theme of intellectual paralysis comes in again (and the simile of
torpedo as well), but this time even Meno has to acknowledge the potentially
positive effects of such paralysis.

of desire [τὸ θαυμαστὸν ἐπιθυμητόν]; while in learning one is brought into one’s
natural condition” (tr. Rhys Roberts 1984, 4681).

13 Apparently, Iris should refer to philosophy, but, as far as I know, this equation has
never been made in Greek mythology. Iris is apparently a joyful and serene figure
(she is the rainbow and the messenger of the gods), but her having the Arpias
as sisters casts a disturbing shadow on her. Her father, Thaumas (assimilated to
wonder) is a minor god, belonging to an ambiguous lineage; some myths make
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[84] Socrates: There now, Meno, do you observe what progress he has
already made in his recollection? At first he did not know what is the
line that forms the figure of eight feet, and he does not know even now:
but at any rate he thought he knew then, and confidently answered as
though he knew, and was aware of no difficulty; whereas now he feels
the difficulty he is in, and besides not knowing does not think he knows.

Meno: That is true.

Socrates: And is he not better off in respect of the matter which he did
not know [οὐκοῦν νῦν βέλτιον ἔχει περὶ τὸ πρᾶγμᾳ]?

Meno: I think that too is so.

Socrates: Now, by causing him to doubt [ἀπορεῖν] and giving him the
torpedo’s shock, have we done him any harm ?

Meno: I think not.

Socrates: And we have certainly given him some assistance, it would
seem, towards finding out the truth of the matter: for now he will push
on in the search gladly, as lacking knowledge [ζητήσειν ἂν ἡδέως οὐκ
εἰδώς]; whereas then he would have been only too ready to suppose he
was right in saying, before any number of people any number of times,
that the double space must have a Une of double the length for its side.

Meno: It seems so.

Socrates: Now do you imagine he would have attempted to inquire or
learn what he thought he knew, when he did not know it, until he had
been reduced to the perplexity [ἀπορία] of realizing that he did not know,
and had felt a craving to know [ἐπόθησεν τὸ εἰδέναι]?

Meno: I think not, Socrates.

Socrates: Then the torpedo’s shock was of advantage to him ?

Meno: I think so. (tr. Lamb 1952: 314–315)

Not only does this passage show that any knowledge process starts with
wonder/paralysis, but also that in order to ensure the effectiveness of any
cognitive activity such an initial wonder/paralysis attitude should be care-
fully maintained, stored, so to speak, in the background.14 Besides keeping
the desire for knowledge constantly alive, it also features two side effects:

him the son of Pontos, the sea in its wild and dangerous aspects.
14 Cf. Napolitano Valditara 2007: 258: “It actually figures in this passage of the Meno
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making the subject humbly aware of his limits and creating a “respectful”
cognitive attitude toward the object.15 A sentence by the Neoplatonist
Ammonius Saccas, quoted by Plutarch in the De E apud Delphos (385c; p.
720), represents a perfect synthesis of Plato’s position: “For the beginning
of philosophy is inquiry (ζητεῖν), and the beginning of inquiry is wonder
(θαυμάζειν) and doubt/perplexity (ἀπορεῖν) [. . . ]”.

A short digression on Descartes and Kant

In 1649 Descartes published a highly acute and influential treatise on the
human passions, Les passions de l’âme, his last work, in which wonder holds
pride of place. The word for “wonder” is the French admiration, deriving from
Lat. admiratio (admirari has the same emphasis on vision as the Gr. θαυμάζειν,
and is the standard translation of θαυμάζειν by Latin authors).

53. Wonder
When our first encounter with some object surprises us and we find it
novel, or very different from what we formerly knew or from what we
supposed it ought to be, this causes us to wonder and to be astonished at
it. Since all this may happen before we know whether or not the object is
beneficial to us, I regard wonder as the first of all the passions. It has no
opposite, for, if the object before us has no characteristics that surprise
us, we are not moved by it at all and we consider it without passion. (tr.
Stuthoff 1985: 350)

the verb πόθειν (84c6: ἐπόθησεν τὸ εἰδέναι) indicating yearning, nostalgic longing
of something lost, previously enjoyed, perfect homologue of eros that leads us to
contemplate copies of Beauty: it is therefore certain that the pain we are talking
about, that the pain of ἀπορεῖν is not only positive (because, as hypothesized,
natural), but necessary, it is the only possible access for us to the true, as the pain
of childbirth or the pain of therapy are necessary to promote the natural processes
of birth and healing” (my translation of the Italian original).

15 I should like to refer to what R.W. Hepburn says in the essay that I consider the
most insightful, and concise, philosophical introduction to the concept of wonder:
“From a wondering recognition of forms of value proper to other beings, and a
refusal to see them simply in terms of one’s own utility-purposes, there is only a
short step to humility. Humility, like wonder, involves openness to new forms of
value: both are opposed to the attitude of ‘We’ve seen it all!’ ” (Hepburn 1984: 146).
In fact, also the famous nil admirari of Cicero, Horace, Seneca, etc., would deserve



Afterthoughts on Camatkāra 325

70. Wonder: its definition and cause
Wonder is a sudden surprise of the soul which brings it to consider
with attention the objects that seem to it unusual and extraordinary. (tr.
Stuthoff 1985: 353)

72. What the strength of wonder consists in
This does not prevent it from having considerable strength because of
the element of surprise, i.e. the sudden and unexpected arrival of the
impression which changes the movement of the spirits. Such surprise
is proper and peculiar to this passion, so that when it is found in the
other passions—and it normally occurs in and augments almost all of
them—this is because wonder is joined with them. (tr. Stuthoff 1985:
353)

Although wonder is defined by Descartes “the first of all the passions”, the
rest of his considerations are more and more cautious, if not derogatory.
Wonder serves to raise attention to a certain object and, more in general,
to awaken the subject from his ordinary state of indifference and open him
to cognition (and passions). However, Descartes adds, if wonder is useful
to awaken the subject’s attention, this is not enough to drive him to truly
scientific inquiry. On the contrary, an excessive dose of wonder may block
him at the door of knowledge and halt his cognitive progress.16

76. In what ways it can be harmful, and how we can make good its deficiency
and correct its excess.
But more often we wonder too much rather than too little, as when we
are astonished in looking at things which merit little or no consideration.
This may entirely prevent or pervert the use of reason. Therefore,

a close investigation with a view to assessing its proper (and deeper) meaning. . .
16 This will also be the position of Spinoza in the Ethica more geometrico demonstrata.

Wonder (admiratio) immobilises the subject in front of the object, and this hypnotic
adhesion to the object in its singularity prevents the subject from furthering his
cognitive activity, which would be expected to establish relations among different
entities (III, def. IV, p. 230 “[H]ence, I do not include wonder [admiratio] among the
emotions, nor do I see why I should so include it, inasmuch as this distraction of
the mind arises from no positive cause drawing away the mind from other objects,
but merely from the absence of a cause, which should determine the mind to pass
from the contemplation of one object to the contemplation of another” (cf. Barrier
2017: 51–54). In sum, for Spinoza it is impossible to proceed from wonder to
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although it is good to be born with some inclination to wonder, since
it makes us disposed to acquire scientific knowledge, yet after acquiring
such knowledge we must attempt to free ourselves from this inclination
as much as possible. (tr. Stuthoff 1985: 355)

The dark side of wonder (admiration) is precisely the excess of it, which
Descartes calls étonnement (“astonishment”). After some remarks about its
“physiology”, he concludes:

73 . What astonishment is.
[. . . ] As a result the whole body remains as immobile as a statue, making
it possible for only the side of the object originally presented to be
perceived, and hence impossible for a more detailed knowledge of the
object to be acquired. This is what we commonly call ’being astonished'.
Astonishment is an excess of wonder, and it can never be other than bad.
(tr. Stuthoff 1985: 354)

We may conclude this short journey into Western wonder by referring to
a beautiful passage of Kant’s Critique of Judgement, which may be taken as
the synthesis of a very long tradition. Once again the focus is on a sharp
distinction between paralyzing and dynamising wonder (i.e. Verwunderung
vs. Bewunderung), thus bringing us back to Plato (not to Aristotle).

Analytic of Teleological Judgement, §62
Now astonishment [Verwunderung] is a shock that the mind receives
from a representation and the rule given through it being incompatible
with the principles already grounded in the mind, and that accordingly
makes one doubt one’s own eyes or question one’s judgement; but
admiration [Bewunderung] is an astonishment that keeps continually
recurring despite the disappearance of this doubt. [Bewunderung aber
eine immer wiederkommende Verwunderung, ungeachtet der Verschwindung
dieses Zweifels]17 Admiration is consequently quite a natural effect of
observing the above-mentioned purposiveness in the essence of things
(as phenomena), and so far there is really nothing to be said against
it. For the agreement of the above form of sensuous intuition, which is

systematic knowledge.
17 I do prefer the translation “wonderment” for Bewunderung, proposed by Ronald

W. Hepburn (Hepburn 1984, 133), unless we bear in mind the original, and wider,
meaning of the Latin word admiratio from which the English “admiration” derives.
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called space, with the faculty of concepts, namely understanding, not
only leaves it inexplicable why it is this particular form of agreement
and not some other, but, in addition, produces an expansion of the mind
in which it suspects, so to speak, the existence of something lying be-
yond the confines of such sensuous representations, in which, perhaps,
although unknown to us, the ultimate source of that accordance could
be found. (tr. Meredith-Walker 2007: 193)

Conclusion

The attempt to identify a meeting point in the diverse positions held by
Western and Indian philosophers about the ἀρχή of philosophy appears more
problematic than expected. Wonder seemed to be the best candidate, but it
failed to even pass a very cursory examination. In the West, “wonder” is
conspicuously present in the investigations about the ἀρχή of philosophy, but
with a multiplicity of shades of meaning, already nested in the archetypal
word θαυμάζειν (and derivates) of the Greek tradition, then continued by
the Latin admiratio. Furthermore, notwithstanding what has sometimes been
argued, in Indian philosophical texts, and in general in Indian culture, the as-
sociation of wonder with the birth of philosophy has never been maintained.
Not even the view of camatkāra in the sense of “wonder” as the pre-condition
of philosophical awareness and aesthetic experience can be admitted, simply
because camatkāra, though having the meaning “wonder” within its semantic
area, has been used in a very different sense by the great Kashmiri authors
Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, who assigned to this concept a central
role in their philosophico-aesthetical speculation18 . However, if wonder
has proved to be an unsuitable candidate, doubt seems to impose itself

18 In fact, the fortune of camatkāra as a technical term in Indian thought largely
derives from their works. As to the grounds of my statement about the ‘real’
meaning of camatkāra, I refer the reader to my forthcoming article, of which I
can anticipate some of the conclusive remarks: “Tentatively, we may say that this
concept was borrowed from ordinary gustative experience and given a central
place in epistemological discourse, from which a brilliant career started with a
rebirth in the higher sphere of gustative experience, namely poetry and theatre, or
more in general of aesthetic experience as a whole. A comprehensive translation
(which I have purposely suspended so far) might be: ‘inner deep savouring,
marked by a sense of bliss and aesthetic appreciation’ ”.
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as a much-better alternative. As we have seen, in the Indian tradition,
sam. śaya (or sam. deha) “doubt” is acknowledged as the prime component of
the group of factors driving man towards knowledge, along with kutūhala
“curiosity” and jijñāsā “desire-to know”. The same can be said for the
Western tradition, including the Greek one, which takes doubt/perplexity
as a significant component of wonder: the paralysing astonishment before
the conflicting aspects of reality (ἀπορία) is the preliminary stage—or even
the presupposition—for the starting of intellectual inquiry. While for some
Western philosophers, such as Aristotle, Descartes, Spinoza and others,
doubt/perplexity and wonder are to be overcome and finally abandoned
once the knowledge process has successfully started, for others—such as
Plato and Kant—a doubting-wondering attitude should remain in the heart
of any genuine quest for knowledge. This same attitude is considered the core
itself of ānvı̄ks. ikı̄, the inquisitive attitude whose legacy was explicitly claimed
by the Nyāya system. In Śaṅkara’s commentary on Brahmasūtra II.1.11 the
topic of the fundament of human reasoning is examined at length. The
arguments against human tarka—in which Śaṅkara also includes the tarka of
the mahāpurus.as, such as Kapila and Kan. abhuk (Kan. āda)—are the usual ones,
and can be summarized by what he says at the very outset: it is not possible
for the tarkas to be based on a solid foundation because of the diversity
of human opinions (Brahmasūtrabhās.ya p. 448, na pratis. t.hitatvam. 19 tarkān. ām.
śakyam āśrayitum. , purus.amativairūpyāt). However, in the course of a sustained
discussion between the upholder of the scriptures as the sole unshakable
basis of knowledge and the defender of human tarka, an unexpected position
is put forward: Why consider the diversity of human reasoning as a fault,
while it is in fact a positive quality enabling men to question any given
knowledge, and due to unending refinements arrive at higher and higher
achievements?

BSBh, p. 449: ayam eva tarkasyālaṅkāro yad apratis. t.hitatvam. nāma | evam. hi
sāvadyatarkaparityāgena niravadyas tarkah. pratipattavyo bhavati

But such a lack of unshakable basis is just an ornament of human
reasoning! For it is precisely by abandoning faulty reasonings that
faultless reasoning may be obtained.

19 On apratis. t.hitatvam. cf. Halbfass 1991, 147.
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Unfortunately this is just a pūrvapaks.a, immediately liquidated by Śaṅkara:
the knowledge of Brahman can only be attained through revelation and
reasoning clinging to revelation (ibid. āgamavaśenāgamānusāritarkavaśena ca).
All the same, we must be grateful to Śaṅkara for giving voice to a nostalgic
of the glorious ānvı̄ks. ikı̄. . .
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Arthaśāstra.” In: Ed. P. Balcerowicz, World view and theory in Indian philosophy.
Delhi. 173–245.

Barrier, Th. 2017. “La capture de l’esprit: attention et admiration chez Descartes et
Spinoza.” Les Études philosophiques 171-1: 43–58.

Blumenberg, H. 1985. The Legitimacy of the Modern Age. Cambridge (Mass.) [Engl.
Transl. by R.M. Wallace of Die Legitimität der Neuzeit, II ed., Frankfurt 1976].

Bonazzoli, G. 1983. “Remarks on the nature of the Purān. a-s.” Purān. a 25-1: 77–113.
Bronner, Y. 2010. Extreme Poetry: The South Asian Movement of Simultaneous Narration.

New York.
Cusinato, G. 2017. Periagoge: Teoria della singolarità e filosofia come esercizio di trasfor-

mazione. II ed. Collana della Rivista di Filosofia “Thaumázein.” Verona.
Dasti, M.R. 2017. “Vātsyāyana: cognition as a guide to action.” In: Ed. J. Ganeri, The

Oxford Handbook of Indian Philosophy. New York. 209–230.
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A Note on satya

Y A G I T o r u
O s a k a G a k u i n U n i v e r s i t y

0. Introduction

In the commentary Vyākhyāsudhā on Amara 1.7.22a: satyam. tathyam r. tam.
samyag, the nominal stem satya- is analysed as follows: sati sādhu satyam1

‘the truth is that which is fit for, in other words, accords with, that which
is existent.’ Both Böhtlingk-Roth and Monier-Williams translate the triplets
paramārthena, paramārthatah. and paramārthāt as, among others, ‘in Wirk-
lichkeit, in reality.’2 The third of these paramārthāt occurs, e.g. in Mbh
3.297.71ab: ānr. śam. syam. paro dharmah. paramārthāc ca me matam. , which van
Buitenen translates into ‘uncruelty is the highest of Laws, this I know as the
final truth.’3 On the other hand, Johnson puts it into ‘compassion I consider
the highest Law, superior to the highest goal.’4 It is also possible to put it into,
e.g. ‘uncruelty is, in reality or from the viewpoint of the ultimate truth, the
highest Law, this is my thought.’ I agree with Böhtlingk-Roth and Monier-
Williams that the ablative in the present context refers to an apādāna ‘a point
of departure’ in the form of a standard of judgement. By which rule can the
ablative paramārthāt function predicatively in the sense of ‘this I know as the
final truth’? The twins sam. vr. tyā and paramārthatah. occur, e.g. in Candrakı̄rti’s
Prasannapadā.5 Some translate them into, among others, ‘from the surface
[point of view], from the ultimate [standpoint]’6 or ‘selon la convention
mondaine, du point de vue de la réalité absolue.’7 Does paramārthatah.

1 A.4.4.98: tatra sādhuh. (yat 75).
2 S.V. paramārtha.
3 Van Buitenen 1981: 803.
4 Johnson 2005: 323.
5 MacDonald 2015: I 167, 168, 170, 171, 172, 177, 179, 180, 181, 182, 184, 261, 262, 268;

de la Vallée Poussin 1992: 492, 493.
6 MacDonald 2015: II 114, 115.
7 May 1959: 182, 227.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 333–341.
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in question really correspond not to the instrumental paramārthena which
denotes a laks.an. a (attribute, characteristic) but to the ablative paramārthāt
which denotes an apādāna in the form of a standard of judgement, such as a
viewpoint? Does the instrumental sam. vr. tyā in question really refer not to a
laks.an. a but to a karan. a in the form of a standard of judgement? In this essay,
standing on pioneers’ painstaking studies and basing myself on Pān. inı̄yas, I
would like to examine these problems.

1. Threefold truth

Amara 3.3.83cd runs as follows: satye sādhau vidyamāne praśaste ’bhyarhite ca
sat. Therefore the nominal stem sat- ‘that which is existent’ means ‘that which
is true,’ i.e. the truthI (satya). If each of A and B is a sat and it remains
unuttered, I define it as a fact/reality. Once the sat A is uttered, the pada
(word) A corresponding to the sat A accords with the sat A, not with the sat
B. Therefore the pada A is the truthII . The artha (meaning) A of the pada
A accords also with the sat A, not with the sat B; accordingly the artha A
is also the truthIII . Similarly, if each of ‘A is B’ and ‘A is C’ is a sat and it
remains unuttered, I define it as a fact/reality. Once the sat ‘A is B’ is uttered,
the vākya (utterance) ‘A is B’ corresponding to the sat ‘A is B’ accords with
the sat ‘A is B,’ not with the sat ‘A is C.’ Therefore the vākya ‘A is B’ is the
truth.II The artha ‘A is B’ of the vākya ‘A is B’ accords also with the sat ‘A is
B,’ not with the sat ‘A is C’; accordingly the artha ‘A is B’ is also the truth.III

In this way, the karmadhāraya8 compound paramārtha- whose last member is
equivalent to abhidheya9 implies ‘die höchste Wahrheit, the highest truth.’10

Between the sat ‘A is B’ (truthI ) and the vākya ‘A is B’ (truthII ) there is much
difference in that, the former has not yet been uttered, whereas the latter has
been. But the vākya ‘A is B’ (truthII ) and the artha ‘A is B’ (truthIII ) are one
and the same truth in that both of them accord with the sat ‘A is B.’

8 Cardona 1997: par. 314.
9 Amara 3.3.86ab: artho ’bhidheya-rai-vastu-prayojana-nivr. ttis.u.
10 See note 2.
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2. A.2.3.21

A.2.3.21: ittham. bhūtalaks.an. e (tr. tı̄yā 18) provides that the third case ending
denotes an attribute of someone/something that has attained such-and-such
a mode/state.

2.1. The speaker’s desire to express (vivaks. ā)

If by the phrase jat. ābhis tāpasah. a speaker desires to express the matted hair as
a karan. a, he appeals to A.2.3.18: kartr.karan. ayos tr. tı̄yā. Thus the phrase means
‘an ascetic [recongnized as such] by means of the matted hair.’ If he desires to
express the matted hair as a hetu, he appeals to A.2.3.23: hetau (tr. tı̄yā 18). The
phrase means ‘an ascetic [recognized as such] because of the matted hair.’ If
he wants, however, to express the matted hair as a laks.an. a of the ascetic, he
resorts to A.2.3.21. The phrase means ‘an ascetic [marked as such] with the
matted hair.’ In this way the present third case ending11 refers to a laks.an. a
not as a subordinate item (upasarjana) but as a principal item (pradhāna).

2.2. Three types of attributes

The Oxford English Dictionary defines the word attribute as follows12 :

1. [Type A] A quality or character ascribed to any person or thing,
one which is in common estimation or usage assigned to him; hence,
sometimes, [Type B] an epithet or appellation in which the quality is
ascribed. 3. [Type C] A material object recongnized as appropriate to,
and thus, symbolic of, any office or actor; spec. in Painting, Sculpture; A
conventional symbol added, as an accessory, to denote the character or
show the identity of the personage represented.

11 Referring to Pān. ini (ayam), Patañjali explains a laks.an. a as a principal item
(prādhānyena laks.an. am) as follows. Mahābhās.ya II: 503b–504a on A.2.3.21: ayam.
prādhānyena laks.an. am. pratinirdiśati—ittham. bhūtasya laks.an. am ittham. bhūtalaks.an. am.
tasminn ittham. bhūtalaks.an. a iti. In Br.hacchabdenduśekhara on SK 566, Nāgeśa
amplifies as follows: jat. ābhir iti. jñāpyatvarūpah. sambandhas tr. tı̄yārthah. . tad āha
jat. ājñāpyeti. yat tu ‘jat. ābhis tāpaso jñāta’ ity arthāj jñānakriyāyām. jat. ādı̄nām. karan. atvād
eva tr. tı̄yāsiddher idam. vyartham’ iti. tan na. karan. atvāvivaks. āyām. s.as. t.hı̄bādhanārtham
āvaśyakatvāt. etena ‘hetutr. tı̄yayedam. siddham’ ity apāstam. laks.yalaks.an. abhāvasyaiva
vivaks. itatvāc ceti dik.

12 S.V. attribute.
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Prasannapadā runs: svata iti vidyamānam. hetutvena bravı̄s. i.13 MacDonald’s
translation is: [When you say] “from self” (svatah. ), you assert something
[already] existing to be the cause (hetutvena).14 Here the property of being
a cause (hetutva) is ascribed to something [already] existing (vidyamāna), and
so corresponds to Type A. In other words, the property hetutva belonging
to a hetu belongs also to a vidyamāna, and so the substratum (adhikaran. a)
of the property hetutva is one and the same thing, such as a vidyamāna.
Therefore the accusative vidyamānam. and the instrumental hetutvena refer to
one and the same substratum, such as something [already] existing. Thus
the instrumental hetutvena can function predicatively.15 Abhijñānaśākuntala
2.18cd runs: parihāsajalpitam. sakhe paramārthena na gr.hyatām. vacah. .16 Kāle’s
translation is: O friend, let not (my) words, uttered in jest, be taken in
earnest (as of true import).17 It is also possible to put it into: O friend,
let my words, uttered for a joke, not be taken for the ultimate meaning.18

Here the ultimate meaning (paramārtha) in which the quality of being the
ultimate meaning (paramārthatva) of a vacas is ascribed corresponds to Type
B. The appellation paramārtha belonging to a paramārtha belongs also to a
vacas. Thus the substratum of the appellation paramārtha is one and the same
thing, such as a vacas. Therefore the nominative vacah. and the instrumental
paramārthena refer to one and the same substratum, such as (my) words.
Like paramārthatvena, the instrumental paramārthena can, therefore, function
predicatively. The matted hair in the phrase jat. ābhis tāpasah. ‘an ascetic
[marked as such] with the matted hair,’ which is a material object recognized
as appropriate to, and thus, symbolic of, the office of an ascetic, corresponds
to Type C. The property jat.ātva belongs to the matted hair. On the other hand,

13 MacDonald 2015: I 143.
14 MacDonald 2015: II 59.
15 The sentence vidyamānam. (A.2.3.2) hetutvena (A.2.3.21) bravı̄s. i is substantially

equivalent to vidyamānam. hetum. (A.1.4.51) bravı̄s. i. A similar construction such as
‘instrumental + (na) + arthah. , prayojanam or the like’ often occurs in the Sanskrit
texts. To sum up, the instrumental laid down by A.2.3.21 can function predica-
tively under a given conditon.

16 Kāle 1969: 84.
17 Kāle 1969: 85.
18 Rāghavabhat.t.a’s comment is: parihāsena vividham. jalpitam. yatra tad vacah. śakun-

talāyām anurāgakathanarūpam. paramārthena na gr.hyatām.
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the property tāpasatva belongs to an ascetic. Thus the substratum of the
property jat.ātva is different from that of the property tāpasatva. Therefore the
instrumental jat. ābhis refers to the matted hair while the nominative tāpasah.
refers to an ascetic. This instrumental form cannot function predicatively.

3. Candrakı̄rti’s grammatical interpretation of satyadvaya

Nāgārjuna’s MMK XXIV. 8 runs: dve satye samupāśritya buddhānām. dhar-
madeśanā, lokasam. vr. tisatyam. ca satyam. ca paramārthatah. .19 May translates this
verse as: Les Buddha enseignent la loi sur la base de deux vérités: la vérité
mondaine de surface et la vérité absolue.20

3.1. Lokasam. vr.tisatya

Candrakı̄rti analyses lokasam. vr. tisatya- as follows: loke sam. vr. tir lokasam. vr. tih.
. . . lokasam. vr. tyā satyam. lokasam. vr. tisatyam.21 According to Patañjali, A.2.1.4:
saha supā is split into two rules, i.e. A.2.1.4a: saha (samārthena 1, sup 2) and
A.2.1.4b: supā (saha 4a, sup 2). In addition, A.2.1.4b is not only an adhikāra
(heading) but also a laks.an. a (prescriptive rule).22 Therefore, in the present
case, A.2.1.4b is applicable in order to form a compound. loke ‘in the world’
and sam. vr. tih. ‘the convention’ combine by A.2.1.4b, and form the compound
lokasam. vr. tih. ‘the convention in the world.’ lokasam. vr. tyā ‘the convention in
the world’ and satyam ‘the truth’ combine according to A.2.1.4b, and form the
compound lokasam. vr. tisatyam ‘the truth as the convention in the world.’ The
instrumental lokasam. vr. tyā refers, in my opinion, not to a karan. a in the form
of a standard of judgement but to a laks.an. a in the form of an epithet of the
truth.

3.2. Paramārthasatya

With regard to MMK XXIV.8d: satyam. ca paramārthatah. , I do not know
Nāgārjuna’s opinion about the way in which paramārthatah. is construed with

19 De la Vallée Poussin 1992: 492.
20 May 1959: 225.
21 De la Vallée Poussin 1992: 493.
22 Mahābhās.ya II: 358b: adhikāraś ca laks.an. am. ca. yasya samāsasyānyalaks.an. am nāstı̄dam.
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satyam. . But Candrakı̄rti paraphrases this part by the phrase paramārthasatyam.
ca.23 His analysis of paramārthasatya- is: paramaś cāsāv arthaś ceti paramārthah. .
tad eva satyam. paramārthasatyam.24 paramah. ‘that which is ultimate,’ i.e. this
very term and arthah. ‘the meaning’ combine by A.2.1.57: viśes.an. am (sup 2)
viśes.yen. a (samānādhikaran. ena 49) (saha 4) bahulam, and form the karmadhāraya
paramārthah. ‘the meaning which is ultimate, i.e. the ultimate meaning.’ This
very term and satyam ‘the truth’ combine according to A.2.1.57, and form
paramārthasatyam ‘the truth which is the ultimate meaning, i.e. the truth as
the ultimate meaning.’ Judging from his paraphrase of satyam. paramārthatah.
by paramārthasatyam and his analysis of paramārthasatyam into tad eva satyam,
it is natural to think as follows: The indeclinable paramārthatah. functions
predicatively, in other words, refers to a laks.an. a in the form of an epithet
of the truth.

3.3. The term laks. an. a

In the Prasannapadā, the term laks.an. a occurs often. For example25 , sam. vr. ti-
paramārthalaks.an. asatyadvayasya ‘two truths having as their mark the conven-
tion and the ultimate meaning respectively,’ paramārthalaks.an. ām. śūnyatām ‘the
emptiness whose mark is the ultimate meaning’ and ayam. śūnyatālaks.an. o
dharmah. ‘this law the mark of which is the emptiness.’ From these we can
say as follows: The convention is the epithet of one truth while the ultimate
meaning is that of the other; the ultimate meaning is the epithet of the
emptiness; the emptiness is the epithet of this law.

tasya laks.an. am. bhavis.yati.
23 De la Vallée Poussin 1992: 492.
24 De la Vallée Poussin 1992: 494.
25 De la Vallée Poussin 1992: 494, 495, 498.
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4. Conclusion
4.1. Paramārthatah. equivalent to both paramārthena and paramārthāt

Vt.1 on A.5.4.44 runs as follows: tasiprakaran. a ādyādibhya upasam. khyānam. .26

Because the group beginning with ādi- is a type listing (ākr.tigan. a),27

paramārtha- is included in an ādyādigan. a. In the present case, the wording
ādyādibhyah. occurs in A.5.4.46: atigrahāvyathanaks. epes.v akartari tr. tı̄yāyāh. , and
turns into a new rule, i.e. A.5.4.46a: (akartari tr. tı̄yāyāh. 46) ādyādibhyah. (tasih.
44, anyatarasyām 42) and A.5.4.46b: atigrahāvyathanaks. epes.u (akartari tr. tı̄yāyāh.
46a, tasih. 44, anyatarasyām 42). Therefore paramārthatah. corresponds by
A.5.4.46a to paramārthena (A.2.3.18). If we resort to the division of a rule
(yogavibhāga), A.5.4.46 can be split into two rules, i.e. A.5.4.46c: akartari
tr. tı̄yāyāh. (tasih. 44, anyatarasyām 42) and A.5.4.46d: atigrahāvyathanaks. epes.u
(akartari tr. tı̄yāyāh. 46b, tasih. 44, anyatarasyām 42). Therefore paramārthatah.
corresponds by A.5.4.46c to paramārthena (A.2.3.18). On the other hand,
paramārthatah. corresponds also to paramārthāt (A.2.3.28) by A.5.4.45: apādāne
ca (pañcamyās tasih. 44, anyatarasyām 42) ahı̄yaruhoh. . Whether the taddhita
suffix -tas corresponds to the third case ending which refers to a karan. a
in the form of a standard of judgement or to the fifth case ending which
refers to an apādāna in the form of a standard of judgement, the indeclinable
paramārthatah. denotes a standard of judgement, such as the point of view.
Therefore MMK XXIV.8cd: lokasam. vr. tisatyam. [=lokasam. vr. tyā satyam. ] ca satyam.
ca paramārthatah. [=paramārthena/paramārthāt] means, e.g. ‘the truth according
to the convention in the world and the truth from the point of view of
the ultimate meaning.’ This is, in my opinion, untenable because of Can-
drakı̄rti’s analysis of paramārthasatya- mentioned in 3.2 and of his wording
samvr. tiparamārthalaks.an. asatyadvayasya mentioned in 3.3.

4.2. Paramārthatah. equivalent to paramārthena, not to paramārthāt

When -tas corresponds, by A.5.4.46a or A.5.4.46c, to the third case ending
which refers to a laks.an. a, paramārthatah. can function predicatively. In other

26 Mahābhās.ya IV: 414a. -Tas according to vt. 1 on A.5.4.44 is sometimes designated
as sārvavibhaktika (corresponding to all the case endings). See, among others,
Br.hacchabdenduśekhara II: 1542.

27 Cardona 1997: par. 204 and par. 210.
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words, paramārthatah. is equivalent to paramārthena (A.2.3.21), which is the
so-called predicative instrumental. Therefore 8cd means ‘the truth as the
convention in the world and the truth as the ultimate meaning.’ If one asserts
that because -tas usually corresponds to the fifth case ending it is the so-
called predicative ablative, his assertion is untenable, for this means that the
ablative paramārthāt as well as paramārthatah. can function predicatively. But I
think that so far such an ablative has not been attested. By which rule can an
ablative such as paramārthāt function predicatively? The so-called predicative
ablative is, in fact, a predicative instrumental. This is proved by the fact that
-tas is a svārthika suffix.28

4.3. Tanji’s translation

Tanji translates MMK XXIV. 8 as follows: The teachings of the law by the
Buddhas are based on two truths, the truth which is the convention in the
world and the truth as the ultimate meaning (諸仏の法の説示は二諦に依って
いる。世間世俗諦と勝義としての諦とである).29 His translation of the phrase
lokasam. vr. tyā satyam. lokasam. vr. tisatyam is: The truth which is the convention in
the world is the truth as the convention in the world (世間世俗諦は世間世
俗としての諦である).30 I agree with, among others, Tanji that Candrakı̄rti
considers both of sam. vr. tyā and paramārthatah. to be the so-called predicative
instrumental which refers to a laks.an. a.
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SK: Siddhāntakaumudı̄. Eds. G.S. Caturveda, and P.S. Bhāskara. Vaiyākaran. asiddhā-
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Kucha’s Pictorial Programmes:
The Example of Kizil Cave 175 (Temptation Cave)

M o n i k a Z I N

S ä c h s i s c h e A k a d e m i e d e r W i s s e n s c h a f t e n /
U n i v e r s i t ä t L e i p z i g

Unlike the countless reliefs, whose position within the context of a sanctuary 
can rarely be determined, painted temples provide us with an insight into the 
placement of individual scenes in the interior and their position in relation 
to the neighbouring or facing images. Both the caves in Ajanta, India, 
and in Kucha, Central Asia, reveal well thought-out pictorial programmes. 
Examples of compositional symmetry—be it due to purely formal similarities 
or because the topics illustrated were connected by content or underlying 
meaning—show that the painters coordinated all components of the decora-
tion to create the pictorial programme of the entire temple. These observa-
tions inspired attempts to explain the cave decoration as a programme that 
encompasses the entirety of paintings and is closely related to the architecture 
of the respective cave. The latter is decisive; it determines the selection 
of themes depicted and thus the entire programme. This, however, also 
results in an inherent danger of seeing a soteriological significance in the 
classification of paintings even in cases when it may just be the rooted in 
the given architecture.

Determining the pictorial programmes is difficult for many reasons. Nu-
merous paintings have been destroyed or detached; the original locations of 
fragments housed in museums have to be established before any programme 
can be identified, and only comparative analysis of many caves will reveal 
the regularities of the depictions and thus their possible significance. The 
identification of these programmes in the caves of Kizil and its neighbouring 
sites is, however, one of the most important tasks of the long-term project 
“Buddhist Murals of Kucha on the Northern Silk Road” at the Saxon 
Academy of Sciences and Humanities in Leipzig. I would like to dedicate 
this essay, the result of painstaking labour by the entire team, to Eli Franco, 
the Project Director, as gratitude for his enduring support and first of all as a 
token of our decades-long friendship.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli 
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 343–386.
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What this essay will try to show is that the choice of topics depicted as
well as the organisation of the paintings is guided by principles of symmetry
in the interiors, in relation to the existing architecture.

What is already generally known about the Kucha paintings—which are
mostly of narrative character—is the following: The most common type of
painted cave at Kucha is the so-called “central pillar cave.” The walls of
their main chamber show the Buddha’s sermons in square images, while
the scenes in the vaulted ceilings—mostly sermons represented only by their
main elements in a “telegraphic style,” more rarely jātakas—are embedded
in a highly stylised landscape: the narrative contents appear in the lozenges
imitating the mountains. The mountains on vaults merge into the mountain
landscape in the lunette of the rear wall, where the visit of Indra and the vı̄n. ā-
playing gandharva Pañcaśikha are shown around the sculpture of the Buddha
placed in the main cult-niche. The corridors at the back of the caves contain
scenes from the parinirvān. a narrative cycle and the lunette above the exit door
depicts the Bodhisatva Maitreya. Additional space for even more narrative
content is provided by narrow strips below the sermon scenes on the walls,
where jātakas can be shown.

Non-narrative content also has its place within the pictorial programmes:
below the vaults, deities are placed on balconies. These seem to observe and
comment the events in the square sermon scenes below—the inhabitants of
heaven are present in the cave. Images of “real” (i.e. contemporary) donors
and monks—sometimes labelled with inscriptions—are located either on the
walls of the corridors, always facing the main room, or on the front wall on
either side of the entrance. However, this position can also be occupied by
non-human guards—yaks.as and nāgas.

As we can see, an organization of the space is there, but the artists and
those who commissioned them were able to include variations, so that it
actually seems questionable whether we can speak of a “typical” programme.
Variations are not at all uncommon, and they in turn repeat themselves; it
appears thus that other programmes, perhaps used parallel to “the typical,”
also existed. Instead of Maitreya, the defeat of Māra appears, Indra’s visit is
sometimes replaced by the scene with the young Brahmin ascetic standing on
one leg in front of the Buddha (Buddha Pus.ya, vide infra). Below the sermon



Kucha’s Pictorial Programmes: The Example of Kizil Cave 175 345

scenes on the side walls, jātakas can appear or images of the seascape (Zin
2019a) while the parinirvān. a events can be reduced or even omitted.1

Based on our current knowledge it is impossible to determine whether
the deviations in the programme indicate a change in meaning. For example,
how do we explain the replacement of Maitreya (of Brahmin caste) in the
lunette above the door by a scene showing a Brahmin ascetic, presumably
Bāvari with his disciples, one of whom is called Ajita (as Maitreya is also
called),2 or by the attempt of the Kāśyapas—Brahmin ascetics—to extinguish
the burning hut of the Buddha.3 While such questions remain unanswered,
it can be said with certainty that the sermon scenes in which the demons
worship the Buddha were placed opposite each other intentionally—perhaps
indicating their interchangeability?—as such scenes occur frequently and are
consistently placed like that (Zin 2023, 3.10–3.15).

When fundamental innovations appear in the caves’ programmes—such
as the standing Buddhas on all walls (Konczak-Nagel 2022), or jātakas as
large-scale scenes in the side corridors4 —these are often described as late
deviations. This may be true for some of the topics depicted but to relate
such deviations to chronological development presupposes that the caves
decorated following the “typical plan” are the earliest among the “central
pillar caves” and that the model was repeated exclusively for some time.
Whether this premise can be upheld in view of the many deviations we are
facing, remains questionable until much refined dating methods can help to
confirm or reject it. For the time being, it therefore seems reasonable only
to document the deviating programmes, since attempts to interpret them
remain just as uncertain as those of the “typical” programmes.

The question arises, what is actually “typical” about the programmes or
whether the deviations do not actually outweigh the typological parallels and
make each cave unique.

1 Scenes from the parinirvān. a cycle (Zin 2020) can be traced in ca. 100 of the Kucha
caves; this includes representations positioned in places other than the corridors in
the back parts of the caves.

2 This is the case in Kizil Cave 114, illus. Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 2,
pl. 121; Zin 2023, drawing 16.

3 Kizil, Cave 101, illus. Zin 2023, drawing 426.
4 For example in Kizil Caves 198 and 199, Kizilgaha Caves 13, 14, 16, 30 or in Simsim

Cave 1.
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Certainly “typical for Kucha” is the strict symmetry of representations in
the interior of the caves. This symmetry also applies, for example, to images
in the parinirvān. a cycle: the composition of the paintings on the outer walls of
the side corridors is a mirror image, although a visitor to the cave never sees
both sets of paintings simultaneously.5 It has to be mentioned that events
shown on both sides of the reclining Buddha happened prior to his death:
those on the left side took place three months earlier, those on the right side
one day before his death, i.e. the order of scenes was not determined by the
pradaks. in. a walk of the visitor.6

The sermon scenes on the side-walls of the main chamber are also
composed inversely.7 Opposite each other, for example, appear scenes in
which the Buddha sits in the “European” way, with both feet on the floor.
Such scenes often form the start of the registers of images, next to the front
wall. This is the case in Kizil Cave 100, among others; in this cave the
sermon scenes alternately show the Buddha sitting under the tree and in
a building—an arrangement mirrored on the other side wall. The stories
depicted and their placements are thus governed by formal compositional
reasons. At present, it seems impossible to clarify what this symmetry meant.
Researchers must first become aware of them and realize that, for example,
the two Vajrapān. is on the sides of the landscapes on the main wall of the
caves (compare our Fig. 3a, 3b, 3c) may be of a purely compositional nature
and do not necessarily require further interpretation. The entire decoration
of the caves is thus organised according to architectural forms, if not more
than that: it results from them.

5 The best—but only one of many—example is Kizil Cave 4, compare Zin 2020, pp.
129–135.

6 Cf. Zin 2020, pp. 36–53.
7 This phenomenon has already been observed by Grünwedel (1920, pp. II 19–25)

in his analysis of Kizil Cave 207: the nine sermon scenes on each side wall are
mirror images of each other in both content and composition. Opposite each other
are scenes in which Vajrapān. i forces the submission of a recalcitrant candidate for
conversion with a glowing vajra (cf. Hiyama 2016, pp. 107–118). Scenes placed in
the middle of the left wall and in the middle of the right wall depict the content
of the Buddha’s sermon with Sumeru in the lower part of the images; the sermons
concern the origination of the world and the dissolution of the world at the end of
a kalpa, cf. Hiyama 2016, pp. 122–126, 135–138.
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As far as the meaning of the programmes is concerned, I would like to
mention here only one interpretation of several proposed that seem to me
personally the most obvious and thus the most probable. Rajeshwari Ghose
(2004) explains the programme of the “central pillar caves” as a well-planned
spiritual experiential route for the visitor. It leads from the earthly deeds of
the Buddha in the previous births and the conversions of different beings
in his last existence, to the experience of the parinirvān. a cycle, which after
leaving the back corridors culminates in the meeting with Maitreya above
the exit door—a truly spiritual experience of the believer. This interpretation,
however, must be expanded in future research by exploring the significance
of the abovementioned symmetry. As the latest analyses have shown (Zin
2023), it is also significant that an unexpectedly large portion of the paintings
shows demonic beings, the images of which, to all appearances, were not of
soteriological but rather of apotropaic importance.

But let us try to analyse a programme of one cave. I have chosen the
interesting Cave 175 in Kizil which is similar in many ways to a “typical”
one, but different in some others.8 As a matter of fact it appears to me a
real definition of a “typical cave” in Kucha. The pictorial programme of this
cave, i.e. of the main chamber and the rear corridors since the antechamber
is destroyed as in nearly all caves, can be reconstructed almost completely; it
reveals the interdependence of image programme and architectural structure
much clearer than the programmes of other caves.

Many fragments of the murals from Kizil 175 have been detached and are
today in Berlin and in St. Petersburg. Several fragments taken to Berlin were
destroyed in the Second World War and are known today only from historical
photographs.

Cave 175 in Kizil (Fig. 1),9 bears the German name “Versuchungshöhle”
(Temptation Cave). The designation goes back to the depiction of the

8 Descriptions of the cave were previously given in Kezi’er shiku neirong zonglu 2000,
pp. 195–197 and by Teiser 2006, pp. 249–252; Howard in: Howard/Vignato 2015,
pp. 147–150; description and reconstructions of the detached fragments in Zhao et
al., 2021, pp. 392–418.

9 Fig. 1: Fragment of a historical photograph in the archives of the Museum für
Asiatische Kunst, Berlin, no. B 1268; photograph © Museum für Asiatische Kunst,
Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, CC BY-NC-SA.
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defeat of Māra (Fig. 2)10 in the lunette above the door. This placement
apparently seemed so strange to Grünwedel that it became eponymous. The
recent comparative survey of Kucha caves (Zin 2023, 3.5) shows, however,
that representation of the Māravijaya above the door is not unique and is
encountered in four other caves (Kizil Caves 8, 98, 178 and Simsim Cave 44).
Since there are no more than 14 known representations of the Māravijaya in
Kucha, and the placement of the remaining nine does not seem to follow a
general rule, the placement above the doors is actually rather typical.

A typical element of the programme in the caves is the depiction of
the visit of Indra and the musician Pañcaśikha to the Buddha meditating
in a cave; it is placed on the main wall of the cave above the main cult
niche (Fig. 3a, 3b, 3c).11 As in most cases—though by no means all—
these depictions in the lunette, it is set in a magical landscape, inhabited by
animals, Brahmanical ascetics and two Vajrapān. is, to which pairs of music-
making deities fly down from above. The landscape is so crowded that the
main actors of the scene, Indra and Pañcaśikha, had to be depicted in the
reveals of the niche. The presence of a Bodhisatva in this abundant landscape
has hitherto remained unnoticed,12 although he takes the centre of the whole
composition. This is probably Maitreya13 who is not shown anywhere else in
the cave. It is remarkable how dominant the standing Bodhisatva was among

10 Fig 2: Kizil, Cave 175, detached, today in Berlin; Museum für Asiatische Kunst,
no. III 8878, illus. among others in Härtel/Yaldiz 1982, no. 33, p. 99; Ding 2015, pp.
90–91; Zhao et al., 2021, p. 406; Zin 2023, fig. 115 and drawing 265. This and other
drawings in the paper in hand © Monika Zin, CC BY-NC-SA.

11 Fig. 3a: Kizil, Cave 175, main chamber, lunette above the rear wall, in situ;
illus. Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, pls. 14–18, 20; Mural Paintings in
Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 2, pp. 221, 223–225, pls. 196, 198–200; Zhao et al., 2021,
pp. 394–396; Zin 2023, drawing 274; Fig. 3b: niche in the rear wall, left reveal, in
situ; illus. Zin 2023, drawing 275; Fig. 3c: niche in the rear wall, right reveal, in
situ; illus. Mural Paintings in Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 2, p. 222, pl. 197; Zin 2023,
drawing 276.

12 Unlike the head nimbus, a mandorla in Kucha is used exclusively to represent fully
enlightened Buddhas and great Bodhisatvas.

13 In Kizil Cave 178 (a cave where the Māravijaya is placed above the entrance, like in
our Cave 175), above the cult niche on the main wall there is a smaller niche with
a mandorla on its rear wall that is suitable for a standing person (illus. Zhao et al.,
2021, pp. 429–430)—very probably for Maitreya. A Bodhisatva (Maitreya) together
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the paintings (Fig. 1), especially in the landscape on the rear wall, while Indra
and Pañcaśikha, being depicted in the reveal of the niche, are not visible.

A particularity of Cave 175 are the images in the lunettes of the rear
aisle: the left lunette shows the four encounters of the Bodhisatva (Fig. 4),14

where he sees an old man, a sick man, a dead man and a monk. The right
lunette (Fig. 5)15 shows the birth of the future Buddha, his first bath and
the first seven steps. It seems strange that these topics are represented here,
in the “parinirvān. a space,” at all—and in reverse since in accordance with
the principle of pradaks. in. a, the birth should be depicted in the left lunette
and the encounters in the right. The “parinirvān. a space” (Zin 2020, pp. 198–
202)—contains on the back wall of the rear corridor the Buddha entering the
parinirvān. a, and on the opposing wall the cremation of the coffin with the
Buddha’s body in the upper part (Fig. 6)16 and the division of the relics
below.17 Let us try to imagine the situation: In the narrow back passage
the visitor finds himself between the Buddha on his deathbed, cremation and
division of the holy relics while at the same time seeing both the physical and
the spiritual birth of the Master—can this be without reason? Rather not.

Scenes from the birth and abhinis.kraman. a cycles in the area of the
parinirvān. a events are no unique feature of Kizil 175. Similar depictions

with Indra’s visit appears also on the main wall in Kizil Cave 58 (illus. Zhao et
al., 2021, p. 150, Zin 2023, drawing 270); here the Bodhisatva is shown below, and
Indra’s visit above in the lunette.

14 Fig. 4: Kizil, Cave 175, rear corridor, lunette above the left side wall, illus. Kizil
Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, pl. 35.

15 Fig. 5: Kizil, Cave 175, rear corridor, lunette above the right sidewall, illus.
Tan/An 1981, vol. 1, pl. 98; Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, pl. 36; Mural
Paintings in Xinjiang of China: Kucha 2008, p. 123, pl. 108; Mural Paintings in Xinjiang
of China 2009, vol. 2, p. 240, pl. 203.

16 Fig. 6: rear corridor, inner wall, upper part; illus. Zin 2020, drawing 38.
17 Illus. Zhao et al., 2021, pp. 417–418 including fragments brought to Berlin and

hosted today in the Museum für Asiatische Kunst (no. III 8857b) and in the
Hermitage (no. IB 8857a; ВДсэ 906).
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appear in Cave 9918 as well as in Cave 14 in Taitai’er.19 Is the combination
of parinirvān. a episodes with those from the birth and abhinis.kraman. a cycles
an elaborate thought-construction? The art of South Asia provides several
comparable examples: the leaving of Kapilavastu—the spiritual birth, the
prelude to the quest for enlightenment and all that it entailed—can be
depicted in Andhra art as the main event in the Buddha’s life (also his visual
sign of the events, the prince’s turban that the gods took to heaven),20 so
we may surmise—taking the risk of over-interpretation in the process—that
the three events, birth, leaving the house and parinirvān. a, were not combined
unintentionally in Kucha either.

The rendition of episodes from the Buddha legend in the rear part of the
cave, however, does not end with the birth and the four encounters in the
lunettes of the rear corridor. The outer walls of the side corridors each have
three niches for seated Buddha statues; the two closest to the main chamber
were considered the centres of the four narrative representations.21 The first

18 On the sides of the parinirvān. a cycle in the rear chamber (which includes in this
case the reclining Buddha on the rear wall, the episode with the stone of the Mallas
and probably also the episode with the river in Vaiśālı̄; cf. Zin 2020, pp. 174–175),
scenes from the life of the Buddha are depicted on the outer walls of the side
corridors. In the left corridor is birth cycle: birth, seven steps and first bath (illus.
Tan/An 1981, vol. 1, pl. 197; Wang forthcoming, Pictures 3 and 4, drawings). In the
right corridor is the abhinis.kraman. a cycle with sleeping women and the Bodhisatva
leaving Kapilavastu on horseback (see Wang forthcoming, Pictures 24 and 25,
drawings).

19 Zin 2020, pp. 313–314. Depictions of the parinirvān. a cycle there include cremation
of the coffin, the arrival of the knights to seize their share of the relics and the
division of the relics; the last scene is not preserved. On the sides the paintings
show the first bath of the new-born Bodhisatva and the changing of cloth with the
hunter, i.e. an episode which took place immediately after leaving of Kapilavastu.

20 Compare the relief from Amaravati in The British Museum, no. 1880,0709.7, illus.
Knox 1992, p. 59, no. 11; further examples in Zin 2019b.

21 The corridors are visually separated from the main chamber and the rear corri-
dor by strong horseshoe-shaped “door frames” decorated with ornaments, thus
gaining the character of separate rooms; this is enhanced by ovolo-shaped cornices
(illus. Zhao at al., 2021, pp. 408–410), which only occur in three other caves in Kizil:
101, 104 and 198. These cornices separate the paintings on the walls from the vaults
covered with highly stylised “mountains” in the form of geometric lozenges.
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niche in the left corridor is surrounded by the subduing of the fire serpent.
The serpent itself, beset with blue clouds, is shown on the right reveal of the
niche (Fig. 7),22 while below there is a lotus pond from which the Kāśyapa
ascetics draw water that is poured on the burning hut (Fig. 8).23

A very similar lotus pond is also depicted below the niche further to the
right (Fig. 9),24 and here too the niche is framed to indicate that the Buddha
is sitting in some kind of dwelling. Only a fragment of the painting has
survived to the viewer’s right of the niche. In front sits a monk pouring
something from a bottle onto his leg. The similarity of this depiction with a
picture in Kizil Cave 110 (Treppenhöhle, Staircase Cave),25 which shows the
ordination of Pus.karasārin, suggests that the same scene is depicted here. In
the Staircase Cave the Buddha is shown in the hut of a potter.

The niches in the outer wall in the right corridor in Kizil 175 are stylised
representations of caves and both show stories of the/a Buddha staying in a
cave. The left niche (Fig. 10)26 shows Devadatta’s attempt to kill the Buddha
with a huge stone which was caught by the yaks.a of the mountain, named
Kumbhı̄ra. The yaks.a below is part of the scene surrounding the right niche
(Fig. 11).27 It deals with a Buddha of a previous age, named Pus.ya. A young

22 Fig. 7: left corridor, outer wall, 1st niche, right reveal; illus. Zhao et al., 2021, pp.
408–410.

23 Fig. 8: left corridor, outer wall, 1st niche, detached fragment from the left of the
niche is housed in Berlin, Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 9201 (illus. histor-
ical photograph in the Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. B 21; Mural Paintings in
Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 2, p. 243, pl. 216; Ding 2015, p. 92); the fragment to the
right of the niche was also taken to Berlin (no. IB 9200, cf. Dreyer/Sander/Weis
2002, p. 203) and is housed today in St. Petersburg, Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 902; the
part underneath the niche is still in situ (illus. Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997,
vol. 2, pl. 33); illus. with reconstruction Zhao et al., 2021, pp. 411–412.

24 Fig. 9: left corridor, outer wall, 2nd niche, in situ.
25 Kizil, Cave 110, Wang, Picture 57; for the narrative cf. Ren 2009, pp. 70–73.
26 Fig. 10: right corridor, outer wall, 2nd niche, in situ, illus. Tan/An 1981, vol. 2,

pl. 95; Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, pls. 23–24; Mural Paintings in
Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 2, pp. 241–242, pls. 214–215; Zin 2006, fig. 1.6 (drawing);
Zin 2023, drawing 311.

27 Fig. 11: right corridor, outer wall, 1st niche from the main chamber, left side in situ
(illus. see fn. above); the detached fragment from the right side has been taken
to Berlin (no. IB 8853, cf. Dreyer/Sander/Weis 2002, p. 173) and is today housed
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Brahmin (the Buddha Śākyamuni in a previous birth) meditated standing on
one leg and chanting pious hymns at the entrance to the cave where Pus.ya
sat until Pus.ya gave him prophecy of his future Buddhahood. An evil yaks.a
wanted to disturb the Brahmin’s meditation—he is shown at the other side
of the cave as he plugs his ears to avoid hearing the pious songs.

Angela Howard (Howard/Vignato 2015, p. 148) has claimed that the
paintings in the corridors focus on narratives from the life of the Buddha.
Except one scene, this holds true; however, when it comes to the reasoning
behind the choice of subjects for the programme, the stories to be represented
seem to have been selected solely because they dealt with the Buddha sitting
in a particular dwelling or a cave. It should be re-emphasised that three of the
four illustrations depicted the Buddha Śākyamuni, while the fourth depicted
Buddha Pus.ya.

There are more depictions in the side corridors, in addition to the
paintings around the niches. An only fragmentarily preserved frieze runs
immediately above the floor, and there are paintings in the reveals of the
niches. What is surprising about the latter is that mythological images and
the worshipping monks and donors are shown here side by side. In reveals
on one niche, monks with us.n. ı̄s. as and large flames appearing from their
shoulders were shown—they belong to “holy time of the Buddha”28 —while
in other niches donor figures are shown in the same place.29 In one reveal
we see Vajrapān. i and a diminutive donor monk with an incense burner next
to him (Fig. 12).30

in St. Petersburg (Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 693); illus. Le Coq/Waldschmidt 1933, pl.
16a; Deshpande (ed.) 2008, p. 437; reconstruction Zhao et al., 2021, pp. 415–416;
Zin 2023, drawing 302.

28 Both fragments with the monks have been taken to Berlin. According to the recon-
struction by the Zhao Li, the left monk (the fragment was destroyed during the war
and only the photograph in Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. B 21a exists) was
originally located in the left reveal on the 2nd niche in the left corridor (i.e. narrative
of Pus.karasārin), and the other monk (fragment IB 8855, cf. Dreyer/Sander/Weis
2002, p. 173, hosted today in St. Petersburg, Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 907) in the right
reveal; illus. Zhao et al., 2021, pp. 413–414

29 Visible in Zhao et al., 2021, p. 415.
30 Fig. 12: left reveal of the third niche in the right corridor, in situ.
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As for the main chamber of the cave, much here is in accordance with
the “typical” model. Only a tiny fragment of the median strip is preserved
near the front wall. A white snake (in a cloud?) and two flying white geese
can be identified, all on a blue background. The haunches of the vaults31

are covered in the usual manner with lozenges containing sermon scenes in
the “telegraphic style” while the lowest row of triangles shows jātakas—the
model repeated in most vaulted caves. The narratives depicted contain usual
pictures like the subjugation of the elephant or the conversion of Aṅgulimāla.
But there is also one really remarkable one (Fig. 13):32 The Buddha sits in
a device with wheels. Such devices are shown in Kucha a few more times
in representations presenting different kinds of enlightened persons on their
way towards the city of nirvān. a (Konczak-Nagel 2020, pp. 49–55). The device
with a monk sitting inside it is apparently a yāna by means of which the
sam. sāra can be crossed.

The paintings from the front and side walls of the main chamber of
our cave were all brought to Berlin,33 where they are unfortunately only
partially preserved. The majority, particularly the sermon scenes from the
side walls, were lost in the Second World War. Black-and-white photographs
of the upper part of left wall, taken while the paintings were still in situ,
do exist (Figs. 14,34 and Fig. 15).35 Photographs taken after the arrival of

31 Illus. Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, pls. 19–22; Mural Paintings in
Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 2, pp. 226–233, pls. 201–207. The shape of the lozenges
as such is, however, a rarer one; in Kizil it occurs only in Cave 69. It can be
observed that the lozenges of the vault and the lozenges of the landscape on the
lunette of the rear wall are different. We are obviously dealing with works from
different workshops or even from different time periods.

32 Fig. 13: barrel vault, right side, illus. Mural Paintings in Xinjiang of China 2009, vol.
2, p. 226, pl. 201.

33 IB 9174 and IB 9175, cf. Dreyer/Sander/Weis 2002, p. 198, illustrated (see next Figs.
14–16).

34 Fig. 14: left side wall, upper left part, historical photograph in the archives of the
Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. B 543; photograph © Museum für Asiatische
Kunst, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin.

35 Fig. 15: left side wall, upper right part, historical photograph in the archives of the
Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. B 544; photograph © Museum für Asiatische
Kunst, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin.
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the fragments in Berlin (Fig. 16),36 show them assembled incorrectly, mixing
parts from the left and right walls.37

There were eight scenes in two rows on each side wall. The photographs
of the left side wall (Figs. 14 and 15) reveal that the sermon scenes, at least
those in the upper row, were arranged in chronological order. The first scene,
i.e. adjacent to the front wall, was already severely damaged at the time of
the German expeditions. In its lower right corner, however, the booted foot of
a person is clearly visible. A comparison with other depictions38 gives good
reason to assume that this is the food offering of Trapus.a and Bhallika. In all
probability, the picture also included the Four Great Kings gifting the bowls.
In the upper row of the scene are deities playing music.

The next picture to the right shows the first sermon (Fig. 17).39 Five monks
are present, but also Vajrapān. i, Indra, Brahma and deities, who differ from
the previous and subsequent scenes in that they are not playing music but
display gestures of admiration or commenting. Below the Buddha’s throne,
the wheel of dharma is shown between two opposite antelopes, or rather deer.
The wheel stands on a kind of knot which in turn is placed on a pedestal no
longer recognisable and has an omega-shaped sign at the top. The wheel thus
is part of the nandyāvarta in its shape typical of Kucha. The Buddha’s right
hand hovers immediately above the wheel; this gesture was adapted from
Gandhara where the hand actually touches the wheel, i.e. sets it in motion.
The Buddha’s left hand is in front of his chest.

36 Fig. 16: fragments from left and right sidewalls, historical photograph in the
archives of the Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. C 8; photograph © Museum für
Asiatische Kunst, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin.

37 The two scenes from the left are fragments belonging to the second and third
scenes of the left wall (compare Figs. 14 and 15).

38 Compare depiction in Kizil Cave 110, in situ; Tan/An 1981, vol. 2, pl. 7; Kizil
Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 2, pl. 116; further examples of depictions of
this scene in Wang forthcoming, Picture 37.

39 Fig. 17: left side wall, upper register, 2nd scene, Berlin, no. IB 9175, lost due to
war, compare Fig. 14. A fragment documented on a historical photograph in the
Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. C 217b, includes the musician from the scene
to the left and persons from the first sermon to the viewer’s left of the Buddha, St.
Petersburg, Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 704.
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The sermon scene further to the right (Fig. 18)40 shows the Buddha’s
encounter with King Bimbisāra, often depicted in Kucha, which took place
shortly after the first sermon. The Buddha converted the Kāśyapa ascetics
and Urubilva-Kāśyapa displayed before Bimbisāra his superhuman abilities,
which he had only acquired as a monk. He rose into the air, multiplied his
form showing himself in the four directions, and then bowed at the Buddha’s
feet, watched by Bimbisāra.

The adjacent scene (Fig. 19)41 on the right, the last in the register, connects
to the previous one insofar as in this story Bimbisāra plays an essential role
as a missionary. Bimbisāra taught his pen pal Udrāyan. a about Buddha’s
teachings, the latter became a monk and left his city of Roruka to his wicked
son. His unrighteous deeds cause the downfall of the city, which was buried
by a rain of sand. The inhabitants covered by masses of sand are depicted in
the corners of the painting.42

It is a great pity that the lower row of sermon scenes has not been
preserved and we cannot identify their sequence.43 Historical photographs
show a number of heads belonging to deities but we can only say that the
second scene, i.e. below the first sermon, showed Vajrapān. i with the pointed
ears of a demon and a round object in his left hand (Fig. 20),44 which he was
obviously hurling at a malefactor of the illustrated story.

As for the right sidewall of the main chamber, we know far less, as
no photograph taken in situ is available. The photograph of the detached
fragments taken to Berlin allows us to identify the visit of the Buddha to

40 Fig. 18: left side wall, upper register, 3rd scene, Berlin, no. IB 9175, lost due to war,
compare Fig. 15.

41 Fig. 19: left side wall, upper register, 4th scene, Berlin, no. IB 9175, lost due to war,
compare Fig. 15.

42 The narrative (Divyāvadāna 37) has been recognized in Kucha paintings by Inoue
2017.

43 In St. Petersburg a fragment of the scene underneath Kāśyapa and Bimbisāra is
preserved (i.e. left side wall, lower register, 3rd scene, Berlin, no. IB 9175, compare
Figs. 14 and 15, St. Petersburg, Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 711). Unfortunately, the
fragment encompasses only the Buddha with Indra und Brahma above so nothing
can be said about the narrative illustrated in this painting.

44 Fig. 20: left side wall, lower register, 2nd scene, Berlin, no. IB 9175, lost due to war,
compare Fig. 14.
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Ajātaśatru on which occasion the latter fell at the Buddha’s feet repenting
the murder of his father Bimbisāra. (Fig. 21).45 Unfortunately we can no
longer determine whether the picture once faced the Buddha’s encounter
with Bimbisāra (Fig. 18).

It appears peculiar that at least in the preserved documentation no
depictions with demons are accounted for. Such scenes (Zin 2023, 3.9–3.15),
both of narrative character, such as conversion of Hārı̄tı̄ or yaks.a Āt.avika, and
of a non-narrative nature, show the Buddha being worshipped by different
classes of demonic beings. Their absence is unusual.

At least benevolent spirt-deities are present: the musicians on the lowest
parts of the vault’s haunches. As we have seen (Fig. 16), paintings have been
wrongly reconstructed in the museum. This is true also with regard to the
musicians. Those on the left side wall (Fig. 22),46 can be reconstructed as they
are visible on the photographs taken in situ (Figs. 14–15). The reconstruction
in the museum (Fig. 16) includes only a part of the row which must have been
taken from the right wall (Fig. 23),47 the remaining pieces are fragments from
the left wall (compare Fig. 22).48

The rows of divine musicians are not the only part of the non-narrative
decoration of the cave. The other examples are the representations of donors
and monks. Of the front wall of the cave nothing has survived the ages
(compare Fig. 1) except the narrow vertical strips next to the corners, which

45 Fig. 21: right side wall, position unknown, Berlin, no. IB 9174, lost due to war,
compare Fig. 16.

46 Fig. 22: left side wall; Berlin, no. IB 9175, lost due to war, compare Figs. 14 and 15.
47 Fig. 23: right side wall; Berlin, no. IB 9174, lost due to war, compare Fig. 16.
48 It is surprising that the ancient Indian vı̄n. ā or bow harp Pañcaśikha is playing,

is not shown. It seems that the strings of the angle harps (Fig. 22, the 7th the
17th musician) and flutes have not been depicted at all and only the position of
the hands suggests they are there. The left hands of the 6th and 12th musicians
in Fig. 22 and the last musician on the right side in Fig. 23, are held in a very
peculiar position. It indicates that the drums they hold under their arms are string-
drums, tantrı̄pat.ahikās (Zin 2004, p. 340), i.e. drums which membrane tension can
be changed by means of a cord held in the left hand which connects the membrane
tension cords. It is unusual that one of the 12th musicians plays the tantrı̄pat.ahikā
with a stick. To my knowledge, in all the examples from India and also in other
pictures in Kucha, the instrument is played only with the hand.
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have been brought to Berlin. They show the last figure of each of the two
registers represented on both sides of the door: the upper register contained
kneeling monks, the lower one standing donors.49

Donors and monks are also depicted on the inner wall of the left corridor.
The monks (Fig. 24),50 eight in number (one is destroyed, only one of his
feet is preserved), are shown in the upper register pacing towards the main
chamber. One of them is shown with us.n. ı̄s. a, next to him is an old monk
wearing a patchwork robe, the pām. śukūla. Are they perhaps Ānanda and
Mahākāśyapa51 shown among the “contemporary” donors and monks?

The lower register of the mural, where donors are shown, is no less
enigmatic (Fig. 25).52 The three men on the left wear heavy cloaks, typical
clothing of the donors, but the person in the middle and the one on the right
end are shown with bare upper bodies, like the persons dressed in the “Indian
style” in the narrative pictures. On their sides are dwarves offering them
gifts on trays and between them are two women. They, too, are not shown
like donors in local coats53 but rather resemble yaks. in. ı̄s or the women and
goddesses seen in the narrative paintings. Perhaps the donors are shown
here side by side with persons from the Buddha narrative (donors, like
Anāthapin. d. ada?),54 to link them—like the monks above—with the sacred
time of the Buddha.

49 Right front wall: male donor (lower part), monk (upper part) both facing right,
taken to Berlin, no. IB 9187; today in St. Petersburg, Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 617; cf.
Dreyer/Sander/Weis 2002, p. 173; left front wall: monk facing left, taken to Berlin,
no. IB 9034, today in St. Petersburg, Hermitage, no. ВДсэ 647; lower part: male
donor facing left, taken to Berlin, no. IB 8858; today in St. Petersburg, Hermitage,
no. ВДсэ 620; cf. Dreyer/Sander/Weis 2002, p. 200.

50 Fig. 24: left corridor inner wall, upper register; illus. Tan/An 1981, vol. 2, pl.
87; Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, p. 32; Mural Paintings in Xinjiang of
China 2009, vol. 2, p. 234–235, pl. 208.

51 For the iconography of Mahākāśyapa and Ānanda see Zin 2020, pp. 41–44 and 75–
76.

52 Fig. 25: left corridor inner wall, lower register; illus. Zin 2023, drawing 6.
53 As argued elsewhere (Zin 2023, p. 28), the painting may show local deities clad in

local dresses.
54 The name Anāthapin. d. ada appears in an inscription in one of the side corridors

in Kizil Cave 58; the persons in the painting below the inscription look rather like
yaks.as (cf. Zin 2023, p. 523).
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The peculiarity of the respective painting, on the inner wall of the right
corridor, however, is much bigger. This is one of the very few cases where
the donors or monks do not have a similar counterpart or “mirror image” on
the respective wall in the other corridor. It therefore seems that something
connects the images, even if this connection still eludes us. The painting
on the inner wall of the right corridor in unique and among the strangest
in Kucha (Fig. 26).55 It depicts the Buddha—apparently preaching—
surrounded by originally seventeen (the right side of the painting is mostly
destroyed) small seated and standing Buddhas, pointing to figures between
their images. These persons are partly organised in scenes that appear like
pictorial quotations from the narrative paintings and the entire composition
is arranged mirror symmetrically. For example, the seated Buddhas on both
sides of the head of the central Buddha figure point at courtly scenes of which
the one on the right is very reminiscent of the illustration of the Udrāyan. a
narrative in Kizil 83.56 The standing Buddhas further outside point to field
workers, of which the left scene is a pictorial quotation from the illustration
of the first meditation; the working ploughman is shown wearing a royal
headdress like King Śuddhodana.

The enigmatic depiction has given rise to several interpretations. Chi-
nese research regards the painting as a representation of the possibilities
of rebirths, similar to the wheel of sam. sāra,57 Schlingloff58 refers to the
emanations of figures during the Śrāvastı̄ miracle. Teiser (2006, p. 250) and
Howard59 write of the “cosmological Buddha” with the world depicted not
on the body itself but next to the Buddha.

55 Fig. 26: Kizil, Cave 175, right corridor, inner wall, illus. Tan/An 1981, vol. 2,
pls. 89–94; Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 3, pls. 25–31; Teiser 2006, fig.
10.5; Mural Paintings in Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 2, pp. 237–239, pls. 210–212;
Howard/Vignato 2015, figs. 251 and 252 (drawing); Schlingloff 2015 and 2018, fig.
47 (drawing); Zin 2023, fig. 105, drawing 265, drawings 15 and 254 (details).

56 Berlin, Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 8443; illus. Grünwedel 1920, pls. 40–
41; Mural Paintings in Xinjiang of China 2009, vol. 1, p. 173, pl. 153.

57 Ma in Kizil Grottoes 1983–1985/1989–1997, vol. 2, pp. 225–227 and pp. 217–219
respectively.

58 Schlingloff 2015, p. 63 and 2018, p. 61
59 Howard in Howard/Vignato 2015, pp. 149–150.
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The figures presented in a different scale on the lower left of the picture
must be understood as the addressees of Buddha’s teachings. Unfortunately,
we do not know who was on the other side. Based on what was said
before, donors may have been represented. Even if there remains nothing
but speculation here—there is, however, enough in the cave (compare Figs.
14, 26, 27a–27e) to show that mythological and contemporary persons were
shown side by side—the painting is a reminder that, as Teiser (2006, p. 250)
has put it, “the Buddha has not passed away into oblivion, but rather has
been revealed as the centre of life.”

The representations discussed so far are of the pious purpose, aiming
at salvation; this includes the deities, donors and monks worshipping the
Buddha. However, one image of a royal person in the left corridor to whom
small servants are offering gifts (Fig. 25) might be of different character since
it is this person and not the Buddha who is being worshipped here. It might
be a tutelary deity. But it is not the only representation in the cave which
may not have a soteriological motivation: The other painting is large and
must have been of importance to the entire programme of the interior and
its general message. The mural in question is a frieze over eight and half
metres in length. It was taken to Berlin and is housed now in the study
collection of the Museum für Asiatische Kunst.60 As the museum file cards
state, they are fragments from our Versuchungshöhle, however no historical
photograph documents their original location. As we will see, it perfectly
fits the architecture of the cave: The frieze was originally placed below the
sermon scenes, directly above the floor. With its height of about 40 cm the
frieze made up a significant part of the approximately 2 m high wall. The
870 cm long frieze corresponds in length with the walls of the cave’s main
chamber; both side walls differ in length. Difficulties in ascertaining the
original location of the frieze were caused by the fact that two fragments had
been glued together after the pieces arrived in the museum (III 8869b); only
when reading them as two separate pieces thus raising the total number of
fragments to five, their positions in the interior become clear (Fig. 27a, 27b,
27c, 27d, 27e).61 Two fragments in Berlin, each measuring 120 cm, can easily

60 Berlin Museum für Asiatische Kunst, nos. III 8869a–b, III 8870, III 8871; illus. Zin
2023, figs. 157–160 and drawings 437–440.

61 Fig. 27a: Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 8869b, left side (L: c. 105 cm, W: c. 40
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be fitted to the two front walls; the fragment of 230 cm to the left side wall;
the fragment of 250 cm length to the right side wall (the right wall in this cave
is longer than the left one). The remaining fragment of 150 cm length can be
fitted to the main wall covering the pedestal under the main niche.

The frieze is undoubtedly narrative in character. The story it illustrates
deals with a solitary hero fighting against hosts of demons. The fitting of the
painting fragments described above corresponds to the logic of the events
depicted when seen in pradaks. in. a. The story begins (Fig. 27a) on the left front
wall when the hero is awakened from sleep and receives a message; only in
this fragment is the hero not dressed for war. Then (Fig. 27b), on the left
side of the left side wall, the hero is shown in front of a group of peaceful-
looking persons (which will not reappear in the further course of events)—
obviously demons, who first show themselves in their peaceful forms and
greet the hero with gifts. But this soon changes as the demons show their true
faces—with pointed ears, hair standing on end and two “feathers” above the
forehead characteristic of demons—and the hero attacks them with a sword.
Among the demons are several women. The hero attacks them with brutality,
dragging them by the hair. The painting on the left wall ends with the hero
standing in front of a demon king sitting on a throne. The hero’s fight against
the demons continues on the back wall (Fig. 27c) and also on the right side
wall (Fig. 27d), at the end of which another demon king is shown; this time
multi-armed and holding a trident. The right front wall (Fig. 27e) shows two
scenes. In the first, the hero has fought a monster beast—unfortunately its
appearance can no longer be reconstructed. The following event could not
have been shown earlier, as it is only here that the demons kneel before the
hero. He does not fight them any further, but admonishes them with a raised
forefinger.

The exact interpretation of the painting based on a corresponding text is a
task for the future. If the illustrated narrative is a jātaka, it is very strange that

cm), fitting to main chamber, front wall, left from the door; Fig. 27b: Museum für
Asiatische Kunst, no. III 8870 (L: 225,5 cm, H: c. 42,5 cm), fitting to left side wall;
Fig. 27c: Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 8869b, right side (L: c. 150 cm, H: c.
40 cm), fitting to rear wall under the cult niche; Fig. 27d: Museum für Asiatische
Kunst, no. III 8871 (L: c. 246,5 cm, H: c. 37,5), fitting to right side wall; Fig. 27e:
Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 8869a (L: c. 119,5 cm, H: c. 43 cm) fitting to
right front wall.
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the hero (i.e. the Buddha in a previous birth) should act so cruelly against
the women. To my knowledge, such behaviour is not depicted elsewhere in
the Buddhist art.62 In Kizil 175 it was apparently important to show that the
demons were being overpowered with all cruelty.

We will return now, as announced in the beginning, to the analysis of the
overall programme of the cave decoration and its interpretations in the sense
of the religious experience; it will become apparent that the representation
in the frieze changes the message of the decoration to a certain extent. The
frieze certainly illustrates a narrative that begins with a request for the hero’s
intervention and ends with the subjugation of the demons. It seems to be
significant that the painting contains several elements ridiculing the demons
and demonesses. Considering this, it would certainly not be correct to put the
painting in too serious a context, for example as a symbolic representation of
the disturbing factors in meditation. The statement of the painting in the
frieze is of a different nature, and it obviously served an apotropaic purpose.

As already stated, images showing the conversions of different demonic
beings and adoration of the Buddha by such creatures are very often repeated
in the painting of Kucha. Their general message was certainly that the
demons could not harm the Buddha, and they were probably understood
as apotropaic: as images providing protection against the demons.

This is a very important aspect of the pictorial programmes and must not
be omitted. In our Cave 175, the usual scenes with demons worshipping
the Buddha, common in other caves, are not to be found. As if to make
up for this deficiency, the battle of the hero against the demons was shown
in the cave. The apotropaic aspect of the paintings is undoubtedly part of
the “typical” pictorial programmes of the caves. But it is also something
more. The painting is undoubtedly designed to be humorous. Perhaps it
can be explained as a psychological device to eliminate the fear of demons.
This is speculation, but it seems certain that the pictures of the fight against
the demons and demonesses are far removed from the general topic of
enlightenment that governs the other pictures of the cave.

62 Compare, for example, the painting of Sim. halāvadāna in Ajanta XVII (Schlingloff
2000/2013, no. 58 (28–29)), in which the attacking rāks.ası̄s are exposed, although
we know that the army under Sim. hala’s command fought them; illus. Yazdani
1930–1955, vol. 4, pl. 55; Schlingloff vol. 1, p. 274 (drawing).
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As mentioned in the beginning, the Cave 175—as every cave in Kucha—
is specific in its own way. More than anywhere else, the intermingling of
mythological and contemporary figures is depicted in it. Most interesting
about the cave is, however, that we can observe—in the four scenes located
in the niches in the side corridors (Figs. 8–13), one of them a pran. idhi story and
three others stories from the life of the Buddha—how the selection of stories
was informed by the architecture. In analysing the significance of Indra’s visit
on the main walls of the caves, it must be remembered that it was primarily
the architectural form—the niche with the Buddha surrounded the entire
interior depicting the mountainous landscape—that explains the selection of
the story. It should also not be forgotten that the story of Brahmins and the
Buddha Pus.ya (Fig. 13) was depicted around the main niche of the caves
(Kizil 176, 184 and 187).

The pictorial programmes that we can observe in the caves were certainly
of significance to visitors to the caves in ancient times, even though they may
have been a secondary development based on the default of the cave archi-
tecture. It is quite possible that the image programmes and cave architecture
influenced each other.

Let us try to describe briefly what visitors to our cave would have
experienced when looking at the images.

They entered the interior, full of stories that began with Trapus.a and
Bhallika who were ordinary people, like him or her and the first sermon,
showing conversion stories and the worship of the Master. And the visitors
saw, in the vault, this strange image of the Buddha presenting himself to a
monk and a layman in the vehicle that can cross the sam. sāra. The deities were
cheering from above. Below were demons—but no longer dangerous. Then
there is this strange reflection of fighting the Māra and the landscape with
Maitreya, above the cave with the Buddha, from which he will come shortly,
awakened from meditation by the music of the gandharva, just as Maitreya
will come one day.

When the visitors proceed to the rear corridors, they see more of the
Buddha’s deeds in the caves—in caves like the one they are in—and also see
their own contemporaries among the devotees.

Then they see the Buddha dying, but this is accompanied by views of
his birth and spiritual birth, which are reminders of the causes of being a
Buddha. The visitors probably find comfort in the image of the relics that
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connect the present with the sacred time, not unlike the monks standing
with Kāśyapa and Ānanda, and in the Master’s teaching, which lives on even
though he himself died.

Perhaps a visitor may have perceived it different. But probably not much
different.
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Inoue, M. 2017. "Kijiru sekkutsu hekiga ni okeru butsuden zu no gadai hitei—
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Figures*

Fig. 1: Fragment of a historical photograph in Museum für Asiatische Kunst, Berlin,
no. B 1268; photograph © Museum für Asiatische Kunst, Staatliche Museen zu
Berlin, CC BY-NC-SA.

* All line drawings © Monika Zin, CC BY-NC-SA.
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Fig. 2: Kizil 175, main chamber, lunette above front wall; detached and taken to
Berlin, housed in Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 8878.
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Fig. 3b: Kizil 175, main chamber, rear wall, reveal of the main niche, left side; in situ.

Fig. 3c: Kizil 175, main chamber, rear wall, reveal of the main niche, right side; in
situ.
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Fig. 4: Kizil 175, rear corridor, lunette above the left side wall; in situ.

Fig. 5: Kizil 175, rear corridor, lunette above the right side wall; in situ.
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Fig. 6: Kizil 175, rear corridor, inner wall, upper part; in situ.

Fig. 7: Kizil 175, left corridor, outer wall, 1st niche, right reveal; in situ.
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Fig. 8: Kizil 175, left corridor, outer wall, 1st niche; part underneath the niche in situ,
fragments on the sides detached and taken to Berlin, left side housed in Museum
für Asiatische Kunst, no. III 9201, right side housed today in the State Hermitage
Museum, St. Petersburg, no. ВДсэ 902.

Fig. 9: Kizil 175, left corridor, outer wall, 2nd niche; in situ.
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Fig. 10: Kizil 175, right corridor, outer wall, 2nd niche; in situ.

Fig. 11: Kizil 175, right corridor, outer wall, 1st niche from main chamber; left and
lower parts in situ, right side detached and taken to Berlin, housed today in State
Hermitage Museum, St. Petersburg, no. ВДсэ 693.
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Fig. 12: Kizil 175, left corridor, outer wall, 3rd niche, left reveal; in situ.

Fig. 13: Kizil 175, main chamber, barrel vault, right side; in situ.
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Fig. 17: Kizil 175, main chamber, left side wall, upper register, 2nd scene; detached
and taken to Berlin, no. IB 9175, partially destroyed in WW II, fragment housed
today in the State Hermitage Museum, St. Petersburg, no. ВДсэ 704.

Fig. 18: Kizil 175, main chamber, left side wall, upper register, 3rd scene; detached
and taken to Berlin, no. IB 9175, destroyed in WW II.
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Fig. 19: Kizil 175, main chamber, left side wall, upper register, 4th scene; detached
and taken to Berlin, no. IB 9175, destroyed in WW II.

Fig. 20: Kizil 175, main chamber, left side wall, lower register, 2nd scene; detached
and taken to Berlin, no. IB 9175, destroyed in WW II.
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Fig. 21: Kizil 175, main chamber, right side wall, exact position indeterminable;
detached and taken to Berlin, no. IB 9174, destroyed in WW II.
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Fig. 23: Kizil 175, main chamber, right side wall, part of the frieze underneath the
barrel vault; detached and taken to Berlin, no. IB 9174, destroyed in WW II.

Fig. 24: Kizil 175, left corridor, inner wall, upper register; in situ.

Fig. 25: Kizil 175, left corridor, inner wall, lower register; in situ.
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Fig. 27e: Kizil 175, main chamber, frieze from the lowest part of the right front wall;
detached and taken to Berlin, housed in Museum für Asiatische Kunst, no. 8869a.
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ndrabuddhi’s Transmission Thereof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 389

Vincent ELTSCHINGER

What Comes First, Word or Sentence Meaning? Dharmakı̄rti as a
Contextualist . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 413

INAMI Masahiro
Conventional Validity: A Study of Prajñākaragupta’s Interpretation
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Yamāri on the Scope of Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika
and Devendrabuddhi’s Transmission Thereof

J u n j i e C H U

U n i v e r s i t ä t L e i p z i g

0. Introduction

To begin, I would like to comment on my reasons for choosing the topic of
this paper. Eli Franco is a well-known scholar on, among other areas, Pra-
jñākaragupta’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra (hereafter PVA). About ten years ago,
at the University of Leipzig, he established a project of editing a newly found
manuscript of Yamāri’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha (hereafter PVAN),1 a
sub-commentary on the PVA. Within the framework of this project, I had the
opportunity to work together with him for six years. I am therefore honored
and delighted to contribute the present paper on a topic related to that project
to this volume to celebrate his seventieth birthday.

In the introductory section of his PVAN, Yamāri discusses various topics
concerning the nature of Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika (hereafter PV). The
newly found manuscript has provided a large amount of new material in the
original Sanskrit. Based on this, it has become possible to reconsider some
of the conclusions that modern scholars have reached until now concerning
the PV. The first significant study based on this fresh material concerning
one such topic, the order of the PV’s chapters, was published in Franco 2018;
as a humble addition to that study of Franco, in this paper I will discuss a
related topic, namely, the scope of the PV. The discussion will focus on how
Yamāri regards Devendrabuddhi’s view that the PV was written to explain

1 For more details on this manuscript, cf. Chu, Franco and Li 2020. For the title
Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāranibandha which appears in the colophon of the manuscript,
cf. Matsuoka forthcoming; cf. also Chu, Franco and Li 2020: 37. All quotations from
the PVAN in this paper are based on our reading of the manuscript which has
been critically edited; however I omit the critical notes to provide a clean text for
convenience of reading, and mention only selectively the variants in the Tibetan
translation.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 389–412.
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the thinking of Dignāga, and Yamāri’s own opinions about the nature and
scope of the PV.

1. On the statement “Dignāga[’s system] is explained by the [PV]”

With regard to the scope of Dharmakı̄rti’s PV, the opponents, that is, certain
interpreters of Prajñākaragupta, probably (as in many other cases) the group
represented by Jayanta, hold the opinion that the PV was written to explain
the Buddha’s teaching, not to explain the thinking of Dignāga. Thus they
argue strongly against the statement “Dignāga[’s system] is explained by the
[PV]”2 (dignāgo ’nena vyākhyāyate PVAN 7a3, 7a5), a statement attributed to
Devendrabuddhi. While this phrase or something similar to it is repeated
several times in the PVAN, to my knowledge, no equivalent of this statement
can be found in Devendrabuddhi’s Pramān. avārttikapañjikā (henceforth PVP)
itself. We are obviously not dealing with a direct quotation, but merely
a report of an opinion held by Devendrabuddhi. But indeed, one can
easily come to this conclusion from Devendrabuddhi’s statement in the first
sentence of the PVP, which states that inference is the precondition to “the
explanation of the treatise on the characteristics of valid means of cognition
by the teacher [Dignāga]. . . .”3

This opinion that the PV was written for Dignāga’s system certainly has its
deep historical background. A similar idea in a more elaborated form can be
found in Śākyabuddhi’s Pramān. avārttikat. ı̄kā (PVT. ) D 3a6–4b6, which in turn
is incorporated into Karn. akagomin’s Pramān. avārttika(sva)vr. ttit. ı̄kā (PVSVT. )
3,25–4,284 and further utilized, with some reading variants, in Vibhū 515,3–

2 It is noteworthy that in many cases, only Dignāga’s name is mentioned; such cases
obviously refer to Dignāga’s system as a whole as developed in his various works,
not merely his Pramān. asamuccaya. Cf. Steinkellner 2013: I, xxviif.

3 ācāryı̄yapramān. alaks.an. aśāstravyākhyā◦. . . , cf. Ono 1997: 702, Kellner 2004: 150,
Franco 2018: 251f.

4 On the relationship between Śākyabuddhi’s PVT. and Karn. akagomin’s PVSVT. ,
cf. Steinkellner 1981: 286: “Since Karn. akagomin incorporates the commentary
of Śākyamati [i.e., Śākyabuddhi, also below—Chu] into his own with very few
changes, and uses it here for that part of his own commentary that gives word-
explanation, his PVSVT. must be considered as the main-source for the first chapter
of Śākyamati’s PVT. . In this circumstance the original text of the PVT. is preserved
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23.5 Śākyabuddhi presents an alternative interpretation of the second
introductory verse of the PV,6 according to which Dharmakı̄rti is stating that
his PV has been written for the sake of Dignāga. Since Śākyabuddhi was a
disciple of Devendrabuddhi (cf. Frauwallner 1961: 145), what he reported
may have been Devendrabuddhi’s opinion, or an opinion they shared.7 In
comparison with the more widely accepted understanding of Dharmakı̄rti’s
verse, the striking feature of Śākyabuddhi’s interpretation is that it places
the center of gravity on Dignāga. According to this interpretation, the scope
of Dharmakı̄rti’s verse is to answer the question of why he composed an
explanation of Dignāga’s Pramān. asamuccaya (PS) in the manner of a vārttika,
not as an independent treatise.8 Thus, the gist of Dharmakı̄rti’s verse is
that Dharmakı̄rti became desirous to explain Dignāga’s PS due to worry
and compassion; his worry and compassion were caused by the fact that the
treatise composed by Dignāga was not particularly useful, which was caused
by the fault of the audience.9 The key points of this interpretation can be

almost entirely.” In Steinkellner 1979, a more detailed investigation of PVSVT.
374,25–376,29 (ad PVSV 103,2–14) leads to the same conclusion; additionally,
Karn. akagomin’s dates are suggested to be around 800 CE (ibid. 149), later than
Śākyabuddhi, who is dated to ca. 660–720 (cf. Frauwallner 1961: 145). Note that
Gnoli (1960: XXI) has a different opinion, according to which Śākyabuddhi’s PVT.
is based on Karn. akomin’s PVSVT. .

5 Cf. the annotated Japanese translation of this passage in Katsura 1994.
6 Cf. PVSV 1,4–7: prāyah. prākr. tasaktir apratibalaprajño janah. kevalam. nānarthy eva

subhās. itaih. parigato vidves. t.y api ı̄rs.yāmalaih. | tena ayam. na paropakāra iti naś cintā
api cetaś ciram. sūktābhyāsavivardhitavyasanam ity atra anubaddhaspr.ham || Cf. the
translations in Stcherbatsky 1930: 35f., Frauwallner 1954: 151, Hayes and Gillon
1991: 2, 14, Steinkellner 2013: II, 3 and Franco 2018: 260.

7 Cf. Steinkellner 1981: 286, n. 16: “Śākyamati, therefore, has already been able to
refer to another, possible earlier, commentatorial tradition on the first chapter.”

8 Cf. PVSVT. 3,25-27: anye tv anyathā—kasmād ayam ācāryadharmakı̄rtir vārttikanyāyena
pramān. asamuccayavyākhyām. karoti, na punah. svatantram eva śāstram ity asmin praśnā-
vasare prāha—prāya ityādi.

9 Cf. PVSVT. 3,27–29: asya ślokasyāyam. samāsārthah. —cintayā karun. ayā ca me pramān. a-
samuccayavyākhyāyām. ceto jātābhilās. am iti. cintā karun. ā ca ācāryadignāgaracitaśāstra-
syālpopakāritvena, alpopakāritvam. ca śrotr. janāparādhenaa. [aśrotr. jana- Vibhū : śrātr. jana-
PVSVT. ]
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described as follows (omitting some literal/grammatical explanations and
other elements inessential to our topic):

1. People “are attached to the vulgar” (prākr. tasaktih. ). The vulgar, i.e., what
people call “inferior,” is connected to a defect; non-Buddhist treatises
and the objections raised by others against the treatise of Dignāga’s
system (ācāryanı̄tiśāstra) are similar,10 since they are caused by wrong
knowledge and connected to defects, and they are therefore also vulgar.
(. . . ) Due to the lack of wisdom adequate for properly understanding
the eloquent speech of Dignāga, taking it as being faulty, they are
disinterested in Dignāga’s (not the Buddha’s) eloquent speech; they are
even hostile toward Dignāga.11

2. Dignāga (not Dharmakı̄rti) “has increased [his] addiction for eloquent
speech through repeated practice” (sūktābhyāsavivardhitavyasanam). Al-
though it is separated by some words, this sentence is connected to
the one above, according to the rule that a sentence is connected to
what it belongs to, even if what it belongs to is distant from it.12

(. . . ) Dignāga has increased his addiction to eloquent speech, i.e., he is
excessively attached to it. Dignāga’s accumulated merit and wisdom
is thereby stated. (. . . ) Because people who lack adequate wisdom

10 nı̄tiśāstra refers to the treatise of Dignāga’s system; it is also used this way
in PST. 1,10–11: udbhāvitārthatattvasvāduraso ’yam. mayopakārāya | diṅnāganı̄ti-
śāstravyākhyānakaran. d. akah. kriyate || “This honeycomb (karan. d. aka) of the explana-
tion of the treatise of Dignāga’s system, having the sweet taste of the revealed
reality of things, is made by me in order to help [people].”

11 Cf. PVSVT. 3,30–4,6: prākr. ta ucyate loke nı̄cah. , yasya dus. t. ānvayah. .a evam.
tı̄rthikaśāstrān. i parapran. ı̄tāni cācāryanı̄tiśāstradūs.an. āni, viparyastajñānaprabhavatvād
dus. t. ānvayāni,b atah. prākr. tāni. . . . apratibalaprajñatvād eva cācāryasubhās. itāni sva-
yam. yathāvad avaboddhum aks.amah. , dos.avattvena gr.hı̄tvāc tair ācāryasubhās. itair
anarthı̄, ācārye ca vidves.avān bhavatı̄ti. [adus. t. ānvayah. Vibhū : dus. t.onvayah. PVSVT. .
bdus. t. ānvayāny atah. Vibhū : ānvayād yatah. PVSVT. . cdos.avattvena gr.hı̄tvā PVSVT. : no
equivalent in PVT. .]

12 It is interesting to observe that here, abandoning a more natural construction in
order to make Dignāga the subject who “has increased addiction,” the sentence is
constructed using the first half verse; the remaining parts are left for Dharmakı̄rti.
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are disinterested in Dignāga’s eloquent speech and are attached to the
vulgar, his PS is not very useful.13

3. Dharmakı̄rti has an anxious thought (asmākam. cintā, “I have an anxious
thought”), namely, that Dignāga’s work (not his own work) will not be
useful for many people, although it is of great importance, and that he,
Dharmakı̄rti, could not make it excessively successful. Furthermore,
people’s hostility toward Dignāga, who is equal to a Bodhisattva,
even if that hostility is only a little, will cause them harm.14 Thus,
Dharmakı̄rti also has compassion, i.e., the desire to free people from
suffering. By increasing the great respect of Dignāga through a non-
erroneous manifestation of Dignāga’s system, he will turn people away
from the cause of harm. (. . . ) Thus, being worried about Dignāga’s
works, as well as having compassion for people, Dharmakı̄rti has long
been desirous to compose the PV, which is an explanation of the PS.15

Regardless of whether this interpretation of the verse is convincing or not,
it shows that there were different opinions about the scope of the PV in the
circles of its commentators.16

13 Cf. PVSVT. 4.12: kim. bhūtam. sūktābhyāsavivarddhitavyasanam. vyavahitenāpi sam-
bandho bhavaty eva, yena yasyābhisambandho dūrasthasyāpi tena sa iti nyāyāt. . . . tatra
vivardhitam. vyasanam. tatraivātyartham āsaktatvam. yasyācāryadignāgasya sa tathoktah. .
anenācāryadignāgasyopacitapun. yajñānatvam āha. . . . yenāpratibalaprajña ācāryasu-
bhās. itair anarthı̄ prākr. tasaktiś ca tena kāran. enāyam. pramān. asamuccayo na paropakārah. .

14 Cf. the equivalent of anartha in PVT. : phung bar ’gyur ba. On the special meaning
of artha and anartha, cf. Kellner 2004: 153. For a more extensive discussion of this
topic, cf. Steinkellner 2013: II, 5–14, n. 4.

15 Cf. PVSVT. 4,20–28: asmād dhetor asmākam. a cintā—mahārtham apı̄dam. śāstram.
na bahūnām upakārakam. jātam, tat katham asyātyartham. sāphalyam. kuryām ity
evamākārā. ācārye ca bodhisattvakalpe vidves.ah. svalpo ’py anarthahetuh. . ato ’ham
ācaryanı̄ter aviparı̄taprakāśanenācārye bahumānam utpādya tato ’narthahetor janam. b

nivartayis.yāmı̄ty evam. duh. khaviyogecchākārā karun. āpy apiśabdāt. . . . ity ābhyām. cintā-
karun. ābhyām. cetaś ciram. dı̄rghakālam atra pramān. asamuccayavyākhyābhūtapramān. a-
vārttikaracanāyām anubaddhaspr.ham. santānena pravr. tteccham iti. [aasmākam. PVSVT. ,
bdag gi PVT. : nāsmākām. (sic!) Vibhū. bjanam PVSVT. , Vibhū : no equivalent in PVT. ]

16 Indeed, Jayanta also briefly mentions an opinion similar to this interpretation, in
part identical to it, then negating its validity based simply on the fact that Dharma-
kı̄rti did not say, “I am explaining his text.” Cf. PVAT. D 2a2–5: de la sdug bsngal gyi
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Let’s now go back to the objections of Devendrabuddhi’s opinion. In
reply to these, Yamāri negates straightforwardly the possibility of Devendra-
buddhi’s mistake. He argues first in general that even though it is known
that these earlier commentators made very serious mistakes, nevertheless
such a mistake is not possible about something as profound as the subject-
matter of a treatise, insofar as it is within the power of a person who is
familiar with the entire manuscript. Then, he emphasizes particularly that,
it is impossible for Devendrabuddhi, “a direct disciple of Dharmakı̄rti,” to
make such mistake about the subject-matter, since even a child does not
lack the ability to understand the expression “this [i.e., Dignāga’s system]
is explained by the [PV].”17

Here, we see that in the face of objections against Devendrabuddhi Yamāri
seems to defend the Devendrabuddhi’s position. But does Yamāri really
agree with Devendrabuddhi about the scope of the PV? When we read
further, we immediately discover that Yamāri has a different view of the
scope of the PV. Indeed he says that, if Dharmakı̄rti presents the words

rgyur gyur pa’i log pa’i shes pa can la yang dag pa’ia shes pa bstan pa dang ’dra bar slob
dpon la brnyas pa’i kha na ma tho bas ’khrul pa’i skye bo yongs su bskyang bar ’dod pa’i
thugs rjes de’i gzhung gib bshad par gyur pa tshad ma rnam ’grel mdzad pa yin no zhes
zer ba de ni mi rigs te | ’di la tshad ma med do || gang gic phyir de’i gzhung la kho bos
bshad ces bya ba’i tshig med pa’i phyir ro || [ayang dag pa’i D : yang dag par P. bgi em. :
gis D, P. cgi D : gis P.]

17 PVAN 7a2: yady api ca tes. ām atibhūyası̄ bhrāntir upalabdhā, tathā pi gambhı̄re
’bhidheyādau na tāvatā lipimātraparicayavato ’pi gocare sambhāvyate. yady evam,
abhidheyabhrāntir eva katham ācāryadevendrasya sāks. ācchrāvin. ah. , bālasyāpı̄dam anena
vyākhyāyata iti grahan. asāmarthyāpracyuteh. . Cf. the translation in Franco and
Preisendanz forthcoming. A similar statement is repeated again in PVAN 7a3: na
hi sāks. ācchrāvin. a idam anena vyākhyāyata iti niścayo vipaścitanāmno durlabhah. , . . . Cf.
the translation in Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming.

After finishing this paper, I received a copy of Franco and Preisendanz forth-
coming, in which PVAN 7a2–7b5 and some other short passages are translated
and explained. Thus my translations of the same sources in an earlier version
of this paper became unnecessary. In the present version I have replaced my
translations with summaries or paraphrases of only those passages necessary for
understanding the context; these are accompanied with references to Franco and
Preisendanz forthcoming. In a few cases, I have a slightly different interpretation.
That being said, by no means do I mean that my interpretation is better; I rather
am simply offering another possible reading of the text.
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of Dignāga somewhere in his own work and also Prajñākaragupta quotes
the Pramān. avārttika, all that is expressed is a kind of agreement18 with
what they quoted. But, if one writes down the three chapters composed
by Dignāga with the original words in the original order, what remains is
the impossibility of considering the faults in the treated topic; there is no
independent opinion.19

What Yamāri is saying is that, insofar as his PV is a vārttika, Dharmakı̄rti
can quote Dignāga’s words, and he can also say something different from
Dignāga.20 Then the question arises: Why is it not a mistake when Deve-
ndrabuddhi says: “Dignāga[’s system] is explained by the [PV]”?

2. On the so-called “transmissions” (sampradāya)

In the next passage, Yamāri attempts an answer to the above question. He
says first that Devendrabuddhi did not directly learn the Pramān. avārttika
from Dharmakı̄rti, rather only the teaching of Dignāga, and it was merely
for this purpose that he followed Dharmakı̄rti. And thus, from the explana-
tions of Dharmakı̄rti, the unsurpassed ocean of self-confidence that ends in
attachment, Devendrabuddhi attained a special mental formation in such a
way that, having fixed upon both Dharmakı̄rti’s attachment to Dignāga and
his self-conceit of understanding the text independently of the instruction
with regard to the Pramān. avārttika, also having seen here and there passages
that destroy the hostility21 toward Dignāga, and thus having ascertained

18 sam. syandana, cf. Edgerton 1953: 543f. s.v., where he quotes the Bodhicaryāvatāra-
t. ı̄kā: sūtrādisam. syandam. buddhavacanatve hetur. . . The word appears also in another
place in the PVAN in the context of citation of the Buddha’s words, cf. below fn.
49. This word is translated in PVANT as khungs, “source,” i.e., “source quotation.”

19 Cf. PVAN 7a7–7b1: yadi yathā vārttikakāren. ācāryı̄yam. kvacit kvacid eva tad a-
ks.aram utkalitam, vārttikam api bhās.yakr. tā, tadā sam. syandanamātram abhidhı̄yate.
yadā tu prārabdhaparicchedatrayam. tadaks.aram. tatkramam ullikhati, tadā prakr. tados.a-
samarthanāsāmarthyam evāvaśis.yate, na tu svātantryakhyātih. . Cf. the translation in
Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming.

20 This topic is discussed in more detail in § 3 below.
21 dos.adālanāni is translated in Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming as “dispel (i.e.,

where Dharmakı̄rti dispels) faults (i.e., errors) of Dignāga” (cf. the remark on the
word dālana in Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming). With regard the word dos.a,
I would like to suggest to read it in the so-called “Buddhist hybrid Sanskrit” as
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that the Pramān. avārttika is nothing other than a commentary on Dignāga, he
endeavored to compose his own work, the Pramān. avārttikapañjikā.22

In Yamāri’s view, since Devendrabuddhi did not study the PV directly
with Dharmakı̄rti, he did not apprehend the true essence of the PV’s contents.
Nonetheless, Devendrabuddhi considered that Dharmakı̄rti was attached to
Dignāga, observing that in various passages Dharmakı̄rti defends Dignāga
from attacks. These are the basis for his regarding the PV as having been writ-
ten for Dignāga. Yamāri also mentions that Dharmakı̄rti was unconcerned
by Devendrabuddhi’s “additional superimposition” that the PV is a vārttika
on Dignāga.23 Thus, his conclusion regarding Devendrabuddhi’s mistake is
two-sided. He first says that since there was no direct transmission of the
PV to Devendrabuddhi,24 it is reasonable to regard what he said about the
subject-matter of the PV as being incorrect (ayukta), i.e., mistaken.25 But even
if he did not make any mistakes, on account of Dharmakı̄rti’s “attachment

it is defined in Edgerton 1953: 272: s.v. “hatred, malice, aversion, for Skt. dves.a,
. . . ” It has a similar meaning in Pāli as well; see Rhys Davids and Stede 1921: 332.
Otherwise, it would be self-contradictory to say that Devendrabuddhi considers
Dharmakı̄rti to be attached to Dignāga by seeing that he “destroys” Dignāga’s
faults or errors in numerous passages. Actually this statement seems to agree
with the statement quoted above in fn. 11, i.e., that people are hostile to Dignāga.
However, the Tibetan translation does not support this interpretation: skyon.

22 PVAN 7b1–2: na khalu vārttikakārād vārttikam. sāks. ād ācāryadevendren. a śrutam, api
tu dignāga eva. tadartham evācāryam asāv anusr. tah. . tatra ca tasyābhiniveśāvasāyino
niratiśayapraud. hivāridher vārttikakārasya vyākhyānād ācārāryadevendrah. tathā sam. -
skāraviśes.am adhijagāma, yathā vārttikakārasya dignāgābhiniveśam. vārttike copadeśā-
napeks.abodhābhimānam. cāropya dignāgados.adālanāni ca sthānasthānāni samı̄ks.ya tad-
vārttikatvam eva niścitya granthakaran. am utsehe. Cf. the translation in Franco and
Preisendanz forthcoming.

23 Cf. PVAN 7b4: dignāge ca vārttikatvāropo ’dhiko na bādhakah. .
24 Cf. the statement in above fn. 22 that Devendrabuddhi did not learn directly the

Pramān. avārttika from Dharmakı̄rti, rather only the teaching of Dignāga, and it was
merely for this purpose that he followed Dharmakı̄rti.

25 In another place he says: “objects of sensory mistake, etc., which are doubted
and not based on transmission, have been proven right” (cf. below fn. 45, as I
understand it, this “mistake” refers to his observation of Dharmakı̄rti’s attachment
to Dignāga, i.e., his overestimating the attachment.
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to Dignāga” as viewed by Devendrabuddhi,26 Devendrabuddhi would have
connected the PV by all means to him.27 Here, Yamāri first confirms that
Devendrabuddhi may have made a mistake, i.e., his opinion about the scope
of the PV, on the basis that he did not receive a direct transmission of the
PV. Then he also grants the possibility of his not having made a mistake,
whereby Devendrabuddhi observed Dharmakı̄rti’s attachment to Dignāga,
this corroborated by Devendrabuddhi’s observation of Dharmakı̄rti’s de-
fense of Dignāga. On this basis, Yamāri maintains that Devendrabuddhi was
right in connecting the PV to Dignāga. Putting these two points together, it
appears that Yamāri suggests that Dharmakı̄rti is indeed attached to Dignāga,
but not to the extent of dedicating his PV exclusively to Dignāga’s system.

In an objection against accepting that the PV has a different order of
chapters than the PS, the opponent argues that if this were accepted, it would
be incoherent to believe that, Dharmakı̄rti’s PV is a commentary on Dignāga’s
work, because it takes Dignāga’s work as its subject-matter.28 Yamāri’s
reply reiterates his view above. On one hand, he accepts the statement that
the PV is a commentary on Dignāga, saying that the reason this became
widely reported (vārttā) is that what is well known, even to children, is
difficult to deny. And he does not accept the general doubt of the validity
of all transmissions raised in the objection, “because if a non-invalidated
[transmission] is not regarded as valid knowledge, in practice we would
be unable to use even [arguments like]: ‘These are the words of the teacher
[Dharma]kı̄rti” ’!29 That is to say, in his view, Devendrabuddhi’s statement
is, to a certain extent, a non-invalidated transmission. On the other hand, he
also confirms that the PV is not merely about the work of Dignāga:

26 dignāgābhiniveśāt: from the expression itself it is unclear whose attachment it refers
to; however, taking the previous sentence into consideration, i.e., vārttikakārasya
dignāgābhiniveśam. . . . āropya (see fn. 22, above), it should refer to Dharmakı̄rti’s
attachment in Devendrabuddhi’s eyes.

27 PVAN 7b4–5: tasmād devendre sampradāyasaṅkrānter abhāvād abhidheye ’yukto yuktah. .
abhrame ’pi vā dignāgābhiniveśāt tatraiva yojayed vārttikam. Cf. the translation in
Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming.

28 PVAN 8a7: nanu tathā py asaṅgatārtham etad—dignāge hi vārttikatvāt tad evābhidheya-
m iti cet.

29 PVAN 8a7–8b1: kutah. punar iyam. vārttā dignāge vārttikam idam iti, ābālaprasiddher
durapahnavatvāt. yat tūcyate—sampradāyaś ca na sarvah. pramān. am iti tad ayuktam,
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But as for what is said: “ ‘His [i.e., Dignāga’s] work (grantha) is
explained according to the meaning,’30 this means that the teaching
tradition (āmnāya) [he follows is explained], not merely [his] work,”
exactly to that extent the [Pramān. a]vārttika is established, so any further
[qualification] is redundant.31

In another passage, Yamāri reformulates this idea again in more detail. There,
the opponents, probably some interpreters who did not follow Jayanta,
accept that the PV is a vārttika that does not adhere to a word-by-word
explanation (see the discussion in § 3 below), but they argue that the PV’s
having Dignāga’s system as its scope is a fact well known even to children,
and that this cannot be denied without an invalidating cognition.32 Yamāri’s
reply runs as follows:

Indeed, it has been displayed that this renown in the eyes of all has
its origin in Devendra[buddhi], and he did not get the approach to
the transmission through the teacher [Dharmakı̄rti] (cf. fn. 27 above).
Thus, in this case, precisely the doubt whether the [Pramān. a]vārttika
is for Dignāga or the [Buddha’s] teachings by the heart of the teacher
[Dharmakı̄rti] is the cause of regarding this renown as lacking authority.
On the other hand, in a [statement] for which there is no suspicion of
[there having been a] break in the transmission, there must be authority;
this [authority] does not arise merely by removing the suspicion of op-
posed opinion, because such kind of ascertainment cannot be achieved
in any statement at all.33

In answering the question as to why doubts arise regarding Devendra-
buddhi’s statement, Yamāri also confirms Devendrabuddhi’s mistakes on

abādhitasyāpramān. ı̄karan. e hy ācāryakı̄rter imāny aks.arān. ı̄ty api na vyavahartavyam.
30 This seems to refer to Jayanta’s opinion. Cf. above fn. 16.
31 Cf. PVAN 8b1: yac coktam. —arthatas tadgrantho vyākhyāyata ity āmnāyah. na grantha

eveti, etāvataiva vārttikasiddhenāparānupayogah. .
32 PVAN 8b7–9a1: vārttikatvam. siddham eva kı̄rteh. , kevalam ābālaprasiddham. dignāga-

vis.ayam apahnotum aśakyam. bādhakam antaren. eti tac cet.
33 PVAN 9a1–2: devendraprabhavā hi sarvair iyam. prasiddhih. , tasya cācāryasampra-

dāyasam. krāntir asambhavinı̄ti darśitam. tad atrācāryahr.dā dignāge pravacane vā
vārttikam iti sandeha eva tatprasiddher apramān. ı̄karan. akāran. am. yatra tu na sampradāya-
vicchedaśaṅkā, tatrāstu prāmān. yam, na vipaks.aśaṅkāmātranivr. ttyā tadbhāvah. , vacane
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a large scale in his commentary, so Dharmakı̄rti was dissatisfied with him,
wiping up many times his text.34 In his view, only with regard to Dignāga,
Devendrabuddhi was a student in the true sense; but with regard to the PV,
he did not attain a transmission. Therefore, the renown originating from him
is not valid at all.35

Through above discussion Yamāri’s intention can be summarized as
follows: On one hand, Devendrabuddhi’s opinion that Dignāga is explained
by Dharmakı̄rti is on the basis of his observation of Dharmakı̄rti’s attitude
toward Dignāga, that is to say, in a sense, the PV was written for Dignāga,
since for Devendrabuddhi Dharmakı̄rti is attached to Dignāga and defends
Dignāga. On the other hand, since Devendrabuddhi did not receive a direct
transmission, the assertion that the PV is restricted to Dignāga (dignāgavis.aya)
is not acceptable. To repeat this in a nutshell: In Yamāri’s view, while the
PV truly explains Dignāga’s system, its scope extends much beyond it and
includes a commentary on the teachings of the Buddha.

3. On the term vārttika

Everything that Yamāri says about the scope of the PV is based on his notion
of the term vārttika,36 which appears in the title of the PV. Thus Yamāri had
to clarify his understanding of this term. As a matter of fact, he discusses the
term specifically. First, he differentiates between two types of commentaries.
The one concentrates on the words of a text (vadaparam) and is called “vr. tti,”
or something similar; in this type of commentary the words of the text in
question are quoted directly and the commentary follows the text’s sequence.
The other type of commentary, called “vārttika,” takes the sense or intention
of the text in question as its chief subject matter (arthaparam); this type of
commentary is characterized by special explanations of the objections and

kvacid apy evam. niyamasyāśakyasādhanatvāt.
34 Cf. Frauwallner 1960: 119, and 120, n. 4.
35 Cf. PVAN 9a2–3: kim. punar atra śaṅkābı̄jam iti cet. sthānasthānes.u sthūlaskhalanāny

eva. . . . tathā ca devendragrantham ācāryo ’sakr. t proñchitavān iti viditam eva. dignāga-
dvāren. aiva tu tattvato ’sau śis.yah. , vārttike tu nāsya sampradāya iti. tasmāt tatprabhāvā
prasiddhir apramān. am eva.

36 For a general discussion on the term vārttika and other related terms, such as sūtra,
bhās.ya, nibandha, and vr. tti, cf. Ganeri 2011, esp. 103ff.
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responses, and while they do not break apart the words, they are independent
of the words’ sequence.37 According to Yamāri, Dharmakı̄rti’s PV clearly
belongs to the second category.

Based on this, when Yamāri addresses the topic of what is being explained
“according to the meaning” (cf. fn. 31 above), although he defends Deve-
ndrabuddhi’s position that the PV explains Dignāga’s system, he neverthe-
less emphasizes that it is not limited to a literal explanation, but rather that it
explains “the whole teaching tradition,” i.e., also the Buddha’s teachings. He
continues the discussion by applying his distinction between vārttika on the
one hand, and vr. tti and its similar types on the other hand:

Therefore, the establishment of what is said: “His [i.e., Dignāga’s]
text book is explained according to the meaning” does not impair my
position, and we do not assert that this [PV,] in its nature, is a literal
commentary (vr. tti)38 and its similar types on Dignāga. On the other
hand, there is no harm to [hold that] it is a critical commentary (vārttika)
on the very ground that it explains mainly the meaning, because
otherwise the consequence would follow that it is groundless to accept
it as a critical commentary of the [Buddha’s] teachings, too.39

The opponents then say that also with respect to the Buddha’s teaching,
Dharmakı̄rti’s work cannot be a vārttika in its primary sense; rather, it is a
vārttika only in appearance, i.e., in its secondary sense. In the opponents’
opinion, according to the definition, a vārttika should quote the words to
be explained directly and in order, and reprove improper elements, etc.40

The commentaries of Uddyotakara and Kumārila are like this. They tried

37 Cf. PVAN 8b1–2: dvidham. hi vyākhyānam. —vadaparam. ca vr. ttyādi sāks. āt padāny
ullikhya tatkramānuvr. tti, arthaparam. ca padāny anirvadhya tatkramānapeks.am āks. epa-
parihāraviśes.avyākhyānamātralaks.an. am. vārttikam iti. Cf. the translation in Franco
and Preisendanz forthcoming in part.)

38 Cf. NK 796 s.v., vr. tti: śābdabodhahetupadārthopasthityanukūlah. padapadārthayoh. sam. -
bandhah. .

39 PVAN 8b2: yad ucyate—tato ’rthatas tadgrantho vyākhyāyata iti sādhanam. matpaks.asya
na bādhanam, na ca dignāge vr. ttyādirūpam idam. pratijānı̄mahe. vārttikatāyās tv artha-
paravyākhyānatvād eva na ks.atih. . anyathā pravacane ’pi vārttikatvābhyupagamasya
nirbı̄jatāprasaṅgāt.

40 The second element appears also in the definition mentioned by Prajñākaragupta:
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to prove through a formal reasoning that the designation vārttika cannot be
applied to Dharmakı̄rti’s work.41 Yamāri refutes this by pointing out that
even the opponents admit the widely accepted definition of vārttika, i.e., “a
reflection on what is stated, not stated, or badly stated.”42 He then rejects
the element “being dependent on the sequence [of the words], etc.” in the
definition required by the opponent, because otherwise, he says, it would
follow that the designation of vārttika could not be applied to the work of
Akalaṅka, i.e., the tattvārtharājavārttika.43

Yamāri argues further: If, after having dismissed (dūrı̄bhāvād) the idea that
Dharmakı̄rti’s PV has the character of a literal commentary like a vr. tti, etc.,
it were not a vārttika either, then Dharmakı̄rti would be, in the fashion of
a means of valid cognition, a sūtra-maker independent of the Exalted One,
who, by his nature, is the means of valid cognition with regard to the five
categories, i.e., (1) the means of valid cognition, (2) the object to be validly
cognized, (3) reality, (4) the factor to be proved, (5) the proving means. In
consequence (prasaṅge), Dharmakı̄rti would become ill-famed, since he is not
in a position to make independent inventions, and he would not be keeping
the promise made in PV 2,283’d–284ab that he is praising the true nature of
the Exalted One’s teaching in order to prove the reality of the valid means of

“The definition of vārttika consists in ‘reproving the improprieties of the sūtras,
refuteing them and expresses something different.’ ” (PVA 521,24–25: sūtrān. ām
anupapatticodanā tatparihāro viśes. ābhidhānam. ceti vārttikalaks.an. am.) A similar for-
mulation can be found in Vibhū 516,11–12: vārttikam. ca viśes. ābhidhānādirūpam.
yathoktam. sūtrānām. anupapatticodanāt tatparihāro viśes. ābhidhānam iti laks.an. am. Note
that the variant reading of anupapatticodanāt in Vibhū is not supported by the
Tibetan translation of the PVA.

41 Cf. PVAN 8b2–4: anye tv āhuh. —pravacane ’pi nedam. vārttikam. mukhyavr. ttyā, api
tu vārttikam iva vārttikam. tathā hi—kramen. a vyākhyeyapadāni sāks. ād ullikhyānu-
papatticodanādikam. yatra tad vārttikam, yathoddyotakarakumārilau, na ca tathehopa-
labhyate.tasmād yatra yadvyavahāranimittam. nāsti, na tatra tadvyāvahārah. , yathā gavi
turaga iti. nāsti ca kı̄rtau vārttikavyavahāranimittam iti kāran. ānupalabdhih. .

42 This is the definition given in traditional Sanskrit lexicons. Cf. AC 42,1 (Kārikā
256ab): uktānuktaduruktārthacintākāri tu vārttikam |; NK 741 s.v.: uktānuktadur-
uktānām. cintā yatra pravarate, tam. gratham. vārt[t]ı̄kam. prāhur vārt[t]ikajñā manı̄s. in. ah. .
Cf. the discussion this definition in Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming.

43 Cf. PVAN 8b4: pares. ām api hy uktānuktaduruktacintaiva vārttikam. kramādyapeks.am
eva tallaks.an. am iti cet. na, akalaṅke vārttikavyavahārābhāvaprasaṅgāt.
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cognition in accordance with His teaching. Of course this cannot be the case,
so the conclusion is that there is no fault with the work being a vārttika.44

Next, the discussion turns its focus from whether or not the PV is a
vārttika, to whether it is about the Buddhist tradition or about Dignāga. In
Yamāri’s view, Dharmakı̄rti would never show a predisposition (paks.apāta)
for Dignāga in the way he did for the Buddhist tradition, since objects of
sensory mistake, etc., which are doubted and not based on transmission, have
been proven right.45 This seems to me to refer to Devendrabuddhi’s above-
mentioned statement that the PV has Dignāga’s system as its scope, since
Devendrabuddhi did not attain the transmission (cf. above fn. 27, 33, 35).

The opponents continue: Even if a commentary lays its stress on the
meaning rather than the words, the words being commented upon should
be quoted everywhere. And yet, in the PV the Buddha’s words are not as
visible as those of Dignāga. In reply, Yamāri emphasizes that no object to be
validly cognized can be attained that go beyond the five above-mentioned
categories, and these are the contents of the Buddha’s words, which aim at
the ultimate purpose of human beings. To disprove the opponents’ argument,
he mentions several utterances in the PV that do contain the contents of
statements of the Buddha.46 The opponents argue that these utterances are
merely in agreement with the tradition.47 This objection apparently means
that while these statements serve the purpose of supporting arguments, they

44 Cf. PVAN 8b5–6: kim. ca vr. ttyādisvarūpadūrı̄bhāvād yadi nedam. vārttikam api, tadā
pravacanārthe pramān. arūpe bhagavati pramān. amukhena pramān. aprameyatattvasādhya-
sādhanalaks.an. apañcapadārthyām. svatantrasūtrakāratvaprasaṅga ācāryakı̄rter akı̄rtir eva,
svopajñatvābhāvāt, anabhyupagamāc ca yad āha—tadupadeśatah. pramān. atattvasiddhya-
rtham iti. tasmān na vārttikatvasya ks.atih. .

45 Cf. PVAN 9a3: athaivam api yathā katham. cid āmnāye paks.apātah. , dignāge ’pi mā bhūd
vārttikam. kı̄rtih. , vimatānām asāmpradāyikānām aindriyakabhrāntyādı̄nām arthānām.
samarthanāt.

46 Cf. PVAN 9a5–6: nanv arthaparatve ’pi vyākhyānasyāvaśyam. vyākhyeyollekhah. kvacit
paryavasyati. na ca dignāgasyeva pravacanasyāpy upalabhyate. naivam. na hi pravacanā-
bhidheyam. paramapurus. ārthopayoginı̄m. pañcapadārthı̄m atikramya kiñcid atra prameya-
m upalabhyate. vacanarı̄tyanukārāś ca moho nidānam. dos. ān. ām ata evābhidhı̄yate (PV
1.223ab), ato laks.an. aśūnyatvān nih. svabhāvāh. prakāśitā (PV 3.215cd) ityādayah. . tathā
tadupeks. itatattvārthaih. (PV 3.219a). vyākhyeyo ’tra virodho ya (PV 2.214a) ityādibhir
virodhaparihārayatnena ca tātparyam. pratı̄yate.

47 sam. syandana, cf. above fn. 18.
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do so merely by showing compliance with the tradition: they themselves
are not words being explained (vyākhyeya). Yamāri replies that also in the
case of quotations from Dignāga’s works, such as Pramān. aviniścaya (PVin 3:
35,10f.)—which quotes PSV ad PS 3,2cd, beginning with “[a thesis in which]
there is no inference because of its being over-exclusive (asādhāran. atva)”48 —
no relief can be gained. He means that also here, the PSV sentence is not
what is being explained. Yamāri also rejects that Dharmakı̄rti is treating
the Buddha’s teaching and Dignāga’s works in the same way. Rather,
Dharmakı̄rti’s way of speaking (vacanarı̄ti) is strengthened by being primarily
based on the Buddha’s teaching.49

The opponents then argue from another angle, saying that labeling the
PV a vārttika not in the primary sense but in the “secondary sense”50 serves
the purpose of avoiding disrespect for Dignāga.51 This probably means that
to be a vārttika on the Buddha’s teachings “in the secondary sense” implies
that the commentator has not left Dignāga, that is, is not independent of him.
This argument invokes an interesting discussion on the relationship between
a commentator and the author of the text being commentated upon:

If [the purpose of avoiding disrespect for Dignāga were the intention] of
the teacher [Dharmakı̄rti, then] precisely being primarily [based on the
Buddha’s teaching] would express his way of following Dignāga, just
as Uddyotakara praises [the sūtra-maker]: “Aks.apāda is the best among
the sages” (NV 1,3), [and thus] this cannot be [a sign of] his unskilfulness
in speech.

[Opponents:] First of all, only that which establishes the unestablished
and brings the established into practice is the proper way of following
Dignāga.

48 This is the fourth of the four invalid theses that are denied based on perception,
inference, authorities, or what is commonly recognized (pratyaks. ānumānāptapra-
siddhena). For an English translation and a detailed explanation and discussion of
this PSV passage, see Tillemans 1997: 166f.

49 Cf. PVAN 9a7: sam. syandanamātram. tad iti cet. yatrāpy asādhāran. atvād ityādāv api ka
āśvāsah. . yady evam. sāmyam ubhayatra, etad api nāsti, ācāryavacanarı̄teh. pravacana eva
mukhyatayā balanāt.

50 Cf. na ca mukhyām. vr. ttim atikramya gaun. ı̄śaran. am, prayojanābhāvāt quoted below in
fn. 69 .

51 Cf. PVAN 9b1: ācāryadignāgāvajñoddharan. am. prayojanam iti cet.
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[Yamāri:] Why was this way abandoned by the venerable teacher
Dignāga?

[Opponents: For Dignāga,] another [new] work would be preferable to
redeeming the various failures in Vasubandhu’s Vādavidhi.

[Yamāri:] It is exactly the same as [Dharmakı̄rti] toward Dignāga. And
by viewing the root [teacher]52 Dignāga and [Dharma]kı̄rti in this way,
it then becomes clear that they all have products (sr. s. t.i) which are
different [from the works of their forerunners]. Exactly for this reason,
Dignāga is not spread out to become renowned, like Vātsyāyana, and so
on.53

Yamāri’s conclusion is the following: In view of many aspects of incoherence
(duh. ślis. t.a), the PV has been developed on the basis of Dignāga’s work as a
new work. Nonetheless, it cannot be negated that it also depends on the
Noble One (ārya), i.e., the Buddha, because the Noble One is the primary
source of knowledge (tadupajñatva). So, if we follow the mind of Dharmakı̄rti,
the PV is definitely for explaining the Buddha’s teachings, because Dharma-
kı̄rti is attached to them as his primary source, and because, as a commentat-
or, his word-connection (yukti) is directed towards them.54

4. Digressional discussion on the scope of the PVin

Related to the topic of whether Dharmakı̄rti’s PV is about the teachings of
the Buddha or the works of Dignāga, the initial verse of Dharmakı̄rti’s other
work, the PVin, is drawn into the discussion. There Dharmakı̄rti states: “His

52 Prajñākaragupta calls Dignāga “the root teacher” (mūlācārya) when he quotes from
his PSV ad PS 1.6ab (cf. Hattori 1968, 94 note 1.47) in PVA 305,16–17: atrāpi mūlā-
cāryavacanam virudhyate—rāgadves.amohasukhaduh. khādis.u svasam. vedanam indriyāna-
peks.atvān mānasam. pratyaks.am iti.

53 PVAN 9b1–3: yady ācāryasyābhavis.yat, mukhyataiva dignāgānugāminı̄m. rı̄tim avaks.yat,
yathā aks.apādah. pravaro munı̄nām ityādi, yad avacanakauśalam asahyam. ucitas tāvad
ayam eva mārgo yad avihitam. vidhı̄yate, vihitam. ca pravartyata iti cet. ācārya-
dignāgapādair eva tarhi katham ayam. parihr. to mārgah. . vādavidhau bahuvidhopa-
dravapratikaran. ād varam anyakriyeti cet. tad etad dignāge ’pi samānam. tathā ca
mūladignāgam. kı̄rtim. cāvalokayato ’nyaiva sr. s. t.ir atra parisphurati. ata eva dignāgo na
tanyate śrotum, vātsyāyanādivat.

54 Cf. PVAN 9b3–4: tasmād anekaduh. ślis. t.adarśanam anyakriyām atrāpi pus.n. āti. na caivam
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system will be explained [in this work].”55 This is usually also understood
as indicating that Dharmakı̄rti was dedicating his work to Dignāga, as
suggested by the commentators Dharmottara and Jñāśrı̄bhadra.56 However,
there were others who interpreted it completely differently. According to
Jayanta, for instance, in this sentence, “his” (tad◦) does not refer to Dignāga,
but to the Exalted One, i.e., the one who favored Dignāga.57 In this context,
while Yamāri does not mention Jayanta, he does refer twice to a commentary
on the PVin, the Pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāra, and although I have yet to identify
this work, it seems to contain ideas similar to those of Jayanta. Thus, it is
possible that it was one of Jayanta’s sources.

As we have mentioned above (cf. fn. 17), in the passage discussing Deve-
ndrabuddhi’s “mistake” in his statement “Dignāga[’s system] is explained
by the [PV],” Yamāri negates the possibility of such a mistake. To support his
opinion or explain it more clearly, Yamāri introduces an opinion of certain
interpreters of the PVin (kecit), who follow his judgment (tadanu). This runs as
follows: Since the initial verse in the PVin can be interpreted in another way,

āryāpeks.ayāpi pāratantryaparihārah. śakyah. , tadupajñatvāt. tasmān mukhye tatraiva
bhaktiniveśāt, vārttikakārayukteś ca tatpravan. atvāt, tadvārttikam evedam, yady ācārya-
hr.dayam anurudhyate.

55 Cf. PVin 1 1,2–5: sa śrı̄mān akalaṅkadhı̄h. svayam upetya āryo ’ujagrāha yam. vyaktam.
tasya na vetty ayam. jad. amatir loko garı̄yah. padam | tatropāsitalokabhartari kr. tā svalpāpy
anarthodayā sammohād avadhı̄ran. ā iti kr.payā tannı̄tir uddyotyate || “The glorious
[Dignāga], whom the honorable [Mañjuśrı̄] favored through himself coming to
him, has a stainless mind. Stupid people do not clearly understand his very
difficult words. Due to ignorance, disrespect, even if very little, is given to the
supporter of the people devoted [to him], which gives rise to harm [to them]. So,
due to compassion, his system will be explained [in this work].” (Cf. the German
translation in Vetter 1966: 31.)

56 The following quotations should be enough to show their intention: PVinT. Dh D
2a2–4: sdug bsngal dang sdug bsngal gyi rgyu las bsgral bar ’dod pa’i snying rje de ni
brtse ba ste | de rgyur gyur pas gang la ’phags pas rjes su gzung ba de’i gzhung kho bos
dgrol bar byas te | de’i mdo’i rnam ’grel bya’o ||; PVinT. Jñ D178b5–6 (=P210b3–4): de
ni dpal ldan zhe bya’i tshigs su bcad pa ’dis ni phyogs kyi glang po’i zhal snga nas bshad
pa’i yang dag pa’i shes pa’ia yul can gyi rigs pa rab tu byed pa ’dis gsal bar bya’o zhes ston
to || [ashes pa’i P : omitted in D]

57 Cf. PVAT. 2b5: de’i lugs zhes bya ba la sogs pa yang | de zhes bya ba ni bcom ldan ’das
sam rjes su ’dzin pa po zhes bya ba’i don to ||
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the Alaṅkāra’s (i.e., the Pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāra’s) assertion that the PVin is a
commentary on the Buddha’s teaching displays the extent of Dharmakı̄rti’s
self-confidence. Nonetheless, it is not the case that it was not intended
as a commentary on Dignāga, so there is no fault that he does not follow
Dignāga (dos.a58 ).59 Certain other people (anye), however, cannot accept this
interpretation of Alaṅkāra’s assertion, saying that being a commentary on the
Buddha’s teachings60 is Dharmakı̄rti’s intention, this is in fact ascertained
from his writing, i.e., his PVin, because what is said in other sources is
not reliable.61 While Yamāri admits its being reasonable, he says that the
above-mentioned fault remains. He explain: If so, i.e., if Dharmakı̄rti is an
explainer of the Buddha’s teaching independently of Dignāga, then, just like
him, Prajñākaragupta should also be an explainer exactly of the Buddha’s
teaching independently of Dharmakı̄rti. Indeed, the fault of a commentator
not following his teacher’s teaching arises when he claims to be explaining
his teacher’s work. When independent of his teacher, a commentator has
an advantage, because he can discuss a repeated reference (anuvāda)62 of
an old topic. In the PVin, the teacher Dharmakı̄rti also brings something

58 For dos.a, cf. tadı̄yānanuvarttanados.ah. quoted below in fn. 63. In another place Yamāri
mentions an opinion that labeling the PV a vārttika in the “secondary sense” serves
the purpose of avoiding disrespect for Dignāga, cf. above fn. 51.

59 Cf. PVAN 7a5–6: tadanu kecid ācaks.ate—tannı̄tir uddyotyata ity anyathāpi nirvod. hum.
śakyatvāt, pravacanavārttikatvapratijñānam. praud. himātrāvis.karan. am, na tu dignāge
vārttikatvam anabhipretam evālaṅkārasya, tato na dos.a iti. Cf. the translation in Franco
and Preisendanz forthcoming.

60 To my understanding, tad in tad asya hr.dayam refers to pravacanavārttikatva◦ in the
previous sentence (cf. above fn. 59).

61 Cf. PVAN 7a6: anye tv etan na sahante—tad asya hr.dayam iti hi lekhanād avadhāryate,
anyatrāpy anāśvāsād iti. Cf. the translation in Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming.

62 On anuvāda cf. NS 2.1.65–67: vidhivihitasyānuvacanam anuvādah. . nānuvādapunar-
uktayor viśes.ah. śabdābhyāsopapatteh. . śı̄ghrataragamanopadeśavad abhyāsān nāviśes.ah. .
“Reiteration is the recitation of an injunction or of that which has been enjoined.
[Objection:] There is no difference between reiteration and tautology, because [in
both cases] repetition of the [same] word occurs [Reply:] It is not non-different,
because [in the case of reiteration,] through the repetition [an action of highest
quality is caused,] like the instruction ‘go faster!’ ” (Cf. NV 256,5–257,10 ad loc.).
For a discussion of the word used in current context, see Franco and Preisendanz
forthcoming.
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of Dignāga into his own work, in order to make sure that such a discussion
is possible. It is thus not improper.63 Yamāri’s intention seems to be clear.
He agrees with the first group of interpreters (kecit), i.e., he also considers
that the PVin, which is a vārttika on the Buddha’s teaching, also intends to
explain Dignāga; thus there is no fault of not following Dignāga. With regard
to the second group of interpreters (anye), who do not accept that the PVin
is also for Dignāga, Yamāri points out that in this case, the mentioned fault
would remain. He explains further that the fault exists if one claims to be an
explainer of one’s teacher. To be independent of this, one can only examine
repeatedly discussed topics, as is exactly the case for the PVin. While it is an
independent vārttika on the Buddha’s teachings, it also contains explanations
of Dignāga’s words.

To strengthen his argument, Yamāri discusses also the closing verse of the
PVin, in which Dharmakı̄rti expresses that the sūtra has been ascertained by
him with the statement “this content is correct,” etc.64 From the context, it
seems that Yamāri is considering the word “sūtra” to refer to the Buddha’s
teachings, not Dignāga’s PS, as other commentators interpreted it.65 This is
why Yamāri is saying that in that case the reasoning-master, i.e., Dharmakı̄rti,
permits himself to disrespect (anādara) the transmission, i.e., Dignāga’s

63 Cf. PVAN 7a6–7: yuktam. caitat. kevalam. sa dos.as tadavastha eva—evam. tarhi
vārttikakāravat pravacana eva bhās.yakāro ’py astu svātāntryen. a. ācāryavyākhyāsvı̄kāre
hi tadı̄yānanuvarttanados.ah. . svātantrye tu sa eva gun. ah. , prācyaprameyānuvādasya
vaktum śakyatvāt. viniścaye ca dignāgād ācāryākars.an. am ātmı̄ye tathā sambhavinam eva
dr.d. hı̄kartum iti kim anupapannam. Cf. the translation in Franco and Preisendanz
forthcoming.

64 Cf. PVin 3 137,7–10: yukto’yam artha iti sūtram amoghanı̄ter dras. t.ur mayāgamitam
āgamam adhyupeks.ya | tasyāpy avaśyam avadātadhiyo ’yam eva bhāvo ’vibhāvitadhiyā-
vidito janena || “Disregarding the tradition [i.e., the commentaries], the sūtra of the
one who apprehends the unfailing system is ascertained by me in the form: ‘the
content is correct.’ Also of his certainly purified mind the very intention is not
understood by the people whose mind is not clear.”

65 For example, according to Dharmottara, sūtra refers to Dignāga’s PS, while vr. tti
refers to the commentaries of Īśvarasena and others who follow him. Cf. PVinT. Dh

D177a4 (=P208b4): mdo bdaga gyis bstan gyi | ’grel pab ni ma yin gyi ’grel pac ni ’di
nyid yin nod || dbang phyug sde dang de’i phyogs pa gzhan snga ma dag gis ni ’grel pae

phyin ci log tu byas so || [abdag P : dag D. b’grel pa em. : ’grel pas D : ’brel ba P. c’rel pa
D : ’brel ba P. dyin no P : ma yin no D, e’grel pa em. : ’brel ba D, P.]
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teachings. The opponent argues against this, saying that Dharmakı̄rti is
recognizing his respect to Dignāga in the PVin’s initial verse: “His system
will be explained.” In reply, Yamāri again cites the explanation in the
Pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāra, according to which Dharmakı̄rti is saying that what
people do not understand are the words of the Exalted One who supports
them, not the words of Dignāga.66 Thus Dharmakı̄rti recognizes that his
PVin is certainly on the Buddha’s teachings.67

Yamāri draws the following conclusion: At the beginning of the PVin,
the phrase “supporter of the people who are devoted [to him]” refers to the
Exalted One. This is because at the end of the treatise, the expression “the
one who apprehends” in the phrase “the sūtra of the one who apprehends
[the unfailing system] is ascertained by me” cannot refer to Dignāga, since
Dignāga had not attained the stage (bhūmi) of a sūtra-maker. Also the word
“sūtra” cannot be applied to something other than the Buddha’s teachings
on objects to be validly cognized, such as “non-existence of self.” But since
“non-existence of self,” etc., are in this position, also Dharmakı̄rti can treat
them directly as sūtra. And it is not taking refuge in the “secondary sense”
by passing over the use of the primary sense,68 because there is no need to
do so.69

With regard to the PVin, Yamāri is following the Pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāra’s
interpretation, which holds the PVin to be a commentary on the Buddha’s
teachings. This opinion is also shared by Jayanta. However, Yamāri does

66 Cf. the verse quoted above in fn. 55. Note the difference in the interpretation.
In the PVin, śrı̄mān is usually understood to refer to Dignāga, whom the Exalted
One supports and whose words are not understood by people. But here, in the
Pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāra, it is said that the people whom the Exalted One supports
do not understand the Exalted One’s words.

67 Cf. PVAN 9a3–5: athātroktam evācāyen. a—yukto ’yam artha ityādinā, sampradāye
’nādaras tarhi svayam anujñāto nyāyanātheneti, kim atah. param. tannı̄tir udyotyata iti
svayam eva pratijñānam iti cet. śrı̄mān āryo bhāgavān yam. lokam. svayam anujagrāha,
ayam. lokas tasya padam. na vetı̄ty artho vyākhyātah. pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāre. atah.
pravacana eva tadvārttikatvam. pratijñānam.

68 Cf. pravacane ’pi nedam. vārttikam. mukhyavr. ttyā, api tu vārttikam iva vārttikam quoted
above in fn. 41.

69 Cf. PVAN 9a7–b1: prārambha upāsitalokabhartarı̄tyādikam. bhagavaty eva nyāyyam,
paryante ca dras. t.uh. sūtram. mayāgamitam iti bhūprāpter abhāvād ācāryadignāgasya
dras. t.r. śabdasyānupapatteh. . sūtram ity api nairātmyādau prameye na pravacanād anyatra.
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not exclude the other aspect of the work: It also explains Dignāga’s system.
The purpose of Yamāri’s discussion on the PVin is apparently to support
his position with regard to the PV, which he also considers to be about the
Buddha’s teachings, not merely about the works of Dignāga.

5. Conclusion

Based on the above survey, we can draw the following conclusions about
Yamāri’s opinions:

1. The statement “Dignāga is explained by the [PV]” attributed to Deve-
ndrabuddhi reflects the historical background that a group of explain-
ers of Dharmakı̄rti regarded Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika as having
been written to elucidate the work of Dignāga.

2. Yamāri does not consider Devendrabuddhi to be wrong in saying this,
because, in his view, such a statement is easy to understand, even for a
child. Yamāri also mentions that Devendrabuddhi ascertained the Pra-
mān. avārttika to be a commentary on Dignāga by considering Dharma-
kı̄rti’s attachment to Dignāga and seeing his defense of Dignāga’s
position. On the other hand, Yamāri also holds that Devendrabuddhi
did not receive a direct transmission of the Pramān. avārttika, and thus his
restriction of the Pramān. avārttika to Dignāga’s system is not accepted.
That is to say, in Yamāri’s view, the Pramān. avārttika does not explain
Dignāga’s system alone, but is rather much more a commentary on the
Buddha’s teachings.

3. In discussing the definition of “vārttika,” Yamāri makes his view still
more clear. The Pramān. avārttika, being a “vārttika,” is not only a new
work based on Dignāga’s system, it is also dependent on the Buddha’s
teachings. In this way, we understand that Yamāri’s basic opinions are
consistent.

4. To support his opinion about the scope of the Pramān. avārttika, Yamāri
also discusses the initial and closing verses of the Pramān. aviniścaya. He
follows the Pramān. aviniścayālaṅkāra, and thus he agrees in fact also with
Jayanta, although he does not say this specifically. He states clearly that

tatsthānı̄yatvāt tu kı̄rtir api sūtram eva. na ca mukhyām. vr. ttim atikramya gaun. ı̄śaran. am,
prayojanābhāvāt.
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it is a commentary on the Buddha’s teachings. But he admits also that
it includes the explanations of Dignāga’s system.
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PVP Pramān. avārttikapañjikā (Devendrabuddhi). D 4217/P 5717.
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What Comes First, Word or Sentence Meaning?
Dharmakı̄rti as a Contextualist*

V i n c e n t E L T S C H I N G E R

É c o l e p r a t i q u e d e s h a u t e s é t u d e s , P a r i s

Introduction

I have long been puzzled by the Buddhist philosophers’ ostensible reluc-
tance to deal with the difficult issue of sentence meaning (vākyārtha). To
judge from later digests on this and related topics, such as Śālikanātha’s
Vākyārthamātr.kā (9th c.), Mukulabhat.t.a’s Abhidhāvr. ttimātr.kā (end of the 9th

c.), and Vācaspatimiśra’s Tattvabindu (10th c.), in which their views hardly
appear, their contribution seems to have been—or at least felt—negligible.
To the best of my knowledge, the Buddhists did not systematically criticize
the grammarians’ vākyasphot.a and “the view that a sentence is an indi-
visible unit”1 (akhan. d. apaks.a)—a reason for this possibly being Dignāga’s
embarrassing endorsement of the latter. Nor did they object to the two
competing Mı̄mām. saka models known as the “denotation of connected
[meanings]” (anvitābhidhāna) and the “connection of denoted [meanings]”
(abhihitānvaya).2 And in spite of sporadic but generally non-technical occur-

* The present paper is meant as a token of friendship and gratitude to Eli Franco, a
man of rare culture and insatiable curiosity whose work has been decisive for our
understanding of Cārvāka, Buddhist, Indian, and even comparative philosophy.
Most sincere thanks are due to Kei Kataoka for sharing some of his publications,
and to Johannes Bronkhorst, Hugo David, Andrew Ollett and John Taber for their
valuable remarks and suggestions concerning this essay.

1 Hattori 1979: 64. On Dignāga’s view of pratibhā, “intuition,” “insight,” as the
sentence meaning, see Hattori 1979, Pind 2015: II.166–177, David 2021: 857–862
(and p. 831–832, n. 14, for numerous references on Bhartr.hari’s treatment of pratibhā
in VP 2.143–151), and below.

2 According to Saxena’s (2022: 287–288) rendering of these two terms; alternative
translations are “expression of relational meanings” vs. “relation of expressed
meanings” (Ollett 2022: 254) and “theory of the denotation of a connected referent”
vs. “theory of connection between denoted referents” (Kataoka 2021: 532 and 534–

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 413–453.
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rences of ākāṅks. ā, the three (sometimes four) conditions responsible for verbal
understanding (śābdabodha), i.e., compatibility (yogyatā), proximity (sannidhi),
and dependency/expectancy (ākāṅks. ā), are conspicuous by their absence in
the Buddhist treatises I am aware of.

To be sure, the Sarvāstivādin-Vaibhās.ika, Yogācāra and Sautrāntika teach-
ers developed interesting, albeit quite rudimentary, views on sentence (pada-
[kāya]) in their treatment of the factors dissociated from thought (cittavipra-
yuktasam. skāra), a category of dharmas the existence of which was hotly
disputed among Buddhist dogmaticians.3 In this debate, the Vaibhās.ikas
were inclined to grant meaning a unitary, hypostatic, and “transphonetic”
nature that was regarded as dangerously close to the non-Buddhists’ sphot.a
by the Sautrāntikas and the Yogācāras.4 In a typically reductionist vein, the

535). On these theories of sentence meaning, see, e.g., Kunjunni Raja 1963: 95–148
and 189–227, Hattori 1979, Bronkhorst 2019: 56–61 and 227–289, Kataoka 2020 and
2021, Ollett 2020, Saxena 2022.

3 See AK 2.47ab and AKBh 80,12–81,28 thereon (La Vallée Poussin 1923–1931: I.238–
243), Jaini 1959, Cox 1995: 159–171 and 377–408. Vasubandhu (AKBh 80,15–16) pro-
vides a twofold definition of the sentence (pada[kāya] = vākya[samukti], AK 2.47ab;
cf. Cox 1995: 377), with a first part he inherits from earlier Sarvāstivādin-Vaibhās.ika
treatises, the other being apparently his own: vākyam. padam. yāvatārthaparisamāptih. /
tadyathānityā bata sam. skārā ityevamādi / yena kriyāgun. akālasambandhaviśes. ā gamyante /.
“With ‘pada,’ [we mean] a sentence, to the extent that the meaning [of the statement]
is complete, as in the [logion]: ‘Impermanent indeed are the conditioned things,’
etc. [A sentence is that] by which the distinctive relations of verbal activity, quality,
and tense are understood.” Translation of the second definition Cox 1995: 399, n.
8. Cf. TSPK 723,15–16/TSPŚ 614,11: parisamāptārtham. śabdarūpam. vākyam ucyate /.
“What is called a sentence is a linguistic nature having a complete meaning.” While
commenting on Vasubandhu, Yaśomitra quotes MBh 2.1.1 vārttika 9 (I.367,10):
[ākhyātam. ] sāvyayakārakaviśes.an. am. vākyam /. “[La phrase] consiste dans le verbe et
les invariants (= adverbes), les formes casuelles (= régimes) et leurs déterminants.”
Translation Renou 1942: 271. He provides the following examples (AKVy 182,28–
29): pacati pat.hati gacchatı̄ti kr. s.n. o gauro rakta iti pacati paks.yaty apāks. ı̄d iti. According
to Yaśomitra, “in that way, it is said that name is that which indicates the particular
inherent characteristic [. . . ], and phrase is that which indicates the distinctive rela-
tions of verbal activity, and so on.” (AKVy 182,31–32: evam. svalaks.an. ābhidyotakam.
nāma kriyādisambandhaviśes. ābhidyotakam. padam ity uktam. bhavati /. Translation Cox
1995: 399, n. 8.)

4 The Vaibhās.ika author (Vimalamitra?) of the ADı̄p already defended him-
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representatives of these two intellectual traditions advocated the physical
nature of phonemes (hence of words, sentences, etc.)5 and the purely
conventional character of meaning. In the 6th century at the latest, this intra-
Buddhistic controversy died down with the Sautrāntikas/Yogācāras gaining
the upper hand as logic and epistemology became the main focus of the
Buddhist intellectuals.6 However, no sooner had that debate subsided than
a symmetrical front line came to oppose the Buddhists and the Grammarians
over the sphot.a. Although Dharmakı̄rti (around 600?) and his followers
concentrated their arguments on what may be called the padasphot.a and
left the vākyasphot.a largely unconsidered,7 their uncompromising rejection
of a non-phonetic meaning bearer made their acceptance of an indivisible
sentence and sentence meaning very unlikely. And indeed, no Buddhist
thinker I am aware of ever endorsed this position after Dharmakı̄rti, and
plausibly even after Dignāga.8

Given his own reductionist tendencies and his indebtedness to Va-
subandhu, Dignāga’s acceptance of an indivisible sentence meaning seems

self against the charge of appropriating the Brahmanical sphot.a (ADı̄p 2.146ab):
sphot. ākhyo nāparo ghos. āc chabdo nityah. prasidhyati /. “[Our factor dissociated
from thought] is not established as the permanent linguistic unit (śabda) called
sphot.a [that according to the Brahmanical grammarians is] distinct from [physical]
sound.” Kamalaśı̄la (TSPK 723,3/TSPŚ 613,31 on TSK 2713–2714/TSŚ 2712–2713)
explicitly identifies the Vaibhās.ika position with the sphot.avāda: vaibhās. ikā hi kecit
padakāyā*bhidhānena vākyasphot.am anityatvāj janyam. pratipannāh. /. *-kāyā- em.: -kāryā-
Eds. “For with the expression ‘padakāya,’ certain Vaibhās.ikas teach a vākyasphot.a
that can be produced because it is impermanent.” See Eltschinger 2007b: 164, n. 15.

5 For a useful summary, see Omae 1999. Here as elsewhere, Dharmakı̄rti recognizes
as meaningful those sound particulars (śabdasvalaks.an. a, i.e., dhvani, varn. a, etc.)
that have been conceptually identified, or recognized, as similar with others. The
homogeneousness and repeatability of varn. as is due to intellectual construction, not
to their ontological character.

6 Or is this impression rather to be explained by the paucity of later, “Neo-
Vaibhās.ika” sources?

7 On Dharmakı̄rti’s critique of the sphot.a, see Eltschinger 2001.
8 Note David 2021: 858: “Dignāga [. . . ] is the earliest advocate of Bhartr.hari’s

theory of pratibhā or, to be more precise, its only known advocate outside the field
of Vyākaran. a if we except [a] brief passage on injunctions and prohibitions from
Man. d. ana’s Brahmasiddhi.”
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difficult to explain. Is it just that our acquaintance with the intellectual
tradition he initiated and its dominant theoretical attitudes makes this
philosophical choice surprising to us? After all, ideas of that sort had proved
rather appealing in Sarvāstivāda circles, and Bhartr.hari exerted a strong
influence on Dignāga, as is testified, e.g., by the latter’s Traikālyaparı̄ks. ā.
Needless to say, Dignāga had no Buddhist epistemological tradition against
which to measure the relative orthodoxy of his positions—the Buddhist
epistemological tradition’s exegesis of Dignāga was to a large extent an
attempt to smooth out his views in order to align them with the dominant,
Dharmakı̄rtian paradigm. To judge from the paucity of later statements on
the subject of sentence meaning, Dignāga’s successors likely disapproved of
their ācārya’s wholesale adoption of Bhartr.hari’s ideas. Indeed, in addition
to the reductionist tendencies mentioned above, the few statements I am
aware of rather point in direction of proto-abhihitānvaya and proto-anvitābhi-
dhāna positions—keeping in mind that in the 7th-8th centuries, the debate
between abhihitānvayavāda and anvitābhidhānavāda, the coalescence of which
is generally credited to Śālikanātha, likely had not crystallized yet; ascribing
either of these positions to pre-9th century Buddhist philosophers may thus
very well be anachronistic. To be honest, none of the Buddhist positions
examined below can be said to exhibit more than family resemblance with
these two models. As far as my knowledge goes, Dharmakı̄rti makes no
pronouncement on sentence meaning proper,9 but rather formulates certain
ideas on word meaning that have indirect consequences for the issue of
sentence meaning.

As suggested by Masaaki Hattori in his pioneering article “Apoha and
pratibhā” (1979), Śāntaraks.ita (725–788) may have leant toward the abhi-
hitānvaya model, and this quite plausibly under the pressure of Kumārila’s
(around 600?) critique of the apoha theory. In the present paper, I would like
to discuss a short passage from the PVSV that, in my and especially Karn. aka-

9 In my opinion, claiming, as Dharmakı̄rti so systematically does in the framework of
his controversy with the Mı̄mām. sā, that words refer to their speaker’s intention and
that this intentional content can be successfully inferred by the listener on the basis
of shared linguistic conventions (on pratibhā as an inferential mark of the speaker’s
intention, see PST. MS B 238a7–b1 in Pind 2015: II.176, n. 592), is not tantamount to
explaining how words and especially sentences mean what they are intended to
mean.
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gomin’s (around 800) opinion, possibly hints at Dharmakı̄rti’s preference
for something like the anvitābhidhāna model, or, better, at his truthfulness
to Dignāga’s contention that in linguistic practice words are not used in
isolation and only yield meaning in the explicit or implicit framework of a
sentence. By prioritizing sentence over word meaning, this type of approach,
though taking for granted the conventional existence of words, may have
been considered closer to Dignāga’s original pronouncement in favor of
an undivided pratibhā and the nonexistence of individual words. In doing
so, Dharmakı̄rti came close to Gottlob Frege’s and Ludwig Wittgenstein’s
“Context Principle” (“never ask for the meaning of a word in isolation, but
only in the context of a proposition”), which reflects these philosophers’
“conviction that in order to understand how language is meaningful, we
need to explore how people actually use it.”10 Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la
(740–795) were of course well aware of this passage, which they substantially
amplified, apparently without perceiving it as contradictory with the abhi-
hitānvayavāda they supposedly favored. Their position might thus have been
more nuanced, or, better perhaps, theoretically less conscious, than suggested
by Hattori’s depiction, especially if the controversy surrounding sentence
meaning was at best still in its formative stage around 760.

Dharmakı̄rti’s somewhat abstruse statement would remain almost un-
intelligible without the help of Śākyabuddhi’s (660–720?) and Karn. aka-
gomin’s PVT. and PVSVT. commentaries. As usual, whereas Śākyabuddhi
has very little to offer beyond literal and plain philosophical explanations,
Karn. akagomin’s gloss abounds in historically relevant information, identi-
fying opponents, adducing textual parallels, recontextualizing and updating
arguments, etc. There are reasons to believe that Karn. akagomin was the first
Buddhist philosopher to show a clear awareness of the controversy and its
terminology. This raises interesting questions on the early history of the
distinction between anvitābhidhāna and abhihitānvaya, hence on the relative
chronology of Śālikanātha and Karn. akagomin.

10 Lucas 2015 (not paginated); I am much obliged to my friend John Taber for
drawing my attention to this publication. On contextualism in the framework of
the anvitābhidhānavāda, see Ollett 2020: 252–253.
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Dignāga and Bhartr.hari

Dignāga presents his views on sentence meaning toward the end of the apoha
chapter of his PS(V) (stanzas 5.46–49). In spite of his elliptic and at times
even cryptic style of exposition, suffice it here to quote PS 5.46–47 together
with their autocommentary—needless to say, my understanding is heavily
indebted to earlier work on this passage by Hattori, Pind, and David:

The [above-mentioned] meaning of the word [i.e., the exclusion of other
things,] is conceived of after extracting [the word] from the sentence.
[As for] the meaning of the sentence, which is called ‘intuition,’ it arises
first by means of the [meaning of the word].11 Although the [individual]
word does not exist [as a signifier of its own], its meaning is established
by way of assumption (utpreks. ā) according to [the different linguistic-
philosophical] traditions once [it has been] extracted from the sentence,
because [a word] is not used in isolation, in the same way as [verbal]
bases and affixes [are not used in isolation]. [In our tradition,] however
(ca), this assumption apprehends a meaning [i.e., the exclusion of other
things,] that is not [regarded as] correct in the other traditions. It is
why this different meaning[, which alone is rational, has been] posited
(utks. ipta, PSVKV bkod pa, PSVVR ñe bar bźag pa), because, at the beginning,
for those with no [cognitive] habituation of the relation between word
and meaning (PSVKV sgra la don gyi ’brel pa, PSVVR sgra’i don daṅ ’brel
pa), the intuition of the sentence meaning is mediated (-upāya) by the
apprehension of the word meaning. [But] it is the sentence, together
with its meaning, that are the primary linguistic unit and meaning
(śabdārtha), because they are indivisible. For the alternative (anya)
belief, the mistaken apprehension (anyah. . . . -abhimānah. ) of a linguistic
unit and [its] meaning in the interval [between the first element heard
and the grasping of an entire linguistic unit], it is [merely] due to
assumption, because [this assumption] is [entirely] autonomous. As
for those who disregard an intuition of meanings and think of another
sentence meaning, i.e., the external object or the [mutual] relation
between these [external objects], this is mere thinking! Why? Because
various kinds of undertakings arise from sentences according to [one’s
cognitive] habituation even in the absence of an [external] object, in

11 Jinendrabuddhi’s PST. MS B 236b2–6 (quoted and translated in Pind 2015: II.166–167,
n. 557) provides an interesting explanation of PS 5.46.
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conformity with one’s own ideas.12 [To explain:] Together with the
[corresponding] conceptual representation, the undertaking of an effica-
cious activity arises from a sentence in various shapes in dependence on
the impression [left] by the [past] habit of the meaning, [and this] even
in the absence of an external object, in conformity with one’s own ideas,
as when one hears ‘a tiger [is coming]’ [although no tiger is around].13

Or, [even] if the [thing] is the same, from hearing a love poem, [persons
who are] passionate have an understanding that conforms with passion,
whereas those who are detached [have an understanding] that conforms
with distress.14

As was pointed out by Hattori and shown even more systematically by
Pind, there is hardly anything in Dignāga’s account of sentence meaning that

12 Understanding pratyaya as “idea(s),” and not as “cause(s)/condition(s)” (sug-
gested by PS[V]Tib rkyen, and PST. MS B 237b2–3, in Pind 2015: II.172, n. 580). On the
meaning of svapratyay(ānukāren. )a, see Pind 2015: II.172, n. 580; see also below. My
translation of pratipatti as “undertakings” instead of “cognitions” is indebted to
David 2021: 859; although Buddhist philosophical texts frequently use pratipatti in
the sense of anus. t.hāna, I have to confess that I am still hesitant about the exact value
of this word in the present context. The same is true of my (= David’s) translation
of arthakriyāpratipattir nānārūpā, below.

13 For abundant materials concerning this simile, see Pind 2015: II.173–174, n. 587;
see also David 2021: 830, and 861–862.

14 PSVrec. Skt. 55,9–58,2 with PS 5.46 (quoted in TSPK 294,16–17/TSPŚ 255,5–6
on TSK 922/TSŚ 921) and PS 5.47: apoddhāre padasyāyam. vākyād artho vi-
kalpitah. 1⃝/ vākyārthah. pratibhākhyo ’yam. tenādāv upajanyate 2⃝ // padasyāsato ’pi
vākyād apoddhr. tasya yathāgamam utpreks.ayārtho vyavasthāpyate kevalasyāprayogāt pra-
kr. tipratyayavat. sā cotpreks. ānyes.v āgames.v ayuktārthagrahan. ı̄. tasmād idam arthā-
ntaram utks. iptam, yasmād ādāv anabhyastaśabdārthasambandhānām. padārthagrahan. -
opāyā vākyārthapratibhā. vākyam eva tadarthaś ca mukhyau śabdārthau, tayor abhinna-
tvāt. yo hy anyas tadantarāle śabdārthagrahan. ābhimānah. , sa utpreks.ayā, niraṅkuśatvāt.
ye ’py arthes.u pratibhām. hitvānyam. bāhyam artham. tatsambandham. vā vākyārtham.
kalpayanti, tes. ām api tat kalpanāmātram. kasmāt? yathābhyāsam. hi vākyebhyo vināpy
arthena jāyate / svapratyayānukāren. a pratipattir anekadhā // asaty api bāhye ’rthe sva-
pratyayānurūpen. ārthābhyāsavāsanāpeks. ā vākyād arthakriyāpratipattir nānārūpotpadyate
vikalpaś ca, vyāghrādiśrutivat. tadaviśes. e vā śr. ṅgārakāvyasya śravan. ād rāgin. ām. rāgā-
nurūpā pratı̄tir bhavati, vı̄tarāgān. ām. tu sam. vegānurūpā. 1⃝vikalpitah. PSPind, PST. pratı̄ka,
PSTib KV/VR (rnam par brtags): vivecitah. TSP. 2⃝upajanyate PSPind, TSP: upajāyate
PSHattori 1979,63. For alternative translations, see Hattori 1979, passim, and Pind 2015:
II.166–175.
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cannot be traced to Bhartr.hari’s VP(V), a fact Jinendrabuddhi (710–770) was
well aware of, who quotes several stanzas from this grammatical treatise
while commenting on the PS(V). As mentioned above, Dignāga’s under-
standing of the vākyārtha as pratibhā is directly indebted to the grammarian-
philosopher,15 to whose name this doctrine is generally associated as the
foundation of the so-called akhan. d. apaks.a.16 Like Dignāga in the above-
quoted passage, Bhartr.hari regards individual words as non-existent17 and
artificially abstracted from the sentence,18 although they are the initial and
purely provisional means of apprehending larger, meaningful units.19 Both
authors insist on the role and autonomy of utpreks. ā in the abstraction process
(see below).20 Dignāga’s ideas on these aspects of the theory, as well as the
example of the verbal bases and affixes (prakr. tipratyayavat),21 are borrowed
without significant change from the VP. The Buddhist philosopher also agrees
with Bhartr.hari and earlier Sanskrit grammarians on the fact that individual
words are not resorted to in everyday usage, a conception that likely played
an important role in shaping Dharmakı̄rti’s ideas on the relationship between
word and sentence meaning.22 The same can be said of his allusion to

15 VP 2.143 (Pind 2015: II.166, n. 557; Hattori 1979, 62), and more generally VP 2.143–
152; VP 1.110, VP 2.117. According to David’s in-depth study of this concept,
the early testimonies concerning pratibhā present it “as a cognition 1. without a
referent (artha, vastu, ālambana) in the external world; 2. having the form of verbal
knowledge (śabdajñānākāra); 3. arising because of traces (vāsanā, bhāvanā) left by
training (abhyāsa) and 4. the direct cause of an activity or the cessation of it (pra-
vr. tti/nivr. tti)” (2021: 862). To put it otherwise, “pratibhā is a non-representational
form of practical knowledge, immediately leading one to action, and that cognition is
the only ‘object of a sentence’ ” (2021: 834). Much emphasis is laid on the pratibhā’s
twin properties of incommmunicability and unfathomability.

16 Hattori 1979: 64.
17 VP 1.85.
18 VP 2.269 (Pind 2015: II.166, n. 555), VP 2.10 (Hattori 1979: 64), VP 3.1.1.
19 VP 1.85 (grahan. opāya).
20 On utpreks. ā, see Pind 2015: II.253–255 = Appendix 14, and the discussion of VPV

1 65,1–6, below; VP 3.3.86 (Pind 2015: II.170–171, n. 573); on niraṅkuśa, see also
below, n. 35.

21 VP 2.10, VP 3.1.1.
22 VP 2.271, quoted in PST. MS B 237a2–3 (Pind 2015: II.168, n. 562, Hattori 1979: 65),

VPV 1 65,1ff. (below); see also MBh I.219,10–18 (vārttikas 7–8) and VP 2.194ab
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the mistaken apprehension of individual linguistic units and meanings in
the interval between the first utterance and the end of the word/phrase.23

Prior to Dignāga, Bhartr.hari emphasized the intuition’s intimate connection
with purposeful action (arthakriyā).24 Dignāga’s insistence on cognitive
habituation or repeated practice (abhyāsa) in the rise of meaning and action,25

as well as on the role of latent dispositions/impressions (sam. skāra, vāsanā),
was already pointed out by Bhartr.hari.26 Finally, several expressions—
svapratyayānukāren. a, pratipattir nānāvidhotpadyate—are silent quotations or at
least discernible echoes from the VP.27

It is to be noted, however, that contrary to Kumārila’s opinion (see
below), Dignāga did not lose sight of the apoha proper while appropriating
Bhartr.hari’s views on sentence meaning. According to PS(V) 5.48, a com-
petent speaker’s intuition points to a sentence meaning (e.g., “Devadatta,
bring a white cow”) that is excluded (vyavacchinna) from the meanings of all
other sentences (e.g., “Yajñadatta, go to Pāt.aliputra”).28 Moreover, Dignāga
regards the intuition that arises from a sentence as a genuine perception29

(pratyaks.a) inasmuch as it is self-conscious (raṅ rig yin pas/phyir),30 and this
in spite of the fact that this cognition “entail[s] various representations” (rnam
rtog sna tshogsPS VR, sna tshogs rtog paPS KV, *nānākalpikā?31 ). Its synthetic

(Pind 2015: II.169, n. 563)
23 VP 1.85, quoted in PST. MS B 236b6–237a1 (Pind 2015: II.167, n. 558; Hattori 1979: 64).
24 See VPV 1 75,4–5 on VP 1.24–26 (Pind 2015: II.173, n. 582); see also VP 1.113, VP

2.146 (itikartavyatā) (Hattori 1979: 72, n. 19).
25 VP 2.117 (abhyāsāt pratibhāhetuh. ) (Hattori 1979: 66; see below, n. 32), VP 2.152 (Pind

2015: II.173, n. 584).
26 See VP 1.113 (pūrvāhitasam. skāra, bhāvanāsam. skāra [VPV 1 187,1]) (Pind 2015: II.173,

n. 585), VP 2.146 (bhāvanā) (Hattori 1979: 72, n. 19).
27 VP 2.134 (pratipattir anekadhā) (Pind 2015: II.172, n. 579), VPV 1 199,4 (pratipattir

utpadyate) (Pind 2015: II.173, n. 586); cf. VPV 1 187,2 (pratipattir utpadyate); VP 2.135
(svapratyayānusāren. a) (Pind 2015: II.172, n. 580).

28 These examples are taken from Jinendrabuddhi’s PST. MS B 238a5–6 (see Pind 2015:
II.175–176, n. 591).

29 Mental perception according to Pind 2015: II.176, n. 596.
30 PS(V) 5.49 (Hattori 1982: 146–147).
31 Pind 2015: II.176, n. 594.
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character is emphasized in an interesting explanation by Kamalaśı̄la on TSK

892/TSŚ 891 (≈ VP 2.11732 ).33

32 VP 2.117: abhyāsāt pratibhāhetuh. śabdah. sarvo ’paraih. smr. tah. 1⃝ / bālānām. ca tiraścām.
ca yathārthapratipādane //. 1⃝TSK 892/TSŚ 891: sarvah. śabdah. samāsatah. . “It is held by
some others [who maintain the akhan. d. apaks.a] that every word becomes the cause of
pratibhā by repeated practice, just as in the case of teaching the meaning to children
and animals.” Translation Hattori 1979: 66. According to Hattori (ibid.), “[t]he
practice of apprehending the meaning of speech is repeated not only in the present
life but also in the past life, so that even children and animals are evoked to pratibhā
by dint of the impression (sam. skāra, bhāvanā) of repeated practice. It is through
pratibhā that they understand what to do (itikartavyatā).” On abhyāsa and pratibhā,
see especially David 2021: 843–845, and passim.

33 TSPK 286,12–19/TSPŚ 247,29–248,7 (TSPTib D ze 319b3–7): śabdasya kvacid vis.aye
punah. punah. pravr. ttidarśanam abhyāsah. / niyatasādhanāvacchinna 1⃝kriyāpratipatty-
anukūlā prajñā pratibhā / sā prayogadarśanāvr. ttisahitena śabdena 2⃝ janyate / prati-
vākyam. pratipurus.am. ca sā bhidyate / sa tu tasyā aparimān. o bhedah. śabdavyava-
hārasyānantyān na śakyate vidhātum [. . . ] / yathaiva hy aṅkuśābhighātādayo hasty-
ādı̄nām arthapratipattau kriyamān. āyām. 3⃝ pratibhāhetavo bhavanti / tathā sarve ’rtha-
vatsammatā vr.ks. ādayah. śabdā yathābhyāsam. pratibhāmātropasam. hārahetavo bhavanti
na tv artham. sāks. āt pratipādayanti / anyathā hi katham. parasparaparāhatāh. pra-
vacanabhedā utpādyakathāprabandhāś ca svavikalpoparacitapadārthabhedadyotakāh. syur
iti /. 1⃝TSPTib rnam par bcad pa rather suggests vyavacchinna or vicchinna (with
niyatasādhana-?). 2⃝TSPTib with no equivalent of śabdena. 3⃝kriyamān. āyām. TSPK:
kriyamān. āyā TSPŚ. “[Cognitive] 1⃝ habituation consists in observing a [certain]
linguistic unit (śabda) being used again and again in reference to a certain thing.
[As for] intuition, [it consists in] an insight that leads one to undertake an action
circumscribed by specific factors. 2⃝ This [intuition] is produced by a [certain]
linguistic unit accompanied by the recurrent 3⃝ observation of [its] employment,
and differs with every sentence and for every person, but this immeasurable
difference cannot be [properly] formulated due to the infinity of verbal practice. 4⃝
[. . . ] In the same way as [actions] such as beating with a hook are the causes for
elephants, etc., to have a [certain] intuition when the understanding of a [certain]
thing [by the animal] is to be achieved, 5⃝ in the same way, all the linguistic
units recognized as meaningful, such as ‘tree,’ are, in conformity with a [certain
cognitive] habituation, the causes for bringing in a mere intuition, 6⃝ but they do
not communicate [their] meaning directly. For otherwise, how could mutually
contradictory statements [ever] occur, and how could narrative works devised
(utpādyakathāprabandhāh. , TSPTib gtam rgyud [g]sar pa) [by the poet’s imagination]
reveal different things (padārtha, but TSPTib dṅos po) constructed by one’s own con-
ceptual representations? 7⃝” 1⃝Kamalaśı̄la’s interesting explanation is translated
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Before I turn to Śāntaraks.ita’s views on sentence meaning, let me briefly
come back to Dignāga’s use of the term utpreks. ā. The word, which refers to a
figure of speech and entails a strong imagination (sambhāvana) component,34

has undergone interesting conceptualizations and systematizations in the
hands of the later Kashmirian poeticians, who interpreted it in close connec-
tion with the newly available Buddhist notion of adhyavasāya/adhyavasāna.
In this context, utpreks. ā has been variously rendered as “poetic(al) fancy,”
“seeing as,” and “assumption/identifying.”35 In his pioneering study of

and discussed by bits and pieces in David 2021: 846 (n. 61), 855 (n. 79) and 860
(n. 96). 2⃝As hinted at by David (2021: 854–855), niyatasādhanāvacchinnakriyā-
pratipattyanukūlā prajñā pratibhā is likely borrowed from Man. d. anamiśra’s ViV 29
(prose introduction); my translation of this segment is borrowed from David’s (on
pratipatti as “undertaking,” see David 2021: 854, n. 77). 3⃝On āvr. tti = abhyāsa, see
David 2021: 844, n. 56. 4⃝On the impossibility to communicate and to explain
pratibhā, see VP 2.144 and David 2021: 831–832, VP 1.35 and David 2021: 843–846,
848, and passim. 5⃝See already VP 2.217–218 and David 2021: 845–846. 6⃝On the
difficult pratibhāmātropasam. hāra (cf. VPV 67,4 pratibhopasam. hāra), see David 2021:
848, n. 64, whose rendering of upasam. hāra as “bringing in” I am following here
(TSPTib D ze 319b6 spobs pa tsam ñe bar sdud pa’i rgyu, if it is not a purely mechanical
rendering, would rather plead for “causes of a contraction [of the word meanings]
into a mere/simple intuition,” which may accord with Bhartr.hari’s idea in VP
2.145 [upaśles.am ivārthānām]). 7⃝Interestingly, the kathāprabandhas recur at TSPK

822,7/TSPŚ 697,11, this time in direct connection with utpreks. ā. Kamalaśı̄la refers
there to “poets authoring narratives [entirely] invented (utpreks. ita) by themselves”
(svotpreks. itakathāprabandhakārin. o ’pi kavayah. ; on poets and pratibhā, see David 2021:
836, n. 28). In TSPK 642,13–14/TSPŚ 547,30, Kamalaśı̄la explains kathā (TSK

2338/TSŚ 2337) as nāt.akākhyāyikādikathā, i.e., “drama, tale, etc.”
34 Porcher 1978: 98–109.
35 See Ratié 2010: 343, Bronner 2016: 114–115 and 343–344, n. 6, and Vasudeva 2016:

503 (chart). From the seventeen occurrences of utPREKS. - (5) and its derivatives
(utpreks. ita [7], utpreks.amān. a [2], utpreks. ā [3]), about a dozen are significant (not
mere repetitions, pratı̄kas, etc.). Most of them are rendered by Jha (1987–1991)
as “imagine,” “imagined,” “imaginary,” “imagination,” etc. Though correct, this
translation is liable to some specification. “Imagined” may not be strong enough
in the case of the poets’ narrative works (TSPK 822,7/TSPŚ 697,11: svotpreks. ita; see
above, n. 33), where “invented” (by their authors’ unlimited inspiration) likely
is the intended meaning. As in Bhartr.hari and Dignāga (see above, nn. 14 and
20), this svotpreks. ā is regarded as niraṅkuśā, “unbrindled”; this is the case when
it characterizes the Vedic sacrificers (yājñika) who, without any basis (nis.kāran. a,
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Dignāga’s PS(V) 5, Pind generally36 translates utpreks. ā as “invention.” In
the copious endnote he dedicates to that term (no. 14, p. 253–255), the late
Danish scholar emphasizes, as we have just seen, Dignāga’s indebtedness
to Bhartr.hari’s VP, and especially VPV 1. Basing himself on VPV 1 65,1–
6 on VP 1.24, Pind concludes that “Bhartr.hari’s invention in this particular
context is similar to systematic deliberation, which involves the inductive

nirnibandhana), “concoct” or “invent” the meanings of Vedic statements such as
agnihotram. juhuyāt svargakāmah. in order to make a living (ājı̄vikārtham; see TSPK

642,11–13/TSPŚ 547,27–29; utpreks. ita is glossed upakalpita at TSPK 652,19/TSPŚ
556,16; arbitrarily concocting meanings for Vedic words is also the subject matter
of TSPK 652,14/TSPŚ 556,11, TSK 2385/TSŚ 2384, and TSPK 652,26/TSPŚ 556,23; see
also Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012). utPREKS. - and its derivatives are sometimes
perceived as semantically equivalent to (vi-/pari-)KL. P-, as is obviously the case
in TSPK 582,10–11/TSPŚ 462,28–29 (cf. TSPK 399,22/TSPŚ 341,9 on TSK 1347/TSŚ
1346, kalpita), where a sky-lotus is adduced as an example of a conceptual represen-
tation (vikalpa) whose object (artha) is utpreks. ita. Closer to “(wrongly) believing” or
“thinking” is the utpreks.ante that characterizes ordinary people (under the sway of
ignorance) who imagine that the series (santāna) is continuous, i.e., undestructed
(TSPK 639,25/TSPŚ 545,21; cf. TSPK 195,9/TSPŚ 172,13, and TSK 2872/TSŚ 2871
[mohāt]). Illustrating the pseudo-distinction (utpreks. ito bhedah. , TSK 1347/TSŚ 1346)
between means and result of valid cognition (pramān. aphala), Kamalaśı̄la (TSPK

399,21–22/TSPŚ 341,8–9) stresses that this difference is similar to the one we make
while alternatively conceiving (kalpita), of one and the same bow, that it is an agent,
an instrument, etc. (kartr. tvādi), when we say “the bow pierces,” “he pierces with
the bow,” or “the arrow released from the bow pierces.” In a few cases, utPREKS. -
seems close in meaning to āŚAṄK-, “to imagine,” “to think,” “to suspect,” “to fear”
(see TSK 2875/TSŚ 2874, TSPK 791,15/TSPŚ 670,30). For want of an explanation,
two occurrences of utpreks. ā remain at least provisionally unclear to me: in TSK

1217/TSŚ 1216 (cintotpreks. ādikāle), where it seems to refer to imagination as an
intellectual/mental faculty, and in TSK 3633/TSŚ 3632 (śamotpreks. ānimitta), where
Jha (1987–1991: II.1697) translates upreks. ā as “dispassion” (plausibly, but in spite
of the very literal TSTib D ze 132b3 ñer rtogs; the wording of the Sanskrit and/or
Tibetan verse needs further examination). The personal, arbitrary and idiosyn-
cratic character of utpreks. ā is also observable in Dharmakı̄rti’s svayam utpreks.ya at
PVSV 116,21 (see Eltschinger 2007b: 261–262), dealing with a person’s reasons for
creating, or fancying, a relation between intrinsically unrelated entities.

36 Note, however, “deliberation” in Pind 2015: II.254, and passim.
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process of generalization through joint presence and joint absence.”37 I am
not sure, however, whether Pind is entitled to conclude from this passage
that utpreks. ā is intimately connected to inferential procedures based on the
observation of copresence and coabsence. To begin with, as noted by Pind
himself, Vr.s.abhadeva (VPP 10,20) defines tarka (“deliberation”) as liṅgam
antaren. a svayam utpreks. āpratibhānam, “personal/spontaneous utpreks. ā and
intuition [arising] independently of an [inferential] mark,” suggesting that
utpreks. ā and inferential reasoning are not, at least not necessarily, connected.
Moreover, a different reading of the admittedly “central” VPV 1 65,1–6 is
possible in my opinion. Here is this passage:

tatrāpoddhārapadārtho nāmātyantasam. sr. s. t.ah. sam. sargād anumeyena pari-
kalpitena rūpen. a prakr. tapravivekah. 38 sann apoddhriyate. praviviktasya hi
tasya vastuno vyavahārātı̄tam. rūpam. tat tu svapratyayānukāren. a yathā-
gamam. bhāvanābhyāsavaśād utpreks.ayā prāyen. a vyavasthāpyate. tathaiva cā-
pravibhāge śabdātmani kāryārtham anvayavyatirekābhyām. rūpasamanugama-
kalpanayā samudāyād apoddhr. tānām. śabdānām abhidheyatvenāśriyate.

Pind translates as follows:

Now, what is called the referent of the syntactical word obtained by
means of abstraction, is abstracted from its connection [with the other
syntactical words] although it is closely connected [with them], its
separation [from them] being accomplished in an inferred conceptually
constructed form. For the form of this object in its isolated state is
beyond common usage. In general, however, it is defined by way of
invention in accordance with one’s own ideas, under the influence of
residual memory traces due to the repeated practice according to this
or that āgama. And thus in the segmentless speech unit it is taken as
the denotable object of the speech units as isolated from their aggregate

37 Pind 2015: II.253. Note also Pind 2015: II.254–255, about utpreks. ā: “In the passage
from VPV quoted above Bhartr.hari refers expressly to anvayavyatireka as the means
of positing thought up speech units as referents for the sake of explaining the
relevant grammatical explanations.” Pind 2015: II.169, n. 563 (1): “[. . . ] the above
conclusion (cf. n. 560 above) that it denotes deliberation by means of anvaya and
vyatireka.”

38 -pravivekah. VPVBiardeau: -vivekah. Ed., Pind.
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through grammatical analysis39 by way of constructing conceptually
the recurrence of their form through joint presence and joint absence
for the sake of the grammatical operations.40

Pind’s rendering is correct, even if one certainly can, as ever with translations,
disagree on a few minor points.41 But whereas Pind seems to interpret
the VPV’s statement as describing a unique procedure, I am inclined to
understand the passage as distinguishing between two alternative ways
of providing abstracted words with a meaning, i.e., a technical, śāstric or
grammatical method, and an ordinary or “worldly” one, the latter being
distinguished from the former by the adversative/contrastive tu (“however,”
in Pind’s translation) and the adverb prāyen. a (“in general”).42 This interpre-
tation is supported by the immediately following passage, i.e., VPV 1 65,6–7,
which Pind unfortunately left unquoted:

so’py ayam apoddhārapadārthah. śāstravyavahāram anupatati, śāstravyava-
hārasadr. śam. ca laukikam. bhedavyavahāram.

And the referent of the syntactical word obtained by means of ab-
straction43 follows the [grammarian’s] technical usage as well as the
ordinary usage of differentiation, which is similar to the technical usage.

This statement seems to involve two different but ultimately converging
procedures, or usages (vyavahāra), one grammatical-technical (śāstra-), the
other ordinary (laukika). Granting that the ordinary usage is the one referred
to in VPV 1 65,3–4 (tat tu. . . prāyen. a vyavasthāpyate), one cannot but notice
that utpreks. ā occurs only in this description, and not in the description
of grammatical-technical usage (VPV 1 65,1–3, tatra. . . apoddhriyate), in
which allusions to inferential processes (anumeyena, VPV 1 65,2, and likely
anvayavyatirekābhyām, 65,4–5) seem to be concentrated. If I am not mistaken,
this important passage suggests that, whereas the grammarian isolates a

39 As far as I can see, “through grammatical analysis” has no Sanskrit counterpart.
40 Pind 2015: II.253.
41 Cf. Biardeau’s French translation of the passage (Biardeau 1964: 63).
42 I take the final sentence (VPV 1 65,4–5, tathaiva ca. . . āśriyate) to again refer to the

śāstric procedure.
43 Following Pind’s above translation of the same expression.
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word’s meaning inferentially, by the method of agreement and difference,
ordinary people arrive at a meaning “by assuming [it] in conformity with
their own ideas, by means of their [cognitive] habituation to a conception [of
the meaning developed] in accordance with [their respective] traditions.”44

Thus in my opinion, Pind’s interpretation of utpreks. ā is conflating two distinct
procedures. I leave it for scholars of Bhartr.hari to decide whether this
interpretation is acceptable or not.

Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la on sentence meaning (I)

It is well known that Kumārila directed a devastating critique against
Dignāga’s apoha.45 As hinted at by Hattori, two of his arguments are directly
connected to the question of sentence meaning, both of which have been duly
reported and answered in Śāntaraks.ita’s and Kamalaśı̄la’s TS(P).

The first objection points to an apparent contradiction in Dignāga’s
doctrine of exclusion: “Just as intuition is accepted [by you] as the sentence
meaning even though there is no external object, so the word meaning
should be that as well [namely, a cognition]. So why is apoha postulated?”46

Kamalaśı̄la comments on Kumārila’s stanza as follows:

Even if there is no external object [to serve] as the signified of a linguistic
unit, the sentence meaning is described by you as a [positive] intuition

44 VPP 65,16 explains tat as kalpitam. rūpam; according to Vr.s.abhadeva, the sentence
is intended to clarify the falsity of this abstraction process (tad evāsatyatvam.
drad. hayati, VPP 65,17). Whereas svapratyayānukāren. a expresses the factor immedi-
ately responsible for the abstraction based on utpreks. ā, yathāgamam, etc., presents
the basis or foundation (mūla, “root,” VPP 65,18) of these pratyayas. Vr.s.abhadeva
seems to interpret bhāvanā as abhiprāpti (“arriving at, obtaining”; bhāvanābhiprāptih. ,
VPP 65,19–20), with the following meaning for yathāgamam. bhāvanābhyāsavaśāt:
“on account of the repeated practice of the meaning arrived at on the basis of
[their respective] traditions” (āgamatah. prāptasyārthasyābhyāsāt, VPP 65,19). Should
bhāvanā rather be interpreted in the sense of “impulse”?

45 For a recent assessment, see Kataoka/Taber 2021, and especially the authors’
interpretive essays at the end of the volume.

46 ŚV apohavāda 40 = TSK 923/TSŚ 922: asaty api ca bāhye ’rthe vākyārthah. pratibhā yathā /
padārtho ’pi tathaiva syāt kim apohah. prakalpyate //. Translation Kataoka/Taber 2021:
84 (slightly modified); see also Hattori 1979: 67–68. See Kamalaśı̄la’s introduction
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[and] not as an exclusion. In the same way, the word meaning, too,
should consist in nothing but a [positive] intuition, like the sentence
meaning. Why is it, then, that an exclusion is postulated [by you] as
the word meaning? Let the two meanings, [those] of the word and
the sentence, be just of an affirmative character! Such is [Kumārila’s]
intention.47

As already noted by Hattori, Śāntaraks.ita did not answer Kumārila’s objec-
tion by emphasizing the negative or apoha aspect of intuition (as Dignāga
himself had done in PS[V] 5.48), but by interpreting word meaning, which
he understood as of a primarily affirmative character, as intuition: “An
exclusion consisting in the [positive conceptual] image [of a certain thing,
and] called ‘intuition,’ arises immediately [not only from a sentence, but]
also from a word. This very [intuition] is [therefore] also the meaning of
the word according to us.”48 In other words, pratibhā is the meaning, not just
of the sentence, but of the word as well, and consists in the conceptual image
or reflection (pratibimba) appearing in both the speaker’s and the listener’s
cognition. According to Hattori, in so doing, Śāntaraks.ita was responsible
for “chang[ing] the negative tone of the apoha-theory to the positive by giving
weight to the fact that there appears in the conceptual cognition the image
of a thing. [. . . ] The inconsistency found by Kumārila in Dignāga’s view

at TSPK 294,15–18/TSPŚ 255,3–7 (TSPTib D ze 324a5–7).
47 Explanation, TSPK 294,21–23/TSPŚ 255,10–12 (TSPTib D ze 324a7–b1): yathā bāhye

’rthe śabda 1⃝vācyatvenāsaty api vākyārtho bhavadbhih. pratibhālaks.an. a eva varn. yate,
nāpohalaks.an. ah. , tathā padārtho ’pi vākyārthavat pratibhālaks.an. a eva syād ity apohah.
padārthatayā kimiti kalpyate / dvayor api padavākyārthayor vidhirūpatvam evāstv iti
bhāvah. /. 1⃝śabda- TSPŚ, TSPTib: śabdā- TSPK.

48 TSK 1028/TSŚ 1027 (TSTib D ze 38b2): pratibimbātmako ’pohah. padād apy upajanyate 1⃝ /
pratibhākhyo jhat. ity eva padārtho ’py ayam eva nah. //. 1⃝upajanyate TSK: upajāyate
TSŚ. Cf. Hattori 1979: 69. TSPK 323,14–15/TSPŚ 278,22–23 (TSPTib D ze 341a3):
yathaiva hi pratibimbātmakah. prati 1⃝bhākhyo ’poho vākyārtho ’smābhir upavarn. itah. , tat-
haiva padārtho ’pi, yasmāt padād api pratibimbātmako ’poha utpadyata 2⃝ eva. 1⃝prati-
bimbātmakah. prati- em.: pratibimbātmakaprati- TSPK, TSPŚ. 2⃝Note TSPTib ’thad pa
(upapadyate) for utpadyate. “For, just as an exclusion consisting in the [positive
conceptual] image [of a certain thing, and] called ‘intuition,’ is presented by us as
the sentence meaning, in the very same way, it constitutes the word meaning, too,
because an exclusion consisting in a [positive conceptual] image does in fact arise
from the word as well.”
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is thus dissolved by Śāntaraks.ita with the new interpretation of the apoha-
theory.”49 As shown by Akamatsu, Śāntaraks.ita’s position was the starting
point of what later authors such as Ratnakı̄rti labelled vidhivāda, Dharmottara
being the initiator of the concurrent model, known as pratis. edhavāda.50

As for the second objection raised by Kumārila in connection with
Dignāga’s ideas on apoha and sentence meaning, it occurs in ŚV apohavāda
143cd (= TSK 978cd/TSŚ 977cd), where Kumārila criticizes the apparent lack
of a negative counterpart (apohya, vyavacchedya, nivartya) in the case of the
sentence: “And in the case of the sentence meaning, the elimination of
another cannot be designated.”51 Here again, Kamalaśı̄la’s explanation is
illuminating:

Moreover, sentence meaning, like a variegated color, is accepted as
[both] diverse and [yet] one. Therefore, it is not possible to designate
the negation of another in the case of the [sentence meaning], because
a finite [negative] counterpart is not cognized [inasmuch as a sentence
denotes a non-finite action]. As for the negation of another which, in the
case of a [sentence] such as ‘Caitra, bring the cow,’ is described as the
exclusion of non-Caitra, etc., by taking the [successive individual] parts,
it would concern just the word meaning, not the sentence meaning,
because this partless [sentence] cannot be divided in this way. Thus
[your] determination of [the anyāpoha as] the meaning of any linguistic
unit is too narrow.52

Here is Śāntaraks.ita’s interesting answer:

49 Hattori 1979: 68–69. Note also Hattori 1979: 68: “Kumārila’s criticism gave an
incentive to the Bauddhas to modify the apoha-theory. The thought that a word has
as its direct import a positive image is found clearly expounded by Śāntaraks.ita in
the Śabdārthaparı̄ks.ā of his Tattvasam. graha.”

50 See Akamatsu 1986. The gist of Śāntaraks.ita’s interpretation appears in TSK 1004–
1013/TSŚ 1003–1012 (TSTib D ze 37b3–38a1).

51 ŚV apohavāda 143cd: vākyārthe ’nyanivr. ttiś ca vyapades. t.um. na śakyate //. Translation
Kataoka/Taber 2021: 146.

52 TSPK 312,6–10/TSPŚ 269,14–17 (TSPTib D ze 334b5–335a2): kim. ca vākyārthah.
kalmās.avarn. avac chabalaikarūpa is.yate 1⃝ / atas tatrānyanivr. ttir vyapades. t.um. na śakyate /
nis.pannarūpasya pratiyogino ’pratı̄teh. / yā cātra caitra gām ānayetyādāv acaitrādi-
vyavacchedarūpānyanivr. ttir avayavaparigrahen. a varn. yate / sā padārtha eva syān na
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And in the case of the sentence meaning, the negation of another is
very easily known, for what is called the sentence meaning merely
consists of certain word meanings in association (sahita). Now, the
negative counterparts that are so evidently the contraries (viparı̄ta) of
these [word meanings] are exactly those of the sentence meaning as
well, for there is absolutely no [sentence meaning] apart (anya) from
these [word meanings].53

Let me start with the second part of the answer. In Kamalaśı̄la’s wording,
Kumārila is asking the following question: “The word meaning is one thing,
the sentence meaning, another; how then can you say that the negative
counterparts that are those of the word meanings themselves are exactly
those of the sentence meaning as well?”54 Answering this question provides
Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la with an opportunity to dismiss the hypothesis
of an indivisible sentence and sentence meaning—Bhartr.hari’s and Dignāga’s
position:

[To answer this objection, Śāntaraks.ita] says: ‘for there is absolutely no
[sentence meaning] apart from these [word meanings].’ For, distinct
from the [individual] word meanings, there is no sentence meaning
that would be partless or have a variegated nature like a variegated
color, because one does not perceive a [sentence meaning] of that
sort, which [nonetheless] fulfils the conditions for perception—this is
[Śāntaraks.ita’s] intention [here]. To clarify this by means of an example,
he says [what follows]: ‘Once one has grasped the meaning of a sentence
such as ‘Caitra, bring the cow,’ one understands by implication (arthāt)
the exclusion of the agent, the action, etc.’ To explain (hi), in this

vākyārthah. / tasyānavayavasyettham. vivektum aśakyatvād ity avyāpinı̄ śabdārthavyava-
sthā /. 1⃝Note TSPTib gźan yaṅ ṅag gi don khra bo’i dṅos po ni khra bo’i glaṅ du ’dod de, to
be compared with TSPK 355,1–10/TSPŚ 304,10–19, below, n. 55. Cf. Kataoka/Taber
2021: 147, n. 121.

53 TSK 1160–1161/TSŚ 1159–1160 (TSTib D ze 43a3–4): vākyārthe ’nyanivr. ttiś ca sujñātai-
va tathā hy asau / padārthā eva sahitāh. kecid vākyārtha ucyate // tes. ām. ca ye vijātı̄yās te
’pohyāh. suparisphut. āh. / vākyārthasyāpi te caiva tebhyo ’nyo naiva so ’sti hi //. Cf. Hattori
1979: 69.

54 TSPK 354,27–355,1/TSPŚ 304,9–10 (TSPTib D ze 357b2–3): nanu padārtho 1⃝ ’nyo ’nyas
tu 2⃝ vākyārthas tat katham ucyate—ya eva padārthānām apohyā vākyārthasyāpi ta eveti
[. . . ] /. 1⃝padārtho TSPK, TSPTib: padārtho ’pi TSPŚ. 2⃝anyas tu TSPŚ, TSPTib: anya-
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sentence, no other meaning appears (prativartate, TSPTib snaṅ ba) in the
cognition except the meaning of the words ‘Caitra,’ etc., for once ‘Caitra’
is understood in its meaning, one indirectly (sāmarthyāt) understands
the exclusion ‘non-Caitra,’ etc. Otherwise, if the exclusion of other
agents, etc., were not what is intended (abhı̄s. t.a), then mentioning
(upādāna, TSPTib blaṅs pa) Caitra, etc., would be entirely pointless, and
therefore, since nobody would say anything, the world would just be
inactive.55

In other words, just as the sentence is nothing but its word constituents, the
sentence meaning exhausts itself in the individual words’ meanings. This
sounds like a radical departure from Dignāga’s views on sentence meaning,
and reflects the Buddhist epistemologists’ reductionist spirit seen at work
in the rejection of the sphot.a. But, one may ask, now that an independent,
unitary sentence meaning has been discarded, how do the individual words
give rise to the sentence meaning? As we have just seen, Śāntaraks.ita is
content with saying that “what is called the sentence meaning merely consists
of certain word meanings in association (sahita).” Kamalaśı̄la’s explanation
is even more laconic: “ ‘in association’ means that they are interconnected
by causality relations.”56 How to interpret Śāntaraks.ita’s brief statement?
Hattori unhesitatingly characterizes it as an expression of abhihitānvayavāda,
the doctrine according to which the sentence meaning is the connection of the
meanings denoted by the individual words.57 And indeed, Śāntaraks.ita’s

vastu TSPK.
55 TSPK 355,1–10/TSPŚ 304,10–19 with TSK 1162/TSŚ 1161 (TSPTib D ze 357b3–6;

TSTib D ze 43a4): na hi padārthavyatirikto niravayavah. śabalātmā vā kalmās.avarn. apra-
khyo vākyārtho ’sti / upalabdhilaks.an. aprāptasya tādr. śasyānupalabdher iti bhāvah. / etad
evodāharan. ena sphut.ayann āha—caitretyādi / caitra gām ānayetyādivākyārthe ’dhigate
sati / kartr.karmāntarādı̄nām apoho gamyate ’rthatah. // na hy asmin vākye caitrādipadā-
rthavyatireken. a buddhāv anyo ’rthah. prativartate 1⃝/ caitre hy arthagate ca sāmarthyād
acaitrādivyavacchedo gamyate / anyathā yady anyakartrādivyavacchedo nābhı̄s. t.ah. syāt
tadā caitrādı̄nām upādānam anarthakam eva syāt / tataś ca na kiñcit kaścid vyāhared iti
nirı̄ham eva jagat syāt /. 1⃝TSPTib snaṅ ba; to be read parivartate?

56 TSPK 354,26/TSPŚ 304,8 (TSPTib D ze 357b1–2): parasparam. kāryakāran. abhāvena sam-
baddhā ity arthah. /.

57 Hattori 1979: 69–70: “The theory that the meaning of a sentence is the relation
of the individual meanings expressed by the component words (abhihitānvaya) is
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wording looks pretty close to Śabara’s when the latter claims that “words
have completed their operation once they have denoted their own meanings.
Now, being known [in this way], the word meanings then cause the sentence
meaning to be known.”58 However, no more than Śabara and even Kumārila
does Śāntaraks.ita explain how the sentence meaning comes about once all the
individual words (which in this model are nothing but the indirect causes of
the sentence meaning) have denoted (abhiDHĀ-) their respective meanings,
a function that, according to Śālikanātha, Kumārila or unidentified early
Bhāt.t.as ascribed to the laks.an. ā, viz., “secondary denotation/signification,” so
that the communication of the vākyārtha remains the function of the words
themselves.59 As we shall see later (Appendix), however, Śāntaraks.ita
and Kamalaśı̄la seem to endorse Dharmakı̄rti’s position when they deny
a meaning, or at least a fixed and distinct meaning, to individual words,
i.e., words used independently of a pragmatic motivation and a sentence
environment. Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la obviously did not regard the two
perspectives as mutually contradictory.

Dharmakı̄rti’s views on word and sentence meanings

Let me first briefly characterize the polemical context of Dharmakı̄rti’s short
statement on the relationship between word meaning and sentence meaning.

known to have been maintained by Kumārila. [. . . ] In the above-cited statement
[= TSK 1160–1161/TSŚ 1159–1160, VE] it is noticed that Śāntaraks.ita is very close
to Kumārila in holding that the sentence is nothing other than the conjunction of
the individual word-meanings. The ground for advancing this view was prepared
by Śāntaraks.ita through the new interpretation of the apoha-theory, according to
which the positive images are directly produced by the words constituting the
sentence.”

58 ŚBh 116,5–6 on Mı̄mām. sāsūtra 1.1.25: padāni hi svam. svam artham abhidhāya nivr. tta-
vyāpārān. i. athedānı̄m. padārthā avagatāh. santo vākyārtham avagamayanti. Cf. Kataoka
2021: 535.

59 PrP 396,6: vākyārtho laks.yamān. o hi sarvatraiveti nah. sthitih. . “It is our thesis that in all
cases, without exception, a sentence-referent is [the entity] secondarily signified
[by words].” Translation Kataoka 2021: 536. Note Kataoka 2021: 537: “We can say
that Kumārila, at least as perceived by Śālikanātha, tries to overcome the problem
of the indirect model by introducing another operation of language, i.e. secondary
signification (laks.an. ā). [. . . ] A sentence-referent, i.e. the connection between
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In PVSV 61,8–62,15 (around PV 1.122–123), Dharmakı̄rti, just as Śāntaraks.ita
above, briefly answers an objection criticizing the apoha theory for being too
narrow (avyāpitatva), i.e., failing to satisfactorily account for several types of
words (pada, śabda).60 Whereas he himself focuses on the word “knowable”
(jñeya), his commentators mention words such as “all” (sarva, viśva [Tib.
ril]), “collection” (samudāya), “cognizable” (*prameya, gźal bya), “expressible”
(*vācya, Tib. brjod bya), and number (dvyādi),61 most of which can be traced
to Uddyotakara’s NV and Kumārila’s ŚV.62 Here is, in Dharmakı̄rti’s own
words, the gist of this objection:

Let there indeed be for words such as ‘pot’ an exclusion from other
things, but how [is that possible] in the case of words such as ‘know-
able’? For there is nothing that is not knowable from which there
could be a difference, since if[, as you maintain, that knowable] were
to be referred to by being distinguished from that [which is allegedly
unknowable], the latter would [in fact] be knowable.63

According to these opponents, one of the problems of the apoha theory is
that there is nothing “unknowable” (ajñeya) that could serve as the nega-
tive counterpart of the word “knowable”—for if there were, it would ipso

word-referents, is not something directly expressed but something only indirectly
expressed by words. This is the view of the Bhāt.t.as as understood by Śālikanātha.”

60 PVT. P je 160b7–8 ≈ PVSVT. 242,28–243,7: anyāpohe śabdārthe parair 1⃝ avyāpitatvam.
coditam / tatparijihı̄rs.avān pūrvapaks.adiṅmātram. tāvat karoti [. . . ] /. 1⃝śabdārthe parair
em. (PVT. sgra’i don [. . . ] la gźan dag gis): śabdārthaparair PVSVT. MS 89b2, Ed.
“Against [the theory according to which] the exclusion of other [things] is the
meaning of a word, opponents [such as Uddyotakara and Kumārila] have objected
that [this theory] is [too] narrow [in that it fails to cover several types of words].
Wishing to refute this, [Dharmakı̄rti] first provides a mere outline of the objection.”
This statement is directly indebted to NV 314,13.

61 See PVT. P je 160b8, PVSVT. 243,12, and PVT. P je 161a7 = PVSVT. 243,28–244,8.
62 See NV 314,13–22 (sarva, samudāya, dvyādi) and ŚV apohavāda 144cd–146ab (jñeya,

prameya); see Kataoka/Taber 2021: 147–148.
63 PVSV 61,8–11: bhavatu nāma ghat. ādiśabdes.v arthāntaravyavacchedah. / atha jñeyādi-

pades.u katham / na hy ajñeyam. kiñcid asti yato bhedah. syāt / tato bhedena vis.ayı̄karan. a
eva tasya jñeyatvāt /. Unless otherwise stated, all translations of the PV(SV)
are drawn from Eltschinger/Taber/Much/Ratié forthcoming, and remain provi-
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facto be(come) knowable. As we shall see, Dharmakı̄rti’s answer (PVSV
61,11–62,15) owes less to general semantics than to a pragmatic account
of language that is itself part of a broader picture of human practice.64

This communication-based approach to semantic problems, which permeates
much of his account of the apoha theory, is likely responsible for his view
that individual words have a predominantly relational meaning. In this
regard, Dharmakı̄rti’s approach has much in common with the Prābhākaras’
reliance on the process of language acquisition while arguing in favor of the
anvitābhidhāna model. More fundamentally perhaps, Dharmakı̄rti’s position
can be interpreted as an attempt to accept Dignāga’s contention that isolated
words are never used in actual practice, while at the same time remaining
true to his own anti-sphot.a agenda, which made his ācārya’s endorsement of
pratibhā as sentence meaning unacceptable to him.

If it is to make sense, our use of words must serve a practical purpose.
Human practice consists in acting (pravr. tti) towards what is desirable (is. t.a,
abhimata) and refraining from action (nivr. tti) towards what is undesirable. In
the pragmatic situation underlying Dharmakı̄rti’s description, a certain per-
son (described as the listener, śrotr. , pratipādya) who is uncertain (āśaṅkamāna)
about the way to act or the way things are expects (āKĀṄKS. -) some knowl-
edge from another (the speaker, vaktr. , pratipādayitr. ). In this context, the
speaker’s use of a word can only “direct [the listener’s] awareness towards
a certain thing while deflecting it away from something [else],”65 that is,
“affirm [one meaning] and negate [another].”66 Indeed, “if no meaning
were excluded by this word, its employment would be pointless,”67 every
utterance being intended for semantic restriction (avadhāran. a). This is espe-
cially true of injunctive and prohibitive speech (vidhipratis. edha). Consider
the command, “Bring water with a pot” (ghat.enodakam ānaya). Each of its
three elements contributes to narrow down the scope of the statement by
restricting its meaning: “with a pot” indirectly excludes other instruments

sional.
64 See Eltschinger 2007a.
65 PV 1.122ac1: kvacin niveśanāyārthe vinivartya kutaścana buddheh. . . .
66 PVSV 61,16: anvayavyatirekau; see PVT. P je 161a5 = PVSVT. 243,25.
67 PVT. P je 161a6 = PVSVT. 243,27–28: [. . . ] yadi tena śabdena na kaścid artho vyava-

cchidyeta vyarthah. śabdaprayogah. syāt /.
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(karan. a) such as cupped hands (añjali);68 “water” excludes other objects
of action (karman) such as rubbish (pām. śu); “bring” excludes other actions
(kriyā), or no action at all. For indeed, hearing only “Bring water,” a
person would be uncertain about the particular instrument (karan. aviśes.a)
to be used and require additional information concerning it; hearing only
“Bring,” this person would be confused (mūd. hamati) about the object and
need information concerning it. It is in order to eliminate this uncertainty
(āśaṅkā[sthāna]), that is, to guide the listener by ridding him of this se-
mantic expectation (ākāṅks. āpanayana, PV[SV]T. ), that words are used. This
account is equally relevant for descriptive speech, for, as Śākyabuddhi and
Karn. akagomin explain, “when there is an uncertainty as to whether sound
is unknowable as impermanent, etc., [someone] uses the [expression] ‘It
is knowable as impermanent, etc.’ In this case, that which is excluded is
the [sound’s] unknowability as impermanent, etc., that [the listener] was
uncertain [about].”69 This is what Dharmakı̄rti himself makes clear in the
statement that immediately precedes our passage:

68 PVSVT. 244,21–23: atra hy udakam ānaya ity ukte śrotuh. karan. aviśes. e ’vaśyam ākāṅks. ā
bhavati / tatra ca niyamārtham. ghat.enety ucyate / so ’yam. ghat.eneti 1⃝ śabdah. svārthābhi-
dhānapurah. saram eva karan. āntaravyavacchedāks. epāt phalavān bhavati /. “For in this
case, when [some]one says, ‘Bring water,’ the speaker necessarily expects a
complement concerning the particular instrument [that is to be used for bringing
water]. And in order to limit [the meaning] accordingly, [some]one says, ‘with a
pot.’ Since it implies the exclusion of other instruments following the expression
of its own meaning, that word ‘with a pot’ is useful.” 1⃝ghat.eneti PVSVT. MS 90a4:
ghat.o neti Ed. To be compared with PVT. P je 161b6–7: ’di chu ’on cig ces bya ba ’dis
byed pa tsam ’phaṅs pa la byed pa’i khyad par rtogs par bya ba’i phyir bum pas 1⃝ źes bya
ba brjod de / bum pas 1⃝ źes bya ba’i sgra ’di ni sñim pa la sogs pa rnam par bcad pas
rnam par ṅes pa’i don la blo bskyed par byed na ’bras bu daṅ ldan par ’gyur ro //. 1⃝pas
em.: pa P. “The [expression] ‘Bring water’ implies (*āKS. IP-) just an instrument in
general (*karan. amātra), and in order to cause [the listener] to know the particular
instrument (*karan. aviśes.a) [to be used for bringing water, the speaker] says ‘with
a pot.’ That word ‘with a pot’ produces (*utpādayati) the cognition (*buddhi) of
a delimited meaning (*viniyatārtha) by way of excluding (*vyavacchedena) [other
instruments] such as cupped hands (*añjali), and thus it is useful (*phalavat).”

69 PVT. P je 162a8–b2 = PVSVT. 245,13–15: tathā hy anityādirūpen. ājñeyah. 1⃝ śabda ity
āśaṅkāyām idam. prayujyate ’nityādinākāren. a jñeya iti / tatrānityādyākāren. a yad ajñeya-
tvam āśaṅkitam. tad eva vyavacchidyate /. 1⃝PVT. reads *jñeyah. (ajñeyah. PVSVT. MS

90a7–b1).
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Similarly, for words such as ‘knowable,’ insofar as they are meant
(upanı̄ta) for everyday practice, there must also be something which is
excluded [i.e., something unknowable], because one would not employ
[‘it is knowable’] if there were no uncertainty as to the contrary (anya).
For in such cases, what is to be excluded is what the confused person
is uncertain about; alternatively, why does one who is not uncertain
[about something] need instruction from another [person]? And how
would someone who says [something] that does not inform (sam. skāra)
the listener not be insane? For indeed words are assigned conventions
solely for the sake of informing the [listener].70

PVSV 62,5–15

According to Dharmakı̄rti’s opponent, the above hypothesis may well be
true of everyday transactions involving injunctive and prohibitive speech,
but it is not satisfactory for words used in isolation independently of any
instructional/practical purpose. Such is the purport of Śākyabuddhi’s and
Karn. akagomin’s introductory objection:

Let us admit that, when they occur in sentences [and] are meant
for everyday practice, words such as ‘knowable’ do have a negative
counterpart as [you have just] said. But how about words such as
‘knowable’ when, not being meant for everyday practice, [they stand] in
isolation? For in this case, there is no uncertain matter for the listener.71

Here is Dharmakı̄rti’s answer:

70 PVSV 61,26–62,5: tathā vyavahāropanı̄tānām. jñeyādipadānām api kenacid vyava-
cchedyena bhavitavyam / ananyāśaṅkāyām. prayogābhāvāt / tatra hi yad eva mūd. hamater
āśaṅkāsthānam. tad eva nivartyam / anāśaṅkamāno vā kim. parasmād upadeśam apeks.ate /
aśrotr. sam. skāram. ca bruvān. ah. katham. nonmattah. / tatsam. skārāyaiva śabdānām. kr. tasaṅ-
ketatvāt /. On sam. skāra, i.e., benefitting someone else by instructing her/him, see
below, Appendix, text no. 1.

71 PVT. P je 163a6–7 = PVSVT. 246,10–12: bhavatu nāma vākyasthānām. vyavahārārtham
upanı̄tānām. jñeyādiśabdānām. yathoktam. vyavacchedyam / ye tv avyavahāropanı̄tāh. ke-
valā eva jñeyādiśabdās tes.u katham / na hi tatra pratipattur āśaṅkāsthānam astı̄ti [. . . ] /.
On vākyastha and kevala, see already VP 2.41.
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Moreover, there is no word ‘knowable,’ etc., that is not meant for
everyday transactions, since one [only] considers the meaning of a word
when it occurs in a sentence.72

Dharmakı̄rti’s answer is well in line with Bhartr.hari’s and Dignāga’s insis-
tence on the fact that words used in isolation are foreign to everyday usage
(vyavahārātı̄ta, see above), which consists of sentences. And indeed, according
to his commentators, Dharmakı̄rti’s point is that only the sentence conveys
a meaning,73 and that there is no denotative (vācaka) word that does not
belong to a sentence.74 This contextualist75 stance is also emphasized by
Śākyabuddhi, for whom “words are known to be meaningful (*arthavat) in
virtue of their employment (*prayogavaśāt), but (*ca) [in practice] employment
[is made] only of [words] occurring in sentences (*vākyastha).”76

In what follows, Dharmakı̄rti dismisses the idea that words are mean-
ingful when they are used in isolation. To be sure, considering the abstract
constructs of various language theoreticians, one might be tempted to believe
that isolated words are meaningful. As Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin
make clear, however,

the [isolated words] that the grammarians enumerate in lists such as
[those of] ‘sarva,’ ‘viśva,’ etc., or form by dividing them into bases and
affixes—[and] similarly the etymologists—[these words] are compara-
ble to the sketch of a gayal [in the well-known maxim]77 and must
be regarded as means to cognize just the [real words] occurring in
sentences, but they have no ordinary meaning. Therefore, it is only
when they occur in sentences that words are meaningful, and it is

72 PVSV 62,5–7: avyavahāropanı̄taś ca naiva kaścij jñeyādiśabdo ’sti / vākyagatasya pada-
syārthacintanāt /. See also Appendix, text no. 1.

73 According to PVT. P je 163b1: de kho na la don yod pa’i phyir ro sñam du bsams pa yin
no //, and PVSVT. 246,17–18: tasyaivārthapratipādakatvād iti bhāvah. /.

74 According to PVT. P je 163a7–8 = PVSVT. 246,12–13: vākyes.v anantarbhūto vācakah.
śabdo nāstı̄ty arthah. /.

75 On this notion, see above, Introduction, and n. 10.
76 PVT. P je 163a8–b1: sgra rnams ni sbyor ba’i dbaṅ gis don daṅ ldan par śes la / sbyor ba

yaṅ ṅag 1⃝ la gnas pa rnams kho na’i yin no //. 1⃝ṅag em.: dag PVT. P.
77 See Singh 1926: 304 (Nyāyāvalı̄ maxim no. 313).
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their meaning inasmuch as they stand in these [sentences] that one
considers.78

According to Dignāga and Bhartr.hari, and ultimately to Kātyāyana and
Patañjali, affixes (pratyaya) are not used in isolation.79 In the same way, words
are not employed independently of sentences in ordinary usage:

It is when we [theoretically] reflect on the point of the employment [of
words occurring in a sentence, asking], ‘With reference to what are these
words employed?,’ that we say [that the meaning of a word is] exclusion
of another, but there is no purpose in asking about the meaning of the
word ‘knowable’ irrespective of [its] employment, since one does not
understand anything from that [word alone]. [And] so it is also for
words such as ‘pot.’80

Dharmakı̄rti’s answer echoes Dignāga’s and Bhartr.hari’s above-quoted state-
ment to the effect that the function of utpreks. ā is to provide individual
words with a tradition-specific meaning. For, as Jinendrabuddhi says, “the
meaning of [individual] words is [only] determined by departing from
ordinary [usage], for (ca) no isolated word is employed in the world.”81 As
emphasized by Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin, even those rare words that
are used in isolation (as in the case of a one-word answer to a question), do
in fact implicitly depend, as to their meaning, on their immediate linguistic
environment:

And since in everyday practice, which results in [various] injunctions
and prohibitions, the word ‘knowable’ is not employed in isolation, how

78 PVT. P je 163b1–4 = PVSVT. 246,19–22: ye tu vaiyākaran. aih. sarvaviśvetyādigan. es.u
pat.hyante / prakr. tipratyayavibhāgena vā sam. skriyante / tathā niruktakārais te ’pi rekhā-
gavayasthānı̄yā vākyasthānām eva pratipattyupāyā dras. t.avyā na tu tes. ām. laukikah. kaścid
artho ’sti / tasmād vākyasthānām eva padānām arthavattā / tatraiva cāvasthitānām
arthacintanā kriyate /.

79 See above, n. 21, and MBh I.219,10–18 (vārttikas 7 and 8), VP 2.194ab (Pind 2015:
II.169, n. 563).

80 PVSV 62,7–10: kva punar ete śabdāh. prayujyanta iti prayogavis.ayacintāyām anyāpoha
ucyate / anirdis. t.aprayogam. tu jñeyaśabdasya ko ’rtha iti praśne na kaścid arthah. / tatah.
kvacid apratipatteh. / tathā ghat. ādiśabdānām api /.

81 PST. MS 237a2–3 (quoted in Pind 2015: II.168, n. 562): laukikād viprayogāc chabdānām
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could [its] meaning be known? Even when, once all of the foregoing
has been said, [i.e.,] ‘Is sound knowable as impermanent, etc., or is
it unknowable [as impermanent]?,’ the [wordPVT. ] ‘knowable’ is used
in isolation [as a reply], even then, [our] cognition of [its] meaning
arises in dependence on the word ‘sound,’ etc., which is the subject of
discussion, and [thus] originates from the sentence alone, for a sentence
consists in a word accompanied by other words. Therefore, one does
not cognize [any] meaning from an isolated word which is independent
of other words.82 [And] just as isolated words such as ‘knowable’ have
no referent (vācya), isolated words such as ‘sound’ [have no referent]
either.83

The opponent now argues that, as Dharmakı̄rti’s (vidhivādin!) apoha theory
itself makes clear, a word gives rise to the conceptual representation of
an object. According to him, a word’s meaning consists in just that self-
contained cognitive appearance:

But in case [it is asked,] ‘Shall I bring water with a pot or with cupped
hands?,’ one uses [the isolated word] ‘with a pot’ [in reply]. Now in
this case, even for that listener (pratipattr. ) who is not familiar with the
context of discussion (prakaran. a), a cognition having the form of a pot
does in fact arise from hearing the isolated word ‘with a pot.’ Therefore,
how can you claim that one does not know [any meaning] from a word
[used] in isolation?84

artho nirdhāryate / na ca loke kevalasya padasya prayogo ’sti /.
82 Translated on the basis of PVT. ; see the next footnote, philological note no. 4⃝.
83 PVT. P je 163b7–164a3 = PVSVT. 247,11–16: vidhipratis. edhaphale vyavahāre ca ke-

valasya jñeyaśabdasya prayogābhāvāt kuto ’rthapratipattih. / yadāpi śabdo 1⃝ ’nityādi-
rūpen. a kim. jñeyo bhavaty athājñeya ity evam. prakrānte jñeya iti 2⃝ kevalah. prayujyate /
tadāpi yārthapratipattih. sā prakr. tam. śabdādipadam 3⃝ apeks.ya bhavantı̄ vākyād eva jāyate /
padāntarasahitasya padasya vākyatvāt / tasmān nāsti padāntaranirapeks. āt padārthaprati-
pattih. 4⃝ / yathā jñeyādipadānām. kevalānām. na kiñcid vācyam. tathā ghat. ādiśabdānām api
kevalānām /. 1⃝yadāpi śabdo PVSVT. MS 91a6 (PVT. gaṅ gi tshe, yadā): yadādiśabdo Ed.
2⃝Note PVT. śes bya źes bya ba’i sgra, jñeya iti śabdah. . 3⃝śabdādipadam PVSVT. MS 91a7

(PVT. sgra la sogs pa’i tshig): śabdādapadam Ed. 4⃝Note PVT. de lta bas na tshig gźan la
mi ltos pa’i tshig yan gar ba las ni don rtogs pa med do, *tasmān nāsti padāntaranirapeks. āt
kevalāt padād arthapratipattih. .

84 PVT. P je P164a3–5 ≈ PVSVT. 247,17–20: nanu ca kim. ghat.enodakam ānayāmy athā-
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According to Dharmakı̄rti, however, such a cognition (or meaning) is incom-
plete, hence dubious and unsatisfactory, due to the feeling of incompleteness
triggered by previous experiences of this meaning’s context-dependence:

Even the cognition that [arises] from hearing an isolated word [such as
‘pot’] in an [unfamiliar] context is incomplete as to the meaning [that
one wishes to know] because it requires a complement in accordance
with the [previously] observed employments [of that word in various
sentences]. [Hence] in the case of [isolated] words such as ‘pot,’
[this cognition] is just a distortion [inasmuch as it is in need of a
complement].85

Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin provide the following explanation:

The [listener] has [previously] observed the word ‘pot’ being employed
in a many sentences involving an injunction toward actions such as
carrying away and bringing near (nayanānayana, Tib. phar khyer ba daṅ
tshur khyer ba); in conformity with those [many previous sentences,
his] cognition requires a complement. [And] since it thus requires a
complement [to ascertain] whether this or that is the intended meaning,
the meaning is incomplete inasmuch as it is of a dubious nature, [and
therefore] it is just a distortion, i.e., just an error. [Here is] what [Dhar-
makı̄rti] is saying: It is not the case that the cognition of the meaning
[arises] from hearing just an isolated word; rather, a [person] who is
distracted/misled (apahr. tabuddhi) by [this isolated word’s] resemblance
with the meaningful word observed in [previous] sentences, [merely]
imagines/believes to know the meaning from hearing [such] an isolated
word.86

ñjalineti prastāve ghat.eneti prayuṅkte / tatra ca yah. prakaran. am. na jñānavān tasyāpi
pratipattur ghat.eneti kevalaśabdaśravan. ād ghat. ākārā pratipattir utpadyata eveti 1⃝katham
ucyate kevalāc chabdān na pratipattir 2⃝ iti [. . . ] /. 1⃝Instead of katham ucyate kevalāc
chabdān na pratipattir iti, PVT. reads gal te yan gar ba la don med na de’i tshe thos pa las
ji ltar don rtogs śe na (“if an isolated [word] has no meaning, how is it, then, that
we know [its] meaning from hearing [it]?”). 2⃝PVSVT. MS 91b1 (post correctionem)
chabdān na pratipattir: PVSVT. MS 91b1 (ante correctionem) śabdāt pratipattir.

85 PVSV 62,10–12: yāpi kvacit prakaran. e kevalaśabdaśravan. āt pratipattir dr. s. t.aprayogānu-
sāren. a sākāṅks.atvāt sā ’parisamāptatadarthā viplava eva ghat. ādiśabdes.u /.

86 PVT. P je 164a6–b1 ≈ PVSVT. 247,21–26: yāvatsu nayanānayanādikriyācodanāpra-
vr. ttes.u vākyes.u 1⃝ tena ghat.aśabdasya prayogo dr. s. t.as tadanusāren. a tāvatsu pūrva-
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Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la, whose account is much indebted to
Śākyabuddhi’s explanation, describe such a cognition as “hazy” (plavamāna)
and “with no fixed object” (apratis. t.hitārtha). Dharmakı̄rti can thus conclude
that

such [a distortion] in accordance with [one’s previous] observation
[of usage] does occur in the case of words such as ‘knowable,’ as
well. Therefore,87 every employment of a word serves to direct [the
listener’s] awareness towards a certain thing while deflecting it away
from something [else], because it is [meant to be] purposeful.88

Conclusion

Dharmakı̄rti does not present his views on the relation between word and
sentence meaning as indebted to any school or philosopher (not even to
Dignāga). As far as I can see, his terminology does not betray any influence
from Prabhākara. At any rate, the Buddhist philosopher mentions neither
anvitābhidhāna, which Prabhākara uses in his Br.hatı̄, nor anvita, which Śabara
already resorts to in the context of sentence meaning.89 Nor does he,
in spite of his insistence on ākāṅks. ā, refer to the three conditions (upādhi,

vākyes.v 2⃝ ākāṅks. āvatı̄ pratı̄tir bhavati / kim ayam artho vivaks. itah. kim. vāyam ity evam.
sākāṅks.atvād upaplavamānarūpatvenā 3⃝samāptārthā viplava eva bhrāntir eva 4⃝ / etat
kathayati / naiva kevalaśabdamātraśravan. ād arthapratipattir asti kintu vākyes. ūpalabdha-
syārthavatah. padasya sādr. śyenāpahr. ta 5⃝buddheh. (blo phrag pa can) kevalaśabdaśravan. ād
arthapratipattyabhimāna iti /. 1⃝vākyes.u PVSVT. MS 91b2, PVT. (ṅag): Ed. om. vākyes.u.
2⃝Note PVT. ṅag gi don sṅa ma (pūrvavākyārthes.u?). 3⃝upaplavamānarūpatvenā-

PVSVT. MS 91b2 (gtol med pa’i ṅo bo ñid kyis): upaplavamānam. rūpatvenā- Ed. 4⃝viplava
eva bhrāntir eva em. (PVT. bslad pa kho na yin te ’khrul pa kho na yin no): viplavabhrāntir
eva PVSVT. MS 91b2, Ed. 5⃝-āpahr. ta- em. (VPV 89,2–3; TSP in Appendix, text no. 2,
below): -opahr. ta- PVSVT. MS 91b2–3, Ed. Cf. Appendix, text no. 2.

87 PVT. P je 164b4 = PVSVT. 248,11–12: yatah. sarvam. vākyam. sāvadhāran. am. vākya-
sthānām eva padānām arthavattā tasmāt. . . “Since every sentence brings [semantic]
restriction [and] words are meaningful only when they occur in a sentence,
therefore. . . ”

88 PVSV 62,13–15: tādr. śo jñeyādiśabdes.v api yathādarśanam asty eva / tasmāt sarva eva
śabdaprayogah. kutaścid buddhim. nivartya kvacin niveśanārthah. / tatsāphalyāt /.

89 ŚBh IV.125,3 (na hy ananvitah. padārtho bhavati vākyārthah. ) on Mı̄mām. sāsūtra 3.2.1;
see Kataoka 2021: 538–539, n. 14.
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upalaks.an. a) allegedly responsible for the relationality of word meanings and,
ultimately, for sentence meaning itself. However, Dharmakı̄rti obviously
holds individual words to be, if not entirely meaningless, at least semantically
incomplete (hence responsible for a cognitive distortion, an error), and
therefore to be relational in the sense that they require a semantic complement
from the context (prakaran. a), the sentence (vākya), or their practical use
(prayoga). According to him, words, though (conventionally) real, are only
semantically and practically meaningful in the framework of a sentence, and
his commentators are adamant that “there is no denotative word that does
not belong to a sentence.”90 Even in purely descriptive statements, words
are not used in isolation, a claim that somehow echoes the Prābhākaras’
ideas on language acquisition. Whatever his judgment on pratibhā as
sentence meaning, Dharmakı̄rti was obviously inspired by Dignāga in his
contextualist conviction. In my opinion, Dharmakı̄rti sought to remain true
to the ācārya’s rejection of the meaningfulness of individual words while at
the same time refusing any sphot.a-like account of meaning, be it at the level of
words or sentences. This “middle way” brought him to a position that shares
a number of features with the future anvitābhidhānavāda.

Śākyabuddhi, who may have been active toward the end of the 7th

century, has nothing to say about Dharmakı̄rti’s hypothetic sources. Nor
do Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la, who show no awareness of any intra-
Mı̄mām. saka debate on sentence meaning, associate Dharmakı̄rti’s doctrine,
which they develop at some length,91 with any doxographic position. As for,
Karn. akagomin, he is well acquainted, not only with Śākyabuddhi’s rather
dry commentary, but also with Śāntaraks.ita’s and Kamalaśı̄la’s historically
and doxographically rich TS(P). Himself very learned, he frequently identi-
fies Dharmakı̄rti’s opponents and quotes from their works. Although he has
nothing similar to offer while commenting on the passage discussed above,
he makes the interesting comment that follows:

A speaker aiming at a [practical] result first uses [the expression] ‘Deva-
datta, bring the cow’ in the [above-mentioned] way with the [following]
intention: ‘With this word, I shall impart this object connected with
a specific [verbal] action to this [person].’ Therefore, it is [insofar as

90 See above, n. 74.
91 See below, Appendix.
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they are] related with the [verbal] action that the word meanings are
denoted, but it is not the case that word meanings [that have already
been] denoted are related subsequently, for it would follow that, in [a
statement like] ‘cow,’ etc., an ending such as the accusative’s would not
be produced. Therefore, one uses just [words] occurring in a sentence.92

Although Karn. akagomin refers neither to anvitābhidhāna(vāda) nor to abhi-
hitānvaya(vāda), his short remark leaves little room for doubt that he
was aware of this distinction, which he apparently considered sufficiently
well-known to be presupposed. Karn. akagomin obviously—and quite
anachronistically—regarded Dharmakı̄rti’s position as very close to the an-
vitābhidhāna(vāda).

As shown by Steinkellner (1979), Karn. akagomin’s period of activity
cannot be earlier than the end of the 8th century on account of the fact that his
PVSVT. makes use of Dharmottara’s (740/750–800/810) Pramān. aviniścayat. ı̄kā.
What could have been his source(s) for this distinction? Umbeka (active
between 700 and 750), whom Karn. akagomin quotes at length,93 uses the
expression anvitābhidhāna, which he associates with Prabhākara,94 but seems
not to be aware of the notion of abhihitānvaya (note, however, that his
commentary on Kumārila’s ŚV is incomplete).95 Pointing to Śālikanātha’s
and Bhat.t.a Jayanta’s common use of these two expressions (but with “no
clear evidence that Jayanta had read Śālikanātha”96 ), Ollett points to the
possibility that “both Śālikanātha and Jayanta had borrowed the chiastic
framing from earlier followers of Prabhākara whose works are now lost.”97

92 PVSVT. 246,13–17: yato vaktā phalārthı̄ prathamam. tāvad imam artham. viśis. t.akriyā-
sambaddham anena śabdenāsmai pratipādayis.yāmı̄ty abhiprāyen. a devadatta gām ānayety
evam. prayuṅkte / tena kriyānvitānām. eva padārthānām abhidhānam / na tv abhihitānām.
padārthānām. paścād anvayah. / gām ityādau karmādivibhakter anutpādaprasaṅgāt /
tasmād vākyasthānām eva prayogah. /. I am uncertain about the meaning of prathamam.
tāvat.

93 See, e.g., PVSVT. 497,19–498,21 (Eltschinger 2007b: 370, n. 595).
94 The expression indeed first occurs in Prabhākara’s Br.hatı̄; see Kataoka 2021: 538,

and especially Yoshimizu 1997: 43, n. 57, for numerous references.
95 See Ollett 2020: 253–254.
96 Ollett 2020: 254
97 Ollett 2020: 254
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Note, however, that no terminus ante quem is known for Karn. akagomin.98

Śālikanātha’s chronology being equally unclear (9th century according to
Kataoka 2021: 531; 800–900 according Saxena 2022: 286; early 9th century in
Ollett 2020: 251), one cannot dismiss the possibility that Karn. akagomin was
acquainted with him, or, at least, with the doxographic labels he contributed
to establish. This might confirm the early 9th century for Śālikanātha, or
suggest a somewhat later date for Karn. akagomin.

Appendix: Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la on word and sentence meaning
(II)

TSK 1166–1178/TSŚ 1165–1177 & TSPK 356,3–358,23/TSPŚ 305,5–307,1699

1—TSK 1166–1170/TSŚ 1165–1169 & TSPK 356,3–357,10/TSPŚ 305,5–306,5100

yad uktam. prameyajñeyaśabdāder101 ityādi tatrāha –

prameyajñeyaśabdādeh.
102 kasyāpohyam. na vidyate /

na hy asau kevalo ’kān. d. e preks. āvadbhih. prayujyate //

kasya prameyādiśabdasyāpohyam. nāstı̄ty abhidhı̄yate / yadi tāvad avākyastham.
kevalam. padāntarasambandharahitam. prameyādiśabdam āśrityocyate / tadā sid-
dhasādhyatā / kevalasya prayogābhāvād eva103 nirarthakatvāt / tad darśayati—na
hy asau kevalo ’kān. d. a iti / kevala ity anyaśabdarahitah. / akān. d. a104 iti pra-
stāvam antaren. a105 yatah. śrotr. janānugrahāya preks. āvadbhih. śabdah. prayujyate na
vyasanitayā / na ca kevalena satā śrotur ekasmin106 sandehaviparyāsanivr. ttilaks.an. o

98 Steinkellner 1979: 148–149.
99 Tibetan versions in TSTib D ze 43a6–b5, TSPTib D ze 358a4–359b6.
100 Tibetan versions in TSTib D ze 43a6–b1, TSPTib D ze 358a4–b7.
101 TSK 978cd/TSŚ 977cd.
102 -śabdādeh. TSŚ: -śabdādau TSK

103 TSPTib with no equivalent of eva.
104 akān. d. e rendered skabs min par TSTib, but glo bur du TSPTib.
105 Note TSPTib skabs las gźan du’o.
106 Note TSPTib ’ba’ źig la sbyor bas ñan pa po ’ba’ źig. . .
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’nugrahah. kr. to bhavet / tathā hi yadi śrotuh. kvacid arthe107 samutpannau
sam. śayaviparyāsau108 nivartya nih. sandigdham. pratyayam utpādayet pratipādaka
evam. tenānyānugrahah. kr. to bhavet109 na ca kevalena prayuktena tathā’nugrahah.
śakyate vaktum110

tasmāt sam. śayādinivartane niścayotpādane ca śrotur anugrahāc chabdaprayoga-
sāphalyam iti vākyasthasyaivāsya prayoga iti darśayati –

kintv ārekaviparyāsasambhave sati kasyacit /
kvacit tadvinivr. ttyartham. dhı̄madbhih. sa prayujyate //
nih. sandehaviparyāsapratyayotpādanād atah. /
tenaiva taih. prayuktena sāphalyam anubhūyate //

ārekah. sam. śayah. / kasyacid iti śrotuh. 111 kvacid ity arthe / tadvinivr. tty-
artham iti tayor ārekaviparyāsayor vinivr. ttyartham / teneti jñeyādipadena / tair
iti preks. āvadbhih. /

atha vākyastham eva jñeyādiśabdam adhikr. tyocyate / tad asiddham iti darśayati –

yat tatra jad. acetobhir āśaṅkāspadam is. yate /
tad eva ks. ipyate tena viphaloccāran. ā112 ’nyathā //

tatra hi vākyasthena prameyādiśabdena yad eva jad. acetobhir mandamatibhir
āśaṅkyate113 tad eva nivartyata ity ato ’siddham etat prameyādiśabdānām. nivartyam.
nāstı̄ti / anyatheti yadi jad. adhı̄bhir āśaṅkitam. na nivartayed ity arthah. / syād

107 Note TSPTib ñan pa po de ’ga’* źig la. . . *’ba’ D.
108 Note TSPTib the tshom daṅ phyin ci log gi blo skyes pa. . .
109 Note TSPTib des ’di rjes su gzuṅ bar byas par ’gyur gyi gźan du ni ma yin no.
110 Note TSPTib de ltar rjes su gzuṅ bar nus pa yaṅ ma yin no. I would expect kartum

instead of vaktum.
111 TSPTib with no equivalent of kasyacid iti śrotuh. .
112 Skt. viphaloccāran. ā can hardly be a bahuvrı̄hi compound, so that one has to admit

that Śāntaraks.ita uses the feminine uccāran. ā, which, as far as I can see, is not
attested in current dictionaries. As pointed out to me by Johannes Bronkhorst,
the feminine vicāran. ā can be found in addition to vicāran. a.

113 Note TSPTib dogs pa’i gnas su ’dod pa. . .
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etat—naiva114 śrotrā kiñcid āśaṅkitam115 ity āha—kiñcid dhy aśaṅkamāno116

kimartham. paripr.cchati / atatsam. skārakam. śabdam. bruvan vā svasthadhı̄h.
katham // yadi hi śrotā na kvacid arthe sam. śete tat kimiti parasmād upadeśam
apeks.ate / niścayārtham. hi param. pr. cchati / anyathonmattah. syāt / syād etat—
yadi nāma śrotur āśaṅkāsthānam asti tathāpi tacchabdena na nivartyata evety
āha—atatsam. skārakam ityādi / tasya śrotur ajñānādinivr. ttilaks.an. asam. skāras
tatsam. skārah. / na vidyate tatsam. skāro yasmin śabda iti tad atatsam. skārakam117

śes. ād vibhās. ā118 iti kap119 bruvann iti pratipādakah. / svasthadhı̄h. katham ity
unmattaka eva syād ity arthah. / śrotr. sam. skārāyaiva śabdānām. prayogāt /.

“To what [Kumārila] has said in ŚV apohavāda 143cd, [Śāntaraks.ita] answers
as follows: Which is the word ‘cognizable,’ ‘knowable,’ etc., that [allegedly]
has no negative counterpart? For such [a word] is not used in isolation,
out of context (akān. d. e), by rational [persons]. Which word ‘cognizable,’
etc., is said [by you Mı̄mām. sakas] not to have any negative counterpart? To
begin with, if it is said with reference to the isolated word ‘cognizable,’ etc.,
which does not occur in a sentence [and] has no relation to any other word,
then [this is nothing but] demonstrating what is [already] established, for
[according to us, too, such a word] has no meaning on account of the fact
that it is simply never used in isolation. This [is what Śāntaraks.ita] shows
with [the second part of the stanza, i.e.,] ‘For such [a word] is not used in
isolation, out of context,’ etc. [Here,] ‘in isolation’ means ‘with no other
word,’ [and] ‘out of context’ means ‘without a discursive framework.’ [This
is] because rational [persons] use a word to benefit the people who listen,
not out of selfish interest. And [inasmuch as benefitting him] consists in the
removal of the listener’s doubt and error about something, one would not
benefit him with a [word] being [used] in isolation. To explain, if the speaker
(pratipādaka) removed the doubt and the error that have arisen in the listener

114 naiva TSPŚ: na hi TSPK

115 kiñcid āśaṅkitam TSPŚ: kiñcic chaṅkitam TSPK

116 aśaṅkamāno TSK (TSTib yid gñis. . . med na): āśaṅkamāno TSŚ
117 tad atatsam. skārakam TSPK: tad atasam. skārakam TSPŚ ; note TSPTib de ñid ’du mi byed

pa’o.
118 A 5.4.154.
119 śes. ād vibhās. ā iti kap with no equivalent in TSPTib.
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concerning a certain thing and caused an indubitable cognition to arise [in
him], then (evam) he would benefit [this] other [person], but one cannot speak
of benefitting [anyone] in this way, i.e., with a [word] used in isolation.

Therefore, if it removes doubt, etc., and causes ascertainment, the use of
a word is fruitful since [in this way] it benefits the listener; thus it is only
[inasmuch as] it occurs in a sentence that one uses this [word]. [Śāntaraks.ita]
shows [this in the next two stanzas]: Rather, when someone has uncertainty
or is in error about something, thoughtful [persons] use this [word] in
order to remove them by causing an indubitable and true cognition to arise;
therefore, it is only with this [word as it is] used by them that fruitfulness
is met with (anubhūyate). ‘Uncertainty’ means ‘doubt’; ‘someone’ refers to
the speaker, ‘something’ is for a [certain] thing; ‘in order to remove them’
means ‘in order to eliminate these two, uncertainty and error; ‘this’ refers to
the word ‘knowable,’ etc.; [finally,] ‘by them’ refers to the rational [persons].

But if[, on the contrary,] it is said with reference to the word ‘knowable,’
etc., as it occurs in a sentence, [then] it is unestablished. [Śāntaraks.ita]
shows this [in the next stanza]: This [word] removes exactly that which
is regarded by idiotic [persons] as a point of uncertainty concerning this
[thing]; otherwise, [its] utterance [would be entirely] pointless. For it that
which idiotic, i.e., unintelligent [persons] are uncertain about that is removed
by the word ‘knowable,’ etc., as it occurs in a sentence. Therefore, it is not
established that words such as ‘knowable’ have no negative counterpart.
‘Otherwise’ means ‘if what idiotic [persons] are uncertain about were not
removed.’

Suppose the following be urged: There is strictly nothing the listener is
uncertain about! [Against this, Śāntaraks.ita] says [the next stanza]: For if
there is nothing [the listener] is uncertain about, why is he asking? Or,
should [someone] utter a word that does inform the [listener], how [could
this person be considered] sound in mind? For if the listener is not in
doubt about anything, why then does is he relying on the instruction [to be
received] from someone else? For one asks another [person] for the sake of
ascertainment, otherwise one would [just] be insane. Suppose the following
be urged: Even if there is a point of uncertainty for the listener, even so,
it is certainly not removed by that word. [Against this, Śāntaraks.ita] states
[the second part of the stanza, i.e.,] ‘Or, should [someone] utter,’ etc. The
listener’s information[, which is] characterized by the removal of ignorance,
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etc., is ‘his being informed’; a word in which his information is lacking,
hence ‘[a word] that does not inform him.’ [As for the affix -ka, it is to
be explained with Pān. ini’s sūtra] ‘After all other bahuvrı̄hi compounds not
covered by the foregoing rules, may optionally be added the affix kap.’120

‘Should [someone] utter,’ i.e., the speaker; ‘how [could he be considered]
sound in mind’ means that he would just be insane, because words have no
other use than for the sake of the listener.”

[. . . ]121

2—TSK 1176–1178/TSŚ 1175–1177 & TSPK 358,11–28/TSPŚ 306,31–307,16122

nanu ca kim anityatvena śabdāh. prameyā āhosvin neti prastāve prameyā iti prayoge
tatra yah. prakaran. ānabhijñas tasyāpi pratipattuh. prameyā iti kevalaśabdaśravan. āt
plavamānarūpā123 śabdādis.u buddhir upajāyata eva / tad yadi kevalasya śabdasyā-
rtho nāsty eva tat katham arthapratipattir bhavatı̄ty ata āha—

prameyajñeyaśabdādeh. pratipattinimittatām /
ittham. vākyasthitasyaiva dr.s. t.vā kālāntares. v api //

kevalasyopalambhe yā pratı̄tir upajāyate /
plavamānārthabhedes. u sā tadvākyānusāratah. //

ghat. ādibhyo ’pi śabdebhyah. sāsty eva ca tathāvidhā /
tasmād ghat. ādiśabdena jñeyādidhvanayah. samāh. //

ayam atra samudāyārthah. —naiva kevalaśabdaśravan. ād arthapratipattir asti /
kintu vākyes. ūpalabdhasyārthavatah. śabdasya sādr. śyenāpahr. tabuddheh. 124 kevala-
śabdaśravan. ād arthapratipattyabhimānah. / tathā hi yes.v eva vākyes.u prameya-
śabdam upalabdhavān śrotā tad125 arthes.v eva sā buddhir apratis. t.hitārthā126

plavamānarūpā127 samupajāyate / tac ca ghat. ādiśabdānām api tulyam / tathā hi kim.

120 Vasu 1962: II.1034.
121 Not included: TSK 1171–1175/TSŚ 1170–1174 & TSPK 357,11–358,10/TSPŚ 306,6–

30 (Tibetan versions in TSTib D ze 43b1–4, TSPTib D ze 358b7–359b1).
122 Tibetan versions in TSTib D ze 43b4–5, TSPTib D ze 359b1–6.
123 TSPTib gñis daṅ bcas pa’i ṅo bo’i. . .
124 TSPTib blo ’khrul pa.
125 TSPTib with no equivalent of tad.
126 Note TSPTib rab tu mi gnas pa.
127 TSPTib yid gñis kyis ṅo bo.
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ghat.enodakam ānayāny utāñjalineti prastāve ghat.eneti prayoge128 prastāvānabhi-
jñasya yāvatsu vākyes.u ghat.eneti129 prayogo dr. s. t.ah. / tāvatām arthes.v ākāṅks. ā-
vatı̄130 pūrvavākyānusārād eva pratipattir bhavati131 tasmād yathā ghat. ādi132 śabdā
viśis. t. ārthavacanās tathā prameyādiśabdā apı̄ti darśayati—tasmād ityādi /.

“Objection: But in the discussion whether words are cognizable as im-
permanent or not, when [someone answers] using [the word] ‘cognizable,’
even a listener who is not acquainted with the context will have a hazy
(plavamānarūpa) cognition of words, etc., from hearing the isolated word
‘cognizable.’ Thus if[, as you maintain,] an isolated word has no meaning,
how is it then that [such] a cognition of the meaning occurs? [Against this,
Śāntaraks.ita] states [the next three stanzas]: When [a listener] has observed
in earlier times that the words ‘cognizable,’ ‘knowable,’ etc., are the cause
of a cognition only when they stand in a sentence in the way [we have
just described], the hazy understanding of various meanings that arises [in
him/her] when (s)he apprehends the isolated [word, arises] in accordance
with these [earlier] sentences. And [an understanding] of that sort does
in fact also occur from [hearing isolated] words such as ‘pot.’ Therefore,
utterances such as ‘knowable’ are similar to a word such as ‘pot.’ Such is
the general meaning here: There certainly is no cognition of a meaning from
hearing an isolated word. Rather, being misled by [that word’s] resemblance
with a meaningful word perceived [earlier] in [various] sentences, [the
listener] is under the impression that (s)he cognizes (pratipattyabhimāna) a
meaning from hearing an isolated word. To explain: This hazy cognition with
no fixed object arises in regard to the meanings that are those of the sentences
in which the listener has [formerly] perceived the word ‘cognizable’ [being
used]. Now, this is [exactly] the same even for words such as ‘pot.’ To
explain: In case (prastāve) [someone asks,] ‘Do I have to bring water with a
pot or with cupped hands?,’ when [another person answers] using [the word]
‘with a pot!,’ it is in accordance with the previous[ly heard] sentences that,

128 Note TSPTib sbyor ba na for prastāve ghat.eneti prayoge.
129 Note TSPTib ji sñed cig la des bum pas źes (sbyor. . . ).
130 TSPTib ’dod pa daṅ ldan pa.
131 bhavati TSPŚ (TSPTib): bhavati (iti) TSPK

132 yathā ghat. ādi- TSPŚ (TSPTib ji ltar bum pa la sogs pa’i. . . ): yathā’rthavādi- TSPK
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for him/her who is not acquainted with the context (prastāve), a cognition
that requires a complement arises in reference to the meanings of as many
sentences in which (s)he has [previously] observed [the word] ‘with a pot’
being used. Therefore, just as words such as ‘pot’ denote specific objects, so
also do words such as ‘cognizable.’ This is what [Śāntaraks.ita] shows [in the
last two pādas, when he says,] ‘Therefore, utterances,’ etc.”
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malaśı̄la. Vol. I. Varanasi 2006 (1968).
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Kataoka, K. 2020. “Śālikanātha on Language Acquisition: A Study of ‘Vyākaran. a-
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Thought and Its Impact on Indian and Tibetan Philosophy. Proceedings of the Third
International Dharmakı̄rti Conference (Hiroshima, November 4–6 1997). Vienna.
295–300.
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Conventional Validity
A Study of Prajñākaragupta’s Interpretation of

Pramān. avārttika II 4d–5a in the Light of Yamāri’s Sub-commentary*

I N A M I M a s a h i r o
T o k y o G a k u g e i U n i v e r s i t y

1. Introduction

How is the validity of cognition established? Is it truly established? Can the
cognitions we accept as valid really be considered valid? Dharmakı̄rti accepts
two kinds of valid cognition (pramān. a), namely, perception (pratyaks.a) and
inference (anumāna), and defines valid cognition as non-deceptive cognition
(avisam. vādi jñānam). If a person who sees a fire takes action to use that fire,
he can actually experience some causal efficacy from the fire, e.g., burning
something, cooking, making himself warm, etc. According to Dharmakı̄rti,
only the things that have some causal efficacies are regarded as real things
(vastu), and the cognition that reveals such things is thought to be valid.

Judging from our common sense, this practical understanding of validity
is relatively satisfactory. However, there are a few problems to be solved
with regard to this definition of the validity of cognition. For example,
in some cases, a cognition that is not accompanied by any actions may
be regarded as valid. And some cognitions are known to be valid before
any action has been taken. Moreover, how can the subsequent cognition
validating the preceding cognition be considered valid? Further, according
to the Buddhist doctrine of ignorance (avidyā), our daily cognitions are
all comprised of misunderstanding. Only the Buddha can truly know
the truth. How can Dharmakı̄rti’s theory of truth accommodate Buddhist
thought? Thus, Dharmakı̄rti’s definition of valid cognition leads to various
problems that must be resolved. But since Dharmakı̄rti did not give any
detailed explanations, his followers had to provide various explanations of
the validity of cognition.

* This paper is a revised version of the paper I read at the workshop “Prajñākara-
gupta and Yamāri,” which was held in Leipzig 26 June–1 July 2019.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 455–515.
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In this paper, I examine Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of Pramān. a-
vārttika (PV) II 4d–5a: svarūpasya svato gatih. / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a, and
his criticism of his predecessors’ interpretations.1 It is well known that
Prajñākaragupta often implicitly criticizes his predecessors’ understanding
of Dharmakı̄rti’s theories. His criticism becomes clearer when we read
sub-commentaries; moreover, Jayanta and Yamāri sometimes explain who
Prajñākaragupta is criticizing. In order to clarify Prajñākaragupta’s own
understanding of the PV, it is important to recognize and examine his
points of criticism one by one. This type of analysis plays a significant
role in elucidating the historical development of Buddhist thought after
Dharmakı̄rti.

I will attempt to clarify Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation by using
Yamāri’s sub-commentary on Prajñākaragupta’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra
(PVA).2 Regarding Yamāri’s sub-commentary, until recently all we had
available was its Tibetan translation as preserved in the Tibetan Tripitaka.
It was thus a great pleasure to finally see the Sanskrit text of this work.3 I
had thought that the Tibetan translation of Yamāri’s sub-commentary was
relatively good. However, when I checked certain portions, I discovered that
the Tibetan translation is sometimes quite different from the Sanskrit text.
Moreover, on occasion the translation omits passages, or presents parts of
the text out of order (this is especially the case in the sDe dge’ edition). I am
now convinced that Yamāri’s explanations are much clearer if one reads the
Sanskrit text together with the Tibetan translation.4

1 For the portion of the PVA dealt with in the present paper, three Sanskrit editions—
PVAS, PVAO, and PVAW—are now available.

2 A discussion of Jayanta’s sub-commentary on PVA ad PV II 4d–5a lies outside the
scope of this paper.

3 For the Sanskrit text of Yamāri’s sub-commentary, in this paper I use the tentatively
edited text that was distributed to the participants of the workshop and which was
later revised. The folio and line numbers I give in this paper are based on that
final edited text. A critically edited text of Yamāri’s sub-commentary on the entire
Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the PV is currently being prepared for publication and will
be available in the near future.

4 On the unreliability of the Tibetan translation of Yamāri’s sub-commentary, see also
Franco and Preisendanz 2022.
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2. Dharmakı̄rti’s PV II 4d–5a

Prior to Dharmakı̄rti, Dignāga had explained that there are two kinds of pra-
mān. a, namely, perception and inference. However, Dignāga did not define
pramān. a, nor did he explain any characteristics common to all pramān. as. To
explain the word “pramān. abhūtāya,” found in the namaskāraśloka of Dignāga’s
Pramān. asamuccaya, Dharmakı̄rti had to offer an explanation of the word pra-
mān. a. This explanation is found at the beginning of the pramān. asiddhi chapter
of his Pramān. avārttika (PV II 1–6).

The context of PV II 1–6 is as follows5 :

Explanation of the word “pramān. a”

Defining characteristic of pramān. a (1): non-deceptive cognition

PV II 1a–b1: pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam

PV II 1b2–c1: arthakriyāsthitih. / avisam. vādanam

Verbal cognition is non-deceptive with regard to the object intended
by speaker

PV II 1c2–d: śābde ’py abhiprāyanivedanāt //6

PV II 2: vaktr.vyāpāravis.ayo yo ’rtho buddhau prakāśate /
prāmān. yam. tatra śabdasya nārthatattvanibandhanam //

Conceptual judgment is not admitted as pramān. a

PV II 3a–b1: gr.hı̄tagrahan. ān nes. t.am. sām. vr. tam

Pramān. a is nothing but cognition

PV II 3b2–d: dhı̄pramān. atā / pravr. ttes tatpradhānatvād dheyo-
pādeyavastuni //
PV II 4ab: vis.ayākārabhedāc ca dhiyo ’dhigamabhedatah. /
PV II 4c: bhāvād evāsya tadbhāve

5 For an outline of PV II 1–6, see Katsura 1984, van Bijlert 1989, etc.
6 Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 1c2–d: śābde ’py abhiprāyanivedanāt is

different from that of other commentators. He understands Dharmakı̄rti as saying
here that auditory knowledge (śabdajñāna) is also regarded as valid cognition
because it does not betray expectations. See Inami 2022.
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Cognition and its validity

PV II 4d–5a: svarūpasya svato gatih. // prāmān. yam. vyava-
hāren. a

Significance of śāstra

PV II 5b: śāstram. mohanivartanam /

Defining characteristic of pramān. a (2): that which reveals an un-
known object

PV II 5c: ajñātārthaprakāśo vā

Svalaks. an. a is meant by the word “an unknown object”

PV II 5d–6a: svarūpādhigateh. param // prāptam. sāmānyavi-
jñānam
PV II 6bc: avijñāte svalaks.an. e / yajjñānam ity abhiprāyāt
PV II 6d: svalaks.an. avicāratah. //

To begin, Dharmakı̄rti defines and explains a valid means of cognition (pra-
mān. a). He states:

[1] PV II 1a–b1: pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam

Pramān. a (valid means of cognition) is [to be defined as] non-deceptive
cognition.

[2] PV II 1b2–c1: arthakriyāsthitih. / avisam. vādanam

Non-deceptiveness means the certainty as to the causal efficacy [of the
object known through the cognition].

Here, Dharmakı̄rti defines a valid means of cognition as non-deceptive
cognition (avisam. vādi jñānam). He seems to straightforwardly think that
only a cognition which is a reliable or trustworthy source of information
should be regarded as pramān. a. Since he later explains that the Buddha is
a pramān. abhūta, he may have had the Buddha’s reliability in mind, that is, the
Buddha or his teachings, which ordinary people consider reliable, should be
regarded as pramān. a. It thus seems that a definition which can be applied to
the Buddha is being presented here.

After these phrases, Dharmakı̄rti explains, step by step, that verbal
cognition is non-deceptive regarding the object intended by the speaker (PV
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II 1c2–2); that perceptual judgment is not pramān. a (PV II 3a–b1); and that
pramān. a is nothing but cognition (PV II 3b2–4c). He then makes an important
remark on cognition itself and its validity:

[3] PV II 4d–5a: svarūpasya svato gatih. // prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a

[Cognition] itself is known by itself. [However, its] validity is [under-
stood] through actions.

This phrase is significant when thinking about Dharmakı̄rti’s theory of
truth. As is well known, Kumārila presented a theory of intrinsic validity
(svatah. prāmān. ya). After Kumārila, Indian philosophers had to explain how
validity of cognition is established. In discussing this problem, commentators
on Dharmakı̄rti’s works often mention PV II 4d–5a along with PV II 1a–b1.7

According to some commentators, such as Devendrabuddhi, the validity
of cognition is basically determined through the experience of some causal
efficacy of the object. Therefore, in this case validity is established extrinsi-
cally.8 However, there are some exceptional cases. For example, in the case
of an object that has been repeatedly experienced in the past, the validity of
its cognition is intrinsically established without waiting for any validation.
Moreover, the validity of self-awareness (svasam. vedana) is intrinsic as well.9

However, there are some problems that remain with Dharmakı̄rti’s defini-
tion of the validity of cognition: If the validity of a preceding cognition (C1) is
understood through the following cognition (C2) of arthakriyā obtained after
action has been taken toward the object, how is the validity of C2 established?
If it is established by yet another cognition (C3), there would be an infinite

7 Prajñākaragupta criticizes Kumārila’s theory of svatah. prām. ān. ya in PVAS 23,15–24,32
(PVAO 58,8–63,10). I do not deal with his criticism in the present paper.

8 As is well known, Vātsyāyana explained the validity or usefulness of pramān. as as
follows: pramān. ato ’rthapratipattau pravr. ttisāmarthyād arthavat pramān. am / (Nyāya-
bhās.ya ad Nyāyasūtra 1.1.1.) “Since a person’s action with regard to an object that
he understands on the basis of a pramān. a is successful, the pramān. a is regarded as
fruitful (arthavat).” For example, through some cognition, we first understand that
there is a fire someplace. Second, we take action to go there in order to use the
fire for some purpose. Third, we get the fire and use it. Through this process, the
cognition of fire in the first stage is found to be valid.

9 On Devendrabuddhi’s and Śākyabuddhi’s interpretations of PV II 1a–b1 and 4d–
5a, see Inami 1993.
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regress. And, strictly speaking, the object of C2 is different from the object of
C1. How can the validity of C1 be established by C2? If C2 is a pratyaks.a,
it reveals only its own object. Neither C1 itself nor the validity of C1 is
understood through C2. Furthermore, even if C2 is a kind of anumāna, it
presupposes another pratyaks.a, because pervasion (vyāpti) is established by
means of a pratyaks.a that must be validated. If the pervasion is established
by another inference, also in this case, an infinite regress would occur. And
even if an inference based on C2 determines the validity of C1, vyāpti must
be determined by yet another cognition, which in turn needs to be validated.

After PV II 4d–5a, Dharmakı̄rti refers to the significance of śāstra. He
might be assuming the objection: “If the validity of cognition is established
in our conventional world, it does not need to be explained in treatises
on pramān. a.” He answers this by saying “śāstram. mohanivartanam” (PV II
5b). Even if the validity of cognition is established in our conventional
world, it also needs to be explained in treatises, since there are people who
misunderstand it and give erroneous explanations.

Then Dharmakı̄rti provides another definition of pramān. a with the follow-
ing statement:

[4] PV II 5c: ajñātārthaprakāśo vā

Or/Or rather, [the cognition] that reveals an unknown object [should be
regarded as pramān. a].

The commentators argue about why Dharmakı̄rti gave this second defini-
tion.10 Some explain that pramān. a has two different characteristics, namely,
non-deceptiveness (avisam. vāda) and the elucidation of an unknown object
(ajñātārthaprakāśa). Only when cognition has both characteristics, can the
cognition be regarded as a pramān. a. On the other hand, some commentators
believe that the first definition is of the conventional pramān. a and the
second is of the ultimate pramān. a. Validity as non-deceptiveness is merely
conventional or empirical and should be negated from the viewpoint of the
ultimate truth. Accordingly, the phrase “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 5a)
is interpreted as indicating conventional validity.11

10 On commentators’ interpretations of two definitions, see Ono’s paper in this
volume.

11 The Sanskrit word sām. vyavahārika or vyavahārika is tentatively translated in this
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If this is applied to the Buddha, the second definition might be seen as
related to the Buddha’s wisdom, that is, his insight in revealing truth that is
not known by ordinary people. The two definitions of pramān. a provided by
Dharmakı̄rti thus would correspond, first, to the Buddha’s preaching, and,
second, to his enlightenment.12

3. Prajñākaragupta’s Interpretation of PV II 4d–5a
3.1. Basic Interpretation
3.1.1. On PV II 4d: svarūpasya svato gatih.

Prajñākaragupta explains PV II 4d–5a in various ways.13 To begin, he
presents his basic interpretation of PV II 4d: svarūpasya svato gatih. as follows:

[5] PVAS 25,4–7; PVAO 63,14–64,2; PVAW 8,6–11: svato hi svarūpa-
syaiva gatih. , na pararūpasya / sāks. ādgatir hi pratyaks.am / sāks. ātkaran. am.
ca svarūpasya, na pararūpasya prāptikālaviśes.an. asya / pramān. atā ca prāpya-
padārthāvyabhicāritā / na ca prāpyapadārthāgrahan. e tatsam. bandhagrahan. am /
na ca tathānavası̄yamānam. pramān. am ity avasitam. bhavati / purovarti-
rūpāsam. gitā tu sarvajñānānām aviśis. t. ā / na tayā bhāvirūpasam. bandha-
parigrahah. /

A [cognition] itself alone is known by itself, but others are not. For
perception (pratyaks.a) is [defined as] direct cognition (sāks. ādgati), and
what is directly cognized [by the present cognition] is [the present
cognition or the object appearing in the present cognition] itself, and not
other [cognitions or objects] that have the time of acquisition as their
qualifier. Being pramān. a is nothing but being inevitably related to the
object to be obtained (prāpyapadārthāvyabhicāritā). But when the object
to be obtained is not grasped, the [cognition’s] being related to it cannot
be grasped. Then a perception that is not determined as such cannot
be determined as pramān. a. On the other hand, being connected to the
present object is not different for all cognitions. [Therefore,] by this, [a
certain cognition] being [inevitably] related to a future object cannot be
understood. [Thus, being pramān. a is not understood.]

paper as “conventional.” On the translation of this term into English, see Franco
2021: n. 1.

12 See Inami 1989.
13 The sentences in PVA ad PV II 4d–5a are individually quoted by Bhāsarvajña in

his Nyāyabhūs.an. a and severely criticized (NBhū 199,13–209,13). His criticism is
interesting, but will not be analyzed in detail in the present paper.



462 INAMI Masahiro

According to Prajñākaragupta, Dharmakı̄rti states here that cognition knows
only its own object. The object appearing in the cognition of an accomplishing
means or in the cognition of the means (sādhanajñāna = C1) is known by the
same cognition itself. But the object at the time of acquisition is not known
by the sādhanajñāna (C1). The validity of sādhanajñāna consists in being
inevitably related to the object to be obtained (prāpyapadārthāvyabhicāritā).
However, since the object to be obtained is not grasped, such a relation is
not grasped. In other words, only the present object is known (or only the
present cognition in which the present object is appearing is known). The
future object that will be obtained is not known. Since the relation between
the present cognition and a future object is never known, the validity of the
present cognition can never be known.

Then, can the validity of sādhanajñāna (C1) be understood by means of a
future cognition (C2)?

[6] PVAS 25,7–9; PVAO 64,2–4; PVAW 8,11–13: nāpi bhāvinārthakriyā-
jñānena pūrvārthasam. bandhaparigrahah. / tatah. svarūpasam. vedanātmatvān
na pratyekam. sam. bandhaparigrahah. /

The relationship to a previous object is not grasped by the future cognition
of causal efficacy. Therefore, since each cognition merely knows itself, its
relation [to something else] is not grasped at all.

A future cognition also reveals only its own object. The validity of a
present cognition is not understood through a future cognition. Therefore,
the validity of cognition cannot be appropriately understood by any means.
Prajñākaragupta concludes as follows:

[7] PVAS 25,17–18; PVAO 64,16–65,2; PVAW 10,6–8: tato ’pra-
vr. ttinivr. ttikam. svasvarūpasam. vedanamātram eva, na bhedavādāvatārah. /
tasmān na preks. āvadbhih. kvacit pravartitavyam. na nivartitavyam. vā kutaścit /

Thus, there is merely cognition cognizing itself, which brings neither positive
nor negative action. There is no place for the theory of distinctionism.
Therefore, [since nothing can be known apart from cognition itself in reality,]
the wise should not take positive or negative action on anything.

In truth, cognition merely cognizes itself. Then, distinctionism (bhedavāda)
should be denied. Therefore, the wise should not take positive or negative
action on anything.

Yamāri comments on these words ([7]) as follows:
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[8] YSkt 59a7–b1 (= YTib D272b7–273a1, P329a2–4): yathā ca bhāvi-
tvād apratı̄yamānena prāpyarūpen. a na sambandhapratı̄tih. , tathā jad. atayā
svabhāvaviprakars. ād vartamānenāpi bāhyena na sambandhabuddhir asyedam.
grāhakam iti / tato jñānasya svarūpamātram. citram ābhāsamānam, anyasya
pratibhāsāyogād ity āha—na bhedavādāvatāra iti / evam. tattvam. vyava-
sthāpya sādhyam āha—tasmād iti / es.a eva sam. ks. epād apavarga ity arthah. /

[The present cognition’s] relationship to the object to be obtained is not
understood. This is because that future object is not understood [at
that moment]. Similarly, [the present cognition’s] relationship to the
present external object in the form “This [cognition] grasps this [external
object]” is not known, because external objects, which are essentially
apart [from cognition] in that they are material, [can never be involved
in cognition]. Therefore, what is merely cognition itself appears in
various forms. For it is not reasonable for other things to appear. This is
what Prajñākaragupta means when [he] says, “There is no place for the
theory of difference (na bhedavādāvatārah. ).” After establishing the truth
in this way, he states what is to be accomplished: “Therefore (tasmāt).”
It is meant by the sentence that in short, this is the final beatitude.

Since the object to be obtained is in the future, the validity of a present cogni-
tion, which is nothing but the inevitable relation between the grasped and the
obtained, cannot be understood. In the same way, external objects (bāhyārtha),
which are essentially different from cognition, cannot be understood as
related to cognition. Thus, distinctionism (bhedavāda), which is our delusion
that cognition is related to something other than itself, or that something
other than cognition is grasped by cognition, is denied. Cognition merely
cognizes itself. It cannot be differentiated from anything. It appears without
any distinction. Therefore, the wise should not act toward anything other
than a cognition. Such a state is nothing but the final beatitude (apavarga).14

In this way, Prajñākaragupta shows that the ultimate truth is given in PV II
4d. In truth, there is only self-cognizing cognition. Validity can never be truly

14 On bhedavāda as criticized by Prajñākaragupta in the argument on citrādvaita, see
Inami 2004, Inami 2011, and Inami 2021. According to Prajñākaragupta, it is also
denied that cognition cognizes itself. This is because cognition has neither the
aspect of grasping, nor of being grasped. It is only the distinctionism that sets
up the distinction between the two. In truth, there merely appears cognition.
Cognition does not have any distinction. It cannot be differentiated, even from
that which is not cognition.



464 INAMI Masahiro

known. However, it should be noted that validity as an inevitable relation
to the object to be obtained is denied here. The validity of self-cognizing
cognition is not in question.

3.1.2. On PV II 5a: prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a

Prajñākaragupta’s basic interpretation of PV II 5a is as follows:

[9] PVAS 25,19–20; PVAO 65,3–5; PVAW 10,9–11: katham. tarhi prāmān. yam
apramān. ato nivr. ttam. vyavasthāpyate / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a / sām. vy-
avahārikam etad iti pratipāditam / sam. vyavahāraś ca vicāryamān. o viśı̄ryata
eva /

[Question:] Then, why can some cognition be determined to be valid
as excluded from cognitions that are not valid? [Answer:] [Answering
this, Dharmakı̄rti states] “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a.” He intends to say
that this [validity] is conventionally accepted. And [it is meant by him
that] conventional activity must cease when it is examined.

According to Prajñākaragupta, here Dharmakı̄rti intends to say that the
concept of validity as non-deceptiveness is conventionally accepted (sām. vy-
avahārikam etad).15 In reality, non-deceptiveness can never be known by any
means. It is just conventional validity. Our conventional activity must cease
when it is examined. This is reminiscent of the statement of Dharmakı̄rti:
“yathā yathā ’rthāś cintyante viśı̄ryante tathā tathā /” (PV III 209cd), which
is mentioned in the citra-advaita argument.16 Expressions like the phrase
“vicāryamān. o viśı̄ryate” are found in certain parts of PVA. These expressions
are used when some tentative acceptance has been abandoned.17

15 Kumārila’s definition of pramān. a is as follows: tatrāpūrvārthavijñānam. niścitam.
bādhavarjitam / adus. t.akāran. ārabdham. pramān. am. lokasammatam // (See PVAS 21, 17
(PVAO 53,4–5); RNĀ 113,11–12.) We should pay attention to the word “lokasam. -
matam” in this definition.

16 See Inami 2004, Inami 2011, and Inami 2021.
17 Cf. PVAS 31,25 (PVAO 83,7): vicāryamān. am. hi sakalam eva viśı̄ryate / ; 92,21: iyam

eva khalu sam. vr. tir ucyate yeyam. vicāryamān. ā viśı̄ryate ’nyathā paramārtha eva bhavet / ;
273,22–23: yatah. parı̄ks.amān. o viśı̄ryata eva / ; 286,25: tasmād yathā yathā vastu
cintyate tathā tathā viśı̄ryata eveti kim atra kurmah. /, etc. Bhāsarvajña criticizes
Prajñākaragupta’s stated view here by pointing out that an examination (vicāra)
which destroys the foundation cannot be treated as valid. NBhū 204,1–2: vicāro hi
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Yamāri explains Prajñākaragupta’s understanding by using the Buddhist
concept of two truths:

[10] YSkt 59b1–3 (= YTib D273a2–5, P329a5–b1): tad evam. svarūpasya
svato gatir ity anena paramārthasatyam ullikhya śes. en. a sam. vr. tyāśrayam.
prapañcam āpādayitum (kun rdzob kyi bden pa bstan pa’i don du T) anu-
yogenopakramate—katham. tarhı̄ti / (...) siddhāntı̄ punar—ubhe satye
samāśritya buddhānām. dharmadeśanā / (Cf. MMK XXIV 8ab) ity abhi-
prāyavān āha—prāmān. yam iti /

After explaining above that [Dharmakı̄rti states] the ultimate truth
by this [phrase], “svarūpen. a svato gatih. ,” and then explaining that
[Dharmakı̄rti states] the conventional truth by the remaining [phrase],18

[“prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a,”] [Prajñākaragupta] begins by propounding
the question: “Then, why?” (...) The siddhāntin[, namely Prajñākara-
gupta,] says, “prāmān. yam,” keeping in mind [Nāgarjuna’s statement:]
“The Buddhas preach the Dharma by relying on the two truths.”

According to Yamāri, Dharmakı̄rti explains the ultimate truth with the words
“svarūpasya svato gatih. ” (PV II 4d), and the conventional truth with the words
“prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 5a). Here, Yamāri is quoting the well-known
words of Nāgārjuna.19

Regarding the words “sam. vyavahāraś ca vicāryamān. o viśı̄ryata eva,” Yamāri
explains as follows:

[11] YSkt 59b4–60a1 (= YTib D273a6–b7, P329b2–330a5): sam. vyavahāraś
ceti / pramān. akāryakāran. abhāvaparavedanāpalāpair ity arthah. / (...) tad evam.
svasam. vedanam eva pāramārthikam. pramān. am, itarat tu sām. vr. tam eva /
tathāpi laks.an. apran. ayanam. sam. vr. tim evāśrityeti darśitam (...)

pramān. am ucyate na ca mūlaghātinah. pramān. atvam. yuktam iti /
18 My translation of this section is based on the Tibetan translation: (...) kun rdzob kyi

bden pa bstan pa’i don du (...) (D273a2, P329a5).
19 Commentators on Kumārila’s Ślokavārttika quote the same verse of Nāgārjuna

when criticizing the Buddhist theory of two truths. See Inami 2018. Yaśo-
mitra also quotes this verse and comments on it as follows: AKVy 524,22–
30: uktam. ca / dve satye samupāśritya buddhānām. dharmadeśanā / lokasam. -
vr. tisatyam. ca satyam. ca paramārthata iti / tathā paramārthasatyam iti / paramasya
jñānasyārthah. paramārthah. / paramārthaś ca satyam. ca tat paramārthasatyam / yathā
’nyena jñānena laukikena gr.hyate tathā sam. vr. tisatyam. / sam. vr. tyā sam. vyavahāren. a
jñānena vā klis. t.enāklis. t.ena vā gr.hyata iti sam. vr. tisatyam. / trividham. hi yogācārān. ām sat /
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The sentence “sam. vyavahāraś ca (...)” can be explained as follows: This
sentence means that since valid means of cognition (pramān. a), causal-
ity (kāryakāran. abhāva), and cognition cognizing others (paravedana) are
denied when they are closely examined, [conventional activities must
cease]. Thus, self-cognition (svasamvedana) alone is regarded as an
ultimately valid means of cognition (pāramārthikaṁ pramān. am). Others
are all just conventional cognition (sām. vr. ta). However, the definition of
pramān. a is presented here based on our convention. This is shown here
[by Prajñākaragupta].

It is important that Yamāri refers to pramān. a (valid means of cognition),
kāryakāran. abhāva (causality), and paravedana (cognition cognizing others) as
being denied when they are examined closely. These concepts are also
regarded as conventional by Prajñākaragupta. Yamāri concludes that only
svasam. vedana is regarded as an ultimately valid means of cognition; other
means of cognition, including sense perception and inference, are all just
conventional cognition (sām. vr. ta). The definition of avisam. vādi jñānam is given
from the viewpoint of conventional truth.20

[12] PVAS 25,24–25; PVAO 65,10–12; PVAW 10,15–16: kim. ca sām. vyava-
hārikam. prāmān. yam. pratipādayatā paramārthata ekam eva svasam. vedanam.
pratyaks.am ity uktam. bhavati /

Moreover, by explaining that [anything other than self-cognition] is only
conventional pramān. a, Dharmakı̄rti is stating that only the svasam. vedana
perception is ultimately accepted as pramān. a.

[13] YSkt 60a2–3 (= YTib D274a1, P330a7–8): pūrvam. svarūpasya svato
gatir iti pāramārthikam. prāmān. yam. pratipādya prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a
iti sām. vyavahārikam. prāmān. yam. pratipādayatā paramārthata ekam eva
svasam. vedanam anantaroktam. na bhinnavis.ayam /

After explaining first that self-cognition alone is ultimately accepted
as pramān. a by saying “svarūpasya svato gatih. ,” explaining that [any-
thing other than self-cognition] is only conventional pramān. a by saying
“prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a,” Dharmakı̄rti is stating that only the sva-

paramārthasam. vr. tisat dravyasac ca / dravyatah. svalaks.an. atah. sad dravyasad iti / (...)
20 Cf. SSŚ III 416,18–22: sam. vādāc ca prāmān. yam, na ca kvacid bhinne vastuni sam. vādah. /

tasmāt svavedanātiriktasya prāmān. yam. sām. vr. tam eva, tathā hetuphalavyavahāro ’pi sām. -
vr. ta eva, ekapratı̄tikatvād ubhayoh. / na paratra yathā mānam. tathā hetuphale ca na / yathā
ca hetuphalate paratrāpi tathā pramā // See Inami 2004, Inami 2011, and Inami 2021.
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samvedana perception, which has been explained before, is ultimately
accepted as pramān. a, and that other cognitions which have as their object
a different thing from the cognition itself are not.

In summary, in Prajñākaragupta’s understanding Dharmakı̄rti is explaining
the ultimate means of cognition, namely svasam. vedana, in PV II 4d, and the
conventional validity of other means of cognition in PV II 5a. According
to Prajñākaragupta, Dharmakı̄rti intends to insist here that the svasam. vedana
perception is the one and only valid means of cognition in the true sense.21

3.2. Derivative Interpretations
3.2.1. Validity of cognition is based on its being motivator (pravartaka)

Prajñākaragupta explains PV II 4d–5a in various ways. It seems that his
intention is not to present various interpretations, but to explain his basic
interpretation based on certain aspects of other interpretations.

First, Prajñākaragupta explains that people take action toward an object
because they understand its future effect on the basis of the relation that is
established conventionally.

[14] PVAS 25,28–31; PVAO 66,4–9; PVAW 12,2–6: tasmād vyava-
hāramātraprasiddhānumānāśrayen. a prasiddham. sam. bandham āśritya tad
etad arthakriyāsādhanam iti darśanena spr. śyādisādhanasya pratipattau
pravartate / paścād abhyāsād anumānam antaren. āpi pratibhāsamātrād eva
vr. ttir iti pratyaks.am api pravartakatvāt pramān. am / ata ucyate—prāmān. yam.
vyavahāren. eti /

Therefore, relying on the relation that is established based on the in-
ference that is established only in our conventional activity (vyavahāra),
we, by seeing [the color of the fire], understands that it brings about the
feeling [of heat, etc.], as in “This brings about causal efficacy,” and then
we act [with regard to that fire]. [In this case, since inference motivates
us to act with regard to the object, it is considered pramān. a.] Later, after
repeated experiences, we can act only by seeing [the color of the fire],
even without inference. Therefore, since perception can also motivate
us to take action, it is regarded as pramān. a. Hence, Dharmakı̄rti states
here “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 5a).

21 Bhāsarvajña criticizes this view by pointing out the following: If only the svasam. -
vedana perception is finally admitted as pramān. a, the cognition of the omniscient
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The relation between sādhana and arthakriyā is established by means of the
“basis” of inference, which is established only in our conventional activity.
Based on such a relation, we understand that the object will produce its effect.
Then, we act toward that object. In this way, inference motivates us to act
toward objects, which is the reason why inference is regarded as a pramān. a.
After repeated experiences, however, we no longer need to infer. Perception
of sādhana can directly cause our action. Then, since perception motivates
us to act toward the object, perception is regarded as a pramān. a. Thus, since
both perception and inference can be motivators, they are both regarded as
pramān. as (pravartakatvāt pramān. am).

However, neither a future object itself, nor its effect is truly known. Such
actions are erroneous in truth. They are caused by our mistaken beliefs.22

Yamāri explains the cognitive process that leads to action as follows:

[15] YSkt 60a4–5 (= YTib D274a4–7, P330b2–6): anumānasyāśrayah.
kāran. am, pūrvam. yad evambhūtam. tad evam arthakriyākārı̄ti vyāptigrāhakam
anusandhānam, tac ca vyavahāramātraprasiddham / pratyaks.agr.hı̄te hy
anusam. dhānam. bhavati / na ca pratyaks.asya vastuni tathā vyāpāra iti
tadāropād anusam. dhānam. vyāvahārikam eva / tato vyavahāramātrapra-
siddhānumānāśrayen. ānusam. dhānena prasiddham. sambandham
āśritya svı̄kr. tya paścāt tādr.gvastudarśane paks.adharmatāgrahāt tad etad
arthakriyāsādhanam iti tad arthakriyāsādhanam, tādr. śatvāt, pūrvavad iti
tādrūpyānumānena pravartate pratipattā /

The basis (āśraya), namely cause (kāran. a), of inference is anusam. dhāna,
which grasps pervasion in the manner that what is the same as a
thing seen before has the same causal efficacy as that [thing] had.
It is established only in our convention. The anusam. dhāna occurs
regarding the object known by perception. However, perception does
not function as such regarding the real. Therefore, the anusam. dhāna,
which is directly based [not on perception, but] on the superimposing
something on the [perceived object], is merely conventional. Hence,
after relying on, or accepting, the relation that is established based on
the basis of inference, namely anusam. dhāna, that is established only
in our conventional activity (vyavahāra), the cognizer, when seeing a
similar thing, grasps the probans belonging to the subject; understands

one would not be admitted as pramān. a. See NBhū 207,22–30.
22 Prajñākaragupta discusses this problem in PVA ad PV III 53–58. See Kobayashi

2011, Inami 2016, etc.
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that “This brings about causal efficacy,” namely, “It will produce an
effect because it is such a thing, like before”; and then takes action [with
regard to the object].

According to Yamāri, “the basis of inference” (anumānāśraya) means anu-
sam. dhāna, that is, combining two things differing in time. For example,
it is cognition that combines two fires differing in time. Two momentary
fires should be completely differentiated from each other and perceived
separately. However, after perceiving two fires, we tend to mistakenly
combine these two fires and accordingly determine that both have the same
causal efficacy. Such anusam. dhāna is established only in our conventions.23

Therefore, inference that causes action toward a future object is based on
anusam. dhāna, which is conventionally admitted.

Moreover, this inference is explained as follows: “It will produce an effect
because it is a thing like before.” The inference can be understood as a kind
of analogy. Based on such an analogical type of inference, we act toward the
future object.

On perception as a motivator, Yamāri points out that here, Prajñākara-
gupta takes a different approach toward cognition than before.

[16] YSkt 60a6 (= YTib D274b1, P330b8–331a1): pūrvam. tr.n. akubjı̄karan. e ’py
asamartham. paramārthata uktam, vyavahāre tu pravartakam ucyate /

From the viewpoint of ultimate truth, it has been said before that
perception cannot even make a person curve a blade of grass. However,
in our conventional world, it is said to be a motivator.

From the viewpoint of ultimate truth, it has been said before that perception
cannot even make a person curve a blade of grass, because it is just svasam. -
vedana in the ultimate sense. Namely, perception can never be a motivator.
Now, from the viewpoint of conventional truth, it is said that both perception
and inference can be motivators and accordingly treated as pramān. as.24

23 Cf. SSŚ III 412,3–5: na pūrvā na parā nāpi tadubhayavāsanāprasūtānusandhānarūpā
buddhir asmād idam iti bhedagrahan. āntarı̄yakam. hetuphalabhāvānubhavavyavahāram
avatarı̄tum. śaknoti, sarvāsām. svavinmātramayatayānyadı̄yavārtāparicayānupapatteh. /

24 See PVAS 24,18, PVAO 61,9–10: svarūpasvālambanākāraparicchedi hi pratyaks.am.
tr.n. asyāpi na kubjı̄karan. e samartham / Cf. DhP 20,15–20: vikalpeneti tatpr. s. t.ha-
bhāvinā ’nurūpen. eti dras. t.avyam / ananurūpavikalpānugatavyāpārasya tatrāprāmān. yāt
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3.2.2. The validity of cognition is determined on the basis of the
conventional judgment of singularity or non-difference

Next, Prajñākaragupta explains that the determination of validity is based on
the judgment of singularity or non-difference.

[17] PVAS 26,5–9; PVAO 67,2–9; PVAW 12,11–17:

vyavahārata ekatvāt pramān. atvavyavasthitih. /
deśādyabhedād ekatvam. dravyasya vyapadiśyate // 199 //

uktam etat prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. eti / tato vyavahāraprasiddham ava-
yavina ekatvam. samāśritya yad eva dr. s. t.am. tad eva prāptam iti vyavasāyāt
pramān. atāvyavahārah. / sa caikatvādhyavasāyo deśakālādyabhedāt / tadabhedo
’pi tatsāmarthyasāmagrı̄jananāt / evam. bhāvibhūtayor api tayor ekasam. tāna-
patitatvena samānārthakriyātaś caikatvābhimānah. /

[Based on the fact that the two things differing each other] are conven-
tionally treated as the same thing, validity [of the preceding cognition]
is established. [The two things are different from each other in reality. In
our conventional world, however, they] are expressed as the same thing
because there is no difference in location, etc. (v. 199)

This is intended by Dharmakı̄rti [when he] says “prāmān. yam. vyava-
hāren. a.” Therefore, since, based on the single whole (avayavin) which
is conventionally admitted, we determine that which is seen as being
what is obtained, the preceding cognition is treated as pramān. a. Based
on our understanding that they are not different in place, time, etc., we
determine their singularity or identicalness. And such non-difference
is based on our understanding that they arise from the same causal
complex which is able to produce them. Similarly, we have a mistaken
belief in singularity or identicalness of the two, of future and present
things, because we understand that they belong to the same continuum
(santāna), or that they have the same causal efficacy.

Strictly speaking, the object to be obtained (prāpya) is different from the object
grasped (grāhya).

ks.an. ikatva iva / evam. bruvataś cāyam abhiprāyah. —sām. vyavahārikasya pramān. asye-
dam. laks.an. am ucyate / tato vastuvr. ttyā prakāśamānam apy anurūpa vikalpenā-
vis.ayı̄kr. tam. sad apratibhāsamānam. nātiśete, vyavahārāyogyatvāt / evam. tadgrāhakam api
tathāvidhavikalpenānanugamyamānavyāpāram. vyavahārayitum aparyāptam. sat tr.n. asyā-
pi kubjı̄karan. e ’samartham agrāhakam. nātivarttate /
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However, in our conventional world, the two objects are seen as identical
to each other. For example, in the case of a person obtaining the warmth
of a fire after having seen the color of the fire, the warmth and the color
are completely different from each other. However, a person who thinks
the same fire was seen and is felt regards the cognition of the color as
non-deceptive. This is because he conventionally admits the single whole
(avayavin).25 And, although the two things differ in time, he thinks they
are the same thing and considers the first cognition as non-deceptive. In
both cases, the validity of cognition is established based on a determination
of singularity or identicalness (ekatvādhyavasāya), or a mistaken belief in
singularity (ekatvābhimāna), which in reality is invalid.

According to Prajñākaraguputa, this misunderstanding is caused by the
fact that a causal complex (sāmagrı̄) produces the aggregate of color and
other components. This is due to the fact that the two momentary things
differing in time belong to the same series (santāna), or the fact that the two
things have the same causal efficiency (arthakriyā). Yamāri supplements this
explanation by noting that in the case of grasping pervasion (vyāpti) and
such, the judgment of identicalness (ekatvābhimāna) is caused by an exclusion
of anything that is not that thing (atadvyāvr. tti).26 These concepts can be all
attributed to Dharmakı̄rti.

3.2.3. The cognition of sādhana is regarded as valid because it enables
one to know the future arthakriyā through inference, which is based on
the conventionally established relation.

Moreover, Prajñākaragupta explains the conventional validity of cognition
by pointing out that it is determined by means of inference, which is based
on the two kinds of relations that are conventionally recognized. He does not
accept the argument that since a future object cannot be understood by any
means, only doubt can cause a person to act toward an object. He insists that
any action toward an object must be caused by determination, not by doubt.

25 The whole (avayavin) is not admitted by Buddhists. Prajñākaragupta also rejects
the whole. (See PVAS 22,8–9 = PVAO 55,5–8.) Bhāsarvajña points out that the view
of Prajñākaragupta stated here conflicts with his own rejection of the whole. NBhū
203,13–14: avayavyekatvābhyupagame tatpratis. edhavirodhah. /

26 YSkt 60b3 (= YTib D275a2, P333b3): evam. vyāptigrahan. ādāv atadvyāvr. ttikr. ta ekatvābhi-
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[18] PVAS 27,13; PVAO 70,2–3; PVAW 18,4–5:

arthakriyāsvarūpasya niścitasyāvabodhanāt /
jñānam. pramān. am. tādātmyatadutpattiprabhāvatah. // 205 //

[The cognition of sādhana (C1)] is regarded as a valid means of cognition
just because it causes a person to understand the [future] causal effi-
cacy (arthakriyā) which itself is determined through inference based on
essential identity (tādātmya) or causality (tadutpatti).

The cognition of sādhana (C1) is regarded as a valid means of cognition
because it causes a person to understand the future effect (arthakriyā) through
inference based on essential identity (tādātmya) or causality (tadutpatti).
Namely, the future object as an arthakriyākārin can be inferred from sādhana,
because sādhana is essentially identical to the arthakriyākārin or is an effect of
the arthakriyākārin.

Such a determination causes our actions, but it is derived from our
mistaken belief. As is well known, Dharmakı̄rti insists that inference is based
on two kinds of relations, namely essential identity (tādātmya) and causality
(tadutpatti). However, according to Prajñākaragupta, both relations are just
conventional.27

Yamāri comments as follows:

[19] YSkt 61a2–4 (= YTib D275b6–276a3, P332b2–8): niścitasya, na
tu sandigdhasyety arthah. / nanv arthakriyāsvarūpasya bhāvitvāt katham.
niścayah. ? ity āha—tādātmyeti / tad arthakriyākāritvam, ātmā svabhāvo
yasya sādhanajñānasya, tat tathā, tasya bhāvas tādātmyam. [ca] /
tasmād arthakriyāsvarūpabhāvina utpattir yasya, tat tathā / [tac ca]
tayoh. prabhāvah. sāmarthyam. tena / pūrvam. hi sādhanasyārthakriyākāri-
tvam avadhāritam arthakriyāsvarūpād utpannatvam. ca, sādhanajñānād
uttarakālam. niyamenārthakriyāsvarūpadarśanāt / tatah. sādhanajñāne yad
evam. bhūtam. tad arthakriyākāri, bhāvyarthakriyāsvarūpāvyabhicāri vā /
yathā prāgdr. s. t.am. sādhanam / tathā cedam iti tādātmyatadutpattyapeks.ayā
prāmān. yaniścayah. / etac caitadvivaran. e vyaktam / etajjātı̄yam evānumāna-
dvayam. paralokasiddhaye ’pi vaks.yati /

māna upalaks.an. ı̄yah. /
27 Dharmakı̄rti also thinks that our logical debating is just conventional. See

PV I 85–87: dharmadharmivyavasthānam. bhedo ’bhedaś ca yādr. śah. / asamı̄ks. itatat-
tvārtho yathā loke pratı̄yate // 85 // tam. tathaiva samāśritya sādhyasādhanasam. sthitih. /
paramārthāvatārāya vidvadbhir avakalpyate // 86 // sam. sr. jyante na bhidyate svato arthāh.
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The word “determined” (niścitasya) means that it is not in doubt.
[Question:]How can a causal efficacy that is in the future be determined?
[Answer:] Answering this, Prajñākaragupta says “tādātmya-.” Essential
identity (tādātmya) is that state of the cognition of sādhana in which
the cognition has the nature (ātman = svabhāva) of being that which
brings about causal efficacy (arthakriyā). And causality (tadutpatti) is that
state of [cognition] in which the cognition arises from the future causal
efficacy itself. [The causal efficacy is determined] by the force (prabhāva
= sāmarthya) of these two [relations]. For, it has previously been deter-
mined that the means (sādhana) is that which brings about its effect, or
that it is caused by the [future] effect itself. This determination is due to
the fact that it is always after the cognition of the means that the efficacy
itself is known. Therefore, the validity of the cognition of sādhana is
determined through the following inference based on essential identity
or causality: “[Vyāpti:] Whatever appears as such in the cognition of
sādhana will produce an arthakriyā, or will not deviate from a future
arthakriyā itself, like the sādhana seen before. [Paks.adharmatā:] This is
also such [sādhana].” And this is clearly explained in Prajñākaragupta’s
own explanation [on v. 205]. He will also later speak of two inferences of
the same kind as those stated here, in order to argue for the other world
(paraloka).

Yamāri presents the following syllogism at this point:

[20] sādhanajñāne yad evam. bhūtam. tad arthakriyākāri, bhāvyarthakriyāsva-
rūpāvyabhicāri vā / yathā prāgdr. s. t.am. sādhanam / tathā cedam /

[Vyāpti:] Whatever appears as such in the cognition of sādhana will
produce an arthakriyā, or will not deviate from a future arthakriyā itself,
like the sādhana seen before.
[Paks.adharmatā:] This is also such [sādhana].

This syllogism contains two alternative sādhyas, namely, being what produces
an arthakriyā (arthakriyākāri), and being what will not deviate from a future
arthakriyā itself (bhāvyarthakriyāsvarūpāvyabhicāri). In the case of the first, the
reason is regarded as a svabhāvahetu. The vyāpti is based on the tādātmya
relation. On the other hand, in the case of the second one, the same reason
is regarded as a kāryahetu. The vyāpti is based on the tadutpatti relation. The
future effect that would necessarily result from its cause is considered the

pāramārthikāh. / rūpam ekam anekam. ca tes.u buddher upaplavah. // 87 //
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“cause” of it. Yamāri comments that these two types of inferences are also
mentioned in the proof of the other world (paraloka).28

Prajñākaragupta explains the inference based on the tādātmya relation as
follows:

[21] PVAS 27,14–17; PVAO 70,4–9; PVAW 18,6–10: yat khalv arthakriyā-
jñānam, tad arthakriyātmatvād arthakriyām. gamayati / tadarthakriyāyām.
tad eva sādhanajñānam / pūrvakam. tu sādhanajñānam, yadi sthiratayāsāv
avadhr. to ’rthah. , tadā / pūrvako hi svabhāvo bhāvinam. prāptikāle ’vaśyam.
bhāvayatı̄ti tatprāptih. / tata uttarah. svabhāvah. pūrvakasya svabhāva eva
vastutah. / tatas tatrāpi tādātmyam eva /

The [subsequent] cognition (C2) of arthakriyā, being essentially identical
with arthakriyā itself, can make arthakriyā known. Therefore, regarding
the arthakriyā, the [subsequent] cognition (C2) is regarded as a sādhana-
jñāna. On the other hand, the preceding cognition (C1) is regarded
as a sādhanajñāna [of arthakriyā], if the object [of C1] is determined to
continue to exist. The essential nature of the preceding object inevitably
causes the future thing at the time of acquisition. Therefore, based
on C1, the future thing can be obtained. Hence, in fact, the essential
nature of the subsequent object is nothing but the essential nature
of the preceding object. Therefore, there is also an essential identity
between the preceding and subsequent objects[, between the preceding
and subsequent cognitions, and between the preceding cognition and
the subsequent object].29

According to Prajñākaragupta, first of all, there is a tādātmya relation between
arthakriyājñāna (C2) and arthakriyā (A). Therefore, C2, which indicates A, is

28 On Prajñākaragupta’s proof of the other world (paralokasādhana), see Moriyama
1998.

29 YSkt 61a4–7 (= YTib D276a4–b2, P333a1–8): vyācas. t.e—pūrvakam. tu sādhanajñānam
ity arthakriyām. gamayatı̄ti sambandhah. / kadā? ity āha—yadı̄tyādi, tadetyantam / yas
tv artho ’sthiro yogyādibhir apahārāt, svapnadr. s. t.avat, nāsāv arthakriyākārı̄ti na tajjñānam.
pramān. am ity abhiprāyah. / arthaś ca na jñānam antaren. ārthakriyāgamaka iti jñānam.
gamayatı̄ty uktam / kasmāt punar arthakriyām. gamayati? ity āśaṅkām apākurvan tādā-
tmyaprabhāvata iti / vivr.n. oti—pūrvako hı̄ti / bhāvayatı̄ti nis.pādayati / tatprāptir
bhāvyarthaprāptih. / etenārthakriyākāritvātmakatvād arthakriyākāritvam. gamayann artha-
kriyāgamaka iti darśitam / vastuta iti vyavahāre sthitvoktam / ato ’py adharavyava-
hārāpeks.ayā / tata iti pūrvottarasvabhāvayor ekatvāt / tatrāpi pūrvottarajñānayor api
tādātmyam eva, vis.ayarūpānukārād vijñānasya / tato vis.ayavijñānayor ’pi tādātmyam.
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regarded as a sādhanajñāna (cognition as a reason). Similarly, the preceding
cognition (C1), which was also mentioned as sādhanajñāna (cognition of
sādhana), indicates sādhana (S) because there is a tādātmya relation between
them. Moreover, C1 can also indicate the future arthakriyā (A), but only
when it is determined that its object, namely sādhana (S), continues to exist.
This is because there is a tādātmya relation between sādhana (S) and its
arthakriyākāritva, namely, arthakriyā (A). Furthermore, there is also a tādātmya
relation between C1 and C2. Thus, all four (S, C1, A, and C2) are linked in
the tādātmya relation.

On the other hand, the tadutpatti relation is explained as follows:

[22] PVAS 27,18–20; PVAO 70,10–13; PVAW 18,11–13: athavā tad ava-
śyam. bhāvikāryam. kāran. am eva, tena vyāptatvāt kāran. asya / yac ca
vyatiriktam. vyāpakam, tat kāran. am eva, tena vinā tadabhāvāt / anutpannam.
katham. kāran. am, utpannam api katham iti samāno dos.ah. /

Or rather, the effect that will inevitably occur (avaśyam. bhāvikārya) is
nothing but a [future] cause, because the [present] cause is pervaded
by it. For, when there is a pervasion between two different things, the
pervader (vyāpaka) is nothing but a cause, because it never exists without
it. [Question:] How can a [future] thing that has not yet arisen be the
cause[, since it does not exist in the present]? [Answer:] How can the
[past] thing that has already occurred be the cause[, since it does not
exist in the present]? Thus, the same error [applies to things in the past
that have already occurred].

The future arthakriyā can be regarded as a cause, because it is no more than
the effect that will inevitably occur (avaśyam. bhāvikārya). This is because when
there is a pervasion between two different things, the pervader (vyāpaka) can
be regarded as the cause, and the pervaded can be regarded as the effect.
Thus, a future effect that is inevitably produced is regarded as the cause, this
being inferred from the present cause, which is regarded as the effect. This
is Prajñākaragupta’s famous theory of the future cause (bhāvikāran. avāda). He
continues by explaining this theory in detail. In this paper, I do not address
this particular theory.30

After the explanation of bhāvikāran. avāda, Prajñākaragupta goes back to the
main topic and summarizes the argument:

yujyata eva /
30 On bhāvikāran. avāda, see Ono 1995, Moriyama 1998, Inami 1999, Franco 2015, etc.
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[23] PVAS 28,26–30; PVAO 74,7–13; PVAW 24,9–26,4:

tasmāt kāran. am. yadi taj jñānam. svabhāvo vārthajanmanah. /
kāryam. vā sarvathā tena jñāpyate ’rthakriyodayah. // 211 //

yadi sādhanajñānam arthakriyāyāh. kāran. am, yadi svabhāvah. , yadi kāryam,
sarvathā tena sam. bandhasam. bhavāj jñāpyate / etac ca vyāpitādātmyam. kārya-
kāran. abhāvaś ca vyavahāraprasiddha iti vyavahāren. a prāmān. yam. jñāyata
iti /

Hence, if the cognition [of sādhana] is the cause, nature, or effect of the
arising of the effect (arthajanma = arthakriyā), then in any case the [arising
of the effect] is known by the cognition. (v. 211) If the cognition of
sādhana is the cause, nature, or effect of arthakriyā, then the [arising of the
effect] is known by the [cognition] because there exists a relation to the
[cognition] in any case. However, both essential identity (tādātmya) and
causality (kāryakāran. abhāva) are established [only] by our conventional
activity (vyavahāraprasiddha). Therefore, Dharmakı̄rti said here that
validity [of the cognition of sādhana] is conventionally known.

The cognition of sādhana (C1) indicates arthakriyā (A) because C1 is 1) a cause
(kāran. a) of A; 2) the essential nature (svabhāva) of A; or 3) an effect (kārya) of A.
According to Yamāri, 1) kāran. a is mentioned from the point of view of other
schools, such as Naiyāyikas, who accepted that an effect can be inferred from
the cause.31

The important thing to note is that here, Prajñākaragupta points out that
both essential identity (tādātmya) and causality (kāryakāran. abhāva) are estab-
lished by our conventional activity (vyavahāraprasiddha). He concludes that
for this reason, Dharmakı̄rti said prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a. Yamāri explains
that inevitable occurrence or inevitability is established only by conceptual
judgment (vyavasāyamātraprasiddha).

[24] YSkt 63b1 (n.e. in Tib.): vyavahāraprasiddha ity avaśyam. bhāvādhy-
avasāyamātraprasiddhah. / vyavahāren. ety adhyavasāyamātren. a /

The phrase “[Both essential identity (tādātmya) and causality
(kāryakāran. abhāva) are] established [only] by our conventional activity”
(vyavahāraprasiddha) means that they are established only by our
judgment that it must occur. The word “vyavahāren. a” [in PV II 5a] means
“merely through our erroneous judgement” (adhyavasāyamātren. a).

31 YSkt 63a6 (= YTib D280a3–4, P337b1–2): etat paramatāpeks.ayoktam, naiyāyikādı̄nām api
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According to Yamāri, here Prajñākaragupta is interpreting the word “vyava-
hāren. a” in PV II 5a as meaning “adhyavasāyamātren. a.” This would mean that
Dharmakı̄rti had stated that validity is merely determined through erroneous
judgments in our conventional world.

3.3. PV II 4d–5a referred to elsewhere in PVA
3.3.1. PVA ad PV II 5c

References to PV II 4d–5a (especially PV II 5a) are also found in other parts
of Prajñākaragupta’s PVA. These references are useful for understanding his
interpretation of these lines. Here I take up and examine some of them.

Prajñākaragupta refers to PV II 4d–5a when commenting on PV II 5c:
ajñātārthaprakāśo vā.32 He interprets PV II 5c in more than one way. In his
second interpretation, he refers to PV II 4d–5a as follows:

[25] PVAS 30,19–22; PVAO 79,15–19 ad PV II 5c: atha vārthaśabdenātra
paramārtha ucyate / ajñātārthaprakāśa iti paramārthaprakāśa ity arthah. /
paramārthaś cādvaitarūpatā / tatprakāśanam eva pramān. am / tathā ca praty-
apādi—svarūpasya svato gatir iti / uktam. ca—prāmān. yam. vyava-
hāren. eti / tatra pāramārthikapramān. alaks.an. am etat, pūrvam. tu sām. vyava-
hārikasya /

By the word artha [in PV II 5c], the ultimate (paramārtha) is indicated.
Therefore, the phrase ajñātārthaprakāśa means “what reveals the ulti-
mate” (paramārthaprakāśa). The ultimate is nonduality. Only what
reveals it is regarded as pramān. a. Therefore, it has been said [by
Dharmakı̄rti] that “svarūpasya svato gatih. ” (PV II 4d). It is also said [by
him] that “prāmān. yam. vayvahāren. a” (PV II 5a). It is intended by him
that this [ajñātārthaprakāśa] is the defining characteristic of the ultimate
pramān. a, and the previous one[, namely, avisam. vādi jñānam, is that of the
conventional [pramān. a].

According to this interpretation, the word “artha” in “ajñātārthaprakāśa”
means the ultimate truth (paramārtha), namely, nonduality (advaitarūpatā).
Thus, self-cognizing cognition (svasam. vedana) is considered to reveal the
ultimate, which until then has been unknown. Prajñākaragupta points

kāran. āt kāryānumānābhyupagamād arthakriyāniścayo ’bhyupagata iti darśayitum /
32 On Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 4d–5a in his commentary of PV II 5c,

see also Ono’s paper in this volume.
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out that this was also stated by Dharmakı̄rti in PV II 4d–5a: in PV II
4d, the ultimate pramān. a (pāramārthikapramān. a), namely, the svasam. vedana
perception, is explained; in PV II 5a, it is explained that the validity of other
means is just conventional. Prajñākaragupta makes it clear that the first
definition avisam. vādi jñānam (PV II 1a–b1) is of the conventional pramān. a and
the second definition ajñātārthaprakāśah. (PV II 5c) is of the ultimate pramān. a.33

[26] YSkt 66a2 (= YTib D284a2–3, P341b2–3): tad evam. pūrvalaks.an. ānapeks.atām.
pratipādyātrāsam. tus.yan bhās.yakāro vis.ayabhedapaks. āśrayen. a laks.an. advaitam.
saphalayann āha—athaveti / pūrvapramān. alaks.an. am. sam. vr. tau, anyat tu
paramārtha ity arthah. /

After explaining above that this definition has nothing to do with
the previous one, Bhās.yakāra (= Prajñākaragupta), not satisfied with
this, says “athavā” (PVA 75,15) to explain that the two definitions are
meaningful, based on the theory that the two definitions have different
subject domains. Namely, the former definition of pramān. a is for the
conventional, while the other is for the ultimate.

It is clear that Prajñākaragupta also interprets PV II 4d as indicating that only
svasam. vedana exists in reality, and PV II 5a as indicating that validity based
on non-deceptiveness is just conventional.

3.3.2. PVA ad PV III 330ab

Prajñākaragupta refers to PV II 4d–5a also in the pratyaks.a chapter. As a
Vijñānavādin, Prajñākaragupta insists that the inference of external objects

33 The Jainas, for example Prabhācandra (11th century) or Anantavı̄rya (11th/13th
century), refer to and criticize the view that PV II 1a–b1 and PV II 5c explain the
conventional pramān. a and ultimate pramān. a, respectively. NKC 633,4–7: (...) atah.
“pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam ityādi vyavahāren. a, ajñātārthaprakāśo vā ity etat
tu paramārthena pramān. am” ity ayuktam; vyavahāravyatiriktasya paramārthasyāsam. -
bhavāt / (...); SVT. 12,15–17: tato yad uktam. “pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam ityādi
vyavahāren. a pramān. alaks.an. am uktam, ajñātārthaprakāśo vā iti paramārthena, pra-
mān. āntaren. ājñātasya advayapratibhāsārthasya ātmavedanasya evam abhidhānāt /” iti tan
nirastam / According to Anantavı̄rya, it is an advocate of the nonduality of cog-
nitive appearance (pratibhāsādvaitavādin) who insists on the conventional validity
of logical grounds by quoting PV II 5a. See SVT. 405,8–9: aparas tv āha—na mayā
pratibhāsādvaitavādinā paramārthatah. kvacid hetuh. is.yate, yas tu is.yate sa vyavahāren. a,
“prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” ity abhidhānād iti; tam. praty āha (...) /
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should be rejected by perception, and that the validity of inference depends
on perception. However, some opponents criticize this claim by pointing out
that the perception of a double moon is rejected by inference and insist, on the
contrary, that the validity of perception depends on inference. According to
these opponents, a perception that has not been experienced before provokes
the cognizer to act toward the object with the help of inference. Accordingly,
the validity of perception depends on inference. Prajñākaragupta’s answer is
as follows:

[27] PVAS 364,18–21 ad PV III 330ab: yady evam itaretarāśrayan. ados.a
eva syāt, na tu prāmān. yam ekasyāpi / uktam etat—svarūpasya svato
gatih. / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a / vyatirikte pravr. ttivis.aye ’rthātmani /
tac cānādivyavahārāndhaparam. parayā / tac ca sam. vādāt pramān. am. / sam. -
vādaś ca bhāvini / bhāvini cāsam. vedanam eva / tatah. katham arthavis.ayam.
prāmān. yam /

If so, mutual dependence would occur. Then, not even one [of the
two pramān. as] should be regarded as pramān. a. [Therefore, Dharmakı̄rti]
said, “svarūpasya svato gatih. / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 4d–5a).
Regarding an external object that is the object of action and is distinct
[from the cognition itself], the validity of cognition is just conventional.
Validity is brought about merely by a series of conventional behaviors
that have continued from the beginning-less past, just like a continuous
series of blind persons (andhaparam. parā). A cognition is considered
pramān. a on the basis of its consistency or non-deceptiveness (sam. vāda).
Its consistency is with respect to the future [object to be obtained]. But
the future object is not cognized [at the time of the present cognition].
So how can we say that it is pramān. a with respect to the [future] object?

If the validity of perception depends on inference and, in turn, the validity
of inference depends on perception, then a mutual dependence occurs.
Therefore, both should be rejected as being valid means of cognition. Their
validity is accepted only at the conventional level. Dharmakı̄rti also said in
PV II 4d–5a that cognition itself is cognized by itself, and that with regard to
an external object to be obtained, the validity of cognition is just conventional.
The future object to be obtained cannot be properly known. Therefore,
the non-deceptiveness of the present cognition can never be known. Here,
Prajñākaragupta interprets Dharmakı̄rti’s PV II 4d–5a as claiming that since
every cognition merely cognizes itself, its validity is not truly known.
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3.3.3. PVA ad PV IV 192a

Also in the parārthānumāna chapter, Prajñākaragupta refers to PV II 5a. In
PV IV 192a, Dharmakı̄rti insists that a sentence (vākya) indicates exclusion
(vyavaccheda). Prajñākaragupta explains34 : “A person who listens to some
sentence understands some exclusion and acts on the object. Then, he obtains
the excluded object. Such a sentence is admitted as valid because it is non-
deceptive.” However, an opponent presents the following question: “Strictly
speaking, the exclusion obtained differs from the exclusion understood from
the sentence before. Why can it be seen as being non-deceptive?” To answer
this question, Prajñākaragupta states, “This is a trivial question said by a
person who clings to trivial things. People are satisfied with the obtained
object, and do not care about such a subtle distinction.”

[28] PVAS 587,23–588,4 ad PV IV 192a (vyavacchedaphalam. vākyam. ) :
tasmād vyavahārijanaprı̄tyāvisam. vādo ’yam ucyate / na tattvam avisam. vādah.
paramārthavicāran. e // uktam etat / sām. vyavahārikam eva vyatirekavis.ayam.
pramān. am / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. eti vacanāt / yadi pramān. ena pra-
mān. am. pratı̄yate, anavasthā / pramān. am antaren. a pratipattau prameyasyāpı̄ti
na pramān. ādhı̄nah. prameyādhigamah. syāt / tata uktam /

prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a gamyate na tu tattvatah. /
pramān. e na matis tattvam anavasthā tathoditā // 386 //

(...) tasmād avicāritasūks.matattvam. vyavahāramātram āśritya sarvatrāvisam. -
vādah. , na paramārthatah. / tathā hi—

itas tat.am ito vyāghrah. kenāstu prān. ino gatih. /
bhedābhede ’visam. vādo dvaye ’pi hi na yujyate // 389 //

yadi pratı̄yamānāt prāpyam. vastu bhinnam, katham anyaprāptau visam. -
vādābhāvo ’visam. vādaś ca / athābhinnam. sarvātmanā, tathā sati tad api tadaiva
pratipannam. kimartham. pravartate kim. vā prāpsyati / tato nāvisam. vādah. / so
’yam itas tat.am ito vyāghra iti nyāyah. /

Therefore, this is mentioned as non-deceptive in that worldly people
are satisfied just obtaining the object expected. Upon considering the
ultimate truth, non-deceptiveness is not found to be true. It has already
been explained [by Dharmakı̄rti] saying “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II
5a) that with respect to an object which is distinct from cognition itself,
the cognition is conventionally admitted as pramān. a. If a cognition is
understood by pramān. a to be pramān. a, then there would be an endless

34 See Inami et al. 2005.
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[regress]. On the other hand, if it is understood without pramān. a, then
the object of pramān. a (prameya) is likewise understood without pramān. a,
and the understanding of the pramān. a would not require any pramān. a.

Hence, it is known conventionally, not ultimately, that cognition is pra-
mān. a. Understanding by pramān. a for pramān. a is not accurate. It was
stated that in such a case there would be an endless [regress]. (v. 386)

(...) Therefore, in any case, non-deceptiveness is just based on our
worldly behaviors, where the truth of the matter is not considered down
to the smallest detail and there is no non-deceptiveness in the ultimate
sense. That is to say:

A tiger over here and a precipice over there. One cannot go either way.
Whether the object to be obtained is the same as the object cognized or
not, neither non-deceptiveness is appropriate. (v. 389)

If the real thing to be obtained is different from the object that is
cognized in the present, how can there be the absence of deception
(visam. vādābhāva) or the non-deceptiveness (avisam. vāda) when another
thing is obtained? Or, if the object to be obtained is completely the same
as the object that is cognized in the present, in which case the object to
be obtained is also cognized in the present, then for what purpose does
one act, and what is acquired [after acting]? Therefore, [in any case,]
non-deceptiveness cannot be [properly explained]. Thus, the maxim,
“A tiger over here and a precipice over there” is mentioned here.

According to Prajñākaragupta, a cognition is described as non-deceptive
because people are satisfied with just obtaining the object. Upon considering
the ultimate truth, non-deceptiveness is not found to be true. A cognition
that has a thing other than itself as its object is conventionally recognized as
valid. Dharmakı̄rti also said this in his PV II 5a.

If valid cognition (pramān. a) is understood as valid by means of another
valid cognition, an infinite regress will occur. If it can be understood without
another valid cognition, its object (prameya) could also be understood without
a valid cognition. Therefore, the validity of cognition is recognized as
conventional, but not as true. Prajñākaragupta concludes: In any case, non-
deceptiveness is based only on a human being’s activity that is not examined
in detail regarding whether it is true or not. If it is thoroughly examined,
non-deceptiveness does not exist whatsoever.35

35 It should be noted that Prajñākaragupta states here “avicāritasūks.umatattvam” as
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Moreover, if the object to be obtained (A) is different from the object
cognized (B), the cognition of A cannot be non-deceptive with respect to B.
If A is exactly the same as B, A is obtained at the time of the cognition of B.
Then, the cognizer would not need to act with regard to A. In any case, non-
deceptiveness of the cognition cannot be appropriately explained. It is just
conventionally admitted.

In this way, Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 4d–5a is consistent
in his PVA. It should be noted that he sometimes refers to PV II 5a without
clearly quoting it. In such cases, Yamāri often explains Prajñākaragupta’s
intention and quotes PV II 5a.36

4. Prajñākaragupta’s criticism of his predecessors’ interpretations of
Dharmakı̄rti’s theory
4.1. Criticism of Devendrabuddhi’s and Śākyabuddhi’s interpretations

Next, I will examine Prajñākaragupta’s criticism of his predecessors’
interpretations of Dharmakı̄rti’s theory of validity. Prajñākaragupta does
not mention any of his predecessors by name. According to Yamāri,
however, Devendrabuddhi, Śākyabuddhi, Arcat.a, Dharmottara and others
are criticized by Prajñākaragupta in his commentary on PV II 4d–5a.

First, Yamāri points out that Prajñākaragupta is criticizing Devendra-
buddhi and Śākyabuddhi by stating the following:

[29] PVAS 25,24–27; PVAO 65,10–66,4; PVAW 10,15–12,2: kim. ca, sām. vy-
avahārikam. prāmān. yam. pratipādayatā paramārthata ekam eva svasam. vedana-
m. pratyaks.am ity uktam. bhavati /

tathā hi yadi mānatvam adhyaks. ād anumānatah. /
siddhim r.cchaty* asam. deham. vyavahārapadam. vr. thā // 198 //

yadi pratyaks.ato ’numānato vā parisphut. ā pramān. atvasiddhih. , kimartham
ucyate—vyavahāren. eti / tasmād (...) (*r. cchaty PVAS, PVAW, PVAMsB;
icchaty PVAO.)

a qualifier of the word “vyavahāramātram.” As is well known, the term “avicārya-
raman. ı̄ya” is used by the later Mādhyamikas in explaining conventional truth. Pra-
jñākaragupta often uses similar terms in his PVA. See Inami 2011: 180, fn. 11.

36 According to Yamāri’s explanation, for example, in the beginning section of the
Pramān. asiddhi chapter, Prajñākaragupta refers to PV II 5a three times: (1) PVAS
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Moreover, explaining that validity [based on non-deceptiveness] is con-
ventional, Dharmakı̄rti implicitly states that ultimately, svasamvedana is
the only valid means of cognition.

Namely, if validity is established without a doubt by perception or
inference, the word “vyavahāra” [mentioned in PV II 5a] would be
meaningless. (v. 198)
If validity is clearly established by perception or inference, what is the
purpose of the word “vyavahāren. a” stated [in PV II 5a]? Therefore, (...)

Here, Prajñākaragupta states: By declaring the conventional validity of
cognition, Dharmakı̄rti implies that only the svasam. vedana perception is true
pramān. a. According to Prajñākaragupta, Dharmakı̄rti, who says “prāmān. yam.
vyavahāren. a,” clearly has the conventional validity of cognition in mind.
Validity as non-deceptiveness cannot be truly known by any means. If it
were truly known, Dharmakı̄rti would not mention the word “vyavahāren. a”
in PV II 5a.

According to Yamāri, Prajñākaragupta is criticizing certain persons (Deve-
ndrabuddhi and Śākyabuddhi, as mentioned later) who believe the validity
of cognition is truly understood by means of perception or inference.

[30] YSkt 60a1–3 (= YTib D273b7–274a4, P330a5–b2): ye tu tāttvikam eva
pramān. etaravibhāgam. manyante, vyavahāren. eti cottarārthakriyājñāneneti
vyācaks.ate, tes. ām. yuktivirodhas tāvad darśitah. , śāstravirodham. ca darśayitum
āha—kim. ceti / (...) tad evam. vr. ttit. ı̄kādimate niraste yathā vyavahāratah.
prāmān. yam. tathopasam. harati—tasmād iti /

Some persons think that the distinction between valid means of cogni-
tion and invalid ones is metaphysically true (tāttvika) and explain that
the word “vyavahāren. a” means ‘by the future cognition of arthakriyā’ (ut-
tarārthakriyājñānena). However, it has been shown by Prajñākaragupta
that a conflict with logical arguments would occur to them. Next, in

4,9; PVAO 3,18; PVAW 6,6: katham. tarhi pravartanakāle tajjñānam / etad uttaratra
vaks.yāmah. / [YSkt 22b7 (= YTib D208b7, P251a1–2): etad uttaratreti prāmān. yam.
vyavahāren. ety atra prastāve /]; (2) PVAS 5,7; PVAO 6,1–2: vyavahāramātram evedam.
svapnāsvapnabhedo nāma / tathā pramān. āpramān. abheda iti hi vaks.yate / [YSkt 24b2–
3 (= YTib D211b1–2, P254b7–8): katham etad ubhayam. vyavahāramātram ity āha—iti
vaks. yata iti / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. ety atrāntare /]; (3) PVAS 5,19; PVAO 7,3–4:
atha kena dvayam etad iti pratı̄yate / etad api vaks.yāmah. / [YSkt 25b6–7 (= YTib D214a7,
P258b5): uttaram—etad apı̄ti / vaks.yāmah. prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. ety atrāntare /].
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order to show that a conflict with śāstra would occur, he says “kim. ca.”
(...) After rejecting the explanations presented in the vr. tti, t. ı̄kā, and
other works (vr. ttit. ı̄kādimata) as above, Prajñākaragupta then concludes
by saying “tasmāt,” that validity is conventional.

Yamāri’s explanation can be interpreted as follows: Some persons think that
the distinction between valid and invalid means of cognition is metaphys-
ically true (tāttvika) and explain that the word “vyavahāren. a” means ‘by the
future cognition of arthakriyā’ (uttarārthakriyājñānena). It has been shown by
Prajñākaragupta that a conflict with logical arguments would then occur.
Next, in order to show that a conflict with śāstra would occur, he says “kim.
ca.”

Moreover, in the concluding parts of this passage, Yamāri states: “After
rejecting the explanations presented in the vr. tti, t. ı̄kā, and other works
(vr. ttit. ı̄kādimata) as above” and so on. Yamāri attributes the explanation
criticized here to Devendrabuddhi, the author of the Pramān. avārttikavr. tti,
and Śākyabuddhi, the author of the Pramān. avārttikat. ı̄kā.37 In Yamāri’s
understanding, Prajñākaragupta is criticizing their interpretations.

As I have noted in another paper,38 in his vr. tti on PV II 4d–5a, Devendra-
buddhi explains that although cognition itself is known by itself, its validity
is determined by means of the future cognition of arthakriyā.

[31] PVP D5a3–7, P5b5–6a2: ’o na gal te khyod cag gi tshad ma nyid ji ltar
grub pa yin zhe na / kho bo cag gi ni rang las rang gi ngo bor rtogs / (PV II
4d) rang rig pa las tshad ma zhes bya ba’i shes pa de’i shes pa yod pa nyid grub
pa yin gyi / tshad ma nyid ni ma yin no // gal te shes pa yod pa nyid las tha dad
pa med pa’i phyir tshad ma nyid kyang bzung ba nyid yin no zhe na / bden te /
mngon sum de ni char skyes pa ma yin pa’i phyir / de yang bzung ba nyid ni
yin mod kyi / ’on kyang bzung ba’i rnam pa gang yin pa dag la yang nges pa
skyed par byed pa de la / ’jug par byed pa’i phyir tshad ma nyid du ’dod kyi /
gzhan du ni ma yin no // mthong ba las khyad par med na yang / rnam pa gang

37 According to Dr. Hiroko Matsuoka’s comment, most of the references to ‘t. ı̄kā’
in Yamāri’s commentary are to Dharmottara’s Pramān. aviniścayat.ı̄kā (PVinT. ). Al-
though I cannot completely rule out the possibility that the ‘t. ı̄kā’ mentioned here is
also Dharmottara’s PVinT. , I understand it as Śākyabuddhi’s Pramān. avārrtikat.ikā
(PVT. ), because the interpretation of PV II 4d is at issue here. No direct explanation
of the word “vyavahāren. a” of PV II 5a can be found in Dharmottara’s PVinT. .

38 See Inami 1993.
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don du gnyer ba dang / goms pa dang skabs la sogs pa nges pa’i rgyu yod na
de nges pa yin gyi / gzhan chod pa ni ma yin no // des na shes pa yod pa nyid
dmigs pa na tshad ma nyid bzung du zin kyang ma bzung ba dang ’dra ba yin
te / nges pa med pa’i phyir ro // ’o na ji ltar tshad ma nyid nges par bya zhe
na / tha snyad kyis ni tshad ma nyid (PV II 5a) dus phyis ’byung ba can
gyi don byed pa’i yul can gyi shes pas so //

[Question:] So how is validity [of cognition] established for you [Bud-
dhists]? [Answer:] For us, [cognition] itself is known by itself. (= PV
II 4d.) Through self-cognition (rang rig pa, *svasam. vedana), the existence
(sattā) of that cognition, which will be regarded as pramān. a, is known,
but its validity is not known. [Objection:] Because the validity of a
cognition is not separate from the cognition’s existence, [its] validity
is also necessarily grasped when the cognition is grasped. [Answer:]
Yes, that is true. Since perception does not partially arise, [when it is
grasped] its validity is also surely grasped. However, only when the
perception produces a decision about the grasped form [of the object]
does the cognition cause the cognizer to act upon the object. Therefore,
in that case, the cognition is regarded as a pramān. a. Otherwise, it
is not [regarded as a pramān. a]. Even if all aspects of an object are
directly known without any difference, when there are decision factors
such as desire, repeated experience, circumstances, etc. with respect
to a certain aspect, a decision arises for it. But not for other [aspects].
Therefore, when the existence of cognition is known, [its] validity is
also known, but it is it is no better than unknown, because there is
no decision [regarding it] at that time. [Question:] So how is validity
determined? [Answer:] Validity is [determined] through action. (PV II
5a.) Namely, [the validity of a present cognition is determined] by the
future cognition which has arthakriyā as its object.

Although the validity of valid cognition is known by means of the cognition
itself since validity is not distinguished from the cognition, it is no better than
unknown when it is not determined.39 If it is determined by some factor, the
cognition can cause the cognizer to act upon the object. But, if there is no
factor of determination at the time of a cognition in the present, determining
its validity will be caused by the cognition of its future effect.

39 Prajñākaragupta criticizes the view that the validity of a cognition is not distin-
guished from the cognition itself. See PVAS 25,14–17; PVAO 64,11–16; PVAW 10,1–
6.
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It is clear that Devendrabuddhi is interpreting the word “vyavahāren. a” in
PV II 5a as “by means of the future cognition of arthakriyā” (dus phyis ’byung
ba can gyi don byed pa’i yul can gyi shes pas = *uttarakālabhāvinārthakriyāvis.ayena
jñānena). He never mentions conventional validity. He seems to believe that
validity is truly determined.40

In his Pramān. avārttikat. ı̄kā, Śākyabuddhi explains how the validity of
perception is established. He classifies human actions based on perception
into two types: 1) perception in which the object has never been experienced
before, and 2) perception in which the object has been repeatedly experienced
before.

[32] PVT. Ś D72a6–b2, P87a7–b3: mngon sum gyi rten can gyi ’jug pa ni rnam
par gnyis te dang po nyid dang goms pa can no // de la goms pa dang ldan pa
gang yin pa de la shin tu goms pa gsal ba can gyi mngon sum skyes pa na ji lta
ba bzhin du goms pa’i rnam par ’khrul pa’i rgyu mtshan spangs pa can nyid
gyis yongs su bcad nas skye ba dang / de lta bur ba’i phyis ’byung ba’i nges pa
skyed par byed pa’i phyir de la skyes bu ’jug par byed do // de’i phyir de la rang
nyid kyi tshad ma nges par byed pa’i phyir phyis kyi tshad ma ’jug pa la ltos pa
med pa can yin pa’i phyir don yongs su bcad nas zhes bya ba’i tshig mi ’thad
pa ma yin no // mngon sum thams cad ni gzhan la tshad ma nges par gzhag
pa ma yin no // dang po nyid kyis ’jug pa gang yin pa de la yang rgyu mtshan
nges par gzung ba med pa na the tshom nyid kyi sngo nas ’jug par byed do //

Human actions based on perception can be divided into two cases: 1) the
case in which the object has not been experienced before, and 2) the case
in which the object has been repeatedly experienced before. Between
these, in the case of human action toward an object that has been
experienced before, perception, which has been repeatedly experienced
before and hence has clearness, occurs. Then, the perception can
produce a subsequent decision that is the same as the decision which
has been repeatedly experienced as being caused by the judgement that
the perception is free from any factors of error. The person therefore
acts with regard to the object based on the perception. Hence, in this
case, the expression “after determining the object” (PVP D1a4–5, P2a5)
is not inappropriate, since the perception is determined to be pramān. a
by itself, without recourse to later pramān. as. All perceptions are not
extrinsically determined to be pramān. a. On the other hand, in the case
of an object that has not been experienced before, when any factors of

40 See Dunne 2004: 385–386.
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error are not known, the perceiver acts with regard to the object on the
basis of suspicion.

[33] PVT. Ś D72b3–5, P87b5–88b1: gang kho na nges pa’i sngo nas ’jug par
’gyur ba de nyid rtog pa sngon du song ba can ma yin no // de ltar na ’jug par
byed pa la don la the tshom za ba dang don nges pa dang rgyu rnam pa gnyis
yin no // ldog pa yang don med pa la the tshom za ba dang / don med par nges
pa gnyis kho na yin no // de la dang po nyid kyi rgyu gnyis kyis ’jug par ’gyur
ba gang yin pa dang phyis bshad pa gnyis kyis ldog par ’gyur ba gang yin pa
de ni rtog pa sngon du song ba can yin par ’jug rten dag brjod do // gal te nges
pa nyid kyi sngo nas ’jug par byed par ’gyur ba ngo mtshar yin na / ’o na ni
zhing pa la sogs pa ni nga la sogs pa la ’jug par byed pa ’gal bar ’gyur te de dag
la ma ’ongs pa’i ’bru la sogs pa ’grub pa la nges par byed pa’i tshad ma yod pa
ma yin no //

Not only those who act based on a decision are wise. There are two
factors in affirmative action: the suspicion that there may be an object,
and the decision that there is an object. Negative action also has two
factors: the suspicion that there may be no object, and the decision that
there is no object. And those who act affirmatively according to the first
two factors and negatively according to the second two factors are called
the wise in the world. If one were called wise based on the decision
alone, then farmers, for example, would not act to undertake cultivation.
For them, there is no pramān. a for the fruit they will surely bear in the
future.41

In the first case, the perception alone does not produce a determination of
its validity. Then, suspicion or doubt about the object motivates the person
to act toward it. If they obtain its effect, they understand the validity of the
preceding cognition. In this case, the validity is determined extrinsically. On
the other hand, in the second case, the perception produces a determination
about the validity of the cognition. Then, the person acts toward the object
without any doubt. No other cognition is required. In this case, the validity
is determined intrinsically.

Śākyabuddhi thus explains that in the case of an object which has not been
experienced before, the validity of its perception is determined by means of

41 See Eltschinger 2007: 140–141.



488 INAMI Masahiro

the future cognition of arthakriyā. He does not discuss conventional validity
at all.42

Yamāri’s remark that it is Devendrabuddhi and Śākyabuddhi who are
being criticized here by Prajñākaragupta seems to be accurate.

4.2. Criticism of Arcat.a’s theory

Next, I examine Prajñākaragupta’s criticism of Arcat.a.43 First, Prajñākara-
gupta takes up the following question:

[34] PVAS 26,10–17; PVAO 67,10–68,7; PVAW 14,1–10: nanv arthakriyā-
prāpakatvāt pramān. am / pramān. am. ca kim arthakriyājñāpakam atha kārakam /
na tāvat kārakatvāt pramān. am / kāran. am. hi tadā syāt / atha jñāpakatvāt pra-
mān. am ucyate / tad apy ayuktam /

jñāpakam. na tad arthasya kriyāsam. dehabhāvatah. /
kādācitkārthakriyeti tasyā jñāpakatā kutah. // 200 //

sādhanajñānam antaren. āpi arthakriyopalabdhā / tat katham. tat kāran. am artha-
kriyāyāh. / tad antaren. āpi bhāve na* tat kāran. am. syāt kāryasya / nāpi jñāpakam,
dr. s. t.e ’py arthe kadācid arthakriyābhāvāt / na ca taj jñānam apramān. am,
arthāśūnyatvāt / atah. kārakatvajñāpakatvābhāve katham. pramān. am. prāpakam
arthakriyāyāh. / (*bhāve na PVAW, PVAMsB; bhāvinā PVAS, bhāvi na PVAO.)

[Question:] [You say that some cognition (sādhanajñāna = C1) is regarded
as a pramān. a because it causes one to obtain arthakriyā. [However, what

42 Cf. PVT. Ś D78b7–79a3, P95b7–96a4: de yang gzung ba nyid ni yin mod kyi zhes bya
ba ni tshad ma nyid de / shes pa cha med pa nyid kyi phyir rang rig par ’gyur ba na / thams
cad kyi bdag nyid du ’gyur ba zhes bya ba’i don to // ’on kyang gzung du zin kyang ji ltar
nyams su myong bzhin du nges pa ni ma yi no // de bas na de la mngon sum ni tshad ma
nyid ma yin no // tshad ma’i phyis ’byung ba can gyi nges pa skyed ba’i phyir mngon sum
ni gzung ba’i rnam pa dag la tshad ma nyid yin no // ’on kyang gzung ba’i rnam pa dag
la zhes bya ba la sogs pas de nyid ston pa’o // gal te gzung bar mtshungs pa yin na ’ga’
zhig la nges pa’i rgyu yang ci zhig yin zhe na mthong ba la khyad par med na yang
zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos te / don du gnyer ba ni de mngon par ’dod pa nyid do // goms
pa ni yang dang yang du mthong ba’o // skabs ni gnas skabs so // sogs pa’i sgras ni der
’khrul pa med pa’i don gzhan nye ba dang der ’phrod pa’i yul dang dus la sogs pa gzung
ngo // tha snyad kyis ni tshad ma nyid // (=PV II 5a) ’jug pa las sngar zhes bya bar
rtogs par bya’o //

43 Discussions about Prajñākaragupta’s criticism of Arcat.a can also be found in other
places. See, for example, Ono 1995, n. 66.
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do you mean?] Is pramān. a regarded as an informative cause of arthakriyā
or as a productive cause of arthakriyā? [First of all,] it is incorrect to say
that it is pramān. a because it is a productive cause of arthakriyā. For, if it
were a productive cause, it would necessarily exist when the arthakriyā
exists. Next, if you say that it is pramān. a because it is an informative
cause of arthakriyā, this is also incorrect.

It is not an informative cause of arthakriyā, because doubt about artha-
kriyā occurs. Arthakriyā is not always there, so why is [a cognition] an
informative cause of it? (v. 200)

Arthakriyā is perceived without the cognition of sādhana. How then can it
be the cause of arthakriyā? If [the effect] exists without it, then it cannot
be the cause of the effect. Nor is it an informative cause. For even if
an object (artha) is perceived, sometimes there is no arthakriyā. But that
cognition is not apramān. a, for it is not devoid of an object. Therefore,
since it can be neither a productive cause nor an informative cause, how
can it be a pramān. a that makes one acquire arthakriyā?

The question presented here is as follows: You say that some cognition
(sādhanajñāna = C1) is regarded as a pramān. a because it causes one to obtain
arthakriyā. However, what do you mean by this? Is it an informative cause
(jñāpaka) of arthakriyā or a productive cause (kāraka) of arthakriyā? First, it
cannot be a productive cause, because arthakriyā can be seen without C1; nor
is it an informative cause, because sometimes C1 causes doubt. Therefore,
why do you say that C1 causes one to obtain arthakriyā?

After posing this question, Prajñākaragupta refers to someone’s response
to it.

[35] PVAS 26,18–21; PVAO 68,8–13; PVAW 14,11–15: atrocyate —

upeye nāma sam. dehas tāvatā na pramā na sā /
niścitatvād upāyasya pramāsau kim. na tāvatā // 201 //

na khalūpeyasam. dehaparijihı̄rs. ā, sarvatropāyaniścayamātren. a vr. tteh. / tata
upāyaniścaye sati kr. s. ı̄valādivat prāmān. ikāh. pravartantām /

[Someone’s answer:] Someone responds to this as follows:

Certainly, there may be doubt about the object of acquisition (upeya). But
that alone does not make [the cognition of sādhana] not a valid cognition.
Since it has been determined that it is the means of acquisition (upāya),
how can that alone make it not a valid cognition? (v. 201)

In fact, [when we act,] we never desire to abandon our doubts about
the object of acquisition. In any case, it is only the decision to be the
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means of acquisition that causes the action. Therefore, if there is a
determination that it is a means of acquisition, those based on pramān. a
should act, as in the case of a farmer, etc. [who has doubts about the
harvest, but takes action with regard to the seed because the seed is the
means of acquisition of the harvest].

The response is as follows: Regarding the goal (upeya), a doubt or suspicion
may occur. However, this is not sufficient grounds to insist that C1 is not
a valid means of cognition. Only by ascertainment of the means (upāya)
is C1 regarded as a valid means of cognition. Nobody wants to dispel
doubts or suspicion about a goal, because people act toward anything only
when ascertaining that it is a means. For example, even though a farmer is
uncertain whether he will surely obtain crops in the future, he sows seeds,
because seeds have been determined to be the means for crops.

According to Jayanta, the response mentioned here as “upeye nāma (...)”
has been accepted by a certain person.

[36] J D88b4–5, P103b5: gcig gis ’dod pa’i lan ni / ’bras la the tshom yod
ces te // zhes bya ba yin no //

The answer accepted by a certain person is mentioned here as “upeye
nāma (...)”

In contrast, Yamāri attributes the response to Bhat.t.a Arcat.a.

[37] YSkt 60b6 (= YTib D275a7–b1, P332a1–3): atrocyata iti bhat.t. ārcat.a-
matam / na pramā na sā / pramān. am eva sādhanajñānam ity arthah. / nanv
arthakriyāsam. dehāt katham. sādhanajñānam. pramān. am? ity āha—niścitat-
vād iti / vivr.n. oti—na khalūpeyetyādi /

Saying “atrocyate,” Prajñākaragupta mentions Bhat.t.ārcat.a’s theory. The
phrase “na pramā na sā” [in v. 201] means that the cognition of sādhana is
nothing but a pramān. a. [Objection:] Since there is doubt about arthakriyā,
why can the cognition of sādhana be regarded as a pramān. a? [Arcat.a’s
answer:] [Mentioning Arcat.a’s answer, Prajñākaragupta] says “niścitat-
vād.” The words “na khalūpeya-” and [those] thereafter are a commentary
on the verse.

A similar view is found in Arcat.a’s Hetubindut. ı̄kā.44

44 See Ono 1994, n. 13.
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[38] HBT. A 2,3–9: preks. āvatām. pravr. ttih. prayojanārthinām. tadupāye tad-
bhāvaniścayāt / yathā kr. s. ı̄valādı̄nām. sasyādyupāye bı̄jādāv abı̄jādivivekenā-
vadhr. tabı̄jādibhāvānām / anyathā hy aniścitopāyānām upeyārthanām. pra-
vr. ttau preks. āvattaiva hı̄yeta / upeye tu [bhāvini pramā]n. avyāpārāsambhavād
aniścaye ’pi vivecitopāyāh. pratibandhavaikalyayor asambhave “yogyam etad
vivaks. itam. kāryam. nis.pādayitum” iti sam. bhāvanayā pravr. ttau preks. āvattāto*
na hı̄yeran / (*-vattāto HBTA; -vattām ato Funayama 1995, Noriyama
1998.)

Thoughtful men act on the means of attainment in pursuit of their ends
by determining its being the means of attainment. For example, a farmer
acts with regard to a seed, etc., which is the means of attainment of
a harvest, etc., by determining its being a seed, etc., as distinguished
from other things that are not a seed, etc. Otherwise, when people act
in pursuit of the object of acquisition without determining the means
of acquisition, they would give up being thinking [people]. On the
other hand, since the object of acquisition is in the future and there is no
pramān. a functioning on it, even without a decision [regarding the object
of acquisition], people act by determining the means of acquisition and
imagining that if there will no obstruction or lack thereof, this will
achieve the expected result. In this case they do not give up being
thinking [people].

Here, Arcat.a insists that thinking persons, even if they have doubts about
upeya, act on the basis of their ascertainment of upāya. Arcat.a then presents
the same example of the farmer mentioned by Prajñākaragupta.45 It should
also be noted that the same example is also used in Śākyabuddhi’s PVT. , as
seen above ([33]). However, Śākyabuddhi uses kr. s. ı̄valādi as an example of
an action based on doubt about arthakriyā (= upeya), not as an example of an
action based on the ascertainment of the means (upāya). Presumably, Prajñā-
karagupta is referring to Arcat.a’s view, as Yamāri points out.

Prajñākaragupta criticizes Arcat.a’s answer as follows:

[39] PVAS 26,22–24; PVAO 68,13–17; PVAW 14,16–16,3: tad asat / yatah.
upeyārthitayā sarvah. pravartananivartane /
karoti purus.as tasya sam. dehaś cet katham. pramā // 202 //

yadartham is.yate pramān. am. tatropeye sam. dehāt pramān. am iti kais. ā vāco-
yuktih. /

45 On the passage of HBT. A quoted here, see Funayama 1995 and Noriyama 1998.
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[Prajñākaragupta’s response:] This is not correct. For:
People all have positive and negative actions in pursuit of an object of
acquisition (upeya). If there is doubt about it, how can the [cognition of
sādhana] be a valid cognition? (v. 202)
Since there is doubt about the object of acquisition for which pramān. a is
desired, what is the justification for calling this “pramān. a”?

Prajñākaragupta states: If people wish to obtain some upeya, they undertake
affirmative or negative actions. If the upeya is doubted, the cognition of upāya
will not motivate any person to act. How can such a cognition be regarded as
valid?

Prajñākaragupta never admits that doubts can motivate people to take
action. Only after ascertaining that arthakriyā (= upeya) will be obtained do
people take action. Our activities are caused only by ascertainment, although
this is just a mistaken belief in truth.

4.3. Criticism of Dharmottara’s theory
4.3.1. Question to be answered

It is well known that Prajñākaragupta sometimes refers to and severely
criticizes the view that may be attributed to Dharmottara. Such a case can
be found in his commentary on PV II 4d–5a.

Prajñākaragupta takes up the following problem:

[40] PVAS 28,31–29,2; PVAO 75,1–4; PVAW 26,5–8: nanu yāvat pratyaks.am.
na bhavati sam. bandhasādhakam. na tāvad anumānam / pratyaks. en. a hi sam. -
bandhagrahan. e ’numānam. prāmān. yam. sādhayati / pramān. am. sat pratyaks.am.
sam. bandhagrahan. e samartham itı̄taretarāśrayados.ah. /

[Objection:] [You say that a cognition is determined as a pramān. a
through an inference based on the inevitable relations. But] there is
no inference unless there is a perception that establishes the inevitable
relations. For when the relation is grasped by perception, inference can
establish [a cognition] to be a pramān. a. But only when the perception is
determined as a pramān. a through inference does it have the capacity to
grasp relations. Thus, a fallacy of mutual dependence would occur.

As Prajñākaragupta argues, if someone insists that the validity of perception
is determined by inference indicating the future arthakriyā, this leads to the
fallacy of mutual dependence. This is because inference can establish the
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validity of a perception only if that relation is established by perception. But
a perception can establish that relation only if the perception is valid.

4.3.2. Answer attributed to Dharmottara

Prajñākaragupta describes someone’s response to this problem as follows:

[41] PVAS 29,3–7; PVAO 75,5–12; PVAW 26,9–15: atha nānumānena prā-
mān. yam. sādhyate, api tv arthakriyānubhavena, sa ca svasam. vedanapratyaks.a-
prasiddhah. , tatra nārthakriyājñānam. pratyaks.am. sat pramān. atām. pūrvasya
gr.hn. āti, nāpi liṅgabhūtam. sad anumāpayati, pratyaks. en. a prāmān. yasya
grahan. ābhāvād atı̄tatvāc ca tadvyakteh. / na hi vyaktim. vinā sāmānyam. māna-
tvam. pratyetum. śakyam, abhāvāt sāmānyasya / tasmāt pramān. atāyām. sam. -
dehamātram / sa cārthakriyāsam. bandhah. sam. digdhah. / arthakriyānirbhāsāt
tatra sam. deho vyāvartata eva /

[Someone’s answer:] Some person might say, “It is not through in-
ference that the validity (prāmān. ya) [of a cognition] is established, but
through the direct experience of arthakriyā. And it (the direct experience
of arthakriyā) is established by the svasamvedana perception.” [But this
view is not correct.] In that case, the [later] cognition of arthakriyā, being
a perception, does not grasp that the previous cognition was a pramān. a.
Nor does [the cognition of arthakriyā] serve as an inferential mark (liṅga)
to make one infer [that the previous cognition is a pramān. a], because
validity[, being the universal,] cannot be grasped by [any] perception,
and because the individual, that is, the previous cognition, is in the past.
The universal of validity cannot be known without the individual [of the
previous cognition]. There is no universal [apart from the individual].
Therefore, there is only doubt about its validity. And its relation to
arthakriyā is doubtful. The appearance of arthakriyā only removes the
doubt about it. [It cannot bring about an ascertainment of the previous
cognition’s validity.]

This respondent first refers to another view in which the validity of C1 is
established not by inference, but by the direct experience of arthakriyā (C2),
and the validity of C2 is established by svasam. vedana perception. This view is
similar to Devendrabuddhi’s. In criticizing this view, the respondent points
out that the validity of C1 cannot be established by the cognition of arthakriyā
(C2). According to this respondent, if C2 is admitted as perception, it never
grasps C1’s validity because C1 is in the past. Even if C2 is admitted as the
cognition of a mark (liṅga), it cannot enable the inference of C1’s validity
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because validity as a universal (sāmānya) has not been grasped by any earlier
perception.

Accordingly, the respondent concludes that doubt only exists regarding
C1’s validity and that through the cognition in which arthakriyā appears (C2),
that doubt is dissipated. Namely, he insists that it is not the ascertainment of
C1’s validity but a dispelling of the doubt about C1’s validity that is caused
by C2.

Yamāri explains this respondent’s view as follows46 :

[42] YSkt 63b2–5 (n.e. in Tib.): itaretarāśrayados.aparihāram āśaṅkate—
athetyādi / sa cety arthakriyānubhavah. / atra dharmottaradūs.an. am—tatre-
tyādi / (...) upasam. harati—tasmād iti / nanv arthakriyāsambandhaś cet
siddhah. , kutah. prāmān. yasam. śayah. ? avisam. vāditvam. hi prāmān. yam ity
āha—sa cārtheti / sthita eva tarhi sam. deha ity āha—arthakriyeti / tatreti
pramān. atāyām / evam. dūre sam. dehah. sam. nidhau nivartata ityādi yat kiñcit
sam. dehanivr. ttikāran. am upalaks.an. ı̄yam / sam. dehanivr. ttyā ca pravr. ttir ity
abhiprāyah. /

Prajñākaragupta posits a theory that excludes the fallacy of mutual
dependence by saying, “atha” and so on. The words “sa ca (...)”
mean “[And] the direct experience of arthakriyā is (...).” [After that,
Prajñākaragupta] states Dharmottara’s criticism against this view by
saying “tatra” and so on. (...) Summarizing the above, he states,
“tasmāt.” [Objection:] If its relation to arthakriyā is established, how
can there be any doubt about its validity? For validity is nothing but

46 It should be noted that the Tibetan translation of Yamāri’s commentary preserved
in the Tibetan Tripit.aka contains no equivalent for this part of the Sanskrit text. YTib

D280a5–6, P337b3–4: thams cad du (= PVAS 28,28; PVAO 74,11: sarvathā) zhes bya
ba ni / rnam pa gsum ka ltar yang / sgrub par byed pa’i shes pa’am / sgrub par byed pa’i ##
[n.e. in Tib.] ## the tshom ldog par byed (= PVAS 29,12; PVAO 76,3–4: nivartayet
sam. deham. ) pa yin du chug na / rang gi dus nyid du ’gyur ro zhes bya ba’i don to // Here,
a large portion is missing from the Tibetan text. It breaks off and begins again in
the middle of a sentence. It seems that an omission was made in an early stage of
the transmission of the Tibetan text, and that the text continued to be passed down
with this significant lacuna. As a result, Yamāri’s commentary on PVAS 28,28–29,12
(PVAO 74,11–76,3) is unfortunately not available in the Tibetan translation with
the currently known sources. However, the discovery of the Sanskrit manuscript
has made it possible for us to read Yamāri’s explanation of the passage in which
Prajñākaragupta criticizes Dharmottara’s view.
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non-deceptiveness. [Dharmottara’s answer:] [Prajñākaragupta presents
Dharmottara’s answer] by saying “sa cārtha-” and so on. [Objection:]
Then, the doubt would continue as it is. [Dharmottara’s answer:] [Pra-
jñākaragupta presents Dharmottara’s answer] by saying “arthakriyā-.”
The word “tatra” means “about its validity.” Similarly, it is also implied
here that even trivial things can be the cause of the removal of doubt, as
in the case that a doubt that was from the distance can be removed in
the vicinity. And it is also intended [by Dharmottara] that the removal
of doubt brings about action.

Here, Yamāri clearly attributes this view to Dharmottara.47 Dharmottara’s
view is mentioned and criticized by Prajñākaragupta in the last part of the
commentary on PV II 4d–5a.

The following should also be noted: In the last part of this passage, Yamāri
explains another viewpoint of the respondent, whereby the removal of action
brings about action. According to this viewpoint, the respondent explains
that it is the exclusion of doubt, not the ascertainment of validity, that causes
one to act.

4.3.3. The same understanding in Dharmottara’s works

A similar view is found in works by Dharmottara.

[43] PVinT. Dh D11b5–6; P12b2–3 (see Steinkellner and Krasser 1989:
(19),3–8): gzhan las ni phyis ’byung ba’i the tshom sel ba ’ba’ zhig tu zad
do // ’di ltar shes pa phyi ma gang yin pa des ni shes pa snga ma ’dzin pa ma
yin no // rtags kyang ma yin te / de skyes pa tsam gyis the tshom sel ba’i
phyir dang / khyab pa dran pa med pa’i phyir ro // [Cf. TR 10*,31–11*,2:
kevalam. sam. śayah. parato dhvam. sate / na ca param. pratyaks.am. sat pūrvasya
prāmān. yam. gr.hnāti / na vā tasmin arthe liṅgam, tanmātrāt sam. śayadhvam. se
’nyadādy(vyāpty?)anusaran. ābhāvāt /]

It is only that the doubt disappears through another [cognition] that
arises later. That is, [the validity of the preceding cognition is not
ascertained by the later cognition, because] the preceding cognition
cannot be grasped by the later cognition. Nor does the later cognition
become a inferential mark for the inference of [the validity of the
preceding cognition]. This is because the doubt is just removed by

47 Yamāri’s reference to Dharmottara in this passage has only recently become clear.
See fn. 42.
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arising the [later cognition], and because there is no recollection of
pervasion (vyāpti).

[44] LPPar (51),9–14 [D235b7–236a2; P252b1–2.]: gang gi phyir tshad ma la
the tshom yod kyang don du gnyer ba snang ba’i rang bzhin la snang ba dang
ldan pa’i tshad ma las rab tu ’jug pa de’i phyir phan tshun rten pa’i nyes pa
yod pa ma yin no // don la the tshom yod pa las kyang rtog pa dang ldan pa ’jug
pa’i phyir don la the tshom za ba las ldog par ji ltar ’gyur / de’i phyir thams cad
kha na ma tho ba med do //

A person who wants to acquire [an object], even if he has doubt about
the validity of a cognition, acts toward the object that is appearing [in
the cognition] on the basis of the cognition that has the appearance of
the object. Hence, there is no fault of mutual dependence. Since even
prudent persons act on the basis of present doubts about an object, how
will [one who wants to acquire an object] not take action on the basis of
the doubts about the object? Therefore, everything is blameless.48

Dharmottara insists that since the later cognition of arthakriyā (C2) can neither
grasp the preceding cognition of sādhana (C1), nor be a mark of C1’s validity,
C2 never brings about the ascertainment of the validity of C1. He therefore
concludes that C2 only dispels the doubt about arthakriyā. Dharmottara also
refers to the mutual dependence in his argument. As Yamāri points out, Pra-
jñākaragupta seems to mention Dharmottara’s view in order to criticize it.

It should be noted that Dharmottara also considers doubt about arthakriyā
to motivate persons to undertake actions. In this regard, his view is similar
to Śākyabuddhi’s. However, Śākyabuddhi insists that through the later
cognition of arthakriyā (C2), the validity of the preceding cognition (C1) can
be established (see [32] and [33]), whereas Dharmottara rejects this view and
insists that C2 can only dispel the doubt of arthakriyā.

4.3.4. Prajñākaragupta’s criticism

Prajñākaragupta criticizes Dharmottara’s view as follows:

[45] PVAS 29,8–9; PVAO 75,14–16; PVAW 26,16–18: tad apy asat /

yatah. sam. dehamātravyāvr. ttyā na hi kaścit pravartate /
pratyaks. ān niścayād vāpi dr. śyate vr. ttir arthinām // 212 //

48 See Krasser 1991: II, 116. My understanding of this passage is slightly different
from Krasser’s.
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That is not correct either. For:

Through the elimination of mere doubt, no one will act. It is experienced
that those who seek [something] act based on perception or on the basis
of determinate cognition [i.e., inference].

First, Prajñākaragupta points out that nobody takes actions in order to dispel
doubt in general. If someone wants a particular object, they take action on the
basis of perception or inference. Yamāri’s commentary on this is as follows:

[46] YSkt 63b5–7 (n.e. in Tib.): etad dharmottaramatam. dūs.ayati—tad
apy asad iti / ayam abhiprāyah. —sam. dehanivr. ttih. prasajyarūpā vā syāt,
paryudāsarūpā vā / tatra na tāvat prasajyarūpā pravartikā, yasmāt sam. -
dehamātravyāvr. ttyā na kaścit pravartate / yadi hi nivr. ttih. pravartikā syāt,
kim. pramān. ānves.an. ena? gād. hanidrādāv api vāpramān. anivr. tteh. sadbhāvāt
pravr. ttiprasaṅgah. / na cābhāvah. kasyacit kāran. am / tasmān na prasajyarūpā
pravartikā / kutas tarhi pravr. ttih. ? ity āśaṅkām. pratiks. ipan pramān. adr. s. t.am
āha—pratyaks. ād āsāditapāt.avāt / apāt.ave tu niścayād anumānāt / pra-
mān. am udāsı̄nam / sam. dehamātravyāvr. ttyā tu pravr. ttir* ity alaukikam ity
arthah. / [*pravr. ttir Corr.; pratı̄tir YSkt (pratı̄r Ms).]

[Prajñākaragupta] criticizes this view of Dharmottara by saying “tad apy
asat.” The following is intended: The negation of doubt (sam. dehanivr. tti)
[as stated by Dharmottara] has 1) prasajya[pratis. edha] as its nature, or
2) prayudāsa as its nature. Of these, 1) [the negation of doubt] which
has prasajya[pratis. edha] as its nature does not bring about action. For,
by the negation of doubt in general, no one will act. For, if such
negation brings about action, then there is no need for the pursuit of
pramān. a. Otherwise, since even for a person who is in shallow sleep,
etc., there is non-existence of the doubt that it is not pramān. a, he would
act. Also, non-existence cannot be a cause for anything. Therefore, 1)
[the negation of doubt] which has prasajya[pratis. edha] as its nature does
not bring about action. [Question:] Then, how can there be action?
[Prajñākaragupta’s answer:] By saying, “pratyaks. āt,” [Prajñākaragupta]
rejects such a question and explains that [the validity of perception]
is known through pramān. a. The word “pratyaks. āt” means ‘by the
perception that has acquired clarity [through repeated experience].’
On the other hand, if it does not have clarity, [validity is known] by
determinate cognition, namely, by inference. The understanding that
“One is unconcerned about a cognition’s being pramān. a. Only by the
removal of doubt, does he act.” is unacceptable to worldly people.
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Dharmottara mentions the word “sam. dehanivr. tti” (denial of doubt). How-
ever, should this denial be understood as 1) prasajyapratis. edha, or as 2)
paryudāsa? If the first alternative is taken, the following fault would occur:
Due to the mere absence of doubt, nobody will take any action. If absence of
doubt could motivate, a person who is lightly sleeping would act, because
such a person has no doubt. Absence (abhāva) cannot be the cause of
anything. Therefore, the first alternative prasajyapratis. edha is untenable.

Then, why do people act? Prajñākaragupta answers: If perception has
already obtained a sharpness through repeated experiences, then perception
(C1) will directly motivate a person to take action. Otherwise, inference
occurring after the perception will motivate persons. (See [14].)

Prajñākaragupta continues:

[47] PVAS 29,10; PVAO 75,17–18; PVAW 26,19–20:

sa evārthakriyābhāsah. pratyaks.am iti cen matam /
pratyaks. ād eva mānatvapratipattir itı̄s.yatām // 213 //

If you think that the very appearance of arthakriyā, which is perception,
[excludes the doubt about the validity of a cognition and causes one to
act], then you should accept that it is known to be pramān. a on the basis
of perception. (v. 213)

If you think that the denial of doubt means the appearance of arthakriyā, that
is, perception, then you should admit that validity is understood by means
of perception.

[48] YSkt 63b7–64a2 (n.e. in Tib.): paryudāsapaks.am āśaṅkate—sa eveti,
yady api sādhanapratyaks.am udāsı̄nam, tathāpy arthakriyānirbhāsam eva
pratyaks.am. sam. dehaparyudastam. pravartakam iti prakaran. āt / codyānurūpam
uttaram āha—pratyaks. ād eveti / yadi tad arthakriyānirbhāsam. pratyaks.am
apravartakam api pravartakam itı̄s.yate, tadā tata evārthakriyānirbhāsapraty-
aks. āt prāmān. yapratı̄tir apı̄s.yatām. sādhanapratyaks.asya / tyajyatām avasāya-
mātren. a svatah. prāmān. yam iti / tathā hi sādhanapratyaks.am. svayam udāsı̄nam
apravartakam apramān. am eva prāptam, pramān. am. ces.yate / tad avaśyam.
pravartakābhimatena samarpitaprāmān. yam ity āpatitam / atha bhāvitayā
sādhanajñānakāle ’sambhavat katham. sādhanajñānasyāprāmān. yāvaharan. āya
samartham? bhāvitvād eva tarhi pravartakam api katham? iti samānam ity
arthah. /

[Next,] by saying, “sa eva,” [Prajñākaragupta] assumes 2) the prayudāsa
view. This part should be understood from the context as follows:
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Even if the perception of sādhana is merely neutral, the perception in
which arthakriyā is appearing excludes doubt and causes [one] to take
action. In response to this objection, [Prajñākaragupta] states his answer
by saying “pratyaks. ād eva.” If it is accepted that [being absent at the
time of the perception of sādhana,] the perception in which arthakriyā is
appearing does not cause one to act but does cause one to act [because
it excludes doubt], then it should also be accepted that the validity of
the perception of sādhana is understood by the very perception in which
arthakriyā is appearing. And then, [the acceptance] that the validity
[of the perception of sādhana] is intrinsically determined solely by the
judgment should be discarded. Namely, the perception of sādhana,
which is neutral in and of itself and does not cause action, would not
be a pramān. a. But it is accepted as a pramān. a [when the perception of
arthakriyā occurs]. This would be nothing but the cognition in which
the validity is thrown in by [another cognition] that is regarded as a
motivator. [Objection:] Since the perception in which arthakriyā appears
is in the future, it does not exist at the time of the perception of sādhana.
How can it remove the invalidity of the perception of sādhana? [Hence,
it is correct to say that there is action due to the removal of the doubt.]
[Answer:] Then, the same is true of how it can cause action because it is
in the future. This is intended here [by Prajñākaragupta].

As Yamāri explains: On the other hand, if the second alternative paryudāsa
is taken, the following fault will occur: If you insist that the perception of
arthakriyā (C2) removes doubt and motivates persons to act, you must admit
that the validity of the cognition of sādhana (C1) is understood through C2. In
that case, C1 must just be neutral (udāsı̄na) in and of itself and will be made
valid by C2 later. Therefore, C1 would not be a motivator.

Here, the opponent raises the following objection:

[49] PVAS 29,11; PVAO 76,1–2; PVAW 26,21–22:

pratyaks. ād anumānād vā sam. deho ’pi nivartate /
viruddhasyopalabdher na vinānyasya nivartanam // 214 //

[Objection:] Doubt is dispelled by means of perception or inference.
Without cognizing something (A) that contradicts another thing (B), it
(B) cannot be negated. (v. 214)49

49 YSkt 64a2–3 (n.e. in Tib.): tad evam. sam. śayanivr. tteh. prasajyaparyudāsabhede dūs.an. am
abhidhāyādhunā sam. śayanivr. ttir eva nāstı̄ti pratipādayitum. vikalpayati—pratyaks. ād
ityādi / kasmāt punah. pratyaks. ānumāne eva virodhinı̄ sam. śayasya? ity āha—
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The opponent responds: Doubt is dispelled by means of perception or
inference. If validity is not cognized, doubt or invalidity cannot be negated.

In addressing this objection, Prajñākaragupta points out that doubt is
dispelled by neither perception nor inference. First, he explains that doubt
cannot be dispelled by perception, as follows:

[50] PVAS 29,12–13; PVAO 76,3–6; PVAW 28,1–4:

yadi pratyaks.abhāvāt sā tadā nāma nivartayet /
sam. deham. tadabhāvo ’stu tadaiva katham anyadā // 215 //

tatsam. dehanivr. ttyā ca nāsty evātra prayojanam /
pravartanārtham. ses.yeta pravr. ttih. sā ca sādhitā // 216 //

[Prajñākaragupta’s answer:] If, by the presence of perception, the
[cognition in which arthakriyā is appearing] removes doubt at that very
time, then the non-existence of the [doubt] would be only at that time.
How is it at another time? (v. 215)

And [at the time of the perception of athakriyā,] there is no use in
removing doubt about the [validity] of this [cognition of sādhana]. The
[removal of doubt] may be required in order to act, but the action has
already been completed [at that time]. (v. 216)50

If the perception of arthakriyā (C2) occurring later could dispel doubt, the
absence of doubt would be made only at the time of C2. How can it be made
at another time?

Regarding the cognition of sādhana (C1), there is no use dispelling the
doubt about its validity. In order to act based on C1, the doubt about C1’s
validity needs to be dispelled by C2. However, at the time of C2, the action

viruddhasyeti / yasmān na viruddhasya prāmān. yāder upalambham antaren. ānyasyā-
prāmān. yāder nivartanam, tasmāt pratyaks. ād anumānād vā nivartate sam. dehah. /

50 YSkt 64a3–5 (Cf. YTib D280a6–b1, P337b4–6): tatra prathamavikalpam. dūs.ayati—yadi
pratyaks. eti, sārthakriyānirbhāsabuddhih. sam. deham. nivartayed ity atrāpi sambad-
hyate / katham. ? pratyaks. abhāvād iti / yadi tadā nāma}# nivartayet sam. deham.
svakāla ity arthah. / atas tasya sam. śayasyābhāvo ’stu tadaivārthakriyānirbhāsakāle,
katham anyadā pravr. ttivāñchākāle? na khalv agnir anyadā, anyadā śı̄tam. nivartayed ity
arthah. / prasaṅgāt sam. śayanivr. tter vaiyarthyam apı̄dānı̄m. darśayati—tatsam. dehetyādi /
tasyām. pramān. atāyām. sam. dehas tatsam. dehah. , tasya nivr. ttyā / atra sādhanajñāne /
sam. śayanivr. ttih. sā ca sādhiteti anantaram eva niścayadvāren. a / # From the middle of
63a7 to this point, the Tibetan translation has no equivalent text.
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has already been concluded. Therefore, it is not appropriate to state that
doubt is dispelled by perception.

Next, Prajñākaragupta explains that doubt cannot be dispelled by infer-
ence, as follows:

[51] PVAS 29,14–15; PVAO 76,7–10; PVAW 28,5–8:

sarvasya cārthasam. bandho na jñānasyāks.avı̄ks. itah. /
sāmānyena ca sam. bandham anumānam. vyavasyati // 217 //

na cāparā pramāstı̄ti kutah. sam. dehavicchidah. // 218 //

tata uktam—prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. eti /

The relation of any cognition to its [acquired] object is not known by
the senses. Inference, on the other hand, determines its relation [to the
object of acquisition] by its commonality [with the examples]. [But that
inference, too, is not a correct means of cognition, since it is based on
another cognition of relation.] (v. 217)

And there is no pramān. a except [perception and inference]. Therefore,
the doubt [as to the validity of cognition] cannot be removed [by any
means]. (v. 218)

Hence, [Dharmakı̄rti] said, “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 5a).

In every cognition of sādhana, the relation to its object, namely arthakriyā, can-
not be checked through perception. However, inference leads an individual
to judge the relation between the present cognition (C1) and arthakriyā (A)
based on similarity to limited instances that have been checked before. Such
inferences cannot be recognized as valid in reality. Therefore, C1’s validity
can never be understood by means of inference. Thus, it is not appropriate to
posit that doubt is dispelled by inference.

In addition, there is no pramān. a other than perception and inference.
Therefore, what means are there for removing doubt? Why can the validity
of C1 be established by dispelling doubt? This is why Dharmakı̄rti said,
“prāmānyam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 5a). Namely, validity as non-deceptiveness
of cognition cannot be truly determined by any means. It is just conventional.
Dharmakı̄rti thus said that validity is conventional.

Commenting on this passage of PVA, Yamāri supposes the following
objection of the opponent: “It is seen that a preceding cognition becomes
a valid means of cognition when doubt is removed. For example, when
someone sees a charcoal fire which has no smoke, he may suspect that it
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might be the red fruits of Guñjā. However, afterwards, if he sees smoke
rising from a leaf that has fallen on the fire, he will understand the preceding
perception as a valid means of cognition.” Yamāri’s answer to this objection
is as follows: “This is not correct, because in that case, inference should be
admitted as a valid means of cognition. The preceding cognition, whose
elucidating function is obscured by suspicion, cannot be a means of valid
cognition.”51

Yamāri explains the last part of the passage [51] as follows:

[52] YSkt 64b1 (= YTib D280b6–7, P338a5–6): tad evam. na sam. vyavahāratah.
paramārthato vā dharmottarapaks.o yukta iti pratipādya pūrvoktam evopasam. -
harati—tata uktam ityādi / vyavahāren. a yathoktena vyavasthāpyate, na tu
tattvenety arthah. /

After explaining above that Dharmottara’s theory is incorrect from the
worldly point of view and from the point of view of the ultimate truth,
[Prajñākaragupta] summarizes what was said before by saying “tata
uktam” and so on. The phrase “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” means that
validity is established by our convention as explained before, not by
the truth.

Here, Yamāri summarizes: Dharmottara’s assertion is neither right from the
viewpoint of conventional truth, nor from the viewpoint of ultimate truth.52

The validity of cognition can be established only through our convention in
the manner explained by Prajñākaragupta.

51 YSkt 64a5–b1 (= YTib D280b1–6, P337b6–338a5): dvitı̄yavikalpam. dūs.ayati—sarvasya
ceti / sarvasya jñānasyeti sambandhah. / kasyacit punar arthasambandho ’ks.avı̄ks. ita
ity abhipretam atra / na punar etad yujyate, ayojanātmakatvāt pratyaks.asya / nanu ya
evārthakriyāsambandho ’ks.avı̄ks. itah. , tam evānumānam. pratyes.yatı̄ty āha—sāmānyena
ceti / dr. s. t. āntasādhāran. ena rūpen. a / tato nānaks.avı̄ks. ita*sambandham anumānam.
vyavasyati / pratyaks.apūrvatābhāvāt, anumānam. katham. pramā? tato ’numānād
apy arthakriyāsambandhāpratı̄ter na sam. śayanivr. ttih. / anyatra tarhi sam. śayanivr. ttir
bhavis.yatı̄ty āha—na cāpareti pratyaks. ānumānavyatiriktā / vicchida iti vyāpty-
artham. bahuvacanam. pañcamı̄ vā / kutah. sam. dehavicchedāt prāmān. yam. pūrvasyeti
hr.distham / athāṅgārāvaśes.acitrabhānudarśane ’pi guñjāsam. dehe ca patrādipātād dhūma-
darśinah. sam. śayanivr. ttau pūrvasya prāmān. yabodho dr. s. t.a eva / na, tatrānumānasyaiva
prāmān. yāt, na pūrvasya sam. śayākrāntapradarśanavyāpārasya / (*nānaks.avı̄ks. ita- Corr.;
nāks.avı̄ks. ita- YSkt.)

52 As for Yamāri’s references to Dharmottara in the commentary PVA ad PV II 4d–5a,
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4.4. Yamāri’s supplemental argument

In the closing part of the commentary on PV II 4d–5a, Yamāri gives the
following supplemental explanation:

[53] YSkt 64b1–3 (= YTib D280b7–281a4, P338a6–b2): nanu tattvena
pramān. anis. edhasādhikā yuktayah. , pramān. am apramān. am. vā? satyam /
pramān. am eva, kevalam. vyāvahārikam / tarhi vyāvahārikam. vyāvahāriken. a
bādhyata iti kārthasaṅgatih. ? satyam, abhyupagamavirodhasya vivaks. itatvāt /
parasparam. pratibandha eva bādhārthah. / yena hy arthakriyāsambandhāt
prāmān. yam abhyupagatam, anyathātiprasaṅgāt / tasyārthasambandhāniścaye
’pi prāmān. yavyavahārasvı̄kāra iti viruddham / sambandhaniścayaś ca tadvy-
avahārakāran. am iti vyaktam iyam. kāran. ānupalabdhih. , kim. tu tadabhyupa-
gamenaiva / tatah. parasparam. pratibandhān nis. edhyasya pramān. asya nis. edha-
kasya ca na prāmān. yavyavahāravyasanena kim. cit /

[Objection:] Are [your] various reasonings that argue that pramān. a is
denied in truth regarded as pramān. a or as not pramān. a? [Answer:]
Certainly, there is that problem. They are none other than pramān. a, but
[they too] are merely conventional. [Objection:] In that case, how can the
statement “the conventional is rejected by the conventional” be correct?
[Answer:] Certainly it is so. But it is correct because a conflict with
acceptance (abhyupagamavirodha) is intended [here by Prajñākaragupta].
Mutual obstruction is meant by this ‘rejection.’ For it is accepted that the
validity of a cognition is based on its relation to arthakriyā. Otherwise,
it would be over-applied. [But] even though its relation to the object
(= arthakriyā) is not determined, it is admitted [that it can] be treated
as valid. Therefore, this would conflict with the acceptance. Moreover,
since the determination of the relation is the cause of treating it as pra-
mān. a, this [absence of such determination] is clearly a non-apprehension
of the cause[, which leads to the consequence that it cannot be treated
as pramān. a. But this would conflict with the acceptance of its being a
pramān. a. Hence, since these two acceptances are incompatible with each
other, there is no point in clinging to the treatment as pramān. a, either for
the pramān. a being denied or for the pramān. a denying it.

Yamāri supposes the following objection from an opponent: “Are your
logical arguments that lead to negating the real validity of pramān. as regarded
as valid?” He answers this objection as follows: “They are also regarded
as valid in the conventional sense.” Opponent: “How can one conventional

only this passage is mentioned by Motoi Ono. See Ono 1994, n.17; do 1995, n.22.
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thing be negated by another conventional thing?” Yamāri: “That is right.
Prajñākaragupta intends to point out that a conflict with acceptance (abhy-
upagamavirodha) would occur.”

According to Yamāri, the following two acceptances exist:

Acceptance A: “The validity of cognition is based on the relation
between the cognition and arthakriyā.”

Acceptance B: “Although the relation cannot be ascertained, the
cognition is accepted as valid.”

Prajñākaragupta points out only that A and B are incompatible with each
other. He does not intend to select one of them, nor to say that his own
argument is absolute. Ultimately, neither the negated nor the negator should
be treated as valid.53

Yamāri concludes:

[54] YSkt 64b3–4 (= YTib D281a4–5, P338b2–3): etac ca paraprāpan. ı̄yā*-
peks.ayā dūs.an. am / svarūpavedane tu parāpeks. ābhāvāt tanmātrādhigatyaiva
kr. tārtham. pratyaks.am. sakalapramān. aprameyanirdhūtiks.amam / ata eva sva-
rūpasya svato gatir ity apy uktam / (*-prāpan. ı̄yā- Corr.; -prāmān. yā- Ms.
Cf. YTib D281a4, P338b2: thob par bya ba ....)

The above refutation is against the validity of a cognition that relies
on the other thing, i.e., the object to be obtained. The validity of the
cognition of cognition itself is not denied, because it does not rely on
anything else. Rather, the svasam. vedana perception, which achieves
its purpose by understanding only itself, can negate all pramān. as and
premeyas. Hence it is also stated [by Dharmakı̄rti] that “svarūpasya svato
gatih. ” (PV II 4d).

This refutation is made because such validity requires something other than
the cognition itself: it must rely on the object to be obtained. In contrast, if a
cognition is cognized by itself, nothing other than the cognition is required,
and consequently, the cognition is successfully completed in and of itself.
Only such cognition, that is, the svasam. vedana perception, is not refuted, and

53 The eliminator–eliminated relationship (bādhyabādhakabhāva) is still within the
range of bhedavāda and accordingly, is regarded as conventional. Cf. JNĀ (SSŚ
IV) 437,4–5: bādhyabādhakabhāvasya sām. vr. tasyopapādanāt / bhās.ye tadvyāpyasatkhyāter
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can negate all pramān. as and prameyas. This is why Dharmakı̄rti said, “sva-
rūpasya svato gatih. .”

5. Prajñākaragupta’s influence on later Buddhists
5.1. Manorathanandin’s PVV ad PV II 4d–5a

Manorathanandin explains Dharmakı̄rti’s PV II 4d–5a in two ways.54 His
first explanation is as follows:

[55] PVVM 6,16–20: (...) yadi svarūpamārtam. svato gamyate na
prāmān. yam. , kathan tarhi tad avagamyam ity āha / prāmān. yam. vyava-
hāren. ārthakriyājñānena / yasya sādhanajñānasya tādātmyād anubhūte ’pi
prāmān. ye sāśaṅkā vyavahartāro ’nabhyāsavaśād anutpannānurūpaniścayāh.
tatrārthakriyājñānena prāmān. yaniścayah. / anyatra tu vibhramaśaṅkāsaṅkocād
utpattāv eva svarūpasya prāmān. yasya svato gatir ity uktam //

[Question:] If cognition itself is known by itself, but the validity of the
cognition is not, how then can the validity be understood? [Answer:]
The validity of a cognition is understood through action, i.e., through
the cognition of arthakriyā. The validity of the cognition of sāddhana is
directly experienced because it is in a relationship of essential identity
with the cognition. But, for worldly people who have not repeatedly
experienced [the object] before and accordingly have doubt about its
validity, the determinate cognition has not arisen. In such a case, the
validity of the cognition is determined by the [subsequent] cognition of
arthakriyā. However, with respect to any other cognition, the validity,
which is the cognition itself, is known by itself at the time the cognition
arises, since the doubt of error is diminished. The above is stated here
by Dharmakı̄rti.

Here, Manorathanandin interprets the meaning of the word “vyavahāren. a”
as “arthakriyājñānena” (through the cognition of arthakriyā). He explains
that in the case of an unrepeated experience, the validity of the cognition
is determined by means of the subsequent cognition of arthakriyā, but in
other cases, validity is understood by the cognition itself without any other
cognition, as it was stated by Dharmakı̄rti in PV II 4d. It is clear that this
explanation is essentially based on the interpretation of Devendrabuddhi and
Śākyabuddhi.

virodhasya prasādhanāt //
54 On PVVM ad PV II 4d–5a, see Inami 1992.
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Manorathanandin, who was not satisfied with only providing the above
explanation, gave a second one as follows:55

[56] PVVM 6,20–7,14: athavā (. . . ). kathan tarhi tadvyavasthety āha /
prāmān. yam vyavahāren. a / sām. vyavahārikasyedam. pramān. asya laks.an. am. ,
sam. vyavahāraś ca bhāvibhūtarūpādiks.an. ānām ekatvena sam. vādavis.ayo
’navagı̄tah. sarvasya / sādhyasādhanayor ekavyaktidarśane samastataj-
jātı̄yatathātvavyavasthānam. samvādam avadhārayanti vyavahartārah. /
tadanurodhāt prāmān. yam vyavasthāpyate / tattvatas tu svasamvedanamātram
apravr. ttinivr. ttikam //

Or, this can be explained as follows: (...) [Objection:] Then, how is
the validity established? [Answer:] Answering this, Dharmakı̄rti said,
“prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” (PV II 5a). [The meaning of the phrase is as
follows:] This is the defining characteristic of conventional pramān. a.
The worldly act of consistency (sam. vāda) based on treating future and
past moments of color, etc. as identical is not rejected by all worldly
people. Knowing sādhya and sādhana in a single object, worldly people
determine the consistency that establishes that all things of the same
kind are the same. In accordance with such [a worldly act], the truth
[of cognition] is determined. But in truth, there is only self-cognition,
which brings neither positive nor negative action.

Not much comment is necessary regarding this explanation. This second
interpretation is nothing but Prajñākaragupta’s. Manorathanandin first
explains PV II 4d–5a based on the interpretation of Devendrabuddhi and
Śākyabuddhi, and then based on the interpretation of Prajñākaragupta.
Although the first interpretation is criticized by Prajñākaragupta, Manoratha-
nandin does not exclude it from his explanation. Instead, he combines the
two explanations by using the term “athavā.”

5.2. Ravigupta’s PVV ad PV II 5a

Ravigupta, who is believed to have been a direct pupil of Prajñākaragupta,
explains the meaning of the word “vyavahāren. a” in PV II 5a as follows:

[57] R D301b5–302a1, P147b3–7: tshad ma tha snyad las yin no zhes pa
la tha snyad du grub pa’i rjes su dpag pa’i stobs kyis nges par shes pas mngon

55 Vibh p. 6, n. 9: svarūpasya svato gatih. / prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. ety asya vyākhyā-
ntaram āha /
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par ’dod pa’i don byed pa’i (pa’i Corr.; pa ni DP) sgrub par byed pa nyid du
’jug cing goms pa phul du byung ba’i tshe / rjes su dpag pa med par yang shes
pa ’jug pa’i phyir mngon sum yang tshad mar brjod do // (...). yang na tha
snyad ni don byed pa’i shes pas tshad mar rtogs pa’o // yang na ’dis tha snyad
’dogs par byed pas tha snyad ni rjes su dpag pa ste / des na tshad ma’o // ’di
ltar de lta bu’i shes pa ni slu ba med pa nyid du shes pa’o //

The phrase “prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a” can be explained as follows:
Through inference that is established [to be a valid means of cognition]
in our conventional world, a person determines that an object will cause
the expected effect and acts toward it. [In this case, being a motivator,
inference is regarded as a pramān. a.] On the other hand, in the case of
absolutely repeated perception, the perception of the object can directly
motivate the person without inference. Therefore, perception is said
to be a pramān. a. Or [the phrase can be explained in another way:]
[The validity of cognition is] understood through “vyavahāra,” namely,
through the cognition of arthakriyā. Or [the phrase can be explained in
yet another way:] By “vyavahāra,” which means the instrument of our
activity, namely, inference, the validity [of cognition] is [understood].
Namely, it is understood that such cognition is non-deceptive.

Ravigupta gives three different interpretations here:

1. vyavahāren. a = “by means of the inference that is established as valid
only in our conventional world” (tha snyad du grub pa’i rjes su dpag pa’i
stobs kyis, *vyavahāraprasiddhānumānabalena). When a person perceives
an object, he determines through inference that is established only in
our conventional world that it will cause the expected effect, and thus
he acts toward that object. In this case, being a motivator, inference
is regarded as a pramān. a. On the other hand, in the case of repeated
perception, the perception of an object can directly motivate a person
without inference. Perception is therefore regarded as a pramān. a.

2. vyavahāren. a = “by means of the cognition of arthakriyā” (don byed
pa’i shes pas, *arthakriyājñānena). The validity of a cognition (C1) is
understood by means of the cognition of arthakriyā (C2).

3. vyavahāren. a = “by the instrument (*karan. a) of our activity, namely
by inference” (*anumānena). C1 is understood as valid by means of
inference, which is an instrument of our activity in daily life.

The first interpretation is based on Prajñākaragupta; the second is de-
rived from Devendrabuddhi (and Śākyabuddhi). The origin of the third
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interpretation is unclear. Ravigupta may have been thinking of inference
being a motivator (pravartaka), which is explained by Prajñākaragupta.

6. Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 4d–5a and Dharmakı̄rti’s
account at the end of PVin I

Is Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 4d–5a unique? Is it far from
Dharmakı̄rti’s intention? In the final part of the first chapter of the Pramān. a-
viniścaya, Dharmakı̄rti states:

[58] PVin I 43,12–44,6: so ’pi katham. sarvajñānānām. vis.ayam.
vyatirecayann upaplavetarayoh. pramān. etaratām. brūyāt, viśes. ābhāvāt /
upaplavavāsanāvisandhidos. ād aprabuddhasyāpy anāśvāsikam. vyavahāram
utpaśyann ekam apramān. am ācaks. ı̄ta, aparam ā sam. sāram aviślis. t. ānubandham.
dr.d. havāsanatvād iha vyavahārāvisam. vādāpeks.ayā pramān. am / sām. vyavahāri-
kasya caitat pramān. asya rūpam uktam, atrāpi pare mūd. hā visam. vādayanti
lokam iti / cintāmayı̄m eva tu prajñām anuśı̄layanto vibhramavivekanirmalam
anapāyi pāramārthikapramān. am abhimukhı̄kurvanti / tad api leśatah. sūcitam
eveti //

[Objection:] How can one, who denies the existence of [an external]
object of all cognitions, say that [a cognition which is] erroneous [about
its object] is not pramān. a and the other is pramān. a? This is because
there is no difference between cognitions that have no object. [Answer:]
Seeing that since a certain cognition has the error of inconsistency due to
the potential influence of an erroneous cognition, action [based on that
cognition] is unreliable even for fools, one can say that it is not pramān. a.
On the other hand, the other [kind of cognition], having a firm potential
influence, is regarded as consistent during sam. sāra[, that is, before the
attainment of enlightenment], and therefore is considered pramān. a in
this [conventional] world on the basis of it not being deceptive with
regard to actions. And [it should be added,] this (being a pramān. a on
the basis of not deceiving), mentioned as the nature of pramān. as, is only
that of conventional pramān. as. Since even regarding the [nature of a
conventional pramān. a], some other persons in their stupidity are deceiv-
ing the worldly people, [it is explained in our treatises on pramān. a.] [As
for the ultimate pramān. a, on the other hand,] those who meditate on
the wisdom gained through thought will manifest the ultimate pramān. a,
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which is without error, without defilement, and without turning away.
I have explained a little about that as well.56

Here, Dharmakı̄rti first explains that cognition’s being pramān. a, that is, its
validity, is determined on the basis of its non-deceptiveness, even if there
is no external object. Next, he notes that this non-deceptiveness is only a
defining characteristic of conventional pramān. as. And he also states that
even if it is conventional, since some people misunderstand and explain it
erroneously, he explains the nature of this conventional pramān. a in his treatise
in order to correct this misunderstanding. Finally, he concludes by saying
that cognition in enlightenment is the ultimate pramān. a, for which he gives a
short explanation.

The flow of Dharmakı̄rti’s argument at the end of PVin I is similar to
that of PV II 4d–5c (svarūpasya svato gatih. // prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a; śāstram.
mohanivartanam / ajñātārthaprakāśo vā) that is understood by Prajñākaragupta.
It is indeed possible to understand PV II 4d–5c along these lines. Prajñākara-
gupta seems to understand that Dharmakı̄rti had given a similar explanation
in PV II 4d–5c as he gave in this description at the end od PVin I.57

As is well known, in his PVSV, Dharmakı̄rti mentions conventional
validity:

56 On the PVin passage I quote here, see Wakahara 1988, Inami 1989, etc.
57 It should be noted that Kamalaśı̄la also mentions conventional validity in his

Tattvasam. grahapañjikā. TSP 949,11–13 (ad TS 2980–2981): (...) atha yogācāram.
prati codyate, tatrāpı̄dam. prakr. tānupayogi / tathāhi—sām. vyavahārikasyedam. pramān. asya
laks.an. am. , pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam iti / (...). Kamalaśı̄la clearly states here that
for Dharmakı̄rti’s definition of pramān. a as a non-deceptive cognition is defining
the conventional pramān. a. However, it is not clear whether Kamalaśı̄la, who is
not referring to PV II 4d–5a here, understands PV II 4d–5a as describing this. In
another passage in the same work, he states the following: TSP 976,10–15 (ad
TS 3097): na hy anubhūtam ity eva[m. ] sarvātmanā niścayo jāyate kāran. āntarāpeks.a-
tvān niścayotpatter iti bahudhā pratipāditam. , tena gr.hı̄tam api jñānasya svasam. vido
’rthapramān. asāmarthyam. bhrāntikāran. asyāpramān. asārūpyānabhyāsādeh. sadbhāvān
niścayānutpatter aniścitam ity ucyate / niścayānubhavayor bhedāt / tataś ca samāropavy-
avacchedena paratah. prāmān. yam is. t.am ity ados.ah. / yathoktam—svarūpasya svato gatih.
prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. eti / tathātva iti prāmān. ye // According to this passage, Ka-
malaśı̄la seems to understand that in PV II 4d–5a, the following is being explained:
“The validity of cognition, which is cognition itself, is known by self-cognition,
but it is not determined at that time. When determinate knowledge occurs, it is
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[59] PVSV 51,3–5: sarves. ām. viplave ’pi pramān. atadābhāsavyavasthā, ā
āśrayaparāvr. tter arthakriyāyogyābhimatasam. vādāt / mithyātve ’pi praśamā-
nulūlatvān mātr. sam. jñādivat /

Even if all our cognitions are [in truth] erroneous, it is possible to
separate pramān. as or not. Until the grounds are converted, [i.e., until
enlightenment is attained,] some cognitions are regarded as pramān. as
by not deceiving us with regard to their objects expected to be able to
bring about arthakriyā. For even if they are erroneous, they contribute
to the cessation [of evil passions]. Just as imagining [a woman to be
one’s] mother, for example, [contributes to the suppression of one’s lust
for her, even though it is erroneous].

Before enlightenment, all of our cognitions are erroneous. However, some
cognitions can be regarded as pramān. as based on their non-deceptiveness.
Although they are in truth erroneous, they can contribute to the cessation of
evil passions.

7. Concluding Remarks

The above examination can be summarized as follows:

1. Prajñākaragupta understands that in PV II 4d–5a, Dharmakı̄rti explains
that from the viewpoint of the ultimate truth, there is only self-
cognition (svasamvedana), and that a cognition’s validity based on its
non-deceptiveness is merely a conventional type of validity.

2. According to Prajñākaragupta, a cognition’s validity is based on its
being a motivator (pravartaka). In reality, cognition which is just a self-
cognition does not cause any actions. However, in our conventional
world, some cognitions motivate us to act toward their objects. When
we perceive as yet unexperienced objects, we act toward their causal
efficacies based on inference. On the other hand, in the case of
experienced objects, perception of them causes our actions directly.
Therefore, these are admitted as pramān. as.

determined by it.” Although Kamalaśı̄la admits that cognition’s validity as based
on its non-deceptiveness, which was defined by Dharmakı̄rti in PV II 1a–b1, is just
conventional, he does not seem to understand that this conventional validity was
intended by Dharmakı̄rti in PV II 4d–5a.



Conventional Validity 511

3. Moreover, a cognition’s non-deceptiveness is determined by our er-
roneous belief that the cognized object is identical to the object to be
obtained after the action. This is because of our erroneous judgement
that the two objects belong to the same continuum, or have been
produced from the same causal complex, or are inherent in the same
substance. Or it is because of an inference based on causality or
essential identity that is conventionally established.

4. In his explanation of PV II 4d–5a, Prajñākaragupta criticizes his
predecessors’ understanding of the passage. According to Yamāri’s
sub-commentary, Devendrabuddhi, Śākyabuddhi, Bhat.t.a Arcat.a, and
Dharmottara are being criticized by Prajñākaragupta. In fact, the
theories he criticizes can be found in their works.

5. Prajñākaragupta’s understanding of PV II 4d–5a had an influence on
later Buddhists. For example, Manorathanandin and Ravigupta give
explanations of Dharmakı̄rti based on Prajñākaragupta’s understan-
ding.

6. In the last part of PVin I, Dharmakı̄rti explained that the validity of
cognition based on its non-deceptiveness is just conventional and that
only the cognition in enlightenment is a true pramān. a. Prajñākaragupta
seems to understand that Dharmakı̄rti’s explanation in PV II 4d–5c was
similar to the one he gave in PVin I.

References and Abbreviations
Primary Sources
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Shri Kamalashı̄la. 2 vols. Varanasi 1st ed. 1968; 2nd ed. 1981.



512 INAMI Masahiro
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SVT. Siddhiviniścayat. ı̄kā (Anantavı̄rya). Siddhivinishchayatika of Shri Anantavirya, the

Commentary on Siddhivinishchaya and its Vritti of Bhatta Akalanka Deva. Ed. with
‘Aloka’ and Introduction etc. by M.K. Jain. 2 Vols. Varanasi 1959.
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Bhat.t.a Arcat.a with the Sub-Commentary Entitled Āloka of Durveka Miśra. Baroda
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dhism and Mahāyāna Buddhism, in Commemoration of late Professor Dr. Fumimaro
Watanabe. Kyoto. 85–118.

———. 1999. “Pramān. avārttika Pramān. asiddhi shō no Kenkyū (8) [A study of the
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Buddhist Proof of the Self-Luminous
Nature of a Cognition*

K O B A Y A S H I H i s a y a s u
C h i k u s h i J o g a k u e n U n i v e r s i t y , D a z a i f u

0. Introduction

A cognition cognizes itself, as a lamp illuminates itself. A lamp is a
model example that Buddhist logicians, such as Dharmakı̄rti (ca. 7th c.), cite
to illustrate their theory of ‘self-cognition’ (svasam. vedana). It is generally
accepted that a lamp has a self-revealing character. In order to illustrate that a
cognition does not cognize itself, however, counterexamples are adduced: the
blade of a sword cannot cut itself; the tip of a finger cannot touch itself; a man
cannot mount on his own shoulders.1 These counterexamples, which show
that nothing can act on itself, are given by realists, such as Naiyāyikas and
Mı̄mām. sakas, who hold that a cognition is illuminated by another cognition.

As long as Buddhist logicians advocate the theory that a cognition has a
self-luminous character, they have to accept the task of showing that there
is no harm in saying that a cognition cognizes itself. For the realists say

* This paper is originally based on my presentation at the 13th World Sanskrit
Conference held in Edinburgh, 2006. Seventeen years later, I had the opportunity
to present once again the renewed version of this paper during the Ślokavārttika
reading sessions at the Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia
(IKGA), Vienna, March 13–24, 2023. I would like to thank the participants for their
valuable feedback, especially John Taber, who also corrected the English of this
paper. I am grateful to Birgit Kellner, Patrick McAllister and Hiroko Matsuoka for
hosting me for four weeks as an IKGA Visiting Fellow, during which I also had the
opportunity to revise with the IKGA members my critical edition and translation
of the PVA used in this paper and in Kobayashi 2023. I would also like to thank Eli
Franco for attending and contributing to the lively discussions at the PVA reading
sessions held at the IKGA prior to the Ślokavārttika ones, as well as for his kind
hospitality. It is a real pleasure for me to dedicate this paper to him, one of the
pioneers of Prajñākaragupta studies, on this occasion.

1 See, for example, Jacob 1925: 3–4. For Buddhist sources, see Yao 2005: 52; Kataoka

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 517–528.
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that the action on itself is contradictory (svātmani kriyāvirodhah. ), namely, what
cognizes cannot at the same time be what is to be cognized. Prajñākaragupta
(ca. 8th–9th c.) is one of the Buddhist logicians who attempted the task
mentioned above. In commenting on Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika III k. 329
he tries to show that what is said of the blade of a sword and the like is not
true of a cognition.

This paper will show how Prajñākaragupta brings about a solution to
the problem of svātmani kriyāvirodhah. , that there is a contradiction in a thing
acting on itself, to account for the self-luminous nature of a cognition.

1. A lamp and a cognition

At Pramān. avārttika III k. 327 Dharmakı̄rti says:

PV III k. 327: nānyo ’nubhāvyas tenāsti tasya nānubhavo ’parah. /
tasyāpi tulyacodyatvāt svayam. saiva prakāśate //2

There is no object distinct from [the cognition] that is to be perceived by
that [i.e., the cognition]. [Similarly] there is no other [cognition] which
perceives that [i.e., the cognition], since the [perception of the cognition]
also invites the same criticism [as that of the object]. [It is the case that]
the very same cognition shines by itself.

According to Dharmakı̄rti’s view a cognition requires neither an object to be
cognized distinct from the cognition nor another cognition to reveal itself.
What leads to this, according to him, is a cognition’s feature that it shines by
itself (svayam. prakāśate).

Dharmakı̄rti takes a lamp as an example to illustrate the svasam. vedana
theory as follows:

PV III k. 329: prakāśamānas tādātmyāt svarūpasya prakāśakah. /
yathā prakāśo ’bhimatas tathā dhı̄r ātmavedinı̄ //

2017: 209, n.50.
2 There are some textual problems in this verse, which are discussed in Kobayashi

(forthcoming). According to Sāṅkr.tyāyana 1938, the manuscript preserved in the
Shalu monastery seems to offer the following reading: nānyo ’nubhāvyas buddhyāsti
tasya nānubhavo ’parah. / tasyāpi tulyacodyatvāt tat svayam. tat prakāśate // This verse
is found in PVin I also with some modifications. See PVin I k. 38 (35,8–9): nānyo
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It is assumed that a lamp (prakāśa), carrying out the activity of illumi-
nating (prakāśamāna) because of being in essence that [which shines]
(tādātmyāt), illuminates itself. In the same manner, it is [assumed] that a
cognition cognizes itself.

Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of this verse shall be discussed later. Let
us consider here two brief comments, by Devendrabuddhi (ca. 7th c.) and
Manorathanandin (ca. 11th c.).

Devendrabuddhi, the earliest of the commentators on Dharmakı̄rti’s
works, says the following:

PVP (D221b1–3; P259b6–8): sgron ma yang bdag nyid gsal bar byed pa la
sgron ma gzhan la bltos pa (P; ltos pa D) med cing bdag la don dam par gsal
bar byed pa ma yin no // ’on kyang gsal bar byed pa’i bdag nyid du skyes par
gyur pa na bdag nyid gsal bar byed pa zhes brjod do // (P; brjod de D) de bzhin
du mngon sum gyis (P; gyi D) myong bar rang bzhin gyis gsal bar byed pa yin
pa’i phyir / blo bdag nyid gsal bar byed pa yin no //

When a lamp illuminates itself, it does not depend on another lamp.
And although it is in reality not the case that [the lamp] acts on itself, it
is said that [the lamp] illuminates itself when it arises with the essence of
shining. In the same manner, [it is said that] a cognition illuminates itself
because the cognition, being a perception, is in essence what shines.”

Manorathanandin comments as follows:

PVV 219,5–7: yathā prakāśas tādātmyāt prakāśātmakatvāt paranirapeks.ah.
prakāśamānah. svarūpasya prakāśako ’bhimatah. tathā dhı̄h. paranir-
apeks. ā prakāśātmanotpannā prakāśamānā ’tmavedinı̄ti upacārād ucyate /

For example, a lamp is considered as the illuminator of itself when it
shines independently of others because of being in essence what shines
(tādātmyāt=prakāśātmakatvāt). Similarly, it is metaphorically said that a
cognition cognizes itself (ātmavedin), when, arising with the essence of
shining independently of others, it shines.

Several points are to be noted. To begin with, according to these com-
mentators one can explain the situation expressed by ‘A lamp illuminates
itself’ in two ways: (1) The lamp has the action of illuminating itself; (2)

’nubhāvyo buddhyāsti tasyā nānubhavo ’parah. / grāhyagrāhakavaidhuryāt svayam. saiva
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it has the essence of shining or that of illuminating itself. They argue
that it is reasonable to accept the latter analysis of the situation.3 This
point is especially important in understanding Prajñākaragupta’s arguments
about the theory of svasam. vedana. In addition, as Manorathanandin clearly
points out, the expression ‘A cognition cognizes itself’ is a metaphorical
one (upacāra). This, an important point to stress, suggests that under the
assumption that a cognition is self-luminous, ‘cognizing something’ should
not be taken in a literal sense.4 Moreover, according to the commentators, the
illumination of a lamp is carried out ‘independently of others’ (paranirapeks. ā).
This point is closely related to the first one.

In short, the points made by them are as follows:

Expression A: ‘A lamp illuminates the lamp itself’
means that a lamp arises as what consists in shining without depending
on others.

Expression B: ‘A cognition cognizes the cognition itself’
means that a cognition arises as what consists in shining without
depending on others.

2. Prajñākaragupta’s view

As said above, Prajñākaragupta also had to meet the objection that as the
blade of a sword cannot cut itself, a cognition cannot cognize itself. In order
to rebut such an objection, he analyzes the situation in which one sees a pot
illuminated by a lamp through the visual organ. Now let us consider his
arguments.5

First of all, Prajñākaragupta says the following:

prakāśate //
3 Moks.ākaragupta (ca. 11th–13th c.) is of the same opinion on this point. TBh 16,12–

14: yathā pradı̄pa ātmānam. prakāśayati tathā jñānam api jad. apadārthavilaks.an. am. svahetor
eva prakāśasvabhāvam upajāyamānam. svasam. vedanam. vyavasthāpyate // See Kajiyama
1966: 48.

4 It is to be noted that Helārāja (ca. 10th c.), a grammarian and an important
commentator of the Vākyapadı̄ya, also states the following: Prakāśa on VP 3.1.109:
upalambhātmakatvāt svayam. prakāśata iti svasam. vedanam. jñānam ucyate / na tv ātmānam
artham iva prakāśayatı̄ti na svātmany asya kaścid vyāpārah. //

5 The arguments are criticized by Bhāsarvajña (ca. 10th c.). See NBhū 137–139. (PVAS
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PVAK 166,21–167,1 (PVAS 353,20–22)6 : yadi ghat.ah. pradı̄pena bāhyātmanā
prakāśyate, pradı̄po ’pi tathābhūtenāparen. eti na paryanuyogah. / na ca ghat.o ’pi
pradı̄pena prakāśyate, api tu tathābhūtasyaiva tata utpattih. /

One should not aggressively ask: If [you say that] the pot is illuminated
by the lamp which is in essence external to it, [why not say that] the
lamp is also [illuminated] by another [lamp] which is external to it in
a like manner?7 For (ca) even the pot is not illuminated by the lamp;
rather, it is the case that the very [pot] that is of such a nature arises
from that [i.e., the lamp]8 (tathābhūtasyaiva tata utpattih. ).

The point to note here is that Prajñākaragupta denies that the pot is illumi-
nated by the lamp which is external to or distinct from the former, arguing
that the very pot that is of such a nature arises from the lamp. In their
commentaries Jayanta and Yamāri do not explain what is meant by the phrase
tathābhūta, ‘of such a nature,’ in the statement tathābhūtasyaiva tata utpattih. ,
which is a question to be considered later. Suffice it to say here that by saying
tata utpattih. , ‘[The pot] arises from that [lamp],’ Prajñākaragupta intends to
imply that there obtains a kind of causal relation between the pot which is
considered to be ‘of such a nature’ and the lamp.

Let us next take up Prajñākaragupta’s argument against the view that the
lamp is illuminated by the visual organ. He says:

PVAK 167,2–4 (PVAS 353,22-24): atha pradı̄po ’py aparen. a caks.urādinā
prakāśyate / na / caks.urādeh. sakalaghat. ādisādhāran. atvāt / yathā caks.us. i saty
api pradı̄pam apeks.ate prakāśakam. ghat.as tathā pradı̄po ’pi syāt /

353,21–22=NBhū 138,9–10; PVAS 353,27–32=NBhū 138,15–139,5). For his criticism,
see Matilal 1986: 156, Yamakami 1999.

6 The Sanskrit text of the PVA used in this paper is based on the author’s critical
edition (Kobayashi 2023: 165-168); see the same paper for detailed notes, including
critical apparatus.

7 For example, Kumārila (ca. 7th c.) raises the following objection. ŚV Śūnyavāda
184–185 (also cited in TS 2012–2013): vyāpr. tam. cārthasam. vittau jñānam. nātmānam
r.cchati / tena prakāśakatve ’pi bodhāyānyat pratı̄ks.yate // ı̄dr. śam. vā prakāśatvam. tasyārthā-
nubhavātmakam / na cātmānubhavo ’sty asyety ātmano na prakāśakam //

8 Y (D256a7; P344a7–8): de las ni sgron ma las so (P; sgron ma’o D) //
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[Objection] The lamp is also illuminated by another thing such as the
visual organ.9

[Answer] This is not correct, for such a thing as the visual organ is
common to all things such as a pot[, so that it cannot be the decisive
factor for the accomplishment of the illumination of the lamp]. It must
be assumed that just as the pot requires the lamp as its illuminator even
if the visual organ is present, so also does the lamp [require the lamp as
its illuminator even if the visual organ is present].

According to Prajñākaragupta the illuminator of the lamp is different from
the visual organ. Even if the visual organ is present, the lamp cannot be
illuminated without the lamp as its illuminator, just as even if the visual
organ is present, the pot cannot be illuminated without the lamp as its
illuminator. It goes without saying that, for Prajñākaragupta, the illuminator
of the lamp is the lamp itself, that is, the lamp which is required to illuminate
the lamp in question is the very same lamp.

However, the question arises: Even if the lamp is present, how can we see
the pot without the visual organ? Therefore Prajñākaragupta considers the
following two expressions: ‘The pot is revealed by the lamp’ and ‘The pot is
revealed by the visual organ.’ He says:

PVAK 167,5–9 (PVAS 353,24–27): atha ghat.a utpadyata eva tathā, pra-
kāśanam. tu tasya caks.urādibhih. / evam. tarhi /

aprakāśe ’pi bāhye ’rthe yathā dı̄pāt prakāśanam /
vyapadeśasya vis.ayaś caks.urāder apı̄s.yatām //629//

yathā tatas tathābhūtarūpotpattāv api pradı̄pāt pradı̄pābhivyakto ghat.a iti
vyapadeśah. / tathā caks.urādikād api tathotpattyaiva vyapadeśah. /

[Objection] It is certain that the pot arises [from the lamp] in that
manner. But it is by things such as the visual organ that the [pot] is
illuminated.
[Answer] If so, then:

The following has to be admitted: Even if an external object
is devoid of shining, its illumination by the lamp becomes

9 Cf. ŚV Śūnyavāda 66ab: grāhyatvam. tu yadā tes. ām. tadāks.am. grāhakam. matam / ; 186–
187ab (also cited in TS 2014–2015ab): sati prakāśakatve ca vyavasthā dr. śyate yathā /
rūpādau caks.urādı̄nām. tathātrāpi bhavis.yati // prakāśakatvam bāhye ’rthe śaktyabhāvāt tu
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the object of verbal expression; similarly, the illumination of
the pot by such a thing as the visual organ also becomes the
object of verbal expression. (629)

For example, even if, from the [lamp], the [pot] arises as something
which is of such a nature (tathābhūtarūpotpatti), one has the verbal
expression ‘The pot is revealed by the lamp’ on the basis of the lamp.
In the same manner, precisely on the grounds that the pot, as something
which is of such a nature, arises from such a thing as the visual organ,
one also has the verbal expression ‘The pot is revealed by such a thing
as the visual organ.’

We have to note that Prajñākaragupta says that in the situation expressed
by ‘The pot is revealed by the lamp’ the pot arises, as something which is
of such a nature, from the lamp; and that in the situation expressed by ‘The
pot is revealed by the visual organ’ the pot arises, as something which is of
such a nature, from the visual organ. In addition, we have also to note that
Prajñākaragupta here uses the term abhivyakta ‘be revealed,’ from which it is
clear that he speaks of the cause for seeing the pot.

What is meant by the phrase tathābhūtarūpotpatti/tathotpattyā ‘. . . arises,
as something which is of such a nature’? According to Yamāri, the phrase
tathābhūtarūpotpatti here means ‘arising as something which is of the essential
nature of shining’ (gsal ba’i rang bzhin du skye ba, *prakāśarūpotpatti).10 In
this connection we may be reminded of the comments on PV III 329 by
Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin: the former has stated that the lamp
is said to illuminate itself when it arises with the essence of shining; the
latter has stated that a cognition is said to cognize itself when it arises with
the essence of shining (prakāśātmanotpannā). It is likely that Prajñākaragupta
considers that the pot arises as something which has the essence of shining,
just as a lamp. Thus, it is safe to say that the pot being seen implies its arising
as something of the essential nature of shining. Accordingly, the following
both hold:

nātmani /
10 Y (D256b1-2; P344b1-2): mi gsal ba’i phyi rol yang mig dang sgron ma la sogs pa las

gsal ba’i rang bzhin du skye ba’i phyir sgron mas gsal bar byed do // zhes brjod pa ji lta ba
bzhin du / mig las kyang shes pa gsal pa’i rang bzhin nyid skye pa yin no zhes ’dod par
bya’i / (D; bya’o // P) don dam par ni gzhan gyis gsal ba ’ga’ yang yod pa ma yin no zhes
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Expression C: ‘A pot is illuminated by a lamp’
means that a pot arises as what consists in shining, from a lamp;

Expression D: ‘A pot is illuminated/cognized by the visual organ’
means that a pot arises as what consists in shining, from the visual
organ.

A question is posed. What illuminates the pot is both the lamp and the
visual organ, while what illuminates the lamp is the visual organ only. What
accounts for this difference?11 To this question Prajñākaragupta gives the
following answer:

PVAK 167,13–14 (PVAS 353,30–31): atyantam aśaktasya dvayam aparasyai-
kam anyasya naikam apı̄ti vastusvabhāva es.a iti kaivātra ks.atih. /

One which is absolutely incapable of illuminating has two illuminators
for it; another has one; the other has none. What accounts for this
difference is the essence of things (vastusvabhāva). Therefore, there is
no harm in assuming this.

We have to note that Prajñākaragupta introduces here the concept of power
(śakti) and that of the essence of things (vastusvabhāva). According to him,
things are classified into three: some are absolutely incapable of illuminating;
some are capable of illuminating others but incapable of illuminating or
cognizing themselves; others are capable of illuminating themselves. Yamāri
says that a pot and a lamp come under the first and second groups,
respectively, and that a cognition comes under the third group.12 The point
made by Prajñākaragupta here is clear: How things really are is determined
by the essence of the things; a cognition has an innate power of illuminating
itself.

dgongs pa’o //
11 PVAK 167,10 (PVAS 353,27): atha dvayam api prakāśakam. ghat. ādeh. , pradı̄pādes tv ekam

eva / Cf. NBhū 138,15: atha ghat.asya dvayam prakāśakam pradı̄paś caks.uś ca, pradı̄pasya
tu caks.ur eveti /

12 Y (D256b3; P344b3–4): (P; ins. gal te D) ’ga’ zhig la zhes bya ba sgron ma la ni gsal
byed gcig yin la / gzhan dag la zhes bya ba bum pa la ni gnyis yin la / gzhan pa dag la
ni zhes bya ba (; shes bya ba P, shes par bya ba D) shes pa la ni gcig (corr. gcig; n.e. gcig
D, P) kyang med na’o (P; yang na’o D) // Jayanta also says that a cognition comes
under the third group. However, he does not refer to the first and second groups.
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Still a question remains to be answered. Granted that a cognition has the
essential nature of illuminating itself, is it not a contradiction to say that a
cognition illuminates itself? In order to answer this question, Prajñākara-
gupta goes on to say:

PVAK 167,15–168,5 (PVAS 353,31–354,3): atha svātmani kriyāvirodha ity
ucyate /

yadā svarūpan tat tasya tadā kaiva virodhitā /
svarūpen. a virodhe hi sarvam eva pralı̄yate //631//13

na hi svenaiva rūpen. a kasyacid virodhah. / tathā cet, na kim. cid bhavet svena
rūpen. eti sakalam astam. gatam. bhavet / chedas tu punar viśis. t.otpādanam, na
ca tenaiva tasyotpādanam / ayam evārthah. svātmani kriyāvirodha iti / svapra-
kāśarūpam. tu tasya svarūpam, na tenaiva virudhyate /

[Objection] It is said that the action on itself is contradictory.
[Answer] [To this objection we answer as follows:]

When the [cognition] has for its essential nature that [i.e.,
being self-luminous], then what contradiction could one
assume [between the cognition and its being self-luminous]?
For, if a contradiction [could be assumed between a thing]
and its essential nature, everything in this world would
collapse. (631)

Indeed, nothing can be contradicted by its own essential nature. Other-
wise, it would follow that nothing can exist with its own essential nature
and hence everything in this world would collapse.

But, [turning to the question of whether a thing can act on itself,] the
act of cutting [performed by a blade] consists in producing (utpādana) a
certain effect in something other than [the blade] and not in the [blade]
producing the effect in itself.14 This is precisely what is meant by the
statement svātmani kriyāvirodhah. . But the essence of the cognition lies

J (D124b3; P141b6): gzhan dag ni shes pa’i’o //
13 This verse is quoted by Vādirāja Sūri (ca. 11th c.). See NVinV I 216,18–19.
14 The similar argument is set forth by Śāntaraks.ita (ca. 8th c.). TS 2006–2007 (Saccone

2018: 176,13–15; 20–22): syān matir dantidāhyāder yathāsijvalanādayah. / atādrūpye
’pi kurvanti chedadāhādy adas tathā // tad idam. vis.amam. yasmāt te tathotpattihetavah. /
santas tathāvidhāh. siddhā na jñānam. janakam. tathā // See also Saccone 2018: 260–261;
108, n.259.
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in being self-luminous, and this essence cannot be contradictory to that
[i.e., the cognition].

There are two points to be noted: One is that Prajñākaragupta considers an
action (kriyā) to consist in producing (utpādana) a certain effect; the other is
that he points out that there is no contradiction between a thing and its own
essential nature.

Consider the situation expressed by ‘The blade of a sword cuts off
Devadatta’s head.’ Obviously, the act of cutting brings about separation in
what is different from the agent of the act. It is a contradiction to say that the
separation is brought about in the agent. If cognition were a specific type of
action, therefore, the same difficulty would come up. But on the assumption
that a cognition arises with the essential nature of cognizing itself since there
is no contradiction between the cognition and such an essential nature of
it, the difficulty will be cleared away. We have to recall in this connection
that according to Manorathanandin the expression ‘cognizing something’ is
simply a metaphorical one and that Prajñākaragupta has stated that whatever
is cognized arises with the essential nature of shining.

All these things make clear the following: On the svasam. vedana theory a
cognitive event, when it is seen form the viewpoint of its essential nature, can-
not be taken to involve any act, so that the problem of svātmani kriyāvirodhah.
does not develop.

3. Conclusion

When in a dark room, one cannot see anything without light. But if somebody
turns on the light, then he can see the pot in the room. It can be said that our
mind is comparable to the room where the light is always on.

Dharmakı̄rti, as Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin understand him,
holds that a cognition arises as what consists in shining without depending
on others, as a lamp. Prajñākaragupta goes a step further. He looks at the
self-luminous nature of a cognition from a new angle, considering how it is
to be explained from the point of view of what is illuminated. According to
him, it cannot be the case that a pot is illuminated by a lamp but that a pot
is revealed by a lamp. And when it is said that a pot is revealed by a lamp,
the pot arises with the essence of shining by virtue of the lamp. In his view,
the same is true of a cognition of blue. When it is said that blue is cognized
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by a cognition, the blue arises with the essence of shining by virtue of the
cognition, which is possible only through the non-distinction between the
blue and the cognition.

As shown, in the svasam. vedana theory, ‘cognizing x’ should not be re-
garded as a kind of act; rather, it is to be considered to refer to a cognitive
event in which the x arises with the essence of shining. In other words, a
cognition has the essence of shining. On this assumption, the difficulty of
svātmani kriyāvirodhah. does not come up. How can being self-luminous avoid
the problem of svātmani kriyāvirodhah. ? To this question, the answer given by
Buddhist logicians is: Seeing is arising.
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On a Series of Five Ablatives
in Pramān. asamuccaya, Chapter 5*

H o r s t L A S I C

Ö s t e r r e i c h i s c h e A k a d e m i e d e r W i s s e n s c h a f t e n , V i e n n a

The apoha theory, which gives an account of how words refer to what they
refer to and what it is that they refer to, belongs to the core of the so-called
Buddhist epistemological tradition. This theory was introduced into the
intellectual discourse by Dignāga, a Buddhist philosopher who lived in the
sixth or maybe fifth1 century. The earliest treatment of this topic is found
in Dignāga’s Pramān. asamuccaya, whose fifth chapter consists in a discussion
of apoha. This work is lost in its original language, Sanskrit, and transmitted
only in two Tibetan translations. This fact, as well as the fact that the topic of
apoha is intrinsically difficult and the circumstance that the opposing theories
dealt with by Dignāga are not well known, explains why scholars have a
hard time understanding the apoha chapter. That Dharmakı̄rti and other
members of the epistemological tradition reworked the apoha theory heavily
also contributes to the difficulties.

This situation was drastically improved by the publication of Pind’s
book Dignāga’s Philosophy of Language (2015), which contains, in addition to
other useful things, an English translation of the Pramān. asamuccaya’s fifth
chapter and a partial restoration of its Sanskrit text. Apart from the Tibetan
translations and quotations in generally available Sanskrit works, Pind was
also able to use the Sanskrit text of Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary as a basis
for his restoration. The importance of Pind’s book for the study of Dignāga’s
apoha theory cannot be overestimated. One thing, however, I wish Pind had
provided would have been a detailed analysis of the structure of Dignāga’s
apoha chapter and a presentation of this structure by means of a chart or a flow
diagram, or similar. Such a presentation would help researchers to navigate
through the text, understand how the arguments are related to each other,

* Research for this article was supported by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF): P
34077-G.

1 For a recent discussion of Dignāga’s dates, cf. Deleanu 2019.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 529–539.
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which hierarchical position a certain statement has, and so on. Even if such
a presentation were not correct in every detail, it would at least show Pind’s
understanding. What we need is a map that helps us find the way in the
difficult terrain of the apoha chapter.

On occasion, Pind does give us some information about the structure.
When discussing a prose fragment from another work by Dignāga, he says:

“It seems, however, to belong in the same context as PSV V 11d that
ends the first section of PSV V.” (Pind 2015: intro xiii)

Three pages later, he gives another piece of information:

“. . . Dignāga does not attempt to present or justify in any detail his
own view on the subject of apoha in the first part of the chapter, which
is primarily devoted to criticizing doctrines that Dignāga rejects as
untenable. In fact, crucial statements about anyāpoha are only presented
at PSV V 34–50, the final third of PSV V.” (Pind 2015: intro xvi)

And immediately after this, Pind adds:

“The fifth chapter starts by presenting the thesis that verbal knowledge
does not differ from inference, . . . Dignāga continues immediately
thereafter by criticizing in some detail views he rejects as untenable.”
(Pind 2015: intro xvi)

I will attempt here to present the information about the structure of the apoha-
chapter that one can gain from these and some further statements in Pind’s
introduction. In the table below, pertinent information by Pind about the
location of the respective text unit is added in square brackets.

1. “first section” (Pind 2015, Introduction xiii) [“PSV V 1–11 (+12–13)” (Pind
2015, Introduction xvii)]

1.1. presentation of “the thesis that verbal knowledge does not differ from
inference” [“The fifth chapter starts by” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvi)]

1.2. analysis and rejection of “four theories of denotation” (Pind 2015, Introduc-
tion xvii) / detailed critique of “views he rejects as untenable” (Pind 2015,
Introduction xvi) [“immediately thereafter” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvi)]

2. (second section)
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2.(1.) “Dignāga addresses the semantics of compounds in the light of the general
apoha thesis” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvi) [“immediately after the first
central section PSV V 1–13” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvi–xvii)]

? explanation “that exclusion of other referents is caused by conflict or oppo-
sition (virodha) between properties occurring in a tree of categories and
the terms that denote them” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvii–xviii) [“ PSV V
25–30 “ (Pind 2015, Introduction xvii)]

? “crucial statements about anyāpoha” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvi) [“PSV V 34–
50” (Pind 2015, Introduction xvi)]

Thus we have a first section (1) that is divided into two parts. The first
part (1.1.) contains Dignāga’s opening thesis; the second part (1.2.) consists
in the rejection of four theories of denotation. As a next step, one would
assume that the first section is followed by a second section. However, Pind
is conspicuously silent on this point. He talks about a “first section” (Pind
2015, Introduction xiii) and a “first central section” (Pind 2015, Introduction
xvii). Moreover, he declares that the “first part of PSV V 1–11 (+12–13)2

. . . is a well-defined and independent section of the chapter” (Pind 2015,
Introduction xvii). However, Pind does not mention a second or third section,
nor does he mention anywhere how many sections he considers the apoha
chapter to consist of in total. And actually, Pind calls the beginning part of
the apoha chapter “a well-defined and independent section” in contrast to—it
seems—the remaining part of the chapter. He writes:

“In general the order of presentation of the philosophical issues dis-
cussed in the chapter does not appear to be well organized as many
of the subjects under discussion appear to be addressed haphazardly.”
(Pind 2015, Introduction xvi)

Should we understand that at the beginning of the apoha chapter, there is
one coherent section, and that the remainder of the chapter consists of a
conglomeration of discussions that are only vaguely or maybe not at all
related to each other?

It would be interesting to see whether Jinendrabuddhi, the commentator
on the Pramān. asamuccaya, would agree with this analysis, or whether his own
analysis led him to find more order and cohesion in the apoha chapter than

2 I understand this as meaning that the first part consists in PSV V 1–11 (+12–13).
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Pind suggests. If Jinendrabuddhi did discover more order and cohesion,
there would still remain the question whether all or, if not all, which parts
of Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation are acceptable for the Pramān. asamuccaya
from a historical perspective, or which are representative of later develop-
ments. While it is very likely that we will encounter interpretations of both
kinds, nonetheless, the results of such investigations would prove helpful for
our understanding both of the Pramān. asamuccaya itself and its position in the
development of Indian philosophy.

I would now like to present one example of Jinendrabuddhi explaining the
relationship between certain arguments, and how his explanation can help us
in our investigation of the structure of the Pramān. asamuccaya’s apoha chapter.
The discussion we are dealing with is the one referred to in the table above
as point 1.2.: the “analysis and rejection of four theories of denotation.”

The skeleton of Dignāga’s “analysis and rejection” consists of five elliptical
sentences. Each is construed following an identical pattern. By adding
the omitted parts, each sentence can be described as consisting of five
components.

NEGATION SUBJECT PREDICATE OBJECT JUSTIFICATION

1 na jātiśabdah. vācakah. bhedānām ānantyāt (5.2a–b1)
2 na jātiśabdah. vācakah. bhedānām vyabhicāratah. (2b2)
3 na jātiśabdah. vācakah. yogajātyoh. bhedārthair apr. thak-

śruteh. (2cd)
4 na jātiśabdah. vācakah. tadvatah. asvatantratvāt (4a)
5 na jātiśabdah. vācakah. tadvatah. upacārāt (4b1)

Three of these components remain unchanged in all five sentences: One is
the negation “na”; the second is the subject with the content “a general term”
(jātiśabdah. ); the third is the predicate “denotes” (vācakah. ). The content of the
other two components changes. One is the direct object of the predicate and
states what the respective theory considers denoted by a general term. The
last component consists in a noun in the ablative case.

The first two sentences refer to the same theory of denotation, the theory
asserting that general terms denote all their related particulars. Dignāga
gives two reasons why this assertion is untenable. The third sentence refers
to two theories of denotation, one asserting that general terms denote mere
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general properties, the other asserting that general terms denote the mere
connection with a general property, with Dignāga stating a single reason
to refute both. The fourth sentence refers to the theory that general terms
denote the possessor of the respective general property, and Dignāga states
one reason why this theory is not tenable.

The structure of this discussion can be presented as follows:

1.2. analysis and rejection of four theories of denotation
1.2.1. rejection of the bheda position by the reasons “ānantyāt” and “vyabhi-

cāratah. ”
1.2.2. rejection of the jātimātra position and the jātiyogamātra position by the

reason “bhedārthair apr. thakśruteh. ”
1.2.3. rejection of the tadvat position by the reason “asvatantratvāt”

Thus the discussion of the four theories of denotation splits into three
branches. The first deals with the bheda position, the second with the jātimātra
and jātiyogamātra positions, and the third with the tadvat position.

I should mention here that it is possible, and for the final analysis
desirable, to zoom in further and introduce sub- and sub-sub-branches, and
so on. However, we will leave this task for a later point and move on to
discuss the last of the five sentences listed above.

Whereas all five sentences have a same surface appearance in terms of
parts of speech and grammatical endings, syntactically the fifth sentence is
construed differently from the others. In sentences one to four, the words
in the ablative case—ānantyāt and so on—are used to give the reason why
the various assertions are not tenable. In contrast to this, the task of the
ablative in the fifth sentence is to state the reason by which the proponet of the
tadvat position may try to justify his assertion. One can paraphrase the first
sentence in the following way: “The assertion that general terms denote their
related particulars is not tenable. The reason for this is that the particulars
are infinite.” Sentences two, three, and four can be paraphrased using the
same pattern. Sentence five, however, must be paraphrased as follows: “The
assertion that general terms are able to denote the possessors of the respective
general properties on account of metaphorical usage is not tenable.” The
reason why this assertion is not tenable is not mentioned in the fifth sentence,
but it is provided by Dignāga later in his prose commentary.
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Jinendrabuddhi connects his discussion on PS(V) 5.4a and that on 5.4b
(corresponding to our sentences four and five) with the following:

ihedam uktam—jātiśabdena tadvato ’bhidhānam iti. tadvati ca śabdasya matu-
blopād abhedopacārād vā vr. ttih. . tatra matuppaks. e śuklādivad abhidhānam.
sambhavatı̄ti sati vācyatve dos.a uktah. . abhedopacāre tu tasyaiva samāropitasya
sattārūpasyābhidhānād vācyatvam eva tadvato na sambhavatı̄ti . . . (PST.
196b7–197a2)

At this [point in the discussion,] the [following] has been stated
[to be the position of the opponent], namely, that a general term
(jātiśabdena) denotes the possessor of the [related general property]
(tadvato ’bhidhānam). And a word (śabdasya) is used (vr. ttih. ) with respect
to the possessor of that [general property] (tadvati) on account of the
elision of a possessiv suffix (matublopāt) or on account of the ascription
of non-difference (abhedopacārāt).

As for these [two positions] (tatra), on the position [involving an elided]
possessive suffix (matuppaks. e), it is possible (sambhavati) that [a general
term] denotes (abhidhānam. ) [the possessor of the respective general
property], as in the case of ‘white’ and so on[, which illustrates that
a word for a color can denote the possessor of this color]. Given
that in this case, [the possessor of the general property] is potentially
expressible (sati vācyatve), [Dignāga] presented (uktah. ) [in PS 5.4a] the
fault (dos.ah. ) [of this approach].

But if [one holds the position of] the ascription of non-difference, it is
not even possible that the possessor of the [general property ‘existent’]
(tadvatah. ) can be expressed (vācyatvam eva . . . na sambhavati) [by the
general term ‘existent’ in a strict sense], because [the general term
‘existent’] denotes (abhidhānāt) nothing but the nature of existence that
is superimposed (tasyaiva samāropitasya sattārūpasya).

Here Jinendrabuddhi identifies as the background of Dignāga’s discussion
two explanations of how a word denoting a property can also denote the
possessor of that property. As for the applicability of these two explanations,
he points out—as I understand it—that in the current context, the first
explanation is valid, at least up to a point, whereas the second is wrong from
the start.
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It is interesting to note that the matublopa and abhedopacāra explanations
occur as a pair3 also in the Kāśikāvivaran. apañcikā, also known as Nyāsa, whose
author is most likely the same as that of the Pramān. asamuccayat. ı̄kā. Here are
some examples.

khan. d. akān. aśabdāv atra ... gun. e vartitvā paścān matublopād abhedopacārād vā
tadvati dravye vartet[e] (KVP II 45,32–46,26)

After the words khan. d. a and kān. a are used for the quality ..., they are
afterwards used for the substance that has the [respective quality] by
matublopa or abhedopacāra.

tac śyāmatvam uktvā śyāmaśabdo devadattāyām abhedopacārān matublopād vā
vartat[e] (KVP II 72,31–72,20)

After denoting this blackness [that resembles the blackness of a knife],
the word śyāma is used for Devadattā by abhedopacāra or matublopa.

gun. aśabdās tu kecit matublopād abhedopacārād vā tadvati dravye vartamānā
gun. am ādhārānugatam. gamayanti, yathā - śuklah. pat.ah. , lohitah. kambala iti
(KVP II 108,30–109,26)

Some words for qualities make a quality known as being located in
a substrate by being used for a substance that has this [quality] by
matublopa or abhedopacāra, as [in the expressions] ‘white cloth’ [and] ‘red
blanket.’

sa punar yah. prāg gun. am abhidhāya paścān matublopād abhedopacārād vā
tadvad dravyam abhidhatte sa veditavyah. (KVP III 338,23–24)

[Here] again, such a [word] that after first denoting a quality later
denotes, by matublopa or abhedopacāra, a substance that has this [quality]
is to be understood.

These passages illustrate that Jinendrabuddhi, at least when writing the
Kāśikāvivaran. apañcikā, if indeed he was the author, in principle accepts
matublopa and abhedopacāra as handy tools for explaning how a word for a
quality denotes the possessor of this quality, and makes frequent use of them,
without necessarily having to decide exclusively for one of them in each case.

3 On the respective scopes of application of matublopa and abhedopacāra in such
context, see PST. I 123,16–124,2, where Jinendrabuddhi comments on tena matublopād
abhedopacārād vā gr.hyate from PS I 10,18.
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Including PS 5.4b in our schema, we can now modify point 1.2.3. and
expand it as follows:

1.2.3. discussion of the tadvat position
1.2.3.1. rejection of the tadvat position by the reason “asvatantratvāt”
1.2.3.2. rejection that the tadvat position can be accounted for by upacāra

While Jinedrabuddhi introduces the term abhedopacāra, Dignāga talks less
specifically about “metaphorical usage” (upacāra) at this point. Why
metaphorical usage cannot be used to defend the tadvat position is discussed
by Dignāga in verses 4b–7ab, plus the vr. tti. Dignāga brings forth two main
arguments. The first is to the effect that words, when used metaphorically,
by definition do not denote their actual referent. The second argument is
that metaphorical usage depends on similarity and that there cannot be any
similarity between general properties and the possessors of those respective
general properties. Dignāga backs up this claim with two further arguments,
which branch into further sub-arguments. Leaving aside the sub-arguments,
this discussion can be presented thus:

1.2.3.2. rejection that the tadvat position can be accounted for by upacāra
1.2.3.2.1. because words, when used metaphorically, do not denote their actual

referent
1.2.3.2.2. because similarity is impossible
1.2.3.2.2.1. because similarity cannot be accounted for by a transformation of

notion
1.2.3.2.2.2. because similarity cannot be accounted for by influence of a quality

After discussing the tadvat position, Dignāga states that the same arguments
he has brought forward against this position can also be held against the posi-
tions previously discussed, this meaning the bheda, jātimātra and jātiyogamātra
positions. The arguments referred to by Dignāga are those concerning the
tadvat position when accounted for by upacāra. Given the fact that Dignāga
thus views the bheda, jātimātra and jātiyogamātra positions at this point under
the aspect of the upacāra account, it seems helpful to highlight that his earlier
discussion of these three positions, at the very beginning, concerned only the
non-metaphorical use of general terms.
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To fill this further information into our chart, it would be possible to
simply add some remarks about the consideration of metaphorical and non-
metaphorical use.

1.2. analysis and rejection of four theories of denotation
1.2.1. rejection of the bheda position by the reasons “ānantyāt” and “vyabhi-

cāratah. ” under the assumption of non-metaphorical use
1.2.2. rejection of the jātimātra position and of the jātiyogamātra position

by the reason “bhedārthair apr.thakśruteh. ” under the assumption of
non-metaphorical use

1.2.3. discussion of the tadvat position
1.2.3.1. rejection of the tadvat position by the reason “asvatantratvāt” under the

assumption of non-metaphorical use
1.2.3.2. rejection of the tadvat position under the assumption of metaphorical

use
1.2.4. explanation that the arguments presented in 1.2.3.2 can also be held

against the first three theories of denotation under the assumption of
metaphorical use

This presentation emphasizes the four theories by assigning them hierachi-
cally prominent positions in the table. Alternatively, one could put more
emphasis on the bifurcation created by the distinction between metaphorical
and non-metaphorical use:

1.2. analysis and rejection of four theories of denotation
1.2.1. under the assumption of non-metaphorical use
1.2.1.1. rejection of the bheda position by the reasons “ānantyāt” and “vyabhi-

cāratah. ”
1.2.1.2. rejection of the jātimātra position and of the jātiyogamātra position by the

reason “bhedārthair apr. thakśruteh. ”
1.2.1.3. rejection of the tadvat position by the reason “asvatantratvāt”
1.2.2. under the assumption of metaphorical use
1.2.2.1. rejection that the tadvat position can be accounted for by upacāra
1.2.2.1.1. because words, when used metaphorically, do not denote their proper

referent
1.2.2.1.2. because similarity is impossible
1.2.2.1.2.1. because similarity cannot be accounted for by a shift of notion
1.2.2.1.2.2. because similarity cannot be accounted for by the influence of a

quality
1.2.2.2. rejection of the bheda, jātimātra and jātiyogamātra positions



538 Horst LASIC

When presented thus, the whole discussion of the four theories of denotation
owes its main structure to the split caused by considering metaphorical and
non-metaphorical use. I consider this presentation preferable to the first. This
is because the bifurcation created by considering the metaphorical and non-
metaphorical use is less obvious than the fact that there are four theories of
denotation being dealt with. Highlighting this bifurcation as an important
structural element, instead of hiding it by distributing the respective pieces
of information as additions to several branches, may therefore be of greater
help to the reader. A further advantage of this presentation is that it also
reflects the split between the two syntactic constructions that we saw between
sentences one to four on one hand and sentence five on the other. Under this
presentation, the last branch (1.2.2.2.) is also structurally better connected,
compared to its counterpart (1.2.4.) in the previous presentation.

In view of the outcome of this investigation of a short passage from the
Pramān. asamuccaya’s apoha chapter, I consider it worthwhile to continue along
these lines. A special place in my future research activities will therefore
involve the question of how Jinendrabuddhi understands the structure of the
apoha chapter, and how his structure-related explanations can contribute to
our understanding of Dignāga’s text.
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Ravigupta’s Analysis of Liberation
in His Commentary on Pramān. avārttika 2.190*

M I Y O M a i
K o m a z a w a U n i v e r s i t y , T o k y o

1. Introduction

As is well known, Dharmakı̄rti discusses the topic of the Buddha as a
protector (tāyin) in the latter half of the Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the
Pramān. avārttika (PV 2), where he examines each of the Four Nobles’ Truths1

in turn.2 In this paper, we will focus on v. 190, which is located at the
beginning of the section on the truth of cessation (nirodhasatya), together
with the commentaries, Prajñākaragupta’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra (PVA) and
Ravigupta’s Pramān. avārttikavr. tti (PVV(R)).3

* This article is the partial outcome of the JSPS projects [22H00605] “Philosophy
and Religion in Late Indian Buddhist Epistemology: A Comprehensive Study of
the Pramānavārttikālaṅkāra” (Representative: Shinya Moriyama) and [21J40169] “A
Philological Study on Prajñākaragupta’s Understanding of Buddhist Doctrine.”
This is based on the preliminary presentation at the International Workshop on
Religion and Philosophy in India (I) held at Hokkaido University in September
2022, where I received many useful comments from Eli Franco, Masahiro Inami,
Hisayasu Kobayashi, Motoi Ono, and other participants. I thank Eli Franco and
Hiroko Matsuoka for allowing me to use their unpublished provisional version of
the critical edition of PVAN including parallel passages from PVAT. , Masamichi
Sakai for providing his handout from his presentation at the 67th JAIBS Conference,
and Allison Aitken for correcting my English.

1 I adopt the translation “Nobles’ Truths” for “āryasatya” following Pecchia (2015: 6–
7).

2 As for the structure of PV 2, see Inami and Tillemans 1986.
3 On Manorathanandin’s commentary with the same title, see Pecchia (1995: 134–

135). Pecchia (1995: 181–187) also provides a detailed description of PV 2.190 with
much information about commentaries and relevant passages.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 541–563.
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Ravigupta (ca. 780–840) is likely a direct pupil of Prajñākaragupta (ca.
750–810)4 and normally follows Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation. He often
reuses the text of the PVA at length and summarizes its contents skillfully.
Ravigupta follows this pattern in his commentary on PV 2.190 as well.
Interestingly, however, in the middle of his commentary, he inserts a rather
lengthy excursus on liberation (moks.a). The cessation of suffering is essen-
tially liberation itself, so it is quite appropriate that he discusses this issue
here. We will analyze the contents of this excursus after briefly consulting PV
2.190 together with Prajñākaragupta’s commentary.

Before we begin, let us outline the concept of an Arhat’s final moment of
mind (caramacitta) and its cognition by an omniscient being (sarvajñajñāna),
which plays an important role in Ravigupta’s discussion. According to
Abhidharma traditions, a practitioner becomes an Arhat and attains liber-
ation with remainder (sopadhiśes.anirvān. a) upon having destroyed all kinds
of defilements. Finally, when his body ceases to exist, he attains liberation
without remainder (nirupadhiśes.anirvān. a), or perfect liberation (parinirvān. a),
after which he will never be reborn again. At that time, his mental continuum
(cittasantāna), i.e., the succession of moments of mind, also comes to an
end. These traditions also recognize the Buddha’s cognition of other minds
(paracittajñāna), including an Arhat’s final moment of mind.5

In the context in question, an Arhat’s final moment of mind is taken
up by the non-Buddhist opponent as an example of something that lacks
causal efficacy. In Dharmakı̄rti’s system, a real existing entity (vastu) is
defined as having causal efficacy (arthakriyā),6 but an opponent points out

4 On the chronology of Prajñākaragupta and Ravigupta, see Ono (1996). According
to Ono, the Ravigupta who was a commentator on the PV is the same as the Ravi-
gupta whom Bhat.t.a Jayanta refers to in his Nyāyamañjarı̄. Tani (2000: 438–476) also
identifies him as the Ravi who appears at the end of Jñānaśrı̄mitra’s Ks.an. abhaṅgā-
dhyāya.

5 For detailed information on relevant sources on an Arhat’s final moment of
mind and the cognition of others’ minds in the Abhidharma literature such as
the Abhidharmakośabhās.ya (AKBh), see Steinkellner (1979: 90–91, fn. 324–329) and
Schmithausen (1979). On this topic, see also AKBh 12,1–3 as pointed out by Inami
(1986: 19, fn. 23). For a helpful overview of the understanding of liberation in the
Abhidharma doctrine, see Kato (1982).

6 Cf. PVin 2 79,3–4: arthakriyāśaktilaks.an. atvād vastunah. .
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the undesirable consequence that an Arhat’s final moment of mind would
not exist because it does not produce the subsequent mind in the next life7

and thus does not have causal efficacy. The Buddhist responds by pointing
out that the final moment of mind does have causal efficacy as the object of
cognition of an omniscient being.

2. Prajñākaragupta’s Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra on PV 2.190

We will first look at Dharmakı̄rti’s PV 2.190 with Prajñākaragupta’s commen-
tary to provide the background for Ravigupta’s excursus. Prajñākaragupta’s
commentary on this section is in line with the PV itself and does not contain
significant original discussion.

PVA 136,20–137,6 (Ms62b5–63a4): evam. tāvat caturākāram āryasatyam.
vyākhyātam. 8 samudayalaks.an. am. idānı̄m. tad duh. kham. nirodhasam. bhavı̄ti
nirodhasatyam. caturākāram āha—

tad anātyantikam. hetoh. pratibandhādisam. bhavāt /
sam. sāritvād anirmoks. o nes. t.atvād aprasiddhitah. // PV 2.190 //

nirodhatah. śāntatah. pran. ı̄tato nih. saran. ataś9 ceti catvāra ākārāh. . nirodha eva
nāstı̄ti vādinam. prati nirodhata ity10 ucyate. muktānām api rāgādisam. bhava
iti parair abhyupagamyate, tatpratis. edhena śāntatah. . atah. paro ’pi sam. bhavati
moks.a iti11 pratiks. epen. a pran. ı̄tata ity ākārah. . mukto ’pi punar amukto bhavatı̄-

7 An Arhat’s final moment of mind is also described in this way in PV 2.45–46. PV
2.45cd: tad yad apy arhataś cittam asam. dhānam. kuto matam // (see Franco 1997: 208;
Inami 1998: 11). There, the following inference attributed to the Cārvāka is at issue
in the context of the proof of rebirth: every cognition at death (i.e., every final
cognition in life) does not link to another cognition (i.e., does not produce a first
cognition in a subsequent life), because it is a cognition at death, just like the last
cognition of an Arhat. PVV(M)S 26,12–13: maran. acittatvāc cittāntarāpratisam. dhānam
arhaccaramacittavat. . . . For more information, see Franco (1997: 115–118); Inami
(1986: 7–8) and Inami (1998).

8 -satyam. vyākhyātam. S; -satya<m. >(m) ākhyātam. | Ms.
9 nih. saran. a- Ms; nih. śaran. a- S.
10 nirodhata ity Ms (’gog pa nyid do zhes T); nirodhatā hy S. Cf. Pecchia 1995: 134, fn. c.
11 moks.a iti Ms (thar pa yod do zhes T); moks.atāti S.
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ti nirasyaitat nih. saran. ata iti caturtha ākārah. . tatra12 prathama ākāra ity13

anātyantikam. nātyantam. bhavati, nirudhyate ’pi.

na ca sam. sāritvād asam. bhavo moks. asya dos.ah. , is. t.atvāt. na hi sam. -
sārin. ah. 14 kasyacit moks.o ’sti. yo hi baddhah. , na15 tasya moks.o ’sti, tat-
svabhāvatvāt. muktasyāpi na16 bandhah. , sadā tasya muktasvabhāvatvāt.
kevalam. 17 cittasantānasyāpariśuddhasya satah. sāmagrı̄viśes.atah. paro bhāgo
viśuddha utpadyate. tatra parasya18 pariśuddhasya sam. sāritaivāsiddhā. na
ca sam. sārı̄ paramārthatah. kaścid asti, ks.an. ānām asam. saran. āt, santānasya ca
paramārthato ’bhāvāt. tatah. sam. sāritvād ity asiddho hetuh. . na cāpi moktā
vidyate, yasya moks.ah. .

In this way, so far, the Nobles’ Truth that has four aspects (ākāra)
and has the character of an origin (samudaya) has been explained.
Now, [Dharmakı̄rti] states the truth of cessation (nirodhasatya) with four
aspects, according to which the suffering [described above] can cease:

The [suffering]19 is non-eternal (anātyantika) because an impediment
etc.20 to [its] cause can occur. [An opponent says,] since [a living
being]21 is transmigrating (sam. sāritvāt), there is no liberation [for
them] (anirmoks. a). [This is] not [a problem for us], because [the fact
that there is no liberation for a living being who is transmigrating] is

12 tatra Ms (de la T); tat S.
13 ity Ms; -tāty S.
14 sam. sārin. ah. corr.; n.e. Ms, S, T. Cf. PVAN 182v4: na hi sam. sārin. ah. ityādinā. . . .
15 na corr.; na hi Ms, S.
16 <na> Ms (ma yin te T); n.e. S. Cf. S 137, fn. 2.
17 kevalam. corr. (’on kyang. . . ’ba' zhig go T); kevala- S. Cf. PVAN 182v4: kevalm ity-

ādinā. . . .
18 tatra parasya corr. (de la phyi ma T); tatra pare(?)asya Ms, tadapāsya S.
19 The word “tad” clearly means “suffering” from its context, and the commentaries

support this. PVAN 182v2: tad duh. kham. . . ; PVP D81b5, P93b7: ji skad du bshad
pa’i rgyu dang rang bzhin gyi sdug bsngal de dang / de ni. . . ; PVV(M)P 134,1: tad etad
yathoktakāran. asvabhāvam duh. kham. . . .

20 According to the commentaries, the word “ādi” refers to the incompleteness of
assisting causes. PVAN 182v2: ādiśabdena sahakārivaikalyam; PVV(M)P 134,3: ādi-
śabdād avidyādeh. sahakārin. o vaikalyasambhavāt. As for PVP and PVV(R), see fn. 26.

21 I added “a living being” as the subject of the argument according to Pecchia
(2015: 169). To be precise, however, the subject of transmigration (sam. sārin) is the



Ravigupta’s Analysis of Liberation 545

accepted [by us] (is. t.atvāt) [and] because [the state of transmigrating
(sam. sāritva)] is not established (aprasiddhitah. ). (PV 2.190)

These are the four aspects [of the truth of cessation]: “as cessation
(nirodhatah. ),” “as being calmed (śāntatah. ),” “as sublimity (pran. ı̄tatah. ),”
and “as the escape (nih. saran. atah. ).” “As cessation” is stated for a person
who declares that cessation itself does not exist. “As being calmed”
is [conveyed] by denying that even those who are liberated (mukta)
can have desire, etc., as others accept. The aspect “as sublimity” is
[conveyed] by rejecting that liberation could be even better than this.
The fourth aspect “as the escape” is [conveyed] by rejecting that even
those who are liberated become unliberated again. Considering (iti) the
first of these aspects, [Dharmakı̄rti] stated, “[suffering is] non-eternal
(anātyantika).” [“Non-eternal”] means “not eternal” (nātyantam) and
also “to be stopped (niruddhyate).”

Moreover, it is not a problem [for us] that, since [a living being] is
transmigrating (sam. sāritvāt), there would be no liberation [for them],
because this is accepted [by us] (is. t.atvāt). For, there is no liberation for
any transmigrating being. That is, if one is in bondage (baddha), there
is no liberation for that one, because [being in bondage] is their nature.
There is also no bondage (bandha) for a liberated being (mukta), because
being liberated is always their nature. It is simply the case (kevalam) that
the mental continuum (cittasantāna) has not yet become pure, but a later
pure part (bhāga) [will] occur in it due to a particular [causal] complex
(sāmagrı̄viśes.a). In that case, the state of transmigrating (sam. sāritā) itself
is not established in the later pure [part].22

From an ultimate point of view (paramārthatah. ), however, there is not
any transmigrating being (sam. sārin), because the momentary phases
(ks.an. a) do not transmigrate and because the continuum ultimately
does not exist. Therefore, the logical reason “since [a living being]

five aggregates (skandha) that constitute a living being. Cf. PV 2.146c: duh. kham.
sam. sārin. ah. skandhāh. . Jayanta and Yamāri also indicate this. PVAT. D335b1–3,
P393b8–394a3: ’dus byas pa can* gyi phung po’i ngo bo gang yin pa de rgyu tshang ba
la sogs pa dang ldan pa ma yin nam / ji ltar ’di ’gog pa yin / ’gog pa yin na (na P; no
D) ji ltar ’khor ba pa yin snyam du sems pa ni ’khor phyir zhes bya ba’o // (* “’dus byas
pa can” is probably a mistranslation of “sam. sārin,” as Matsuoka suggests); PVAN
182v3: nanu yat sam. sāri skandharūpam. tad dhetusākalyādimad iti katham asya nirodhah. ?
nirodhe vā katham. sam. sāri? ity āśaṅkate— sam. sāritvād iti.

22 Cf. PVAT D128a1, P151a3: phyi ma dag pa’i cha ni. . . .
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is transmigrating” is not established. Neither is there any agent of
liberation (moktr. ), for whom there would be liberation.23

After presenting a short introduction to the section of the truth of cessation
and quoting PV 2.190, Prajñākaragupta first explains the four aspects (ākāra)
of the truth of cessation according to the system of the sixteen aspects of the
Four Nobles’ Truths.24 In this explanation, he gives the specific counterargu-
ments implied in relation to each of the aspects. Then, in relation to the first of
these, nirodhatah. , he literally annotates the statement found in PV 2.190a, “the
[suffering] is non-eternal (tad anātyantikam).” Incidentally, Prajñākaragupta
does not comment at all on the reason given by Dharmakı̄rti, “because an
impediment etc. to [its] cause can occur (hetoh. pratibandhādisam. bhavāt).”

Next, Prajñākaragupta annotates PV 2.190cd, where the following sup-
posed counterargument is the subject of consideration:

There is no liberation for a living being, because it is transmigrating.

Here, the opponent, assuming the same subject for transmigration and
liberation, objects that the conflicting natures of transmigration and liberation
cannot reside in the same entity. In response, Dharmakı̄rti criticizes this op-
ponent’s argument depending on the two reasons: is. t.atvāt and aprasiddhitah. .
The commentators’ interpretations differ slightly in terms of how to interpret
each of the two reasons and how to relate them to the subject, but we will not
go into these details here. According to Prajñākaragupta, at least, these two
reasons point to two separate faults in the opponent’s argument.25

23 This last passage is translated in Pecchia (2015: 185–186) as well.
24 The system of the sixteen aspects of the Four Nobles’ Truths is taught in the Abhid-

harmakośa and other texts, but the direct source of Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation
has not yet been identified. For related information, see e.g. Eltschinger (2010: 30,
fn. 8).

25 Devendrabuddhi has a similar idea to that of Prajñākaragupta. PVP D82a5, P
94a7–8: de bas na grub pa la sgrub pa yin pa’i phyir skyon yod pa ma yin no // ma grub
phyir yang (yang corr. [cf. PVT. D130a2, P160a4]; nang P) / skyon yod pa ma (ma
corr.; na P) yin no // (ma grub phyir. . . yin no // P; n.e. D). Manorathanandin, on the
other hand, seems to understand the second reason to be a supplementary reason
to the first, and the translations of Vetter (1984: 92) and Pecchia (2015: 135) seem
to follow this understanding.
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The first reason “is. t.atvāt” means, according to the PVA, that the Buddhists
themselves accept the claim that the same entity cannot have the conflicting
natures of transmigration and liberation, which the opponent pointed out
as a problem. Actually, transmigration and liberation reside in different
subjects, and a unitary, enduring substratum, such as an eternal ātman, is
not recognized. The subject of transmigration, a living being, consists of the
five aggregates (skandha) which repeatedly perish as soon as they arise.

Here Prajñākaragupta employs the Buddhist term “mental continuum
(cittasantāna)” to describe the manner of existence of a living being. He
recognizes the cittasantāna as a continuum of momentary cognitions, which
he assumes to have two parts, i.e., the contaminated and the pure (pariśud-
dha/viśuddha). The former part is contaminated by defilements and has not
yet become pure (apariśuddha), but the subsequent pure part will arise when
the defilements are removed and the preparation for liberation is completed.
The situation immediately before the pure part occurs is called its particular
causal complex (sāmagrı̄viśes.a). In such a case, the state of transmigrating
(sam. sāritā) belongs to the previous contaminated part and the state of being
liberated belongs to the later pure part. These properties indeed qualify
the same continuum, but not the same part of it; accordingly, they are
successfully established despite their incompatibility. This can be illustrated
as follows:

......

sāmagrı̄viśes.a

apariśuddha
sam. sārin

pariśuddha/viśuddha
mukta, asam. sārin

The second reason “aprasiddhitah. ” is introduced to show the fault of the rea-
son in the opponent’s argument, “because it is transmigrating (sam. sāritvāt)”:
the proving property is not established (asiddha) in the subject concerned.
This is firstly explained based on the cittasantāna-model described above.
That is, the state of transmigrating (sam. sāritva) is not established in the later
pure part. The Buddhist recognizes liberation strictly in this later part, so this
should be the subject of the argument if one would deny liberation.
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Prajñākaragupta further advances the argument on the level of ultimate
truth (pramārthatah. ), where the continuum, which is in fact conceptually
conceived, is dismissed and only momentary cognitions are accepted as real
entities. In that case, there is no connection between the preceding and
following moments and the passage of time is never recognized, so the idea
of transmigration, which presupposes the passage of time, will not hold.
Therefore, the reason to the opponent’s argument, the state of transmigrating
is not established anywhere. The concept of liberation is also impossible in
such circumstances.

3. Ravigupta’s Pramān. avārttikavr.tti on PV 2.190

Ravigupta writes his commentary basically reusing the text of the PVA
explained above, but he inserts a rather long excursus on liberation between
the commentary on v. 190ab and that on v. 190cd.26 This excursus can be
divided into two parts: an opponent’s counterargument and Ravigupta’s
response to it. These will be discussed in turn in the following sections.

3.1. Opponent’s Counterargument

The whole of the opponent’s counterargument is presented first as follows:

PVV (R) D370b6–371a2, P231a3–7: ’o na gal te shes pa’i rgyun chad pa nyid
thar pa ste / me bzhin du mya ngan las ’da' par ’dod na / ’o na ni tha ma’i sems
yod pa nyid du mi ’gyur te / don byed pa dang bral ba’i phyir ro // ’on te thams
cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes skyed par nus pa tha ma’i sems la yod na ni / ’o na tha

26 PVV(R) D370b2–5, P230b4–231a1 corresponds to PVA 136,20–137,1, which com-
ments on v. 190a, and R (D371b3–6, P232a3–6) corresponds to PVA 137,1–6,
which comments on v. 190cd. After the commentary on v. 190a and before
the excursus, Ravigupta comments on the phrase expressing the reason “hetoh.
pratibandhādisam. bhavāt” in v. 190ab, on which Prajñākaragupta does not comment.
R (D370b5–6, P231a1–2): de ci’i phyir zhe na / sdug bsngal gyi rgyu la gegs byed pa
la sogs pa srid pa’i phyir te / sogs pa’i sgras ni rgyu ma tshang ba la sogs pa gzung
ngo // sdug bsngal gyi rgyu dang bral na sdug bsngal nyid kyang ldog par ’gyur ba’i
phyir ’gog par srid pa yin no //. The first half of this annotation is almost identical
to Devendrabuddhi’s commentary. PVP D81b5–6, P93b7–8: ci’i phyir zhe na / sdug
bsngal gyi rgyu la (la P; las D) gags sogs srid phyir ro // sogs pa smos pas ni ma tshang
ba srid pa’i phyir ro //.
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ma nyid du yang mi ’gyur ro // ’on te thams cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes la tha ma’i
sems grogs byed pa tsam yin te / shes pa gzhan gyi nye bar len par mi ’gyur bas
tha ma nyid yin na ni / (na ni / P; no // D) ’o na nye bar len pa’i rgyu ci yin /
rigs mthun pa’o zhe na / ’dod chags dang (dang P; n.e. D) bral ba dang / thams
cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes dag la rigs mthun pa yod pa ma yin nam / ji ltar tha
ma’i sems nye bar len pa ma yin / gal te yang de la nus pa gang du yang med
do zhe (zhe D; ce P) na / de’i tshe dngos po med pa nyid du ’gyur la / de med
na yang de’i gong ma yang med pas snga ma snga ma med par ’gyur te / don
byed pa med pa’i phyir ma yin nam zhe na /

[An opponent says] if liberation (thar pa, *moks.a) is in fact the an-
nihilation of the mental continuum (shes pa’i rgyun chad pa, *jñāna-
santānoccheda), which is recognized to be extinguished (mya ngan las
’da' pa, *nirvān. a) like a fire, then [an Arhat’s] final moment of mind
(tha ma’i sems, *caramacitta) would not exist, because it lacks causal
efficacy (*arthakriyā). If the final moment of mind were able to cause
the cognition of an omniscient being (thams cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes,
*sarvajñajñāna), then [it] would not be the last [moment of mind] either.

If [you say that] the final moment of mind is only an assisting cause
(grogs byed pa, *sahakārin) of the cognition of an omniscient being and
would not be the material [cause] (nye bar len pa, *upādāna) of another
cognition, so it would be the final [moment of mind], then [I would ask]
what is the material cause (nye bar len pa’i rgyu, *upādānakāran. a)?

If [you say that the material cause is] a thing of the same kind (rigs
mthun pa, *tulyajātı̄ya), then [I would reply that] the cognition of the
being without desire ('dod chags dang bral ba, *vı̄tarāga) [i.e., Arhat] and
that of an omniscient being are of the same kind, are they not? Why
would the [Arhat’s] final moment of mind not be the material cause [of
the cognition of the omniscient being]? [It must be so.]

If the [final moment of mind] does not have any capacity, then [it] would
not be a real entity (dngos po, *vastu). If the [final moment] does not exist,
then the previous [moment] would not exist either. Therefore, each prior
[moment of mind] would not exist due to lacking causal efficacy.

The opponent begins his argument, assuming that liberation is the annihila-
tion of the mental continuum (*jñānasantānoccheda) using the metaphor of an
extinguished fire, which is frequently associated with the word nirvān. a. This
idea is along the same lines as the cittasantāna-model that was explained in
the analysis of the PVA. After the pure part of the continuum has occurred
(which may correspond to liberation with remainder, or sopadiśes.anirvān. a),
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perfect liberation (parinirvān. a),27 which may correspond to liberation with-
out remainder, or nirupadhiśes.anirvān. a)28 is achieved due to the final extinc-
tion of the body, and the mental continuum is annihilated.

The opponent argues here that the final moment of mind lacks causal
efficacy and is thus non-existent because it produces no result. On the other
hand, if the final moment of mind had the ability to cause the cognition
of an omniscient being, then it would not be the final moment of mind.
The opponent further assumes the Buddhist reply that the final moment
of mind is only an assisting cause (*sahakārin), but not a material cause
(*upādānakāran. a), for the cognition of the omniscient being, so it would in
fact be the last moment of mind in that continuum. This supposed Buddhist
account can be illustrated as follows:

...... ......

......

sarvajñajñāna

......

sahakārin, not upādānakāran. a

uccheda = liberation

avı̄tarāga vı̄tarāga
arhat

caramacitta

The argument up to this point is closely related to the following discussion
in Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. aviniścaya, the Svārthānumāna chapter (PVin 2):

PVin 2 79,5–8: caramasya tarhi ks.an. asyānupākhyatāprasaṅgah. . na, sattvasaṅ-
khyātaks.an. āntarānupādānatālaks.an. atvāc caramatvasya. bhavaty eva hi tasyā-
pi jñeyavyāpini jñāne ’ntaśah. sāmarthyam. virūpe ’pi dhātau. dhātvantare tv
anekopakāra eva syāt.

[Objection:] In that case [i.e., if something that has the characteristic
of lacking the expression of the capacity for anything is inexpressible

27 The word “parinirvān. a” is used by Dharmottara in the relevant context. See fn. 30.
28 Cf. AKVy 39,29 on AKBh 12,1: caramam. cittam iti nirupadhiśes.anirvān. akāle.
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(nirupākhyā)],29 [then an Arhat’s] final moment [of mind on the occasion
of perfect liberation (parinirvān. a)]30 would be inexpressible.

[Dharmakı̄rti’s answer: This is] not true, because the property of
being final (caramatva) is characterized as not being the material cause
(upādāna) for the [subsequent] different moment [of mind], which
[would] be counted as a living being (sattva). For, even the [final
moment of mind] has some capacity with respect to the cognition that
pervades the object to be cognized [i.e., the cognition of an omniscient
being] in the formless realm, while [it] would [have] various functions
(upakāra) in the other [two] realms [i.e., the desire realm (kāmadhātu) and
the form realm (rūpadhātu)].31

Here, Dharmakı̄rti argues two points, namely, (i) that the Arhat’s final
moment of mind is indeed final because it is not the material cause for
another moment of mind, and (ii) that it is not non-existent because it at least
has capacity with respect to the cognition of an omniscient being.32

Ravigupta’s opponent, however, does not stop his argument here, but
goes further to raise the question of how to distinguish between a material
cause and an assisting cause. If the distinctive feature of a material cause
compared to an assisting cause is supposed to be its similarity to its result
(tulyajātı̄yatā),33 then we must admit that there are not a few similarities even

29 PVin 2 79,4: sarvasāmarthyopākhyāvirahalaks.an. am. nirupākhyam; PVinT. S 17,13–18,1:
sarvatra sāmarthyam, tasyopākhyā vyapadeśah. , tayā viraho vaikalyam. laks. an. am.
yasya, kāryakriyānimittakena vyapadeśena vikalam avastu nirupākhyam. The meaning
of the word “nirupākhyā” has been discussed in many studies. First of all, see
Steinkellner (1979: 89, fn. 323).

30 PVinT. S 18,7–8: caramasyety arhatah. paścimo yaś cittaks.an. ah. parinirvān. akāle, sa
carama ucyate.

31 Cf. Steinkellner (1979: 89–91); Sakai (2010: 18–19; 49–50; 69–70; 148–150); Sakai
(2017: 120).

32 To explain this kind of capacity, Dharmottara uses the term “assisting cause” (sa-
hakārikāran. a). PVinT. S 18,11: tatah. sahakārikāran. abhāvād vastutvam. The unidentified
Buddhist opponent appears in the Brahmasiddhi of Man. d. ana Miśra calls it the
“observed-object condition” (ālambanapratyaya), as we will see later. BS 15,12; 14.
Cf. Steinkellner (1979: 91, fn. 328f).

33 This Sanskrit wording “tulyajātı̄ya(tā)” is corroborated by the parallel passage
found in BS 15,14–15: yadi tulyajātı̄yam upādānam, na muktacittasārvajñajñānayos
tulyajātı̄yatā nāsti. As for the concept of tulyajātı̄ya in the context of samanantara-
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between the Arhat’s final moment of mind and its cognition by an omniscient
being. For example, they are both cognition and have eliminated all desires.
Therefore, the possibility that the former is the material cause for the latter
is not excluded. Furthermore, the opponent closes his argument by pointing
out the undesirable consequence that all preceding moments would not exist
if the final moment of mind does not exist due to the absence of any capacity.

To summarize, Ravigupta raises the following two points as an oppo-
nent’s objection to Dharmakı̄rti’s original discussion:

• The two types of causes, i.e. material and assisting, could not be
distinguished if the distinctive feature of a material cause is supposed
to be the similarity to its result.

• All of the preceding moments of the continuum would be non-existent
if the last moment of mind is non-existent.

Interestingly, we can find a similar argument in a passage from Man. d. ana
Miśra’s Brahmasiddhi (BS).34 By comparing the above opponent’s view with
the discussion in BS, we can get a clearer picture of the opponent’s idea. In
the context of explaining that Brahman is immortal (amr. ta) and unborn (aja),
Man. d. ana Miśra criticizes the Buddhist theory that insists on the annihilation
of the mental continuum, provisionally admitting momentary cognitions.
The discussion is as follows.

BS 15,2–8: api cābhyupagamyāpi ks.an. ikam. vijñānam anādinidhanāyā eva
sam. tater muktisam. sārāv abhyupetau. sa hy antyah. ks.an. ah. kim. cit kāryam
ārabheta vā, na vā. ārambhe nāntya iti tadabhāvān nocchedah. . anārambhe
sarvaśaktivirahād asallaks.an. āt tasyāsattvam. tasminn asati sarve ’py anenaiva
kramen. āsantah. santāninah. syuh. . tadabhāve santāna eva nāsti, kasyocchedah. .

Moreover, liberation and transmigration should be approved only in
the continuum that has neither beginning nor end, even if momentary
cognitions are admitted. That is, the final moment [of mind] either
produces some result or does not [produce any result]. If it produces
[some result], then [it would] not be the final [moment of mind].
Therefore, since the [final moment of mind] does not exist, there is no
annihilation [of the continuum]. If it [does not produce any result],

pratyaya and upādāna, see Vetter (1964: 20ff.), Steinkellner (1979: 90, fn. 326), and
others.

34 Steinkellner (1979: 89–88, fn. 324) has already pointed out that this portion of the
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the [final moment of mind would] not exist due to lacking all capacity,
which is characteristic of the non-existent. If the [final moment of mind]
does not exist, then all the parts of the continuum (santānin) would be
non-existent according to this same reasoning. Since [all] the [parts of
the continuum] do not exist, the continuum itself does not exist. What
does the annihilation belong to?35

Man. d. ana Miśra gives two alternatives here, one in which the final moment
of mind produces some result and the other in which it does not, and then
argues that the annihilation of the continuum is not established in either case.
If the final moment of mind produces some result, then it would not be the
final moment of mind after all, and no annihilation would be established. If
it does not produce any result, then it would not exist since it would lack all
capacity, and likewise, all the preceding parts of the continuum would not
exist either, so the continuum itself would not exist. Its annihilation is thus
naturally impossible. The argument in response to this second alternative,
that the non-existence of the final moment of mind would result in the non-
existence of all parts of the continuum, i.e., all the moments constituting the
mental continuum, seems to have some influence on the second point that
Ravigupta added.

Man. d. ana Miśra continues as follows:

BS 15,8–17: athārabhata eva kāryam antyah. santānāntare sārvajñe, sati
hetuphalabhāve katham. santānāntaram. na hetuphalabhāvād anyad eka-
santater vyavasthāpakam. na hetuphalabhāvamātrād ekasantativyavasthā,
api tu upādānahetuphalabhāvāt. na ca sārvajñasya jñānasya caramaks.an. a
upādānam. ālambanapratyayo hi sah. , samanantarapratyayaś copādānam.
svasantatipatitasamanantarapratyayajanyam. ca sārvajñam. jñānam, ālamba-
napratyayo ’sya caramaks.an. ah. . yadi tulyajātı̄yam upādānam, na mukta-
cittasārvajñajñānayos tulyajātı̄yatā nāsti. yo ’pi manyate—vilaks.an. akārye
santatyuccheda iti, tasya rūpajñānaprabandhe vis.ayāntaravijñānān nirvān. a-
prasaṅgah. . katham. cit tulyatāyām anirvān. am ity alam atiprasaṅgena.

[Objection by the Buddhist opponent:] The final [moment of mind]
certainly produces the result in another [mental] continuum of an
omniscient being.

Brahmasiddhi contains a discussion related to PVin 2.
35 Cf. Vetter 1969: 72–73.
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[Man. d. ana’s Answer:] How is [the continuum of the omniscient being
determined to be] a different continuum [from that of the Arhat] when
they share a cause-and-effect relation? [For,] there is no other way to
determine [that X is in] the same continuum [as Y] than a cause-and-
effect relation [between them].

[Objection]: [X] is determined to be in the same continuum [as Y] not
depending on a mere cause-and-effect relation (hetuphalabhāvamātra),
but on the basis of the relation of the material cause and [its] result
(upādhānahetuphalabhāva). [An Arhat’s] final moment [of mind] is not the
material cause for [its] cognition by an omniscient being. For, the [final
moment of mind] is the observed-object condition (ālambanapratyaya),
while the material cause is a similar and immediately preceding con-
dition (samanantarapratyaya). Moreover, the cognition of the omniscient
being is caused by the similar and immediately preceding condition that
belongs to its own continuum, [and the Arhat’s] final moment [of mind]
is its observed-object condition.

[Answer:] If the material cause is a thing of the same kind, it is not the
case that the mind of a liberated being [i.e., Arhat] and the cognition
of an omniscient being are not of the same kind, [and consequently, the
former would be the material cause for the latter.] [The opponent] thinks
that the continuum is annihilated when a result that has a different
nature [occurs]. For him, the undesirable consequence would follow
that liberation [as annihilation would be achieved] just by the cognition
of different objects [e.g., auditory objects] when the cognition of visual
objects continues.

[Objection]: [This is not the case because] they are similar in some way.

[Answer:] If so, there would be no liberation. The above is sufficient for
[demonstrating] the over-application [of the concept of “immortal” and
“unborn”].36

Man. d. ana Miśra points out the difficulty with explaining that an Arhat’s final
moment of mind and its cognition by an omniscient being belong to two
separate continua if a causal relation is recognized as obtaining between
them. In response, the Buddhist opponent tries to avoid this problem by
appealing to the distinction between the material cause and the observed-
object condition, i.e., the assisting cause, as Dharmakı̄rti does. However,
in that case, it would necessarily follow that the Arhat’s final moment of

36 Cf. Vetter 1969: 73.
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mind would be the material cause for its cognition by the omniscient being
and they would thus belong to the same continuum if the material cause is
characterized by its similarity to the result, which we already discussed as
the first point added by Ravigupta. Otherwise, if a different kind of result
brings about the annihilation of the continuum, then any mental continuum
would be annihilated just by cognizing a different kind of object than before
and liberation would be easily achieved. As mentioned above, both of the
points that Ravigupta adds to Dharmakı̄rti’s discussion of this opponent’s
argument can be traced to Man. d. ana Miśra’s BS.

3.2. Ravigupta’s answer

Now, we get to the main topic, Ravigupta’s own discussion. How does he
deal with these objections raised by the opponent?

PVV(R) D371a2–4, P231a7–b1: de ni ma yin te / sdug bsngal ’gog pa tsam
nyid thar pa ste / de dag snga phyir rtog (rtog P; rtogs D) na rigs pa med par
brtsad pa yin no // gal te tha ma’i sems la tha dad pa’i don byed pa med pa de
lta na yang rang rig pa’i phyir ji ltar med pa yin / ’di ltar dmigs pa la yod par
brjod do // ’o na zla ba gnyis su snang ba yang yod par ’gyur ro zhe na / de ltar
yang ’di shes pa’i ngo bo nyid kyis yod pa’o zhes bshad par bya’o // don byed
pa’i mtshan nyid yod pa yang ’dir dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid kyi don ’di nyid yin
no //

[Answer:] This is not true. Liberation is simply the mere cessation
of suffering (sdug bsngal ’gog pa tsam, *duh. khanirodhamātra). If [you]
assume these two [i.e., suffering and its cessation, or transmigration and
liberation] to be the prior and subsequent, then [your] objection (brtsad
pa, *vivāda) is unreasonable (rigs pa med pa, *ayukta). Even if the final
moment of mind does not have causal efficacy for anything different
[from itself], it is aware of itself (rang rig pa, *svasam. vedana), so why does
it not exist? For, perception (dmigs pa, *upalambha) is called existence (yod
pa, *sattā).

[Objection:] in that case, even the moon appearing as double (zla ba gnyis
su snang ba, *dvyābhāso candrah. ) [in a perception of patient with an eye
disease] would exist.

[Answer:] Even so, it can be explained [as follows:] this [double moon]
exists as the nature of the perception. The existence is [normally] char-
acterized by causal efficacy (don byed pa’i mtshan nyid, *arthakriyālaks.an. a),
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but it means here that which is characterized by perception (dmigs pa’i
mtshan nyid, *upalabdhilaks.an. a).

Ravigupta begins his response with another definition of liberation: “lib-
eration is the mere cessation of suffering (*duh. khanirodhamātra),” probably
giving up the previous definition as the annihilation of the mental continuum
(*jñānasantānoccheda). Moreover, he explains the causal efficacy of the final
moment of mind not by the non-simultaneous causal relation with the
cognition of an omniscient being, but by the simultaneous self-awareness
of the final moment of mind itself. This idea is based on the so-called
sattopalambhavāda, i.e., the theory claiming that “to be is to perceive/to
be perceived,” which was put forward by Dharmakı̄rti and elaborated by
Prajñākaragupta.37 Based on this theory, Ravigupta argues that even the
double moon observed by an eye disease patient is existent as the nature of
his perception.

In that case, the existence of the final moment of mind can be asserted
without appealing to the causal relationship with its cognition by an omni-
scient being. Consequently, Ravigupta successfully avoids the problem that
we cannot distinguish between the mental continuum of the Arhat and that
of the omniscient being in the case where any causal relation is recognized
between them, which was raised by Ravigupta’s opponent and Man. d. ana
Miśra, as we have seen.

Ravigupta has presented his own interpretation of the causal efficacy of
the final moment of mind in this way, and then responds separately to the
various difficulties pointed out by the opponent.

PVV(R) D371a4–6, P231b1–5: gzhan yang ji ltar don byed pa ni rgyu yod pa
de ltar bskyed par bya ba’i ’bras bu yang yod de / yang gang rgyu’i mtshan nyid
can yin pas dngos po’o (po’o P; po’i D) zhes gsungs so // de bas na tha mas don
byed pa med na (na D; n.e. P) rgyu dang ’bras bur ’brel pa’i yod pa ma (ma
G273b2; n.e. DP) yin / gal te yang thams cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes skyed par
tha ma’i sems la nus pa yod na / de’i tshe tha ma (ma P; ma’i D) nyid du ’gyur
ba ma yin no zhes brjod pa de ni shin tu ’brel pa med pa ste / ’di ltar tha ma’i
sems thams cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes kyi grogs byed pa ste / dper na myu gu
la sa bzhin no // sa myu gu’i rgyu ni ma yin gyi / myu gu gnas na sa’i rgyun
’chad pa ma yin te / sa bon ni myu gu dang rgyud gcig pa’o // de bzhin du ’dod

37 On the theory of sattopalambhavāda, see Moriyama 2023.
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chags dang ma bral ba’i rgyun chad kyang thams cad mkhyen pa’i rgyun ’jug
pa yin no //

Moreover, [the opponent] said, “it is said that the effect to be produced
exists just as the cause [that has] causal efficacy exists, and that a thing is
a real entity (dngos po, *vastu) by virtue of having the character of a cause.
Therefore, [the last moment of mind] that has a cause-and-effect relation
(rgyu dang ’bras bur ’brel pa, *kāryakāran. asam. bandha) [with its cognition by
an omniscient being would] not exist if the last [moment of] mind does
not exert causal efficacy. On the other hand, if [an Arhat’s] final moment
of mind were able to cause [its] cognition by an omniscient being, then it
would not be the final [moment of mind].” This [opponent’s statement]
is totally incoherent (shin tu ’brel pa med pa, *atyantāsam. baddha). For, the
final moment of mind is an assisting cause (grogs byed pa, *sahakārin)
for [its] cognition by the omniscient being, like, for example, soil (sa,
*pr. thivı̄) for a sprout (myu gu, *aṅkura). The soil is not the [direct] cause
for the sprout, but the continuum of the soil is not annihilated if the
sprout continues to exist. [By contrast,] the seed belongs to the same
continuum as the sprout. In the same way, even if the continuum of
a being that has not been freed from desire (’dod chags dang ma bral ba,
*avı̄tarāga) has been annihilated, the continuum of an omniscient being
occurs.38

Ravigupta, like Dharmakı̄rti, argues that the final moment of mind is an
assisting cause for its cognition by an omniscient being in response to the
objection that the final moment of mind would not exist if it did not cause
the cognition of an omniscient being, or if it does cause the cognition, then it
would not be the final moment of mind. He further explains the relationship
using the analogy of the soil, sprout, and seed. The soil is not the direct
cause, or the material cause, for the sprout, but an assisting cause, so they
belong to separate continua. On the other hand, the seed belongs to the same
continuum as the sprout and is its material cause.

Ravigupta goes on:

PVV(R) D371a6–b1, P231b5–8: gang yang shes pa yin pa’i phyir tha ma’i
shes pa ni thams cad mkhyen pa’i ye shes kyi nye bar len par ’gyur ro zhes zer

38 This description seems to presuppose the direct attainment of liberation by
eliminating desire and other defilements, rather than the gradual attainment of
liberation from sopadhiśes.anirvān. a to nirupadhiśes.anirvān. a. In any case, this last
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ba ’di la smras pa ni / spyir mthun pa tsam nye bar len pa nyid du ’dod na / sa
yang sa’i ngo bo dang ldan pa’i phyir myu gu’i nye bar len par ’gyur ro //

yang na dper na rgyud gzhan gyi shes pa la dmigs nas / rjes su dpag pa’i shes
pa skye ba de ni rgyud tha dad pa yin pa de bzhin du / thams cad mkhyen pa’i
ye shes kyang ’dod chags dang ma bral ba’i sems la dmigs pa yin gyi / de’i nye
bar len pa ni ma yin pa’i phyir / sdug bsngal log pa’i ngo bo nyid thar pa yin
no //

Moreover, [the opponent said,] “the final cognition [i.e., the final
moment of mind] would be the material cause for the cognition of
an omniscient being because it is a cognition,” to which I respond
[as follows:] if whatever is generally similar (spyir mthun pa tsam) is
recognized as the material cause, the soil would also be the material
cause for the sprout, because it has the nature of the earth element
[which is similar to the sprout].

In addition, for example, an inferential cognition may occur with regard
to (dmigs nas, *ālambya)39 a cognition that belongs to a continuum [X],
but this [inferential cognition] belongs to a different continuum [Y]. In
the same way, the cognition of an omniscient being [occurs] with regard
to the mind of a being that has not been freed from desire (’dod chags dang
ma bral ba’i sems, *avı̄tarāgacitta), but does not have that as its material
cause. Therefore, liberation has the opposite nature to suffering.

In the counterargument discussed earlier, the opponent characterized the
material cause by its similarity to the result, which leads to the undesirable
consequence that the final moment of mind would be the material cause for
its cognition by an omniscient being. Ravigupta, on the other hand, points
out the absurdity of defining a material cause by similarity in general. If X is
allowed to be the material cause for Y just by their similarity in general, then,

sentence requires further discussion. See fn. 40.
39 I translate the phrase “. . . la dmigs nas” as “with regard to. . . ,” mainly considering

the original meaning of the Tibetan word “dmigs,” i.e., “to think,” “to construe
in one’s mind,” etc. (see, for example, Jäschke’s Tibetan-English Dictionary). On
the other hand, the assumed original Sanskrit is ālambya, the continuative form of
the verb ā

√
lamb-, often translated as “depending on.” In this context, however,

the object of ā
√

lamb- is not mere support, but rather objective support for any
cognition. Therefore, the translation “with regard to” may be appropriate for the
Sanskrit term as well.



Ravigupta’s Analysis of Liberation 559

for example, the soil would be the material cause for the sprout because they
are similar in having the nature of the earth element.

Ravigupta also argues that the way in which an omniscient being cognizes
the mind of a being that has not been freed from desire (*avı̄tarāgacitta)40 is
the same as the way in which one person infers the cognition that belongs
to a different continuum. Furthermore, keeping in mind the definition of
liberation as "the mere cessation of suffering (*duh. khanirodhamātra)" provided
at the beginning of this section, he states that liberation has the opposite
nature to suffering.

Ravigupta concludes the excursus with yet another interpretation of
liberation.

PVV(R) D371b1–2, P231b8–232a2: gzhan yang 'dod chags la sogs pas dben
pa’i sems ni thar pa ste / rgyun chad pa ni ma yin no // ’dod chags la sogs pa
nyid glo bur ba yin pa’i phyir / rnam par thar pa’i rigs kyi sems ni shes pa snga
ma dang ’brel pa’i phyir ’gag par mi ’gyur ro // des na yongs su dag pa’i sems
’dod chags dang bral ba rtag tu yod pa’o //

Furthermore, Liberation is a mind free from desire, etc. (’dod chags la
sogs pas dben pa’i sems, *rāgādiviviktacitta), not the annihilation of the
continuum. Since desire, etc. are accidental (glo bur ba, *āgantuka), the
mind that belongs to the liberated class is connected to the previous
cognition, so there would be no cessation. Therefore, the pure (yongs su
dag pa, *pariśuddha) mind that is without desire always exists.

Here, Ravigupta presents another definition of liberation: "Liberation is
a mind free from desire, etc. (*rāgādiviviktacitta)," and clearly rejects the
definition as the annihilation of the mental continuum. He also states that
defilements such as desire are only accidental, and that the pure mind always
exists. This can be illustrated as follows:

40 It should be noted that Ravigupta exclusively mentions the relation between the
mind of a being that has not been freed from desire (*avı̄tarāga) and its cognition
by an omniscient being in his response, while the relation between a being without
desire (*vı̄tarāga, mukta), i.e. an Arhat, and its cognition is discussed in the
opponent’s counterargument and the parallel passage from BS. That may reflect
the change in the view of liberation as discussed in fn. 38 .
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...... ......

pariśuddhacitta liberation

rāgādi, āgantuka

Behind this explanation of liberation lies the so-called prabhāsvaracitta theory,
which Dharmakı̄rti mentions in PV 2.208.41 The nature of the mind is always
pure and luminous, whereas the defilements like desire are only accidental.

4. Conclusion

In conclusion, let me briefly summarize the contents of Ravigupta’s excursus.
The opponent began his counterargument with the definition of liberation
as “the annihilation of the mental continuum (*cittasantānoccheda),” and
discussed the issue of the causal relation between an Arhat’s final moment of
mind and its cognition by an omniscient being. It is clear that the opponent’s
argument is based on Dharmakı̄rti’s statement in PVin 2 79,5-8, where he
makes the following two points:

• The Arhat’s final moment of mind is safely final because it is not the
material cause for another moment of mind.

• The Arhat’s final moment of mind is not non-existent because it has the
capacity to cause its cognition by an omniscient being

According to this line of reasoning, the distinction between the two kinds of
causes, the material cause (upādānakārana) and the assisting cause (sahakārin),
or observed-object condition (ālambanapratyaya), plays an important role.
Criticizing these claims, the opponent in Ravigupta’s commentary adds the
following two objections, with similar ideas put forward in the Brahmasiddhi
of Man. d. ana Miśra:

• These two kinds of causes could not be distinguished if the distinctive
feature of a material cause were the similarity to its result.

41 PV 2.208: prabhāsvaram idam. cittam. prakr. tyāgantavo malāh. / (This mind is luminous



Ravigupta’s Analysis of Liberation 561

• All preceding moments of mind would be non-existent if the final
moment of mind is non-existent.

Ravigupta’s response offers an alternative definition of liberation as “the
mere cessation of suffering (*duh. khanirodhamātra).” He also adopts an original
method for explaining the causal efficacy of the final moment of mind
owing to the self-awareness of itself, which is based on Prajñākaragupta’s
sattopalambhavāda. In this way, he avoids the difficulties involved in appeal-
ing to causal relations in his argument. In addition, as a supplement to
Dharmakı̄rti’s argument, Ravigupta reiterates that the final moment of mind
is only the assisting cause for its cognition by an omniscient being and points
out the absurdity of characterizing a material cause by similarity to its result
in general. At the end of the excursus, he presents yet another definition
of liberation, “a mind free from desire, etc. (*rāgādiviviktacitta),” which is
based on the theory of prabhāsvaracitta that is presented in PV 2.208, and
completely dismisses the definition of liberation as the cessation of the mental
continuum.

As we have seen above, Ravigupta’s excursus provides these three defini-
tions of liberation:

(1) the annihilation of the mental continuum (*cittasantānoccheda)
(2) the mere cessation of suffering (*duh. khanirodhamātra)
(3) a mind free from desire, etc. (*rāgādiviviktacitta)

Although (1) is expressed as a premise in the opponent’s argument, which
probably derives from the Abhidharma tradition, Dharmakı̄rti seems to
accept it, at least in PVin 2 79,5–8. Ravigupta, on the other hand, goes on
to (2) and then (3), discarding (1) altogether. This sort of change in the view
of liberation can be observed in several other discussions by Dharmakı̄rti’s
successors42 and requires further investigation.

by its nature; the defilements are accidental). Cf. Vetter 1984:108.
42 For example, Inami (1998: 18–21) cites and elaborates on PVV(R) and PVAT.

on PV 2.45–46, Śāntaraks.ita’s Tattvasaṅgraha vv. 1916–1917 with Kamalaśı̄la’s
Pañjikā, Ratnakı̄rti’s Sarvajñasiddhi, and Moks.ākaragupta’s Tarkabhās. ā, along with
overview by Go rams pa and rGyal tshab rje. Śāntaraks.ita and Kamalaśı̄la imply
that this kind of understanding comes from the Mahāyāna tradition.
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BS Brahmasiddhi (Man. d. anamiśra). Ed. S. Kuppuswami Sastri. Brahmasiddhi by
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mānam. Teil 2. Wien.
T Tibetan translation of PVA. D4221, P5719.
Tani, T. 2000. The Momentary Destruction of Existence. Tokyo.
Vetter. T. 1964. Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharmakı̄rti. Wien.
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The Reliability of Yogic Perception
for Dharmakı̄rti, Prajñākaragupta and Jñānaśrı̄mitra*

M O R I Y A M A S h i n y a
S h i n s h u U n i v e r s i t y , M a t s u m o t o

0. Introduction

Within Dharmakı̄rti’s theory of perception and the larger framework of Bud-
dhist epistemology, yogic perception (yogipratyaks.a), which had its origins
in the Buddhist tradition of meditative practice, is analyzed as part of the
inquiry into the validity of our cognitive experience. Since the first study
by Ernst Steinkellner (1978) on this specific form of cognition, it has been
examined by a number of modern scholars from various viewpoints.1 Nev-
ertheless, there are still some points needing further investigation. Among
them, and what I will explore in this paper, is the problem of the reliability of
this type of religious experience.

Regarding reliability, we may first recall the definition of pramān. a given by
Dharmakı̄rti in his Pramān. avārttika (PV) II.1: “A means of valid cognition is
a cognition that does not belie [its promise]” (pramānam avisam. vādi jñānam).2

As suggested by the term ‘a-visam. vāda,’ which literally means “not belying

* This article is based on my presentation at the symposium “Philology, Philosophy
and the History of Buddhism: 60 Years of Austrian–Japanese Cooperation,” which
was convened by the Institute for Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia of the
Austrian Academy of Sciences and held at the University of Vienna on 11 Nov. 2019.
Moreover, the first two sections are based on the paper “Yōga gyōja no chokkan
to zenchi o meguru Purajunyākaraguputa no giron—Pramān. avārttika III 286 no
kaisyaku o megutte” [Prajñākaragupta on yogic perception and omniscience: With
special reference to the interpretation of PV III 286] (Moriyama 2019), which was
written and published in Japanese. However, several substantial revisions were
undertaken for the current paper.

1 See Iwata (1987), Woo (2003), Funayama (2005), Dunne (2006), Eltschinger (2009),
Franco (2011), and others. Of those studies, Iwata (1987) and Franco (2011) focus
on Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of yogic perception in particular.

2 The translation is borrowed from Franco 2022: 439.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 565–590.
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its promise,” if a cognition leads one to successful action toward an object
one desires, that cognition is said to be non-belying, in other words, it is
reliable. To be more precise, the reliability of an initial cognition (C1) of
an object is determined by the subsequent cognition (C2) of that object’s
causal efficacy/purposeful action (arthakriyā). For example, one’s sensory
perception of fire is established as reliable only when there occurs another
perception of seeing the fire burning something.3 However, this avisam. vāda is
not applied to yogic perception, because in meditative practice the perception
itself is assumed to be the goal to be attained. It is not the case that yogic
perception leads the yogin to further meditative practice for an object that
he/she wishes to attain in the future.

What then establishes the reliability of yogic perception? For this point, as
Franco (2011) has suggested, a variant reading of PV III 286, pramān. asam. vādi
for pramān. am. sam. vādi, might help us. If this variant reading is taken
into consideration, we see that the reliability of yogic perception requires
a previous pramān. a establishing the trueness of the object. For example,
since the four nobles’ truths (caturāryasatya) are predetermined as being true
through inference, yogic perception that arises from meditative practice on
these truths is concluded to be a reliable cognition. We see here an inseparable
relationship between yogic perception’s reliability and its being consistent
with other means of valid cognition.4 However, a closer look at the textual
material associated with this verse reveals a complex intellectual-historical
development from Dharmakı̄rti through Prajñākaragupta to Jñānaśrı̄mitra.

3 There are several possible translations of avisam. vāda, for instance, “non-belying,”
“trustworthy,” “reliable,” or “non-deceptive,” but these are all applicable to a
person or his/her words in a primary sense. As an acceptable word for applying to
“cognition,” here I would also choose “reliable.” Thus, I will use expressions such
as “a cognition is reliable with respect to its object.” However, as we will see below,
the word avisam. vāda also implies “without inconsistency with [other pramān. a].”
In such cases, I also use the translation “consistent with” on occasion. For recent
studies on Dharmakı̄rti’s and Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of avisam. vāda in PV
II 1 and its commentary, see Inami 2022, Franco 2022.

4 As we will see below, the term avisam. vāda became an important concept in Buddhist
epistemology after Dignāga’s discussion on the similarity between inference and
the words of authoritative person in PS II 5ab. Dharmakı̄rti offers two interpreta-
tions of the term, namely, (1) being undeniable by perception and inference with
respect to all objects within the verifiable domain (PV I 215, and PVSV thereon), and
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The aim of this paper is to sketch their interpretations of avisam. vāda/sam. vāda
and to clarify their differences and interconnections.

1. Dharmakı̄rti’s explanation of yogic perception and its reliability

Let us start with Dharmakı̄rti’s account of yogic perception in PV III 281–
285.5 The points can be summarized as follows:

(2) being true with respect to the primary human purpose and the means thereof
(PV I 217, and PVSV thereon). Of the two, the second interpretation is the basis
for Dharmakı̄rti’s subsequent discussion in PV II, where the Buddha who teaches
the four nobles’ truths is taken to be the “means of valid cognition.” Cf. Wakahara
1985, Kataoka 2002.

5 PV III 281–285:

prāg uktam. yoginām. jñānam. tes. ām. tad bhāvanāmayam |
vidhūtakalpanājālam. spas. t.am evāvabhāsate ||281||

kāmaśokabhayonmādacaurasvapnādyupaplutāh. |
abhūtān api paśyanti purato ’vasthitān iva ||282||

na vikalpānubaddhasya spas. t. ārthapratibhāsitā |
svapne ’pi smaryate smārttam. na ca tad tādr.garthavat ||283||

aśubhāpr. thivı̄kr. tsnādy abhūtam api varn. yate |
spas. t. ābham. nirvikalpam. ca bhāvanābalanirmitam ||284||

tasmād bhūtam abhūtam. vā yad yad evābhibhāvyate |
bhāvanāparinis.pattau tat sphut. ākalpadhı̄phalam ||285||

The cognition of yogins has already been explained. For them, the [cog-
nition], which is free from the web of conceptual cognition, appears
vividly indeed inasmuch as it arises due to meditative practice. (281)

Those afflicted by madness due to desire, sorrow or fear, and by
[terrifying] dreams about thieves, etc., see also unreal [things] as if they
were right before [their eyes]. (282)

The [cognition] that is connected with conceptual cognition does not
have a vivid appearance of an object. Even in a dream, too, there is
recollection, but this [recollection] does not have such an object (i.e., an
object having a vivid appearance). (283)

[Objects] like impure things and the entire earth [in the air], albeit
unreal, are also taught [in the Buddhist tradition] to have vivid ap-
pearances and to be non-conceptual, inasmuch as they are formed by
meditation. (284)
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• The process of the Buddha’s attainment of the wisdom of the four
nobles’ truths (caturāryasatya), which has already been explained in the
previous chapter (Pramān. asiddhi), shows a model of yogic perception
that is caused by repeated meditative practice (bhāvanā). Since this type
of cognition has a vivid appearance of an object, it is said to be non-
conceptual. In contrast, a conceptual cognition like a dream does not
have such a vivid appearance of an object.

• Cognitions that arise from meditation (bhāvanā) and have vivid ap-
pearances of objects also include hallucinations caused by desire, etc.,
and Buddhist practitioners’ cognitions of unreal objects such as impure
objects and the entire earth in the air.

In this context, to distinguish yogic perception from other meditative cogni-
tions of unreal objects, Dharmakı̄rti states the following verse:

tatra pramān. am. sam. vādi (or pramān. asam. vādi) yat prāṅnirn. ı̄tavastuvat |
tad bhāvanājam. pratyaks.am. is. t.am. śes. ā upaplavāh. ||286||

Tib. (Miyasaka 1971/72: 81):
de la sngar bshad dngos po bzhin || slu ba med can gang yin de ||
bsgoms byung mngon sum tshad mar ’dod || lhag ma nye bar bslang ba

yin ||
PVP (Devendrabuddhi) D211b4–5/P248a4–5: de la (D; de P) bsgoms pa’i

’bras bu’i shes pa de dag la | mi slu ba ni gang yin de (PVMi; te DP) |
sgom ’byung mngon sum tshad mar ’dod || ci dang ’dra bar zhe na |
sngar dpyad dngos po bzhin | sngar bden pa dpyad pa’i skabs su tshad
ma’i dngos po yang dag par bstan pa bzhin no || lhag ma nye bar bslad
pa yin || dper na zad par sa la sogs pa lta bu ’o ||

PVVM (Manorathanandin) 204,9–12: tatra bhāvanābalabhāvis.u spas. t. ānir-
vikalpes.u yat sam. vādi upadarśitārthaprāpakam. tad bhāvanājam.
pratyaks. am. pramān. am is. t.am. kim ivety āha—prāk prathamapari-
cchede nirn. ı̄tam. vastu satyacatus. t.ayam. tasminn iva. (...)

Therefore, regardless of whether [the object] is true or untrue, what-
ever is meditated upon deeply results in a vivid and non-conceptual
cognition [at the end] when the meditation is completed. (285)

The translation is basically from Moriyama (2023). For other translations, see Tosaki
1979: 376–380, Dunne 2006: 516, Eltschinger 2009: 192–195, Franco 2011: 83.
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Dunne 2006: 516: Among these a meditatively induced perception that
is trustworthy is considered to be reliable (pramān. a), as is the case
with [direct awareness of the Noble Truths’] realities that were
previously examined. The remaining [cognition of this type] are
mistaken.

Eltschinger 2009: 195: Among these [vivid and non-conceptual cogni-
tions that result from cultivation, we] accept as a means of valid
cognition [only] that perception which, born of cultivation, is
reliable, just like [the one that is related to] the matter (vastu) [we]
determined above [in chapter two]. All the remaining [cognitions]
are [mere] delusions.

Franco 2011: 84: Among these [non-conceptual awarenesses resulting
from meditation], the [awareness] that corresponds to/is in agree-
ment with a means of knowledge, as in the case of the ob-
ject/subject matter determined above, is accepted as perception
arisen from meditation. The others are [mere] confusions.

According to the Tibetan translation and the two commentaries by Devendra-
buddhi and Manorathanandin, the verse defines yogic perception as a valid
cognition (pramān. a) that is non-belying, i.e., reliable (sam. vādin=avisam. vādin,
slu ba med can).

However, there is a variant reading in pāda a of the verse, namely,
pramān. asam. vādi for pramān. am. sam. vādi. Although the difference involves only
one small point, namely, the presence or absence of an anusvāra, the difference
in meaning is significant. If one follows the variant reading, the main
structure of the verse should be analyzed as defining ‘meditative perception’
with the characteristic of “being consistent with a means of valid cognition”
(pramān. asam. vāditva). In Franco’s long footnote (fn. 28), the two readings
are compared and it is concluded that the variant is preferable. Although
he offers several arguments regarding the interpretation of this verse, his
main claim can be summarized in three points: first, the manuscript of the
Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra (MsB) and the quotation of the verse in Bhāsarvajña’s
Nyāyabhūs.an. a (NBhū 172,5) support the variant reading; second, in Prajñā-
karagupta’s explanation of the verse, his “gloss avisam. vādasambhavi (PVA
327,32) probably corresponds to the compound as a whole,” and “the word
pramān. a does not appear in the commentary and there is no other equivalent
to it”; third, according to Ono’s index (Ono 1996), Dharmakı̄rti’s other usages
of sam. vādin support the variant, and “it seems therefore that Dharmakı̄rti
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does not use the terms sam. vāda/in in the meaning of ‘trustworthy, non-
belying’ (avisam. vāda/in).”

Regarding Franco’s first point, the NBhū’s reading should be corrected
to pramān. am. sam. vādi based on the manuscript reading (Ms 39b.8, Śrı̄
Hemacandrācārya Jaina Jñāna Mandira, Pāt.an. a, No. 10919).6 The second
point will be discussed below in the next section. Here I would like to
focus on the third point. Franco calls our attention to the following verses
of Dharmakı̄rti in which the term sam. vādin appears in a compound with
pramān. a:

PV I 314–315:

yasya pramān. asam. vādi vacanam. so ’rthavid yadi |
na hy atyantaparoks. es.u pramān. asyāsti sambhavah. ||314||

yasya pramān. asam. vādi vacanam. tatkr. tam. vacah. |
sa āgama iti prāptam. nirarthatā ’paurus. eyatā ||315||

Eltschinger et al. 2012: 34–35, 37: If [you hold that] that one knows
the meaning [of the Vedic words] whose [explanatory] statements are
consistent with valid cognition, [we would reply that this is not the
case,] for there can be no valid cognition of transcendent [things]. (PV I.
314)

[From all this] it follows that a [Vedic] statement that has been sanc-
tioned by a [person] whose statements are [otherwise] consistent with
valid cognitions is scripture. [In that case] the [Veda’s] authorlessness
[turns out to be] useless. (PV I. 315)

As Franco (2011: 85, fn. 28) points out, there are several cases, not only
here, where Dharmakı̄rti uses the word sam. vāda/sam. vādin in compound with
pramān. a as its antecedent. In light of these examples, Franco’s opinion is
persuasive that also this case should be understood as a compound.7 In

6 Dr. Tyler Neill kindly informed me that the second Devanāgarı̄ manuscript of NBhū
(Bhān. d. ārkar Oriental Research Institute, Pun. e, No. “625 of 1875–76,” 115a2) also
supports this reading pramānam. sam. vādi. In addition, Bhāsarvajña’s explanation
also supports the reading. Cf. NBhū 171.20–172.2: tatra kāmādyupaplutānām abhūta-
bhāvanātah. spas. t.am api jñānam. visam. vāditvān na pramān. am. yoginām. tu bhūtabhāva-
nātah. caturāryasatyaparalokādidarśanam avisam. vāditvāt pramān. am. tad evoktam—PV III
285–286.

7 It is also noteworthy that Franco rejects the interpretation that the verse aims to
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addition, the fact that the meter of the verse is in a standard form (pathyā)
when read as a compound may reinforce Franco’s opinion.8

There is, however, at least one uncertainty regarding the reading pramān. a-
sam. vādi: In all other instances, Dharmakı̄rti uses the compound pramān. a-
sam. vādin to qualify “speech” (vacana). There is no case of it qualifying
“cognition” (jñāna) except for here.9 If this compound is indeed the correct
reading here, we need an explanation as to why he used it to describe yogic
perception.

Before answering this question, however, it would probably be useful to
look at Dharmakı̄rti’s description of yogic perception in his other work, the
Pramān. aviniścaya (PVin), where he modifies the arguments in his earlier work
slightly.

PVin I.28:

bhāvanābalatah. spas. t.am. bhayādāv iva bhāsate |
yaj jñānam avisam. vādi tat pratyaks.am akalpakam || 28||

explain yogic perception as being “non-erroneous” (abhrānta). Cf. Franco 2011: 86:
“The use of the term pramān. asam. vādin may be a bit surprising at first sight because
one might expect that after arguing that awareness of yogis is free from conceptual
construction, Dharmakı̄rti would continue to argue for the second characteristic of
perception, namely, abhrāntatva. Such an expectation, however, would be anachro-
nistic. While writing the PV, Dharmakı̄rti did not yet change, perhaps could not yet
bring himself to change, Dignāga’s definition of perception. Thus, the trustfulness
of a yogic perception is grounded in the fact that the object of meditation concurs
with a similar object that has been previously established, notably by the Buddhist
āgama.”

8 In the case of reading: pramān. am. sam. vādi, the meter is ma-vipulā. Cf. Franco 2011:
85, fn. 28.

9 See also Ratnakı̄rti’s proof of sarvasarvajña, in which pramān. asam. vādi is related to
vacana. SS 31.13–17: yat pramān. asam. vādiniścitārthavacanam. tat sāks. āt paramparayā [vā]
tadarthasāks. ātkārijñānapūrvakam. yatahā dahano dāhaka iti vacanam. pramān. asam. vādi
niścitārthavacanam. cedam—ks.an. ikāh. sarvasam. skārā (corr.; sarvajñasam. skārā ed.) ity
arthatah. kāryahetuh. . Cf. Bühnemann 1980: 88–89, Wakahara 1985: 65. On pramān. a-
sam. vādiniścitārthavacana, my earlier translation “[t]he utterance of objects that are
ascertained to be non-belying by [ordinary] means of valid cognition” (Moriyama
2014: 84) should be corrected to “the speech that is consistent with means of valid
cognition and that is about objects ascertained [by means of valid cognition].” I
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yoginām api śrutamayena jñānenārthān gr.hı̄tvā yukticintāmayena vyava-
sthāpya bhāvayatām. tannis.pattau yat spas. t. āvabhāsi bhayādāv iva tad avikalpa-
kam avitathavis.ayam. pramān. am. pratyaks.am, āryasatyadarśanavad yathā nir-
n. ı̄tam asmābhih. pramān. avārttike.

The cognition that appears vividly by the force of meditation,
as in the case of fear etc., is perception that is non-conceptual
and reliable. (28)

Having grasped objects through a cognition based on listening [to the
Buddha’s teaching], and having ascertained [those objects] through a
cognition based on reasonable thinking, yogins meditate upon [those
objects]. Even for them, [a cognition] that appears vividly at the stage
of perfection [of meditation] occurs, as in the case of [an ordinary
person having a vivid image] of fear, etc. The cognition [that appears
vividly for yogins] is perception that is non-conceptual and is also a valid
cognition with a true object, like the perception of [four] nobles’ truths,
as ascertained by us in the Pramān. avārttika.10

This verse summarizes so many elements of yogic perception that it is diffi-
cult to understand without Dharmakı̄rti’s auto-commentary. For example,
although the subject of the verse is simply called ‘meditative cognition,’
the auto-commentary describes it as the final stage of a yogin’s meditative
cognition after preliminary stages of listening to and thinking about the
Buddha’s teaching. Furthermore, in the verse, there is an ambiguous
relationship between the three words “non-conceptual” (akalpaka), “reliable”
(avisam. vādin), and “perception” (pratyaks.a), qualified by the relational clause,
but as is clear from the auto-commentary, the combinations are “perception
that is non-conceptual” and “pramān. a that has true objects.” For our
present concern, it is noteworthy that the term avisam. vādin is explained as
“having a true object” (avitathavis.aya), namely, having an object that has been

plan to reconsider the meaning of this proof in the future by taking other materials
such as TR 41*, 15–19 into consideration.

10 This translation basically follows Eltschinger 2009: 192, 198. Eltschinger translates
the last part as follows: “The [cognition] ... appears vividly as in such cases of
fear [or sorrow, and hence is] non-conceptual [but which also] has a true object
[because it bears upon an object that has been formerly ascertained by pramān. as],
this is [also] the pramān. a perception.”



The Reliability of Yogic Perception 573

predetermined as being true through a pramān. a during the stage of rational
inquiry into the Buddha’s teaching.11

The above discussion offers two possible scenarios. According to the first,
sam. vādin in the PV means the same as avisam. vādin in the PVin: “having
true objects that are predetermined by pramān. a, i.e., inference,” and thus
there is no crucial difference between the two texts.12 According to the
second scenario, which accepts the reading pramān. asam. vādin, only the PV
describes a yogic perception as being consistent with other pramān. as, and
thus the expressions in the two texts must be considered in isolation. If
this second case is accepted, it is unclear why Dharmakı̄rti chose the word
pramān. asam. vādin to define yogic perception, since, as mentioned above, he
otherwise uses it to qualify speech. This makes sense if it is only the yogin’s
words that are being considered, a possibility that is almost out of the
question in Dharmakı̄rti’s argument. However, as we will see in the next
section, Prajñākaragupta and his followers consider this possibility in their
examination of whether the Buddha’s omniscience can be seen as a kind of
yogic perception.

11 According to Dharmottara, by the paraphrase avitathavis.ayatva, Dharmakı̄rti in-
tends to show that the term avisam. vādin in the verse means “being non-erroneous,”
namely, the second qualifier of perception. Cf. PVinT. D 117b7–118a1, P 135b8–
136a2: phyin ci ma log pa ste (D; ste om. P) bden pa’i yul can gang yin pa’o || ’dis ni
tshig le’ur byas pa las gang zhig slu ba med pa can gyi sgrar brjod pa ma ’khrul pa nyid
brjod pa yin no || des na bsgoms pa las gsal bar snang ba nyid yin la | des na rnam par
mi rtog pa yin zhing tshad ma'i yul bsgoms pas kyang ’khrul pa med pa nyid ni rnal ’byor
pa’i mngon sum du bstan pa yin te | mngon sum gzhan bzhin no || mngon sum gzhan
yang ’di lta bur gyur pa kho na yin no || “[The word avitathavis.ayam means] “having
true objects.” By this, what is said by the expression yaj . . . avisam. vādi in the verse
explains “being non-erroneous” (abhrānta). Therefore, since a cognition has a vivid
appearance because of the meditation, it is non-conceptual. Moreover, it is also
non-erroneous because of meditation on the object of a means of valid cognition
(pramān. avis.aya). The cognition is taught as yogic perception, like other perception.
Other perceptions should be likewise (i.e., non-conceptual and non-erroneous).”

12 By using Kamalaśı̄la’s expression, we can understand this sam. ādin=avisam. vādin
in the sense of “having an object that is well established by pramān. a” (pramān. a-
prasiddhārthavis.ayatva). Cf. TSP (ad TS 3443) 1084, 21f.: sphut.apratibhāsitvenā-
vikalpatayā pramān. aprasiddhārthavis.ayatvenāvisam. vāditayā caks.urādijñānavat praty-
aks.apramān. am etat (=śūnyādijñānam); McClintock 2010: 228.
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2. Prajñākaragupta’s explanation of yogic perception and its reliability

In the Sāṅkr.tyāyana edition of the PVA, Prajñākaragupta adds a long argu-
ment on yogic perception and the omniscience of the Buddha immediately
after the verse 286 in question, beginning with the following passage, which
looks like a paraphrase of the verse:

PVA 327.32–33: yat khalu bhāvanābalabhāvitve ’py avisam. vādasambhavi
prāgnirn. ı̄tavastu paralokacaturāryasatyādikam. tadvis.ayam eva pratyaks.am,
na tu kāmādivis.ayam.

Indeed, [yogic] perception is nothing other than [cognition] that has as
its object an entity that has already been established [by other pramān. as],
such as other worlds [in transmigration] and the four nobles’ truths, and
that is possible to be reliable, even though [the entity] arises through the
force of meditation. On the other hand, [yogic perception] does not have
objects of desire, etc., as its object.13

There are certainly several expressions used in this passage that would lead
one to expect a connection to v. 286. But as Franco points out, we should
pay attention to the absence of any term corresponding to pramān. a. If we
understand avisam. vādasambhavi as a gloss of pramān. asam. vādi, the passage
would support the reading pramān. asam. vādi. Moreover, since the relational
clause is used as a description of the “object” of yogic perception, again as
Franco points out, we may assume that Prajñākaragupta has understood
-vat as a possessive suffix, not as an analogical suffix. So understood, the
passage would certainly be an explanation of the verse, but there still remain
some problems. One of the most puzzling is that other worlds (paraloka)
in transmigration, which are inaccessible through ordinary perception and
inference,14 are mentioned here as an object of yogic perception. As far
as Dharmakı̄rti’s verses in the Pramān. asiddhi chapter (PV II) are concerned,
there is no passage supporting the perception of other worlds by yogins, not
even by the Buddha. In contrast, Prajñākaragupta’s commentary provides an
extensive argument for the Buddha’s omniscience that covers all existences
in transmigration and the connections of various deeds and their results.15

How can we explain this difference?

13 Cf. Franco 2011: 85, fn. 28, Moriyama 2023: 116.
14 PVAO 77.11: prayaks. ādipramān. ena paraloko na gamyate | (220ab)
15 See, for example, PVA ad PV 136–137.
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An important key for understanding the passage and the subsequent long
discussion related to the Buddha’s omniscience (PVA 327,32–331,9) is the
insertion of the phrase “ity antaraślokah. .” Although the phrase is not printed
in Sāṅkr.tyāyana’s edition, it is found in the PVA manuscript (MsB) and the
Tibetan translation. What is antaraśloka? In his discussion of such an interme-
diate verse (antaraśloka, Eingeschobener Vers) in Dharmakı̄rti’s PVin, Tilmann
Vetter states that the verse contains its author’s independent thought and
thus requires no further commentary or explanation.16 This characteristic is
also applicable to the case of Prajñākaragupta’s commentary.17 For instance,
PV III 3, which distinguishes between svalaks.an. a and sāmānyalaks.an. a from
the viewpoint of the capability of purposeful action (arthakriyāsāmārthya), is
considered an antaraśloka by Prajñākaragupta. Following this verse, Prajñā-
karagupta presents his own extensive argument on the ascertainment of a
causal relation and its impossibility. The same is true in the discussion after
PV III 286, where Prajñākaragupta develops his own ideas on the Buddha’s
omniscience as yogic perception in detail, especially from the viewpoint of
how to distinguish the Buddha from other, heretical, teachers. Accordingly,
it is probably best to separate Prajñākaragupta’s argument from the problem
of how to read Dharmakı̄rti’s verse in question.18

What, then, did Prajñākaragupta explain in the text following the verse?
Among the several arguments he presents, the key point consists in a

16 Vetter 1966:7. On antaraśloka, Mimaki (1980) provides a detailed examination and
concludes that it is impossible to find a common principle among the various ways
the expression is used in different texts.

17 The following verses are marked as intermediate verses: PV II 215–216 (PVA
146.25–28), PV III 3 (PVA 175.11–12), PV III 215–217 (PVA 288.31–289.4), PVA III
(Prajñākara’s verses) 614–615 (PVA 344.3–4), PV III 316 (PVA 347.12–13), PV III
528cd–529ab (PVA 459.24–25), PV III 532 (PVA 460.26–27), PV IV 61 (PVA 507.29–
30), PV IV 99–101 (PVA 526.3–8), PVA IV (Prajñākara’s verses) 176–179 (PVA
531.10–14). Cf. Mimaki 1980.

18 Of course, we should not overlook the fact that among Prajñākaragupta’s follow-
ers, Ravigupta did comment on this verse. Unfortunately, however, his commen-
tary lacks any glosses on pāda a of PV III 286, and therefore, it is unclear which
reading he supports. Cf. PVVR D 111a6–b1, P 134b1–3: de la ste, goms pa’i bdag nyid
kyi shes pa dag gi nang nas, shes pa gang zhig tshad ma yin pa—de la rjes su dpag pas dgag
par mi nus pa de ni sngar le’u gnyis par ’phags pa’i bden pa bzhi’i dngos po rnam par
dpyad pa ste | shes pa gang la de gzung bar yod pa—de nyid goms pa’i stobs las skyes
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discussion on the Buddha’s omniscience as being distinguished from the
knowledge of other, heretical, teachers, as follows19 :

PVA 328.10:

tāthāgate hi vacasi pramāsam. vāda ı̄ks.yate |
pramān. abādhā tv anyes. ām ato dras. t. ā tathāgatah. ||532||

In the Buddha’s words, indeed, one observes [their] consistency with
[our] valid cognition (pramāsam. vāda). [In the words] of others (i.e.,
heretical authorities), on the other hand, there is refutation through [our]

pa’i shes pa mngon sum gyi tshad mar ’dod la | lhag ma zad par sa la sogs par snang ba
ni bslad pa yin no || “Among these, namely, among cognitions that has meditation
as its nature, a certain cognition is a means of valid cognition. Of them, [cognition]
that is undeniable by inference is the cognition in which the entities ascertained
previously in the second chapter (i.e., PV II), namely, the four nobles’ truths,
exist as its object. Only such [cognition] is accepted as the perception as a valid
cognition that arises by the power of meditation. The others like [cognition]
with the appearance of the entire earth [in the air] are delusions.” According
to this explanation, the term prāṅnirn. ı̄tavastuvat seems to be understood with the
possessive suffix -vat for denoting a cognition of an object that is undeniable by
inference. Since there is no word corresponding to the term sam. vādin in this
Tibetan translation, the text is still uncertain. To understand the passage smoothly,
for example, the correction of gang zhig tshad mas ’thad pa (*yat pramān. asam. vādi) for
gang zhig tshad ma seems suitable, but I would leave it open. However, if we pay
attention to the phrase “undeniable by inference” (rjes su dpag pas dgag par mi nus
pa), it seems more likely that he keeps the variant pramān. asam. vādi in mind, though
not decisive. That Ravigupta probably supports the variant is also known from
the following part. Cf. PVVR D 111b1–2, P 134b3–4: ’o na gal te zad par sa la sogs pa
rnal ’byor pas mthong na ci ste (corr.; ste | DP) mi bden par ’gyur zhe na | rnal ’byor pa
la snang ba tsam gyis (D; gyi P) bden pa ma yin te | ’on kyang ’phags pa’i bden pa bzhi
lta bur tshad ma dang ldan pa yin no || tshad mas dpyad na zad par sa la sogs pa gnas
pa ma yin pa’i phyir (corr.; phyir | DP) mi bden pa yin no || “[Objection:] If [objects]
like the entire earth [in the air] are observed by a yogin, why would [those objects]
be untrue? [Those objects would be also true.][Reply:] It is not the case that [those
objects] are true merely because they appear to the yogin’s [cognition]. Rather, [true
objects] are based on the means of valid cognition (*prāman. ika), like the four nobles’
truths. Since[objects] like the entire earth [in the air] do not remain after [their]
examination [by means of valid cognition], they are untrue.” The term tshad ma
dang ldan pa (*prāman. ika) seems to be related to pramān. asam. vādin in some manners.

19 Cf. Moriyama 2023: 117, 119.
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valid cognition. Therefore, [only] the Buddha is the seer [of the truth].
(v. 532)

PVA 328.19: tasmāt param. pratipādayatā śakyapariccheda evetaraih. prati-
pādayitavyah. .

Therefore, [first of all,] nothing but an [object] verifiable (śakyapariccheda)
by other people [like us] should be taught by one who teaches another
person.

Unlike the words of heretical teachers, the Buddha’s words have objects that
withstand verification through our perception and inference. By qualifying
the Buddha’s words with the term pramān. asam. vāda, Prajñākaragupta ex-
plains that the Buddha’s wisdom of true nature, like selflessness (nairātyma),
namely, the Buddha’s firm and consistent cognition of all aspects of entities,
is known from his words, as follows20 :

PVA 329.4–6:

bhāvanābalato jñānam bāhyānām api bhāvi cet |
tad etad is.yate ’smābhih. sarvākāran tu tāyinām ||550||

sthiram avyākulam bhāvanairātmyādipravedanam | (Ci’ TR 41*, 9)
rāgādivyākulatvān na tı̄rthyānām. vedanan tathā ||551||

evambhūtāc ca vacasas tatkartur jñānavadgatih. |
pariśuddham. vaco nāsti pariśuddhavidam. vinā ||552|| (Ci’ TR 41*, 11–12)

[Objection:] The cognition [that arises] by the force of meditation
will occur even for others (bāhya, i.e., non-Buddhists). [Reply:] We
accept this [meditative cognition that is common to others]. However,
[the cognition] endowed with all aspects (ākāra) [of all entities] (i.e.,
omniscience) [occurs only] to protectors (tāyins, i.e., buddhas). (v. 550)

[That is,] the firm (sthira) and confusion-free (avyākula) cognition of
selflessness, etc., of [all] entities [occurs to protectors]. The cognition
of heretics is not the same because [they] are confused due to desire, etc.
(v. 551)

Moreover, from such words [of a speaker], one understands the speaker
has the knowledge [of what he/she speaks]. Without the knowledge

20 Cf. Moriyama 2023: 122–123.
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that is purified [by means of valid cognition], no speech that is purified
[by means of valid cognition] occurs.21 (v. 552)

There is a great difference between the Buddha’s wisdom and those of
heretics, even though they both have cognitions arising from meditation.
Unlike the meditative cognitions of heretics, the Buddha’s wisdom of self-
lessness, etc., is qualified by three conditions, namely, “free from confusion”
(avyākula), “firm” (sthira), and “having all aspects [of entities]” (sarvākāra).
Of these three conditions, the last two correspond to the last two of
three conditions that Dharmakı̄rti uses to describe the Buddha’s wisdom,
namely, “true” (tattva), “firm” (sthira), and “without reminder” (aśes.a).
According to Prajñākaragupta, such wisdom of the Buddha corresponds
to “auspicious cognition” (praśastajñāna), “cognition that will never return”
(apunarāvr. ttijñāna), and “cognition of all aspects [of entities]” (sarvākārajñāna),
respectively.22 Thus, if we follow Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation, the
cognition of all aspects of entities (sarvākārajñāna) as a kind of omniscience
falls within the scope of this discussion, which allows us to read PV III 286
as a description of how we can affirm the Buddha’s omniscience by verifying
his words through our perception and inference.

In this connection, it may be useful to recall Prajñākaragupta’s term “one
who knows all true natures that are purified (i.e., determined) by means of
valid cognition” (pramān. apariśuddhasakalatattvajña), which he uses to describe
the Buddha’s special cognition. Since I have already discussed this concept
on another occasion, I will not repeat it here in all details.23 The point of
the term is that it presupposes the second criterion used by Dharmakı̄rti for
explaining the reliability of scriptures. As is well known, when commenting
on Dignāga’s passage on the similarity between inference and scripture
(the words of an authoritative person, āptavāda), Dharmakı̄rti offers two

21 As Yamāri’s commentary shows, the term pariśuddha in this verse means “con-
sistent with the means of valid cognition” (tshad mas ’thad pa, *pramān. asam. vādin),
namely, “[whose object is] determined by pramān. a.” Cf. Y D 237a4–5, P 320a1–2:
tshad mas ’thad pa’i (P; de ltar ’gyur ba’i D) don gsungs pa’i tshig las de byed de, de tshig
byed pa po mkhyen pa dang ldan par rtogs so ||

22 Cf. PVA 164,26–29. This interpretation presupposes that the verb
√

gam means “to
apprehend” (bodhārthatvād gamer, PV II 280).

23 Moriyama 2011, 2014: 86–88. See also Wakahara 1985.
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interpretations of the “reliability” (avisam. vāda) of scriptures: (1) if a scripture
teaches things that are undeniable through perception and the two sorts of
inference, the scripture is reliable even with respect to objects beyond the
senses; (2) if a scripture establishes what is to be abandoned and what is to
be obtained, together with the means thereof, it is reliable with respect to the
primary purpose of human beings.24

Of the two, in the Pramān. asiddhi chapter, Dharmakı̄rti applies the second
interpretation to the Buddha’s wisdom, stating that one who tells the truths of
what is to be abandoned and what is to be obtained, together with the means
thereof, should be sought as the ‘means of valid cognition’ (pramān. a).25 In
contrast, Prajñākaragupta explains that the meaning of the Buddha’s being
pramān. a is that he is not only the one who knows the primary human purpose
(pradhānapurus. ārthajña), but also the one who knows all true natures that
are purified by means of valid cognition (pramān. apariśuddhasakalatattvajña).
This means that Prajñākaragupta again describes the Buddha’s wisdom in
line with the first interpretation of avisam. vada, which Dharmakı̄rti neglects in
PV II. In other words, what Prajñākaragupta has done here is to overlap the
Buddha as the one who knows the four nobles’ truths with the Buddha as the
one who knows everything that is verifiable by us through our means of valid
cognition, and beyond that, to depict the Buddha as knowing extrasensory
matters like other worlds (paraloka). While the teachings about other worlds
in transmigration are not verifiable to us, if all verifiable matters are correct,
then we should also rely on his teachings on extrasensory matters, as his
wisdom thereof can be presupposed.

A similar trend can be seen in Prajñākaragupta’s discussion of verse 286,
where he presents an extended understanding of the verse as applicable to
the Buddha’s omniscience. From his viewpoint, it is fully understandable
to qualify the yogin’s cognition, especially the Buddha’s wisdom, with the

24 PV I 215: pratyaks. ānumānena dvividhenāpy abādhanam | dr.s. t. ādr. s. t. ārthayor asyāvisam. -
vādas tadarthayoh. ||; PVSV 109.3–4: seyam. śakyaparicchedāśes.avis.ayaviśuddhir avisam. -
vādah. ; PV I 217: heyopādeyatattvasya sopāyasya prasiddhitah. | pradhānārthāvisam. vādād
anumānam. paratra vā ||; PVSV 109.15: heyopādeyatadupāyānām. tadupadis. t. ānām avai-
parı̄tyam avisam. vādah. . yathā caturn. ām āryasatyānām. vaks.yamān. anı̄tyā. Cf. Tillemans
1999: 27f.

25 Cf. PV II 32: heyopādeyatattvasya sābhyupāyasya vedakah. | yah. pramān. am asāv is. t.o na
tu sarvasya vedakah. ||. Cf. Moriyama 2014: 256.
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term “being consistent with pramān. a” (pramān. asam. vādin) in order to suggest
the possibility that this wisdom covers even objects beyond the senses, such
as other worlds. If the Buddha’s teaching is concluded as being correct
with respect to objects verifiable by our perception and inference, we can
distinguish his wisdom from the cognitions of heretics, which are unreliable
although they are also meditative cognitions. In addition, the reliability of
the Buddha’s wisdom about all verifiable objects enables one to believe in
the reliability of his wisdom even about objects beyond the senses, such as
other worlds. In this manner, the meaning of Prajñākaragupta’s passage
that we looked at in the beginning of this section is now clear. Moreover,
it may be a bit clearer that the variant reading of pramān. asam. vādi reflects
Prajñākaragupta’s independent opinion.

3. Jñānaśrı̄mitra’s explanation of yogic perception and its reliability
3.1 Reliability of yogic perception regarding properties of entities
(vastudharma)

The last material we will examine here regarding the problem of PV III 286
is found in Jñānaśrı̄mitra’s Yoginirn. aya. At the beginning of this treatise, the
subject is presented in the form of the following proof formula26 :

YN 323, 3–5: yad yad bhāvyate tat tad bhāvanāprakars.aparyante sphut. ābham.
sambhavati, yathā kāmukasya kāminyākārah. . bhāvyante ca paramapurus. ā-
rthinā ks.an. ikatvanairātmyādayo vastudharmā iti.

[Pervasion:] Whatever is the object of meditation has its vivid appear-
ance in the final stage of meditation, like the image for the love-sick
person of [their] lover.

[The reason’s attribution to the subject:] The properties of entities
(vastudharma), such as impermanence and selflessness, are the objects
meditated upon by one who seeks the primary purpose of human
beings.

The appearances of objects that are reflected in the mind through meditation
and imagination eventually become vivid appearances through repeated
meditation and imagination. This is a modification of PV III 285, which
states that such meditative cognition is non-conceptual but does not mention

26 Cf. Steinkellner 1978: 130, Moriyama 2021: 250.
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any distinction as to whether the object is true or untrue.27 Since the
above formula does not explain the cognition’s being necessarily consistent
(sam. vādaniyama) with the true object, the cognition’s being valid cognition
(prāmān. ya) is not concluded.28 To this, the Buddhist might claim that since
an entity (vastu) as the object of meditation is predetermined to be true by
inference, there is no possibility for the meditative cognition to deviate from
that entity, and thus, in the same manner, a yogic perception that arises
from the meditative cognition does not deviate from that entity. However,
even if the meditative cognition has as its object an entity that has been
determined by inference, the cognition’s consistency with the same entity is
denied because the entity has already perished when the cognition occurs. It
is precisely in this context that PV III 286 (with the reading pramān. am. sam. vādi)
is cited, followed by this explanation29 :

YN 324, 4–12: yat punar astaṅgate ’pi30 vastuny ākārāntarabhāji vā-
sthirākāratayā31 bhāvanājasya32 nirālambanatvam āpaditam. sarvasya, tad api
vastubhāvanāpaks. e śobhate, na vastudharmabhāvanāpaks. e. vastudharmāś ca
ks.an. ikatvādayah. sam. sāravairāgyāt sphut. ı̄bhāvabhājo bhāvayitum upakrāntāh. .

athaikatra pramān. apariśuddhe ’pi bhāvanājanitavaiśadyasya vastuni visam. -
vādasam. darśanād anyatrāpi ka āśvāsah. , pramān. apariśuddhim antaren. āśvāsa-
hetor anyasyābhāvāt,33 tasyāś ca sam. vādaniyatāv asāmarthyāt.

tan na, sthirāsthiravis.ayatvena viśes. āt. asthiram. hi vastu pradhvam. sa-
vikārābhyām. grasyata iti na sam. vādah. . vastudharmās tu ks.an. ikatvādayo na
kadācid vicchidyanta iti tadvis.ayah. sphut. ı̄bhāvah. sarvadā sālambana eva.

[Objection:] However, even though an entity (vastu) has already per-
ished or has another form (i.e., has changed), [the fallacy] that all cog-
nitions that arise from meditation have no objective support, inasmuch
as they have unstable forms, fits the position [that accepts] meditation

27 See previous fn. 5.
28 Cf. YN 323, 5–7.
29 Cf. Moriyama 2021: 254. However, some modifications to the previous (Japanese)

translation are made in the following translation.
30 Read astaṅgate ’pi; astam. gate ’pi Thakur ed.
31 Read vāsthirākāratatayā; vā sthirākāratayā Thakur ed.
32 Corr. bhāvanājasya; bhāvanā, yasya Thakur ed., Ms (in Franco 2008).
33 Corr. anyasyābhāvāt; apy asyābhāvāt Thakur ed., Ms (in Franco 2008).
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on entities (vastubhāvanā), but not the position [that accepts] meditation
on the properties of entities (vastudharmabhāvanā). And [precisely]
properties of entities like impermanence, which will appear vividly
after one no longer desires transmigration, are [now] commenced [to
be meditated upon].

[Objection:] Even if one (i.e., property) is purified by means of valid
cognition, how can there be confidence in the other (i.e., entity), since
it can be seen that the vivid cognition [that arises] due to meditation is
inconsistent with the entity? For there is no other ground for confidence
than the purification by means of valid cognition (pramān. apariśuddhi),
and it is not capable [to guarantee] that [the cognition] is necessarily
consistent [with the entity].

[Reply:] That’s not true, because [two meditative cognitions] are distin-
guished by whether it has a firm object or not. For there is no consistency
[of a meditative cognition with an entity] because an unstable entity is
destroyed through perishing and changing. On the other hand, since
properties of entities such as momentariness are never interrupted, the
vivid appearance that has that [property of momentariness] as its object
always has the objective support (sālambana).

Here, Jñānaśrı̄mitra uses the term “consistent” (sam. vāda) in the sense of
“having an objective support” (sālambana). By introducing a new aspect
to yogic perception, namely, whether the object of this perception is an
entity (vastu) that changes and perishes from moment to moment, or is a
property (vastudharma) that neither changes nor perishes, he argues that yogic
perception is consistent with properties of entities such as momentariness,
but not with unstable entities. And since the property is predetermined to be
true by inference, yogic cogniton arising from the meditation on the property
is said to have objective support.

Interestingly, Jñānaśrı̄mitra introduces an objection here, claiming that one
should have no confidence in yogic perception because its object, namely, the
entity (vastu), is not determined to be true through the purification by means
of valid cognition, even though its property (vastudharma) is purified in this
way. This objection reminds us of Prajñākaragupta’s discussion mentioned
in the previous section. That is, the Buddha knows all true natures (tattva)
like impermanence, which are purified (i.e., determined) by means of valid
cognition, but this does not mean that he knows extrasensory matters like
paraloka. But Prajñākaragupta, following Dharmakı̄rti’s first interpretation
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of avisam. vāda, holds that the purification of all true natures guarantees the
Buddha’s knowledge of extrasensory matters. This position seems to be
criticized by the present objection in YN, if the term vastu implies such
extrasensory matters. To this, Jñānaśrı̄mitra avoids a direct response and
argues that the object of yogic perception should be limited to the properties
of entities, which serve the ultimate purpose of human beings. This would
suggest, in other words, that Jñānaśrı̄mitra may have been aware of the
possibility of the reading pramān. asam. vādi with respect to PV III 286, but
rejected it and regarded yogic perception as valid cognition inasmuch as it
is consistent with properties of entities.34

3.2 The reliability of yogic perception regarding past, present, and future
entities

The above view, however, does not exhaust Jñānaśrı̄mitra’s thoughts on the
reliability of yogic perception in the YN. In another part, where he discusses
the Buddha as sarvasarvajña, i.e., one who knows everything whatsoever, he
considers the topic of the Buddha’s cognition of past and future entities, but
not their properties. On the status of this kind of omniscience, Jñānaśrı̄mitra
first points out that neither Dharmakı̄rti nor Prajñākaragupta necessarily
regard it as indispensable, because cessation of suffering is established only
through meditation on impermanence, etc., and teaching for the sake of
others is also performed through meditation. However, this does not imply
that Jñānaśrı̄mitra himself rejects the necessity of sarvasarvajña. He states:

YN 330.13–17: yadi punas tadavasthāprāptau nirāvaran. āntah. karan. asya
kārun. yātiśayāt sarvākāraparārthaprārthanaparatayā sakalagocaracārin. i cetasi
ciravirūd. hotsāhasya tādr.gupāyaviśes. ādhigamo bhavis.yati, yam anutis. t.hatah.
pratiparamān. u sarvavastuvis.ayam. yathādeśakālam. pratyavasthānukāri
sphut.ataram. jñānam udı̄yāt, tadā na tāvad vastuvyabhicārakr. tam.
visam. vāditvam, nāpi nirālambanatvam, vastūnām eva pratibhāsanāt.

34 It is quite clear that defining the object of yogic perception as universal properties
like momentariness is contradictory to the definition that the object of perception
is particulars (svalaks.an. a). On the problem of the object of yogic perception, I gave
a presentation at the 6th International Dharmakı̄rti Conference, held in Seoul in
2022, titled “Dharmakı̄rti and Jñānaśrı̄mitra on the Object of Yogic Perception,”
which will be published in the near future.
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If, on the other hand, when one who has removed obstructions of
the internal organ attains this state (i.e., the perfection of meditation
on impermanence, etc.)—since a clearer cognition covering all objects,
including each atom, and imitating each state [of those objects] in
accordance with their time and place occurs for one who does this—
the apprehension of such special means (upāyaviśes.a) will occur to that
same one who makes long-lasting efforts for cognition that acts toward
all domains [of entities] (i.e., omniscience) due to special compassion,
by devoting himself to searching for the benefit of others in all aspects,
then, [his cognition] is free from the unreliability (visam. vāditva) caused
by deviation from so many entities and is free from ‘having no objective
support’ (nirālambanatva), because only entities appear [to that cogni-
tion].35

As clearly stated here, Jñānaśrı̄mitra accepts the possibility of sarvasarvajña,
one who knows all entities, including each individual atom, in the way that
those entities are, have been, or will be. Even if an entity is past and no longer
exists, a sarvasarvajña knows it as it was in the past, and even if it is in the
future, he knows it as it will be in the future. The important point is that the
‘objective support’ is not defined here based on both causality (utpatti) and
similarity (sārūpya), but based on similarity alone.36 Unlike our everyday
cognition, whose reliability is due to both its causal connection and similarity
to external entities, the cognition of the omniscient being is said to be reliable
simply because it has mental images similar to those entities, generated
through meditation. Jñānaśrı̄mitra’s example for this type of cognition is a
true dream (satyasvapna) by a divine force, through which one can foresee an
object without actually seeing it.37

However, can we say that such ‘past,’ ‘present,’ and ‘future’ entities
presented to people as true by the omniscient being to whom those entities
appear without causal connection, exist in such a way that they fulfill
people’s purposeful actions? Jñānaśrı̄mitra’s reply is given by appealing

35 Cf. Moriyama 2011: 335.
36 Jñānaśrı̄mitra defines ‘objective support’ (ālambana) from the ultimate viewpoint as

follows (YN 330, 25–26): tattvatas tu yad eva yatra pratibhāsate, tad eva tasyālambanam
ucyate.

37 Cf. YN 331, 5–10.
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to the notion of adhyavasāya that takes a mental image as an ‘object’ with a
temporal and spatial differentiation:

YN 332.1–4: yady api ca vartamāne ’pi jñānākārasyaiva sphuran. am, tathā-
pi vartamānatayaivādhyavasāyas tatra. evam. dūrāsannādibhede ’pi vedi-
tavyam. tatra yathādhyavasāyaprāptau niyamena sam. vādāt prāmān. yam,
anyadā viparyayah. , yathā svapnakāminyādau.

Even if only the mental image [of the object] appears clearly with respect
to the object in the present, then in that case [the mental image is]
interpreted as a “present one.” On the difference between remote and
near, too, one should understand it likewise. Since the [cognition] is
necessarily reliable with respect to the obtainment [of the object] as it is
interpreted, [the cognition] is a valid cognition. Otherwise, it is contrary,
like [the cognition] of a lover in a dream.

While the Buddha’s meditative cognition is itself non-temporal, adhyavasāya
takes the role of creating the distinction of time, and by doing so, the
reliability of the Buddha’s cognitions of past, present, and future entities are
justified through one’s successful action based on his teachings.

As one soon notices, this explanation is parallel to the explanation of the
reliability of inference38 . Even if a mental image of fire-ness appears in the
conceptual cognition of the one who is inferring, due to adhyavasāya, the
mental image is interpreted as an ‘object’ (artha) and one undertakes an action
towards it. Thus, inference is said to be a reliable cognition with respect to
the object that one intends. The same is true for the Buddha’s cognitions of
past and future entities, whose reliability is ascertained by one’s successful
action based on his teachings.

4. Conclusion

In the above, we have examined how the reliability or consistency (avisam. -
vāda/sam. vāda) of yogic perception was discussed by the Buddhist pramān. a-
vādins Dharmakı̄rti, Prajñākaragupta, and Jñānaśrı̄mitra, especially focusing
on the variants of PV III 286. From this examination, we may conclude three
different meanings for the avisam. vāda/sam. vāda of a cognition as follows:

38 PVin II 46,7–8: svapratibhāse ’narthe ’rthādhyavasāyena pravartanād bhrāntir apy artha-
sambandhena tadavyabhicārāt pramān. am. For a detailed analysis of this passege, see
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α) Non-belying with respect to the object being intended;
β) Consistent with an object that was previously determined

through another means of valid cognition;
γ) Consistent with our means of valid cognition (i.e., perception

and inference).

Of the three, α) is the best-known meaning of avisam. vāda. It is explained
with the notion of “purposeful action” (arthakriyā). In an ordinary cognition,
regardless of whether it is through perception or inference, its validity is
equal to its being non-belying with respect to the object that one intends to
obtain. Similarly, the reliability of the cognition of a yogin who perceives
every particular entities (sarvasarvajña) is explained by relying on this type
of avisam. vāda/sam. vāda. As Jñānaśrı̄mitra argues, when an omniscient being
perceives past and future entities through the power of meditation, that
perception’s reliability is understood by the evidence that people can attain
those entities as they have been indicated by the omniscient being, namely,
at a certain time and place. It is due to the function of adhyavasāya that a
mental image that appears in the omniscient being’s meditative cognition is
interpreted as a past or future entity as people believe it to be. Therefore,
any entity taught by the omniscient being certainly exists as fitting into the
purposeful actions of people.

The second meaning β) is found in Dharmakı̄rti’s account of yogic per-
ception, where a perception’s reliability is explained by its consistency with
an object determined to be true through a pramān. a in a preliminary stage
before meditation. Dharmakı̄rti does not discuss the nature of such objects,
but Jñānaśrı̄mitra offers the clear explanation that such objects should be
the properties of entities (vastudharma) such as impermanence, which neither
changes nor perishes.

Lastly, γ) is required in cases where one needs verification of an om-
niscient being’s words in order to differentiate them from heretical teach-
ings. The idea originally comes from Dharmakı̄rti’s first interpretation of
avisam. vāda regarding a reliable person’s words. Since the words of such a
person are consistent with our perceptions and inferences and with respect
to all that is verifiable, it is concluded that the words of this person are
possibly also consistent with objects beyond the senses, like paraloka. By

Nakasuka 2019: 160–161, 195–200.
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relying on this argument, Prajñākaragupta uses the expression “cognition
that is purified (i.e., determined) [by pramān. a]” as the cause of “words that are
purified [by pramān. a].” In this case, yogic perception can be understood as a
cognition that is consistent with means of valid cognition (pramān. asam. vādin)
as the variant reading of PV III 286 shows. However, this makes sense
specifically in the lineage of Prajñākaragupta, who attempted to demonstrate
the intersection between the Buddha’s omniscience and yogic perception.

***

As mentioned above, this paper was inspired by a footnote in an article by
Professor Eli Franco on yogic perception (Franco 2011). I deeply admire the
scholarship of Professor Franco, my “Doktorvater.” He was able to weave a
wide range of knowledge about Indian philosophy into that single footnote,
presenting thereby several particularly innovative ideas. I hope this modest
response can be seen as compensation for the many scholarly favors he has
long bestowed on me.
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logica 2: 2–41.
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ogy, vol. 1]. Tokyo 1979.

TR Tarkarahasya. Ed. H. Yaita, Three Sanskrit Texts from the Buddhist Pramān. a-Tradition.
Narita 2005.
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Prajñākaragupta’s Interpretation of
Dharmakı̄rti’s Two Definitions of pramān. a

A Reconsideration Based on the Newly Discovered Sanskrit
Manuscript of Yamāri’s Commentary*

O N O M o t o i
U n i v e r s i t y o f T s u k u b a

0. Introduction

At the beginning of the Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the Pramān. avārttika
(=PV), Dharmakı̄rti (ca. 600–660) provides a general view of pramān. a (valid
cognition/means of valid cognition). Dharmakı̄rti’s commentators have
regarded this passage (PV II 1–7) as presenting his definition of pramān. a
and have attempted to explain its meaning. Prajñākaragupta (ca. 750–
810) too, based on his distinctive view that the Buddha-Bhagavat is the
true/primary pramān. a (pramān. abhūta),1 which gives rise to a more profound
and complete kind of knowledge than the two conventional pramān. as of
perception and inference, has given his own interpretation of this “definition

* This paper which has been read at the occasion of the Workshop “Prajñākaragupta
and Yamāri” (hosted by Prof. Eli Franco in Leipzig at 28. June–1. July 2019) is the
revised and enlarged English version of a paper that was presented at the 64th

conference of the Japanese Association of Indian and Buddhist Studies held at Mat-
sue from 31 August to 1 September 2013 (Japanese proceedings of the conference
have been already published; cf. Ono 2014). I have also written in Japanese an
overview of commentators’ interpretations of Dharmakı̄rti’s definition of pramān. a
(cf. Ono 2012: 166–178), which also contains a description of Prajñākaragupta’s
interpretation. The present paper aims at deepening my view shown in these two
previous Japanese articles by using the newly discovered Sanskrit manuscript of
Yamāri’s commentary. I would like to express my deep gratitude to the China
Tibetology Research Center, Prof. Eli Franco and his team (Dr. Junjie Chu and Dr.
Hiroko Matsuoka) for kindly providing me the provisional critical edition of the
Sanskrit manuscript of Yamāri’s commentary. I am also grateful to Prof. John Taber,
who kindly corrected my English and gave me many valuable suggestions.

1 Cf. Iwata 2000; Iwata 2001; Ono 2013; Ono 2020.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 591–617.
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of pramān. a.” That he regarded the so-called two definitions of pramān. a (PV II
1a and 5c) as definitions of “conventional pramān. a” (sām. vyavahārikapramān. a)2

and “ultimate pramān. a” (pāramārthikapramān. a), respectively, is well known
and has been repeatedly mentioned by Tibetan commentators and modern
scholars alike.3 In my opinion, however, the significance of Prajñākara-
gupta’s interpretation has yet to be completely clarified. This paper aims
at reconsidering Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation and his justification of it
by investigating the relevant passages of the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra (=PVA)
with the help of the newly discovered Sanskrit manuscript of Yamāri’s
commentary (=PVAN).

1. Dharmakı̄rti’s “Definition of pramān. a”

In PV II 1–7,4 pramān. a seems to be defined by two statements: “A pramān. a is
non-belying/reliable cognition (1ab’: pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam)” and “Or
[a pramān. a is] that which reveals an unknown object (5c: ajñātārthaprakāśo
vā).” As we shall see in more detail later, commentators such as Deven-
drabuddhi (ca. 630–690) have regarded both statements together as a defi-

2 As to the English translation of the word “sām. vyavahārika,” see Franco 2022: 131 n.1.
3 The bibliography of this paper includes only a selection of such studies.
4 PV II 1–7: pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam arthakriyāsthitih. | avisam. vādanam. śābde ’py

abhiprāyanivedanāt || vaktr.vyāpāravis.ayo yo ’rtho buddhau prakāśate | prāmān. yam. tatra
śabdasya nārthatattvanibandhanam || gr.hı̄tagrahan. ān nes. t.am. sām. vr. tam. dhı̄pramān. atā |
pravr. ttes tatpradhānatvād dheyopādeyavastuni || vis.ayākārabhedāc ca dhiyo ’dhigama-
bhedatah. | bhāvād evāsya tadbhāve svarūpasya svato gatih. || prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a
śāstram. mohanivartanam | ajñātārthaprakāśo vā svarūpādhigateh. param || prāptam.
sāmānyavijñānam avijñāte svalaks.an. e | yaj jñānam ity abhiprāyāt svalaks.an. avicāratah. ||
tadvat pramān. am. bhagavān abhūtavinivr. ttaye | bhūtoktih. sādhanāpeks. ā tato yuktā pra-
mān. atā ||

English translation: Pramān. a is non-belying cognition (1ab’). [Its property] “non-
belying” consists in the fulfillment of a [human] purpose (arthakriyāsthiti). Also in
verbal [cognitions] [there is the property “non-belying”] since it makes known [the
speaker’s] intention. With regard to the object which appears as the domain of
the speaker’s action in the hearer’s awareness, verbal cognition [can be] a pramān. a.
[Its character as a pramāna], however, is not based upon a [real] object itself.
The conventional cognition is not regarded as a pramān. a since it grasps [merely]
what has already been grasped. Cognition is a pramān. a, insofar as it is what is
most important for [human] activities towards things to be avoided or obtained,
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nition of pramān. a (pramān. alaks.an. a).5 This “definition” can be summarized as
follows:

A pramān. a is a non-belying cognition (pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam 1ab’;
the first definition). [The fact that this cognition is] non-belying consists
in the fulfillment of [human] purpose (arthakriyāsthiti). Or (vā), [a pra-
mān. a is] that which reveals an unknown object (ajñātārthaprakāsa 5c; the
second definition).

However, if this passage taken as a whole is the definition of pramān. a, the
reason why the definition consists of two statements with the disjunctive
particle (vā) needs to be explained. Ordinarily, a definition should give the
meaning of the definiendum/concept to be defined unambiguously.6

and insofar as a cognition’s understanding is different on the basis of different
appearances of the object, since this [understanding] exists [only] when these
[appearances of the object] exist. The own-nature [of the cognition] is known by
itself. Validity, [however,] is [known] by means of behaviour (vyavahāra). Academic
activity (śāstra) dispels ignorance (1’b–5b). Or [a pramān. a is] that which reveals an
unknown object (5c). [It is not the case that a] cognition of a universal arising after
a cognition of a particular would be [a pramān. a]. For, it is intended [by 5c] that
a cognition regarding an unknown particular [object] is [a pramān. a], since people
examine [only] the particular [by pramān. as] (5d–6). The Bhagavat is a pramān. a
like that (pramān. a as knowledge)/endowed with these [two definitions] (tadvat).
The expression “bhūta” serves to exclude those who have not become (abhūta) (a
pramān. a, like Īśvara and the Veda). Therefore, that [the Bhagavat] is a pramān. a is
appropriate in depending on the proof (7).] Cf. Katsura 1984: 219–220; van Bijlert
1989: 115–180; Franco 1997: 54, note 21; Inami 2023 in this volume.: 54, note 21.

5 The Sanskrit word “laks.an. a” also means “property/characteristic.” Thus, in this
paper, the word “definition,” which is an English equivalent of Sanskrit word
“laks.an. a,” means the so-called intensional definition which gives the meaning of
the thing by specifying properties of the thing to be defined, i.e., necessary and
sufficient conditions.

6 The intention of Dharmakı̄rti himself is not obvious, and therefore scholars have
hitherto presented various interpretations. Among such interpretations, Franco
1997 (Chapter two) and Krasser 2001 are, in my opinion, most important. Both
articles have, while attempting to clarify Dharmakı̄rti’s own intention, dealt with
the issue thoroughly. The present paper, however, will not concern itself with
Dharmakı̄rti’s own intention.



594 ONO Motoi

There seem to be some different ways to interpret these defining state-
ments. 7 First, it is not impossible to assume the particle vā, which has
normally a disjunctive meaning, to have a conjunctive meaning, and to
interpret these statements together as a definition consisting of two defining
properties. However, this interpretation cannot be easily defended,8 and
in fact it does not seem to have been held by Indian commentators.9 Only
the three following alternatives actually existed in the Indian commentarial
tradition: 1) both definitions are independent definitions stating necessary
and sufficient conditions; 2) only one of the definitions states both neces-
sary and sufficient conditions, while the other states merely a necessary
condition and therefore is dependent on, or derivable from, the other; 3)
the two definitions have distinct definienda which are defined accordingly.
To sum up in advance, among the commentators I shall mention below,
Devendrabuddhi and Śākyabuddhi hold the first position and Dharmottara
holds the second alternative, whereas Prajñākaragupta comes down in the
middle of the second and the third positions.

2. Views of Devendrabuddhi and of Dharmottara

Before focusing on Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation, this section will provide
a brief outline of the contrasting interpretations of preceeding commentators.

2.1. Devendrabuddhi’s Interpretation

It is Devendrabuddhi who first considered the above-mentioned two state-
ments as definitions (laks.an. a) of pramān. a. In commenting on PV II 1ab’,
however, he still does not designate the statement “non-belying cognition
(avisam. vādi jñānam)” as a definition10 . In the commentary on PV II 5c,

7 Cf. Inami 2023 in this volume: 5.
8 Cf. Franco 1997: 47, 12–18, note 4.
9 Moks.ākaragupta (12th cent.）and later Tibetan scholars eventually proposed defi-

nitions of pramān. a in which Dharmakı̄rti’s first and second defining characteristics
are combined (cf. Ono 2012: 173–175). Nonetheless, that does not mean that they
interpreted the particle vā in PV II 5a as have a conjunctive meaning. Regarding
Manorathanandin’s statement, see footnote 17 of this paper.

10 Cf. PVP (P)1b1–2a3, (D)1b1–3. In Śākyabuddhi’s (ca. 660–720）commentary on this
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however, Devendrabuddhi calls the two statements a definition for the first
time and explains their relationship as follows:11

Thus, in this way, one definition of pramān. a, “non-belying,” has been
explained. “Or, that which reveals an unknown object” (PV II 5c)
is another, the second definition. [It means:] Or the cognition which
reveals, i.e., clearly manifests, an object, i.e., a real thing (*vastutattva),
which is [still] unknown by the cognizer, is a pramān. a. Only on the
basis of [the property] “non-belying” with regard to the fulfillment of [a
human] purpose can [a cognition] be recognized as such [i.e., a pramān. a

passage, however, the expressions “definition” (laks.an. a) and “universal definition”
(sāmānyalaks.an. a) can be found (cf. PVT. (P)87a2–3, (D)72a2–3: tshad ma slu med
can shes pa zhes bya ba ni mi slu ba can nyid dang shes pa nyid mtshan gzhi rjes
su bstan nas tshad ma nyid ni mtshan nyid brjod pa’o || tshad ma nyid de yang gal
te spyi’i mtshan nyid (*sāmānyalaks.an. a) yin pa de lta bas na slu bar byed pas na
slu ba zhes bya ba la sogs pas de ’chad par byed do). Further, Manorathanandin,
in commenting on the statement “pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam (PV I 1ab’),” in-
troduces it as follows: “Then, [Dharmakı̄rti], who wishes to explain the verse
of dedication to the Bhagavat written by the teacher (i.e., Dignāga) at the time
of undertaking this treatise [i.e., the Pramān. asamuccaya], states the first universal
definition of pramān. a [as follows]: “Pramān. a is non-belying cognition” (cf.
PVV(M) 3,10–11: . . . tacchāstrārambhasamaye tadācāryakr. tabhagavannamaskāraślokam.
vyākhyātukāmah. prathamam. pramān. asāmānyalaks.an. am āha—pramān. am avisam. vādi
jñānam; cf. Inami 1992a: 65). The expression “the first universal definition
of pramān. a (prathamam. pramān. asāmānyalaks.an. am)” corresponds to Śākyabuddhi’s
designation of PV II 5c as “the second universal definition” (*dvitı̄yam. sāmānya-
laks.an. am; cf. footnote 11 in this paper).

11 PVP (P)6b1–3, (D)5b5–7: de bas na de ltar tshad ma’i mtshan nyid mi slu ba gcig
cig bshad do | mi shes don gyi gsal byed kyang || (PV II 5c) gzhan mtshan nyid
gnyis pa yin no || rtogs pa po’i mi shes pa’i don gyi dngos po’i de kho na nyid kyi
gsal bar byed pa ste | mngon par gsal bar byed pa’i shes pa yang tshad ma yin no ||
don byed par mi slu ba nyid kyi phyir de dang de rtogs par bya’o || don smos pas
ni zla ba gnyis la sogs par snang ba tshad ma nyid ma yin par bshad de | mi shes pa
de bzung (D : gzung P) du zin kyang de’i don ma yin pa’i phyir ro ||; cf. van Bijlert
1989: 151–152. My tentative Sanskrit reconstruction of the underlining portion is
as follows: tad evam avisam. vādi pramān. alaks.an. am ekam uktam. ajñātārthaprakāśo
vānyad dvitı̄yam. laks.an. am. pratipattrajñātasyārthasya vastutattvasya prakāśakam
abhivyañjakam. jñānam. vā pramān. am. arthakriyāvisam. vādād eva tat tad avagantavyam
(cf. Franco 1997: 47–48, n. 6).
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which reveals an unknown object].12 For (*hi), it is explained by the
word “object” that [a cognition] appearing as double moon, etc., is not
a pramān. a, since, even if [this cognition] grasps an unknown [object], it
does not have a [real] thing [as object].

At first, judging just from the first two sentences of this passage, it seems
that Devendrabuddhi regards the two definitions as being independent from
each other.13 He, therefore, needs to show that the second definition, “That
which reveals an unknown object,” expresses the necessary and sufficient
conditions of a pramān. a. After admitting that a pramān. a needs to be, as
defined in the first definition, non-belying with regard to the fulfillment of a

12 Cf. PVT. (D)79a7–b1, (P)97b3: de dang de zhes bya ba ni mi shes pa’i don gsal bar byed
pa’i mtshan nyid can gyi tshad ma nyid do. Incidentally, van Bijlert’s interpretation of
“de dang de” is different from Śākyabuddhi’s explanation and should be reconsid-
ered (cf. van Bijlert 1989: 151).

13 Cf. Franco 1997: 47,21–23; Nishizawa 2007: (336). Śākyabuddhi designates,
along with the first definition (cf. footnote 10), also the second definition as a
“universal definition” (sāmānyalaks.an. a). The expression “sāmānyalaks.an. a” may
relate to Śākyabuddhi’s view that both definitions are independent. He explains
as follows: “[The expression] “another, the second definition” means, in ordinary
usage, that “this is one, whereas that is another, the second kind.” [In this case,
however, it means] rather that “there is no other [definition].” Just the pervasion
is indicated by this [first definition], [and] another, the second definition does not
need to be made, so that another definition should occur regarding objects which
are not pervaded by the [first definition]. For, only this [first definition] pervades
both pramān. as (i.e., perception and inference) entirely. In this way, it is [implicitly]
said that this is the second general definition (*evam etad dvitı̄yam. sāmānyalaks.an. am
ity uktam. bhavati.) (cf. PVT. (D)79a5–6; (P)96a8–b1: gzhan mtshan nyid gnyis pa
zhes bya ba ni ’jig rten gyi rjod par byed pas ’di ni gcig yin la | ’di ni gzhan rnam pa gnyis
pa yin no zhes bya ba smos pa yin no || yang na gzhan med pa zhes bya ba ’dis khyab
pa nyid ston te | gzhan mtshan nyid gnyis pa yang byar yod pa ma yin te | gang la
’dis ma khyab pa’i yul la mtshan nyid gzhan ’jug par ’gyur ro || ’di nyid kyis tshad ma
gnyis la khyab pa nyid kyi phyir ro || de skad ’di ni spyi’i mtshan nyid gnyis pa yin no
zhes bstan par ’gyur ro ||; Nishizawa 2007: 274). This portion is not entirely clear
for me. In my opinion, however, Śākyabuddhi seems to assert in this portion, by
using the expression “sāmānyalaks.an. a,” that both definitions are de facto the same
and are independent from each other. Dreyfus’ interpretation of this portion of
Śākyabuddhi’s commentary, I believe, should be reconsidered (cf. Dreyfus 1991:
269).
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purpose, he suggests that the word “object/thing (artha)” in the second defi-
nition can exclude belying cognitions such as the cognition of an illusion (e.g.,
a mirage) from the domain of pramān. a. Since Devendrabuddhi interprets the
word “artha” as “real thing” (*vastutattva) in this passage and a “real thing”
is, according to Dharmakı̄rti, characterized by the possibility of fulfilling a
purpose,14 his assertion seems plausible.

How should we think about Devendrabuddhi’s explanation of the word
“artha”? Insofar as he understands that the property “non-belying” is implied
by this word and therefore can be deduced from the second definition,
he appears to believe that the second definition is more fundamental than
the first. At the same time, one can assume, just as Yamāri did, that for
Devendrabuddhi the second definition is dependent on the first definition
(pūrvalaks.an. āpeks.atā), since Devendrabuddhi admits that the fact that the
object of cognition is a real thing is recognized through the property “non-
belying.” He says, “Only on the basis of the property “non-belying” can
a cognition be recognized as such, i.e., pramān. a which reveals an unknown
object.”15

However, to begin with, Devendrabuddhi, considering the two state-
ments to be independent definitions, does not seem to want to assert the
dependence of one definition on the other, or the superiority of one to the
other, unlike Dharmottara and Prajñākaragupta, as we shall see below. The
reason he explains the second definition in the above way is just to show
that it excludes the cognition of an illusion from the domain of pramān. a.
Devendrabuddhi seems to think, rather, that the two definitions have in effect
the same meaning insofar as they are independent definitions of one and the
same concept; therefore the first definition can be derived from the second

14 Cf. NB I 15: arthakriyāsāmarthyalaks.an. atvād eva vastunah. .
15 Yamāri has really understood Devendrabuddhi’s view in this way and criticized

it. See footnote 41 in this paper.
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definition and vice versa.16 I think that is all what Devendrabuddhi wishes
to say in this passage.17

2.2. Dharmottara’s Position

Although Dharmottara (ca. 740–800) did not write a commentary on the
PV and so did not have a proper opportunity to explain Dharmakı̄rti’s
“definition” of pramān. a at the beginning of the PV, we can, as already pointed
out,18 infer what his position was on this issue from his commentary on
the word “correct cognition” (samyagjñāna) which occurs in the beginning
of Dharmakı̄rti’s Nyāyabindu. There, he replaces the word “samyagjñāna”
(i.e., pramān. a) with the expression “non-belying cognition” (avisam. vādakam.
jñānam), and further, in describing the general characteristics of correct cog-
nition, deduces the property “having an unknown object” (anadhigatavis.aya)
from the property “non-belying” (avisam. vādaka) step by step.19 Based on

16 As is indicated by Franco, it seems to remain a problem how the first definition
is able to exclude conceptual cognition from being a pramān. a (cf. Franco 1997:
48,5–9), since Devendrabuddhi did not provide an argument to deduce the second
definition from the first definition. In my opinion, he may simply think that the
first definition is supplemented by PV II 3ab’, which states that “the conceptual
[cognition] is not regarded [as a pramān. a] since it grasps [merely] what has
already been grasped (PV II 3ab’: gr.hı̄tagrahan. ān nes. t.am. sām. vr. tam).”

17 Manorathanandin’s explanation in the last line of his commentary on PV II 5c:
“Therefore, it should be known that both of the two definitions necessarily depend
on each other” (cf. PVV(M) 8,14: tasmād ubhayam api parasparasāpeks.am eva laks.an. am.
boddhavyam) seems, at a first glance, to mean that each of the two definitions is
by itself incomplete and therefore needs the other, but it may also be interpreted
to mean that each definition is derivable from the other. Anyway, just from this
statement one cannot conclude that Manorathanandin interpets the particle “vā”
as having a conjunctive (cf. Inami 1992b: 28, n. 42; Franco 1997: 53–54).

18 Cf. Franco 1997: 51,8–52,25; Kimura 1997: (6).
19 Cf. NBT. 17,1–19,4: avisam. vādakam. jñānam. samyagjñānam. loke ca pūrvam upa-

darśitam artham. prāpayan sam. vādaka ucyate. tadvaj jñānam api svayam. pradarśitam
artham. prāpayat sam. vādakam ucyate. pradarśite cārthe pravartakatvam eva prāpakatvam,
nānyat. tathā hi—na jñānam. janayad artham. prāpayati, api tv arthe purus.am. pra-
vartayat prāpayaty artham. pravartakatvam api pravr. ttivis.ayapradarśakatvam eva. na
hi purus.am. hat.hāt pravartayitum. śaknoti jñānam. ata eva cārthādhigatir eva pramān. a-
phalam. adhigate cārthe pravartitah. purus.ah. prāpitaś cārthah. . tathā ca sati arthādhigamāt
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this, we can recognize, as Franco suggests, that Dharmottara de facto regards
the first definition as a definition of pramān. a and the second definition as
being included in or implied by the first definition.20 Note that in this case
Dharmottara, in contrast to Prajñākaragupta as we shall see next, talks only
about the “conventional” pramān. as, i.e., perception and inference.

3. Prajñākaragupta’s Interpretation
3.1. Introduction of the Pramān. avārttikālaṅkāra and the First Definition

Taking what was said above into consideration, in the following I shall
investigate Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation. At first, regarding the first
definition, we should pay attention to the context in which Prajñākaragupta
introduces his explanation of this definition. Between two maṅgalaślokas and
the explanation of the PV II 1ab’, i.e., the first definition of pramān. a, Prajñā-
karagupta gives his general introduction to the entire PVA as follows:21

In this [treatise], an expression of praise of [the Bhagavat] is [placed]
at the beginning of the treatise, since the Bhagavat is the true pramān. a
(pramān. abhūta)22 due to his perfection in cause and effect. For [the
Bhagavat is] the purpose of the treatise. Indeed, just the Bhagavat as
pramān. abhūta is to be established in this [treatise] (A). Among them,
“cause” is perfection in intention and practice with reference to the
conventional (sām. vyavahārika) pramān. as (B). Intention [means that the
Bhagavat] is one who seeks the well-being of the world. Practice [means
that the Bhagavat] is a teacher, because he teaches all people. (. . . omit

samāptah. pramān. avyāpārah. . ata eva cānadhigatavis.ayam. pramān. am. yenaiva hi jñānena
prathamam adhigato ’rthah. , tenaiva pravartitah. purus.ah. , prāpitaś cārthah. . tatraiva cārthe
kim anyena jñānenādhikam. kāryam, ato ’dhigatavis.ayam apramān. am.

20 Cf. Franco 1997: 52,6–25.
21 PVAO 1,10–2,8: atra bhagavato hetuphalasam. pattyā pramān. abhūtatvena

stotrābhidhānam. śāstrādau, śāstrārthatvāt. bhagavān eva hi pramān. abhūto ’smin
prasādhyate (A). tatra hetur āśayaprayogasam. pat sām. vyavahārikapramān. āpeks.ayā (B).
āśayo jagaddhitais. itā. prayogo jagacchāsanāc chāstr. tvam. (. . . omit . . . ) evam. bhūtam.
bhagavantam. pran. amya pramān. asiddhir vidhı̄yate. pramān. ādhı̄no hi prameyādhigamah. ,
bhagavān eva ca pramān. am, pramān. alaks.an. asadbhāvāt (C). pramı̄yate ’neneti pramān. am.
tatra sāmānyena pramān. alaks.an. am. nirdiśati. pramān. am avisam. vādi jñānam.

22 In my opinion the word “pramān. abhūta” used in the PVA should be translated into
“true pramān. a.” Cf. Ono 2013; Ono 2020.
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. . . ) After saluting such a Bhagavat, [I will] direct myself towards
establishing [the nature of] pramān. a. For the understanding of the
object to be cognized depends on a pramān. a. And only the Bhagavat
is pramān. a, because the definition of pramān. a really applies [to him]
(C). [A person] by whom [something] is validly/correctly cognized is
pramān. a.23

With regard to this, [Dharmakı̄rti] indicates the definition of pramān. a in
general (sāmānyena): “Pramān. a is non-belying cognition” (PV II 1ab’).

As is already indicated, this introduction is the so-called “adaptive reuse”
of the beginning portion of Dignāga’s Pramān. asamuccayavr. tti (=PSV).24 By
adding some statements (the underlined sentences in the above transla-
tion), Prajñākaragupta has modified Dignāga’s original description into
the introduction of his own work. The main purpose of his modification
is to introduce the term “pramān. abhūta,” which Dignāga has used in the
maṅgalaśloka of the PSV as an epithet of the Bhagavat, as a central concept
of his philosophy.25

First, in order to clarify the purpose of composing his treatise, he inserts,
after Dignāga’s first statement “In this [treatise], an expression of praise of
[the Bhagavat] is [placed] at the beginning of the treatise, since the Bhagavat
is the true pramān. a (pramān. abhūta) due to his perfection in cause and effect,”
passage (A) “For [the Bhagavat is] the purpose of the treatise. Indeed, just
the Bhagavat as pramān. abhūta is to be established in this [treatise].” In
contrast to Dignāga who has stated in the maṅgala verse of the PS and its
running commentary that the purpose of the treatise is to establish pramān. a
as knowledge,26 Prajñākaragupta declares that his purpose in composing the
PVA is to establish that the Bhagavat is the true pramān. a (pramān. abhūta).

Next, immediately after quoting Dignāga’s statement “Among them,
‘cause’ is perfection in intention and practice,” he adds that his perfection in

23 This is the usual etymological explanation of the word “pramān. a.” In this case,
however, the word “anena” is regarded as referring to the Bhagavat.

24 Cf. PVAo 1,10–2,6; p.1, footnote 11–12, p.3, footnote 3–5 ; Ono 2020: 352–353.
25 Dharmakı̄rti, of course, gives his interpretation of this term in PV II 7’b–c’

(abhūtavinivr. ttaye bhūtoktih. ). There is, however, no use of the term “pramān. abhūta”
in Dharmakı̄rti’s own works (cf. Ono 2013; Ono 2020: 350).

26 Cf. PS Maṅgala: pramān. abhūtāya jagaddhitais. in. e pran. amya śāstre sugatāya tāyine |
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cause is (B) “with reference to the conventional (sām. vyavahārika) pramān. as.”
The term “conventional pramān. as” was originally used by Dharmakı̄rti at the
end of the first chapter of his Pramān. aviniścaya for perception and inference,
in contrast to the ultimate pramān. a (pāramārthikapramān. a), e.g., yogic cogni-
tion27 . His perfection in cause which depends on the conventional pramān. as
should, therefore, be the perfection of the Bhagavat as ultimate pramān. a.28 In
any case, it is worth noting that the word “sām. vyavahārikapramān. a,” one of the
terms of the dichotomy “conventional pramān. a and ultimate pramān. a,” which
Prajñākaragupta will mention later when explaining the second definition of
pramān. a, is already found in this initial passage.

Further, in the last underlined passage (C) above, which leads directly
to the explanation of the first definition of pramān. a, Prajñākaragupta states
his view that the Bhagavat is the true/primary pramān. a (pramān. abhūta) as
follows: “Only (eva)29 the Bhagavat is pramān. a, because the definition of pra-
mān. a is really applied [to him] (C).” Then he begins his explanation of the first

pramān. asiddhyai svamatāt samuccayah. karis.yate viprasr. tād ihaikatah. ||; PSV I 10–12:
evaṅgun. am. śāstāram. pran. amya pramān. asiddhyai svaprakaran. ebhyo nyāyamukhādi-
bhya iha samāhr. tya pramān. asamuccayah. karis. yate parapramān. apratis. edhāya svapra-
mān. agun. odbhāvanāya ca, yasmāt pramān. āyattā prameyapratipattir bahavaś cātra viprati-
pannāh. ; Hattori 1968: 23–24, 73–79.

27 Cf. PVin I 44,2–6: sām. vyavahārikasya caitat pramān. asya rūpam uktam. atrāpi pare
mūd. hā visam. vādayanti lokam iti. cintāmayı̄m eva tu prajñām anuśı̄layanto vibhrama-
vivekanirmalam anapāyi pāramārthikapramān. am abhimukhı̄kurvanti. tad api leśatah.
sūcitam eveti. [= Thus, this property of a conventional pramān. a has been explained.
Stupid people of other schools deceive the world also regarding this. On the other
hand, those who exercise the wisdom gained by contemplating the truth turn their
face towards the ultimate pramān. a which is free from confusion, pure and free from
mischief. The latter too has been partially but certainly suggested.] ; Vetter 1966:
100–101.

28 In the PVA, the Bhagavat is sometimes called pāramārthikapramān. a (cf. PVA
67,12–13: bhagavān eva ca paramārthatah. kāryakāran. abhāve pāramārthikam. pramān. am.
vyāpyanvayavyatirekagrahan. ād iti pratipāditam; cf. also PVAo 78,1ff.). Yamāri’s expla-
nation of this expression (cf. PVAN 16b5–7), however, is still not clear to me.

29 Yamāri explains the function of the particle eva in this sentence as follows:
PVAN 19b1–3: nanu pratyaks. ānumānam. pramān. am, bhagavatas tu prāmān. yam eva
kiṅkr. tam? tatrāpy anyayogavyavaccheda iti dūrotsāritam etad ity āha—pramān. a-
laks. an. asadbhāvād iti. etenāyogavyavacchedo vyaktah. . anyayogavyavacchedo ’pi
na pratyaks. ādyapeks.ayā, api tu pratipattur abhiprāyopasthāpitavedeśvarādyapeks.ayā.
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definition of pramān. a by stating “With regard to this, [Dharmakı̄rti] indicates
the definition of pramān. a in general (sāmānyena).”

Thus, it is clear that in this introduction of the PVA Prajñākaragupta
considers the Bhagavat as the true pramān. a (pramān. abhūta) which is more
fundamental as knowledge than the two conventional pramān. as. In implicitly
equating pramān. abhūta with the pāramārthikapramān. a, Prajñākaragupta then
interprets the first definition of pramān. a as a common definition which is
applied to all pramān. as in common, i.e., to both sām. vyavahārikapramān. a and
pāramārthikapramān. a.30

yathā purus.advayaprastāve ’yam eva pan. d. ita iti dvitı̄yāpeks.a eva vyavahārah. , na
sarvānyapan. d. itanis. edhanam. astu vā pratyaks. ādyapeks.ayaivānyayogavyavacchedah. , sā-
tiśayam. tu prāmān. yam. vivaks. itam iti na dos.ah. . yathā pārtha eva dhanurdhara iti
sātiśayadhānurdharyavivaks.ayā vyavahārah. . tatra yadāyogavyavacchedah. , tadā bha-
gavān eva cety evakāro bhinnakramah. , pramān. am ity asmāt puro vaktavyah. . yadā
tv anyayogavyavacchedah. , tadā yathāvasthita eva. [= “[Objection:] Is it not the case
that perception and inference are pramān. as? How is it shown that the Bhagavat is
really a pramān. a? Also in this case, the [possibility of] the exclusion of the connec-
tion with others (anyayogavyacaccheda) is completely rejected. [Prajñākaragupta]
replied: “Because the definition of pramān. a is really applied [to him].” By this
[statement], it is clear that [the word “only”] excludes the non-connection (ayo-
gavyacaccheda). Even if it excludes the connection with others, [the exclusion] is not
with regard to the perception, etc., but with regard to the Veda, Īśvara, etc., which
are arbitrarily imagined by those who maintain [their authority]. For example,
when two persons are concerned, the expression “he alone is intelligent” is merely
with regard to the second [person], [but] does not prevent all other [people] from
being intelligent. Or the exclusion of the connection with others could be only with
regard to perception, etc. There is, however, no fault because the excellent [i.e.,
ultimate] validity [of the Bhagavat] is intended [here]. For example, the expression
“only Pārtha is an archer” (pārtha eva dhanurdharah. ) intends that [Pārtha is] an
excellent archer. Among these [interpretations], if [the word “only”] excludes the
non-connection, then the word “only” in the sentence “And only the Bhagavat”
is out of order (bhinnakrama), [and] the [word] “pramān. a” should be stated before
this [word “eva”]. If, however, it excludes the connection of others, then [the word
“only” should] remain just as it stands.”]

30 Yamāri comments on Prajñākaragupta’s statement “With regard to this, [Dhar-
makı̄rti] indicates the definition of pramān. a in general” (tatra sāmānyena pra-
mān. alaks.an. am. nirdiśati), which introduces the first definition of pramān. a, as
follows: “[The expression] ‘in general’ means [generally] for [both] the es-
sential (tātparyārtha) and the literal (aks.arārtha) [pramān. as]. The meaning is
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3.2. Prajñākaragupta’s Interpretation of the Second Definition

I shall next examine Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 5c, i.e., the
second definition of pramān. a. In introducing PV II 5c Prajñākaragupta first
states as follows:

Or [a pramān. a is] that which reveals an unknown object (PV II
5c). Or rather (atha vā), this is the [very] definition of pramān. a. [The
means] by which [something] is revealed is that which reveals [some-
thing]. A pramān. a is a cognition which reveals an unknown object.
A conventional cognition (i.e., conceptual cognition), however, does
not reveal an unknown object. For nothing which is an unknown
object is revealed [by a conventional cognition], since visible form etc.,
which have already been grasped separately [by the first perception],
are conceptualized by this [conceptual cognition]. Nevertheless, it
is ordinarily said that this (conventional cognition) is the same [as
the cognition which reveals an unknown object], since one does not
deliberate upon his/her cognition. [Objection:] Isn’t it the case that if,
without [the property] “non-belying,” that which reveals an unknown
object is a pramān. a, it would follow that [a cognition] presenting a
double moon, etc., too, would be a pramān. a? [Reply:] No, because

that it is indicated as common to the essential [pramān. a, namely the Bha-
gavat], which is distinct by virtue of its special status, as well as the two
literal, conventional pramān. as [namely perception and inference].” (PVAN
20a5–6: sāmānyeneti tātparyāks.arārthayoh. , tātparyārthasya cāvasthābhedabhinnasya,
aks.arārthayoś ca vyāvahārikapramān. ayoh. sādhāran. atayopalaks. itam ity arthah. .). Further,
Yamāri concludes his commentary on Prajñākaragupta’s explanation of PV II 1
(PVAo 2,10–12,11) with the following statement: “Thus, in this way, it is estab-
lished that ‘non-belying’ indeed (eva) is the general definition of both the two
conventional pramān. as and the ultimate pramān. a, i.e., the Bhagavat, who is to be
established” (PVAN 31a2: tad evam avisam. vādakatvam eva sām. vyavahārikapramān. a-
yoh. pāramārthikapramān. asya ca bhagavatah. sādhyasya sāmānyam. laks.an. am iti sthitam;
cf. Inami 2022: 38 n.2). Yamāri, therefore, thinks that the first definition is applied
to both the conventional pramān. as and the ultimate pramān. a. Further, Prajñākara-
gupta, in commenting on Dharmakı̄rti’s statement “tadvat pramān. am. bhagavān”
(PV II 7a), states: “tathāgato hi bhagavān tadvān” (PVAo 84,1), and Yamāri inter-
prets this “tadvān” as “ubhayalaks.an. avān” (PVAN 67b7). For Prajñākaragupta and
Yamāri, the Bhagavat is a pramān. a which is endowed with two defining characters
of pramān. a.
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[there is] the expression “artha” [in this second definition]. For, this
[appearance of a double moon] is not a real thing (artha).31

First of all, it is worth noting that Prajñākaragupta, unlike Devendrabuddhi,
interprets the word “vā” in PV II 5c as “atha vā.” As is well known, the
expression “atha vā” is often used to introduce a better alternative than the
previous one and can be rendered by the English expression “or rather.”32

From Prajñākaragupta’s explanation, it can be understood that the expression
“atha vā” is used in this meaning also in this context.33 Thus, Prajñākaragupta
implies at the beginning of his explanation of PV II 5c that the second
definition is superior to the previous one.34

Why is, then, the second definition better than the first? Prajñākaragupta
at first indicates that only the second definition can exclude conceptual
cognition from the domain of pramān. a (but not the first definition). Further,
to the objection that, if merely a cognition revealing an unknown object
is a pramān. a, whether it is non-belying or not, then the cognition of an

31 PVAO 78,9–16: ajñātārthaprakāśo vā (PV II 5c). atha vedam. pramān. alaks.an. am.
prakāśyate ’neneti prakāśah. . ajñātasyārthasya prakāśakam. jñānam. pramān. am. sām. -
vr. tam. tu jñānam ajñātasyārthasya na prakāśakah. . na hi kaścid ajñāto ’rthah. prakāśyate,
gr.hı̄tānām eva rūpādı̄nām anena pr. thag vikalpanāt. pratı̄tyaparāmarśāt tu tad ekam
iti vyavahriyate. nanu yady avisam. vādanam antaren. ājñātaprakāśanam. pramān. am, dvi-
candrādyākārasyāpi pramān. atāprasaṅgah. . na, arthagrahan. āt. asau hi nārthah. .

32 Cf. Speijer 1886: 333–334.
33 Incidentally, the corresponding portion in Ravigupta’s commentary is as follows:

“[Dharmakı̄rti] said: “Or, that which reveals an unknown object.” Or rather
(’on kyang), the definition of pramān. a is this [expression] “that which reveals an
unknown object” (cf. PVV(R) (P)150a1, (D)303b4: mi shes don gyi gsal (D: gsal
bar P) byed pa ’ang | zhes smras so || ’on kyang tshad ma’i mtshan nyid ni | ma shes
don gyi gsal byed ’di yin te). The Sanskrit equivalent of this Tibetan “’on kyang” is,
assuming that Ravigupta follows Prajñākaragupta as usual also in this case, “atha
vā.” In any case, this Tibetan translation supports the interpretation of the word
“atha vā” as “or rather.”

34 Cf. PVAN 65a3–5: laks.an. āntaram āha—ajñātārthaprakāśo veti. avayavyādivi-
kalpasyāpi tarhi prāmān. yaprasaṅgah. . na hy avayavı̄ jñātah. prathamajñānenety āha—
sām. vr. tam. tv iti. sām. vr. tavis.ayatvāt sām. vr. tam. atha vā sam. vriyate vastusvarūpam
aneneti sam. vr. tih. vikalpah. . svārthiko ’n. (Pān. 5.4.38). vikalpamātravacano ’py avayavyādi-
vis.aya evopāttah. , sāmānyavis.ayasya cintayis.yamān. atvāt. pr.thag iti gr.hı̄tānām ity anena
sambandhah. . pratı̄tyaparāmarśāt tv iti. idam. tāvad rūpamātram. paśyāmi, tatsam. sr. s. t. āś
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illusion like a double moon, too, would be pramān. a, hence there would be
an over-extension (ativyāpti) of the second definition35 —to this objection
Prajñākaragupta replies, just like Devendrabuddhi, that there is no such
problem since the word “artha” in the second definition serves to exclude
an unreal thing as the object of a pramān. a.36

Note that this argument definitely serves different purposes for Deven-
drabuddhi and Prajñākaragupta. While Devendrabuddhi aims to ascertain

ca rasādayah. pūrvam anubhūtāh. , na cātra parah. kaścit sam. vedyata iti yadi svapratı̄tim.
parāmr. śet, na syād evaikabuddhih. , anādivitathavikalpābhyāsavāsanāvaśāt tu bhūtam
āvr. tyābhūtakhyātirūpo vyavahāra es.a ity arthah. . [= [Dharmakı̄rti] has stated another
definition [of pramān. a,] “Or rather, [a pramān. a is] that which reveals an unknown
object.” (Objection:) “Then it follows that the conceptual cognition of a whole
(avayavin), etc., would be a pramān. a. For a whole is not known by the first cognition
[i.e., the perception].” (Reply:) [Prajñākaragupta] has stated: “Conventional
[cognition] (i.e., conceptual cognition), however.” [Conceptual cognition is
called] conventional because it has something concealed/obscured as its object.
Or, [The cognition] by which the nature of real things is concealed/obscured is
conventional cognition, i.e., the conceptual cognition. [According to Pān. 5.4.38,]
“The A-suffix [in the word “sām. vr. ta”] is pleonastic.” [The word sām. vr. ta], although
it expresses a conceptual cognition in general, is [here] used only as having a
whole, etc., as its object, since [the cognition] having the universal as its object
will be considered [later]. [The word] “separately” is connected with the [word]
“which are already grasped.” [Prajñākaragupta has said,] “since one does not
deliberate upon his/her cognition.” What he means is: If one could reflect upon
his/her cognition [of something like a “pot” in the following way,] “I now see
only this visible form, but the taste, etc., that are joined with this [visible form in
a cognition that allegedly presents one thing] have been previously experienced
[by me], and in this [cognition] (atra) nothing else [which could be the whole]
is experienced,” then it would not even be a single cognition [let alone, a single
object]. Rather, due to a beginningless impression [resulting from] the repetition
of a false conceptual cognition, there is this verbal activity/manner of speaking
and acting (vyavahāra) [about a “pot”], which has the nature of the appearance of
something unreal as a result of obscuring what is real.]

35 Cf. PVAN 65a6: paro ’visam. vādilaks.an. ānapeks.an. e ’tivyāptir laks.an. ados.a ity āha—nanv
ityādi. [= The opponent, [believing that] if [this definition] does not depend on
the [previous] definition “non-belying,” then there would be the fault of definition
[known as] over-extension (ativyāpti), has stated: “Isn’t it the case that. . . ?,” etc.]

36 Cf. PVAN 65a6: uttaram—na, artheti. ajñātārthaprakāśa ity arthagrahan. avyava-
cchedyam evety arthah. , anarthatvāt. tad evāha—asau hı̄ti candradvayākārah. . tato
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through this argument that the second definition is independent from the first,
Prajñākaragupta intends to say that the second definition is better than the
first. The second definition is, according to Prajñākaragupta, better than the
first because it excludes both conceptual cognitions and belying cognitions
such as the cognition of an illusion.

However, such an interpretation of the word “artha” arouses the suspicion
that the defining property “arthatva” is not really different from the defining
property “avisam. vādi,” since it appears to be deduced from the latter:

[Objection:] Isn’t the fact that [the object of cognition] is a real thing
known only because it is non-belying (avisam. vādād eva)? And therefore
only “a cognition that is non-belying” is the definition [of pramān. a].
How, therefore, [could the second definition] be a different definition
[from the first definition, “non-belying cognition”]? [Reply:] No, be-
cause [a property] which is [only] implicitly indicated is not a definition.

A [property] which is understood by the implication of
something [explicitly] mentioned is not a definition. If that
were the case, other properties such as “being real” (vastutva)
[could] be the meaning of the definition (laks.an. ārtha, i.e., the
defining property). (223)

For, a definition is only that which is obtained directly. Even that by
which the definition [can be] realized, however, is not a definition, since
it is only a possibility. Otherwise, properties such as “being real” would
[also] be [defining properties]. [Objection:] The property “being real” is
of no use in this case either directly or indirectly. Non-belying, however,
serves to make known the fact that [the object of cognition] is a real
thing. [Reply:] This is true. Even so, [however, only] by the expression
“an unknown object,” can a cognition grasping an [already] grasped
[object] be excluded, [but] not by the expression “non-belying,” since
“non-belying” [can be] applied even to the [cognition grasping an
already grasped object]. At the same time, the fact that [the object of

nātiprasaṅga ity abhiprāyah. . [= [Prajñākaragupta] replies to [this objection]: “No,
[because there is the expression] artha.” What he means is that [the cognition
which is not a pramān. a] is definitely excluded by the expression artha in [the
second definition,] “that which reveals an unknown object,” because [the appear-
ance of a double moon] is not a real thing (artha). [Prajñākaragupta] has explained
this very [fact as follows:] “For this,” [that is,] the appearance of a double moon.
[His] intention is that, therefore, there is no over-extension [of the definition].]
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cognition] is a real thing is not understood from [the cognition’s being]
non-belying, because it is not established that conceptually existing
things (sam. vr. tisat) are real, even though [conceptual cognitions] are non-
belying. [Question:] Then how is the fact of being real recognized?
[Reply:] We should think that it is by deliberation (parāmarśa).37

According to Prajñākaragupta, the property “non-belying” (avisam. vāda) is
certainly implied by the property “being real thing” (arthatva), i.e., “revealing
real thing.” Based on this reason, however, it cannot be thought that the
second definition is deduced from the first definition.38 To begin with, the
second definition, “that which reveals an unknown object,” can exclude the
cognition grasping an already grasped object while the first definition alone

37 PVAO 79,1–14: nanv arthatvam avisam. vādād eva jñāyate. tataś cāvisam. vādi jñānam iti
tad eva laks.an. am iti katham. laks.an. āntaram. na, sāmarthyāks. iptasyālaks.an. atvāt. ukta-
sāmarthyato yasya pratı̄tis tan na laks.an. am | tathānyasyāpi vastutvaprabhr. ter laks.an. ā-
rthatā ||223|| laks.an. am. hi yad upāttam. sāks. āt, tad eva. yena tu tallaks.an. am. sādhyate, tad
api sam. bhavitvamātren. a na laks.an. am. anyathā vastutvādikam api bhavet. athāpi syāt—
na vastutvam. tatropayogi sāks. ād anyathā vā. avisam. vādas tūpayogy arthatvajñāpane.
satyam etat. tathāpi ajñātārthagrahan. ena gr.hı̄tagrāhipratyayah. śakyah. parihartum,
nāvisam. vādigrahan. ena, tatrāpy avisam. vādagrahan. āt. na cāvisam. vādenārthatvagatih. , avi-
sam. vāde ’pi sam. vr. tisatām arthatvasyāsiddheh. . katham. tarhy arthatvagatih. . parāmarśād
iti mantavyam (cf. Franco 1997: 48–49).

38 Cf. PVAN 65a6–b1: yadi nāmaivam atiprasaṅgaparihārah. , tathāpi naital laks.an. am.
pūrvalaks.an. ānapeks.am, avisam. vāditvam antaren. ārthatvasyāsiddher ity āha parah. —nanv
arthatvam ityādi. laks. an. āntaram. pūrvalaks.an. ād iti dras. t.avyam. neti pūrvapaks.a-
nis. edhah. . sāmarthyāks. iptasyāvisam. vāditvasya. ajñātārthaprakāśa ity aneno-
ktasyārthasya sāmarthyam, yady avisam. vāditvam. nāpeks.yet, tadārthatvam apratı̄tam.
laks.an. am eva na bhaved iti. tasmāt pratı̄tih. . yasyety avisam. vāditvasya. tad ity
avisam. vāditvam. yadi sāmarthyapratı̄tam. laks.an. am. syāt, tadā ko dos.ah. ? ity āha—tatheti,
sāmarthyapratı̄tāvisam. vāditvavat. yena tv ity avisam. vāditvena. [= The opponent,
[thinking that] even if the over-extension [of the definition] is avoided in this way,
this definition is still not independent of the previous definition; for the fact that
[the object of cognition] is a real thing is not established without the property “non-
belying,” says: “Isn’t the fact that [the object of cognition] is a real thing,” etc.
[The expression:] “different definition” should be taken to mean: [different] from
the previous definition. [The expression] “no” negates the opponent’s position.
[A property] “which is [only] implicitly indicated,” i.e., “non-belying” [is not a
definition]. “The implication” is of something which is “[explicitly] mentioned”
by the [phrase,] “that which reveals an unknown object.” That is to say (iti), if [the
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cannot.39 The second problem is the relationship between two properties,
i.e., “non-belying” and “being real thing,” i.e., “revealing real thing.” As is
also indicated by Devendrabuddhi’s interpretation discussed above, “non-
belying” is deduced from “being real thing,” since that which is a real thing
(vastu in this case) is by its definition “non-belying.” There is, on the other
hand, cognition which is “non-belying” but does not reveal a “real thing,”
e.g, a conceptual cognition (sam. vr. tisat). For example, conceptual cognitions
apprehending external objects or “a whole” (avayavin) are non-belying in the
ordinary world, but they do not establish that external objects or “wholes”
are real things.40

property] “non-belying” were not relied on, then the [object of cognition] being a
real thing, insofar as it is unknown, would not be a definition at all. Due to this
[implication], “the understanding” [occurs]. [The word] “of which” means “of
the property ‘non-belying.’ ” “The” [also] means the property “non-belying.” [To
the question,] “If that which is recognized by implication could be the definition,
then what is the fault?,” [Prajñākaragupta] replies, “If that were the case,” [i.e.,]
“as in the case of the property ‘non-belying,’ which is recognized by implication.”
“By which. . . however” means “by the property ‘non-belying.”’]

39 Cf. PVAN 65b1–2: sambhavitvamātren. āvisam. vāditvam alaks.an. am. vastutvādivad
ity asahamānah. para āha—athāpi syād iti. satyam etad ity arthatvajñāpane
’visam. vāda upayogı̄ty etat satyam. tathāpı̄ty arthatvajñāpane ’visam. vādasyopayogitve
’pi nāvisam. vādigrahan. ena gr.hı̄tagrāhı̄ pratyayah. śakyah. parihartum. ata eva
etallaks.an. āpeks.am. pūrvalaks.an. am uktam—gr.hı̄tagrahan. ān nes. t.am ityādinā. tatrāpı̄ti
gr.hı̄tagrāhin. i. [= The opponent, who does not accept [the view] that the property
“non-belying” is, as a mere possibility, not the definition, just like [other proper-
ties] such as “being real,” states: “The property ‘being real.’” [Prajñākaragupta
replies:] “This is true.” [Namely,] this [view] that the property “non-belying”
serves to make known the fact that [the object of cognition] is a real thing is true.
“Even so,” i.e., even if the property “non-belying” serves to make known the fact
that [the object of cognition] is a real thing, the cognition grasping an [already]
grasped [object] cannot be excluded by the expression “non-belying.” Precisely
because of this reason, it is mentioned [by Dharmakı̄rti] through [statements]
such as “[a conceptual cognition is] not regarded [as a pramān. a] since it grasps
[merely] what has already been grasped” (PV II 3a) that the previous (i.e., the first)
definition is dependent on this [second] definition. “Even to” means “even to the
[cognition] grasping an already grasped [object].”

40 Cf. PVAN 65b2–4: nanv etad api laks.an. am. pūrvalaks.an. āpeks.am eva, arthatvasyāvi-
sam. vādāt pratı̄tisvı̄kārād ity āśaṅkyāha—na cāvisam. vādeneti. etallaks.an. akāle saty
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Based on this reasoning, the property “being a real thing” is not communi-
cated by the property “non-belying,” therefore the former is not derived from
the latter. If Devendrabuddhi’s statement “only on the basis of the property
‘non-belying’ can a cognition be recognized as such, i.e., a pramān. a which
reveals an unknown object” meant, as suggested by Yamāri, that the fact that
the object of cognition is a real thing can be known only on the basis of [its
being] “non-belying” (arthatvam avisam. vādād eva jñātavyam) and therefore the
second definition is dependent on the first definition (pūrvalaks.an. āpeks.atā),
then Devendrabuddhi’s view should be rejected.41 Yamāri explains this
situation as follows:42

apy avisam. vāde nāvisam. vādenārthatvagatih. . sann apy avisam. vāda udāsı̄na ity
arthah. . yady evam, sām. vr. tajñānasya katham. na prāmān. yam. ? kos. t.haśuddhyā hi tatrā-
visam. vādabhāva eva śaran. am ity āśaṅkya pūrvoktam eva smārayati—sam. vr. tisatām
iti. arthagrahan. avyavacchedyam eva tad apı̄ty arthah. . na hi bahirartho ’vayavyādir
upapadyate. [= After questioning, “Isn’t this [second] definition, also, definitely
dependent on the previous definition, since it is accepted that the recognition of
the fact that [the object of cognition] is a real thing is due to the [cognition’s being]
non-belying?,” [Prajñākaragupta] states: “At the same time. . . by [the cognition’s
being] non-belying.” When this [second] definition [applies], even if the [the
cognition] is non-belying, “the fact that [the object of cognition] is a real thing
is not understood from [the cognition’s being] non-belying.” What this means
is that, even when non-belying exists, it is neutral (udāsı̄na) [in regard to whether
the object of cognition is a real thing or not]. After raising the doubt: “If things
are this way, how is the conventional cognition not a pramān. a? For just the
existence of ‘non-belying’ in that [cognition] is completely the refuge/justification
(kos. t.haśuddhyā),” [Prajñākaragupta] reminds [us] just of what was previously men-
tioned: “the conceptual existences.” It means that this [refuge] too is definitely
excluded by the expression “object.” For an external thing such as a whole is not
logically acceptable.]

41 Cf. PVAN 65b6: yathā ca vr. ttikārasyāvisam. vādenārthatvam icchato dos.ah. pūrvalaks.an. ā-
peks.atālaks.an. ah. , tathā nāsmākam ity api vaidarbhyen. a darśitam. [= Moreover, [with
this statement he implicitly shows] that we do not make the same mistake as the
commentator [i.e., Devendrabuddhi], who believes that the fact that [the object of
cognition] is a real thing [is known] by the [cognition’s being] “non-belying”—
[namely, the mistake] which consists in the [second definition] being dependent
on the previous [i.e., first] definition.] However, this interpretation of Yamāri does
not seem to be true to Devendrabuddhi’s intention. See footnote 15 in this paper.

42 Cf. PVAN 65b5: tato ’rthatvam avisam. vādād eva jñātavyam iti nirastam. ato ’sya na
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Thus, [Devendrabuddhi’s claim] that the fact that [the object of cogni-
tion] is a real thing can only be known on the basis of [the cognition’s
being] “non-belying”(cf. PVAo 79,1) is refuted. The point is: for this
reason, the [second definition] does not depend on the previous [,
i.e., first] definition, whereas the previous [definition] depends on this
[second] definition.

Thus, it is established that the second definition is superior to the first
definition43 . In this case, the second definition is the true definition and the
first definition can be only deduced from the second. One can notice that this
is just the contrary of Dharmottara’s position, who, as shown above, defined
correct cognition (samyagjñāna), i.e., pramān. a, as a “non-belying” cognition
and deduced the second definition of the PV from this definition. In this
matter, too, Prajñākaragupta’s view is, as usual, the complete opposite of
Dharmottara’s.

However, another problem may come up for this interpretation. First
of all, as long as a correct cognition is defined as “non-belying,” it can be
empirically verified on the basis of the fulfillment of a purpose whether
the cognition in question is a pramān. a or not, since the property “non-
belying” consists in the non-belying cognition fulfilling a human purpose
(avisam. vādanam arthakriyāsthitih. ). If, on the other hand, “that which reveals
an unknown object” is the definition of pramān. a, the fact that the object of
cognition is a real thing is a necessary condition of pramān. a. The fact that the
object is a real thing, however, which is not deduced from the property “non-
belying,” does not seem to be empirically verifiable. In the last line of the
above passage, in response to the question how the fact of being real thing
is recognized (katham. tarhy arthatvagatih. ), Prajñākaragupta simply replies
that “we should think that it is by deliberation (parāmarśād iti mantavyam).”
However, as is explained by Yamāri, can the deliberation of ordinary people
really apprehend the fact that the object of cognition is a real thing?44

pūrvalaks.an. āpeks.atā. pūrvasya tv etallaks.an. āpeks.ateti bhāvah. .
43 Cf. Iwata 2000: 8a11–14.
44 Cf. PVAN 65b4–5: yady avisam. vāda udāsı̄na etallaks.an. akāle, katham. tarhi? iti.

uttaram—parāmarśād iti śarı̄rasvāsthyaparāmarśāt. abhyāsato hi pat.udhiyas timirāśu-
bhraman. amiddhādyupahativiraham ākalayato jhat.ity eva sambhavı̄ purah. prakāśini kala-
śādau bahirarthapratyayo nirastavibhramāśaṅkah. . śaśāṅkadvaye tu naivam, upahater eva
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3.3. The Definitions of Pāramārthikapramān. a and Sām. vyavahārikapra-
mān. a

The well-known dichotomy of pāramārthikapramān. alaks.an. a and sām. vyava-
hārikapramān. alaks.an. a, which I mentioned at the beginning of this paper, has
been, in my opinion, presented by Prajñākaragupta in order to solve this
problem:

Or rather, in this [definition], ultimate [truth] (paramārtha) is meant by
the word “artha.” It means that [the phrase] “that which reveals an
unknown object” [should be interpreted as] “that which reveals ulti-
mate [truth].” And ultimate [truth] consists in [the cognition’s] having
a non-dual nature (advaitarūpatā). [And] a pramān. a is that which reveals
this [ultimate truth]. Regarding that [second definition], [Dharmakı̄rti]
has stated: “The own-nature is known by itself” (PV II 4d), whereas he
said: “Validity is [ascertained] by means of behaviour” (PV II 5a) [with
regard to the first definition]. In this case, this (i.e., “that which reveals
an unknown object”) is the definition of the ultimate pramān. a, whereas
the previous one (i.e., “non-belying”) is [the definition] of conventional
[pramān. as].45,46

niścayāt. [= [One might ask,] “If the property “non-belying” is neutral [as to
whether the object of the cognition is a real thing] when this [second] definition
[applies], “how is then” [the fact of being real recognized]?” [Prajñākaragupta]
replies: “by deliberation.” Namely, by deliberation of [people] having healthy
body. For those who observe [things] on the basis of clear wisdom through often
repeated practice (abhyāsa) without damages resulting from eye floaters, quick
turning, sleepiness, etc., the recognition that the pot, etc., appearing in front are
external things can occur immediately without suspecting that it is an illusion. In
the case of the double moon, on the other hand, it is not so, since the damage [of
eyes] is definitely ascertained.]

45 PVAO 79,15–19: atha vārthaśabdenātra paramārtha ucyate. ajñātārthaprakāśa iti
paramārthaprakāśa ity arthah. . paramārthaś cādvaitarūpatā. tatprakāśanam eva pra-
mān. am. tathā ca pratyapādi—svarūpasya svato gatir iti. uktam. ca—prāmān. yam. vy-
avahāren. eti. tatra pāramārthikapramān. alaks.an. am etat, pūrvam. tu sām. vyavahārikasya
(cf. Franco 1997: 50).

46 Cf. TSP 784,14–15: tathā hi—sām. vyavahārikasyedam. pramān. asya laks.an. am. pramān. a-
m avisam. vādi jñānam iti; PVAN 66a2: tad evam. pūrvalaks.an. ānapeks.atām. prati-
pādyātrāsam. tus.yan bhās.yakāro vis.ayabhedapaks. āśrayen. a laks.an. advaitam. saphalayann
āha—atha veti. pūrvapramān. alaks.an. am. sam. vr. tāv, anyat tu paramārtha ity arthah. .
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If the word “a real thing (artha)” in the second definition means the object of a
pramān. a in general, how can ordinary people recognize that a certain object is
real and therefore that the cognition of this object is a pramān. a? In response to
this question, Prajñākaragupta replies that the word “the real thing (artha)”
in the second definition, in truth, means ultimate reality (paramārtha), i.e.,
non-duality, which is the object of only the Bhagavat, i.e., the ultimate pra-
mān. a (pāramārthikapramān. a or pramān. abhūta). It goes without saying that the
Bhagavat recognizes the reality of objects.

Prajñākaragupta further quotes two pādas of the PV, i.e., “the own-nature
is known by itself” (PV II 4d) and “validity is [ascertained] by means of
behaviour” (PV II 5a),47 and relates these two pādas to the second definition
and the first definition, respectively. His mentioning of PV II 4d and PV II
5a in this context seems somewhat abrupt, and, as far as I know, no previous
studies as well as traditional commentaries including Yamāri’s have hitherto
provided a persuasive explanation of why he mentions them.48

Here, in my opinion, we should recall the fact that both Prajñākaragupta
and Yamāri have previously considered these two pādas as relating to
pāramārthikaprāmān. ya and sām. vyavahārikaprāmān. ya, respectively.49 Prajñā-
karagupta’s purpose in quoting these two pādas is, in short, to justify his
idea that the second definition is the definition of the pāramārthikapramān. a.

[= Thus, after explaining in this way that [this definition, i.e., PV II 5c] does
not depend on the previous one (i.e., PV II 1a), [nonetheless] unsatisfied with
this [explanation], the author of commentary (i.e., Prajñākaragupta) has stated
“rather” in order to make the two definitions meaningful by adopting the position
that [the two definitions] have different objects [as definienda]. It means that the
former definition of pramān. a is with regard to conventional things, whereas the
latter [i.e., the second definition] pertains to ultimate truth.]

47 With regard to Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of PV II 4d–5a in detail, see Inami
2023 in this volume.

48 Franco does not translate this portion and is silent about the meaning of it (cf.
Franco 1987: 50,17).

49 Prajñākaragupta says that the phrase, “validity is [ascertained] by means of be-
haviour,” is related to conventional validity (cf. PVAo 65,4–5: prāmān. yam. vyava-
hāren. a. sām. vyavahārikam etad iti pratipāditam; also PVAo 65,10: sām. vyavahārikam.
prāmān. yam pratipādayatā. . . ). Yamāri also explains this part of the PVA as follows:
“After having previously explained ultimate validity [with:] ‘the own-nature is
known by itself,’ those who explain conventional validity [by:] ‘the validity is
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The Bhagavat as pāramārthikapramān. a, since his prāmān. ya is intrinsic—as
shown by PV II 4d—can be seen as defined by the second definition, which
does not imply empirical verification.50 The conventional pramān. as, on the
other hand, whose prāmān. ya is extrinsic—as shown in the PV II 5a—should
be defined by the first definition, which includes the element of empirical
verification.

Thus, the second definition, “that which reveals an unknown object,” is
regarded as the definition of the pāramārthikapramān. a, whereas “non-belying”
serves as a definition of sām. vyavahārikapramān. a. This is the final answer of
Prajñākaragupta. Nevertheless, it should not be overlooked that, also in this
final interpretation, Prajñākaragupta probably maintains the view that the
first definition can be deduced from the second definition. The first defini-
tion, therefore, still states a necessary condition of the pāramārthikapramān. a.
This is consistent with Yamāri’s explanation of the introductory portion of
the first definition51 and with the concluding statement of his commentary
explaining the superiority of the second definition as well.52

In other words, Prajñākaragupta’s statement that the second definition is
the definition of the pāramārthikapramān. a should be interpreted to mean that

[ascertained] by means of behaviour’. . . ” (PVAN 60a2: pūrvam. svarūpasya svato
gatir (PV II 4d) iti pāramārthikam. prāmān. yam. pratipādya prāmān. yam. vyavahāren. a
(PV II 5a) iti sām. vyavahārikam. prāmān. yam. pratipādayatā. . . ). Cf. Dreyfus 1991:
28,5–12.

50 In a different context, Yamāri states that also for the Veda, whose valid-
ity is intrinsic, the definition of “non-belying” is meaningless (PVAN 51a3–
4: tad evam avisam. vādāditve pramān. alaks.an. a ukte, parihr. te cāvyāptyativyāptidos. e,
tallaks.an. ayogāc ca bhagavān eva paralokādipramān. am iti tātparye darśite, vedād eva
tatsiddhir alam. bhagavatety asmin vāde svatah. prāmān. yāc ca vedasya sam. vāditva-
laks.an. avaiyarthyodbhāvanapare prabandhe niraste, punah. sam. vāditvalaks.an. asyaiva sva-
samayāpeks.ayātivyāptim āpādayann āha—yadi tarhı̄tyādi).

51 Cf. footnote 30 .
52 Yamāri states that the Bhagavat is endowed with both characters of pramān. a, i.e.,

“non-belying” and “that which reveals an unknown object.” Cf. PVAN 66a1–2: etac
ca laks.an. advayam. bhagavato ’py aks. ūn. am, yathopadarśitasvargāpavargamārgaprāpan. āt,
hariharādibhir adr. s. t.asya tattvasya dr. s. t.eś cety. . . . [= And these two definitions are also
not missing for the Bhagavat, insofar as he makes [people] obtain the way to the
heaven and emancipation in the way instructed and observes the truth which is
not seen by Vis.n. u and Śiva, etc. . . . ]
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the second definition, insofar as it implies the first definition, is the definition
of the pāramārthikapramān. a.53

4. Conclusion

As is examined above, Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of the definition of
pramān. a is not simple. His famous interpretation that the first definition
pertains to the conventional pramān. as whereas the second definition pertains
to the ultimate pramān. a is certainly his unique interpretation. It is, however,
not everything which Prajñākaragupta wished to say regarding this issue.
He also suggests that the second definition is superior to the first on the
level of sām. vyavahārikapramān. a. After further investigation he reaches his
final interpretation mentioned above. His final interpretation is not merely
an afterthought, but a conclusion he reaches after thoroughly reflecting on
the meaning of the two definitions.

53 When explaining Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation of Dharmakı̄rti’s definition of
pramān. a, Sa skya pan. d. ita (1182–1251) states in his Tshad ma rigs gter that Prajñā-
karagupta regards the combination of both the first definition “non-belying” and
the second definition “that which reveals an unknown object” as a definition of
conventional pramān. a (sām. vyavahārikapramān. a), whereas the ultimate pramān. a is
defined only by the second definition. Kimura and Nishizawa, however, when
discussing Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation, have expressed the suspicion that
the view of Sa Pan. , which in fact follows that of gTsang nag pa (12th cent.), is
incorrect (cf. Kimura 1996: 33; Nishizawa 2007, (341)). In my opinion, however, the
understanding of Tibetan scholars cannot be so easily rejected; for we have seen
that Prajñākaragupta believes that the second definition implies the first definition
on the ordinary level, whereas the second definition does not need to be verified by
the first definition on the ultimate level. This problem should be further examined.
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PVV(M) Pramān. avārttikavr. tti (Manorathanandin). Ed. R. Sāṅkr.tyāyana, Ācārya-
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vārttika II 4d–5a in the Light of Yamāri’s Sub-commentary.” Included in this
volume.

Iwata, T. 2000. “Seson wa ikanishite Kōjun (pramān. a) to nattanoka [How has
the Bhagavat become the Authority (pramān. a)?].” Komazawa Tankidaigaku
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Dharmakı̄rti’s Sambandhaparı̄ks. ā
and Devendrabuddhi’s Sambandhaparı̄ks. āvr. tti1

P a r i m a l G . P A T I L
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Preface

This “teaching translation” and commentary is intended for philosophers
who do not know (and are likely never to know) classical Sanskrit. It is not
an English reconstruction or literal translation that students of Sanskrit can
use to (easily) read the original. Nevertheless, the translation is supposed to
be accurate: I do not want to get Dharmakı̄rti or Devendrabuddhi wrong.
I trust that those who know classical Sanskrit will be able to understand
the translation choices that I have made (and I believe I can defend). I
do not expect everyone to agree with these choices, however, and errors

* Eli Franco has given me many gifts, including the gifts of his friendship, mentor-
ship, and scholarship. He has taught me how to think with Sanskrit philosophical
texts, and not just about them; to think critically about everything; and to keep
pushing myself to do better. I am forever in his debt. I very much hope that some
of what I have learned from him is evident in my contribution to this volume in his
honor. I trust that he will expose my errors, forgive my ignorance, and continue to
push me in our shared quest to understand.

1 Versions of both texts have been translated before. The critical edition, which I
have translated here, has been both edited and translated by Ernst Steinkellner in
Steinkellner 2022a and Steinkellner 2022b. A discussion of the critical edition, its
manuscript history, and important secondary scholarship on both can be found in
the helpful Introduction to Steinkellner 2022a: vii–xxxiii. It goes without saying
that this translation is indebted to his work and the pioneering work in Frauwallner
1934 and Frauwallner 1932/1933. My own work has also benefitted from critical
comments and questions by Johanne Donovan, Jungju Seo, and Dmitry Trynkov
who kindly read through this translation with me in the spring of 2023. Nilanjan
Das used an earlier version of the translation in a graduate course in the Depart-
ment of Philosophy at the University of Toronto I am also grateful to audiences at
the 2023 Pacific APA and UCLA.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 619–665.
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in translation, interpretation, or both, should be pointed out so they can
be corrected. Although this translation is designed to be “readable,” it is
a translation of a text that was composed in classical Sanskrit well-over a
thousand years ago. Its readability should be compared with the readability
of well-translated texts of Aristotle, Aquinas, Leibniz, or Kant. It is also
worth noting that texts such as the Analysis were designed to be taught,
and not simply to be read on their own. While very different from texts
composed in contemporary English, I hope that students of philosophy will
benefit from doing philosophy with Dharmakı̄rti’s Analysis of Relations (SP)
and Devendrabuddhi’s Commentary (SPV).2 In the notes to the translation,
which are intended to be the minimum necessary for a student of Euro-
American philosophy to understand the text, I have pointed to passages in
Dharmakı̄rti’s other work that I have found to be helpful, even though the
contexts are often very different. In the notes to my explanations, I have
tried to point to some relevant secondary material. Neither sets of notes are
intended to be exhaustive. I hope they are helpful, nevertheless.3

Part 1. Verses 1–6: In no interpretation of aRb is R fundamental
1.1 Unsuccessful Reductionist Accounts
A. In aRb, R is just b’s being dependent upon a

Verse 1

In order to reject a relation’s being a real thing, he says, it is “a dependence
upon something else.”

It is generally accepted that a relation is a dependence upon something else.
How can something that is complete in its existence be dependent upon

something else? Therefore, for no existing thing can this be what a relation
actually is. (SP 1)

2 For those who are new to the SP and SPV, Dharmakı̄rti’s (c. 550–650 CE) text is
just the numbered verses SP 1–25. The prose is Devendrabuddhi’s (c. 630–690 CE)
commentary. For an accessible introduction to Dharmakı̄rti’s work see Dunne 2004,
Eltschinger 2010, and Tillemans 2020. For editions and translations of the SP, see
Steinkellner 2022a, the edition translated here, and Steinkellner 2022b, which is his
“trial translation” of both the SP and SPV.

3 For a more detailed discussion of Dharmakı̄rti’s arguments and an assessment of
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A dependence upon something else is a requiring of something else.4 This is
what a relation is.

This may be of something that is complete in its existence or something
that is incomplete in its existence.5 There cannot be a real relation for
something that is incomplete in its existence, since that thing would have
the nature of an absence. Even if the relatum were something that is complete
in its existence, how can it be dependent upon something else?6 It cannot be. And
so, that is not a relation.

“Even something complete in its existence is in some way incomplete.”
If this were shown to be so, it does not follow that there could be a

dependence on something else too. This is because problems with an existing
thing that is complete or incomplete in its existence cannot be overcome.
And it is not case that that one thing can be both complete and incomplete.
Because of this, neither what is complete nor the other can be dependent
upon something else. Therefore, for no existing thing can this be what a relation
actually is i.e., be metaphysically real. What is conceptually constructed is
not rejected, since it is not a real thing.

his view, see Patil, forthcoming.
4 For more on dependence (pāratantryam), and concepts that are often related to

it, such as assistance (upa+
√

kr. ), property (dharma or upādhi)/property-possessor
(dharmin), and capacity (śakti), see SP and/or SPV ad SP 1, 4, 9, 19, 21. For some
of the contexts in which Dharmakı̄rti discusses the relationships between these
concepts, see PVSV 37.10–37.11 ad PV 1.67, PV 1.75 ad PVSV 43.19–43.28. These
passages are translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 86–87, 94–95. Cf. SP 19, where
Devendrabuddhi provides a helpful explanation of some of this.

5 As Steinkellner notes, this line is quoted in NBhūs. 503.13. I mention this here, while
not mentioning other references to non-Buddhist texts, because I find Bhāsarvajña’s
discussion particularly helpful. For a list of parallel passages in work by other
Sanskrit philosophers see Steinkellner 2022a.

6 For a helpful discussion of this general idea see PVSV 24.25–25.13 ad PV 1.40–1.42,
which is translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 29–34. Also see the long “digression”
at HB9.1–23.03, which is translated in Steinkellner 2022b: 12–32 and referred to in
the notes to SP 25. The issues discussed in these passages outline the ontology and
metaphysics that underlies almost all of Dharmakı̄rti’s arguments in this text. For
an excellent discussion of this see Inami 2020, where he explains what I take to be
Dharmakı̄rti’s “trope-theoretic” ontology and metaphysics. For more on this see
Patil, forthcoming.
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Explanation: In aRb i.e., “a is related to b” or “a and b stand in relation R,”
where a is neither numerically identical to nor a part of b, R is simply b's (for
example, an “effect”) being in some way dependent upon a (for example, its
“cause”). Dharmakı̄rti takes this to mean that b is in some way in need of
a, in the sense that b cannot be b, without a. Assuming b, b must be either
complete or incomplete in its existence, which is to say that b must be either
ontologically independent or ontologically dependent. If b is ontologically
independent (i.e., ontologically dependent only on its parts), Dharmakı̄rti
argues that it cannot be, by definition, dependent upon a. If b is ontologically
dependent on something other than its parts, such as a, then b cannot exist
without a. Without a, b would be an absence, which, for Dharmakı̄rti, is not a
real thing and so it cannot stand in a real relation to a.

Suppose b can be b while also being incomplete in some way. Dharmakı̄rti
argues that this is impossible, since b cannot be both incomplete i.e., onto-
logically dependent and complete i.e., ontologically independent. Moreover,
even if this could be so, since he has already shown that whether complete
or incomplete, b cannot be dependent upon anything else, an object b that
is both complete and incomplete cannot be dependent upon anything else
either.

Note: In SP 1, R is assumed to be dyadic and, it seems, non-symmetric, since
Dharmakı̄rti only discusses b’s relation to a and not a’s relation to b. While this
does not entail that R is non-symmetric, it is suggestive, though it is not clear
if R is also asymmetric. What kind of “dependence” does Dharmakı̄rti have
in mind, metaphysical/ontological, conceptual, both? In SP 1, it seems to
be metaphysical/ontological dependency? One reason to think so is because
of the last line, where both Dharmakı̄rti and Devendrabuddhi seems to be
speaking of b as if b needs to be metaphysically real for it to be dependent,
ontologically vs conceptually, upon a.

B. In aRb, R is a merging of the intrinsic natures of a and b

Verse 2

It is generally accepted that a relation is a merging of intrinsic natures. But
how could this be if there are two? And so, there cannot be a real relation

between things of different natures. (SP 2)
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It is generally accepted that a relation is a merging of intrinsic natures, and not a
dependence upon something else.7

This is not so. If there are two refers to the two relata. {...}8 This refers to a
merging of their intrinsic natures, which is defined as their intrinsic natures
being of a singular nature. But how could this be? There is no way this can
be. Even if they were singular, how could there be a relation, since two relata
would not exist? A relation has to be dyadic.9

“It is not the case that their being of a singular nature is what merging is.
Rather, it is their not being separate.”

Okay. What is the argument? Since not being separate is simply the
absence of a gap, that cannot be what a real relation is. Moreover, if a relation
is the absence of a gap, why not accept that a relation is the presence of a
gap? The reason is that in both cases the intrinsic natures of the two relata
would have to be non-different. Even coming into contact10 etc. should not
be spoken of as bringing objects together without any gap. This is because,
if so, a relation would not be defined as a merging of two intrinsic natures.

7 For a related discussion, see PVSV 116.28–119.07 ad PV 1.234–1.237, which is
translated in Eltschinger 2007, which I also refer to below.

8 See Steinkellner 2022a: 12, 40, where he indicates that approximately 10 “letters”
are badly faded or missing.

9 For a discussion of “merging” or “fusion” see PVSV 113.23–113.25 ad PV 1.227cd,
PVSV 115.24–116.2 ad PV 1.231cd, For a discussion, see Eltschinger 2007: 248 n.146,
Eltschiner 2007: 259 and Eltschiner and Ratié 2013: 69–99. Both passages are
also translated in Steinkellner 2022: xviii. Also see PVSV 147.8–9 as discussed in
Eltschinger and Ratié 2013: 98 n.151 and 103 n.174, where passages from the PVSVT.
and PVT. are discussed. For other uses of “dyadic” (dvis. t.ha) see HBT. : 8. For more
on “two” and numbers, see below.

10 See AKBh ad AK 1.43cd, where “coming into contact” (prāpti) is defined as “arising
or coming together without a gap” (nirantarotpatti). Discussed in this passage is
the question of whether two things e.g., atoms or sense faculties and the objects
they put us in touch with can be in contact without touching (aprāptavis.aya) each
other. It is this “touching” type of relation that the word “contact” (prāpti) seems
to be referring to in SP 2. I would like to thank Jungju Seo for reminding me of this
passage. Also see the discussion in NBh 87.16–88.14 ad NS 2.1.52–2.1.54, which is
also noted in Steinkellner 2022b: 2 n.1. Cf. the discussion at SP 25.
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And so, there cannot be a real relation between things of different natures because,
if different, it would be superimposed by the imagination.11

Explanation: In aRb, where a is neither numerically identical to b nor a part
of b, R is simply a merging or coming together of a and b. More specifically,
R is a fusion of the intrinsic natures of a and b i.e., a fusion of what makes a
uniquely a and b uniquely b. Given that relations have to be dyadic, Dharma-
kı̄rti argues that this proposal is incoherent. The fusion of two numerically
distinct things implies that the two things are actually one i.e., that they have
a single intrinsic nature. But two numerically distinct things cannot have
identical intrinsic natures and be numerically distinct. So, either there are two
unfused numerically distinct things that are not standing in a dyadic relation
or there is only one thing, the intrinsic nature of which may be the result of
fusion but which, nevertheless, is numerically one and so not standing in a
dyadic relation.

The commentary considers a modified version of this proposal, according
to which R is simply a and b not being separate from one another. R is the
absence of a and b being separate. In response, it is said that an absence is
not a real thing and so a real relation cannot be an absence. Furthermore,
Devendrabuddhi argues, it doesn’t help to suggest that there is a way for a
and b to be related to each without touching one another, but also without
a gap between them. If this were possible, there might be a way for a and b
to be related without being of a single nature. However, this wouldn’t save
the “merging of intrinsic natures” view, since this proposal would render an
appeal to merging irrelevant.12

C. In aRb, R is just b’s reliance upon a

Verse 3

It is generally accepted that a relation is reliance on another. How can
something that does not exist rely on something else? And furthermore, an

11 See PVSV 24.25–25.13 ad PV 1.42, which I referred to above, where Dharmakı̄rti
discusses “fusion” and whether things can mix their natures. For a translation see
Eltschinger et al. 2018: 30ff. Cf. PVSV 115.24–116.2 ad PV 1.237cd and PVSV 118.27
as noted by Steinkellner 2022: xxii n.36.

12 See PVSV 113.23–113.25 ad PV 1.227 & PVSV 118.27–119.1 ad PV 1.236, translated
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existing thing does not want for anything. How can it rely on something
else? (SP 3)

Now he says, It is generally accepted that a relation is reliance on another, and not
a merging of natures. In this case too, if one relatum e.g., b, is the other that
relies upon a via reliance, it relies on it only in so far as it’s a relying thing
that exists at that time or does not exist at that time. If it does not exist at that
time, how can something that does not exist rely on something else?

Reliance is not itself a property of an existing thing the nature of which is
not yet complete. So, what is this relation and what is standing in it? And
furthermore, an existing thing does not want for anything i.e., its nature does not
rely upon anything else.13 How can it rely on something else, in reliance upon
which there could be a relation?14 The rest is said to be like dependence on
something else in SP 1.15

Explanation: aRb is just b’s reliance upon a, which is to say that it is b’s
standing in need of a, which is different from it. In such a relation, the relatum
b relies upon a and the relatum a is relied upon by b. Dharmakı̄rti’s argument
focuses on b, which he says must either exist or not. If it doesn’t exist, he
argues that it cannot stand in need of anything. If it already exists, that is, if it
exists without a, it doesn’t make sense to say that it stands in need of a. If b is
supposed to exist only in reliance upon a, then the arguments in SP 1 are said

in Eltschinger 2007.
13 I am following Steinkellner’s recommendation to emend “sarvasvabhāvasvabhāvā-

napeks.o” to “sarvabhāvasvabhāvānapeks.o.” For a related context in which “reliance”
is drawn upon see PVSV 146.12–148.24 ad PV 276–279.

14 For another place where Dharmakı̄rti draws upon the idea of “reliance”
(apa+

√
ı̄ks. ), see PVSV 22.22–23.13 ad PV 1.25=PVin 2.58. In this passage, the

“reliance” in question is a reliance on space and time, which are also said to
“assist” a thing being present when and where it is. Also see PV 2.179. When
both contexts are compared it becomes clear that for Dharmakı̄rti the relata a and b
include a wide range of “things” including fire and smoke, which are material, as
well as things like suffering, which is not. For a discussion of this see Steinkellner
2013, Part 1: 54–61. For a translation of PVSV ad PV 1.25 see Gillon and Hayes
2008 and Eltschinger 2021: 100, who also refers to PV 2.179.

15 Cf. PVSV 119.3 ad PV 1.237 as noted by Steinkellner 2022: xxii n.36.



626 Parimal G. PATIL

to apply. Moreover, “reliance on something else” is not a real property that
things which are existentially incomplete can have. So what is it and what
kind of thing can stand in it? There is nothing that it could be and nothing
that could have it. So, for all of these reasons, neither a non-existing thing nor
an existing thing can stand in a “reliance on another” relation that is taken to
be a property of it.

Devendrabuddhi relates this view and the arguments against it to the
view discussed in SP 1, that a relation is “dependence on something else.”
In both views, relations are taken to be dyadic. And in arguing against both
views, Devendrabuddhi relies on the idea that to exist, a (or b or R) must be
“complete in its existence,” which is to say that in so far as b is b intrinsically,
it is ontologically self-sufficient. It does not stand in need of anything else to
be b.

Note: In SP 3, R is not reducible to a and b but rather to a property of a or
b, which is to say that a and b’s standing in relation R is fixed by a property
of a or b, namely, the property of reliance. This view is therefore different
from the view in SP 1, where R is reduced to a and b themselves. In SP 3, the
reduction seems to be a form of weak reduction.

D. In aRb, a and b are related to a third thing, R

Verse 4

Suppose that because two things are related to the same thing there is a
relation between them. What then is the relation between those two and that
one thing? Furthermore, there would be a regress. And so, there is no sense

to such a relation. (SP 4)

The problem from SP 3 does not apply because two things i.e., the two relata
are related to the same thing. Suppose i.e., suppose it is accepted that there is a
relation between them because they are related i.e., caused to be so, by one
real thing i.e., either a distinct thing e.g., a relation such as contact, which
is called a “property,” or something that is not distinct e.g., an unexpressed
property.16 If this is so, then, on the view that it is not a distinct thing it

16 I am following Steinkellner’s recommendation to emend the text to “avācyena vā”
from “avācyena.” See Steinkellner 2022a line 5.
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could only be imagined that there are two relata, and so there wouldn’t be a
real relation between them. Another reason is that even if there were a real
relation, the two relata would always be related and, therefore, they would
be a unity. This is because even a real unexpressed thing has to be, logically,
either a distinct thing or something that is not distinct. On the view that it is
not distinct, there is neither a real relation nor relata.

Now suppose there is a real relation that is either a distinct thing or the
other. In that case, what then is the relation between those two and that one thing?
What relates the two relata with that one thing? There is nothing. Just as,
because of the problem just stated, there is no relation between the two relata,
so too, there is no relation between the two relata and it. Otherwise, what
is the argument against there being a relation between the two relata all by
themselves?

Moreover, if it is accepted that there is a relation because two things are
related to the same thing, then it must be that that relation and each of the
two relata are also related to one thing. By provisionally accepting that
there is that relation, they would again have to be related to one thing, and
furthermore there would be a regress. And therefore, a relation to one thing can
never be established. If there is no relation, there can be so sense to such a relation
anywhere. Given the regress, there can’t be the idea that a relation applies to
real things.

Suppose that in some cases there can be a relation without there being a
relation to the same thing. If so, then even the first two relata need not be
related because they are related to one thing. If the relation is between two
things all by themselves, the problem has been explained already. The idea
of other properties such as ’not being separate etc.,' is also rejected by this.

Explanation: In SP 3, Dharmakı̄rti rejected the view that in aRb, R is weakly
reducible to a and b. In SP 4, he considers and rejects the view that R is a real
thing that is not reducible to a and b. R is taken to be an ontological primitive,
either a real relation such as contact (which Dharmakı̄rti discusses below
in SP 22–24) or what he calls an “unexpressed” (and let us say, relational)
property that they both share.

As Devendrabuddhi explains the argument, whether interpreted as a real
relation or shared relational property, R has to be either distinct from a and
b or not distinct. If it is not distinct, then it is strongly reducible to and,
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therefore, identical with a and b. And so, there would be no real relation
to speak of, nor would a and b be relata in any real sense. If somehow R,
which is not distinct from a and b, were to relate a and b, a, b, and R would
constitute a unity, which wouldn’t tell us anything about relata or relations. If
R is distinct and not reducible, the question becomes how R itself is on either
interpretation related to a and b. This is Dharmakı̄rti’s version of the famous
“Bradley Regress”against external relations.17

Suppose there is a way to avoid the regress and still claim that R is a
distinct real thing. In this case, R is supposed to relate a and b, but not
itself be related to a or b. Devendrabuddhi argues that a and b could not be
related in such a case since, regardless of what is supposed, they would have
to be related somehow to whatever it is that accounts for the relation between
them. Devendrabuddhi concludes that any distinct entity that is postulated
to account for aRb can be rejected by the same argument.

D1. In aRb, a, R, and b are not related: aRb is merely conceptual

Verse 5

Furthermore, the two real relata and the thing that is different from them all
exist in and of themselves. And so, those things are not connected together by
themselves. It is conceptual construction that brings them together. (SP 5)

And since this is so, the idea that there is real relation that does this isn’t any
better. Therefore, he says, Furthermore, the two real relata i.e., the two that are
taken to be relata, and the thing that is different from them i.e., the thing that
is called a relation, all i.e., the things just stated, exist in and of themselves i.e.,
exist in and of their respective intrinsic natures. And so i.e., therefore, those
things are not connected together i.e., they are not related by themselves i.e., in
and of their intrinsic natures.

“If so, how come things are said to be brought together by this or that
relation.”

There aren’t any relations. Rather, conceptual construction brings them
together, even though they are not connected together. And this too comes about

17 See Bradley 1926 and Perovic 2017. The connection with Bradley was noticed long
ago by Stcherbatsky 1993: 246.
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while making them appear for some reason as if they have come together
because of something else.18

Explanation: If a, R, and b, are numerically distinct and not related to each
other, in aRb something has to make it as if they are so related. In what
sense could they come to be so related? Dharmakı̄rti argues that there is
something that can make it appear as if there are two different relata, a and
b, which are in some way dependent on an entity R that is different from
each of them. What is it? It is conceptual construction, a kind of imaginative
fictionalization.19

D2. In aRb, a, R, and b are not distinct: Difference is conceptual

Verse 6

Words that convey events and event-makers are used by those who accept
this very thing to bring about an awareness of a difference between things.

(SP 6)

Words that convey events and event-makers i.e., that denote events and event-
makers are used by those i.e., people, who accept this very thing i.e., conceptual
construction. They designate that this is to be called an “event,” this is to
be called an “event-maker,” to bring about an awareness of a difference between
things i.e., to bring about the awareness of the exclusion of others, which just
is what the difference between those things is. The relation of event and
event-makers, however, is not real {...}.20

Explanation: “Event-Makers” refers to the different functional roles that
words have in a sentence. For example, in the sentence, “Devadatta cuts

18 For parallels, also cited in Steinkellner, see: PVSV 147.8–147.9 ad PV 1.227,
which is translated and discussed in Eltschinger and Ratié 2013a: 98 n.151 and
Eltschinger and Ratié 2013b: 107–108 n.197. Also see PVSV 34.26 ad PV 1.64,
which is translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 62–66, and PVSV 151.26–151.28 ad PV
1.286. Following Steinkellner, I am reading “upadarśayantı̄” instead of the printed,
“upadarśanti.” See Steinkellner 2022a: 15 line 9.

19 Cf. SP 7, 11–12, 14–15.
20 According to Steinkellner, three illegible letters follow. See Steinkellner 2022a: 16
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the tree with an axe,” the Event in question is cutting. The Agent is
Devadatta. The Patient is the tree. The Instrument is the axe. In an active
sentence with a transitive verb, the Event-Makers, Devadatta, tree, and axe
are “different from” each other and, more importantly, from the Event itself.
Dharmakı̄rti argues that relations between an Event and “its” Event-Makers
or between Event makers themselves are conceptually constructed. The
different from/difference between relation is an ontological fiction, though it may
be useful nevertheless. Just how and why this is the case is not discussed
here. Devendrabuddhi connects this discussion to Dharmakı̄rti’s (in)famous
theory of exclusion.21

Part 2. Verses 7–11ab. In aRb, R must be dyadic
E. In aRb, R cannot be a causal relation

Verse 7

How could even an effect-cause relation which is located in two things be
thought to exist, since its two relata cannot exist together? Without it

existing in two things, how could it relate them? (SP 7)

“It is, then, an effect-cause relation that can be proven to be a real relation.”
This is not so, since how could even an effect-cause relation be a real relation?

That is to say, it simply cannot be thought to exist. How could it exist? It is
located in two things. How is that a reason, since its two relata i.e., the effect
and cause cannot exist together? That is to say, whenever the cause is, the
effect is not, or, whenever it is, the cause is not, since it is impossible for
effect and cause to be simultaneous. Since non-momentary things do not
even exist, there can be neither a relation of effect and cause nor one of co-
existence between them. And so, even the examples cited in debates about
the existence of non-momentary things are not tenable here. For this reason,

line 7. Although not a close parallel, see the discussion of difference at PVSV 38–
39 ad PV 1.68–1.70, and the translation and notes in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 75–81.
More specifically, see PVSV 32.12–32.15 ad PV 1.63 and PVSVT. 153.10–11, which
is translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 61–62 and 62 n.180 and the more extensive
n.181.

21 See Eltschinger et al. 2018 and the references contained therein.
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the two relata cannot be real things that co-exist.22 If they could, there could
be a relation that exists in the present between the two relata. But without it
i.e., one thing, existing in two things, how could it relate them? It simply could
not. The relation that appears in our mind is created by our imagination.

Explanation: In aRb, R cannot be causation. Dharmakı̄rti argues that causal
relations are such that for R to be a causal relation, a and b have to be
numerically distinct; a and b cannot exist simultaneously; and yet R must
be located in both a and b simultaneously in order to relate one to the other.
Given this, R cannot exist, since a and b, though numerically distinct, cannot
exist at the same time.

In his commentary, Devendrabuddhi considers whether, if a and b were
to exist at the same time, they could stand in some relation R. To set this
up, he first explains that a and b are like all existing things, momentary.
Assuming that in causation the relata a and b do not exist at the same time,
there cannot be a single momentary relation R between a momentary a at ta

and a momentary b at a different time, tb. Moreover, for a to be a cause at ta

and also at tb such that it could stand in relation R to b at tb, a would have to
persist, which it cannot. Devendrabuddhi then argues that there cannot even
be a relation R between a at tn and b at tn. His argument is that there is no
single entity that can be in two numerically distinct locations, a and b, at the
same time. To say that R is such an entity begs the question. He concludes,
therefore, that there is no real entity R and that the “R” that we take there to
be is one that we merely imagine and conceptually construct.

Note: In SP 7–11ab, aRb is interpreted as if a, b, and R are numerically distinct.

F. Transference: In aRb, R cannot be sequential

Verse 8

A real relation is something that exists in one relatum at a time, sequentially,
without needing the other one. But it cannot be located in just one relatum,

since it could exist even if the other were absent. (SP 8)

22 Following Steinkellner 2022a: 17 line 9, I am reading “ato” instead of the printed
“yato.”
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“A real relation exists sequentially, in the cause and then the effect.”
This is not so. That is to say: Something called a real relation exists, even

if sequentially, in one relatum at a time i.e., in one of the relata, either cause or
effect, without needing the other one. Independent of the effect, it could exist
in the cause. Independent of the cause, it could exists in the effect. And
so, something could exist in both, in sequence. But it is not the case that
something that exists in both relata in sequence is a relation that the two
stand in. Something that does not need the other relatum is located in just
one relatum. It is not a relation for that other one. This is because what exists
sequentially in an effect and a cause could exist even if the other were absent
i.e., because the thing called a relation could exist even though the effect and
cause do not exist at the same time.

Explanation: In aRb, R is located in a at ta and then in b at tb. As in
contemporary “transference theories,”23 R seems to be a quantity of some
kind that is transferred from a to b in sequence. This view is supposed to
account for how an entity R could exist in both relata. Dharmakı̄rti argues
that such an entity is not a relation, since to be a relation R cannot be monadic
like a relational property might be. If R is not dyadic, it is not a relation.
Handoff theories do not provide an account of real relations since R is never
located in both relata at once.

F1. In aRb, R cannot start in a and then also be in b

Verse 9

Suppose that after depending upon one of the two, it comes to exist in the
other, since what it depends on is the assisting factor. But how can

something that does not exist assist? (SP 9)

“This is not a problem. Suppose that after depending upon one i.e., the effect
or cause, of the two i.e., the effect or cause, it i.e., a relation, comes to exist in
sequence in the other i.e., the effect or cause. And so, in virtue of needing
them, it is accepted that it is actually located in two things.”

23 For an excellent contemporary discussion of causation, including transference
theories, see Paul et. al 2013.
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If this is so, what assists it, which is what it currently depends upon, must
exist. Why? Since i.e., it is because, what it depends upon i.e., not the other one,
is the assisting factor.

“Suppose the assisting factor is what it currently depends upon.”
But, if this is so, how can something that does not exist assist? When the cause

exists, what is called the “effect” does not exist. When the effect exists, what
is called the “cause” does not exist. Neither can really assist then, since it
does not have the capacity to do so.24

Explanation: In aRb, where R is transferred from a to b (or b to a) in
sequence, R first depends on a, before it transfers to b, in which it will then
exist or, more precisely, also exist. For R to be transferred to b in this way
requires the assistance of a, on which R has to depend for this kind of transfer
to take place. R can be said to be located in both a and b, since R needs both a
and b for the transfer from a to b to be successful. R depends upon a to help
it exist in b. Dharmakı̄rti’s argument is that for a (which only exists at ta) to
help R exist in b at tb, a must exist while it is helping R to exist in b at tb. Since
in aRb it is assumed that a and b do not occur at the same time, this is not
possible. At ta, it is possible for a to help R, since R depends upon it. But, R
needs help to exist in b at tb at which point a no longer exists.

G. In aRb, R cannot be a property that is located in both a and b

Verse 10

Suppose that a pair of things are effect and cause because they are related to a
single thing. If so, that would apply to a pair of horns, one which is on the
right and one which is on the left, because they are related to the property,

‘being two’ etc. (SP 10)

Moreover, suppose that a pair of things are effect and cause i.e., two things taken
to be effect and cause, because they are related to a single thing, which is the
reason. If so, that i.e., being an effect and cause would also apply to a pair of

24 For a discussion of assisting factors see PVSV 29.11–31.05 ad PV 1.52cd–1.55, which
is translated in Eltschinger et. al 2018: 46–51. Cf. PVSVT. 132.25–133.26, which is
translated in Eltschinger et. al 2018: 145–147. Also see my earlier references under
SP 1.



634 Parimal G. PATIL

horns, one which is on the right and one which is on the left, because they are related
to the property, ’being two' etc., i.e., a number.25 But this is not accepted. This is
also not the case for a property different from this, because by the word “etc.”
what is conveyed is that they might be connected to properties such as being
of lesser extent, being of greater extent, being a horn, etc.

Explanation: In aRb, suppose that a causal relation, R, is a dyadic property
that is co-located in both a and b. A cause a is related to its effect b because
a and b both share dyadic property R. Dharmakı̄rti argues that according to
this view a and b would be causally related even if they share a property
R such as being of a pair or being two in number, which is also shared by
my left and right shoes, or being Bessie’s horn, which is shared by the left
and right horns on Bessie’s head.26 Since the proposed view entails absurd
consequences such as these, Dharmakı̄rti rejects it.

Note: Dyadic properties are a type of multiply instanced property or
universal, which Buddhist philosophers reject.

H. In aRb, R has to be founded in a and b. R cannot be monadic

Verse 11ab

A relation has to be located in two things. It has no defining characteristic
other than this. (SP 11ab)

“It is not that there is a relation because they are related to any one thing or
the other.”

What then?
“It is to the one thing defined as a relation.”

25 See PVSV 25.04 ad PV 1.42, which is translated in Eltschinger et. al 2018: 33–34,
where the discussion is not horns and whether they “possess” the universal ‘being
a horn,’ but why sculpted representations of planetary deities, even though they
may possess the same “necklace,” are not the same deity.

26 According to Vaiśes.ika philosophers, numbers, such as the number two (dvitva),
as well as contact/conjunction (sam. yoga, see SP 19, 22) and separation/disjunction
(viyoga, see SP 23), are properties that have to be located in two numerically distinct
things. See, for example, Halbfass 1992: 122 and Frauwallner 1953: Part 2: 213.
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This is not so. A relation is a real thing that has to be located in two things. It,
namely, a real relation has no possible defining characteristic other than this i.e.,
being a thing that connects two things. As a result of this, a difference from
numbers etc. can be established.

Explanation: In aRb, R is not just any entity, such as the properties referred
to in SP 10. Rather, it is a relation, R, which is a special type of entity that has
to be located in two things, a and b, at the same time. R’s being dyadic in this
way is its defining feature. But as Dharmakı̄rti discussed earlier, there is no
(good) reason to think there is such an entity.

Part 3. Verses 11cd–19, Causation
I. In aRb, if R is a causal relation, R is just a pattern of presence and
absence

Verse 11cd & 12

Suppose that an effect-cause relation is an association qualified by presence
and absence. (SP 11cd)

Why couldn’t an effect-cause relation be just the two qualifying features of
that association? If you say, because they are “different,” well, that word

depends upon the user. (SP 12)

When something, a, is present, something else, b, is present. When that
something, a, is absent, that something else, b, is absent. There are two
presences when the two things exist and two absences when the two things
do not exist.

“Suppose that an effect-cause relation, and not all relations, is an association
qualified by presence and absence. A qualifying feature is a distinguishing
feature of that association i.e., relation (11cd).”27

Why then couldn’t an effect-cause relation be just the two qualifying features of
that association i.e., presence and absence, as a result of which there could be

27 The word “qualifying feature” (upādhi) is often translated as “property,” “ad-
ditional property,” or “added feature” etc., and this seems to be the way the
term is generally used by Dharmakı̄rti and his commentators. See, for example,
PVSV ad PV 1.52ab–1.53cd and PVT. and PVSVT. , where both Śākybuddhi and
Karn. akagomin gloss the term with “characteristic” or, as I have translated it here,
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the conceptual construction of a relation which does not really exist or have
a real result?

If you say, because they are “different,” which is to say, “it may be that: ’When
something, a, exits, something, b, is present. When that something, a, does not
exist, that something, b, is absent' refers to many things. But an effect-cause
relation is conveyed by one word, which directly conveys a single entity. And
it is not tenable that it could directly convey the many things referred to.
And so, it cannot be accepted that an effect-cause relation is presence and
absence.”

Well, that word depends upon the user i.e., a person.28 And so, since it
depends on the user, they will give it meaning in accordance with how they
use it. Therefore, it simply can’t be denied that one word can actually convey
more than one thing (SP 12).29

Explanation: If, in aRb, R is a causal relation, R is simply a regular pattern—
the presence of b when a is present and the absence of b when a is absent. This
pattern of a and b’s joint presence and joint absence, which will be explained
in greater detail in what follows, is causation. In SP 11cd, Dharmakı̄rti simply
introduces the view in the voice of an opponent who suggests that it is not
plausible. Dharmakı̄rti does not develop the view in any detail. Rather, he
simply asks his “reader” to consider it.

In SP 12, Dharmakı̄rti responds to the proposal by suggesting that this
regular pattern of presence and absence is the basis for our mental and

“distinguishing feature” (viśes.an. a). Devendrabuddhi elsewhere glosses the term
with “defining feature” (laks.an. am). See, for example, Eltschinger et al. 2018: 46 n.88
and 2018: 144–147, where a relevant passage from Karn. akagomin is translated.
Given this, the phrase may be more accurately translated as, “an association that
is qualified/distinguished/defined by presence and absence” or “a combination
which has the qualifying/distinguishing/defining features of presence and ab-
sence.” The idea that causation is a pattern of presence and absence is mentioned
in a number of places in Dharmakı̄rti’s work, including PVSV ad PV 1.267, PV
4.246cd, and HB 4.10–4.11. See the notes to SP 13 for secondary material in which
many of the relevant passages are translated and commented upon.

28 For a clear statement of this idea see PVSV 32.24–32.25 ad PV 1.60, which is
translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 56 and 56 n.148.

29 See PVSV 66.26–69.08 ad PV 1.142 where a similar issue is discussed.
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conceptual construction of what we (mis)take to be a real causal relation.
There is no such relation beyond a regular pattern of co-presence and co-
absence. Dharmakı̄rti also considers the objection that such regularity cannot
be what causation is, since “causal relation” refers to a single thing, while
the described regularity clearly involves more than one thing, namely, a
pair of absences and a pair of presences, and may also apply to a variety
of situations. Dharmakı̄rti dismisses the objection by arguing that a single
word can refer to more than one thing, since it is obvious that people often
use the same word to correctly refer to multiple things.

J. The Pattern, and its epistemology

Verse 13

A person sees one thing a at t1 given that, at t2, they see a thing b which was
not seen previously. When they fail to see a, they do not see b. Even without

others telling them so, they conclude that b is an effect of a. (SP 13)

It is tenable, therefore, that an effect-cause relation is just this presence and
absence.30 This is because a person sees one thing a at t1 i.e., the thing assumed
to be a cause, given that, at t2, they see a thing called “an effect,” which was not
seen previously, even though the conditions for it being seen had been met. In
seeing this b at t2, they had seen a at t1. When i.e., given that they fail to see a at
t3, they do not see b i.e., the thing assumed to be the effect, at t4.31 They conclude
that b is an effect i.e., they realize that b comes from that a, even without others
telling them so i.e., even without someone saying, “this comes from that.”32

30 As Inami 1999: 134, Eltschinger 2021: 103, and Franco 2020 remind us, it is critical
to keep in mind that the “presence and absence” model of causation sits alongside
what I refer to as a “growth” model of causation. Both the “presence and absence
(bhāva, abhāva)” [a and then b] and “growth/transformation (vikāra/vikrı̄yā)” [a
grows or transforms into b] models are, in my view, part of a single theory, in the
sense that Dharmakı̄rti’s view is supposed to account for both. A clear example of
these two models sitting alongside each other is PV 2.181, which is translated in
Inami 1999: 134 n.12 and also Eltschinger 2021.

31 In PVSV 22.02–22.03 ad PV 1.28, which is also referred to below. See Inami 1999:
135 and Franco 2020: 81.

32 For a well-known, and early discussion of this idea see AKBh 461.08–461.09 and
AKV 1190.22–1190.24, which is discussed and translated in Franco 2020: 87 and 87
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It is pointless to say that they draw this conclusion because of a conven-
tion. That is to say: Even if there were this convention, nothing other than
presence and absence is cognized. Because of this, when there is a cognition
“x,” there is a cognition of a y which has x as its content. It is like “whiteness”
i.e., “x,” from the white color i.e., y, that is cognized when cognizing a white
cloth. And a person cognizes “causation” i.e., “x,” upon cognizing presence
and absence i.e., y. And so, the content of the cognition, “causation” i.e., x, is
presence and absence i.e., y.33 There is nothing more.

“It may be that presence and absence are a way of proving it, and that
something distinct i.e., an effect-cause relation, is what is proven.”

If it is distinct, why is its nature not specified?
“Okay, its nature is that it is a produced-producer relation.”
So, is it distinct because it has a different name, on the basis of which this

is asserted? As an explanation, “produced-producer relation,”“generated-
generator relation,” and “effect-cause relation” and the like are just syn-
onyms.34

n.16. A great deal has been written about SP 13, and the ideas contained therein.
See, for example, Gillon and Hayes 1991, Inami 1999, Lasic 1999 and 2003, Taber
2003, Watanabe 2004, Dunne 2004, Gillon and Hayes 2008, Gillon 2009, Steinkellner
2013, and Franco 2020, and the many references contained therein. My own early
(and inadequate) attempt is Patil 2010. For Dharmakı̄rti’s discussion in his other
works, of particular relevance is PVSV 22.02–22.03 ad PV 1.28, PVSV ad PV 1.34,
PV 2.182–184, HB 4.8–4.11, VN 4.2–4.3, and VN 4.3–4.10. Inami 1999 translates
a number of these passages. As Franco 2020 nicely points out, there are many
other passages/contexts in Dharmakı̄rti’s work that are relevant to his discussion
of causation. See, for example, the examples discussed by Dharmakı̄rti in PV 2.25
(and Manorathanandin’s PVV on this verse) and the many others mentioned in
Franco 2020 and his earlier discussion in Franco 2012. For a translation of PV 2,
see Nagatomi 1957. For translations of the AKBh see Pruden 1988–1990, HB see
Gokhale 1997 and Steinkellner 2022, and VN see Gokhale 1993.

33 Issues related to both the ontology and epistemology of properties, their posses-
sors, and possession are discussed in many places in Dharmakı̄rti’s work. See
Eltschinger et al. 2018 for Dharmakı̄rti’s discussion of these issues in the context of
his discussion of exclusion.

34 For a related discussion see VN 6ff, which is translated in Gokhale 1993: 15ff. Cf.
PVSV 22.02–22.03 ad PV 1.145, as noted by Steinkellner 2022: xxii n.36, which is
translated in Frauwallner 1933.
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Explanation: SP 13 is translated as Devendrabuddhi interprets it. In his
commentary, Devendrabuddhi is clear that the “one thing” that the person
sees at t1 is a and also that what “was not seen previously” is b. The first
line of SP 13 may also be translated as follows, however: A person, seeing
one thing a at t1, which was not seen previously at to, sees a single thing b at t2.”
The difference between these translations has to do with whether the phrase,
“which was not seen previously” modifies a or b, which has no bearing on
the view itself. As translated, the view is that a person who did not see b at
t0, upon seeing a at t1, sees b at t2, which had not been seen previously. The
alternative is that a person who did not see a at to, upon seeing b at t1, which
had not been seen previously, sees b at t2. Devendrabuddhi’s interpretation
appears to be influenced by Dharmakı̄rti’s parallel discussion in some of his
other work.

In SP 13, Dharmakı̄rti (famously) describes the pattern of a and b’s
perceived presence and absence that he argues accounts for our realization
that b is the effect of a. According to Dharmakı̄rti, we perceive presence,
through sense perception, and absence through a type of perception he
calls “non-perception.” Non-perception of a, however, is understood to
be the perception of what is other than a. It is our knowledge source for
the “absence” of objects that would have been perceived had they been
present.35

As stated in SP 13, the pattern of perceived presence and absence is
underspecified. What follows is a more complete description based on
parallel passages in Dharmakı̄rti’s other work.36 The following five-step

35 For a discussion of “non-perception” see Kellner 1999, Kellner 2003, and Dunne
2004.

36 See Inami 1999, Lasic 2013, and Steinkellner 2020 for helpful, and insightful,
discussions of this procedure. As is clear from the passages they cite, Dharmakı̄rti
describes this process in many places, and in slightly different ways. See, for
example, PVSV 22.02–22.03=PVin33.33–34.02, HB 4.08–4.11, VN4.02–4.03, and
VN4.03–4.10, all of which are cited, translated, and analyzed in Inami 1999: 135–
138 and Steinkellner 2020. These passages show that Dharmakı̄rti tinkered with
his description of the procedure at various points of his career. What is important
is to notice that in this other work, Dharmakı̄rti adds the phrase “even though the
conditions for them being perceived had been met” (the “perceptibility condition”)
to Step 1; qualifies Step 2, with an “other things condition;” and qualifies Step
4 with an “exclusivity condition” expressed in the phrases “just a” (4.1a) and
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sequence of non-perception and perception may be what Dharmakı̄rti had
in mind.37

1. Non-Perception of a and b at t0, even though the conditions for them being
perceived had been met i.e., if a and/or b had been present they would have
been perceived.38

1.1 Dharmakı̄rti does not state this as explicitly as I have. Moreover, he often
refers only to b, as he does in SP 13, or only to a, as he seems to do in other
descriptions.

1.2 A “perceptibility condition” is assumed in all five steps, namely, that a
and/or b would have been perceived had they been present. Notice that
this adds a counterfactual element to the procedure.

2. Perception of a at t1 (in addition to everything else that was present at t0 and
nothing else that was not present at t0).39

2.1 An “other [relevant] things” condition is added to this step in some
descriptions of the procedure such that at t1 it is the perception of a
and other things. Although there is disagreement about just what these
“other things” are, it is clear that they are newly seen in Step 2, along
with a. Although in SP 13, a is naturally taken to be a token e.g., fire,

“even though other causes of b” (4.1b). He thus qualifies both the “positive
concomitance” or co-presence part of the process, Steps 2–3, and the “negative
concomitance” or co-absence part of the process, Steps 4–5. See Gillon 1991 for
critical analysis of this procedure. Gillon’s analysis is discussed in Lasic 1999: 239–
241 and, more recently Steinkellner 2015 and Steinkellner 2020, where Steinkellner
reviews and revises his earlier views, engages critically and constructively with
previous scholarship, especially Gillon 1991, and retranslates many of the relevant
passages. Also see Franco’s analysis of Steinkellner’s view in Franco 2020. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to engage with all of the relevant work in a more
substantive way. I do so in Patil, forthcoming.

37 For a helpful set of tables see Inami 1999: 136–140. For a useful chart see Lasic
1999: 238.

38 See Lasic 1999: 233, where he takes t0 as I do i.e., as a locus where neither smoke
nor fire is present. For more on the “perceptibility condition,” see my earlier note.

39 See the famous passage at PVSV22.02–22.03 ad PV 1.34, referred to above and
below. Unlike in SP 13, in this passage, Dharmakı̄rti specifies that the “a” that we
perceive is not a single token but either a collection of token-constituting tropes
or a collection of tokens, Again, what is relevant is that a is the future relatum,
however it is understood. Cf. Lasic 1999: 237 and, for a different view, Steinkellner
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it could be a bundle of token-constituting tropes or even a collection of
causally relevant tokens such as fire, fuel, oxygen, etc. Regardless, it is
the token a; bundle/collection/set A; or most salient member of A, a,
that later will be identified and labeled as the relatum that is perceived.

3. Perception of b at t2 (in addition to everything else that was present at t1 and
nothing else that was not present at t1)

4. Non-Perception of a at t3 (and nothing else that was not present at t2, along
with the perception of everything else at t2).
4.1 An “exclusivity condition” is added to this step in some descriptions of the
procedure, such that there is (4.1a) the non-Perception of just a (however it is
to be understood) among everything else that was present in 240 or (4.1b) the
non-Perception of a or the most salient a, even though all of the other “other
things” (i.e., everything in A other than “the most salient a”) are seen. Dharma-
kı̄rti refers to these other things as “other causes.”

5. Non-Perception of b at t4 (and nothing else that was not present at t3, along
with the perception of everything else at t3).

Given this sequence of non-perception and perception, we conclude that b is
an “effect” of a. Perception and non-perception are sources of knowledge for
the pattern of co-presence, in step 2 and step 3, and co-absence in step 4 and
step 5, that Dharmakı̄rti argues constitutes causation and warrants our use
of the terms “effect,”“cause,” and “causation” (but not causal relation). On
the basis of this sequence of perceptions and non-perceptions, Dharmakı̄rti
argues that a person will realize that a is a cause, b is an effect, and b is caused
by a, even without anyone teaching this to them i.e., even if they do not know
the words, “cause,” “effect,” and “causation.” Even if it were well known
and fixed by convention that this pattern of presence and absence is such
that a is to be called a “cause,” b an “effect,” and the pattern, “causation,
”Devendrabuddhi adds that there would be nothing distinct to name other
than the pattern itself. There aren’t any causes, effects, or causal relations as
such.

Devendrabuddhi’s example of perceiving “whiteness” is supposed to
illustrate the following principle: Our perception of a possessor of a property-

2020.
40 The “just a” qualification (i.e., the “exclusivity” condition) is included in the

procedure at PVSV 22.02–22.03 ad PV 1.34. The significance of has been discussed
clearly in Steinkellner 2015 and Steinkellner 2020: 432.
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F e.g., white colored fabric, constitutes our perception of its property-F e.g.,
“whiteness.” Devendrabuddhi’s point is that there isn’t a distinct property,
“whiteness” for us to perceive. There is just the white of the white colored
fabric. Similarly, perceiving a specified pattern of presence and absence
constitutes “causation.” There isn’t a distinct relation, causation, for us to
perceive. All there is is the pattern.41

One might think that as a source of knowledge perception is just how we
come to know a real causal relation, just like by perceiving a white colored
fabric we come to know its whiteness. Devendrabuddhi’s response is that
this simply amounts to naming what has already been known. Perception is
not a source of knowledge for a real relation, causation, or a real property,
whiteness, even though we apply the labels “causation” and “whiteness” to
what we perceive. What we have knowledge of is a pattern and a piece of
white cloth. Convenient labels such as “cause,” “effect,” or “causation” are
not sources of knowledge for what they purport to be labels of. That there
can be distinct names or descriptions for what we perceive does not mean
that we have perceived distinct things as, for example, when those distinct
names or descriptions are synonyms.42

K. In aRb, calling b an “effect” and a a “cause” is merely a convenience

Verse 14

Since it is impossible to conceive of an effect without both seeing and failing
to see, even words such as “effect” etc. are used for this out of convenience.

(SP 14)

Since it is impossible to conceive of an effect without both seeing and failing to see
presence and absence i.e., because an object x is made evident to us via the
object y that possesses it, is the reason why even words such as “effect” etc. are

41 See PVSV29.01–31.01 ad PV 1.50–1.55, which is translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018:
45–51 and PVSV 34.17–35.17 ad PV 1.64, which is translated in Eltschinger et al.
2018: 62–66, for a related discussion of properties and their possessors and the
words we use to refer to each.

42 See PVSV 24.24–26.01 ad PV 1.40–1.42 translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018 and
referred to above.
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used for this out of convenience to refer to presence and absence: People should
not utter long strings of words for every single word.43

Explanation: According to Dharmakı̄rti, our conception of an effect is based
on seeing b when a is present and failing to see b when a is absent. As
Dharmakı̄rti explains in SP 13, this pattern of presence and absence is also
what the word, “causation” refers to. In SP 14, Devendrabuddhi explains this
further by picking up on his example of perceiving the white color of a piece
of white cloth. In that example, the intentional object, “whiteness,” which
appears to us, is made evident by the white color of the piece of cloth we are
perceiving. The white colored cloth, which is all that there is, is the basis for
the intentional object, “whiteness.” There isn’t a real thing, whiteness, for us
to cognize. There is just the white colored cloth.44 In SP 14, the intentional
object is “being an effect.” It is made evident to us by the pattern of presence
and absence that is evident to us by seeing b and failing to see a under certain
conditions. This pattern, y, is all that there is. It is the only possible basis
for the intentional object “being an effect,” x, that appears to us. It is this
pattern that is, more specifically, said to “possesses” the intentional object, in
the sense that it is the reduction base for, or that which grounds, our concept,
“effect.” In SP 14, Dharmakı̄rti also explains that we use words like “effect”
and “cause,” rather than long phrases such as “presence of b when a is present
and absence of b when a is absent,”only out of convenience. Causal language,
though reducible to these patterns of presence and absence, is of nothing
more than a pattern. There are no real causes, effects, or causation as such.

43 For a somewhat related discussion see PVSV 67.01–69.09 ad PV 1.142. Cf. PV 4.28
as noted by Steinkellner 2022: xxii n.36, where Dharmakı̄rti makes this same point.
For Dharmakı̄rti’s account of why words do not refer to real features of the world,
see his discussion of why words in the plural and singular do not always refer to
plural and singular things at PV 1.65–1.67. See too his discussion at PVSV 36.09–
36.12 ad PV 1.66, where he explains that the referential capacity of language is due,
almost entirely, to our interests. Both texts are translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018:
62–74. Also see Inami 2020: 171.

44 For a related discussion about properties and their possessors see PVSV ad PV
1.60, PVSV 35.07–35.09 ad PV 1.65, which is translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 56
and 63–66. Also see PVin 2.32ab, where a similar issue is considered in the context
of Dharmakı̄rti’s discussion of non-perception.
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L. In aRb, calling b an “effect” and a a “cause” is based on convention

Verse 15

Even the cognition, “b is the effect of a,” which is explained on the basis of
b’s presence when a is present, is said to have a convention as its content. It

is like the cognition, “cow,” from dewlap etc. (SP 15)

“Causation is nothing other than co-presence and co-absence. It is not
distinct. If this is so, how can presence and absence establish it?”

On the basis of b’s presence when a is present is the Reason for the cognition, “b
is an effect of a.” That is, the cognition of an effect is of b’s presence when a is
present, which is the Reason. That which is explained i.e., the cognition, “this
is the effect of that, that is the cause of this,” is said to have a convention as its
content i.e., this explanation states that it has a convention regarding “effect”
and “cause” as its content. There is no a distinct thing. How can this be? It
is like the cognition, “cow,” from dewlap etc. i.e., it is just like the content of our
ordinary use of the word “cow” is made evident by the following inference:
This is a cow, because it has a dewlap etc.45

Explanation: In SP 13, Dharmakı̄rti explained that our awareness that b is
an effect of a is just an awareness of a perceived pattern in a and b’s presence
and absence. In SP 14, he further explains that referring to b as an “effect” and
a as a “cause” is simply due to convenience. In SP 15, Dharmakı̄rti builds on
this analysis and explains that the phrase, “b is an effect a,” refers to this
joint pattern of presence and absence because someone taught us that that
is how we label and speak about such a pattern. Referring to the pattern in
this way is a convention, a convenience. It is, he says, like the convention
to use the word, “cow,” to label an animal that has a dewlap, horn, and
tail. In his commentary, Devendrabuddhi adds that our knowledge of this
convention is inferential: We know that an animal that I am seeing (Site) is
to be called a “cow” (Target) because of seeing a dewlap, horns, and a tail
(Reason). Similarly, we come to know that a is to be called, “cause” and b is to
be called, “effect” through an inferential process that is based on perceiving

45 Dharmakı̄rti mentions this example at PVSV 4.23–4.24 ad PV 1.3 (among other
places in his work). The example is translated and discussed in Gillon and Hayes
2008.
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a pattern of presence and absence and being taught the labels “cause” and
“effect.” In the same way, we refer to the realization that b comes from a (see
SP 13) by applying the label “causation” to what is nothing more than the
pattern that we came to be aware of.

M. aRb is a Pattern of Qualified Presence and Absence

Verse 16

a is present when b is about to arise and only when a is present is b about to
arise.

Being an effect or cause is accepted on the basis of both perception and
non-perception. (SP 16)

“Suppose the following: If presence and absence constitute being an effect
or cause, something’s just being a cause or something’s just being an effect
should require that both presence and absence apply to each of them. If not,
how could presence itself be a cause or an effect? And if both a and b are
present or both a and b are absent, there isn’t a presence and absence that
applies to each of them that could constitute something being an effect or
cause. However, it could be so for an effect-cause relation.”

This is not right. Even if they apply to both things, it is the presence and
absence of the first, the cause, which is qualified by the presence and absence
of the second. It is the presence and absence of the second, the effect, which
is qualified by the presence and absence of the first. That is to say, a is present
i.e., what is taken to be the cause is present, when b is about to arise i.e., only
when b has the property of coming to be. The restriction “only” applies here
too. It is through this that negative concomitance is implied.46 And only when
a, i.e., what is taken to be the cause is present is what is taken to be the effect
i.e., b about to arise. This constitutes being an effect.47 And so, being an effect or

46 The idea that “only” (eva) applies to the cause is clear in PVSV 19.06–19.08 ad PV
1.267, which I refer to below. The relevant lines are translated in Inami 1999: 134.
Also see PVSV 136.17–136.18 ad PV 1.261cd, which is translated in Frauwallner
1933.

47 See PVSV 141.04 ad PV 1.267, which makes a similar point, and PVSV 19.06–19.08
ad PV 1.28, which makes this point for a cause. For translations see Gillon and
Hayes 2008 and Inami 1999: 134.
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cause is accepted on the basis of both perception and non-perception.48 It is because
of this that such presence and absence is causation. There is nothing else.49

Explanation: In SP 16, Devendrabuddhi considers an objection to Dharma-
kı̄rti’s view. An opponent argues that Dharmakı̄rti’s view must be that
causes and effects are nothing but a pattern of both presence and absence.
After all, it can’t be the case that a pattern of presence or absence alone
constitutes something’s being a cause or being an effect. Both are necessary.
The opponent asks, “How can this be?” How can it be that if a and b are
both present or both absent, the presence and absence that constitutes them
being a cause or effect applies? If both are present, how can they be also
absent. If both are absent, how can they be also present. If they can’t be both
present and absent, they cannot be causes or effects. The opponent concludes
by claiming that this line of argument doesn’t apply to a single effect-cause
relation, since such a relation is present in both relata. It is not constituted by
presence and absence.

In responding to this objection, Devendrabuddhi explains that the oppo-
nent has misunderstood the view. When stated more precisely, Dharmakı̄rti’s
view is that the presence of a, the cause, is qualified by the presence of b, the
effect, and the absence of the cause a is qualified by the absence of the effect
b. Similarly, the presence of the effect b is qualified by the presence of the
cause a and the absence of the effect b is qualified by the absence of the cause
a. This is just what it means to say that effects and causes are constituted by
both presence and absence: the presence of a qualified by the presence of b
and the absence of a qualified by the absence of b constitutes a’s being a cause
of b.

48 This is repeated in many places in Dharmakı̄rti’s work. See, for example, PVSV
24.3–24.5 ad PV 1.38, PVSV 141.03 ad PV 1.267, PV 4.246cd, HB 4.2, HB 4.19–11,
and VN 3.19–4.2. As Steinkellner too notes, PVSV 19.06–19.08 ad PV 1.28 may
be a model for Dharmakı̄rti’s discussion here. Also see PVSVT. : 97.29ff. For a
translation of PV 1.38 see Gillon and Hayes 2008, for the HB see Gokhale 1997 and
Steinkellner 2022, and for the VN see Gokhale 1993. For a translation of many of
these specific passages also see Inami 1999.

49 Cf. Steinkellner 2013, Part II: 158ff for a discussion of issues around the translation
of kāryakāran. abhāva as “causality” or “relationship between cause and effect.” I
have translated it here as, “being an effect or cause” i.e., being in a causal relation.
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In SP 16, Dharmakı̄rti himself further qualifies the pattern of presence and
absence that he described previously. He explains that not only is a present
when b is about to arise but that it is only when a is present that b is about to
arise. Devendrabuddhi explains that Dharmakı̄rti intends to extend “only”
to b too so that the pattern is as follows: only when a is present is b about
to arise and when a is present it is only b that is about to arise. The unique
cause of b is a and the unique effect of a is b. On Dharmakı̄rti’s view, there can
be neither multiple causes of a single effect nor multiple effects of a single
cause. The reason for the former is that it would undermine his theory of
causal inferences.50 The reason for the latter is that it would undermine his
arguments in the first part of the SP .

For Dharmakı̄rti, causation is a conjunction of a Pattern of Presence:
(Presence of a @ t1) qualified by the (Presence of b @ t2) and a Pattern of
Absence: (Absence of a @ t3) qualified by the (Absence of b @ t4). It is these
two patterns that are, strictly speaking, the reduction base for R. With the
addition of “only” we learn that it is only when a is present that b is about to
arise and also that when a is present it is only b that is about to arise.

N. In aRb, R itself is conceptually constructed

Verse 17

Conceptual awareness-events have a false object: they make objects appear as
if they are connected.

Their object, such as effect and cause, is real only to a certain extent. (SP 17)

Therefore, their object is real only to a certain extent. ’Only to a certain extent'
refers to presence and absence. Just these two are the reality i.e., actuality
of the object that is real only to a certain extent. It is an object of conceptual
awareness-events. They have an object that is real only to a certain extent.51

Their object, such as effect and cause, is based on only what is of that extent.

50 See Franco 2020, where he makes a similar observation.
51 Following Steinkellner 2022a: 27 line 5, I am reading “etāvanmātratattvārthā etāvan-

mātrabı̄jāh. ” instead of the printed, “etāvanmātratattvārthāh. , kim. . etāvanmātrabı̄jāh. .”
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They make objects, which are not related, appear as if they are connected i.e., as if
they are related. And on account of such connecting, they have a false object.52

Explanation: The joint pattern of presence and absence that we label with
words such as “effect” and “cause “ is real. When we perceive this pattern, we
have knowledge of it. “Cause” and “effect,” however, are just conventional
names for two salient things, a and b, which are present and absent in the
perceived pattern.53 The causes and effects that we take there to be are the
intentional objects of conceptual awareness-events in which objects a and b
appear to be causally related. Since the causal relation that a and b appear to
stand in is unreal, however, conceptual awareness-events are said to have a
“false object.” Unlike “causes” and “effects,” which are names for salient
features in perceived patterns of perceived presence and absence, causal
relations do not exist. Patterns of presence and absence exist. Causes and
effects exist as conceptualized intentional objects. Causal relations, however,
do not, and so they cannot be reduced. What can be reduced to the pattern
of presence and absence is the “comes from” in, “a comes from b.”And it is to
this that we give the name “causation.” When interpreted in this way, we are
warranted in using the term. If taken to be a dyadic relation, we are not.

O. R is impossible

Verse 18

If different, how can it connect? If non-different, what then is a causal
relation? If a distinct thing exists, how could the two relata, which are not

connected, be connected? (SP 18)

“Do they, conceptual awareness-events, make a relation that does not exist
appear, as a result of which they have a false object?”

Yes, that is right. To explain: There are two conceptual possibilities here.
The object that is being related, such as an effect or cause, is either different
or non-different. If different, how can it connect? i.e., suppose it is different.

52 For a useful discussion of how this works see PVSV ad PV 1.75d, which is
translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 86–93. It is in this passage that the word, “false
object (mithyārtha)” is also used.

53 Cf. SP 13, where I first mention “salience.”
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That simply cannot be, since it is fixed by its own intrinsic nature.54 If non-
different, what then is a causal relation? i.e., suppose it is non-different. That
simply cannot be, since there wouldn’t be something different from the cause
that is not already produced and yet to be produced.55 Again, how can two
things connect?

“Suppose the following: It is not the case that, on its own, one thing,
which is either different or non-different, stands in a relation. What then?
It is because it is related to something called a relation.”

In this case too, if a distinct thing i.e., the thing called a relation exists i.e.,
is in existence, how could the two relata i.e., what is taken to be the effect and
cause, which are not connected, be connected? They simply cannot be. That very
thing that is called a relation has to be different. But if it exists, its intrinsic
nature cannot be combined with anything else. So, how can there be a real
relation?

Explanation: When we see that Devadatta is taller than Yajñadatta, we
might think that we see Devadatta, Yajñadatta, and a taller than relation that
they stand in. However, according to Devendrabuddhi, one of these things
is “false.”56 While Devadatta and Yajñadatta are perceived, the taller than
relation that appears to us is an error. There is no such relation for us to
see. The relation is “false” in the sense that we are not warranted in taking
Devadatta and Yajñadatta to be standing in such a relation. What appears
to us as a (dyadic) taller than relation is nothing more than an unwarranted
fiction that we imagine or fabricate.

In SP 18, Dharmakı̄rti considers whether it is possible to maintain that
two things, a and b, can stand in a relation at all. He argues that if a and b
are different from each other, each of them must exist in and of itself. Each
of them is what it is in virtue of its distinct intrinsic nature, which is just

54 See PVSV 24.24–25.15 ad PV 1.40–1.42, which is translated in Eltschinger et al.
2018: 30–31, which I also referred to earlier.

55 See PVSV ad PV 1.236–1.237, which was referred to under SP 2.
56 See Dharmakı̄rti’s famous statement at PVSV 2.22–3.1 ad PV 1, which is translated

in Gillon and Hayes 1991. Also see Stcherbatsky 1993: 246 and 248 and Steinkellner
2013, Part II, n.36 and Steinkellner 2022: xv–xvi.
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a unique collection of the property-particulars or tropes that constitutes it.
Both a and b are distinct bundles of unique tropes.57

As such, if a is different from b, and unrelated to it, there is no way for it
become related to b. For if a were to be related to b, it would need to acquire
a property or trope in virtue of which it could stand in a relation with b, in
which case it would be no longer be the same a that was distinct from b. If a
were non-different from b, a and b would be numerically identical and there
wouldn’t be any question of b being something that is not already produced
and yet to be produced. That is, there would be no question of b being an
effect. As a result, it is incoherent to suppose that a and b could stand in an
effect-cause relation.

In SP 18, Dharmakı̄rti also considers the possibility that a and b can stand
in a relation to each other by each of them standing in a relation to a distinct
thing, R. His response is the same. Either R is different from a and b, in which
case neither can be related to it or R is non-different from a and b, in which
case it cannot account for a and b being related.

Part 4. Verses 19–25 Against Inherence and Contact
P. In aRb, Inherence, Contact, etc. are not good candidates for R
P1. In aRb, R is not Inherence: Properties and Property Possessors

Verse 19

Something that is in contact, something that is inhered in and the like are all
taken into account by this. This is because one does not assist the other and

there are no such relata. (SP 19)

Something that is in contact, something that is inhered in and the like. From the
words, “and the like,” possessed and possessor etc. is also understood.58

They are all taken into account by this i.e., in the text immediately prior to this,
which refutes relations in general. That is to say, there are actually no real
relations of contact etc.59

57 See the notes to SP 1. Cf. SP 2.
58 See PVSV 28.10–31.05 ad PV 1.52–1.55, which is translated in Eltschinger et al.

2018: 46–51, where Dharmakı̄rti also refers to the relation between “possessor and
possessed.”

59 Dharmakı̄rti discusses Nyāya and Vaiśes.ika views of relations in a number of
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Now, something that is inhered in cannot be the relatum of a relation,
just like the property, ’whiteness,' cannot inhere in a piece of cloth. This is
because one does not assist the other and vice versa, which is to say, they do
exist as produced and producer. This is one reason.60 And there are no such
relata i.e., relata of inherence, that exist without being assisted or an assistant.
To explain: A thing, y, that is assisted by something x depends upon that
something x. And there is a relation z between that y, that depends on x, and
that x that depends on it. But this is not the case for the color white, y, and a
piece of cloth, x, since their intrinsic natures are fixed.

There also cannot be a container-contained relation between things that
are not effect and cause. And if these, y and x, were effect and cause, a
problem would arise. This is because, even if there were causal relations, the

places in his work, though most often in the context of how, according to Nyāya
and Vaiśes.ika philosophers, properties of the self are located in it. It may be that
here too Dharmakı̄rti and Devendrabuddhi are using the term “etc.” to refer to
the six types of relations discussed by Uddyotakara in NV 28.19–29.01. For a
discussion of this see Preisendanz 1989: 162 n.91. In this context, PV 2.229–2.235,
Dharmakı̄rti also explicitly connects (in the voice of an objector) relations such as
inherence (samavāya) to the idea of “assisting” (upa+

√
kr. ). See, for example, PV

2.230. These verses are discussed in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 222–242. In PV 2.63–
2.68 a group of Materialist philosophers try and show that the relation between
the material/physical and the mental is a container-contained (ādhārādheya) or
locus-locatee (āśr. ayāśrayi) relation. For a translation of PV 2.63–2.72, where this
is discussed, see Eltschinger and Ratié 2013: 20–12 n.83. Also see the related
discussion in Franco 1994 and 1997. Cf. PVSV 70.16–70.06 ad PV 1.144 for a
discussion of the container-contained relation, where Dharmakı̄rti presents his
well-known example of a Jujube and the bowl in which it is contained. This
passage is translated in Frauwallner 1933. For a complete translation of PV 2, see
Nagatomi 1957. Cf. See my note to SP 1, and also below.

60 Cf. PVSV 113.14–114.04 ad PV 1.227 in the context of a discussion of relations
between words and what words refer to. Also see the discussion at PVSV ad PV
1.75d, where the example of predicating blue of a lotus is discussed. The point here
is that for some F e.g., ’blue' or ’being a lotus' to be rightly considered a property
of some property-possessor a e.g., a lotus, a must “assist” F, if, as is supposed,
properties depend on their possessors. Such assistance and dependence is itself
dependent upon a producer-produced relation between a and F, with a being
the “cause” of “F.” This passage provides a clear example of how Dharmakı̄rti
relates “property-possessor,” “property,” “assistant,” and “producer-produced.”
His point is that it is incoherent to maintain that there is an ontological difference
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conceptual construction of the relation would be an error because the color
white and the piece of cloth exist in a relation of container and contained.61

To explain: There is no generally accepted relation of container and contained
between them. But if there were a container-contained relation that is defined
in terms of a producer and what is produced, there would not be an inherence
relation between a generic-property and what possesses it, as neither is
assisted by nor an assistant of the other.62

Explanation: In SP 19, Dharmakı̄rti argues that his analysis of cause and
effect relations also applies to relations of contact, inherence, and possession.
Since no dyadic relations are real, a relatum that is said “to be in contact with”
something else; “to inhere in”something; or “to possess or be possessed by”
something, is not actually a relatum at all. Dharmakı̄rti argues that real relata
that stand in real relations have to mutually support, assist, or somehow
stand in relation to one another, which the proposed relata cannot do. Why?
Mutual support, mutual assistance, and standing in can only be relations like
the dependence relations or dyadic relations that Dharmakı̄rti already argued
against.

In his commentary, Devendrabuddhi explains the argument by returning
to his earlier example of whiteness and piece of white cloth. For two relata to
stand in a dyadic relation with one another they must, at the very least, “assist

grounding our use of terms such as “property-possessor” and “property.” For a
translation, see Eltschinger et al. 2018: 94–94 and the related notes.

61 For more on the white cloth example see Eltschinger et al. 2018: 60 n.175, who
refers to Haag 2005: 28–30 (which I have not been able to consult) and PVSVT.
151.20–152.08.

62 Cf. my earlier note. Also see my earlier reference to PV 1.142, which is translated
in Frauwallner 1933: 67–68 and, again, Eltschinger et al. 2018: 44–52. For an
interesting discussion of related issues, see PVSVT. 132.25–133.226, which is quoted
and translated in Eltschinger et al. 2018: 145–147. As Steinkellner 2022: 29
notes, the discussion of parts and wholes is also found in HBT. 8.20–8.24. For a
discussion of Dharmakı̄rti’s views on constitution and causation as it relates to
parts and wholes, see PV 2.100–102, HB9.13–10.04 and VN 6.19–7.04, where he
discusses pots, and HB 9.10.19–11.09 where he discusses sense perception. For an
excellent discussion of this and other issues see Inami 2020, where these passages
are discussed and translated. For a translation of the HB see Gokhale 1997 and
Steinkellner 2022. For the VN see Gokhale 1993.
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one another.” The white color of a piece of cloth and the piece of white cloth,
however, do not assist one another, since the white color of the piece of cloth
is intrinsic to it. Intrinsic properties are neither assisted by, possessed by, nor
dependent upon their so-called property bearers. Assistance, like causation,
requires that one thing, usually a property-possessor or “cause” present at t1,
provides assistance to something else, usually a property or “effect” at t2. As
a trope in a bundle of tropes, however, a property is merely a constituent of
the bundle. It is not assisted by the bundle and so it cannot be an effect that
inheres in it as its cause.

A contained-container relation is also not a plausible model for inherence,
since it too has to be a producer-produced relation. One reason for thinking
so is that advocates of inherence claim that (at least some) effects inhere in
their causes. However, the relation between properties and their possessors
cannot be shown, even conceptually, to be an effect-cause relation via the five
step procedure outlined in SP 13. One reason is that properties and their
possessors are not ordinarily diachronic. Furthermore, modelling inherence
on a container-contained relation is not plausible, since we don’t generally
think of properties and their possessors as standing in such a relation. And if
advocates of inherence want to push this idea, they will have to give up on the
idea that generic properties, like being white, inhere in their possessors, like a
piece of cloth. Instead, they will have to say either that they are contained in
them, which they are unwilling to do, or that they are caused by them, which
isn’t possible since neither one assists the other.

P2. In aRb, R is not Inherence: Wholes and Parts

Verse 20

For even if an effect, b, is produced by some cause, a, that it inheres in, the
inhered in cause could not exist at that time. That b is not due to that a,

since that would lead to extremely unwanted consequences. (SP 20)

“Suppose the following: A relatum, a, which is something that is inhered in,
generates something b, called “an effect,” which takes the form of a whole.63

63 Cf. PV 2.84–88 for a discussion parts and wholes. For a translation, see Nagatomi
1957.
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It is not the case, therefore, that this b does not stand in that relation to a
because there is no assistance.”

For even if an effect, b, is produced by some cause, a, that it inheres in in that way
i.e., if this is provisionally accepted, the inhered in cause could not exist at that
time. . . 64 This is because there cannot be inherence between the two, since, at
the time of being produced, what is produced is not complete; when the effect
is complete, the cause has disappeared; and even if it has not disappeared, the
two things that are connected do not exist as assisted and assistant.

Alternatively, suppose there is relatum a that it, b, inheres in. But that b
is not due to that a i.e., due to a producing it, which is the reason. Why? It is
because that would lead to extremely unwanted consequences i.e., there would be
the unwanted consequence that since even a potter etc. produces a pot, he
would stand in that relation to it.

Explanation: In SP 20, Dharmakı̄rti builds on his argument against the view
that inherence is a real relation. According to proponents of the view, wholes
inhere in their parts. For example, when a potter joins two pre-made parts of
a pot together at t1 to create a large pot at t2, the two pre-made parts are the
inhered in cause in which the whole pot, the effect, inheres.

Against this, Dharmakı̄rti draws upon his view that in order for there to be
a causal relation between a cause and an effect, the relation must be located in
both relata at the same time. He argues that this is not possible for an inhered
in cause and the effect that is supposed to inhere in it. As Devendrabuddhi
explains: (1) At t1, e is being produced but is not yet produced. As a result, at
t1, there is no e for c to stand in a relation with. (2) At t2, e has been produced
but there is no c to stand in relation with it. (3) Even if, somehow, both e and c
are present at a time t, they have been defined in such a way that they cannot
stand in an assisted-assistant relation and so they cannot be effect and cause.

He then considers the possibility that, nevertheless, e inheres in c. As an
example, he considers a pot that is taken by his opponent to inhere in the bits
of clay that constitute it. This cannot be right he argues since, if this were
so, the pot could not be said to be an effect of the cause in which it inheres,

64 Cf. PV 2.63–72. For a translation, see Nagatomi 1957. For a discussion of
Dharmakı̄rti on “inhered in cause,” see Eltschinger et al. 2018: 20–24, which was
also referred to above. Also see PV 3.149–151, where the issue of inherence and
temporality is discussed.
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namely, clay. Why? While the pot may inhere in clay, it is clear that the pot
is made by a potter, which is to say that the potter too is a cause of it. But if
the potter too is a cause, and the effect, pot, inheres in its cause, then, the pot
should also inhere in the potter, which is absurd, even for the opponent.

Verse 21

If there could be a relation, even when the two do not assist in inherence or
something else, everything would stand in an inherence relation with

everything else. (SP 21)

Suppose the problem from SP 20 does not apply. If so, there could be i.e., you
could accept that there is a relation even when the two i.e., the two that stand
in a relation of inherence do not assist each other; and when those two relata
do not assist in inherence, because it is eternal; and even if, in some cases, the
two do not assist in inherence or something else. Thus, everything i.e., all of the
things that are unrelated to each other and constitute our world would stand in
an inherence relation with everything else. But this is not so. Therefore, whether
there is or isn’t such assistance, there isn’t a relation of inherence. And no
other kind is possible either. By this, two things standing in a contact relation
is also rejected.65

Explanation: SP 21 is also directed against inherence being a real relation.
However, as interpreted by Devendrabuddhi, the argument is wider in scope.
Devendrabuddhi considers the possibility that two relata can stand in a
real relation without needing to assist each other or the relation they are
assumed to stand in it. Standing in a relation requires nothing more than
the presence of relata and a relation. At the very least, it doesn’t require that
the relata assist each other or the relation itself. Devendrabuddhi argues that,
if this were so, everything would (or at least could) be related to everything
else. In Dharmakı̄rti’s more restricted version, where the real relation being
considered is inherence, he concludes that everything would (or at least
could) inhere in everything else. Why? If two things could stand in a relation
without needing to assist each other to stand in it and/or without assisting
the relation to stand them in it, relationality would be automatic, unrestricted,
or pervasive, which it is not. Devendrabuddhi concludes his commentary on

65 See the passages related to inherence in my earlier note.
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SP 21 by suggesting that this same line of argument applies to the relation,
contact.

In addition to the relata, a and b, and the relation, R, Dharmakı̄rti and
Devendrabuddhi both suggest that something else is needed to account for
how a, R, and b come together. If nothing else is needed, everything could
be related to everything. And yet, the proponent of dyadic relations has
suggested nothing of the sort. There are no candidate “assisting” factors.

P3. In aRb, R is not Contact

Verse 22

Even if there comes to be contact, it is not thereby accepted that two relata
stand in a contact relation.

This is because there would be the unwanted consequence that actions etc.
would be in contact. Furthermore, being fixed has been rejected. (SP 22)

And furthermore, since contact is an effect, if the two relata stand in a contact
relation because they bring it about, then even if there comes to be contact in
that way, it is not thereby i.e., because of the reason that contact comes to be,
accepted that two relata stand in a contact relation. Why? The reason is that
there would be the unwanted consequence that actions etc. would have to
be in contact. If, because there comes to be contact at a time t, a relatum is of
a contact relation, even an action would have to be the relatum of a contact
relation. To explain: Contact is produced either by the action of one of the two
relata or by the action of both. From the word etc., it has to be acknowledged
that that contact itself would have to be the relatum of a contact relation, since
it too is accepted as being produced by contact.

“It is not because contact is produced that two things are in contact. What
then? It is because they cause it to be fixed between them.”

This is not the case. Moreover, being fixed has been rejected i.e., a fixing
relation between what is located, R, and loci, a and b, is not any different from
a produced-producer relation. And so it has been rejected in Dharmakı̄rti’s
Commentary on the Compendium of the Sources of Knowledge (PV).66

66 See PVSV 71.11–72.02 ad PV 1.145, which is translated in Frauwallner 1933: 69–
71, as noted by Steinkellner 2022: xxii n.36. The context of this passage is
Dharmakı̄rti’s arguments that tokens/particulars cannot ground types/ univer-
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Explanation: Devendrabuddhi’s analysis of SP 22 seems to be as follows: If
a and b come to be in contact at t1, a and b are causes of the contact relation
R that they come to stand in. After all, contact is assumed to be an effect
of them coming together. Something, such as the action of one or both of
them coming together, must bring them together. For this action to push one
or both of them together, however, it must come into contact with one or
both of them itself. So, in order for a and b to be in contact, an action has
to be in contact with a and/or b. And so, it too too has to stand in a contact
relation. To explain contact in terms of contact is circular. Another possibility
considered by the opponent is that the two relata, a and b, can stand in a
relation R, not because they produce it, but rather because they cause it to be
“fixed”between them. The idea seems to be that a and b somehow make it so
that they stand in R. They fix it, if you will, so that they stand in R, but without
producing it. According to Dharmakı̄rti and Devendrabuddhi, however, the
proposed fixing relation is no different than the effect-cause relation that has
been rejected already.

Verse 23

What is unfit for being the locus of a relation such as contact becomes fit.
The reason is that something that has the nature of being permanently fit is

incompatible with it lacking it. (SP 23)

Verse 24

Therefore, what is conveyed by separation, contact, or motion is something
that has the nature of “being semantically fit for it.” What is the point of

something distinct such as motion etc.? (SP 24)

“If without contact relations and the like, there could be awareness of contact
and the like, the nature of two disconnected relata would also be the nature

sals, either because they cause them or because they ground them by fixing (sthitih. )
types/universals in them. In other contexts e.g., PV 2.63–64, the term “fixing” has
the sense of “continuity,” “continued existence,” or “maintenance” and refers both
to continuity itself and what makes some entity continue in its existence. In the
passage referred to, and the surrounding discussion, the point is that there isn’t
a property that a property-possessor has that accounts for its continuity. For a
translation of PV 2 see Nagatomi 1957.
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of two connected relata. And in the same way, the nature of two connected
relata would be the nature of two disconnected ones and two which are fixed
and not fixed. So why isn’t there awareness of contact and the like? And
there isn’t such awareness. Therefore, contact, separation, and action are the
basis for awareness of contact and the like.”67

This is not correct, because of the same counterargument. For you too,
why isn’t there contact and the like for disconnected etc. things which are of
the same nature?

“Without the action that produces them, there isn’t contact or separation.”
Even if this were so, why isn’t there this action or the causes of it?

Because of this, the answer is not a good one. Therefore, you should just
say the following: What is previously unfit i.e., something that is by its nature
separate, later becomes fit to be the basis for a relation such as contact. What
is the reason? It is because, what has the nature of being fit i.e., fit for contact and
the like, and permanently so, is incompatible with it lacking it i.e., its being unfit
for contact and the like is incompatible. I too said just this to reject relations
such as contact. (SP 23)

Therefore, what is conveyed by separation, contact, or motion, that is, by the
words, “separation,” “contact,” or “motion,” is something i.e., a thing that has
the nature of “being semantically fit for it.”68 This is what is referred to by the
words. In this case, what is the point of something distinct such as motion being

67 For a related discussion, see VN 6.1–6.08, where Dharmakı̄rti explains that the
conceptual content of our awareness-events and our words do not always corre-
spond to real things or have real things as their basis. This issue is discussed in a
number of places in Dharmakı̄rti’s work, see, for example, PVSV 37.11 ad PV 1.67,
where Dharmakı̄rti responds to an objector who argues that the use of a word is
occasioned by the real things to which it refers. This is the famous passage where
Dharmakı̄rti discusses how and why a plural masculine word can refer to a wife
and how a singular word can refer to six cities. For a translation of this passage and
surrounding text see Eltschinger et. al. 2018: 68ff. The passage is also translated in
Inami 2020. For a translation of the VN see Gokhale 1993.

68 For a relevant discussion, see PV 4.124–4.128, which is translated in Tillemans 2000:
185–186, where the issue of “semantic fitness” and, more generally, the fitness of
a word to apply to something is discussed. I have tentatively chosen to read the
text as printed and not follow the recommendation to read “tad yogyatāvācyah. ” at
Steinkellner 2022a: 34 line 1. I would rather emend Steinkellner 2022a: 34 line 3 to
read, “tadyogyatāśabdavācyah. .”
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imagined. There is absolutely no point. From the word etc., what is conveyed
is relations such as contact, separation from, greater than, lesser than, etc. (SP
24)

Explanation: If, as Dharmakı̄rti argues, there aren’t any relations, what are
we aware of when we see that two things are in contact with each other? If
there are no contact relations, why don’t we ever take two things, when they
are disconnected, to be in contact, and those same two things, when they are
connected, to be separate? After all, the two relata should be the same i.e.,
have the same intrinsic natures regardless of whether they are “connected” or
“separate.” In SP 23, Devendrabuddhi responds to this worry by arguing that
it applies equally well to the opponent’s own position. He asks, how can the
opponent explain that two pairs of identical things are such that one pair is
in contact while another pair is not? The opponent responds by arguing that,
on their view, the pair that is in contact is in contact because the members
of one pair were brought into contact by some action or event. They may
have been pushed together, for example. According to Devendrabuddhi, this
response is inadequate, since it begs similar questions: Why were the two
pushed together when they were? Which pairs can be pushed together and
why? What is needed for the action of pushing to put two things in contact?
The problem, according to Devendrabuddhi, is that the opponent has not
adequately explained how and why we are aware of contact when we are.

Devendrabuddhi now provides an explanation. He first suggests that two
things that are not in contact but come to be in contact later are things that
are “fit to be in contact.” It can’t be the case, however, that these two things
are fit to be in contact intrinsically. If that were so, they would be in contact
already. If they are not intrinsically fit to be in contact, however, they should
never be in contact, because in order to stand in a contact relation they would
have to change in such a way that they become fit to do so. As a result, they
would no longer be what they were. Such considerations suggest that there
cannot be a real relation of contact such that two distinct relata that are fit to
be in contact can come to stand in it.

In SP 24, Dharmakı̄rti and Devendrabuddhi explain what they mean by
“fit to be in contact.” To be fit, according to them, is to be semantically fit,
such that something can be spoken of as being in contact even though there
are no such relations. The two “relata” that are taken to stand in a contact
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relation are merely fit to be spoken of as standing in such a relation. There
are no real relations of contact, separation, greater than, or lesser than. Rather,
there are only suitable labels for suitable situations.

Q. In aRb, a and b are unrelated, intrinsically. R is nominal

Verse 25

The reason is that even if they exist it is not generally accepted that there is a
relation of “standing in.” So, it is correct that things that arise at each and

every moment have a distinct intrinsic nature. (SP 25)

Why? The reason is that even if i.e., if it is imagined that they i.e., motion etc.
exist, it is not generally accepted that there is a relation of “standing in.” That is,
it is because all such relations were rejected with the words, “dependence
upon something else etc.” in SP 1. The reason is that it is not established
that a relatum x stands in a relation with an action, or contact or separation.
Why then is a name based on them? There is no relatum x that stands in a
relation with actions and the like that are located in some other y. It like this
for these pretenses too since, in the same way, there isn’t motion etc. based
on a relation with actions etc. So i.e., therefore, things that arise at each and
every moment i.e., existing things, have a distinct intrinsic nature, due to the
various conditions that are the basis for their continuous arising etc.69 It is
thus correct to say that they are “in contact,” “separate,” or “moving.” This is
because for things with stable unitary natures, a relation with contact and the
like cannot be established.70 Therefore, in reality, there are no real relations
defined as contact etc. And so, it is the intrinsic nature of all existing things
to be unrelated.

Peace.

Explanation: In SP 25, Dharmakı̄rti argues that even if motion, or relations
of contact or separation are supposed to be real, there isn’t a “standing in”

69 For a helpful discussion of this, and related issues, see the long “digression” in
HB 9.1–23.03, which is translated in Steinkellner: 2022c: 12–32 and which I also
referred to above in my note to SP 1.

70 I have tentatively chosen to retain the printed “sasthiraikasvabhāvānām. ” at Stein-
kellner 2022a: 35 line 10 instead of reading “na sthiraikasvabhāvānām. ” as proposed
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relation such that two relata could stand in a relation of motion, contact, or
separation. In SP 24 and SP 25, Dharmakı̄rti applies this insight specifically
to motion e.g., the movement of some x from point a to b. Suppose that x is
a ball that is in motion on a pool table. In such a case, the ball x is in contact
with a part of the table a at t1, separated from that part at t2, and in contact
with a different part b at t3. This is just what it means for that ball to be in
motion. Coming into contact with a part of the table, being separated from
that part of the table, and coming into contact with another part of the table
are assumed to be due to some action or event e.g., the ball being hit by a cue
ball at t0. On this view, to explain motion, we need an object x, an action that
puts x in contact with and separates it from points a and b, and the relations,
contact and separation. As Dharmakı̄rti and Devendrabuddhi have argued,
however, contact and separation are not real relations. Similarly, there isn’t
motion either. Strictly speaking, since x is wholly distinct in a and b. There
is no “it” that is in motion. Similarly, x is not in contact with or separate
from a and b, since there are no such dyadic relations either. “Motion,” like
“causation,” is just a label for a pattern of momentary entities.

The Commentary on The Examination of Relations is complete. It is the
composition of the teacher, Devendrabuddhi.

{...}71

in Steinkellner 2022a: Preface.
71 The following line, which ends the text, is not clear to me: krauddha{?}anvitasya

pustakam.
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664 Parimal G. PATIL

Halbfass, W. 1992. On Being and What There Is: Classical Vaiśes. ika and the History of
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and Annotation of Pramān. avārttika Book 1. Unpublished PhD Thesis, Harvard
University.

Patil, P. G. 2010. “History, Philology, and the Philosophical Study of Sanskrit Texts.”
Journal of Indian Philosophy 38: 163–202.

———. forthcoming. “Causal Explanation without Causal Relations.”
Paul L. and N. Hall. 2013. Causation: A Users Guide. Oxford.
Perovic, K. 2017. “Bradley’s Regress,” In: Ed. E. N. Zalta, The Stanford Encyclope-

dia of Philosophy (Winter 2017 Edition), https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/
win2017/entries/bradley-regress/ (last accessed 30 June 2023).
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Meditation and Knowledge
in Indian Buddhist Epistemology*

C r i s t i n a P E C C H I A

Ö s t e r r e i c h i s c h e A k a d e m i e d e r W i s s e n s c h a f t e n
a n d U n i v e r s i t ä t W i e n

1. Introduction

Eli Franco’s scholarship has expanded in different directions, but for me
Eli Franco has always been the author of Dharmakı̄rti on Compassion and
Rebirth, a study on a section of the Pramān. asiddhi chapter, the second chapter
of Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika with Prajñākaragupta’s commentary on it.
This book has shaped and inspired my work on Dharmakı̄rti for years.
In Eli’s honour and as a token of gratitude, I shall discuss how Dharma-
kı̄rti’s discourse on knowledge and liberation—which is prominent in the
Pramān. asiddhi chapter of the Pramān. avārttika—relates to Buddhist notions
of meditation practice and its consequences.

The issue of how Buddhist philosophical thinking relates to insights
deriving from meditation and other types of spiritual practices has been
more recently debated by Lambert Schmithausen and Eli Franco,1 who, with
regard to “the arising of philosophical theories from spiritual practice” has
stated:

In the final analysis, one cannot avoid the conclusion that certain
philosophical theories arose from meditative experiences and certain
others did not, and that the origin of still others cannot be determined,
in which case it seems preferable to suspend judgment.2

As shown by the debate on this issue, the discussion on the relationship
between philosophy and meditation in South Asian Buddhism is quite

* Research for this paper was generously funded by the Austrian Science Fund
(FWF), Project Number P 30710-G24, “The Nobles’ Truths in Indian Buddhist
Epistemology.”

1 Schmithausen 2014, Franco 2009 and 2018.
2 Franco 2009: 126 and Franco 2018: 125.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 667–684.
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complex and needs an equally nuanced approach. Martin Adam has ad-
dressed this relationship with regard to Kamalaśı̄la (8th century),3 looking in
particular at his account of meditation in the three Bhāvanākramas. Kamalaśı̄la
composed the Bhāvanākramas after the Tibetan king Khri srong lde btsan
asked him to explain his position against the view of the Chan master
Heshang Mohoyen.4 The two opposing views, as well known, formed
the matter of a crucial debate held at bSam yas towards the end of the 8th

century. Adam has shown that, in the Bhāvanākramas (where bhāvanā, ‘mental
cultivation’ or ‘meditation,’ is the key concept to be explained), Kamalaśı̄la
aims to demonstrate that meditation contributes to knowledge5 and has “a
key role in the discovery of truth.”6 Adam’s discussion is a reply to Tom
Tillemans’ presentation of the bSam yas debate7 “as one based upon an
opposition between analysis and meditation,” which suggests “a dichotomy
that Kamalaśı̄la himself did not accept.”8 According to Adam, the main
issue debated by Kamalaśı̄la and Heshang Mohoyen was “explaining how
it is that the practices they endorsed could actually function to produce
the sought after state,”9 which is non-conceptual. In this regard, the point
made by Kamalaśı̄la is that some types of conceptual activities help the
mind to gradually achieve a non-conceptual gnosis; therefore, philosophical
analysis and non-conceptual gnosis (namely, the result of meditation and
not meditation itself) can be continuous. The transition between the two
is explained by using two traditional ways of framing bhāvanā, namely the
division of bhāvanā in two types of meditation, śamatha and vipaśyanā, and the
attainment of three types of knowledge, namely the insights that result from
learning, reflection, and mental cultivation, respectively (śrutamayı̄ prajñā,
cintāmayı̄ prajñā, and bhāvanāmayı̄ prajñā).10

3 See BEB, vol. Two, sub voce, and McClintock 2022.
4 See Keira 2004: 7.
5 Adam 2016: 352.
6 Adam 2016: 354.
7 Tillemans 2013, reprinted with a few revisions as chapter 10 in Tillemans 2016.
8 Adam 2016: 351.
9 Adam 2016: 355.
10 Adam 2016: 356–357. See below, sections 3.1 to 3.2.
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Since, according to Tillemans, Kamalaśı̄la’s philosophy on meditation and
yogic knowledge was largely dependent on Dharmakı̄rti’s thought, at least
some of Tillemans’s observations on Kamalaśı̄la’s position can be extended
to Dharmakı̄rti. Although Adam’s general line of argumentation may apply
to Dharmakı̄rti, it cannot help with the details of Dharmakı̄rti’s view because
it is specifically based on the Bhāvanākramas. So, we still need to examine
Dharmakı̄rti’s texts and see what they say about the relationship between
philosophy and meditation. This paper discusses two related aspects: the
role of philosophy and meditation in the acquisition of soteriologically valu-
able knowledge and the primacy of the one over the other. In particular, I am
motivated by two claims of Tillemans, namely that meditative understanding
depends upon philosophical thinking and, thus, cannot contribute to achieve
a kind of knowledge that is “distinct from or over and above the contributions
of philosophical thinking”;11 and that “all the epistemic weight is once again
on philosophical thinking and yogic perception adds no new discoveries of
truths.”12

Since the notion of meditation is key here, I begin with a few remarks on
this subject, in the conviction that discussions concerning meditation might
not always be guaranteed to start from shared understanding of its nature,
function, and results. The aim here is to show how different the idea of
what meditation is and does can be, and, nevertheless, how persistent certain
features are across various Buddhist environments.

2. On the notion of meditation, a polyvalent term

Nowadays, ‘meditation’ not only means contemplation and reflection, but
also stands for an umbrella term used to describe a variety of practices that
concern the cultivation of the mind and that in one way or another derive
from Asian traditions. Meditation has become a firmly established subject
of study in the humanities as well as in psychology and biomedical research.
Although it is by no means a Buddhist specialty, it is often associated with
Buddhism and practices that are characterized by keywords such as ‘insight
meditation’ and ‘mindfulness,’ and derive from Theravāda traditions as well

11 Tillemans 2013: 298.
12 Tillemans 2013: 299.
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as East Asian Chan schools and the Tibetan Dzogchen tradition.13 More
recently Karen O’Brien-Kop and Suzanne Newcombe have aptly discussed
the challenges of defining meditation and yoga.14 With reference to yoga
they have pointed out “the need to engage in a constant critical reflection on
the meaning of the terms that we employ as scholars,” also observing that,

contemporary definitions often eclipse historical definitions and can
lead to anachronistic, misinformed or simply skewed understandings
of the past discussions of yoga as recorded in textual sources.15

The same can be stated with regard to meditation, with the additional
problem that, unlike yoga, this is a purely English (and thus Western) term
that translates a variety of words and related concepts in different Asian
languages. For example, the Sanskrit terms dhyāna, samādhi, and bhāvanā or
their cognate words in Pali are often translated as ‘meditation,’ but each of
them has specific technical meanings.16 A unitary meaning of ‘meditation’
within the Buddhist realm should account for the diversity of regions,
cultural contexts and historical periods covered by the term ‘Buddhism’—
which is indeed impossible. Meditation has thus become an extremely
polyvalent word that denotes a wide variety of practices.

In the case of historical Buddhist traditions from Asia, meditation can be
said to indicate methods for the cultivation of the mind that are linked to a
Buddhist soteriological discourse, and not, as several forms of meditation in
the modern West, to health or wellness issues. Although it is quite difficult
to pinpoint what was practised where, when and by whom, as noted by
Florin Deleanu, “What remains sure is that scripture upon scripture, treatise
after treatise extols meditation as the quintessential method for attaining
nirvān. a.”17 The centrality of meditation is reiterated across early Buddhist
texts, where, as more recently argued by Giuliano Giustarini, “form and
contents are combined not only to preserve and transmit but also to enact the
teachings of the Buddha, viz., to develop the contemplative factors illustrated

13 Cousins 1996, Gethin 2011 and 2015, Husgafvel 2020.
14 O’Brien-Kop and Newcombe 2020.
15 O’Brien-Kop and Newcombe 2020: 5.
16 For some details, see Gethin 2004: 201f. and Deleanu 2020: 81f.
17 Deleanu 2020: 80.
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in the texts.”18 The important role of meditative practices is evidenced
by various sources from Central Asia, from the meditation manual found
by Dieter Schlingloff in Kizil (one of the sites of the kingdom of Kuča,
which flourished from early centuries of the Common Era to circa 650),19

to the ubiquitous presence of meditation caves in the Kuča monasteries—
which according to Angela Howard and Giuseppe Vignato also suggests
the development of a “visual language of meditation” that alludes to or
records meditative states.20 The paintings from some caves in Toyuq
display Mahāyāna methods of visualization and pre-Mahāyāna meditations
on bodily impurity (or aśubhābhāvanā), showing, as argued by Nobuyoshi
Yamabe, a process of continuity between the two types of practices and paths
to liberation.21 Early Chinese texts present accounts of meditative visions
linked to past karma and the meditator’s degree of purity, which results
from rituals of repentance.22 In their writings on meditation, Zhiyi (538–
597) and his Tiantai School focus on the two practices of calmness (Sanskrit
śamatha, Chinese zhi 止) and insight (Sanskrit vipaśyanā, Chinese guan 觀),
namely meditative methods widely mentioned in the Nikāyas as well as
in Mahāyāna sources23 and explained in Chinese doctrinal treatises from
South Asia, too.24 Zhiyi considers the two methods complementary to the
point that he calls meditation zhiguan止觀, which is formed by the Chinese
terms for śamatha and vipaśyanā,25 rather than chan禪, the standard Chinese
translation of jhāna/dhyāna. However, Zhiyi’s approach was reshaped in
the later Chan movement, resulting in the disappearance of both meditative
practices in Chinese Buddhism.26

Turning to present-day Tibetan monasteries, in her biobehavioural model
for the study of monastic debate, Marieke van Vugt considers formal debate

18 Giustarini 2023: 255.
19 Schlingloff 2006.
20 Howard and Vignato 2014, Howard 2007, and Howard 2015.
21 Yamabe 2009.
22 Greene 2021: 124f.
23 See n. 30 below.
24 Greene 2021: 124.
25 Poceski 2020: 10–13. The subject of Zhiyi’s first work, however, is dhyāna pāramitā

(see Bianchi 2022).
26 See Poceski 2020.
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“an embodied and social form of analytical meditation,” whose “practice is
thought to result in new insights into the nature of reality.”27 Assuming that
the monks are informed of the fact that their debates are studied as a form
of meditation, van Vugt’s understanding of monastic debate appears to both
fit the emic perspective and be a useful heuristic tool. However, in view of
George Dreyfus’s explanation of monastic debate as ‘dialectical practice,’28

van Vugt’s understanding can hardly be applied to Tibetan monastic debate
in general. It may rather apply only to specific traditions or time periods and
selectively correspond to the semantics of Tibetan terms such as sgom, which
typically indicates meditative practices.

Van Vugt’s study also describes individual analytic meditation as a
reasoning-based form of sitting meditation in which “the practitioner con-
templates a passage of text or an idea in their minds.” This form of
meditation is “sometimes alternated with resting meditation without any
particular object of focus.”29 In this connection, the two methods of
vipaśyanā and śamatha (or vipassanā and samatha in Pali) respectively come
to mind. However, South Asian formal meditation practices attested in
traditional Pali and Sanskrit sources are hardly based on reasoning and
eventually serve the purpose of training the mind to perceive things in a non-
conceptual and non-discursive way (which corresponds to the way through
which Gautama became awakened and, thus, liberated from suffering).30

As remarked by Rupert Gethin, exegetical literature explains vipassanā, in
particular, as a method for developing insight by directing “the perfect
mindfulness, stillness, and lucidity that has been cultivated in the jhānas—
especially the fourth jhāna—to the contemplation . . . of ‘reality’—reality in
the sense of the ways things are, or, perhaps better, the way things work.”31

The analytical dimension that characterizes vipassanā is thus different from
conceptual analysis. Kamalaśı̄la explains vipaśyanā along these lines as he
equates vipaśyanā with bhūtapratyaveks. ā, “discernment of reality,” which is

27 Van Vugt et al. 2019: 238f.
28 Dreyfus 2008: 45; see also Dreyfus 2003 and Samuels 2021.
29 Van Vugt et al. 2019: 238.
30 See, for example, Cousins 1984, Seyfort Ruegg 1989: 182–192, 200, and Gethin 2004.
31 Gethin 2004: 215.
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not a kind of correct analysis, but discerning “the selflessness of persons and
dharmas.”32

3. The philosopher Dharmakı̄rti and the Buddhist meditative tradition

The Buddhist monastic institutions where meditative practices were per-
formed and taught were also home to philosophical studies and debates. As
shown by the use of the Sanskrit terms ācārya and yogācāra,33 there was a
clear division of labour between philosophers and specialists of meditation
in Buddhist South Asia. Such a division of labour is also confirmed by the
fact that, in pre-400 CE China, the names of foreign chan masters differed
from those of the foreign translators of Indian texts.34 It might thus be
considered a truism that the authors of Buddhist philosophical writings from
South Asia were not meditation practitioners. In fact, so far, we cannot
prove if this was the case or not, but the implication in either case need not
be that the epistemic consequences of meditative practices were not part of
philosophical views. So, the question remains whether and how South Asian
Buddhist philosophical texts refer to such practices and what role they ascribe
to philosophy vis-à-vis the cultivation of the mind through meditation.

3.1. The yogin’s perception and how to attain it

In the case of Dharmakı̄rti, it is easy to identify parts of his oeuvre that
show his consideration of meditation and its results. The most evident
topic is perhaps the yogin’s perception, yogipratyaks.a, namely the special
perception that characterizes those whose life is devoted to practices that
change one’s mental state and eventually lead to liberation. Precisely because
of meditation practices, the yogin’s cognitive faculties differ from those of
ordinary beings and have to be distinguished from other modes of direct
perception. So, four modes of perception are accounted for in the logico-
epistemological tradition: perceptual awareness depending on external sense
faculties (indriyapratyaks.a), that depending on the mind—which includes

32 Adam 2016: 359.
33 On ācārya see for example Kane 1942; on yogācāra see Silk 2000.
34 Greene 2021: 29–33.
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mental perception (mānasapratyaks.a) and self-awareness (svasam. vedana)—and
perceptual awareness as perception of the yogin (yogipratyaks.a).35

A typical example of yogic perception is the Buddha’s knowledge of the
four Truths. Precisely because this was a central point in the wider philosoph-
ical debate, it is unlikely—as I have observed elsewhere—that Dharmakı̄rti’s
few remarks on yogic perception in his Pramān. avārttika, Pramān. aviniścaya
or Nyāyabindu (or Dignāga’s few words in the Pramān. asamuccaya, for that
matter) betray only a superficial interest in the matter.36 In fact, the verses
of Pramān. avārttika III.281–286 are partially rearranged in Pramān. aviniścaya
I, 27.7–28.8, where they are accompanied by a description of the yogin’s
perception as the result of an epistemic process.37 Adopting Abhidharma
and Yogācāra concepts, Dharmakı̄rti explains this process as the subsequent
attainment of three types of knowledge, namely the insights resulting from
learning, reflection, and mental cultivation (śrutamayı̄ prajñā, cintāmayı̄ prajñā,
and bhāvanāmayı̄ prajñā). These represent a temporal progression on the
soteriological path as they are linked to the realization of the four Truths.38

In commenting on Pramān. avārttika II.208, where Dharmakı̄rti speaks of the
natural luminosity of the mind and the arising of mental defilements only in
connection with false views, Prajñākaragupta and Manorathanandin observe
that mental defilements do not appear again once the mind has attained
the insights from learning and reflection, and even more so when the
mind has radically transformed and the path, as viewing selflessness, has
become natural for the mind (which refers to Dharmakı̄rti’s statements in
Pramān. avārttika II.205).39 Moreover, Dharmakı̄rti explains in Pramān. avārttika
II.199–201 that the path to liberation is ultimately concerned with and leads
to the abandonment of a belief in a self (satkāyadr. s. t.i). This is a complex belief

35 See Pramān. asamuccaya I.4ab and 6, and for references to some points of discussion
Pecchia 2020: 775–777.

36 Pecchia 2020: 773f. and 777.
37 Pramān. aviniścaya I, 27.9–12; see Pecchia 2020: 778f. and 791f. with references

therein.
38 Abhidharmakośabhās.ya 334.13–335.6 (on Abhidharmakośa VI.5) explains in detail the

three insights referred to by Dharmakı̄rti especially at Pramān. aviniścaya I, 27.9–12.
For remarks and further references, see Dunne 2006: 507–510, Eltschinger 2009:
176ff. and 198f., Eltschinger 2014: 318–324, and Pecchia 2015: 236f.

39 Pecchia 2015: 148f. and 236–238.
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that is innate (sahajā) as well as conceptually produced (ābhisam. skārikā);40

therefore, its eradication requires two types of paths, or spiritual trainings,
namely the darśanamārga, ‘path of insight,’ and the bhāvanāmārga, ‘path of
mental cultivation.’41

3.2. Three different insights (prajñās) and their different functions

Dharmakı̄rti’s remarks concerning the yogin’s vision of the Truths and how
to attain it are anything but original and closely follow the Abhidharma
tradition concerning the Bodhisattva’s path. Each of the three insights,
prajñās, mentioned by Dharmakı̄rti and the tradition he draws upon has
a specific function and is associated to a different practice that applies
to a different type of object. The first two insights concern texts and
concepts; they require intellectual activity and result in the acquisition of
two distinct, though related, kinds of knowledge that respectively help the
practitioner come to be acquainted with the Buddhist discourse on liberation
and rationally understand its points, which can be logically proved. The
third insight is instead linked to bhāvanā, which typically indicates mental
cultivation through meditative practices. Its contents correspond to any of
the objects of such practices—from the breath and bodily parts to feelings—
and are not intellectual contents.42 Therefore, they require a kind of activity
that is mental and yet radically different from the intellectual one. Bhāvanā
serves the purpose of developing an ability that addresses the distorted views
of the ordinary mind (rather than the abilities of learning doctrinal notions
and reasoning on them) and has the fundamental function of enabling the
yogin to eventually attain liberation, namely a mental state free from the
mistaken views that characterize the ordinary mind.

Although cultivation of all three insights is crucial for attaining liberation,
one would somehow expect from Dharmakı̄rti special attention to the insight

40 Pecchia 2015: 140–143 and 207f. As explained at p. 208, fn. 100, my understanding
of ābhisam. skārikā draws upon Schmithausen’s remark on the different meanings
of abhisam. skāra as being all related to sam. skāra and expressing endeavour or de-
liberate goal-oriented action (please note that the reference there to Schmithausen
Ālaya: 156 should be changed to Schmithausen 1987: 156).

41 Pecchia 2020: 779f. and references therein.
42 In connection with Yogācāra sources on the prajñās, Eltschinger (2014: 319) instead



676 Cristina PECCHIA

deriving from reflection. Indeed, at the end of Pramān. aviniścaya I, Dharma-
kı̄rti mentions separately this type of knowledge in connection with the valid
means of cognition and vis-à-vis the achievement of the ultimate knowledge
that characterizes the liberated ones. He says:

And this nature of the conventional means of valid cognition has been
explained. Even in this regard others who are confused make the world
go astray. But those who practice the insight resulting from reflection
realize the ultimate cognition, which is devoid of error and immaculate,
which does not vanish.’43

These remarks show how Dharmakı̄rti—as observed by Vincent
Eltschinger—takes up the task of refuting misconceptions regarding the
conventional means of valid cognition because such misconceptions cause
people to fail in their pursuit of liberation—which makes epistemology “a
necessary science.”44 This specific role makes epistemology, as a theoretical
enterprise, the presupposition for engaging in the right path. The insight
from reflection may be considered as including the results of epistemology,
namely the application of the valid means of cognition in reasoning on
matters of mental defilements and their antidotes. However, in view of the
passages considered above, this insight is not considered by Dharmakı̄rti the
ultimate type of knowledge that enables the Buddhist practitioner to achieve
liberation.45 Rather, it is a necessary step towards the mental cultivation
(bhāvanā) for achieving another insight, which is the ultimate one.

3.3. A training in thinking ‘out of one’s own box’

Dharmakı̄rti repeatedly explains that the distortions of the ordinary mind are
generated by the view of a self. One cannot simply abandon such distortions

speaks of the “yogin’s intensive cultivation of salvific intellectual contents.”
43 Pramān. aviniścaya I, 44.2–5: sām. vyavahārikasya caitat pramān. asya rūpam uktam, atrāpi

pare mūd. hā visam. vādayanti lokam iti. cintāmayı̄m eva tu prajñām anuśı̄layanto vibhra-
mavivekanirmalam anapāyi pāramārthikapramān. am abhimukhı̄kurvanti. See Krasser
2004: 142f., Eltschinger 2014: 170f. and 317, n. 247; for the second part only,
Pecchia 2015: 237, n. 241.

44 Eltschinger 2014: 171.
45 This does not seem to be Eltschinger’s view since he writes that the traditional



Meditation and Knowledge in Indian Buddhist Epistemology 677

by convincing oneself of something else because, no matter how ‘good’ or
‘right’ another conviction is, its conceptual nature makes it a distorted way of
cognizing things that is based on one’s conceptual representations of them.
Dharmakı̄rti formulates this idea highlighting different related aspects. In
Pramān. avārttika II.174cd, for example, he states:

And since the objects [of attachment and so on] are conceptually
represented, the objects are not the restricting factors.46

So, the burden of forming a judgement in relation to an object of perception
rests only with the subject. In Pramān. avārttika I, 32.3–12 (on I.58) Dharmakı̄rti
focuses on conceptual habit and describes how an object is conceptualized in
the mind of an agent of cognition.47 He refers to the concepts of a corpse, a
beloved woman, and food (kun. apakāminı̄bhaks.yavikalpāh. ), which correspond
to how an ascetic, a man, and a dog, respectively conceptualize the same
visible form of the dead body of a woman. The mention of the ascetic together
with the dog is not accidental; in fact, it indicates a meditation setting
where an ascetic contemplates the loathsome in a cemetery (aśubhābhāvanā),
to which dogs are associated as necrophagous animals. Dharmakı̄rti uses this
example to illustrate not only the subjectivity of conceptual representations
and their loose relation to the object, but also the role of individual habits in
the process of conceptualization. He states:

Experience [of an object] generates ascertaining cognitions according
to [one’s] conceptual habit, . . . sharpness of mind, the habit (abhyāsa)
due to the mental impressions left by a [previous ascertainment],
context, and so forth are the causes that contribute to the arising of the
ascertainment of a distinct feature from an experience.48

sequence of insights is regarded by Dharmakı̄rti “as a self-sufficient means for
securing enlightenment once the wrong notions spread and argued for by the
outsiders have been discarded.” (Eltschinger 2014: 172).

46 Pramān. avārttika II.174cd: vikalpyavis.ayatvāc ca vis.ayā na niyāmakāh. ||.
47 The passage is translated in Pecchia 2020: 790f. and discussed at pp. 782–788,

which I summarize in the present paragraph.
48 Pramān. avārttika I, 32.5–8: anubhavo hi yathāvikalpābhyāsam. niścayapratyayān janaya-

ti| . . . buddhipāt.avam. tadvāsanābhyāsah. prakaran. am ityādayo ’nubhavād bhedaniścayo-
tpattisahakārin. ah. .
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If the subjectivity of conceptualization entails diversity in the concepts gen-
erated by different agents who react to a specific event, the agent’s different
conditions may generate different individuals’ conceptual reactions to a
similar event. In mentioning an ascetic and a man, Dharmakı̄rti’s example
also alludes to two sides of the coin: the mind of a man who views the corpse
of a woman as a beloved woman for whom he feels attachment and the mind
of a man who is an ascetic and views the corpse of a woman as a corpse, and
thus something loathsome. While the man repeats previous representations
determined by his attachment to the woman, the ascetic who practices the
contemplations in the cemetery has trained the mind to see the corpse of
a woman as such, going beyond his previous ways of conceptualizing the
perception of a woman. So, the example of a corpse, a beloved woman,
and food also shows that concepts need not flow from conceptual streams
that have stabilised through repetition of the same conceptual response to
similar events, and the contemplations on the loathsome, as other meditative
practices, are indeed a training in thinking ‘out of one’s own box.’

3.4. From concepts to non-conceptual cognition through mental cultiva-
tion

Since concepts do not correspond naturally to objects of cognition, but in fact,
have a quite tenuous relationship with their referents, it is not banal that an
ascetic in front of a corpse is able to cognize it as a corpse. Nevertheless, the
ascetic’s concept, as a concept, is in principle not superior to other concepts.
Therefore, the final focus of meditative training is the conceptualizing habit
itself. Since this reinforces the conceptually produced belief in a self and
innate belief in a self (which are forms of conceptualization underlining any
other type of concept), liberation cannot be attained by deconstructing the
two types of beliefs, but (as we have seen above, at p. 674) by eradicating
them through the darśana- and bhāvanā-mārga. The special training provided
by meditative practices serves not only the purpose of changing habitual
conceptual processes and reducing the conceptual activity itself, but, in the
final stage, it also makes the conceptual activity cease completely. Now,
although a training in thinking out of one’s box is needed, non-conceptual
insights cannot eventually be generated by what they are not, namely
concepts. Meditative practices will then consist in training the mind to stop
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imposing subject-based ideas, enabling the mind to function cognitively at a
non-conceptual level.

This more general goal is articulated by Dharmakı̄rti in different ways and
with reference to different aspects and modes of meditation, as indicated by
the term abhyāsa. For example, in illustrating the features of the Buddha as a
teacher, Dharmakı̄rti says: ‘For the one who repeatedly practices the means
in their manifold aspects and for a long time, the virtues and faults become
very clear.’49 In his long explanation of the Buddha as one who seeks the
benefit of the world, he states: ‘That [i.e., compassion] arises from repeated
practice;’50 and, ‘compassion etc. arise from repeated practice and continue
to grow spontaneously.’51 Furthermore, with regard to the path, he says
that ‘through the practice of it the basis is transmuted,’ and becomes of the
nature of the path.52 Especially the latter statement makes it clear that the
function of meditation is to radically transform how the mind works—where
its radical transformation concerns its very operative mode and results in
meditative states becoming the normal condition of the mind. The point is
that the mind can become of the same nature as the qualities that have been
cultivated, which include specific mental qualities such as compassion and
sound ways of seeing things, which finally correspond to the Truths.

It is thus not only worthy but also necessary to engage in mental cul-
tivation for the follower of the Buddhist dharma who wants the results of
philosophical analysis to be meaningful. What the yogin knows at the end of
the path, when his cognitive abilities have been radically transformed, may
or may not be different from what he knew during the path. The difference is
that he now knows it with a different mind—a mind that does not obscure
the objects of its cognition with its own concepts. Meditative practice is
then a training for the mind to think out of its box and, in the long term,

49 Pramān. avārttika II.136: bahuśo bahudhopāyam. kālena bahunāsya ca | gacchanty ab-
hyasyatas tatra gun. ados. āh. prakāśatām ||. See Eltschinger 2005: 404f.

50 Pramān. avārttika II.34ab’: abhyāsāt sā ||. See Franco 1997: 95 and 159.
51 Pramān. avārttika II.124cd: abhyāsajāh. pravartante svarasena kr.pādayah. ||.
52 Pramān. avārttika II.205’ab: tadabhyāsād āśrayah. parivartate. The next verse says:

sātmye ’pi dos.abhāvaś cen mārgavan nāvibhutvatah. . “But you may say that faults arise
in the same way as the path does, even though the latter is the natural state. No!
[—we reply—] owing to the absence of power [to do so].” See Pecchia 2015: 170f.
and 219–226.
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to become autonomous from thinking itself, from any kind of belief, even
from the “right” ones.

Both philosophical thinking and yogic cognition lead to knowledge that
the tradition calls prajñā, but the two resulting prajñās are certainly not of the
same nature and do not work in the same way. The former is relevant to
the final aim of the path because it corresponds to the ordinary function of
the mind, through which we can discern, distinguish, and make decisions
concerning the path. But if the results of this mode of the mind were
more important than those of the meditation-based mode, why should one
engage in the latter at all? And why should a Buddhist philosopher like
Dharmakı̄rti refer to it in his crucial explanations of how the ordinary mind
works? Especially as a philosopher, he could have framed the matter to
the advantage of a philosophical understanding and explain yogic epistemic
attainments as a “vivid presentation” of what philosophers already know.53

But Dharmakı̄rti does not offer any statement to this effect. Quite on
the contrary, based on the doctrinal schema of Abhidharmic tradition, he
explains how the ordinary mind functions and shows what the results of
meditation are, indeed providing a rational motivation, and not a faith-based
one, for the adoption of the Buddhist Yogācāra path. Philosophy does not
discover, but proves the Truths, as Dharmakı̄rti does in the Pramān. asiddhi
chapter of his Pramān. avārttika. A philosophical understanding of the nature
of our problem, namely suffering, and its solution serves the purpose of
helping anyone who wants to find a solution to the problem of suffering
to do so in an efficacious way by addressing the right issues and with the
appropriate means.

If this makes philosophy a worthy enterprise, it does not exempt the
follower of the Buddhist dharma from going through the bhāvanāmārga, the
path based on the cultivation of the mind by means of meditative practices—
a path that neither consists in philosophical understanding nor aims at
such an understanding, but is rather made for attaining the special type

53 This interpretation is given as a possibility in Tillemans 2013: 299: “One could of
course just bite the bullet and agree that the yogic perception promoted by Ka-
malaśı̄la and Dharmakı̄rti is nothing more than a vivid presentation of conclusions
reached by prior correct rational analysis.”
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of knowledge that characterizes the yogin.54 The yogin’s achievement is
measured by its being non-conceptual. If this were not the case, no matter
how vivid or correct his understanding could be, his mind would keep
acting according to its conceptual box. The continuity between philosophical
analysis and non-conceptual cognition (namely, the result of meditation and
not meditation itself) suggested by the progression of the three prajñās does
not entail that their epistemic achievement is of the same nature, but that
they all cooperate toward the final achievement, the pāramārthikapramān. a, the
ultimate knowledge.55 As observed by Franco,

Like nature and nurture, spiritual practice and philosophical theory are
never found to exist in separation. . . . Even the purest meditative
experience is culturally and linguistically bound, and is engrossed in
a tradition.56

If the importance of meditation in Asian Buddhist traditions is today widely
acknowledged, the discussion of its role vis-à-vis philosophy involves a
variety of aspects that makes it highly complex. The diverse ways of un-
derstanding the term meditation in ancient times as well as today add com-
plexity to the discussion, especially insofar as one downplays the distinction
between the conceptual and the non-conceptual (as is the case of considering
Tibetan philosophical debate a kind of meditation). Yet, considering that the
Buddhist dharma has its foundations in an ascetic tradition, one would rather
agree, mutatis mutandis, with Augustine’s saying: Si enim comprehendis non
est Deus—‘If you comprehend, it is not God’ (Sermo 117). And Dharmakı̄rti
would agree as well.

54 If and how yogic perception adds new discoveries of truths is a matter that I will
explore in a future paper.

55 See n. 43 above.
56 Franco 2018: 125f.
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libro del Shi chan boluomi cidi famen 釋禪波羅蜜次第法門 di Zhiyi 智顗.” In:
Eds. E. Bianchi, D. Campo and M. Paolillo, Quali altre parole vi aspettate che
aggiunga? Scritti in memoria di Alfredo M. Cadonna. Venezia. 7–30.
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146.
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Haughty Bitterness or Altruistic Concerns?
On Dharmakı̄rti’s Alleged Motives for Writing the Pramān. avārttika*

I s a b e l l e R A T I É

U n i v e r s i t é S o r b o n n e N o u v e l l e /
I n s t i t u t U n i v e r s i t a i r e d e F r a n c e , P a r i s

The “haughty bitterness” of the Pramān. avārttika’s introductory stanza

The Pramān. avārttika begins with an invocation to the Buddha followed by an
introductory stanza. The latter has been read as meaning something along
these lines:

Most people, being attached to unrefined [things and] lacking the
intelligence required [in order to understand this treatise], not only have
no interest at all in excellent discourses but even hate [their author],
being covered with the stains of envy—so I do not even entertain
the thought of helping others (paropakāra). [Nevertheless, my] mind’s
passion for excellent discourses has long been nourished by their study,
so it yearns [to compose] this [treatise].1

* I owe Eli Franco my first postdoctoral position, which enabled me to pursue my
research for four years in Leipzig while working on a DFG project, and I am
immensely grateful to this remarkably gifted, learned and versatile scholar for
his support and kindness, as well as for what probably cemented our friendship
from the start, namely, his genuine love for debate (which I experienced from our
very first encounter—a spirited exchange during my PhD viva in the Sorbonne’s
beautiful amphithéâtre Liard!). What follows is but a modest token of my affection
and admiration—I hope that he will forgive my mistakes and ignorance. Many
thanks are also due to Vincent Eltschinger for carefully reading a draft of this paper
and correcting a shameful number of lingering typos.

1 prāyah. prākr. tasaktir apratibalaprajño janah. kevalam. nānarthy eva subhās. itaih. parigato vi-
dves. t.y apı̄rs.yāmalaih. | tenāyam. na paropakāra iti naś cintāpi cetaś ciram. sūktābhyāsavi-
vardhitavyasanam ity atrānubaddhaspr.ham ||

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 685–721.
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This, at least, is how modern historians and philologists have read the verse,2

adducing it as evidence that Dharmakı̄rti experienced a deep intellectual
solitude and that, while being acutely aware of his own achievements, he
felt frustrated that none of his pupils could rise to the task of understanding
him. According to Erich Frauwallner, the stanza expresses “a profound
disappointment and bitterness”;3 Richard Hayes and Brendan Gillon depict
it as “sardonic”4 while Raffaele Torella highlights its “bitterly haughty
tone.”5 Vincent Eltschinger quotes it to illustrate “a bitterness that has
become legendary,”6 and Helmut Krasser points out that in it Dharmakı̄rti
“bitterly complains” about people’s hostility to his work.7 Eli Franco has
aptly summed up the way in which the verse is understood nowadays as
a “famously bitter introductory verse.”8 And as already pointed out by
Stcherbatsky,9 from Ānandavardhana10 to Bu ston and Tāranātha,11 Indian

2 Mentions and translations of it are found e.g. in Stcherbatsky 1932, pp. 35–36;
Frauwallner 1954, pp. 150–151; Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964, p. 5; Torella 1992,
n. 2, pp. 337–338; Hayes and Gillon 1994, p. 14; Eltschinger 2007, p. 64, n. 99;
Balcerowicz 2008, pp. 68–70; Krasser 2012, p. 585; Steinkellner 2013, vol. I, p.
3; Franco 2018, p. 260; Matsuoka forthcoming (with the translation in Hayes and
Gillon 1994). The only significant divergence as to the overall understanding of the
stanza has to do with the way the negative particle should be construed in tenāyam.
na paropakāra iti naś cintāpi: some (for instance Frauwallner 1954, p. 151) read it
along with cintā (in which case the passage means “so I do not even entertain the
thought of helping others...”), others understand it as belonging inside the iti clause
(“so although I am aware/I fear that this will not be helpful to others...”). The latter
interpretation is found e.g. in Steinkellner 2013, p. 3 and Franco 2018, p. 260 (this
also seems to be the understanding e.g. in Vetter 1964, p. 63).

3 Frauwallner 1954, p. 150 (“eine tiefe Enttäuschung und Verbitterung”).
4 Hayes and Gillon 1994, p. 14.
5 Torella 1992, p. 327.
6 Eltschinger 2007, p. 64 (“une amertume devenue légendaire”).
7 Krasser 2012, p. 585.
8 Franco 2018, p. 260.
9 Stcherbatsky 1932, p. 36.
10 See below, n. 53 .
11 See e.g. Chimpa, Chattopadhyaya and Chattopadhyaya 1990, pp. 238, where the

verse to be discussed below is said to have been composed after only a few of
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and Tibetan traditions, too, had depicted him as embittered by the lack of
positive response to his works, yet proudly convinced of their great value.
These sources also quote another famous verse, found at the end of the
Pramān. avārttika and seemingly echoing the introductory one:

Even someone enjoying the power of a great intelligence cannot fathom
the depth of my thought; even those devoting considerable energy [to its
study] cannot see the essence of its highest truth. Having found no other
suitable vessel (pratigrāhaka) in the world, it will end up decaying in my
body, just as the ocean’s water [for which no receptacle is fit besides the
ocean itself].12

The ancient commentaries on the Pramān. avārttika do not comment on the
closing stanza;13 and they understand the introductory verse in a strikingly
different way—or rather, in two strikingly different ways.

Dharmakı̄rti’s learned readers understood him and, jealous of his intelligence, tied
his works to the tail of a dog; Dharmakı̄rti allegedly responded by noting that as
wandering dogs, his works would travel everywhere. Cf. Straube 2009, p. 471.

12 PV 4.286: anadhyavasitāvagāhanam analpadhı̄śaktināpy adr. s. t.aparamārthasāram ad-
hikābhiyogair api | matam. mama jagaty alabdhasadr. śapratigrāhakam. prayāsyati
payonidheh. paya iva svadehe jarām || Cf. more or less similar translations in
Stcherbatsky 1932, p. 36; Frauwallner 1954, p. 151; Eltschinger 2007, p. 64, n.
99; Shulman 2016, p. 421. Note, however, that the verse has been read in a
more elaborate way by Abhinavagupta, and Straube 2009, p. 481, attempts a
rather different translation based on the poetician’s remarks. On Abhinavagupta’s
understanding see also Ingalls et al. 1990, pp. 630–631, Bansat-Boudon 2016, pp.
71–72, and below, n. 13 and 58.

13 Prajñākaragupta alludes to it, however. See what is marked as verses 620–621 (in
fact a single verse) in PVA, p. 648: sam. ks. epatah. kr. tam idam. parabodhasiddhyai vaktum.
punah. subahu sādhu ca śakyam atra | ratnākarād adhigatasya hi ratnarāśeh. praud. hah.
pratigrahakr.d asti na tena bhās.yam || “[I] have produced this brief [explanation] so
as to make others understand [Dharmakı̄rti’s thought], but one could say much
more about it, and [one could say it] better, too; for there is no other vessel (prati-
grahakr. t) skilled [enough to bear] the heap of gems acquired from the repository of
gems [that is the ocean of Dharmakı̄rti’s thought]— hence this commentary.” Cf.
Abhinavagupta’s remarks in DhĀL, p. 490, to the effect that the image of the ocean
(traditionally depicted as a receptacle of riches) suggests an extraordinary treasure
(e.g. paramam yad arthatattvam kaustubhādibhyo’py uttamam. . . “[‘The essence of its
highest truth’ really means] the ultimate essence of reality, which is even more
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The “artificial and implausible” interpretations in Śākyabuddhi’s and
Karn. akagomin’s commentaries

What these commentaries have to say on the introductory stanza has not
attracted much attention so far. A few scholars have noted in passing
that Karn. akagomin, following Śākyabuddhi, provides two distinct inter-
pretations;14 but in secondary sources, most allusions to the traditional
understanding of the verse are restricted to the first interpretation laid
down by Karn. akagomin—or rather, to a part of it, as will be seen below.
Erich Frauwallner was aware of the existence of a second interpretation in
Karn. akagomin’s commentary, but he dismissed the second one without even
explaining it on the grounds that it is evidently “artificial and implausible.”15

Satkari Mookerjee and Hojun Nagasaki only offer a very partial view of what
actually goes on in the commentaries, and they explain that Dharmakı̄rti
wrote his work “for his own satisfaction” while ignoring the fact that the
commentaries deny or at least greatly downplay this point.16 Hayes and
Gillon allude to a plurality of interpretations in Karn. akagomin’s text but do
not explain in what ways they differ, and their understanding of the second
one is highly problematic, as will be seen below. Martin Straube, for his part,
seems to be aware of the gap between the understanding of the verse adopted
in modern sources and that of the ancient commentaries (and perhaps also
of the fact that the latter has not been accurately reported so far) since he
refrains from providing a translation of the verse on the grounds that the
commentaries need further study.17

It is this gap that the present article attempts to fill by providing an
English translation of Karn. akagomin’s explanations, obviously borrowed
from Śākyabuddhi’s.18 Many readers will probably find—as do I—that
Frauwallner was perfectly right in considering the second interpretation

precious than the kaustubha [jewel]. . . ”).
14 Hayes and Gillon 1994, pp. 14–15; Katsura 1994; Straube 2009, p. 480, n. 26;

Steinkellner 2013, vol. II, n. 2.
15 Frauwallner 1954, p. 151, n. 16 (“gekünstelt und unwahrscheinlich“).
16 Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964, p. 5.
17 Straube 2009, p. 480, n. 26.
18 Katsura 1994 is a Japanese translation of the entire passage in Karn. akagomin’s
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forced and implausible. It seems to me, however, that the reason why the
Austrian scholar discarded it is precisely what makes it so interesting. For
this outlandish reading had as its goal to establish that Dharmakı̄rti, far
from being bitter and haughty, wrote his work out of sheer altruism and
compassion. In contrast, as far as the word-by-word gloss is concerned,
the first interpretation mentioned by Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin comes
quite close to that of modern historians; as we will see, however, in fact it
is also aimed at showing that, contrary to what one might conclude from a
superficial reading of the stanza, Dharmakı̄rti did write the Pramān. avārttika
for the sake of others. That commentators were thus prepared to have a
verse say the opposite of what it seems to vigorously proclaim is a measure
of how shocking Dharmakı̄rti’s attitude must have been to his coreligionists:
Buddhist readers expected a treatise to be written with a purely altruistic goal
in mind. The bitter accents of the verse were admittedly useful to some of his
commentators: Yamāri took advantage of them to dismiss Devendrabuddhi’s
authority by arguing that the master was specifically disappointed with
his disciple.19 But many of Dharmakı̄rti’s Buddhist intellectual heirs must
have deemed unacceptable his assertion that he had composed the Pramān. a-
vārttika for himself, most people being hopelessly incapable of seeing its
value. As will be seen below, the sarcasms of non-Buddhist authors finding
Dharmakı̄rti quite self-centered for a proponent of a religion advocating
selflessness may have played a role in the commentators’ attitude—all the
more since even members of non-Buddhist traditions such as the Nyāya20

and Mı̄mām. sā21 claimed to write their own treatises out of compassion.
At any rate, Dharmakı̄rti’s Buddhist readers must have felt an unbearable
discrepancy between the tone of this opening stanza and that of Dignāga’s
benedictory verse in the Pramān. asamuccaya, since the latter (commented

commentary. As I do not read Japanese I was not able to check how its author
understands and assesses the two interpretations provided; I have made ample
use, however, of the philological notes in the article (see Appendix).

19 See Matsuoka forthcoming; the paper rightly points out that Yamāri must have
been aware of the interpretations of the introductory verse found in Śākyabuddhi’s
and Karn. akagomin’s works.

20 See e.g. Paks.ilasvāmin, NBh, pp. 96–97; Biardeau 1964, p. 121.
21 See e.g. Śālikanātha, VMV, p. 376; Ratié forthcoming, n. 68.
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upon at length in the Pramān. asiddhi chapter of Dharmakı̄rti’s Pramān. avārttika)
depicts the Buddha as “seeking the benefit of all” (jagaddhitais. in) and as being
the true teacher (śāstr. ) precisely because he teaches all.22

The first interpretation: Dharmakı̄rti claims that he has no hope of helping
others—but so as to indirectly incite others to better themselves

Karn. akagomin’s first explanation of the verse (which is almost identical to
Śākyabuddhi’s)23 runs as follows (the Sanskrit text is given below, Appendix,
§B):

In this [verse, Dharmakı̄rti] refers to the four kinds of flaws in those who
study [treatises] (śrotr. ), [namely]: bad insight (kuprajñatva), ignorance
(ajñatva), lack of interest (anarthitva), and bias (amādhyasthya). The word
prāya [“most,”] ending in -a [and understood as an adjective qualifying
janah. ],24 indicates a multitude, [and so] prāyo janah. [means] “most peo-
ple.” [They are] “attached to unrefined [things]” (prākr. tasakti); because
[this compound] makes [us] understand that25 [they] are attached to the
unrefined treatises [of those] outside [the Buddhist fold] (bahih. śāstra), it
is a non-appositional possessive compound [i.e. we should understand
that most people “have an attachment to these unrefined treatises”];
alternatively, [it may be read as] being appositional, [i.e. as meaning
that] they “have an attachment that is unrefined”—and [even in the
latter case, their] attachment [can be said to be] unrefined [precisely]
because it bears on [something] unrefined. This refers to the flaw of
bad insight in those whose study. [The next compound,] “lacking the
intelligence required” (apratibalaprajña), is [to be] construed with “most
people.” [These people] “lack the intelligence required,” that is,] their

22 See e.g. Franco 1997, pp. 15ff.
23 That is, apart from two sentences on the meaning and grammatical status of prāyah.

(PVSVT. , p. 3: prāyaśabdo’kārānto bāhulyavacanah. , and ibid.: anye tu prāyah. ◦. . . iti
vyācaks.ate), which are not found in the Tibetan translation of Śākyabuddhi’s com-
mentary. Manorathanandin briefly mentions Karn. akagomin’s two explanations
for this word (see below, n. 36: prāyo bhūyān bāhulyena vā).

24 Karn. akagomin is about to offer an alternative interpretation whereby the word
prāyah. is understood as an indeclinable word with an instrumental sense.

25 On this notion of gamakatva in grammatical discussions on compounds see Joshi
1968, pp. vi-vii.
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intelligence is no match (apratibala) [inasmuch as] it is incapable of
grasping the treatise. This refers to [the flaw of] ignorance.26 “Not only”
do they have “no interest at all in excellent discourses,” but “they even
hate” the [person] who utters these [discourses], “covered” as they are
“with the stains of envy.” This means that they are both uninterested
and hateful; and it respectively refers to [the flaws characterized as] lack
of interest and bias. Here too, [both] must be construed with “most
people.” Others, however, explain that the word prāyah. , although it
ends in -s, is an indeclinable word and inherently conveys the sense of
the instrumental in bāhulyena, [which means “ordinarily,” “in general.”
People are “covered with the stains of envy”;] “envy” is the resentment
resulting from the thought of someone else’s accomplishment. [The
stain of envy is to be understood as] the stain that is envy, because [it is
envy itself] that stains the mind; [Dharmakı̄rti uses] the plural [in “the
stains of envy”] with reference to the various individuals. [The word]
“hence” (tena) [means that Dharmakı̄rti] wanted to undertake [the
composition of] “this,” [namely,] the work entitled [Pramān. a]vārttika, for
the reason thus [stated so far, that is, the flaws in those who study].
[The compound paropakāra, “helping others,” literally means] “the help
of others.” [Here] the affix ghañ [used to produce the substantive
upakāra from upakr. - (“to help”)] indicates the action [of helping] in
the sense that one is helped by this [– that is to say, “the help of
others” really means “that by which others are helped”];27 alternatively,
[the compound] paropakāra [may be understood as] “that which helps
others” in accordance with [Pān. ini’s aphorism]28 “[the affix] an. [is
used] when there is a direct complement [in a compound].”29 [At this
point Dharmakı̄rti says:] “I do not even entertain the thought that [this
work may] help others.” How then did he [come to] undertake the
composition of the treatise? He answers this [question] with the passage

26 This distinction between the defects of “bad insight” (kuprajñatva) understood
as the belief in wrong (i.e. here non-Buddhist) views and “ignorance” (ajñatva)
defined as a deficient insight (prajñā) may have to do with the discussion found in
AKBh on AK 3.29, which distinguishes kuprajñā and avidyā (see La Vallée Poussin
1926, pp. 89ff.).

27 Just as the substantive roga, “disease,” means “that by which one is afflicted” (see
Pān. ini 3.3.16).

28 Pān. ini 3.2.1.
29 I.e., paropakāra means something like “other-helper” just as the compound kumb-

hakāra means “pot-maker.”
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beginning with cetaś ciram, [which means the following: my] mind has
a “passion”—[i.e.] an attachment, an obsession—that has “long been
nourished”—[i.e., nourished] for a long time “by the study of excellent
discourses”; “so”—[that is,] for this reason—it “yearns for this,” [i.e.] it
has become eager to compose this Vārttika. This, [at least,] is how some
explain [this verse].

At first sight, the interpretation provided here is not substantially different
from that adopted by modern scholars. Granted, Śākyabuddhi and Karn. aka-
gomin consider that Dharmakı̄rti’s depiction of “most people” affords him an
opportunity to enumerate four specific flaws that prevent them from under-
standing the importance and interest of his endeavour—an enumeration that
is certainly not glaringly manifest from the sole verse and that many modern
studies do not mention at all. The commentators also make clear that the
“unrefined” things to which people are allegedly attached are the treatises of
non-Buddhists—a point that, again, might not seem entirely evident from the
verse itself. Nonetheless, just as historians today, in this first interpretation,
Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin understand the stanza as meaning—at least
at its most obvious and superficial level—that Dharmakı̄rti did not even
entertain the hope of being helpful to anybody else by writing his work
(in this reading the particle na is construed with naś cintāpi), and that he
was rather driven to compose it by his personal passion for good works, a
passion fostered by his long study of such works (which they understand to
be Buddhist, as opposed to their “unrefined” counterparts).

Yet there are several elements that should make us wary of reading this
first interpretation as more or less equivalent to that of modern scholars.
First of all, Karn. akagomin (following Śākyabuddhi) understands the words
tenāyam as meaning something like “hence this [work]”: according to him,
this is Dharmakı̄rti’s way of indicating that the first part of the verse—read as
the enumeration of the flaws preventing people from understanding a sound
philosophical work—is his actual reason for writing the treatise. So the stanza
is to be understood as follows:

Most people, being attached to unrefined [treatises by outsiders, and]
lacking the intelligence required [in order to understand this treatise],
not only have no interest at all in excellent discourses but even hate
[their author], being covered with the stains of envy. Hence this
[work]. I do not even entertain the thought that [it may] help others;
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[nevertheless, my] mind’s passion for excellent discourses has long been
nourished by their study, so it yearns [to compose] this [Vārttika].

This might sound like a gross misunderstanding: given the word order and
overall meaning of the stanza, doesn’t the first part of it rather provide the
reason why Dharmakı̄rti dispairs of helping anybody with his work? But
Karn. akagomin had in fact already made clear before this passage that this
is not quite how the stanza is to be read.

Thus, while discussing the meaning of the initial invocation to the
Buddha, Karn. akagomin had already presented Dharmakı̄rti as going out of
his way to write such an invocation because, although the latter is not an
absolute requirement so as to reach the completion of a work, he had in mind
“the benefit of others” (pārārthya) and strove to “preserve a worthy tradition”
(sadācārānupālana)30 —a remark that may well be have been meant to defuse
from the start any interpretation of the next verse involving Dharmakı̄rti’s
intellectual pride or egoism, or suggesting his being somehow isolated within
his own Buddhist tradition. Karn. akagomin then added, as an introduction to
the verse under scrutiny (see Appendix, §A for the Sanskrit text):

Indeed, there are definitely some wise [people] who [can] grasp the
treatise entitled [Pramān. a]vārttika; nonetheless, despite being of help [to
others, this treatise] is as good as [if it were] not [so] due to the plethora
of flaws in those who study it. With this in mind, [Dharmakı̄rti] for-
mulates the second verse that begins [with the words] prāyah. prākr. ta◦. . .
[He does so] while pointing out that the cause for [his] undertaking this
treatise is that his thought has been stimulated by his study of excellent
discourses, and in order to convey the following in a roundabout way

30 PVSVT. , p. 1: yady api hi śāstrārambhe namaskāraślokopanyāsam antaren. a kāyavāṅ-
manobhir is. t.adevatānamaskārakaran. ena pun. yopacayād avighnena śāstrasya parisamāptir
bhavati, tathāpi vyākhyātr. śrotr̄.n. ām. stutipurah. sarayā pravr. ttyā pun. yātiśayotpādāt pārā-
rthyam. sadācārānupālanam. cālocya viśis. t.adevatāpūjāślokam upanyastavān ācāryah. . “For
even though one [may] complete a treatise without obstacles if one does not for-
mulate a verse of salutation at its beginning, [simply] by accumulating merit while
[privately] saluting one’s chosen deity with one’s body, speech and mind, the
master did formulate a verse of adoration to his chosen deity, having considered
that [this] is beneficial to others—since if the activity of those who explain or study
[the text] begins with a praise, additional merit will ensue [for them]—, and that it
preserves a worthy tradition.”
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(vakrokti): “the flaw[s]31 that cause [others] to stray away from the great
meaning [of this work] must be abandoned.”

Here, Karn. akagomin (again, following Śākyabuddhi’s virtually identical
commentary) emphasizes that the Pramān. avārttika is actually helpful to
others. It may appear not to be so, but only due to the flaws that mar
the understanding of its readers. Besides, Dharmakı̄rti says that he was
prompted to write by his study of sound discourses. This enables the
commentators to claim that Dharmakı̄rti really wrote the Pramān. avārttika for
other people’s sake rather than his own: by pointing out that the study
of good treatises sharpened his desire to practice philosophy, Dharmakı̄rti,
according to Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin, is showing how studying
good treatises has improved his own mind; he is thus indirectly inciting
readers to get rid of their own flaws, and this is his way of suggesting that
they too should study the Pramān. avārttika so as to better themselves.

The counterintuitive aspect of this reading is justified by presenting the
injunction to eliminate the flaws and study the Pramān. avārttika as “conveyed
in a roundabout way” (vakrokti). In Karn. akagomin’s time, the compound
vakrokti (literally, “crooked speech”) was used in a broad sense to designate
the ability of poetic discourse to convey a more subtle meaning beyond
the obvious one.32 What is implied here is that, although the verse is
correctly read, at a basic level, as having Dharmakı̄rti say that he has no
hope of helping others, in fact his words should not be understood in this
elementary sense, because they have a more subtle, and altruistic, import.
Perhaps those who came up with this interpretation were taking advantage
of Dharmakı̄rti’s reputation as a poet;33 perhaps this reputation of his was
enhanced by their commentarial tactic. At any rate, as noted by Hiroko

31 Karn. akagomin is about to specify that this flaw is “of four kinds.”
32 Bhāmaha and Dan. d. in for instance use it in this broad sense (and not so as to

designate the specific figure of speech called vakrokti, which is described in later
sources as resting on the playful misinterpretation of someone’s speech by an
interlocutor). See e.g. De 1960, vol. I, p. 84 and vol. II, p. 48–52; Bronner and
McCrea 2001, p. 458, n. 13.

33 On the latter and the muktaka stanzas traditionally ascribed to Dharmakı̄rti see
Straube 2009; cf. Bansat-Boudon 2016, pp. 66–73, and Shulman 2016, pp. 421–422.
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Matsuoka,34 this tactic was adopted by Manorathanandin and summed up
as follows in his introduction to the stanza:

[Dharmakı̄rti], while not seeing [how] the treatise might help others
given the plethora of flaws in those who study, [and] while showing
that his own reason for undertaking the treatise was only that his mind
had been disposed [to it] by his study of excellent discourses, states [the
following stanza] in order to incite in a roundabout way (vakrokti) those
who study to engage in the treatise by getting rid of this flawed state.35

Again, having provided a summarized version of Karn. akagomin’s first
interpretation,36 he concludes:

34 Matsuoka forthcoming.
35 PVV, p. 2: śrotr.dos.abāhulyāc chāstren. a paropakāram apaśyan sūktābhyāsabhāvitacittatām

evātmanah. śāstrārambhakāran. am. darśayan vakroktyā dos.atāpanayanena śāstre śrotr̄.n
pravartayitum āha. [*śrotr̄.n corr.; śrotr.n Ed.]

36 PVV, pp. 2–3: prāyo bhūyān bāhulyena vā janah. prākr. tes. u bahih. śāstres.u saktir
abhis.vaṅgo yasya sa prākr. tasaktir anena kuprajñatvam. śrotr.dos.a uktah. . apratibalā
śāstrārthagrahan. am. praty aśaktā prajñā yasyāsāv apratibalaprajñah. . anenājñatvam
uktam. kevalam. nānarthy eva subhās. itaih. kintu subhās. itābhidhāyinam ı̄rs. yā para-
sampattau cetaso vyāros.ah. saiva malaś cittamalinı̄karan. āt. taih. parigato yuktah. san
vidves. t.y api. ı̄rs. yāmalair iti vyaktyapeks.ayā bahuvacanam. anena yathākramam
anarthitvam amādhyasthyam. coktam. . tena śrotr.dos.akalāpenāyam āripsito vārttikā-
khyo granthah. . param upakarotı̄ti paropakāra iti no’smākam. cintāpi nāsti. katham.
tarhi śāstrakaran. e pravr. ttir ity āha cetaś ciram. dı̄rghakālam. sūktasyābhyāsena
vivardhitavyasanam. vistāritābhis.vaṅgam iti hetor atra vārttikakaran. e’nubaddha-
spr.ham. jātābhilās. am. “[The word] prāyah. [means] ‘most’ or ‘in general.’ [Most]
people are ‘attached to’—[i.e.] have an intense affection for—‘unrefined’ [things,
i.e.,] the treatises of outsiders. This refers to the flaw in those who study that is
[characterized as] bad insight. They ‘lack the intelligence required,’ [that is,] their
intelligence is no match [inasmuch as] it is incapable of grasping the meaning
of the treatise. This refers to [the flaw of] ignorance. ‘Not only do they have
no interest at all in excellent discourses,’ but ‘they even hate’ the [person] who
utters these [discourses], ‘covered’ as they are ‘with the stains of envy’—[that is,]
since they have these [stains]. ‘Envy’ is the resentment resulting from the thought
of someone else’s accomplishment. [The stain of envy literally means] the stain
that is envy, because [it is envy itself] that stains the mind; [Dharmakı̄rti uses]
the plural [in ‘the stains of envy’] with reference to the various individuals. This
respectively refers to [the flaws that are] the lack of interest and bias. [The word]
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This [stanza], by making those who study realize that they have all these
flaws—[viz.] bad insight and so on—, prompts them to engage in the
treatise by getting rid of these defects.37

As noticed by Matsuoka,38 this interpretation was adopted by Kamalaśı̄la as
well. He alludes to it while pointing out that writing only for oneself makes
no sense, and while trying to dispel (again!) the suspicion that Dharmakı̄rti
might have thought otherwise. He remarks in this respect that even though
Dharmakı̄rti discusses at length what a correct “inference for oneself” is,
this does not mean that he thought that writing a treatise might be a selfish
enterprise:

[Admittedly,] the master [Dharmakı̄rti] says in the Nyāyabindu that “be-
cause one understands thus all by oneself, the inferential formulation
of this [understanding] also belongs to [the category of] inference for
oneself”;39 however, he did not [say this] while having in mind an
external formulation, but only with respect to an internal discursive
[thought], since an inference for oneself [only] consists in thought, [as
opposed to actual speech]. As for what [Dharmakı̄rti] says [in the
stanza] beginning with “Most people, being attached to unrefined. . . ”—
its point, [conveyed] in a roundabout way (vakrokti), is also to transform
others, whose minds are afflicted by the stains of envy and so on, into
suitable vessels [for his teaching]; so enough with this digression.40

‘hence’ [means that Dharmakı̄rti] wanted to undertake [the composition of] this
work entitled [Pramān. a]vārttika because of this series of flaws in those who study.
[The compound] paropakāra [means] that one helps others; [Dharmakı̄rti says] ‘I do
not even entertain the thought that [this work may] help others.’ How then did
he undertake the composition of the treatise? He answers this [question by saying
the following: my] mind has a ‘passion’—[i.e.] an intense attachment—that has
‘long been nourished’—[i.e.,] fostered for a long time—‘by the study of excellent
discourses’; for this reason it ‘yearns for this,’ [i.e.,] it has become eager to compose
this Vārttika.”

37 PVV, p. 3: etena kuprajñatādidos.ajātam ātmano bodhitāh. śrotāras tatparihāren. a śāstre
pravartitā eva bhavanti.

38 See Matsuoka forthcoming.
39 NB 2.44 (with pratı̄tir instead of vyavacchedapratı̄tir and svārthānumāne’py instead

of svārthe’py anumāne).
40 TSP, p. 8: yat punar uktam ācāryen. a nyāyabindau svayam apy evam. pratipattir bha-
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The second interpretation: Dharmakı̄rti is only concerned with Dignāga’s
legacy and writes out of compassion for others

Śākyabuddhi’s and Karn. akagomin’s commentaries remain virtually iden-
tical as they both proceed to present an alternative understanding of the
verse. This shows that diverging interpretations of the Pramān. avārttika
must have appeared early on41 – and that this verse in particular must
have already been deemed problematic at that early stage. This second
explanation is conspicuously absent from Manorathanandin’s commentary;
it is nonetheless found in Vibhūticandra’s notes at the end of the manuscript
of Manorathandin’s Vr. tti.42 It is rarely mentioned in secondary sources, and
inadequately summed up in the few studies of my knowledge that refer to it.
As in the first interpretation, its goal is obviously to rescue Dharmakı̄rti from
any accusation of haughty selfishness. But its tactic is strikingly different, as it
no longer strives to detect an oblique meaning in the stanza. It purports that
the verse is perfectly straightforward and that in it, Dharmakı̄rti explicitly
presents his altruistic concerns and compassion as the sole motives for his
composition of the Pramān. avārttika. How is such a commentarial prowess
achieved?

vatı̄ti svārthānumāne’py asyāh. prayoga iti na tad bahirbhūtam. prayogam adhikr. tya,
kim. tarhy antarjalpātmakam eva, svārthānumānasya jñānātmakatvāt. yac ca prāyah.
prākr. tasaktir* ityādikam uktam tad api vakroktyā pares. ām ı̄rs.yādimalopahatacetasām.
bhājanı̄karan. ārtham ity alam. bahunā. [*prākr. tasaktir corr.; prākr. taśaktih. Ed. (despite
nn. 4–5).]

41 As already noted in Steinkellner 1980, p. 286, n. 16. Katsura 1994, p. 37, n. 30,
claims, on the basis of the opposition eke/anye, that the second interpretation is
evidently the one favoured by Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin, so that Steinkell-
ner 1980, p. 287 (=286?), n. 16, should be reexamined, presumably because it does
not mention any preference on the commentators’ part (I thank Hiroko Matsuoka
for helping me with the Japanese in this note). I doubt whether the opposition
eke/anye can be seen as unassailable evidence for the commentators’ leaning
here, and Thieme 1956, p. 15, adduced by Katsura in support of his thesis, only
mentions the common (yet by no means universal) kecit/apare opposition in the
Kāśikā and related texts; Katsura’s hypothesis is nonetheless quite likely. In any
case, what is most striking in this regard is that by Śākyabuddhi’s time, competing
interpretations were already circulating.

42 See p. 515 in PVV Ed. The text had already been identified in Steinkellner 1980, p.
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The passage (the Sanskrit text of which is given in Appendix, §C) starts as
follows:

Others, however, [understand this] in a different way. [According to
them, the stanza] beginning with prāyah. is [in fact] a response to this
question: why does the master Dharmakı̄rti produce a commentary of
the vārttika type on the Pramān. asamuccaya, rather than an independent
treatise? [And] here is the overall meaning of the verse: my mind yearns
[to compose] a commentary on the Pramān. asamuccaya, out of concern
(cintā) and compassion (karun. ā). [These] concern and compassion stem
from the fact that the treatise composed by the master Dignāga is [only]
of little help; and that it is [only] of little help is due to the flaw[s] in
those who study [it].

The new interpretation emphasizes from the start that the Pramān. avārttika is
not an independent treatise but a commentary – and it claims that what it
comments on is Dignāga’s Pramān. asamuccaya. Although it is often assumed
nowadays that this was a matter of consensus among traditional sources,
there was in fact a debate between commentators as to what the Pramān. a-
vārttika commented upon.43 Much was at stake in this controversy, including
the issue of the order in which the chapters of the work were to be read;44 but
in this particular instance, claiming that it was a commentary on Dignāga’s
Pramān. asamuccaya had the additional advantage of enabling a reading of
the verse according to which Dharmakı̄rti, rather than bemoaning his own
intellectual loneliness for want of any worthy reader, selflessly worries about
other people’s fate—that is, more specifically, Dignāga’s posterity, and the
welfare of Dignāga’s readers. He has such a concern because, precisely
due to the flaws that plague those who study, Dignāga’s work has turned
out to be of little help (alpopakāra). It is not the case that, as claimed by
Hayes and Gillon, in this interpretation Dharmakı̄rti “is compassionately
writing his Pramān. avārttika as an exposition that can provide some trifling
aid (alpopakāritva) in explaining Dignāga’s theories”:45 however bold this

286, n. 16; cf. Katsura 1994, p. 37, n. 30.
43 See Ono 1997, Franco 2018, Chu in the present volume and Franco and Preisendanz

forthcoming.
44 See Franco 2018.
45 Hayes and Gillon 1994, p. 15.
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attribution to Dharmakı̄rti of selfless motives, at no time does it ascribe to
him the humble statement that his own work only provides “a trifling aid,”
what is said to be of little help here being Dignāga’s work, not Dharmakı̄rti’s.
It is to make up for the Pramān. asamuccaya’s limited soteriological impact that
Dharmakı̄rti sets out to write the Pramān. avārttika; and we are thus warned
from the outset that he is exclusively driven by this “concern”—this is how
the word cintā is now understood—and even “compassion” (the latter point
is not easy to grasp, since the word karun. ā is absent from the stanza, but the
commentators will shortly present a solution for this problem). The text goes
on:

As for the meaning of each word, it is explained [as follows]. [The word]
prāyah. [means] “in general”; it is to be construed with “people, being
attached to [things that are] prākr. ta.” In ordinary [parlance, people]
call prākr. ta someone vile whose origin is impure; in the same way,
[the stanza says that people in general] are attached to—[i.e.,] attracted
to—the treatises of outsiders as well as the criticisms, formulated by
opponents, of the treatises [containing] the teachings of the master
[Dignāga—and these treatises and criticisms] are “impure” (prākr. ta)
since they have an impure (dus. t.a) origin, given that they have as their
source a perverted knowledge. But why are [people] attached to these
impure [treatises and criticisms]? As an [answer to this question the
stanza] says “[and] lacking the intelligence required”: [it is] for this
reason [that people,] taking what is in fact a bad discourse for an
excellent one, become attached to these impure [discourses]. And
precisely because they lack the intelligence required, they are incapable
of understanding correctly by themselves the excellent discourses of
the master [Dignāga, so that,] taking them to be faulty, they “have
no interest” in the excellent discourses of the master. Moreover, they
harbour hatred towards the master; this is what [the passage] beginning
with “[not] only” says. [This passage is to be understood thus:] not only
do [people] have no interest in the “excellent discourses” of the master
but, being “covered with the stains of envy,” they “even hate” the master
Dignāga.

Dharmakı̄rti is not complaining that he is misunderstood and even hated; he
is not deploring his being ignored and persecuted. He only worries because
Dignāga’s legacy is met with indifference and hostility.

Those who came up with this interpretation also seem to have realized
that the depiction of most people as being attached to prākr. ta, “unrefined” or
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“vulgar” things, could be read as the contemptuous assertion that people lack
the intellectual subtlety required to understand Dharmakı̄rti’s work. Hence
their insistence here that prākr. ta actually indicates an impurity rather than
a lack of finesse: they argue this is not about intellectual refinement, the
issue being that most people have their minds polluted by religious doctrines
that oppose Buddhism. Hayes and Gillon take the passage as meaning that
people are “so addicted to such vulgar pursuits as political science (nı̄tiśāstra)
that they could not avail themselves of truly learned treatises.”46 It seems
impossible, however, to read the compound ācāryanı̄tiśāstradūs.an. āni in this
way—first, because the word dūs.an. a (“refutation,” “critique”) would remain
unexplained, and also because, as will be seen below, the expression ācāryanı̄ti
recurs as the text unequivocally refers to Dignāga’s teachings. The “impure”
things to which most people are attached therefore have little to do with
political science; and as made clear by Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin, they
are to be identified not just with treatises expounding non-Buddhist tenets
in general, but more specifically, with the non-Buddhists’ works that target
Dignāga’s thought. The commentators may have had in mind for instance
Uddyotakara’s Nyāyavārttika or Kumārila’s Ślokavārttika—and it is against
such attacks that, according to them, Dharmakı̄rti sets out to defend Dignāga.

The explanation goes on:

[The compound] “who had an intense passion for the study of excellent
discourses” (sūktābhyāsavivardhitavyasana) qualifies (kim. bhūta) [Dignāga.
It] is definitely to be construed [thus as qualifying Dignāga as the
object of the verb “hate”], although [the latter] is distant [from it in
the stanza], in accordance with the rule “[there may be] a connection
of x with y even when y is far.”47 [So it is] the master Dignāga
[who] is described as having a “passion” for the study of “excellent”—
[i.e.] beautiful—discourses, [namely], the venerable [Buddha]’s teach-
ings; [here] “nourished” [simply means] “intense,” [and this intense
passion] is exclusively devoted to that [scriptural study]. With this,
[Dharmakı̄rti] expresses the fact that the master Dignāga has acquired
[both] merit and knowledge; for those who have an intense passion

46 Hayes and Gillon 1994, p. 14.
47 I do not know the source of this half-verse; it is often quoted, with some variants,

in Buddhist and non-Buddhist literature (see e.g. NBh, p. 46; YD, p. 23; HBT. , p.
131; NBhūs., p. 461; Bhāmatı̄, p. 718; etc.).
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for the study of excellent discourses necessarily acquire [both] merit
and knowledge. Precisely because [people], “lacking the intelligence
required,” have no interest in the excellent discourses of the master
and are attached to the impure [treatises of outsiders,] “this” (ayam),
[that is to say,] the Pramān. asamuccaya, is [said] not [to be] paropakāra.
[In this compound, the word] upakāra [means] the act of helping, [the
affix] ghañ indicating an action;48 [and] considering that there is not
a great amount of help from the [Pramān. asamuccaya]—[here the word]
para [means] “in great quantity” (utkr. s. t.a)—, it is not “of great help”—
but it is definitely of some help, [even though it only helps] a little,
and this [little help] is clearly suggested by the word prāyah. [meaning
“in general” while allowing for exceptions]. The word iti has a causal
sense [here, i.e., iti naś cintāpi means] “for this reason, I have a ‘concern’
(cintā).” [This concern] takes the following form: “Even though this
treatise [by Dignāga] is of great import, it has turned out not to help
many—so how could I considerably improve its usefulness?” Besides,
due to the word “also” (api), [one must understand that he] also [feels]
compassion, which takes the form of a desire to rid [people] of pain [and
may be expressed] thus: “Any hatred for the master [Dignāga], who is
as good as a bodhisattva, [must be] a cause of evil, however minute [it
may be]; therefore I will bring about great respect for the master by
correctly explaining the master’s teaching (ācāryanı̄ti), and as a result,
I will lead people away from this cause of evil.” The second word iti
[that appears in] “so (iti) it yearns [to compose] this” expresses the fact
that these concern and compassion are the causes [prompting him to
write]. Therefore [one should understand] that [Dharmakı̄rti’s] “mind”
“yearns” for “this,” [i.e. it yearns] to compose the Pramān. avārttika,
which is a commentary on the Pramān. asamuccaya; “long” [means that
his mind] has continuously desired [to compose this] for a long time.

Dharmakı̄rti’s assertion that his passion for sound discourses has been
fostered by their long study could be taken as a conceited reference to his
own erudition. The commentary therefore insists on having the compound
sing Dignāga’s praise rather than his own. Besides, this second interpretation
leaves no room for the possibility that this passion might be about philosoph-
ical discussions, and hightened by the in-depth study of pramān. a literature: it
is exclusively the Buddha’s words that Dignāga has busied himself studying,

48 Although the Sanskrit word here is bhāva (Tib. ngo bo), I take it in its grammatical
sense, i.e. as referring to the action denoted by a verb (see e.g. Kahrs 2013).
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and his scriptural passion has granted him both merit and knowledge. Due
to people’s flaws, the Pramān. asamuccaya is nonetheless misunderstood and
ignored. Dignāga’s magnum opus is now taken to be the subject of the sentence
ayam. na paropakārah. ; and the compound paropakāra is no longer understood as
“a help for others,” but as “a great help.” However unlikely, this new analysis
has the advantage of not ruling out the Pramān. asamuccaya’s helpfulness to
some people: Dharmakı̄rti, instead of claiming that his own treatise will
help nobody, is worrying that Dignāga’s work only helps a few (among whom
Dharmakı̄rti himself is likely to be counted, this being probably taken as
Dharmakı̄rti’s grateful way of acknowledging his debt towards Dignāga).
And this is what Dharmakı̄rti sets out to change as he hopes to make the
Pramān. asamuccaya accessible—and therefore useful—to many.

One particularly problematic aspect of this interpretation, from a purely
syntactic point of view, is the presence of the particle api in the stanza.
It is now incomprehensible, since it can no longer be construed with the
negation (“I do not even entertain the hope that. . . ”) or read as indicating
a concessive clause (“although I think that it will not be helpful. . . ”). So here,
Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin use one of the oldest tricks in the bag of
South Asian commentators when they need to force into a text something
that is blatantly absent from it: they assert that the particle api is simply here
to suggest, besides Dharmakı̄rti’s explicit “concern” (cintā), another motive
that remains otherwise entirely implicit in the stanza—namely, compassion
(karun. ā). Killing two birds with this rather heavy stone, they explain away
the presence of the particle while having Dharmakı̄rti assert that compassion
is his true motive for composing the Pramān. avārttika.

According to this second interpretation, the stanza thus means something
like this:

In general, people, being attached to impure [non-Buddhist treatises
and criticisms of Dignāga], and lacking the intelligence required [in
order to understand Dignāga’s Pramān. asamuccaya], not only have no
interest at all in [his] excellent discourses but even hate [him, although
he] had an intense passion for the study of [the Buddha’s] excellent
discourses, because [they are] covered with the stains of envy. Therefore
I am concerned that this [Pramān. asamuccaya] is not of great help, and [I]
also [feel compassion towards people in general]; so [my] mind has been
yearning to compose this [commentary on the Pramān. asamuccaya] for a
long time.
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Dharmakı̄rti’s “haughtiness” according to Ānandavardhana and Abhi-
navagupta

The two interpretations examined above spectacularly differ from the read-
ing of Dharmakı̄rti’s stanza that is common nowadays; and the second one
seems far-fetched to say the least. It is unlikely, however, that the tendency
to read Dharmakı̄rti’s verse as bitter and haughty only appeared in the
relatively recent times of Bu ston and Tāranātha: far more plausible is the
supposition that this understanding circulated early on, and that the interpre-
tations reported in Śākyabuddhi’s and Karn. akagomin’s commentaries were
produced as a reaction to such a reading.

I could find no contemporary source explicitly discussing this, but it is
certainly no coincidence that Utpaladeva, a tenth-century Śaiva nondualist
who was profoundly influenced by Dharmakı̄rti and often discussed his Pra-
mān. avārttika,49 introduces his Īśvarapratyabhijñā treatise while insisting that
for his part, he is writing exclusively out of a desire to help others (paropakāra)
and for the sake of “people” (jana);50 the commentaries on this introductory
verse also explain how in fact compassion—supposedly the cardinal virtue
of Buddhism—can only make sense in a Śaiva nondualistic system.51 The
beginning of the Īśvarapratyabhijñā treatise sounds like a direct response to
Dharmakı̄rti, one emphasizing that, whereas the great Buddhist master had
no intention to help others and no interest in compassion, Utpaladeva’s goal
in writing his work is purely altruistic and compassionate.

Besides, in the ninth century, Ānandavardhana ascribes to Dharmakı̄rti
a verse depicting a woman so perfectly beautiful that she is doomed to

49 On the considerable impact of the Dharmakı̄rtian tradition on Utpaladeva’s
thought, see in particular Torella 1992. Although Utpaladeva is said to seldom
quote his opponents and to prefer allusive paraphrases, newly discovered frag-
ments of his Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivr. ti contain quotations of Dharmakı̄rti, including
at least one from the PV (see Ratié 2021, pp. 32–33 and 170–174).

50 See the commentaries on the words janasyāpy upakāram icchan (“and wishing to
help people”) in ĪPK 1.1.1; Abhinavagupta, evidently drawing on Utpaladeva’s
lost Vivr. ti thereon, discusses paropakāra in the ĪPVV ad loc. (see e.g. ĪPVV, vol. I, p.
33, translated in Ratié 2009, p. 357).

51 See Ratié 2009.
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solitude,52 and the poetician argues that Dharmakı̄rti thus intended to
suggest his own intellectual loneliness as a misunderstood genius. As
evidence for this attribution, Ānandavardhana only quotes the last verse of
the Pramān. avārttika, making no mention of the introductory one. Yet some of
his remarks with respect to the stanza depicting the beautiful woman seem
to echo the introductory stanza:

. . . Once its [literal sense] is subordinated, this sentence reveals the
lament of someone who, [being] puffed up with pride in his unique
qualities and having triggered the fever of envious people (samatsara-
jana) due to the greatness of his genius, sees that no one else knows his
own excellence.53

Ānandavardhana explains the reference to the “mental fever” (cintājvara)
induced by the woman’s beauty in the hearts of “people” (jana) as an allusion
to the feverish jealousy brought about in people by Dharmakı̄rti’s brilliance.
It is striking, however, that the closing verse of the Pramān. avārttika54 says
nothing at all about people being jealous. Given this silence, it seems very
likely that Ānandavardhana also knew the introductory verse, and that the
words samatsarajana at least alluded to it. It is also clear that Ānandavardhana
did not take this jealousy to be about Dignāga; and while evidently finding
that Dharmakı̄rti’s pride (avalepa) is justified by his genius, he did not mince
his words about his being “puffed up” (ādhmāta) with it.

Abhinavagupta’s position on this seems to be somewhat different from
Ānandavardhana’s:

52 lāvan. yadravin. avyayo na gan. itah. kleśo mahān arjitah. svacchandam. carato janasya hr.daye
cintājvaro nirmitah. | es. āpi svayam eva tulyaraman. ābhāvād varākı̄ hatā ko’rthaś cetasi
vedhasā vinihitas tanvyās tanum. tanvatā || “[He] spared no expense of beauty. [He]
went to great pains. [He] induced a mental fever in the hearts of people who [used
to] act of their own will. As for her—poor her—, she is miserable, entirely on
her own, as no lover could [ever] be her equal. What goal did the Creator have
in mind when he fashioned the body of this delicate beauty?” This translation is
much indebted to the (far more elegant) one in Shulman 2016, p. 421.

53 DhvĀ ad 3.40, p. 489: . . . anena vākyena gun. ı̄bhūtātmanā nih. sāmānyagun. āvalepā-
dhmātasya nijamahimotkars.ajanitasamatsarajanajvarasya viśes.ajñam ātmano na kañcid
evāparam. paśyatah. paridevitam etad iti prakāśyate. This translation largely follows
Ingalls, Masson and Patwardhan 1990, p. 625.

54 Quoted above, n. 12.
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As for the latter [stanza, i.e. the one closing the Pramān. avārttika],55 one
must consider that it rests on the heroic rasa. [This is the case] because
[the stanza] rouses heroic resolve (utsāha) [to understand Dharmakı̄rti’s
thought],56 since [this thought] is a source of tremendous respect for the
people who study it and since it can [only] be grasped with [such great]
effort. [It] also [rests on the heroic rasa] because [the stanza specifically]
has to do with dharmic heroism, since [the stanza’s speaker] highlights,
[while talking] about himself (svātmani),57 that [the thought in question]
has a benevolent (kuśala) author; [he does this by conveying that he] has
produced [a thought] that, being thus particularly worthy of being used,
[must] help the few people who are fit for it. Otherwise, what would be
achieved [in this stanza] with a mere lament? If [one argues that] this is
just [Dharmakı̄rti] lamenting his having undertaken [to write a treatise]
without thinking it through first (apreks. āpūrvakāritva)—then what would
be the point, since [such a lament] could be neither for his sake nor for
someone else’s? So enough with this digression.58

55 Cf. Bālapriyā, p. 490: anadhyavasitetyādiślokasya vı̄rarase’pi viśrāntim āha parasya
cetyādi.

56 Cf. Bālapriyā, p. 491, which understands it as “the heroic resolve to understand
[Dharmakı̄rti’s] thought” (matagrahavis.ayakotsāhety arthah. ), and takes Dharma-
kı̄rti’s mata (i.e., the subject of the sentence in the stanza under scrutiny) as the
implicit subject of the iti clause (matam iti śes.ah. ) and as the complement of the first
compounds (matasyeti śes.ah. ).

57 I take svātmani to refer here to the person speaking in the first person in the stanza,
i.e., Dharmakı̄rti. The Bālapriyā does not comment on this svātmani, but glosses
(p. 490) the one that appears in the previous sentence (regarding the verse on
the beautiful woman), the construction of which is somewhat parallel: svātmanı̄ti
vaktā dharmakı̄rtir atra svātmaśabdārthah. . “In ‘svātmani,’ the word ‘oneself’ refers to
the speaker [in the stanza, namely,] in this [case], Dharmakı̄rti.” Bansat-Boudon
2016, which provides a partial translation of this passage pp. 71–72, offers a very
different interpretation of svātmani in both cases, construing it with viśrānti. While
any aesthetic experience is ultimately some kind of svātmani viśrantih. according to
Abhinavagupta, I do not think that this is what is being discussed here, the point
being rather that the author of both stanzas is talking about himself (again, in the
sequel of the passage quoted here, ātmani can only refer to the author of the stanza).

58 DhĀL ad 3.40, pp. 490–491: parasya ca śrotr. janasyātyādarāspadatayā prayatna-
grāhyatayā cotsāhajananena, evam. bhūtam atyantopādeyam. sat katipayasamucitajanā-
nugrāhakam. kr. tam iti ca* svātmani kuśalakāritāpradarśanayā dharmavı̄rasparśanena
vı̄rarase viśrāntir iti mantavyam. anyathā paridevitamātren. a kim. kr. tam. syāt. apreks. ā-
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The passage is difficult and the translation provided here is merely ten-
tative,59 but as far as I understand it, it explains that the verse pertains
to the heroic rasa for two reasons. First, it induces in its readers “heroic
resolve” (utsāha), that is, the mundane feeling corresponding, on the plane
of aesthetic experience, to the heroic rasa. It does so by pointing out the
excellence and extreme difficulty of Dharmakı̄rti’s thought, thus challenging
skilled readers to undertake the noble and arduous task of studying it.
So, while Dharmakı̄rti ostentatiously complains about being misunderstood,
he is in fact inspiring worthy students to become a suitable vessel for his
teachings. And according to Abhinavagupta, a second reason for classifying
the stanza under the vı̄rarasa category is that it shows the author to be
benevolent (kuśala), so that it can be said to pertain to dharmic heroism
(dharmavı̄ra). This, of course, is a rather fitting label for a verse whose author
is named after the glory of dharma; but this assertion as to Dharmakı̄rti’s
benevolence is quite surprising, given that the stanza itself makes no mention
whatsoever of such good intentions:60 it rather sounds like an expression of
bitter disappointment with others, and it also seems to assert that nobody
will ever understand Dharmakı̄rti’s thought—at least in his lifetime, since
it depicts Dharmakı̄rti’s philosophical findings as doomed to age within the
confines of their author’s body. Abhinavagupta’s point seems to be, however,
that such a benevolence is not explicitly stated but suggested: the stanza is
seemingly about Dharmakı̄rti complaining that he is misunderstood, but by

pūrvakāritvam* ātmany āveditam. cet, kim. tatah. svārthaparārthāsambhavād ity alam.
bahunā. [*iti ca J1, J2; iti Ed. *apreks. āpūrvakāritvam J1, J2; apreks. āpūrmakāritvam Ed.]

59 It differs in several respects from that offered in Ingalls, Masson and Patwardhan
1990, p. 631 (p. 632, n. 11, its authors acknowledge the difficulty of the passage
and highlight its “awkward” syntax—a problem that may be solved, at least in
part, by adopting the ca found in manuscripts). The passage is also quoted in
Bansat-Boudon 2016, pp. 71–72, but there it is cut after parasya ca until svātmani
kuśalakāritā◦, so that the translation only provides a very partial overview of what
goes on in the text.

60 One might therefore be tempted to read kuśala as simply meaning here, as it
often does, “skilled” or “competent;” but this would fail to explain how the fact
that Dharmakı̄rti is a kuśala author constitutes the very reason why the stanza
specifically pertains to the dharmavı̄ra category. Nor would it take into account the
main point of the iti clause, namely, the fact that Dharmakı̄rti’s thought must be
anugrāhaka.
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highlighting the excellence of his thought, he leads people to understand that,
although this thought has not helped anybody else so far, it must be helpful
(presumably after Dharmakı̄rti’s death) to others, be it a few outstanding
minds. So despite appearances, the stanza is not an expression of self-pity: it
is about inciting others to study his work, and it is even about suggesting that
his goal is really to help others (or at least, some remarkably gifted others).

What is striking about this analysis is that Abhinavagupta’s comment
focuses on the issue of paropakāra. The latter is at the heart of the introductory
stanza of the Pramān. avārttika, while the closing stanza makes no explicit
mention of it. Abhinavagupta is also careful to specify that the others that
Dharmakı̄rti’s thought has not helped yet are not just anybody, but rather
constitute a select audience of skilled people who are “fit” for it. It is as
though Abhinavagupta were thus using the tactics found in Śākyabuddhi
and Karn. akagomin’s first interpretation of the introductory stanza to explain
the closing one: he seems to be arguing that one must read beyond the last
stanza’s obvious meaning, since it is in fact an indirect way of inciting others
to read his treatise, a way that ultimately betrays his benevolence.

This should not lead us to suspect, however, that contrary to
Ānandavardhana, Abhinavagupta saw Dharmakı̄rti as a selfless bodhisattva
who felt neither pride nor haughtiness. In fact, Abhinavagupta specifies in
his commentary on the Nāt.yaśāstra that the heroic rasa must involve some
measure of bitterness:

Thus all rasas consist in bliss. Nonetheless some, on account of the
objects that colour them, have a touch of bitterness (kat.ukiman), as [is
the case] of the heroic [rasa]; for [the latter] has as its very essence such
[things] as the endurance of torments.61

Besides, shortly before this point in the Dhvanyāloka, Ānandavardhana had
examined the objection that the “rasa of the appeased” (śāntarasa) might
just be the heroic rasa when the religious element in it (i.e., dharmavı̄ra) is
predominant. He had rejected this identification on the grounds that “it is
not acceptable to include it in the heroic [rasa], since the latter rests on one’s

61 Abhinavabhāratı̄ (as edited in Gnoli 1985, p. 17): ity ānandarūpatā sarvarasānām, kim.
tūparañjakavis.ayavaśāt kes. ām api kat.ukimnāsti sparśo vı̄rasyeva, sa hi kleśasahis.n. utādi-
prān. a eva. This translation closely follows Gnoli 1985, p. 73.
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being full of an erroneous sense of self (abhimāna),”62 adding that “particular
states of mind such as the heroic [rasa] of compassion (dayā) are [in fact]
a variety of the rasa of the appeased, because they are free in all respects
of egoity (ahaṅkāra)—whereas when [they are] not [entirely free of egoity],
they are a variety of the heroic [rasa].”63 Abhinavagupta had pointed out
in this respect that the heroic rasa always involves egoity, contrary to the
śāntarasa, because “heroic resolve (utsāha) has as its essence such [thoughts]
as ‘I, who am such [and such]. . . ”64 He had also quoted Bharata saying
that there are only three varieties of heroic rasa, pertaining respectively to
generosity (dāna), religion (dharma), and war (yuddha), so as to make clear
that the heroism of compassion (considered a form of śāntarasa) is not to
be confused with dharmic heroism.65 In other words, when, a few pages
later, Abhinavagupta depicts the closing stanza of the Pramān. avārttika as
pertaining to dharmic heroism, this is also his way of emphasizing that,
however admirable, Dharmakı̄rti is certainly not to be seen as embodying
compassionate detachment—and that his verses definitely exude the strong
sense of self at the basis of the heroic rasa.

Beginning a treatise after Dharmakı̄rti: a trend of self-centered humility?

Of course, the interpretations provided by Śākyabuddhi and Karn. akagomin
for the Pramān. avārttika’s initial verse should also be understood in the context
of a war that was being waged in the introductions of treatises at the time,
where many authors claimed to write so as to salvage people from the

62 DhvĀ ad 3.26, p. 393: na ca vı̄re tasyāntarbhāvah. kartum. yuktah. , tasyābhimāna-
mayatvena vyavasthāpanāt. Cf. Masson and Patwardhan 1969, p. 96; Ingalls, Masson
and Patwardhan 1990, p. 524.

63 DhvĀ ad 3.26, p. 394: dayāvı̄rādı̄nām. ca cittavr. ttiviśes. ān. ām. sarvākāram ahaṅkārarahita-
tvena śāntarasaprabhedatvam, itarathā tu vı̄raprabhedatvam. . .

64 DhvĀL, p. 393: utsāho hy aham evam. vidha ity evam. prān. a ity arthah. . According to
Masson and Patwardhan 1969, p. 133 and 137, n. 2, in the Abhinavabhāratı̄, Abhi-
navagupta takes a strikingly different position on this issue; see, however, Gerow
1994, pp. 202-203 and p. 205, n. 191, for a more convincing reading that does not
involve such a contradiction.

65 Ibid.; see Masson and Patwhardhan 1969, pp. 101–102; Ingalls, Masson and
Patwardhan 1990, p. 524.
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mistaken views propagated in rival religious traditions. The history of
this war—which, to my knowledge, remains largely unwritten –66 is far
beyond the scope of this essay, but it might not be out of place to note
in conclusion that after Dharmakı̄rti, while some Buddhist philosophers
insisted in their introductions that they had composed their works out of
compassion for those not clever enough to understand Dharmakı̄rti’s thought
by themselves,67 some authors chose to overtly declare writing for selfish
reasons (just as Dharmakı̄rti)—but, it seems, as an indirect statement of
humility; as a vakrokti, as it were, reversing a self-centered motive into the
assertion of one’s imperfection and need for knowledge. Thus in the eighth
century, Arcat.a for instance points out in the introduction to his commentary
on the Hetubindu that being dull-witted (jad. adhı̄), he has nothing in common
with the great luminary that is Dharmakı̄rti; he then adds, as an excuse so
to speak for writing a commentary on one of his works: “still, there are
some who are even more weak-minded than me; it is for their sake, and also
for mine, that [I] am going to explain this Hetubindu.”68 Kamalaśı̄la seems
eager to present an even more modest introduction to his commentary on
Śāntaraks.ita’s Tattvasaṅgraha:

66 Nonetheless see e.g. Balcerowicz 2008, which highlights several interesting con-
nections between the introductions of Buddhist and Jaina works, and Eltschinger
2015, which edits and translates all the maṅgala verses in Śaṅkaranandana’s works
(pp. 330ff) and highlights at times their “martial overtones” (p. 335). See
also Franco and Preisendanz forthcoming on Prajñākaragupta’s assertion, in the
opening verse of the PVA, that he is writing “out of compassion for the people who
have been deluded by bad logicians” (kutarkasam. bhrāntajanānukampayā): Yamāri
explains that kutarka, which he understands as a bahuvrı̄hi, refers to Uddyotakara,
Kumārila and so on—which shows, as pointed out by Eli Franco and Karin
Preisendanz, his awareness that the verse echoes Uddyotakara’s claim, in the
initial verse of the NV, to write so as to “eliminate the ignorance [produced by]
bad logicians” (kutārkikājñānanivr. tti), whom Naiyāyika commentators of course
designate as Buddhists.

67 Even in cases where the text is not a commentary on a work by Dharmakı̄rti:
Moks.ākaragupta for instance claims in the introductory verse of the TBh that he
is writing it “so that pupils of little intelligence can study Dharmakı̄rti’s thought”
(. . . śiśūnām alpamedhasām | dharmakı̄rtimatam. śrutyai. . . ).

68 HBT. , v. 4: tathāpi mandamatayah. santi matto’pi ke cana | tes. ām. kr. te mayāpy es.a hetu-
bindur vibhajyate ||
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[People] like me, of dull intellect (jad. adhı̄), are incapable of ever saying
something new; and what path is there anywhere that has not been
repeatedly trodden, day after day, by clever [ones]? Nonetheless,
as I long to acquire merit, being devoted to the pursuit of my own
benefit (svārtha), my mind endeavours to study the truths [gathered in
Śāntaraks.ita’s work] so as to induce the production of merit.69

This assertion that Kamalaśı̄la is only writing for his own sake is probably
to be taken with a grain of salt, since as mentioned above, a few pages later,
he himself explains that Dharmakı̄rti’s claim to be writing solely for selfish
reasons is just an indirect way of inciting others to study his work.70

It is also worth mentioning in this respect that according to Piotr Balcerow-
icz, the Jain Akalaṅka is responding to “his arch-enemy” Dharmakı̄rti, and
specifically, to the introductory stanza of the Pramān. avārttika, when he depicts
his goal, at the beginning of his Laghı̄yastraya, as “the apprehension of his own
self” (svātmopalabdhi).71 The Jain commentator Prabhācandra endeavours to
mitigate the assertion, which might appear to be far too self-centered, by
explaining that here, sva- really means “all people” (sakalajana)!72 According
to Balcerowicz, “Akalaṅka’s departure from Jaina practice of selfless teaching
in favour of pursuance of his own goal was influenced by the personal
and bitter aspect of Dharmakı̄rti’s statements that opened way to verbalise
personal feelings.”73 One wonders, however, whether Akalaṅka—if he
is indeed alluding to Dharmakı̄rti’s attitude here, which seems far from
certain74 —is not trying to transform (as Buddhist authors do) what could

69 TSP, v. 2 : vaktum. vastu na mādr. śā jad. adhiyo’pūrvam. kadācit ks.amāh. ks.un. n. o vā bahu-
dhā budhair ahar ahah. ko’sau na panthā kvacit | kintu svārthaparasya me matir iyam.
pun. yodayākāṅks. in. as tattvābhyāsam imam. śubhodayaphalam. kartum. samabhyudyatā ||
Cf. McClintock 2010, p. 92, n. 249.

70 See above, n. 40 . I thank Hiroko Matsuoka for pointing out to me that Yamāri for
instance similarly composed an introductory stanza explaining that his commen-
tary on the PVA, however useless to intelligent people, is to help “me and [people]
like me” (bdag gam bdag dang ‘dra ba).

71 LT, v. 1, p. 2.
72 See NKC, p. 4 and Balcerowicz 2008, p. 68, n. 78.
73 Balcerowicz 2008, p. 70.
74 Balcerowicz 2008 repeatedly asserts that svātmopalabdhaye is the goal for Aka-
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be perceived as a selfish concern into a manifestation of greater humility (the
author is in need of bettering himself before he can even think of helping
others).

Finally, Abhinavagupta takes an interesting position in this regard. As
seen above, his Śaiva predecessor Utpaladeva had claimed to write his
magnum opus exclusively so as to help others, i.e. all people, in an in-
troductory verse that was most certainly meant as an ironical response to
the Pramān. avārttika’s initial stanza. At the beginning of one of his two
commentaries on Utpaladeva’s treatise, however, Abhinavagupta manages
to conflate both attitudes—Utpaladeva’s ostentatious altruism, as well as the
self-centered humility of the Dharmakı̄rtian heirs—in one single verse:

May this [commentary of mine] be helpful to all those of little intelli-
gence; or to just one [person] endowed with considerable acumen—or,
[if it can]not [help] anybody else, may it be helpful to me!75

laṅka’s composition of the treatise, but as far as I can see, the verse in question only
mentions it as the goal for his paying homage (namo namah. ) to the tı̄rthaṅkaras,
which is a rather different issue.

75 ĪPV, vol. I, v. 6, p. 4: sarvatrālpamatau yadvā kutrāpi sumahādhiyi | na vānyatrāpi tu
svātmany es. ā syād upakārin. ı̄ ||
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Appendix: An annotated edition of Karn. akagomin’s commentary on the
introductory verse of the Pramān. avārttika76

§A. santy eva hi santo’sya77 vārttikākhyasya śāstrasya grahı̄tāras tathāpi śrotr. -
dos.abāhulyena sann apy upakāro’sann iveti kr. tvā78 sūktābhyāsabhāvitacittatvam
eva śāstrārambhe kāran. am. darśayan, ayam. 79 mahārthabhram. śe hetudos.as tyaktum.
yukta ity etac ca vakroktyā kathayitum. dvitı̄yam. ślokam āha prāyah. prākr. tetyādi.

§B. atra caturvidhah. śrotr.dos.a udbhāvitah. , kuprajñatvam ajñatvam anarthi-
tvam80 amādhyasthyam. ca. prāyaśabdo’kārānto bāhulyavacanah. ,81 prāyo jano
bhūyān janah. . prākr. tasaktih. prākr. tāni bahih. śāstrān. i tatra saktir yasyeti gamaka-
tvād vyadhikaran. o bahuvrı̄hih. . prākr. tā vā saktir yasyeti samānādhikaran. a eva.
prākr. tavis.ayatvāc ca saktih. prākr. tā. anena kuprajñatvam. śrotr.dos.a uktah. . apratibalā
śāstragrahan. am. praty aśaktā82 prajñā yasya so’pratibalaprajñah. prāyo jana

76 Ms. 2a1–2b5; Ed. PVSVT. pp. 2(l. 25)–4(l. 27). The parallel passage starts in Tib. P
3b, l. 2 and Tib. D 3a, l. 3.

77 santy eva hi santo’sya Ed., cf. Tib. (. . . ’di. . . mkhas pa dag kyang yod pa kho na yin); •• ••

•• •• •• •• •• Ms. (illegible from the facsimile). N. 1 in Ed. about a “missing portion. . .
found in the margin in a different hand” does not concern these words but a previ-
ous passage (from pratyekabuddha◦ to vidyate eva); number 1 after santo[’]sya only
indicates the end of the line in the Ms.

78 sann apy upakāro’sann iveti kr. tvā conj.; santam apy upakāram asantam iva kr. tvā Ms.,
Ed.; santam apy upakāram asantam iti kr. tvā conj. Katsura 1994, n. 18. The Tib. parallel
passage, phan pa yod bzhin du yang med pa skad du byas nas, indeed suggests iti kr. tvā,
as noted by Katsura; but if one adopts the iti clause thus suggested, in Sanskrit the
accusative inside the clause no longer makes sense. I assume that the nominative
may have been wrongly corrected into an accusative after the loss of iti, and that
the corruption into iva kr. tvā was facilitated by an original iveti kr. tvā; it should be
noted, however, that the Tib. parallel passage as preserved in P and D does not
support iva.

79 ayam conj.; ayam ca Ms., Ed.; the Tib. parallel passage has no equivalent for this ca.
80 anarthitvam Ms., Ed.; in Tib. (P) don du gnyer ba nyid should be corrected into don

du mi gnyer ba nyid in accordance with Tib. D (see Katsura 1994, n. 21).
81 prāyaśabdo’kārānto bāhulyavacanah. Ms., with avagraha added here for standardized

spelling; prāyah. śabda okārānto bāhulyavacanah. Ed.; prāyah. śabdo’kārānto [bāhulya-
vacanah. ] corr. in Katsura 1994, n. 22; om. Tib.

82 aśaktā corr. Ed., cf. Tib. (mi nus pa’i); asaktā Ms.
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iti sambandhah. . anenājñatvam uktam. subhās. itair nānarthy eva kevalam,83

kintu subhās. itābhidhāyinam. vidves. t.y apı̄rs. yāmalaih. parigatah. san. anarthı̄
ca vidves. t.i cety arthah. . etena yathākramam anarthitvam amādhyasthyam. coktam.
atrāpi prāyo jana iti sambandhanı̄yam. anye tu prāyah. śabdah. sakārānto’py84 asti
nipātah. , sa ca bāhulyenety asmim. s tr. tı̄yārthe svabhāvād vartata iti vyācaks.ate.85

ı̄rs. yā parasampattau cetaso vyāros.ah. , saiva malaś cittamalinı̄karan. āt. vyaktibhedād
bahuvacanam. yata evam. tena kāran. enāyam āripsito vārttikākhyo granthah. . paro-
pakārah. pares. ām upakārah. . upakriyate’neneti karan. e ghañ, parān vopakarotı̄ti
paropakārah. karman. y an. . paropakāra iti no’smākam. cintāpi nāsti. katham. tarhi
śāstraracanāyām. pravr. ttir ity āha cetaś ciram ityādi. ciram. dı̄rghakālam. sūktā-
bhyāsena vivardhitam. vyasanam. saktis tatparatā, sūktābhyāsavivardhitam.
vyasanam. yasya cetasas86 tat tathoktam. iti hetor atra vārttikaracanāyām anu-
baddhaspr.ham. jātābhilās. am. ceta iti. evam eke vyācaks.ate.

§C. 87 anye tv anyathā.88 kasmād ayam ācāryadharmakı̄rtir89 vārttikanyāyena
pramān. asamuccayavyākhyām. karoti90 na punah. svatantram eva śāstram ity as-
min praśnāvasare91 prāha prāya ityādi. asya ślokasyāyam. samāsārthah. .92 cinta-
yā karun. ayā ca me pramān. asamuccayavyākhyāyām. ceto jātābhilās. am iti. cintā

83 subhās. itair nānarthy eva kevalam conj., cf. Tib. (legs par bshad pa don du mi gnyer
ba kho nar ma zad); subhās. itair nānarthy eva Ms., Ed.

84 prāyah. śabdah. sakārānto’py Ms. (with standardized sandhi here for prāyaśśabdas
sakārānto’py); prāyah. śabdasyā(?sa)kārānto’py Ed.; prāyah. śabdasya sakārānto’py corr.
Katsura 1994, n. 25.

85 anye tu. . . iti vyācaks.ate om. Tib.
86 cetasas Ms., Ed.; no equivalent in Tib. (see Katsura 1994, n. 29).
87 The Sanskrit fragment of Śākyabuddhi’s commentary starts here in PVV App., p.

515.
88 anye tv anyathā Ms., Ed.; a. . . thā PVV App.
89 ācāryadharmakı̄rtir Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (slob dpon chos gyi grags pa); om. PVV App.
90 pramān. asamuccayavyākhyām. karoti Ms., Ed.; pramān. asamuccayam. vyācas. t.e PVV App.

Tib. tshad ma kun las btus pa ’chad par byed could translate both.
91 ity asmin praśnāvasare Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (zhes ’dri ba’i skabs ’dir); iti praśne PVV App.
92 asya ślokasyāyam. samāsārthah. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (tshigs su bcad pa ’di’i btus pa’i don);

ayam arthah. PVV App.



714 Isabelle RATIÉ

karun. ā cācāryadignāgaracitaśāstrasyālpopakāritvena,93 alpopakāritvam. ca94 śrotr. -
janāparādhena.95

padārthas tūcyate. prāya iti96 bāhulyena prākr. tasaktir jana iti sambandhah. .
prākr. ta97 ucyate loke nı̄co98 yasya dus. t.o’nvayah. .99 evam. 100 tı̄rthikaśāstrān. i
parapran. ı̄tāni cācāryanı̄tiśāstradūs.an. āni101 viparyastajñānaprabhavatvād dus. t. ā-
nvayāny atah. 102 prākr. tāni, tes.u saktir anurāgo yasya sa tathoktah. .103 kasmāt
punah. prākr. tasaktir104 ity āhāpratibalaprajña105 iti. ato’sau durbhās. itam
api subhās. itam iti gr.hı̄tvā106 prākr. te sajyate.107 apratibalaprajñatvād eva
cācāryasubhās. itāni svayam. yathāvad avaboddhum aks.amo108 dos.avattvena109

93 iti. cintā karun. ā cācārya◦ Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (zhes bya ba. . . sems pa dang snying rje dag
ni slob dpon . . . ); om. PVV App.

94 alpopakāritvam. ca Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (phan pa chung ba yang); tac ca PVV App.
95 śrotr. ◦ Ms., cf. Tib. (nyan pa po’i), corr. Katsura 1994, n. 34, PVV App.; śrātr. ◦ Ed.
96 iti Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (zhes bya ba); om. PVV App.
97 prākr. ta Ms., Ed., PVV App. Tib. P and D phal cher zhes bya ba ni should be corrected

in to phal pa zhes bya ba ni.
98 jana iti sambandhah. . prākr. ta ucyate loke nı̄co Ms., Ed.; jñānānı̄co(?) PVV App.
99 yasya dus. t.o’nvayah. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (gang zhig rgyu ngan pa las byung ba yin no);

dus. t. ānvayah. PVV App., corr. Katsura 1994, n. 35.
100 evam. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (de bzhin du); om. PVV App.
101 cācāryanı̄tiśāstradūs.an. āni Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (dang. . . slob dpon gyi lugs kyi bstan bcos

sun ’byin pa rnams kyang); ācāryanı̄tidūs.an. āni PVV App.
102 dus. t. ānvayāny atah. Ms., corr. Katsura 1994, n. 36, cf. Tib. (rgyu ngan pa las byung ba

yin no, de’i phyir); dus. t. ānvayāny ataś ca PVV App.; dus. t. ānvayād yatah. Ed. One might
even suspect an original reading such as dus. t. ānvayāni yāny atah. here.

103 sa tathoktah. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (de la de skad ces bya’o); om. PVV App.
104 kasmāt punah. prākr. tasaktir Ed. (silent corr.), cf. Tib. (yang ci’i phyir phal pa la chags);

kasmāt punah. prāyah. prākr. tasaktir Ms.; kutah. prākr. tasaktir PVV App.
105 āhāpratibalaprajña Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (shes rab rtsal med pas na zhes bya ba smos te);

āha pratibalaprajña PVV App.
106 iti gr.hı̄tvā Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (zhes bya bar gzung nas); kr. tvā PVV App.
107 prākr. te sajyate Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (phal pa la chags par byed do); tyajate PVV App.
108 avaboddhum aks.amo Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (khong du chud par mi nus pas); boddhum aks.amo

PVV App.
109 dos.avattvena Ms., Ed., PVV App.; om. Tib. (as noted in Katsura 1994, n. 37).
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gr.hı̄tvā tair ācāryasubhās. itair anarthı̄. ācārye ca vidves.avān bhavatı̄ty āha
kevalam ityādi. na kevalam anarthı̄ subhās. itair ācāryı̄yair api tu vidves. t.y
apı̄rs. yāmalaih. parigatah. sann ācāryadignāgam.110 kim. bhūtam?111 sūktā-
bhyāsavivardhitavyasanam. vyavahitenāpi112 sambandho bhavaty eva,113

yena yasyābhisambandho dūrasthasyāpi tena sa iti nyāyāt.114 śobhanam uktam.
sūktam. bhagavatpravacanam. 115 tatrābhyāsas tatra vivardhitam. vyasanam.
tatraivātyartham116 āsaktatvam. yasyācāryadignāgasya sa tathoktah. .117 anenā-
cāryadignāgasyopacitapun. yajñānatvam118 āha, upacitapun. yajñānā eva hi sūktā-
bhyāsavivardhitavyasanā bhavanti.119 yenāpratibalaprajña ācāryasubhās. itair
anarthı̄120 prākr. tasaktiś ca tena kāran. enāyam. pramān. asamuccayo121 na

110 ācāryadignāgam Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (slob dpon phyogs kyi glang po la); dignāgam PVV
App.

111 PVV App. reads it as kim. bhūtam.
112 vyavahitenāpi Ms., Ed.; vyavahitānām api PVV App.
113 bhavaty eva Ms., Ed. (Tib. has kho na); ’sti PVV App.
114 yena yasyābhisambandho dūrasthasyāpi tena sa iti nyāyāt Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (lugs las

gang zhig gang dang ’brel pa ni ring na ’dug kyang de dang der zhes ’byung ba’i phyir
ro); om. PVV App.

115 bhagavatpravacanam. Ms., Ed.; om. PVV App., Tib.
116 tatraivātyartham Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (which has no equivalent of ca); tatraiva

cātyartham PVV App.
117 yasyācāryadignāgasya sa tathoktah. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (slob dpon phyogs kyi glang po

gang la... de la de skad ces bya’o); om. PVV App.
118 anenācāryadignāgasyopacitapun. yajñānatvam Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (’dis ni slob dpon phyogs

kyi glang po bsod nams dang ye shes bsags pa nyid yin par); anenopacitapun. yajñānatvam
PVV App.

119 upacitapun. yajñānā eva hi sūktābhyāsavivardhitavyasanā bhavanti Ms., Ed., cf. Tib.
(bsod nams dang ye shes bsags pa dag kho na legs par bshad pa la goms pas lhur len pa
bskyed par ’gyur ro); tasyaiva tathātvāt PVV App.

120 yenāpratibalaprajña ācāryasubhās. itair anarthı̄ Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (gang gi phyir shes
rab kyi mthu med pas slob dpon gyis legs par bshad pa dag don du mi gnyer zhing);
yenānarthı̄ PVV App.

121 prākr. tasaktiś ca tena kāran. enāyam. pramān. asamuccayo Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (phal pa la
chags pa de’i phyir tshad ma kun nas bsdus pa ’di); prākr. tasaktis tena kāran. ena samuccayo
PVV App.
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paropakārah. . upakaran. am upakāro bhāve ghañ.122 para utkr. s. t.a upakāro nāsmād
bhavatı̄ti kr. tvā na paropakāro’lpas tūpakāro’sty eva123 sa ca prāyah. śabdena sūcita
eva.124 itiśabdo hetau, asmād dhetor asmākam. cintā125 mahārtham apı̄dam.
śāstram. na bahūnām upakārakam. jātam. 126 tat katham asyātyartham. sāphalyam. 127

kuryām ity evamākārā. ācārye ca bodhisattvakalpe128 vidves.ah. svalpo’py129

anarthahetur ato’ham ācāryanı̄ter aviparı̄taprakāśanenācārye130 bahumānam
utpādya tato131 ’narthahetor janam132 nivartayis.yāmı̄tyevam. duh. khaviyogecchākārā
karun. āpy apiśabdāt. ity133 atrānubaddhaspr.ham iti dvitı̄yenetiśabdena134

cintākarun. ayor hetutvam āha. ity ābhyām. 135 cintākarun. ābhyām. cetaś ciram.

122 upakaran. am upakāro bhāve ghañ Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (phan pa ni phan pa ste ngo bo yin
no); om. PVV App.

123 para utkr. s. t.a upakāro nāsmād bhavatı̄ti kr. tvā na paropakāro’lpas tūpakāro’sty eva Ms.,
Ed., cf. Tib. (’dis phan pa mchog dam par mi ’gyur bas na mchog tu phan pa min pa’o.
phan pa cung zad ni yod pa kho na te); param utkr. s. t.am. anyopakāro’sty eva PVV App.

124 sa ca prāyah. śabdena sūcita eva corr. Katsura 1994, n. 40, cf. Tib. (de ni phal cher zhes
bya bas bstan pa yin no); sa ca prāyaśabdena sūcita eva Ms., Ed.; prāyaśabdasūcitah. PVV
App.

125 itiśabdo hetau, asmād dhetor asmākam. cintā Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (des na zhes bya ba’i
sgra ni rgyu yin pa ste, rgyu des na bdag gyis... sems pa’ang yin no); itir hetau, iti hetor
nāsmākam. cintā PVV App. Katsura 1994, n. 41, conjectures no’smākam. instead of
asmākam. .

126 jātam. Ms., Ed.; om. PVV App.
127 asyātyartham. sāphalyam. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (’di shin tu ’bras bu dang bcas par);

asyārthasāphalyam. PVV App.
128 ca bodhisattvakalpe Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (byang chub sems dpa’ dang ’dra ba la); om. PVV

App.
129 svalpo’py Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (cung zad cig); anyo’py PVV App.
130 ’ham ācāryanı̄ter aviparı̄ta◦ Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (bdag gyis slob dpon gyi lugs phyin ci

ma log par, with logs par in Tib. P corrected into log par, found in Tib. D); mahān
ācāryanı̄tena viparı̄tārtha◦ PVV App.

131 tato Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (de las); om. PVV App.
132 janam has no equivalent in the Tib., as noted in Katsura 1994, n. 43.
133 ity Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (phyir); om. PVV App.
134 dvitı̄yenetiśabdena corr., cf. Tib. (phyir zhes bya ba’i sgra gnyis pas ni); dvitı̄yeneti

śabdena Ed., PVV App.
135 ābhyām. Ms., Ed., cf. Tib. (’di gnyis); om. PVV App.
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dı̄rghakālam atra136 pramān. asamuccayavyākhyābhūtapramān. avārttikaracanā-
yām137 anubaddhaspr.ham. santānena pravr. tteccham iti.
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Balcerowicz, P. 2008. “Some remarks on the opening sections in Jaina epistemolog-
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Eltschinger, V. 2007. Penser l’autorité des Écritures. La polémique de Dharmakı̄rti contre

la notion brahmanique orthodoxe d’un Veda sans auteur. Autour de Pramān. avārttika
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Krasser, H. 2012. “Bhāviveka, Dharmakı̄rti and Kumārila.” In: Eds. F. Voegeli et al.,
Devadattı̄yam. Johannes Bronkhorst Felicitation Volume. Bern. 535–594.

La Vallée Poussin, L. de. 1926. L’Abhidharmakośa de Vasubandhu, traduit et annoté.
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PVV Pramān. avārttikavr. tti (Manorathanandin). Ed. R. Sāṅkr.tyāyana, Dharmakı̄rti’s
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Vetter, T. 1964. Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharmakı̄rti. Wien.
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Dharmakı̄rti’s Attempt to Escape Universals

J o h n T A B E R

U n i v e r s i t y o f N e w M e x i c o , A l b u q u e r q u e

1. Introduction

Eli Franco is one of the leading Dharmakı̄rti scholars of his generation. His
1997 study of the second chapter of the Pramān. avārttika, Dharmakı̄rti on Com-
passion and Rebirth,1 is a major landmark in the field. Of equal importance
is his later (2014) annotated translation of the first sixty-three stanzas of
Pramān. avārttika III, Dharmakı̄rti on the Duality of the Object,2 co-authored with
M. Notake. What I have appreciated most about Eli’s scholarship is that
it focuses, with a high degree of philological rigor and sophistication, on
themes in Dharmakı̄rti’s work that are of enduring philosophical interest.
In Dharmakı̄rti on Compassion and Rebirth it was the problem of, not just the
possibility of continued existence after death but, more broadly, the nature of
consciousness and its relation to the physical, living organism. In Dharmakı̄rti
on the Duality of the Object and an earlier essay, “Universals as Objects of
Knowledge,”3 Eli tackles Dharmakı̄rti’s treatment of universals. Having
previously devoted an article to exploring some of the fine points of Dharma-
kı̄rti’s arguments about cognition or consciousness, as I understood them
based on Eli’s presentation in Dharmakı̄rti on Compassion and Rebirth,4 I would
like, in this tribute to Eli’s distinguished, diverse, and prolific career—for he
has, of course, advanced our knowledge in many areas of Indian philosophy
besides Buddhist epistemology—offer a contribution to our understanding
of Dharmakı̄rti’s critique of universals. This time, however, I will not be
discussing Eli’s work directly but shall be adding new material to what Eli
and M. Notake have already provided in their 2014 publication. Namely,
I shall present an exposition and analysis of Dharmakı̄rti’s (attempted)

1 Franco 1997.
2 Franco/Notake 2014.
3 Franco 2012.
4 Taber 2003.

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 723–759.
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refutation of universals in a crucial passage of the Apoha Section of the
first chapter of his Pramān. avārttika, PVSV 45,20–57,7 (covering PV 1.92–109),
followed by an—unabashedly and unapologetically—philosophical assess-
ment of Dharmakı̄rti’s position, albeit a very basic one limited to suggesting
obvious lines of criticism.

There are three passages in the Pramān. avārttika where universals become
the focus of Dharmakı̄rti’s attention. The first, PV(SV) 1.92–185, constitutes
the latter two-thirds of what can be called the Apoha Section of the chapter,
which begins with PV 1.40, where Dharmakı̄rti presents at length and
defends his version of the Apohavāda. To be sure, prior to PV 1.92 (i.e.,
from PV 1.40 to 1.91), where he has given an account of how conceptual
cognitions (vikalpa, vikalpajñāna) are concerned with exclusions (apohas)—that
is to say, how they have exclusions as their vis.aya—he makes comments
and gives arguments dismissive of universals in passing5 —and of course,
he is essentially offering an explanation of how we can have an awareness
of general properties that renders universals superfluous. But with his
opponent’s suggestion, PVSV 45,29–30 (ad PV 1.92), that, since particulars
cannot be expressed by words, it is a universal (sāmānya) that is expressed by
them,6 Dharmakı̄rti is off to the races, so to speak, on a sustained, systematic
refutation of universals. From that point until the end of the Apoha Section
(PV 1.185) he is, certainly, as much concerned to refute the existence of
universals—and not just as the meanings of words, but überhaupt—as he is
to show that apohas are what words express by virtue of (arbitrary) linguistic
conventions. In fact, I shall show in what follows that these two concerns
are inextricably linked. In the final third of the Section, PV(SV) 1.143–185,
his purpose becomes entirely negative. In an extraordinary tour de force he
shows the incoherence of nearly every way of thinking about universals ever
entertained by Realist (specifically, Brahmin and Jain) philosophers.

5 E.g., PVSV 24,25–25,12; 34,25–35,14; 39,11–14; 39,17–40,3; 41,12–42,8. The latter two
passages are the most substantive.

6 PVSV 45,29–30: sāmānyam. tarhi vyatiriktam avyatiriktam. vā vyāpi śabdair abhidhı̄yate /
tan na vyavahārakālābhāvados.ah. /. “[Objection:] Then it is a pervasive universal,
whether distinct or not distinct [from individuals], that is signified by words, hence
there is not the problem of [the meaning] not existing at the time of the use [of the
word].” Eltschinger et al. forthcoming.
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The second passage where Dharmakı̄rti refutes universals is PV 3.11–50,
which is covered in Franco/Notake 2014. Here, he is primarily concerned
with defining the universal ontologically, taking as his point of departure
Dignāga’s statement, PS(V) 1.2, that there are two pramān. as because there
are two knowables, the particular characteristic (svalaks.an. a) and the universal
characteristic (sāmānyalaks.an. a). In PV 3.3 he famously distinguishes the uni-
versal characteristic from the svalaks.an. a on grounds that the latter is capable
of causal efficacy (arthakriyāsamartha) while the former is not, christening the
svalaks.an. a as “absolutely existent” (paramārthasat) and the sāmānyalaks.an. a as
“conventionally existent” (sam. vr. tisat). He also distinguishes the universal
characteristic from what we are presented with in illusory cognitions, such
as the floating hairs seen by someone with an ocular condition (PV 3.7–10),
and from non-existences (abhāva).7 What he is mainly concerned to show,
however, is that the universal characteristic is not a real universal, i.e., a
universal which is a vastu. Starting with PV 3.10 Dharmakı̄rti launches into
an extensive refutation of the existence of real universals. A central point
is that the universal characteristic cannot be something real—it is, rather,
only an exclusion (apoha)—because it is what is expressed by words.8 The
discussion of PV 3.11–50 is every bit as rich and profound as PV(SV) 1.92–142,
but more difficult to interpret because it is not accompanied by Dharmakı̄rti’s
own commentary.

A third place where universals come up in the Pramān. avārttika is PV 3.145–
173. There, Dharmakı̄rti is chiefly concerned with showing that a universal
does not present itself distinctly in a perceptual awareness as a qualifier
(viśes.an. a) of a particular, as part of his defense of Dignāga’s statement that
perception is devoid of conceptual construction.9 The discussion also covers
the question of how one could perceive that a qualifier is related to something
qualified by it (i.e., a particular), which leads into a short digression on

7 Its distinction from non-existences is nuanced. At PV 3.27 Dharmakı̄rti says that,
although a universal is “without nature,” a non-existence does not for that reason
count as a universal. Earlier, however, at PV 3.7cd, he has said that abhāvas are
not disqualified as universals for the same reason the things that appear in illusory
cognitions are, namely because they (the illusory things) are not considered objects
(artha). This implies that universal are “objects.” Cf. Franco 2012.

8 PV 3.11a: tad avastv abhidheyatvāt.
9 PS 1.3c: kalpanāpod. ham. pratyaks.am.
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the Vaiśes.ika notion of inherence (samavāya) (PV 3.149–153). It addresses
as well the question whether a distinct universal can be inferred from the
occurrence of cognitions of qualified entities (PV 3.154–160).10 It culminates
in another short presentation of the Apohavāda as an alternative explanation
of cognitions of common properties (PV 3.161–173).11

All three passages overlap to an extent, yet each contains arguments
not found in the other two. A comprehensive exposition of Dharmakı̄rti’s
critique of universals would have to take all three passages into account.12

Nevertheless, the discussion in PV 1 that I shall be presenting is perhaps the
most important of the three for the following reasons. (1) It is Dharmakı̄rti’s
initial assault against universals. (2) It is the longest of the three passages. (3)
It is the most ambitious, in the sense that it appears intended as a complete
and decisive refutation. (4) It develops key ideas that are presupposed or
referenced in the other discussions, e.g. the claim that distinct entities are
regarded as the same due to their having the same effects. In my presentation
I shall often cite a translation of PV(SV) 1.92–142 which is currently being car-
ried out by a team of scholars—Vincent Eltschinger, Michael Torsten Much,
Isabelle Ratié, and myself—as the second part of a three-part translation of
the so-called Apoha Section of PV 1, namely, PV(SV) 1.40–185.13 The first
part, Dharmakı̄rti’s Theory of Exclusion (apoha), Part I: On Concealing, which
covered PV(SV) 1.40–91, was published in 2018.14 My understanding of the
passages I will be citing is greatly indebted to discussions I have had with

10 This part of the passage, however, remains rather obscure to me. I am following
Manorathanandin’s suggestion as to what inference, specifically, Dharmakı̄rti has
in mind.

11 These verses have been recently translated by McAllister 2019: 320–323.
12 There is also a short passage in the Pramān. asiddhi chapter (PV 2.92–102) where

the Apohavāda is brought in to explain how certain words (e.g., “conjunction”
[sam. yoga], words for numbers and words for qualities) can be meaningful without
referring to things that actually exist. It does not, specifically, attack universals.
See Meindersma 1991.

13 Eltschinger et al. forthcoming. The translation is a work in progress; minor
revisions of the passages I will be excerpting are still possible. This second part of
the translation of the Apoha Section has been funded by a grant from the National
Endowment for the Humanities: Federal Award ID no. RQ-266060-19, Scholarly
Editions and Translations.

14 Eltschinger et al. 2018, also supported by a grant from NEH.
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my learned collaborators as we have worked together on this translation. I
cannot, however, claim that the broader interpretation of PV(SV) 1.92–142 I
shall be offering—even primarily as a critique of universals—is shared by
anyone besides myself; for there are many things Dharmakı̄rti is doing in
PV 1 besides refuting universals; it is a masterpiece of almost inexhaustible
meaning that can be viewed from different perspectives. In my presentation,
I shall stay as close to the text as possible. This will perhaps result in an
essay that is less easy to read, but it will allow other scholars to check my
statements against the evidence on which they are based, which I believe is
necessary at this early stage in the development of Dharmakı̄rti Studies.

Although Dharmakı̄rti’s discussions of universals are always justified in
their contexts as relevant to the investigation of a specific question—What
is the sāmānyalaks.an. a? (PV 3.11–50); Is perception truly without conceptual
construction? (PV 3.145–173); How can the terms for the reason (hetu) and
the property to be proved (sādhya) of an inference involving an “essence-
reason” (svabhāvahetu) refer to the same thing without the inference becoming
a petitio principii? (PV[SV] 1.40–185)—we might still ask, more generally,
what broader, systematic reasons lie behind his opposition to the existence of
universals? His negative preoccupation with them seems to go well beyond
the immediate concerns that trigger his discussions. Indeed, the refutation
of universals seems to have been almost an obsession for Dharmakı̄rti. I can
address this question only very briefly here, due to limitations of space.

One reason, clearly, is that universals, which are claimed by their pro-
ponents to be eternal, offend against the fundamental Buddhist theorem of
the impermanence of entities. It is well known that Dharmakı̄rti worked
out a rigorous proof of impermanence, which can be seen as central to his
“system,” in that it grounds his rejection of an eternal Veda as well as a self.15

Both of the latter are also the targets of separate critiques. Nevertheless, uni-
versals are hard to give up; they come in handy. Even some of Dharmakı̄rti’s

15 See Steinkellner 1968/69. PV 1 concludes with the following stanza, PV 1.340:
vedaprāmān. yam. kasyacit kartr.vādah. snāne dharmecchā jātivādāvalepah. / santāpārambhah.
pāpahānāya ceti dhvastaprajñāne pañca liṅgāni jād. ye //. “[Believing in the] authority of
the Veda, claiming something [permanent] to be an agent, seeking merit in ablu-
tions, taking pride in one’s caste, and undertaking penance to remove sin, these
are the five signs of complete stupidity devoid of discrimination.” Translation
Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012.
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co-religionists thought that the postulation of a “homogeneous character”
(sabhāgatā) was necessary in order to explain similarities at least among living
beings.16 Thus, not content with attempting to do away with universals
just by means of a general, a priori proof of impermanence,17 Dharmakı̄rti
attacked them on more specific grounds at every opportunity.

Another reason for the rejection of universals, however, may have been
the fact that, for Dharmakı̄rti, conceptual awareness is the very essence of
ignorance, which is the first link in the Twelvefold Chain of Dependent
Origination. On the most basic level Dharmakı̄rti understands ignorance as
“incorrect cognition” (mithyājñāna).18 Conceptual awareness or conceptual-
ity is incorrect cognition, specifically, in that it obscures the radical diversity
of the empirical world.19 It “conceals” the absolutely distinct nature of
individuals by superimposing its own “non-distinct” or unified appearance
(abhinnapratibhāsa) onto them. Dharmakı̄rti in fact, at PVSV 38,17–39,1 (on
PV 1.68–70), identifies conceptual awareness as the “concealing” (sam. vr. ti)
that is primarily responsible for the presentation of a world that exists only

16 Namely, the Sarvāstivāda-Vaibhās.ikas. See Jaini 2001: 245–246; Eltschinger 2000:
63–73.

17 I refer to it as an a priori proof because the crucial premise that something truly
exists only if it has causal efficacy (arthakriyā) would appear to be an a priori
judgment.

18 See Eltschinger 2014: 248–254,
19 At the same time, Dharmakı̄rti also identifies the incorrect cognition that is

ignorance as the “false view of self” (satkāyadr. s. t.i), especially in PV 2. Eltschinger
(2014: 266–267) notes the prima facie incompatibility of these two conceptions. In
the course of his study (to the end of Chapter Four) he attempts to show how they
can be reconciled.
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“conventionally” (sam. vr. tisat).20,21 The first step toward recovering a more
accurate, unbiased apprehension of the world is to see that the common na-
tures that conceptual awarenesses present are not real, but in fact are based on
the distinct natures of perceived particulars. Realist philosophers, however,
have insisted that the common natures ascertained in conceptual awareness
are real; they are universals. Thus, in order to overcome the concealing

20 Or, more precisely, in a concealed way. See, e.g., PVSV 38,17–39,1: buddhih.
khalu tadanyavyatirekin. ah. padārthān āśrityotpadyamānā vikalpikā svavāsanāprakr. tim
anuvidadhatı̄ bhinnam es. ām. rūpam. tirodhāya pratibhāsam abhinnam ātmı̄yam adhyasya
tān sam. sr. jantı̄ sandarśayati / sā caikasādhyasādhanatayā anyavivekinām. bhāvānām. tad-
vikalpavāsanāyāś ca prakr. tir yad evam es. ā pratibhāti tadudbhavā / sā ceyam. sam. vr. tih.
sam. vriyate ’nayā svarūpen. a pararūpam iti / te ca tayā sam. vr. tabhedāh. svayam. bhedino
’py abhedina iva kenacid rūpen. a pratibhānti / tad es. ām. buddhipratibhāsam anu-
rundhānaih. buddhiparivartinām eva bhāvānām ākāraviśes.aparigrahād bahir iva pari-
sphuratām. sāmānyam ity ucyate /. “A conceptual cognition indeed arises based
on [certain] things that are distinct from [entities] other than them; true to the
nature of its own mental impression, it obscures their distinct nature, ascribes its
own common appearance [to them] and presents [them by] unifying them. And
such is the nature of the entities that differ from others by having the same effect
and means, and of the mental impression of this concept, that this [cognition]
arising from them appears in this way [i.e., superimposing its own nature on
another nature]. And it is this [very cognition that is called] ‘concealing’ in that it
conceals another nature with its own nature [i.e., with its own appearance]. And
these [entities] whose differences are concealed by it, although themselves distinct
[from each other], appear in a certain form as [if they were] not distinct. [To
be sure,] those [people] who adhere to the appearance in the cognition speak of
that [single form] as a [real] universal [but in reality this universal belongs] only
to those entities which occur in the cognition [and yet] manifest themselves as if
external because they have a particular aspect [which derives from a particular
experience].” Translation Eltschinger et al. 2018: 76–77.

21 On the crucial role common natures play in forming a “picture” of the world,
consider Valberg 1992: 46: “. . . Someone who has a picture of the world, of a
reality he views as external, must view this reality in terms of kinds, or types,
or categories. These are produced by his picture of the world. The kinds in
question need not be of the sorts provided by our picture of the world (natural
kinds, artefact kinds, etc.). But the picture he has must provide him with some
kinds or other—that is, it provides him with some ways or other of thinking about
(organizing) that which he views as external. Otherwise what he has will not be a
picture of the world.”
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tendency of conceptuality, one must be absolutely clear that universals do not
exist; the common natures presented in conceptual cognitions are generated
by a psychological process triggered by the perceptual engagement with
particulars. The refutation of the existence of universals thus serves the
fundamental soteriological interests of Dharmakı̄rti’s philosophy.22

2. Universals are not the meanings of words

Dharmakı̄rti has concluded the first part of his discussion of apoha, from PV
1.40–91, by arguing that the object of a conceptual cognition—what we might
call the subject of predication, a single property-bearer (dharmin) possessing
multiple properties—is not a real thing (vastu) but merely an “aspect” or
“appearance” (ākāra, pratibhāsa) in the conceptual cognition itself. If it were a
real thing, then the features we usually ascribe to the subject of predication,
namely, (1) that it is diverse in nature—i.e., it has multiple properties, so that
different expressions can be used coreferentially in regard to it—(2) that it
has a nature in common with or is the “same” as other things—e.g., insofar
as it is judged to be a cow, which is the same as other cows—and (3) that
it is one thing and its properties are other things, i.e., there is a distinction
between the property-bearer and its properties—all of these features would
immediately become problematic. For a real thing, according to Dharmakı̄rti,
is one, i.e., it is totally cohesive in nature, without parts; it is distinct, i.e., it is
not the same as, nor does it have anything in common with, other things;
and it is not a different thing from the properties that are predicated of it.
Given, then, that the object of a conceptual awareness is not a real thing, when
logicians say that what is cognized in inference, the pramān. a that consists in
a conceptual awareness, is “an individual qualified by a universal” (bhedah.
sāmānyasam. sr. s. t.ah. ),23 they are not talking about a particular (svalaks.an. a), “for
the [particular] cannot be grasped at all as (ākāra) [being] the same [as
other things] or divided [into different properties], etc. [. . . ]. That nature
[i.e., the particular] is distinct from everything [else]. There is no word or

22 Which have been brought out clearly and persuasively for the first time in El-
tschinger 2014.

23 PV 1.89cd: bhedah. sāmānyasam. sr. s. t.o grāhyo nātra svalaks.an. am /. The commentators
say that the view that an individual qualified by a universal is cognized in an
inferential cognition is held “by Dignāga et al.” and cite the statement, bhedah.
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conceptual thought that can make that [unique particular] known in that
way, because [words and conceptual thought] function only by means of the
universal.”24 Rather, as Dharmakı̄rti just explained, PVSV 44,1–12,25 it is the
aspect or appearance of the conceptual cognition itself that is grasped in a
conceptual cognition as a property-bearer endowed with various properties;
that appearance, however, is erroneously presented as if it were something
external.

This prompts a question from Dharmakı̄rti’s interlocutor: Why, indeed,
don’t words refer to particulars? This question in turn precipitates a long
investigation into the reference of words, which provides Dharmakı̄rti the
occasion to present and defend his view that they refer to apohas. Indeed,
prior to this point in the Apoha Section of PV 1, from PV(SV) 1.40 to 91,
Dharmakı̄rti has been mainly concerned with how conceptual awarenesses
(vikalpa) make known exclusions; now, from PV(SV) 1.92 to 142 he will
focus on how exclusions are made known by words. Intimately connected
with this project is a sustained, wide-ranging critique of universals, which
represent the main alternative to apohas as the referents of words. In the
remainder of the Apoha Section, from PV(SV) 1.143 to 185, as mentioned
above, Dharmakı̄rti will attack the specific theories of universals put forward
by other philosophers. Thus, this passage, from PV 1.92 to 185—we shall be
focusing, however, on the initial eighteen verses, PV 1.92–109—is perhaps the
most important critical discussion of universals to be found in Dharmakı̄rti’s
writings. By analyzing it, we will gain insight into why Dharmakı̄rti did not
just reject universals but even seemed to have harbored a positive hostility
towards them.

The reason why particulars cannot be the meanings of words is fairly sim-
ple. Assuming that the meanings of words are established by convention—
Dharmakı̄rti will later in PV 1 refute at length the idea that there is a

sāmānyasam. sr. s. t.ah. pratı̄yate (PVSVT. 193,11; PVV 320,14–15), which however is not
to be found in Dignāga’s extant writings. We do, however, find in Pramān. a-
samuccaya 2.5cd the assertion, anumeyo hi dharmaviśis. t.o dharmı̄ (reconstructed by
Pind 2015: II.219), which is taken up by Kumārila, ŚV Anumānapariccheda 27–48ab.

24 samānabhinnādyākārair na tad grāhyam. katham. cana / [. . . ] tadrūpam. sarvato bhinnam.
tathā tatpratipādikā / na śrutih. kalpanā vāsti sāmānyenaiva vr. ttitah. // PV 1.90ab–91.

25 Eltschinger et al. 2018: 95–97. Cf. PVSV 38,23–39,4; Eltschinger et al. 2018: 77–79.
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beginningless relation between word and meaning—whatever is assigned as
the meaning of a word must be able to endure from the time the assignment
is made to a later time when the word is used. Particulars, however, are
impermanent; moreover, they are restricted to a single location.26 If a
particular were presented as the meaning of a word when the convention
is made, the same word could not be used to refer to it later, or to other
particulars.27

But why, then, could not universals, which are not restricted to one time
and one place, and which extend to other individuals, be what words refer
to? Because, Dharmakı̄rti explains, language serves practical ends. We use
language primarily to communicate with each other about things we want
to accomplish. Now, one can’t accomplish anything with a universal! Being
permanent, a universal is without causal efficacy.28 When making a linguistic
convention, or adopting an existing one, a speaker desires to direct the
attention of his interlocutor towards something that accomplishes a result:

Expressive [words] are joined with meanings [by a speaker, even when
endorsing established usage, with the intention], “May a person, made
aware of causally efficacious [things by my statement], act in order to
realize that [causal efficacy].” (PV 1.93)29

Therefore, words are not employed to talk about universals, and universals
are not assigned by conventions as the meanings of words.30

Nor is an individual, which of course does have causal efficacy, somehow
indicated via a universal or genus, which is the proper meaning of a word.31

26 PVSV 45,28: tasya deśakālavyaktibhedāskandanāt /. “For that [particular] does not
extend to another time, place, or individual.” Translations of PVSV are from El-
tschinger et al. forthcoming unless otherwise noted.

27 PVSV 45,24–29.
28 See, e.g., PVSV 41,12–42,3; Eltschinger et al. 2018: 85–87.
29 PV 1.93: api pravarteta pumān vijñāyārthakriyāks.amān / tatsādhanāyety arthes.u

sam. yojyante ’bhidhāyakāh. /. See PVSV 46,2–9 for Dharmakı̄rti’s explanation of the
stanza.

30 PV 1.94ab’: tatrānarthakriyāyogyā jātih. [. . . ] /. “That being the case, a genus which
is incapable of causal efficacy, is not suitable [as the meaning of a word].”

31 Dharmakı̄rti uses both expressions sāmānya and jāti. He tends to employ sāmānya
when presenting the realist position and jāti when speaking from his own stand-
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When a word is uttered in a practical context, Dharmakı̄rti points out with
a rare dash of humor, one acts toward what it expresses, not something else
related to what it expresses.

When someone says, “Cut the stick,” no one would [ever] cut the man
holding the stick! Nor is it the case[, as the opponent would have it,] that
because [activities like carrying or milking] are impossible [for a genus],
one acts toward the individual [in spite of the fact that words really refer
to genera].32 For in this way one would be talking nonsense: one does
not act towards one thing because of another, for example, when told to
milk a bull [one does not turn around and milk a cow]!33

Dharmakı̄rti, moreover, argues in the continuation of this passage that
there is in fact no necessary relation between genus and individual, so
that when one is expressed, the other would always be brought to mind.34

Among the points he makes in support of this claim—his argumentation here
becomes rather intricate—is that there can be no relation between genus and
individual because there is no “mutual assistance” between them, “because
one does not give rise to the other.”35 Here, he is presupposing that a relation
of dependence between a thing and its substratum must be reducible to

point.
32 Cf. NBh 130,12–131,2 (ad NS 2.2.62), which cites various kinds of figurative em-

ployment (upacāra) to explain how a word denoting a genus (jāti) could be used to
refer to an individual. NBh 131,1–2: tatrāyam. sahacaran. ād yogād vā jātiśabdo vyaktau
prayujyata iti /. “In that case, a word for a genus is employed for an individual
due to association or connection.”

33 PVSV 46,14–17: na hi kaścid dan. d. am. chindhı̄ty ukte dan. d. inam. chinatti / nāpy asam-
bhavād vyaktau pravr. ttih. / evam. hy asambaddhapralāpı̄ syāt / na tato ’nyatra pravr. ttir
balı̄vardadohacodanāvat /.

34 PVSV 46,19–30. This is in response to the opponent’s suggesting that, perhaps,
“stick” cannot be used to refer to a man with a stick, because of the lack of a
necessary connection between them. PVSV 46,19: aniyatasambandhatvāt tatra neti
cet /. “Objection: Since [the stick] is not necessarily related [to the man], there is
no [activity] towards the [man when one hears the word ‘stick’].” Dharmakı̄rti
answers, nor is there one between a genus and an individual. PVSV 46,19–20: tat
tulyam. jātāv api. He then proceeds to show why.

35 PVSV 46,28–29: anyonyam ajanyajanakatvenānupakārāt /.
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a causal relation of some kind.36 Genera, of course, are considered to be
unchanging, hence, they cannot be caused. We shall see that he develops this
point more fully later.

Unwilling to give up the idea that a genus is somehow involved in the
meaning of a word, the opponent proposes that it is the individual possessed
of the genus that is expressed by words. To be sure, it is individuals that are
causally efficacious, but being infinite, one could never learn a convention
that assigns a word to all the individuals it can be used to express.37 It seems,
however, that a fixed relation could be established between a word and a

36 See PVSV 53,19–20: kim. ca / kāryaś ca tāsām. prāpto ’sau jananam. yad upakriyā / (PV
1.106cd). “Moreover [if a universal depended on individuals insofar as they assist
it], that [universal] would turn out to be their result, since assisting is [nothing but]
bringing about.”

37 Cf. Locke 1995: 326–327: “[. . . ] It is impossible that every particular thing should
have a distinct peculiar name. For the signification and use of words depending
on that connexion which the mind makes between its ideas and the sounds it uses
as signs of them, it is necessary, in the application of names to things, that the mind
should have distinct ideas of the things, and retain also the particular name that
belongs to every one, with its peculiar appropriation to that idea. But it is beyond
the power of human capacity to frame and retain distinct ideas of all the particular
things we meet with: every bird and beast men saw, every tree and plant that
affected the senses, could not find a place in the most capacious understanding. If
it be looked on as an instance of a prodigious memory, that some generals have
been able to call every soldier in their army by his proper name, we may easily
find a reason why men have never attempted to give names to each sheep in their
flock, or crow that flies over their heads; much less to call every leaf of plants or
grain of sand that came in their way by a peculiar name.”
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genus; so let it be individuals insofar as they “possess” that genus, i.e., are
qualified by it,38 that are expressed by a word.39

The problem with this proposal—the so-called tadvat or jātimat theory
that had already been criticized by Dignāga in the fifth chapter of his
Pramān. asamuccaya40 —is that the individual qualified by a genus, in the end,
is still an individual. Thus, the meaning of a word would, according to
this theory, consist of an infinite class of individuals, and the fact that it is
impossible to learn a relation between a word and infinitely many individuals
would count against it. If one held that it would be necessary only to learn a
relation, established by a convention, between a word and a single universal,
which in turn would make one aware of the many individuals that possess it,
then it would once again be implied, problematically, that from a word that
expresses one thing (the genus) one would become aware of something else
(the individual possessing it), moreover, that there can be a relation between
a genus and an individual.41

At this point, with the theory that words express universals beginning to
look untenable for a variety of reasons, Dharmakı̄rti introduces a different
idea, with a question:

38 Dharmakı̄rti implies that possessing a genus is equivalent to being qualified by a
genus at PVSV 47,8–9: evam. satı̄dam ānantyam. tadvaty api samānam / jātyāpi viśis. t. ā
vyaktaya eva vaktavyā iti [. . . ]/ “That being the case, this infinity is the same for
what possesses the [genus], too. For even though they are qualified by a genus,
individuals indeed are what is to be expressed [. . . ].” The view that a word can be
used to refer to an individual qualified by a genus (jātiviśis. t.a) can be understood
as the Nyāya position—see, e.g., NBh 130,2–4 (ad NS 2.2.61), in rejection of the
view that a word refers to an individual alone—provided one keeps in mind that
the word can also be used to refer to the configuration (ākr. ti) and to the genus (jāti),
depending on one’s intention (NS 2.2.66).

39 PVSV 46,30–47,8.
40 PS 5.4a: tadvato nāsvatantratvāt /. “[A word is] not [expressive] of what possesses

that [genus], because it would not be independent [in expressing the thing
meant].” See the entire discussion, PS(V) 5.4–8; Pind 2015: I.5,6–10,7. See Taber
2021: 184–186.

41 PVSV 47,8–13.
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Why isn’t [a convention] made with respect to the common difference
of [those things, i.e., many individuals] which cause that [effect], from
[things] which do not cause it? (PV 1.95ab) 42

For, as already pointed out, language guides us in the fulfilling of practical
ends; hence, the most salient feature of the things that words refer to will
be their causal properties. It seems plausible to believe that words, then,
sort things according to the effects they have. What is common to many
individuals, which allows them to be expressed by a single word, may
not be some positive, real universal that they are all related to or which
constitutes their essence, but a difference they share from other things that do
not produce those effects. Although one might suspect that the adherent of
this view will also have a problem explaining how this “common difference”
(bhedasāmya, PV 1.95b) is related to the individuals of which it is the common
difference,43 it at least avoids postulating what is obviously another entity
(arthāntara-) besides individuals.44 As Dharmakı̄rti will later argue, this
difference is not a “real thing” (vastu).45

Moreover, it is the difference of things that stands out, not their sameness.

A word is spoken [insofar as one thinks,] “[The hearer] should indeed
act by avoiding what is other than that [which is intended].” And how
[could] this [hearer do that] if by this [word] there were not an exclusion
of this [thing that is meant] from those [other things]?46 (PV 1.96)

If, when directing someone to carry out an action, I did not exclude things,
he would not know what to do. Uttering a sentence such as, “Bring

42 PV 1.95ab: tatkārin. ām atatkāribhedasāmye na kim. kr. tah. /.
43 In other words, it is not clear that the tadvat-problem goes away. See ŚV Apoha

120–122; Kataoka/Taber 2021: 127–130. Dharmakı̄rti, however, addressed it earlier
from the standpoint of the Apohavāda: the exclusion and the thing excluded are
the same. See PV(SV) 1.64; Eltschinger et al. 2018: 62–63.

44 PVSV 47,19–48,8.
45 At PV(SV) 1.128 Dharmakı̄rti demonstrates the unreality of an apoha, a “difference”

(bheda), by showing that it can be neither the same as nor different from the
individual. If it were a nature (rūpa), it would have to be one or the other. Cf.
Dunne 2004: 126–130.

46 PV 1.96: tadanyaparihāren. a pravarteteti ca dhvanih. / ucyate tena tebhyo ’syāvyavacchede
katham. ca sah. //.
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fire,” “activity towards [both] that [thing which is desired, namely, fire,]
and another [which is not, namely, anything else,] would be enjoined, and
the mentioning of its name [i.e., ‘fire’] would be useless.”47 Dharmakı̄rti
develops this point more fully later, PVSV 61,12–62,15, when responding to
the objection regarding words such as “knowable” (jñeya).48 The speaker,
when using words, “deflects” (viniVR. T) the listener away from something
while directing him towards something else. Otherwise, there would be no
point in saying anything. If it did not matter how one brings water, whether
with a pot or in one’s cupped hands, one would just say, “Bring water,” not,
“Bring water with a pot.” If it did not matter what is brought, whether water
or some other substance, one would just say, “Bring!” And if one didn’t
care whether the hearer does anything or not, the speaker simply would
not say anything.49 Thus, even words like “knowable” serve to direct our
attention towards things by ruling out other things.50 “Hence, if [words]
did not signify the exclusion of others, they would not be expressive at
all due to their failure to express one [thing to the exclusion of all others].
Therefore, an exclusion must necessarily be expressed by a word. And since
that [exclusion] is the same in things which are other than that [which does
not have the same effect], it has the property of a genus, too.”51 That is to
say, it is one thing extended over many; however, it is not an entity unto

47 PVSV 48,12–13: tatrānyatra ca pravr. ttyanujñāyām. tannāmagrahan. avaiyarthyāt /.
48 See PVSV 61,8–11. Kumārila raises the problem that the Apohavāda cannot cover

words like jñeya and prameya in ŚV Apoha 144–146. Since there is nothing that is not
knowable, cognizable, etc., there would not be something to be excluded (apohya)
in their case.

49 PVSV 61,16–26.
50 Cf. Soames 2003: 261: “Wittgenstein and the positivists held that all necessary

truths are analytic, and that meaning was the source of necessity. For Wittgenstein,
the basis of this view lay in his contention that for a sentence to say anything, for it
to provide any information, is for its truth to exclude certain possible states that the
world could be in. Since necessary truths exclude nothing, they say nothing; and
since they say nothing about the way the world is, the way the world is makes no
contribution to their being true. Hence, their truth must be due to their meaning
alone.”

51 PVSV 48,13–16: [. . . ] ekacodanānādarād avacanam eva syād anyavyāvr. ttyanabhidhāne /
tasmād avaśyam. śabdena vyavacchedaś codanı̄yah. / sa cābhinnas tadanyes.v iti jātidharmo
’py asti /.
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itself that is either identical or distinct from the individuals that fall under
it. “Rejecting that [exclusion], which has to be admitted, has to be expressed,
and which achieves the purpose of a genus [by extending over many things]
and postulating another entity[, namely, a genus]—this is really just obstinate
attachment to a non-entity, since that is not possible in the way it is imagined[,
namely, as eternal, all-pervasive, etc.]”52

Thus, exclusions take over the role that universals are usually thought
to play as the objects of cognitions arising from words. And even though,
according to the Apohavāda, a verbal cognition does not apprehend a real
thing,53 it can still guide us reliably in action. That is to say, it can still “agree”
with what it (erroneously or misleadingly) represents, due to the fact that it
arises from it—like a cognition that mistakes the gleam of a jewel for a jewel,
which nevertheless prompts one to successfully get the jewel.54

3. Universals are not the cause of “single cognitions”

There are, however, other things that universals are invoked in order to
explain—in particular, the thought that something is the same as something
else. When I see a cow or a tree, I naturally apprehend it as the same thing
as another cow or tree. Indian realist philosophers, in fact, cited this type of
cognition as the main evidence for the existence of universals. As Kumārila,
for instance, puts it,

A cognition which has the nature of exclusion and inclusion arises in
regard to all things, and that does not come about without [the thing]
having a two-fold nature.55

When I see a cow, I cognize it both as an individual and as a type of
thing, a type that is exemplified by this and other cows. This cognition
of a type—referred to by both Kumārila and Dharmakı̄rti as “a single

52 PVSV 48,16–18: tan niyatābhyupagamam. niyatacodanam. jātyarthaprasādhanam. ca pari-
tyajyārthāntarakalpanam. kevalam anarthanirbandha eva / yathākalpanam asyāyogāt /.

53 PVSV 48,28: avastugrāhı̄ ca vyāvr. ttivādinām. śābdah. pratyayah. /. “And according to
the advocates of exclusion a verbal cognition does not apprehend something real.”

54 PVSV 49,1–7.
55 ŚV Ākr. ti 5: sarvavastus.u buddhiś ca vyāvr. ttyanugamātmikā / jāyate dvyātmatvena vinā

sā ca na sidhyati //.
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cognition” (ekā dhı̄h. , ekapratyaya, ekabuddhi), i.e. a cognition with the same
“form” or “appearance” (ākāra, pratibhāsa) for multiple individuals56 —is best
explained, in accordance with the fundamental Mı̄mām. sā tendency to take
cognitions at face value, simply as a cognition of the sort of thing it represents,
namely, a type, i.e., a common nature, a universal.57 According to the Indian
realists, then, universals are immediately presented in perceptual experience.

Dharmakı̄rti’s opponent begins to bring in this perspective by alleging
that, if there were no real universals but only unreal apohas, then “because
of the absence of something common, one would not recognize naturally
distinct things [in the form], ‘This is indeed that.’ ”58 Dharmakı̄rti responds,
“There is no such problem, because”

seeing things that, although [mutually] distinct, bring about this and
that causal effect such as a [certain] cognition, [and] joining them to-
gether with words that refer to their separation from [things] other than
them, [a person] can recognize [them] even when he sees a dissimilar
[individual of the same type]. (PV 1.98–99ab) 59

That is to say, it is by grouping individuals together on the basis of their dif-
ference from others that do not have the same effect or effects—Dharmakı̄rti
mentions the effect of “a [certain] cognition”; we shall come back to this—
and assigning this difference as the meaning of a word—say, “cow”—that we
recognize one individual as the same as another individual, even though they

56 Sometimes, however, “unified cognition” seems a more apt translation. It does
not present a specific thing, but something non-specific that can relate to multiple
individuals.

57 Cf. NKand 315,2–4: anugatākārabuddhivedyāni dravyatvādı̄ni vyāvr. ttibuddhivedyāś
ca dravyādivyaktayah. tasmād es. ām. dravyatvādı̄nām. laks.an. abhedāt pratı̄tibhedād dravya-
gun. akarmabhyah. padārthāntaram /. “Substancehood, etc., are to be known by a
cognition with an inclusive aspect, individual substances, etc., are to be known by
cognitions of exclusion. Therefore, because substancehood, etc., have a different
characteristic, i.e., [they are known by] a different cognition, they are a different
kind of thing from a substance, etc.”

58 PVSV 49,13–15: anvayinah. kasyacid arthasyābhāvāt prakr. tibhinnes.v arthes.u tad evedam
iti pratyabhijñānam. na syāt /

59 PVSV 49,15–18: nais.a dos.ah. / yasmāt / jñānādyarthakriyām. tām. tām. dr. s. t.vā bhede ’pi
kurvatah. / arthām. s tadanyaviśles.avis.ayair dhvanibhih. saha // sam. yojya pratyabhijñānam.
kuryād apy anyadarśane / (PV 1.98–99ab).
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are in themselves quite distinct from each other. There is no one thing—
a universal—that all individuals have in common that accounts for their
perceived sameness. A universal possessed by distinct individuals would,
rather, be apprehended as something that is “here” in relation to each of those
individuals. It would not account for the recognition, “This is that one.”60

Dharmakı̄rti will proceed to defend this idea through PV(SV) 1.113ab,
but his defense is also interwoven with a sustained critique of the realist
alternative. It is the realist, he argues, who is unable to account for a “single
cognition.” Such a cognition could not arise from a universal alone, he points
out, because one would then not also be aware of any individual; that is to
say, one would not cognize an individual that possesses the universal, or
something that is both individual and universal in nature, as realists such as
Kumārila wish to maintain. And in that case, one would not act towards an
individual that one apprehends as being a certain type.61

Nor could individuals and a universal produce a cognition of an indi-
vidual of a certain type somehow together.62 First of all, there is still the
danger that the oneness of the universal would obliterate the diversity of
the individuals (PV[SV] 1.102). Second, one could not hold that multiple
distinct individuals produce a cognition of one thing somehow collectively
while depending on a single universal;63 for it is our experience that one thing,
i.e., a single type, is cognized even when this or that individual is absent. That
is to say, the individual causal contributions of individual cows to the arising

60 PVSV 49,19–27.
61 PVSV 51,15–52,3.
62 PV 1.101cd: ekavastusahāyāś ced vyaktayo jñānakāran. am //. “Objection: It is insofar

as they are accompanied by something that is one [namely, a universal,] that
individuals are the cause of a cognition [of something possessing a universal].”
That is to say, “Individuals are the cause [of that cognition] as its object-support,
but not alone. Rather, when there is one thing that cooperates with them (sahakārin)
[in producing the cognition], then they are apprehended together with that”
(PVSV 52,5–7: bhavanti vyaktayas tasyālambanabhāvena kāran. am. na tu kevalāh. / yadā
punar āsām ekam. sahakāry asti tadā tatsahitā gr.hyante iti /).

63 PV 1.103ab: anekam api yady ekam apeks.yābhinnabuddhikt. / [. . . ]. “If [our opponent
should claim that] in spite of being many, [individuals] cause a common (abhinna)
cognition by depending on one thing [. . . ].”
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of a general cognition of a cow are difficult to establish.64 Here, the argument
becomes somewhat difficult to follow as Dharmakı̄rti sets aside an appeal to
the example of diverse colors producing a cognition of their (variegated?)
collection: one or another color may be missing, the opponent points out, but
the cognition of their collection, which we are nevertheless confident is the
effect of the individual colors, still arises.65 “Therefore,” he concludes after
arguing that this example does not apply to the case of individuals and the
cognition of a universal, “individuals simply being incapable [of producing]
that [cognition of a universal], they would not be apprehended by it.”66

In other words, we could never be aware of a universal together with an
individual or individuals (PV[SV] 1.103–105ab).

Third, a universal would not be able to produce a cognition of one thing
insofar as it is dependent on this or that individual (PV[SV] 1.105cd–106).
Here, Dharmakı̄rti comes back to the point that a relation between individual
and universal cannot be defined; for the individual would have to somehow
“serve” or “assist” (upaKR. ) the universal in order for there to be a relation.
Yet the universal ex hypothesi is something permanent that cannot receive
assistance from anything: “Nothing can be said to ‘assist’ that which retains
its nature unchanged as [it was] before.”67 Dharmakı̄rti goes on to consider
whether one could get around this by postulating that the assistance is
something other than the thing assisted, but one is then faced with the equally
difficult challenge of explaining how the assistance and the thing assisted are
related (PVSV 53,22–54,5).

In summary, a universal could not possibly play any role in the production
of a single cognition, whether by itself or in cooperation with one or multiple
individuals on which it is dependent or which are dependent on it.

In the course of the difficult passage that extends from PV 1.99cd to 107ab
Dharmakı̄rti emphasizes that the general aspect that appears in a cognition
of multiple individuals is illusory insofar as it is mistaken as really belonging
to them. The cognition that apprehends one thing in diverse individuals is a
“distortion” (viPLU):

64 PVSV 52,16–20.
65 PVSV 52,20–23.
66 PVSV 53,5–6: tasmād asamarthā eva vyaktayas tatreti na tena gr.hyeran /.
67 PVSV 53,21–22: na hy anatiśayam ātmānam asya pūrvavad bibhratah. kaścid upakārako
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Even though these [particulars] do not appear in it [—for they are
distinct—this cognition] causes people to act [towards them] due to the
error of interpreting [its non-distinct aspect as the particular]. But the
aspect that appears in that [cognition] is not in the objects—except for a
common difference—for (ca) it is unreal. [And] inasmuch as this is what
(tam eva) it apprehends, this [cognition] is ipso facto distorted [. . . ].68

The opponent, however, naturally resists this characterization: the cognition
with a “non-distinct,” i.e., common, aspect with respect to distinct individu-
als is not a distortion precisely because there really is a non-distinct universal in
those individuals.69 In reply, Dharmakı̄rti reiterates an idea he had articulated
in the first part of the Apoha Section, that in fact nothing like a universal ever
presents itself perceptually.70

Isn’t it the case that, even should [a universal] exist, its appearance in
the [cognition] remains [perceptually] unnoticed? For that [cognition]
manifests itself presenting color and shape, and a universal is not

nāma.
68 PVSV 55,2–5: atatpratibhāsiny apy adhyavasāyavibhramād vyavahārayati lokam / sa tu

tasyām. pratibhāsamāna ākāro nārthes.v asti / anyatra bhedād abhedinah. / sa cārūpah. /
tam evais. ā gr.hn. atı̄ tathā viplavate [. . . ]/. The debate with the opponent about the
erroneous nature of conceptual awareness is thoroughly presented at PVSV 50,1–
51,15 (ad PV 1.98–99ab).

69 PVSV 55,6–8: api ca / vastusāmānyavādino ’pi hi bhinnā eva vyaktayah. / katham. tāsv
abhinnākārā buddhir iti tulyam. codyam / na tulyam. tatrābhinnasya sāmānyasya sad-
bhāvāvāt /. “Moreover, for the realist, too, individuals are certainly just as distinct,
[so] how can their cognition have a non-distinct aspect? Thus, the objection [raised
above, with 1.107ab] is the same [for him as well]. [Opponent:] It is not the same,
because there really is a non-distinct (abhinna) universal in those [individuals].”

70 See, e.g., PVSV 39,20–23: na hı̄mā vyaktayah. parasparam anvāviśanti / bhedābhāvena
sāmānyasyaivābhāvaprasaṅgāt / anyac ca na tābhyo vyatiriktam. kim. cit tathā buddhau
pratibhāty apratibhāsamānam. ca katham ātmanā ’nyam. grāhayed vyapadeśayed vā /.
“Indeed, these individuals do not merge with each other, because [if they did, there
would be no difference between them any longer, and] it would follow that the
universal itself would not exist due to this absence of a difference. But something
other, that is, something distinct from those [individuals], does not appear in
cognition in that way [i.e., as distinct]. And if [it is assumed to exist but] does not
appear [perceptually], how could it, in itself, cause another [i.e., its possessor,] to
be grasped or designated [as an individual of that type]?” Translation Eltschinger
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like that. And distinct from that there is no non-distinct aspect [of
which we are aware]. Even for him who holds the universal to be the
configuration (ākr. ti), since this [configuration] would not be separate
[from the particular], it would not occur in another thing any more than
the particular does; so, because [individuals] are [only] different, any
non-distinct appearance is impossible.71

Coming back later to this matter of the cognition with a “non-distinct” aspect,
i.e., a conceptual cognition, being a distortion, at PVSV 61,1–8 (ad PV 1.120–
121), he reiterates even more vividly that such a cognition is not based on a
distinct perception of a real universal.

It is by force of error that the conceptual cognition that arises from the
[word] and cognizes that [difference] seems to apprehend a single real
thing. It is, however, not the case that a single [real] thing is perceptible
in those [particulars], the perceiving or not perceiving of which would
allow this [cognizing subject] to make a distinction between tree and
non-tree, even though [what] he perceives [is just mutually] distinct
[trees]. [First,] because that [single real thing, i.e., treeness] is not
apprehended distinctly from the appearance of the branches, etc. [of
an individual tree], unlike the stick in the case of a man holding a stick,
and one cannot notice what is not apprehended separately from another.
[And second,] because even the shape seen in one [individual] cannot
be perceived in another. [Hence,] if what possesses that [shape] is a tree
and what does not possess it is not a tree, [then] only a single individual
would be a tree.72

This is no doubt intended as a direct contradiction of the realist claim that
universals unmistakably present themselves in our perceptual cognitions of

et al. 2018: 81–82.
71 PVSV 55,8–13: nanu tatra tasyābhāsah. sato ’pi na laks.yate / sā hi varn. asam. sthānaprati-

bhāsavatı̄ vibhāvyate / na cedr. śam. sāmānyam / na ca tato vyatiriktah. kaścid abhinna
ākāro ’sti / ākr. tisāmānyavādino ’pi viśes.avat tasyāvyatirekād arthāntare ’vr. ttir iti bhedān
nābhinnapratibhāso yujyate /.

72 PVSV 61,1–8: tam. tasyāh. pratipadyamānā buddhir vikalpikā bhrāntivaśād evaikavastu-
grahin. ı̄va pratibhāti / na punar ekam. vastu tatra dr. śyam asti yasya darśanādarśanābhyām.
bhinnadarśane ’py es.a vr.ks. āvr.ks. āvibhāgam. kurvı̄ta / tasya śākhādipratibhāsavibhāgena
dan. d. avad dan. d. iny agrahan. āt / agr.hı̄tasya cāparapravibhāgenānupalaks.an. āt / ākr. ter apy
ekatra dr. s. t. āyā anyatra dras. t.um aśakyatvāt / tadatadvator vr.ks. āvr.ks.atve vyaktir ekaiva
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individuals.73 The universal treeness simply does not appear distinctly in the
way a stick does when one apprehends a man with a stick—we cannot “pick
it out,” so to speak, and on that basis tell a tree from non-tree. If, on the other
hand, one considered the universal to be the configuration of the tree—which
one might reasonably hold to be common to all trees—certainly that does
present itself noticeably. Dharmakı̄rti, however, insists that the configuration
of a tree is not distinct from the individual tree. Thus, it could not extend
over many individuals; it is not really a common feature.74

How, then, could distinct things give rise to the cognition of one thing
without any involvement of a universal? Could they somehow do so by
themselves—unaccompanied and unassisted by some other entity that that
really is one? At one point in his debate with the realist over the alleged role
of a universal, Dharmakı̄rti asks the following question: “Why would those
[individuals] assist that one thing [namely, a universal], not simply a single
cognition?”75 He elaborates:

This entire attempt [of yours to prove a universal is made] on the
assumption that it is contradictory for distinct things to assist [in the
arising of] one thing. [But] if[, as you have just said,] those individuals,

vr.ks.ah. syāt /. Cf. PVSV 39,20–23, n. 70, above. See also PV 3.48–49: katham. cid
api vijñāne tadrūpānavabhāsatah. / yadi nāmendriyān. ām. syād dras. t. ā bhāseta tadvapuh. //
rūpavattvān na jātı̄nām. kevalānām adarśanāt / vyaktigrahe ca tacchabdarūpād anyan na
dr. śyate //. “Because the form of a [universal] does not appear in a cognition in any
way whatsoever, [the universal does not exist]. [You might say that the senses,
too, do not appear in a cognition. However,] if there were [a person] who [could]
see the senses, their material form would appear [in his cognition] because they
do have form. [But this is] not [the case] for universals because they are not
perceived [at any time] alone [without individuals]. And when the individual
is apprehended, anything other than its name and form is not apprehended.”
Translation Franco/Notake 2014: 127. Cf. also PV 3.145–148.

73 See Kumārila’s statement above, which is developed more fully by Jayanta in
his Nyāyamañjarı̄, Kataoka 2010: 199(82),2–196(85),7. Jayanta concludes with the
kārikā (196[85],6–7): prathamāks.anipāte ’pi tulyatvam avagamyate / nānātvam. cety
sāmānyabhedau dvāv api vāstavau //. “Even upon the first contact of the sense
faculty, sameness and diversity are comprehended. Therefore, both universal and
individual are real.”

74 Cf. Kumārila’s rejection of configuration (sam. sthāna) as a universal, ŚV Vana 16–25.
75 PV 1.106ab: tad ekam upakuryus tāh. katham ekām. dhiyam. ca na /.
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even though they are distinct, assist that one [thing] which is a universal
[in the arising of a unified cognition], what offence, then, has been done
to them by [that] cognition, so that they do not assist it [directly]? What
is the use here of that goitre of a universal?76

In other words, if you think individuals can assist (or be assisted by) a
universal in producing a cognition of one thing, why don’t you consider that
they could directly produce such a cognition themselves?

It seems that the idea that this is possible was already in circulation among
Buddhist thinkers before Dharmakı̄rti, for Kumārila refutes a very similar
proposal in the Ākr. tivāda chapter of his Ślokavārttika.77

To the opponent, the answer to this question is obvious. A cognition
of distinct individuals simply cannot “have a non-distinct appearance”
(abhinnapratibhāsa), i.e., it cannot present something that is the same for all
the individuals: “We do not say that many [things] do not have a single
effect, but rather that a cognition of distinct things cannot have a non-
distinct appearance if it takes on their [dissimilar] aspects.”78 Dharmakı̄rti,
then, is confronted with a challenge. How can a cognition that arises from
distinct individuals apprehend those individuals as non-distinct, i.e., as the
same? He offers what appear to be two responses to this challenge. First,
he says that distinct particulars as such do not appear in that cognition of a
common nature, even though it arises from them. Rather—harking back to
the notion that a “single cognition” is a cognitive distortion—he says that
such a cognition presents an unreal common aspect which it superimposes
on the particulars, thereby causing the cognizer to take them erroneously to
be, not distinct, but the same. This is how I understand PVSV 54,20–55,6:

But particulars do not appear in [cognitions] that apprehend a universal!
[First,] because these [cognitions] occur even when those [particulars]
are absent; [second,] because in their own [sensory] cognition [partic-
ulars] appear with an aspect that is different [from a general one]; and

76 PVSV 53,14–17: bhinnānām. hy arthānām ekārthopakriyā virodhinı̄ti sarvo ’yam
ārambhah. / tāś ced vyaktayo bhinnā apy ekam. sāmānyam upakurvanti kah. punar āsām.
vijñānenāparādhah. kr. to yat tan nopakurvanti / kim antargad. unā sāmānyena /.

77 ŚV Ākr. ti 12–17. See Taber 2017: 250–251.
78 PVSV 54,18–20: na brūmo ’nekam ekakāryakr.n na bhavatı̄ti / kim tarhi / bhinnes.u arthes.u

arpitatadākārā buddhir abhinnapratibhāsinı̄ syāt /.
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[finally,] because a single [thing] cannot have multiple aspects [namely,
one that is unique and another that is general,] for that would lead to
absurd consequences. Therefore, this [cognition of a universal] will not
appear as non-distinct if it apprehends distinct objects while arising
from them. [Yet] even though these [particulars] do not appear in it,
[this cognition] causes people to act [towards them] due to the error of
interpreting [its non-distinct aspect as the particular]. But the aspect that
appears in that [cognition] is not in the objects—except for a common
difference—for (ca) it is unreal. [And] inasmuch as this is what (tam
eva) it apprehends, this [cognition] is ipso facto distorted—this was said
before.79

But then, starting at PV 1.107cd, Dharmakı̄rti appears to shift gears, so to
speak, by abandoning what has been a presupposition of his entire discussion
up to this point, namely that a single cognition apprehends distinct individu-
als as the same. What he suggests, instead, is that it apprehends them merely
as similar, specifically, as similar insofar as they are perceived as having the same
effect.

Or else, let

The cognitions [of individuals each] have a distinct appearance, because
they are apprehended [only] as similar. (PV 1.107cd)80

The opponent, however, immediately asks:

[But] if these [individuals] are similar, how can they be apprehended by
distinct cognitions? (PV 1.108ab’)81

That is to say, similarity would seem to imply some sameness. How can we
apprehend individuals as similar without noticing something they have in
common? To which Dharmakı̄rti replies,

79 PVSV 54,20–55,6: na vai sāmānyagrāhin. ı̄s.u svalaks.an. apratibhāsah. tadabhāve ’pi tāsām.
bhāvād ākārāntaren. a ca svajñāne pratibhāsanād anekākārāyogād ekasyātiprasaṅgāc ca /
tasmān neyam. bhinnārthagrāhin. y abhinnā pratibhāti tadudbhavā / atatpratibhāsiny apy
adhyavasāyavibhramād vyavahārayati lokam / sa tu tasyām. pratibhāsamāna ākāro nā-
rthes.v asti / anyatra bhedād abhedinah. / sa cārūpah. / tam evais. ā gr.hn. antı̄ tathā viplavata
ity uktam. prāk /.

80 PVSV 55,13–14: athavāstu / pratibhāso dhiyām. bhinnah. samānā iti tadgrahāt / (PV
1.107cd).

81 PV 1.108ab’: katham. tā bhinnadhı̄grāhyāh. samāś ced [. . . ].
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[Their] similarity [consists in] having the same effect. (PV 1.108b’c’)82

What is this “same effect”? Most immediately, the effect of a particular is
the perceptual cognition it causes. A perceptual cognition is, in most cases,
the first manifestation of a thing’s causal efficacy. So, Dharmakı̄rti would
appear to be saying that individuals of the same type—e.g., individual trees
or individual cows—are apprehended, not as the same, but at least as similar,
due to their producing the same kind of cognition.

But now the opponent objects: individuals of the same type actually do
not cause identical perceptual cognitions.

Isn’t the cognition the effect of those [individuals]? That, however,
differs PVSVwith each entityPVSV. (PV 1.108c’d) 83

The experiential cognition caused by one cow, say a brindled cow (śābaleya),
will be, in certain respects, different from the experiential cognition caused
by another cow, say a black one (bāhuleya). So how can different individual
cows be said to have the same effect?84

Dharmakı̄rti now explains that, although the individual perceptual cogni-
tions caused by individuals of the same type may vary, those cognitions in
turn produce a “unitary judgment” (ekapratyavamarśa). Insofar as they cause
that unitary judgment, “which imputes sameness” (abhedāvaskandin), they
appear to be the same,85 so that the individuals that cause those experiences

82 PV 1.108b’c’: [. . . ] ekakāryatā / sādr. śyam [. . . ].
83 PVSV 56,10–11: [. . . ] nanu dhı̄h. kāryam. tāsām. sā ca vibhidyate // (PV 1.108c’d) prati-

bhāvam /.
84 According to Dunne (2004: 120), the experiential cognitions would have to be

different, otherwise Dharmakı̄rti would “contradict his ontology of particulars: if
he says that two images, which are mental particulars, are the same, then how can
he say that all particulars are unique?”

85 PVSV 57,1–3: tad api pratidravyam. bhidyamānam api prakr. tyaikapratyavamarśasyā-
bhedāvaskandino hetur bhavad abhinnam khyāti /. “And that [effect], too, [namely,
the perceptual or experiential cognition,] though it differs for each thing, appears
to be the same (abhinna) insofar as it by nature causes a unitary judgment which
imputes sameness (abhedāvaskandin).”
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appear in turn to have “the same difference”86 from individuals that do not
give rise to such experiences, and so they, too, appear to be the same.87

Inasmuch as it is the cause of a unitary judgment (ekapratyavamarśa),
the cognition does not differ (abhedin). [And] inasmuch as they are the
cause of [that] single cognition, the individuals do not differ, either. (PV
1.109)88

What is this ekapratyavamarśa, however? Dharmakı̄rti does not really explain
it, nor do his commentators give us much help. A thorough account of it,
based on an assessment of the available evidence, would require another
article. My suggestion, given the present state of my knowledge of the PVSV,
based mainly on the four occurrences of the term in the text together with
Karn. akagomin’s glosses, is that it is a very rudimentary kind of judgment of
identity, of the form, “This is that.”

Dharmakı̄rti’s initial use of the term occurs earlier in PV 1.73:

Certain [things], even though they are different [from each other], are
determined by nature to accomplish one [and the same] purpose, such
as a unitary judgment or the [direct] cognition of an object, like the sense
organs, etc.89

He explains in his Svavr. tti:

86 PVSV 56,19–57,1: sa tv es. ām abhinno bheda ity ucyate jñānādeh. kasyacid ekasya karan. āt /
atatkārisvabhāvavivekah. /. “This, however, is what we call their [i.e., the individu-
als’] common (abhinna) difference, since they produce a certain [effect] which is the
same, such as a [certain type of perceptual] cognition[, their difference consisting
just in their] distinction from what does not produce that [effect].”

87 PVSV 57,3–6: tathābhūtapratyavamarśahetor abhedāvabhāsino jñānāder arthasya
hetutvād vyaktayo ’pi sam. sr. s. t. ākāram. svabhāvabhedaparamārtham. svabhāvata ekam.
pratyayam. janayanti [. . . ]/. “Since they cause an effect such as a [perceptual]
cognition, which appears as identical insofar as it [in turn] causes that sort of
[unitary] judgment, the individuals also [indirectly] produce a single cognition
(ekam. pratyayam); [this cognition] presents them as merged, [although] it ultimately
relies on (-paramārtha) the difference of their natures [. . . ].”

88 PV 1.109: ekapratyavamarśasya hetutvād dhı̄r abhedinı̄ / ekadhı̄hetubhāvena vyaktı̄nām
apy abhinnatā //.

89 PV 1.73: ekapratyavamarśārthajñānādyekārthasādhane / bhede ’pi niyatāh. kecit sva-
bhāvenendriyādivat //. Translation Eltschinger et al. 2018: 84.
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[. . . ] Particulars such as śim. śapā[, khadira and nyagrodha trees], even
though they are not connected with each other, bring about by nature
a recognition having the same aspect, or, according to [specific causes
and] conditions, another purpose that can be realized by wood, such as
burning or a house.90

An ekapratyavamarśa, it would seem, is the recognition that something is
the same as something else. It would appear, however, that it is somehow
more basic than the judgment that identifies something as, say, a “cow”;
it might even be “pre-reflective.” Although conceptual in nature, it does
not itself involve the application of a concept. Rather, it is a stage in
the psychological process that gives rise to concepts. It accompanies the
experiences of particulars, from which concepts such as “cow” are formed
insofar as it allows the latter experiences to present themselves as the same
experience.

Here, then, is the story of the origin of a “single cognition,” the idea that
one thing is the same, i.e., the same kind of thing, as another, that Dharmakı̄rti
seems to be working out in PV(SV) 1.107cd–109: The experiential (i.e.,
perceptual) cognitions of two cows, as opposed to, say, the experiential
cognition of a cow and the experiential cognition of a horse, tend to give
rise to a simple, naïve awareness—which, however, is a “judgment”—that
the things they present are “the same”—perhaps because the cows, though
not really identical in appearance, nevertheless appear less different than a
cow and a horse; in fact, to most non-cow herders they will look very much
the same!91 This judgment of identity, it should be emphasized, is not the

90 PVSV 41,3–5: [. . . ] evam. śim. śapādayo ’pi bhedāh. parasparānanvaye ’pi prakr. tyai-
vaikam ekākāram. pratyabhijñānam. janayanty anyām. vā yathāpratyayam. dahanagr.hādi-
kām. kās. t.hasādhyām arthakriyām /. Translation Eltschinger et al. 2018: 85. The
expression ekākāra, “having the same aspect,” is reminiscent of the expression
abhinnapratibhāsa, “having a non-distinct appearance,” which Dharmakı̄rti uses
together with buddhi/dhı̄. It enables a judgment of identity, of the form, “[This is]
just that,” i.e., this is the same kind of thing as that. See PVSV 55,15–16: naiva tāsv
abhinnah. pratibhāso ’sti samānā iti grahāt / na hy ekasmin pratibhāse samānā iti yuktam /
kim. tarhi / tad eveti /. “There certainly isn’t any non-distinct appearance in those
[cognitions of individuals], because they are apprehended as similar. If there is a
single appearance one cannot say they are similar, but only [this is] ‘just that.’ ”

91 One is reminded of Locke’s account of the formation of “general ideas” by
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ascertainment of any real identity of the cows. It is, rather, fundamentally just
a thought, perhaps even a mere impression, caused by perceptions of similar-
appearing things, not a true knowing. Retroactively, however, it makes the
individual, distinct experiences that cause it seem to be the same experience.
Then, due to the fact that distinct entities such as cows appear to have the
common effect of producing the same experience—which, again, renders
them at least less different from each other than other entities that do not have
that effect—they appear to be the same thing.92

In this way, Dharmakı̄rti has given an account of the arising of the
cognition of one thing in regard to many individuals that realist philosophers
believe requires a universal, without invoking any universals, basing himself
instead solely on experiences of particulars. Previously, he had shown that it
is implausible to suggest that universals are the referents of words and much
more reasonable to hold that exclusions are. And in passing he has pointed
out that, contrary to what Indian realist philosophers believe, nothing like a
universal presents itself distinctly in perceptual experience—in the same way
a stick does when one apprehends “a man with a stick.”

Finally, he has made the point very forcefully at the very beginning of
the Apoha Section, PVSV 24,24–25,7, that a universal could be neither the
same as nor different from the individuals that supposedly instantiate it. By
implication, insofar as a universal would lack a determinate nature, it could
not be real. His argument is as follows. If individuals of the same type had a
“common nature” that they are identical with, then it would not “belong” to
them, because they would not exist as individuals; for “there would be just
that [one thing], because [only] the common [nature] would exist but nothing
different that would be distinct from it.”93 If, on the other hand, it were
distinct from those individuals, then, although they would be connected with

abstraction. In forming the idea “horse” one subtracts all those features that are
“peculiar” to each individual and retains “only what is common to all.” See Locke
1995: 328–329 (III.iii.6–9). Cf. Eltschinger 2014: 261.

92 Cf. Dunne 2004: 119–125.
93 PVSV 24,25–25,2: yad apy es. ām abhinnam ātmabhūtam. rūpam. na tat tes. ām / tadānı̄m.

tes. ām abhāvāt / tad eva hi syād abhinnasya bhāvāt / tadvyatiriktasya bhinnasya cābhāvāt /
tasyaiva ca punar bhedavirodhāt /. “Even their common nature, which they are
identical with[, in fact can]not [be said to be] theirs, because then they would not
exist. For there would be just that [one thing], because [only] the common [nature]
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it, it would not be their nature, precisely because it is different from them.94

That a universal is neither identical nor distinct from individuals is also at the
heart of Dharmakı̄rti’s refutation of universals in PV 3.11–50.95

Thus, taking all of these arguments together, it would seem that Dharma-
kı̄rti has pretty convincingly refuted the existence of universals.

4. Guidelines for a philosophical assessment of Dharmakı̄rti’s critique
of universals

Or has he?
As a critique of universals Dharmakı̄rti’s presentation in PV(SV) 1.40–

109 breaks down into two parts. First, there are arguments directed against
universals themselves, or against any role they might play either as the
meanings of words or as the objects of conceptual awarenesses. Second, there
is Dharmakı̄rti’s own, alternative account of meanings as apohas and of the
common natures reflected on in conceptual awarenesses as apohas.96 The

would exist but nothing different that would be distinct from it, and also because
this very [nature] would be incompatible with [any kind of] diversity.” Translation
Eltschinger et al. 2018: 31. Cf. PVSV 39,20–21; Eltschinger et al. 2018: 81.

94 PVSV 25,3–4: arthāntaram apy anekasambandhe ’pi na tat tes. ām. sāmānyam atadrūpa-
tvāt /. “Nor [as the Vaiśes.ikas maintain] is another entity [that is, something
completely different from the particulars] the universal of these [particulars], even
though [it has] a connection with many [of them], because it does not have the
[same] nature as these[, precisely insofar as it is different from them].” Translation
Eltschinger et al. 2018: 32–33.

95 Where the aim of the argument is to show that a universal is “essenceless” (nih. sva-
bhāva), hence not a “real thing” (vastu). See PV 3.25–27ab; Franco/Notake 2014:
80–85 and 3.41–50; Franco/Notake 2014: 116–129.

96 One is reminded, again, of the statement Locke makes at the beginning of his
critique of innate ideas: “It is an established opinion among some men, that there
are in the understanding certain innate principles; some primary notions, koinai
’énnoiai, characters, as it were, stamped upon the mind of man, which the soul
receives in its very first being, and brings into the world with it. It would be
sufficient to convince unprejudiced readers of the falseness of this supposition, if
I should only show (as I hope I shall in the following parts of this discourse) how
men, barely by the use of their natural faculties, may attain to all the knowledge
they have, without the help of any innate impressions, and may arrive at certainty
without any such original notions or principles” (Locke 1995: 12). Locke develops
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first component of his critique is rather difficult to evaluate, since it involves
intricate metaphysical arguments, the premises or presuppositions of which
would require further philosophical investigation. Should we accept, for
instance, Dharmakı̄rti’s assumption, which of course ultimately stems from
the Buddhist doctrine of impermanence, that a relation between entities can
exist only insofar as one produces or gives rise to the other,97 which rules out
the possibility that there could be any relation between a universal—which of
course ex hypothesi is something permanent—and an individual? Should we,
for another example, accept the assumption that a universal must be either
the same as or different from the individuals to which it belongs, and that
there is no third alternative, i.e., either both the same as and different from, or
else neither (completely) the same as nor (completely) different from? The last
alternative, in particular, is one that other Indian philosophers took seriously
but Dharmakı̄rti seems not even to consider. Clearly, the pursuit of these sorts
of difficult questions is likely to lead us down endlessly branching rabbit
holes—which might be appropriate for an inquiry into the basic principles
of metaphysics, but not when we are just trying to size up Dharmakı̄rti’s
refutation of universals.

I believe that a more fruitful examination of Dharmakı̄rti’s critique of
universals, therefore, will focus on the second component of his critique.
Has Dharmakı̄rti really provided us with a defensible alternative account
of the meanings of general terms and our conceptual awareness of common
natures? In this case, I believe that we can formulate several questions which
have a better chance of being given determinate answers. Some of these
questions, in fact, were raised by Indian realist philosophers responding to
Dharmakı̄rti’s proposals.

1) Is it true that we consider things to be the same due to their having the
same effect(s)?

We have seen that fundamental to Dharmakı̄rti’s account of the origin of
unified cognitions is the premise that we regard things as being of the same

his own account of the formation of “general ideas” and general terms in Book III
of his Essay. The best refutation of a questionable postulate is often to provide an-
other, more plausible explanation of the phenomenon the postulate is introduced
to explain.

97 See above n. 35.
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type insofar as they are other than things that do not have their effects. Setting
aside for the moment the question whether this premise surreptitiously
imports types or properties—doesn’t it, for instance, appeal to the notion of
“the same effect”?—one can still ask: Is this in fact how we recognize things
as being of the same type? In order to see two animals as “cows,” do we
have to observe that they can both be milked, or have some other causal
property (e.g., they cause a certain kind of perceptual cognition) that sets
them apart from non-cows? Conversely, if two animals can be milked—for
instance, a cow, and a buffalo—do we ipso facto see them as the same type? It
would seem that having the same effects is neither necessary nor sufficient for
things to be of the same type. Even the example Dharmakı̄rti famously gives
to illustrate his principle, namely, different herbs are considered the same
insofar as they alleviate fever, can be seen as contradicting it. The plants
may be considered the same from that perspective, or under that description
(they are “anti-pyretic” herbs), but Dharmakı̄rti mentions, in formulating his
example, that they are different plants, i.e., different species of plant.98 Thus,
having the same effect does not, on a more basic level, make them the same
type of thing. One may ask, then, what is it that does? Is it, on that more basic
level, having the same effect as well? But which effect? Dharmakı̄rti wants to
emphasize the capacity to produce a similar kind of perceptual—presumably,
visual—cognition. That would appear to amount to saying that things are of
the same type if they look the same, or at least look similar. But it seems that
a realist could seize on this and insist, “This is precisely what we say: the
common nature of cows, or any other two things of the same type, is given
immediately in perceptual experience!”

98 PVSV 41,7–11: jvarādiśamane kāścit saha pratyekam eva vā / dr. s. t. ā yathā vaus.adhayo
nānātve ’pi na cāparāh. // (PV 1.74) yathā gud. ūcı̄vyaktyādayah. saha pratyekam. vā
jvarādiśamanalaks.an. am ekam. kāryam. kurvanti / na ca tatra sāmānyam apeks.ante / bhede
’pi tatprakr. titvāt /. “Or else, to give another example (yathā), one observes that in
spite of [their] diversity, certain plants and not others [are capable], whether indi-
vidually or collectively, of alleviating fever, etc. (PV 1.74) Or else, to give another
example: Individual gud. ūcı̄ plants and so forth cause, whether individually or
collectively, one [and the same] effect consisting in alleviating fever, etc., but they
do not depend in this regard on [any] universal [such as planthood], because they
posses this nature [of calming fever] in spite of [their] being different.” Translation
Eltschinger et al. 2018: 85.
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Some of these objections were, in fact, voiced by Brahmanical authors in
their critiques of Dharmakı̄rti’s version of the Apohavāda.99 A thorough
treatment of Dharmakı̄rti’s Apohavāda in its historical context would have
to take all such criticisms into consideration.

2) Does postulation of an ekapratyavamarśa generate a regress? And what
is an ekapratyavamarśa, anyway?

Assuming that the “unitary judgment” that perceptual experiences of partic-
ulars supposedly generate, which causes us to regard those experiences as the
same, is the sort of cognition I have described, namely, the most rudimentary
awareness of something as being a certain type, a recollection of the form,
“This is that,” without the application of a more specific concept such as
“horse” or “cow”—for, indeed, if I understand Dharmakı̄rti correctly, this
judgment is meant to explain the formation of concepts such as “horse” and
“cow”100 —then the question still arises, how does one know that it is the same
unitary judgments that accompany the somewhat diverse perceptual experi-
ences of particulars of that type? After all, as John Dunne has pointed out,
those judgments, like the experiences that evoke them, would be particulars,
hence they, too, would have distinct natures.101 If the unitary judgments
are the same due to having the same effects, then we obviously fall into a
regress, especially if the effect in question is another ekapratyavamarśa! The

99 See, e.g., NBhūs. 257,21–259,13; NKand 318,5–12.
100 Note, however, that Karn. akagomin, commenting on PVSV 41,3–5, construes

the expression ekākāram. pratyabhijñānam, which glosses ekapratyavamarśa- in PV
1.73a, as a cognition with the content “Tree.” PVSVT. 178,11–12: śim. śapādaya
iti śim. śapākhadiranyagrodhādayah. parasparānanvaye ’pi / vr.ks.atvasāmānyavirahe ’pi
vr.ks.a ity ekākāram. pratyabhijñānam. janayanti /. “ ‘Such as a śim. śapā, etc.,’ i.e.,
a śim. śapā, khadira, nyagrodha, etc. ‘Even though they are not connected with
each other,’ i.e., lack the universal treeness, ‘they produce a recognition with the
same aspect,’ [namely,] ‘Tree.’ ” According to my understanding of Dharmakı̄rti’s
theory, this is a mistaken interpretation.

101 Dunne 2004: 322–323. Cf. TSP 325,20–27 (opponent’s objection): tathā hi
yo ’sau pratyavamarśapratyayas tasyāpi svalaks.an. abhedena bhidyamānatvād ekatvam
asiddham /. “Specifically, the sameness of that judgment-cognition is not proven,
because it differs by virtue of the difference of [being] a particular.”
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tenth-century Nyāya author Bhāsarvajña explicitly raises this problem.102 It
is anticipated already by Kamalaśı̄la, TSP 325,20–27 (on TS 1036–37), who
proposes that a regress is avoided by the fact that the sameness of the
judgments is based, not on their having the same effect(s), but on their having
the same content; it is self-evident that they all ascertain the same thing.103

Perhaps a more serious concern about the ekapratyavamarśa, however, is
that, when Dharmakı̄rti mentions it, we are just not sure what he is referring
to. The ekapratyavamarśa does not correspond to any noticeable moment
of our perceptual engagement with the world; it cannot be “cashed out”
phenomenologically, so to speak—unless what Dharmakı̄rti means is the
initial, innocent awareness of a common or inclusive nature of particulars
that the Indian realist philosophers cite as the main evidence for accepting
the existence of real universals.

3) Can the Apohavādin provide an alternative account of the formation of
general concepts without tacitly appealing to universals?

We have seen that Dharmakı̄rti believes that we regard particulars that are
in themselves quite distinct from each other as the same type of thing due to
their having the same causal properties.104 While having the same effect(s) is
the basis for excluding them from other things, i.e., “singling them out,”105

and it is only this difference from others that Dharmakı̄rti wants to say is “the
same” for them—for a difference is not something real—it certainly looks as if
that difference is derived from a positive fact about those particulars, namely,

102 NBhūs. 260,28–261,1.
103 Which is, perhaps, the identity of the particular being experienced with other

particulars of the same type? TSP 325,23–25: naitad asti / na hi pratyavamarśapraty-
ayasyaikakāryatayaikatvam ucyate / kim. tarhi ekārthādhyavasāyitayā tena nānavasthā
bhavis.yati / svata eva sarves. ām pratyavamarśapratyayānām ekārthādhyavasāyitvasya
siddhatvāt /. “This is not the case, for the judgment-cognition is not said to be the
same due to having the same effect, but rather due to involving the ascertainment
of the same thing. Therefore, there will not be a regress; for the fact that all the
judgment-cognitions ascertain the same thing is established of itself.”

104 Usually he talks about particulars being the same type by virtue of having the
same effects, but occasionally he also says that we regard them as the same based
on their having the same causes. See, e.g., PVSV 68,24–69,2.

105 Eltschinger’s felicitous expression, Eltschinger 2014: 260.
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that they have certain effects that other things do not have. And that would
appear to be a property that they all share, i.e., a universal. It is, indeed,
possible that we might discover that Dharmakı̄rti’s theory invokes other
properties once it is formulated in a more formal way. This is not an issue
that I’ve found raised by Dharmakı̄rti’s Brahmin critics, as I continue to study
them. Nevertheless, a similar problem was brought up by Kumārila against
Dignāga’s version of the Apohavāda.106 Granted that at least one of the
purposes of Dharmakı̄rti’s theory of apoha is to provide an alternative account
of concept formation that would allow us to dispense with universals—that
is to say, it is an integral part of a comprehensive critique of universals—it
would be a serious defect of it if it had recourse to (real) universals. If “having
the same effect(s)” is to be analyzed in turn as a difference, an apoha, instead of
a real property, then we would clearly fall into another regress.107 Whether it
would constitute a “vicious” regress for the theory is difficult to say. Perhaps
one should interpret the theory as proposing that there are apohas “all the way
down”? In making such a suggestion, of course, one would be venturing well
beyond anything Dharmakı̄rti himself says.

The above points hardly suffice as a critique of Dharmakı̄rti’s refutation
of universals. I offer them here only as starting points for a comprehensive
philosophical assessment or as lines of critical investigation to be explored.

106 At ŚV Apoha 71–72 Kumārila maintains that in order for all cows to be included
and all non-cows—i.e., horses, etc.—to be excluded by the word “cow” there must
be “continuity of the same property” (ekadharmānvaya, 72b) for all cows and all
non-cows, respectively. See Kataoka/Taber 2021: 98. See also ŚV Apoha 76–77.

107 To be explicit: If the property “having the same effect(s)” were not a real property,
but just the exclusion from things that do not have the same effect(s), one could
still ask: are they excluded from them insofar as they have a certain effect or
effects those other things do not have? If so, the problem would repeat itself at
the next level. Thus, it seems that if things have the same effect(s) only insofar as
they are different from things that do not have the same effect(s), we would fall
into another regress.
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View on jāti and apoha.” Memoirs of Institute for Advanced Studies on Asia 158:
220(61)–168(113).

Kataoka, K., and J. Taber. 2021. Meaning and Non-existence: Kumārila’s Refutation of
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On the Alternative Definitions of niyoga in
Prajñākaragupta’s Criticism of the Prābhākara Mı̄mām. sā*

Y O S H I M I Z U K i y o t a k a
T o y o B u n k o , T o k y o

Introduction

In the latter half of the first chapter of his Pramān. avārttika (PV), Dharmakı̄rti
(ca. 600–660)1 criticizes the Mı̄mām. sā apologetics of Vedic authority based
on its “authorless nature” (apaurus.ayatva). He demonstrates that the Veda
cannot convey the meaning of its statements to the listener insofar as it has no
author.2 In the third to the last chapter of his Tattvasam. graha, the Śrutiparı̄ks.ā,
Śāntaraks.ita expounds this argument. Within the Mı̄mām. sā school, at the
time of Śāntaraks.ita (the middle of the 8th century), two sub-schools—
namely, Kumārila (ca. 560–6203 )’s school (Bhāt.t.a) and Prabhākara’s school
(Prābhākara)—were disputing how the Veda works, taking its authorless
nature for granted. The Veda is a ritual corpus that describes each scene of
sacrifice with three kinds of statements: injunction (vidhi) of ritual action,
formula (mantra) to be uttered during the ritual, and explanatory passage

* I would sincerely like to thank Professor Eli Franco for granting me his transcription
of the valuable manuscript of Yamāri’s commentary (PVAN) on Prajñākaragupta’s
criticism of the Mı̄mām. sā theories of Vedic injunction.

1 Cf. Frauwallner 1961; Franco 2015–2018.
2 See Eltschinger, Krasser, and Taber 2012.
3 See Yoshimizu 2022: 5–8, footnote 1, and appendix. In the Aves.t.i section

(Mı̄mām. sāsūtra 2.3.3) of the Śābarabhās.ya (ŚBh) 580,6–581,1: nanu janapadapurapari-
raks.an. avr. ttim anupajı̄vaty api ks.atriye rājaśabdam āndhrāh. prayuñjante prayoktārah. “The
speakers in the Āndhra region apply their word ‘king’ to a person if he is a Ks.atriya,
even if he does not earn his living by protecting a region or city,” Śabarasvāmin
refers to the local people in the Āndhra region who respected a high-born but pow-
erless Hindu ks.atriya calling him a king. In Tantravārttika (TV) 584,16–19, Kumārila
refers to this parlance in South India, converting the name of the southern county
at issue from Āndhra to Dravid. a. From the third to the sixth century, the Āndhra

Hiroko Matsuoka, Shinya Moriyama and Tyler Neill (eds.), To the Heart of Truth: Felicitation Volume for Eli
Franco on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
104. Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien, 2023. 759–806.
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(arthavāda) about the ritual’s significance. Mı̄mām. sā scholars prioritized
injunction and held sacrifice as a complex action performed by following a
set of many systematically combined injunctions.

In the Pān. inian grammar, vidhi as a command was considered the princi-
pal meaning of liṅ, the L-suffix in the optative mood,4 added to the verb of
an injunction. Mı̄mām. sakas insisted that the Veda “works on” human beings
through injunctions, mainly through the exhortative suffixes represented by
liṅ, added to the verb of such an injunction “svargakāmo yajeta” (One who
desires heaven ought to hold the sacrifice). They held this injunction with the
name of each sacrifice, such as the Agnihotra, to form the core of the system
of injunctions, naming it “directive” (codanā).

Prabhākara, a younger contemporary of Kumārila, called this exhortative
force “enjoinment” (niyoga),5 claiming that the niyoga issued from the di-
rective on each sacrifice is transmitted into individual injunctions of rituals,
evoking the hearer’s duty to carry out the whole program of the sacrifice
from one ritual to another systematically.6 Meanwhile, Kumārila considered
the cause of the sacrificial action to be of two levels of purposeful operation,

and the Tamil regions were ruled by a tribe called Kalabhra. They patronized
Buddhism and Jainism and allegedly oppressed the Brahmanical tradition rooted
in South India at that time. However, they were defeated by Sim. havis.n. u (reign:
550/560–580/590), a king of the Pallava dynasty in Āndhra, and then by Kad. uṅgōn
(reign: 590–620), a king of the Pāndya dynasty in Tamil. Therefore, Kumārila’s
reference to Dravid. a instead of Āndhra as the southern country dominated by a
non-Brahmanical power may suggest that he wrote the Aves.t.i section of the TV
after the Kalabhras’ defeat by Sim. havis.n. u, and before their defeat by Kad. uṅgōn
were known to him, namely, at the end of the sixth century. For the meaning of
Śabarasvāmin and Kumārila’s reference to the southern people in this context, see
Yoshimizu (forthcoming). As argued in Yoshimizu 2007: 213–219, Kumārila wrote
the TV after the Ślokavārttika and before the T. upt. ı̄kā and the Br.hat.t. ı̄kā.

4 As. t. ādhyāyı̄ (A) 3.3.161: vidhi-nimantran. a-āmantran. a-adhı̄s. t.a-sampraśna-prārthanes.u
liṅ. “(The l-substitutes of) lIṄ are introduced [after 1.2 a verbal stem 1.91] to
denote (a) a command, (b) summons, (c) invitation, (d) respectful command, (e)
deliberation and (f) request.” (transl. by Katre 1989)

5 Following Stern (1988: 26ff.) translating niyojya and nikyoktr. as “the person
enjoined” and “enjoiner,” I translate niyoga as “en-joinment,” which etymologically
corresponds to ni-yoga.

6 Cf. Yoshimizu 1997: Erster Teil, II. Hierarchische Struktur des Opfergefüges.
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the exhortative operation of a directive and the nature of human activities.
He calls the former the “verbal force of actualization” (abhidhābhāvanā) and
the latter the “intentional force of actualization” (arthātmabhāvanā).7 For
both Prabhākara and Kumārila, the Veda is an active lawgiver rather than
an eternally static testimony because it urges human beings to follow the
religious norms (dharmas) it reveals.

There are almost no extant Mı̄mām. sā works of exegesis compiled in
Śāntaraks.ita’s time, that is, roughly between Man. d. anamiśra (ca. 660–720)
and Bhat.t.a Jayanta (later half of the ninth century).8 We have only scarce
materials recorded by contemporary Mı̄mām. sakas about the theories of
vidhi. However, in the Pramān. avārttikālam. kārabhās.ya (PVA) on the second
chapter of the PV, Prajñākaragupta (ca. 750–810)9 digresses at length about
Mı̄mām. sā theories of vidhi and refutes them, speaking first on niyoga, then
on bhāvanā. This digression, which amounts to 38 pages in Ono’s edition
(PVAO), and Yamāri’s commentary thereon, provide valuable materials for
early medieval Mı̄mām. sā philosophy. The present paper elucidates the
alternative definitions of niyoga collected and criticized by Prajñākaragupta
and also evaluates them in comparison with Prabhākara’s own theory of
niyoga in his Br.hatı̄. Before that, let us summarize how Prajñākaragupta
criticizes the notion of niyoga before introducing alternative definitions.

First, Prajñākaragupta quotes the opponent’s explanation of the term
niyoga:

PVAO 14,15–15,2: nanu niyogo vākyārthah. , niyukto ’ham iti pratı̄teh. . tato
niyogād eva nāsitum samarthah. . ko ’yam. niyogo nāma. niśabdo nih. śes. ārtho
yogārtho yuktih. . niravaśes.o yogo niyogah. . niravaśes.atvam ayogasya manāg
apy abhāvāt. avaśyakartavyatā hi niyogah. . niyogaprāmān. ikā hi niyogaprati-
pattimātratah. pravartante.

7 TV 378,20–21: abhidhābhāvanām āhur anyām eva liṅādayah. / arthātmabhāvanā tv anyā
sarvākhyātes.u gamyate //

8 An exception is that Umbeka, whom Kamalaśı̄la mentions as “Uvveyaka” (Tat-
tvasam. grahapañjikā [TSP] 982,18; Thrasher 1993: 158, n. 57), wrote a commentary,
T. ı̄kā, on the Bhāvanāviveka (BhV), Man. d. anamiśra’s early work. For the Prābhākara
theory of niyoga discussed by Bhat.t.ajayanta in his Nyāyamañjarı̄, see Yoshimizu
2020–21.

9 Ono 2000: xi. Franco (2019) proposes that Prajñākaragupta’s terminus ante quem
should be assumed later than 810.
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[Opponent:] The meaning of a sentence (i.e., a Vedic injunction) is
enjoinment (niyoga) because one [who has heard a Vedic injunction]
understands, “I am enjoined.” Just because of this enjoinment, one
cannot remain inactive. What is this enjoinment? The part ni [of the
word niyoga] means “no room,” and the meaning of yoga is commitment.
Enjoinment (niyoga) is the commitment with no room. [The enjoined
person] has no room [for non-commitment] because non-commitment
is not possible even in the slightest degree [once the person heard the
Vedic injunction]. This is because niyoga is something to be carried out
by all means. In fact, those who hold niyoga to be a means of valid
knowledge begin to act simply because of cognizing the enjoinment.

The explanation of the word “niyoga” as “niravaśes.o yogah. ” is very peculiar
because ni of “niyoga” and nir of “niravaśes.a” are different.10 And we find
no correspondence in Prabhākara’s Br.hatı̄ (Br.h). Following the regular use
of the verb ni-√yuj to express, for example, “binding an ox to a yoke,”
Prabhākara uses ni-

√
yuj to state that the Veda enjoins the hearer to perform

an action, which is termed “scope (vis.aya) of niyoga” expressed in the
locative.11 However, disregarding the opponent’s peculiar explanation of
the term niyoga, Prajñākaragupta begins to criticize the theory of niyoga under
two schemes, practical and ontological.

First, from a practical perspective, he asks his opponent why one who has
heard a Vedic injunction begins to hold a sacrifice following the enjoinment

10 According to Yamāri, the Nyāya teacher Trilocana found fault with this idiosyn-
cratic explanation of the term “niyoga” as quoted by Prajñākaragupta. To defend
Prajñākaragupta, Yamāri replies that he merely revived the explanation adopted
by ancient people (cirantanas), but Yamāri does not adduce any grammatical or
Mı̄mām. sā testimony of this etymology in PVAN 34b1: atra trilocanena yad uktam—
nirvacanam. yady avaśyāśrayan. ı̄yam, niyujyate niyojyo ’neneti niyoga iti kim. nāśrı̄yate?
iti tad asaṅgatam eva, cirantanair evam eva nirvacanasya kr. tatvāt, bhās.yakr. tāpi tathaiv-
otthāpitatvāt. ko dos.o bhās.yakr. tah. ? “Trilocana remarks on this (definition of niyoga)
as follows: ‘If one should resort to etymological explanation (nirvacana), why
is niyoga not defined as that by which the enjoined person is enjoined?’ This
(remark) is only misleading because ancient people etymologically explained [the
word niyoga] only in this way and Prajñākaragupta merely restored this way of
explanation. Why is Prajñākaragupta responsible [for this unusual explanation]?”
See footnote 115.

11 For example, see Br.h, pt. 1, 38,10–39,5: yasminn ayam. purus.o niyujyate sa tad(i.e.,



On the Alternative Definitions of niyoga 763

(niyoga).12 Is it simply because one has been enjoined by the injunction, or for
fear that one will incur suffering if one ignores the injunction, or because the
injunction promises a special reward to those who follow it? He rejects the
first assumption holding it to ignore the actuality of human activities: no one
with discretion would ever begin an action simply because of being enjoined
(15,9–16). He also rejects the second assumption: because there is no means
to know what misfortune one would suffer from in the posthumous life if one
neglects the sacrifice, one has no reason to fear the result of one’s negligence
(15,16–16,9). Therefore, only the third assumption remains. However, this
utilitarian view disables the Vedic injunction’s binding power. In such a
case, one would spontaneously begin to act without being compelled if one
recognized the advantage of doing so (16,10–14).

After criticizing the concept of niyoga from a practical perspective, Prajñā-
karagupta proceeds to criticize it from another angle, which may be called an
ontological scheme. Considering that niyoga cannot exist as an independent
entity like a piece of cloth, he assumes niyoga to be a property (dharma) pos-
sessed by a certain substrate (dharmin). He points out that there are only three
alternatives for this substrate: the enjoined person (niyojya), the scope (vis.aya)
of the enjoinment, or the enjoiner (niyojaka) who directs the person to perform
the action (16,15–17,4: v. 38). Among these three, niyoga cannot belong to the
enjoined person (niyojya) nor the enjoiner (niyojaka) because both substrates
have already been “accomplished” (siddha/parinis.panna). Insofar as they have
“already been accomplished,” it is impossible for them to change their state
through the issue and execution of niyoga (17,5–21; 26,13–18). Niyoga cannot
also belong to its scope (vis.aya), that is, the concrete action prescribed by the
injunction, because this action has “not been accomplished” by the time of the
issuing of niyoga. In this case, being a property belonging to this non-existent
substrate, niyoga would have to be non-existent, like “a hare’s horn” (18,1–
20,14). We may say that Prajñākaragupta’s second scheme to criticize niyoga
can be reduced to a temporal dilemma that leads to absurdity, regardless of
whether or not its substrate has already been accomplished.13

38,10: niyogasya)vis.ayah. .
12 Cf. Yoshimizu 1989.
13 Before beginning to criticize the Prābhākara theory of niyoga, Prajñākaragupta

has already applied a similar dilemma in PVAO 14,7–13, commenting on
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1. Is niyoga a sort of duty (kārya), incitement (preran. ā), or something
else?
1.1. Eleven alternative definitions of niyoga

After criticizing niyoga according to the second scheme, Prajñākaragupta
presents the alternative definitions of niyoga maintained by contemporaneous
Prābhākara scholars. Yamāri remarks that these definitions are adopted by
“old Mı̄mām. sakas” (jaranmı̄mām. saka).14 At the beginning of this presenta-
tion, Prajñākaragupta asserts that the first alternative, niyoga as a “pure duty”

Pramān. avārttika 2.2 that denies the real existence of the object evoked within
consciousness by a statement including the Vedic injunction. PVAO 14,7–8: yaś
ca buddhāv arthah. pratibhāti, na sa evārthah. [Sāṅkr.tyāyana’s emendation: sa eva
sadarthah. *]. anyathā sakalasamı̄hitārthasiddher na kaścid anus. t.hānārthı̄ bhavet. “More-
over, the referent that appears in the cognition [of the listener of the statement] is
not a [real] referent. If it is not so (i.e., if it were a real object), no one would intend
to act because the desired referent has entirely been accomplished”; PVAO 14,9–
13: anus. t.heyatayaiva tasyārthasya pratipādanān naivam iti cet, sa tarhi tadā svarūpen. a
nāstı̄ti na tasya pratipattih. . anyapratipattau sam. bandhābhāvāt sam. deha eva. tataś ca
yo ’rthah. pratı̄yate, sa siddha eva, na tadarthı̄ pravartate. yadarthı̄ ca na sa pratipanna
iti nārthatattvanibandhanam. prāmān. yam. “The opponent may retort: [Opponent:]
because [the Vedic injunction] makes [the listener] cognize its referent only as that
which is to be carried out, it is not the case that [for one who has heard the Vedic
injunction, the referent has already been entirely accomplished]**. [Proponent:]
We reply: in that case, since [the referent] does not, as such (svarūpen. a), exist
at that time [that is, at the hearing of the injunction], its [valid] cognition does
not occur. If one [who has heard the injunction] cognizes something else [i.e., a
subjective image (vikalpārūd. hārtha)], it would necessarily be open to doubt owing
to the absence of an [inseparable] relationship [between the subjective image and
the objective referent]***. Therefore, [if] the referent that is cognized [by the
hearing of the Vedic injunction] has already been accomplished, then one who
desires it would not begin to act; moreover, [if one begins to act] aiming at the
referent, it would not have been cognized [by hearing the injunction]. Therefore,
[as Dharmakı̄rti states in Pramān. avārttika 2.2,] the validity of a statement itself does
not pertain to what the object really is [but to the speaker’s intention].”

* Cf. Ono 2000: 14, n. 4: “de ñid ni don dam pa T 7a8 (vgl. sa eva sadarthah. Se).”
** PVAN 34a5–6: naivam iti. na sakalasamı̄hitārthasiddhih. .
*** PVAN 34a6: na vikalpārūd. hārthasya tādātmyam, nāpi tadutpattih. , bhāvitvād eva

svargādeh. .
14 PVAN 42a3: samprati jaranmı̄mām. sakamatāny āśritya punah. dūs.ayitum. vikalpayati.
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(śuddhakārya), was proclaimed by others (v. 83b: kı̄rtitah. paraih. ). The reference
to the advocates by the appellation “other” (para) is repeatedly found in
similar expressions in some of the remaining definitions.15

In the Nyāyakan. ikā (NK), his commentary on Man. d. anamiśra’s Vidhiviveka
(VV), Vācaspatimiśra calls a Prābhākara scholar quoted by Man. d. anamiśra
“old Prābhākara” (jaratprābhākara) in comparison with Śālikanātha (an ap-
proximate contemporary of Bhat.t.ajayanta16 ). Yamāri also might have used
the appellation “old Mı̄mām. saka” in comparison with Śālikanātha to refer to
the Prābhākara scholars known to Prajñākaragupta; but I have no further
evidence at present. Later, in section 3 of this paper, we will discuss the
relation between these eleven alternative definitions of niyoga and the scholar
called “old Prābhākara” by Vācaspatimiśra compared to Śālikanātha.

After enumerating eleven definitions for niyoga (vv. 83–86), Prajñākara-
gupta briefly explains each as follows in PVAO 29–31:

(1) Pure duty (PVAO 29,1: śuddhakārya)

pratyayārtho niyogaś ca yatah. śuddhah. pratı̄yate /
kāryarūpaś ca tenātra śuddham. kāryam asau matah. 17 // (v. 87)
Because enjoinment (niyoga) is cognized as the pure meaning of the
verbal suffix [in the optative, etc.,] and as something to be done,
here [in the Vedic injunction], this [niyoga] is held to be a pure duty.
viśes.an. am. tu yat tasya kim. cid anyat pratı̄yate /
pratyayārtho na tad yuktam. dhātvarthah. svargakāmavat // (v. 88)
Whatever other [than a pure duty] may be cognized as a qualifier of
that (i.e., niyoga), that cannot be the verbal suffix’s meaning.18 [In

15 PVAO, vv. 84d: ucyate paraih. ; 85d: parah. ; 86d: paks. āh. paraih. kr. tāh. .
16 See Yoshimizu 2020–21: footnote 5.
17 PVAN 42a4: tatra juhuyād iti liṅartho niyogaś ca pratı̄yate svasiddhyai preran. āks. epāt,

kāryarūpaś cānus. t.heyatvāt. sa ca śuddha upādhyasam. sr. s. t.ah. . “Among them, whereas
the meaning of the optative ending in ‘one should make an offering’ is cognized
as enjoinment for the sake of its own accomplishment because of requiring incite-
ment, it is also [cognized] as a certain duty because of its necessity for performing.
In this case, that (i.e., enjoinment) is purely [a sense of duty] without being
associated with a qualifier.”

18 PVAN 42a5: svargakāmo yajatı̄ti dhātvarthādipratı̄tāv api na liṅarthapratı̄tir iti liṅah. sa
evārthah. . “Even if the meaning of a verbal root, etc., is cognized in ‘one who desires
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the injunction “svargakāmo yajeta,”] the meaning of the verbal root
[is not the meaning of the optative ending] in the same manner that
one who desires heaven [is not].
prerakatvam. tu yat tasya viśes.an. am ihes.yate /
tasyāpratyayavācyatvāc chuddhe kārye niyogatā // (v. 89)
Here (in this injunction), it may be assumed that incitement is a
qualifier of that (i.e., niyoga).19 However, because this [incitement]
is not directly denoted by the verbal suffix [but cognized through
its direct meaning, a duty],20 the essence of enjoinment lies in pure
duty.

(2) Pure incitement (PVAO 29,8: śuddhapreran. ā)

preran. aiva niyogo ’tra śuddhā sarvatra gamyate /
nāprerito yatah. kaścin niyuktam. svam. prabudhyate // (v. 90)
In all of these cases, one understands enjoinment as only pure in-
citement because no one considers oneself enjoined [to act] without
being incited.

(3) Duty associated with incitement (PVAO 29,11: preran. āsam. gatakārya)

mamedam. kāryam ity21 evam. jñātam. pūrvam. yadā bhavet /
svasiddhau prerakam. tat syād anyathā tan na sidhyati // (v. 91)
When one understands in advance, “This is my duty,” it (i.e., the
duty) incites [one to carry it out] for the sake of its accomplishment.
Otherwise, it would not be accomplished.

(4) Incitement associated with a duty (PVAO 29,14: kāryasam. gatapreran. ā)

heaven holds a sacrifice,’ the meaning of the optative ending is not cognized.
Therefore, only that (i.e., pure duty) is the meaning of the optative ending.”

19 PVAN 42a5: na ca dhātvarthasvargakāmau bhinnāv upādhı̄ apeks.ya mā bhūc chuddha-
tvaks.atih. , svarūpabhūtam. tu prerakatvam apeks.ya kasmān na? “The purity [of duty]
should not be damaged by relying on the meaning of the verbal root and one
who desires heaven as two different qualifiers. However, because incitement is its
nature, why [the pure duty] cannot rely on it [as a qualifier]?”

20 PVAN 42a5–6: sāmarthyāyātam. tan na pratyayārthah. . “That (i.e., incitement) de-
pends on the operation [of the optative ending] but is not the meaning of the verbal
ending [in the optative].”

21 PVAN 42a6: “atha viparyayah. ” (v. 83d) preran. āsam. gatakāryam ity aparah. . asya
vyākhyānam—“mamedam” ityādiślokah. .
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preryate purus.o22 naiva kāryen. eha vinā kvacit /
tataś ca preran. ā proktā niyogah. kāryasam. gatā // (v. 92)
In this [hearing of the Vedic injunction], no person would be incited
without [being aware of] a duty to perform a certain [action].
Therefore, enjoinment is said to be the incitement associated with a
duty.

(5) Metaphorical application (PVAO 29,17: upacāra) of incitement to a duty

preran. āvis.ayah. kāryam. na tu tat prerakam. svatah. /
vyāpāras tu pramān. asya prameya23 upacaryate // (v. 93)
Duty is the scope of incitement but does not incite [the listener]
by itself. However, the operation of the means of knowledge (i.e.,
incitement) is metaphorically applied to the object of knowledge
(i.e., duty).24

(6) 25 Connection (PVAO 30,1: sam. bandha) of incitement and a duty

22 PVAN 42a6–7: “kāryasaṅgatā preran. e”(v. 83cd)ty anyo vikalpah. . . . pūrvakasya
vyākhyānam—“preryate purus.a” ityādi.

23 For the metaphorical application (upacāra) of some qualities of fire to those of
a boy expressed in the locative on the basis of similarity, see Raja 1977: 247,
footnote 1, which is quoted from Sthiramati’s Trim. śikāvijñaptibhās.ya (TVBh), 17,21–
22: agnigun. asyaiva . . . mān. avakagun. e . . . sādr. śyād upacāro yuktah. .

24 Among vv. 83–86 that enumerates alternative definitions of niyoga, Yamāri clas-
sifies metaphorical application, the fifth alternative, into two kinds according to
whether the primary form of niyoga is thought to be kārya or preran. ā in its nature,
to which the other form is metaphorically applied. The metaphorical application
of preran. ā to kārya derives from v. 84ab, prādhānyāt kāryarūpatvam. niyogasya kim
is.yate, “Because of its being the primary form, could niyoga be accepted as a duty?”
In contrast, the metaphorical application of kārya to preran. ā derives from v. 84cd,
kim. vā prerakatā tasya prādhānyād ucyate paraih. , “Or, could other people say niyoga
to be accepted as incitement because of its being the primary form?” Yamāri
counts the former type (i.e., metaphorical application of preran. ā to kārya) as the
fifth alternative (PVAN 42a7: prādhānyād [v. 84a] ityādinārdhena pañcamo vikalpah. ),
and the latter (i.e., that of kārya to preran. ā) as the sixth (PVAN 42b1: kim. ve [v. 84c]
tyādinā s.as. t.ho vikalpah. ). He also holds PVAO, v. 93 to be the explanation of the first
subdivision of metaphorical application (PVAN 42a7: asya [i.e., pañcamo vikalpah. ]
vyākhyānam—preran. āvis.aya [v.93a] ityādiślokah. ).

25 Yamāri calls this “the seventh alternative” in PVAN 42b1: kāryasye(v. 85a)tyādinā
saptamo vikalpah. . asya vivaran. am—preran. ā hı̄(v. 94a)tyādi.
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preran. ā hi vinā kāryam. prerikā naiva kasyacit /
kāryam. vā preran. ām. yogo niyogas tena sam. matah. // (v. 94)
Neither incitement would incite a person without a duty, nor
[would] a duty [be carried out without] incitement. Therefore,
enjoinment is considered the connection [of both].26

(7) 27 Entirety (PVAO 30,4: samudāya) composed of a duty and incitement

parasparāvinābhūtam. dvayam etat pratı̄yate /
niyogah. samudāyo ’smāt kāryapreran. ayor matah. // (v. 95)
These two (i.e., duty and incitement) are known to be mutually
inseparable. From this, it may be considered that enjoinment is the
entirety of a duty and incitement.

(8) 28 Brahman as the meaning of the Vedic sentence (PVAO 30,7:vākyārtha)

siddham ekam. yato brahma gatam āmnāyatah. sadā /
siddhatvena na tat kāryam. prerakam. kuta eva tat // (v. 96)
Because brahman, which is accomplished and only one, is perpetu-
ally known from the [Vedic] scripture,29 it (i.e., the meaning of the
Vedic scripture) is not a duty to be performed since it has already
been accomplished. How could it incite [the listener]?

(9) A certain machine (PVAO 30,10: yantra) through which one attains heaven

PVAO 30,10: yantrārūd. haniyogavādinām. matam.
Those who state that the enjoinment pertains to a person who has
mounted on a machine [leading to heaven] think as follows:

kāmı̄30 yatraiva yah. kaścin niyoge sati tatra sah. /
vis.ayārūd. ham ātmānam. manyamānah. pravartate // (v. 97)

26 PVAN 42b2: tayor anyonyam. yogah. sambandho niyogah. .
27 Yamāri calls this “the eighth alternative” in PVAN 42b2: niyogah. samudāyo ’the(v.

85c)ty as. t.amo vikalpah. . asya vivr. tih. —paraspare(v. 95a)tyādi.
28 Yamāri calls this “the ninth alternative” in PVAN 42b3: yad vā tadubhayāt para

(v. 85d) iti navamo vikalpah. . . . tad evācas. t.e—siddham ekam (v. 96) ityādi. PVAN
42b3 glosses “parah. ” as “akāryapreran. ārūpam anyad eva niyogaśabdavācyam” (What
is called niyoga is something neither duty nor incitement).

29 PVAN 42b3–4: brahma nāmādvaitam. caitanyarūpam. āmnāyato vedāt gatam. pratı̄tam
30 PVAN 42b5: yantrārūd. hādaya (v. 86) iti yad uktam. tatrādimam. darśayati—yantrārūd. has

tathābhı̄s. t.ah. (v. 86a) kim (v. 86b) iti sambandhah. . vyākhyānam—kāmı̄(v. 97a)tyādi.
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When someone desires something (i.e., heaven)31 and once an
enjoinment is issued toward that (tatra) which [causes (nimitta) one
to attain that thing],32 that person (sah. ) begins to act, considering
himself to have mounted on that scope [of enjoinment, i.e., the
sacrifice]33 .

(10) Enjoinment in the form of being enjoyed (PVAO 30,13: bhogyarūpaniyoga)34

mamedam. bhogyam ity evam. bhogyarūpam. pratı̄yate /
mamatvena ca vijñānam. bhoktary eva vyavasthitam // (v. 98)
[Hearing a Vedic injunction,] one realizes the nature of [the result]
to be enjoyed in such a manner, “This is to be enjoyed by me.” The
cognition of one’s own possession is established only when [one is
aware of oneself as] the agent of enjoyment.
svāmitvenābhimāno hi bhoktur yatra bhaved ayam /
bhogyam. tad eva vijñeyam. tad eva svam. nirucyate // (v. 99)

Only a thing whose [future] possession35 the enjoyer is convinced
of (abhimāna) can be known as that which is to be [legitimately]
enjoyed (bhogya) and declared to be one’s own thing (sva).
sādhyarūpatayā yena mamedam iti gamyate /
tatprasādhyena rūpen. a bhogyam. svam. vyapadiśyate // (v. 100).

31 PVAN 42b5: yatra svarge.
32 PVAN 42b5: tatreti tannimittam. yajeti niyoge sati.
33 Yamāri holds this vis.aya as heaven. PVAN 42b5–6: vis.ayah. kāmasya svargah. .

tadārūd. hah. , ayam aham yajñı̄ san niyamena svargaprāpta iti manyamānah. pravartate. tad
evam. vis.ayatadārūd. hayor bhogyabhoktroh. sam. bandho niyogah. ity arthah. . “The scope of
desire is heaven. ‘One who mounted on that (machine)’ undertakes [the sacrifice]
thinking, ‘I will certainly attain heaven because here I am the sacrificer.’ That
being the case, enjoinment is the relationship between the scope [of desire] and
[the person] who has mounted on it, in other words, between what is to be enjoyed
and one who enjoys it.”

However, according to Prabhākara’s terminology, “vis.aya” means the scope of
enjoinment, that is, the sacrificial act of offering, not the desired heaven. See
footnote 11.

34 PVAN 42b6: bhogyarūpo ’tha vā sa (i.e., niyoga) kim. (v. 86b) iti dvitı̄yam. vyākhyāti.
mametyādiślokacatus. t.ayena (vv. 98–101).

35 PVAN 42b7: sa ca bhoktā bhogyasvāmirūpo vivaks. itah. , na ca gavām iva sukhasya svāmı̄ti
darśayati—svāmitvenetyādi. “Moreover, this enjoyer is intended as the possessor of
what is to be enjoyed, and the possessor of [future] delight is not like that of cows.
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Because one realizes, “This becomes my own (mamedam) because
it is to be accomplished [by me],” the thing concerned is called
“one’s own thing to be enjoyed” (svam. bhogyam) because it is to
be accomplished (prasādhya) by oneself.36

siddharūpam. hi yad bhogyam. na niyogah. sa tāvatā37 /
sādhyatveneha bhogyasya prerakatvān niyogatā // (v. 101)
A thing to be enjoyed (bhogya) does not function as an enjoinment
if it is already accomplished (siddharūpa). Insofar as a thing to be
enjoyed remains to be accomplished (sādhya), here [in the Vedic
injunction], it functions as an enjoinment by inciting [the listener
to begin to act].

(11) The human being (PVAO 31,6: purus.a) aware of duty38

mamedam. kāryam ity evam. manyate purus.ah. sadā /
pum. sah. kāryaviśis. t.atvam. niyogo ’sya ca vācyatā // (v. 102)
If a person always thinks, “This is my duty,” what is called
“enjoinment” is the fact that the person is qualified by duty. And
such a person (asya)39 is expressed [by the exhortative suffix of a
Vedic injunction].
kāryasya siddhau jātāyām. tadyuktah. purus.as tadā /
bhavet sādhita ity evam. pumān vākyārtha ucyate // (v. 103)
When the accomplishment of duty has occurred, the person bound
to it should be [recognized] as successful (sādhita). In this way,
a person [qualified by duty] is called the “meaning of the Vedic
sentence.”

1.2. Prajñākaragupta’s refutation of the alternative definitions of niyoga

After presenting eleven definitions, Prajñākaragupta attempts to classify
them from his viewpoint using two types of tetralemma (catuh. kot.i).40

This is indicated by ‘svāmitvena’ and so on.”
36 PVAN 43a1: tatprasādhyena bhoktr.prasādhyena viśis. t.ena.
37 PVAN 43a1: tāvateti siddharūpatāmātren. a.
38 PVAN 43a2: “purus.o vā niyogah. syād” (v. 86c) iti tr. tı̄yasya vyākhyānam. “mamedam.

kāryam” (v. 102a) ityādinā ślokadvayena (vv. 102–103).
39 PVAN 43a2: asya ce(v. 102d)ti purus.asya kāryaviśis. t.asya.
40 PVAO 31,11: sarvatra ca vākyārthe ’s. t.aprakāro bhedah. .



On the Alternative Definitions of niyoga 771

Catuh. kot.i is a logical argument that classifies the issue to one of the four alter-
natives: A, B, both A and B, and neither A nor B.41 First, epistemologically,
he presents a tetralemma asking whether niyoga is a means (A), an object
(B), both means and object (both A and B), or neither means nor object of
knowledge (neither A nor B).

The first tetralemma:

pramān. am. kim. niyogah. syāt prameyam atha vā punah. /
ubhayena vihı̄no vā dvayarūpa eva vā // (v. 104)

Is enjoinment a means of knowledge, an object of knowledge, something
devoid of both, or something that consists of both?

With the object of knowledge (prameya), Prajñākaragupta may consider a
duty (kārya) to perform the prescribed action. In contrast, with the means
of knowledge (pramān. a), he may consider incitement (preran. ā) by which the
Vedic injunction is supposed to compel the listener. Therefore, (1) and (2) are
the primary examples of groups B and A, respectively.

We may regard definitions (3) and (4) as belonging to group B and group
A, respectively, because (3) and (4) entail either duty or incitement as the
principal element assisted by the other.

We may also regard (5) as an example of group B. According to defi-
nition (5), the incitement by the Vedic injunction is not directly perceived
but appears in human consciousness through metaphorical application to
duty, which is a prameya brought to consciousness by the injunction and
metaphorically assumed as its pramān. a in consciousness.

By contrast, we may regard definitions (6) and (7) as belonging to the
group of dual aspect (dvayarūpa) because they equally hold the two relata,
duty and incitement, either to be mutually connected or to form an entirety
composed of both. In (6) and (7), incitement and duty are of equal status.

Finally, definition (8) is tantamount to stating that the Veda is free from
duty and incitement (ubhayena vihı̄na) because it holds the Veda’s essence
to be nothing other than brahman. Because brahman is permanently accom-

41 In the tetralemma used by Nāgārjuna, B is nothing but the denial of A. Nāgārjuna
presents the impossibility of all four cases: A, non-A, both A and non-A, and
neither A nor non-A. In the present tetralemma by Prajñākaragupta, A and B are
contrasting but not contradictory.
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plished (siddha) and never changes, the meaning of the Veda at its ultimate
level has nothing to do with human activities.

We can also state that the awareness of duty is an activity of the human
being, whereas incitement is the activity of the Vedic injunction. Therefore,
making use of Kumārila’s classification of bhāvanā into śabdabhāvanā (i.e.,
abhidhābhāvanā) and arthabhāvanā (i.e., arthātmabhāvanā) (vv. 115–118), Prajñā-
karagupta formulates another tetralemma: definitions (1) to (8) are classified
into either (A) the activity (vyāpāra) of a word (śabda), (B) the activity of a
human being (purus.a), both (A) and (B), or neither (A) nor (B).

The second tetralemma:

śabdavyāpārarūpo vā vyāpārah. purus.asya vā /
dvayavyāpārarūpo vā dvayāvyāpāra eva vā // (v. 105)42

Is [enjoinment] the activity of a word, the activity of a human being,
something that consists of both activities, or something devoid of both
activities?

Accordingly, the first eight alternative definitions of niyoga can be classified
into the following four cases. The first and second cases include the
alternatives in which A or B, as the main element, is assisted by B or A,
respectively.

A (pramān. a, śabdavyāpāra) (2) (4)
B (prameya, purus.avyāpāra) (1) (3) (5)
both A and B (dvayarūpa eva, dvayavyāpārarūpa) (6) (7)
neither A nor B (ubhayena vihı̄na, dvayāvyāpāra eva) (8)

42 As Ono (2000: 89–90) presents in his appendix (Anhang), Vidyānanda, the Jain
scholar, quotes Prajñākaragupta’s verses of explaining the eleven alternative
definitions of niyoga (vv. 87–103) and his two tetralemmas (vv. 104–105) in the
As. t.asahasrı̄ (AS), prathama pariccheda, vv. 4–22, counting the total number of these
definitions as eleven (AS 5,28: ekādaśaprakāra; 6,5: ekādaśabheda). Mikogami (1993)
translates Vidyānanda’s quotation of the eleven alternative definitions of niyoga
and his criticism of them into Japanese.

Dr. Hisayasu Kobayashi kindly informed me that another Jain scholar, Prabhā-
candra, criticizes the theory of niyoga after quoting the eleven alternative defini-
tions of niyoga from the PVA (v. 87, v. 90, v. 91, v. 92, v. 93, v. 94, v. 95, v. 96, v. 97, vv.
98–101, and v. 102) in the Nyāyakumudacandra (NKC 583,1–584,24).
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Then, under this classification, Prajñākaragupta proceeds to criticize these
alternative definitions of niyoga. However, it is not clear how to distribute
them to the targets of his criticism in vv. 106–118 even resorting to Yamāri’s
commentary. Prajñākaragupta’s ambiguity seems to have caused some
confusion among his followers.43

Therefore, concerning the first eight definitions of niyoga, we should at-
tempt to find a more plausible correspondence between them (vv. 87–96) and
their refutation (vv. 106–118). First, regarding definition (1), Prajñākaragupta
states that “pure duty” (kārya) cannot be niyoga because in that case, it is
impossible to identify who is specified as “enjoined” (niyojya) without an
external incitement. In other words, without external incitement, no one
would take responsibility for performing the duty, thinking, “This is my
duty.”

PVAO 31,17–32,4: atrocyate. sarvam etad asam. gatam. yatah.
Here we reply. All these are inconsistent. Because

preran. ārahitam. kāryam. niyojyena vivarjitam /
niyogo naiva kasyāpi niyoga iti kı̄rtyate //

43 Yamāri presents two views of how the alternatives except the last three (PVAN
43a3: anyes.u navasu) are refuted in PVA, vv. 106–113. First, he regards all of these
verses as refuting the first definition, “pure duty” (śuddhakārya) (PVAN 43a3).
Then, in response to the question how the remaining alternatives are criticized,
he answers that Prajñākaragupta also rejected them by these same verses (PVAN
43b2). This second view is based on a verse quoted by Yamāri as a summarizing
verse (PVAN 44a1: saṅgrahah. ), which distributes the target of vv. 106–113 to each
of the first eight alternatives as follows:

dvābhyām ādyaś caturthena navamah. s.as. t.hapañcamau /
tataś caturbhir ākhyātau tr. tı̄yenāpare hatāh. // (PVAN 43b7–44a1)

The first [definition of niyoga, i.e., śuddhakārya (vv. 87–89)] is rejected
by the first two verses (vv. 106–107); the ninth (i.e., definition [8],
that is, ubhayasvabhāvavinirmukta [v. 96]) by the fourth (v. 109); the
two called the sixth and fifth (i.e., two types of definition [5], that
is, upacāra [v. 93]) by the next four (vv. 110–113); the others (i.e.,
definitions [2], [3], [4], [6], and [7]) by the third (v. 108).

Yamāri paraphrases this sam. grahaśloka in his words (PVAN 43b3–7). However, it
is difficult to accept this forced distribution of verses 106–113 for the refutation of
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vr. ttir niyogaśabdasya śuddhe kārye yadā matā /
sam. jñāmātrān niyogatvam. bhavat kena nivāryate //
yuktas tu purus.ah. kārye yatra naiva pratı̄yate /
niyogah. sa katham. nāma siddhātı̄tādibodhavat // (vv. 106–108)

If enjoinment were a duty without incitement, it would be considered as
pertaining to nobody (kasyāpi) because it lacks an enjoined person. If the
word “enjoinment” were to be applied to a pure duty, no one could deny
that [the Vedic enjoinment] is nothing but an enjoinment in name only.
However, if no person were aware of being enjoined (yukta) to duty,
how could that (i.e., the duty)44 be an enjoinment in the same manner
that the cognition of something accomplished or vanished [cannot be an
enjoinment]?

Regarding definition (2), he assumes that “pure incitement” (preran. ā), which
is a property of “enjoiner” (niyojaka), cannot be niyoga because according to
his second scheme, as we have expounded in the Introduction, the enjoiner
is already accomplished and has nothing to be accomplished (v. 109).

niyojakasya dharmo ’yam. niyogo lokasam. matah. /
tad eva kāryam iti cet siddhatvān nāsya sādhyatā // (v. 109)

If you say that in the world, this enjoinment is accepted to be a property
of the enjoiner and duty is nothing else besides that, [then we retort
that] this (enjoiner) has nothing to be accomplished because of being
accomplished.

Definition (5) claims that enjoinment is reflexively perceived as a sense
of duty in the form of “this is my duty,” whereas the incitement by the
Veda is not perceived but merely metaphorically applied (upacāra) to it.
Associating definition (2) with (5), Prajñākaragupta considers it impossible
to metaphorically apply incitement to duty because the enjoiner who issues
an incitement is already accomplished, whereas the action to be done as a
duty is not yet accomplished (v. 110–113).

PVAO 32,7–14:

each definition.
44 PVAN 43a4: sa iti kāryam, pulliṅgatā ca niyogaśabdasānnidhyāt. “The pronoun ‘sa’

refers to the word ‘kārya.’ It is masculine because of its proximity to the word
‘niyoga.’ ”
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sādhyatvena niyogo ’yam iti ced vyapadiśyate /
vis.aye tasya tattvena upacārāt prakı̄rtanam // (v. 110)45

If you say that this [property of the enjoiner] is called “enjoinment”
because it is to be accomplished, then [you] announce it as that (i.e.,
enjoinment) by metaphorically applying it to its scope.

asiddhasya ca tasyāstu katham. prerakarūpatā /
sādhyatvenāvabodho ’sya prerakatvam. yadı̄s.yate //
aprasiddhasya sādhyatvam. bodhah. siddhātmakasya ca /
parasparaviruddhatvam ekasya katham is.yate //
sādhyarūpatayā tasya pratı̄tih. prerikā yadi /
niyogatvam. pratı̄teh. syān na niyogasya tattvatah. // (vv. 111–113)46

But how could that (i.e., the scope [vis.aya]) which is not yet accom-
plished (asiddha) have the form of an incitement? If [you say that] its (i.e.,
the scope’s) cognition is an incitement because it is to be accomplished,
[we retort: you say that the kārya], which is not yet accomplished, is to
be accomplished whereas [the preran. ā], which is already accomplished,
is cognized [by upacāra]. [But] how could the same thing have two
incompatible aspects? If its (i.e., the scope’s) cognition as something
to be accomplished were inciting, then the cognition [of enjoinment], in
fact, not the enjoinment itself, would become an enjoinment.

There is a common feature between the definitions (6) and (7). Namely, both
incitement and duty form an enjoinment on an equal footing regardless of
whether they are simply combined (sam. bandha) or bring about a third entity
as their entirety (samudāya) to form an enjoinment. In other words, in the
terminology of the first tetralemma, they say that niyoga consists of both a
means of knowledge (preran. ā) and an object of knowledge (kārya). To reject
both (6) and (7) entirely, Prajñākaragupta declares that the same thing cannot
be a means of knowledge and its object (v. 114).

niyogo yadi vākyārthah. pramān. am. kim. bhavis.yati /
mānarūpo niyogaś cet prameyam. kim. punar bhavet // (v. 114)

If enjoinment is the meaning of a sentence, how could it be a means of
knowledge? If enjoinment is a means of knowledge, how could it be an
object of knowledge?

45 PVAN 43b6: tatra (43b6: sādhyatvenetyādiślokacatus. taya, i.e., vv. 110–113) prathama-
ślokena (i.e., v. 110) pañcamasthityanuvādah. .

46 PVAN 43b6: dvitı̄yārdhena (the second half, i.e., vv. 112–113) dūs.an. am.
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Moreover, to reject (6) and (7), Prajñākaragupta also applies the second
tetralemma applying niyoga to Kumārila’s two kinds of “force of activation”
(bhāvanā). Because incitement (preran. ā) is the operation of the Vedic word and
the sense of duty (kārya) is a mental activity of a human being, the former
corresponds to the verbal force of activation (śabdabhāvanā) and the latter to
the intentional force of activation (arthabhāvanā).

PVAO 32,18–33,5:

niyogah. purus.asyes. t.o vyāpāras tattvato yadi /
vyāpārah. purus.asyāsau bhāvanaivānyavācakā // (v. 115)
vākyavyāpārapaks. e tu bhavet sā śabdabhāvanā /
śabdātmabhāvanām āhur anyām eva liṅādayah. // (v. 116)

Suppose enjoinment is held to be a human being’s operation in reality.
In that case, this operation of a human being [called niyoga] is nothing
but “the [intentional] force of activation” in another name. However,
suppose [enjoinment] is held to be a [Vedic] sentence’s operation. In
that case, it is nothing but “the verbal force of activation” as [Kumārila
says] “the verbal ending in the optative and so on express another kind
of force of activation that is the nature of a word.”47

śabdād eva tv asau jātā purus.ah. kim. pravartate /
śabdena prerito no cet svavyāpāre pravartate // (v. 117)
śabdenācoditatve ’sya katham astu pravartanam /
śabdena codane tasya nirālambanatā dhiyah. // (v. 118)

However, if it (i.e., bhāvanā) occurs only from Vedic words, does a
human being act [simply] being incited by words?48 If not,49 one begins
to act on one’s own activity.50 If [one begins to act on one’s own activity]
without being prompted by the [Vedic] word,51 then how could it incite

47 See footnote 7.
48 This rhetorical question denies that a human being begins to act simply because of

being enjoined by someone else, following Prajñākaragupta’s first scheme. PVAN
44b2: purus.apravr. ttir anupapannety arthah. .

49 PVAN 44b2: na khalu yajeteti śabdenātmavyāpāranimittam. purus.ah. preritah. , na ca tatra
(i.e., śabdātmavyāpāra) pravartata iti yojanā.

50 PVAN 44b2: purus.asya svo vyāpāra ity arthah. .
51 PVAN 44b2–3: atra vikalpadvayam—so ’pi svavyāpāre śabdena codito na vā. neti paks. e

śabdenetyādipūrvārdhena (i.e., v. 118ab).
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[one to act]? If [one begins to act] prompted by the [Vedic] word,52 one’s
discretion becomes empty.53

Because Kumārila distinguishes these two kinds of bhāvanā as different in
terms of their locations, namely, the exhortative word and a human being,
Prajñākaragupta points out that niyoga cannot consist of both kinds of bhāvanā
at the same time. If it corresponds to one kind of bhāvanā, it cannot
correspond to the other.54

For the last three definitions—(9), (10), and (11)—, however, the tetralem-
mas given in verses 104–105 do not work. Prajñākaragupta does not attempt
to examine which of the four cases of each tetralemma applies to them.
According to these three definitions, for the successful operation of the Vedic
enjoinment, a particular condition must be fulfilled on the side of the enjoined
person, namely, (9) the feeling of having mounted on a certain “machine,”
(10) the cognition of the legitimacy of enjoyment, and (11) the continuous
awareness of one’s duty. Prajñākaragupta notices that these three definitions
are somehow related to one another,55 but he merely sticks to the temporal
dilemma used in his second scheme.

52 PVAN 44b3: śes. apaks. e paścārdham. (i.e., v. 118cd) nirālambanateti.
53 PVAN 44b3: tad(i.e., purus.asya)vyāpārasyābhāvāt.
54 Being free from the distribution summarized in the sam. grahaśloka (footnote 43),

Yamāri also seems to admit that Prajñākaragupta intends to criticize alternative
definitions (6) and (7) in vv. 114–118, by renaming them “the alternative in the form
of the two operations” (dvayavyāpārarūpavikalpa) in PVAN 44b3: tāvataivam. (i.e.,
vv. 114–118) dvayavyāpārarūpavikalpapratihatih. . After that, Yamāri renames defini-
tion (8) “the alternative without the two operations” (dvayavyāpāraravirahavikalpa),
adding that there is no room for this as an alternative definition of niyoga because
(8) does not assume human beings’ activity based on Vedic injunction in PVAN
44b3–4: dvayavyāpāravirahavikalpo ’pi nāśaṅkhanı̄yah. , tāvatāpi niyogārthāprāpteh.
pravr. tter abhāvād iti.

55 PVAN 44b4: evam as. t.au vikalpān apāsyānantaroktām anālambanatām. śes. es.u yantrā-
rūd. hādis.u tris.v iti darśayann āha—evam ityādi. “After rejecting these eight alterna-
tives, [Prajñākaragupta] said, ‘In the same way, [also the mounting on a machine,
and so on, are the meaning of sentence equipped with failures to be mentioned]’
(PVAO 33,6: evam. yantrārūd. hādayo ’pi vākyārthā vācyados. āh. ), to demonstrate that
[he] will immediately state the emptiness of the remaining three [alternatives,
namely,] the mounting on a machine, and so on.”
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PVAO 33,7–10:

yantrārūd. hatayā bhogyabhoktroh. sam. bandha ucyate /
na sam. bandho ’sti bhogyātmārūd. haś ca na naras tadā // (v. 119)

The relationship between the object and the agent of enjoyment may be
regarded such that [the agent] has mounted on a machine. However,
at that time [of hearing the Vedic injunction], this relationship does not
exist, and a human being has not mounted on what is to be enjoyed.

pratı̄tikāle sarvasya sādhyatvenāsvarūpatā /
tad eva tasya rūpam. cen na sādhyatvasya hānitah. // (v. 120)

At the time of cognition, everything does not have the nature of
something to be accomplished. If you say that only that [i.e., cognition
(pratı̄ti)] is its nature, we answer “No,” because it has already lost the
state to be accomplished [insofar as it is cognized].

Concerning the result to be enjoyed (bhogya), Prajñākaragupta posits two
possible perspectives: on the one hand, it has not yet been accomplished
in reality; on the other hand, it has already been accomplished in cognition.
From the former perspective, the result is a non-existent object (v. 119);56

in the latter perspective, it has already been accomplished and cannot be
accomplished anymore (v. 120).57 In this criticism, Prajñākaragupta merely
finds fault with these alternative definitions in terms of the temporal dilemma
of his second scheme. Moreover, regarding definition (9), he does not explain

It should be noted here that Yamāri, free from the sam. grahaśloka (see footnote
43), counts the alternatives defined in vv. 87–96 and criticized in vv. 106–118 as
“eight alternatives” without classifying the fifth alternative into two subtypes.

56 PVAN 44b4–5: tadeti vākyārthapratı̄tikāle. bhogyātmanah. svargalaks.an. asyābhāvāt tadā-
rūd. ho na purus.ah. . tato na sam. bandhasambhavah. . “ ‘At that time’ (v. 119d) means
when one realizes the meaning of the [Vedic] sentence. Because [at that time] the
object of enjoynment that consists in heaven does not exist, the person has not
mounted on it. Therefore this relationship is impossible.”

57 PVAN 44b5–6: tad eva tasya rūpam. ced iti vikalpārūd. ham. svargādeh. . neti pūrva-
paks.anis. edhah. . vikalpārūd. ham eva rūpam. yadi svargasvabhāvah. , tadā tat siddham eveti
sādhyatvahānih. . “ ‘Only that is its nature’ (v. 120c) means that heaven has already
mounted on [one’s] discernment. ‘No’ means the denial of the opponent’s
position. [If you say that] the nature of heaven has already mounted on [one’s]
discernment, then it has already been accomplished at that time, therefore it fails
to be accomplished.”
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what kind of “machine” (yantra) is said to make one feel as if mounting on it
(v. 119ab). Thus, we may say that Prajñākaragupta has no intention to exactly
investigate how these definitions came to be propounded in the Prābhākara
school.

2. Prabhākara and his dual perspective on the fixed (nitya) sacrifice
2.1. A trace of Prabhākara’s own view in the PVA

Just before introducing the eleven alternative definitions of niyoga, Prajñā-
karagupta quotes a brief statement from his opponent. In this final argument,
the opponent insists that a person eligible for a sacrifice (adhikārin) is distin-
guished from the agent (kartr. ) who is actually performing the sacrifice.

PVAO 28,1–2: athāpi na kartr. tvenāsau preryate, kim. tv adhikāritvenaiva. na
hy akurvan kartā bhavati, adhikāritvam. tu yogyatayā.

[Opponent:] Or, [one who is enjoined (niyojya)] is not incited [by the
Vedic injunction to perform the action] as the agent, but only as the
person eligible [to perform the action] because, before performing an
action, one cannot be the agent, but can be the person eligible for the
action by virtue of suitability.

The opponent adduces this distinction to counter Prajñākaragupta’s criti-
cism. Before this statement, the opponent proposed that the Vedic enjoinment
is to be considered as the relation (sambandha) between the enjoiner (niyojaka)
and the enjoined person (niyojya). Prajñākaragupta criticized this proposal
stating that the Vedic injunction would fail to secure a person who feels a
sense of duty to follow it because, at the time of issuing niyoga, the one who
hears the injunction has not yet become the agent (kartr. ) of the sacrifice.58

Then, with the statement mentioned above, the opponent retorts that when
niyoga issues from Vedic injunction, the enjoined person who feels obliged to
hold a sacrifice is not the same as one who is actually performing the sacrifice,
but one who is “suitable” (yogya) to perform the sacrifice, and the latter has
the eligibility (adhikāra) for the sacrifice.

58 PVAO 27,8–14.
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Prajñākaragupta rejects this statement as a mere excuse59 ; it is no use
introducing the concept of “suitability.” When hearing a Vedic injunction,
the action prescribed as the scope (vis.aya) of the injunction is non-existent
because the listener has not yet begun the sacrifice. Because the action is non-
existent, one cannot understand what kind of action one has been told to be
“suitable” to perform. In this way, considering the time difference between
the issue of enjoinment and the performance of an action, Prajñākaragupta
insists that “suitability” is not useful for identifying the enjoined person.60

However, the distinction between the person eligible for a sacrifice
(adhikārin) and the agent (kartr. ) of the sacrifice is the key to understanding
Prabhākara’s contribution to the theory of niyoga. Moreover, this distinction
explains why the last three among the eleven alternative definitions of niyoga
are categorized into one group. Even before Prabhākara’s time, the Vedic
enjoinment had already been called niyoga61 ; some maintained that the Veda
unconditionally imposes the duty to hold a sacrifice upon the listener. In

59 PVAO 28,2–5: tad apy asat. yogyatā vis.aye kvāpi vinā na vis.ayen. a sā / vis.ayātyaks.atāyām.
ca pratı̄tā yogyatā katham // (v. 81) “[Proponent:] This is also wrong. Suitability
pertains to a certain scope. Without scope, there is no suitability for anything.
How could suitability be understood when the scope is imperceptible?”

60 Prajñākaragupta paraphrases verse 81 as follows. PVAO 28,6–8: na khalu yo-
gyatāvis.ayam. svavyāpāram ajānānas tadvis.ayaviśis. t. ām. yogyatām svarūpato ’vagacchati.
tatah. kartr. tvavad atrāpi dos.a eva. “In fact, one who does not know which action one
is suitable for is not aware of the suitability qualified by that [action] as its scope.
Therefore, as in the case of the agent, there is also a fault in this view.”

Yamāri comments that Prajñākaragupta examined this last stand of the oppo-
nent with irony (ullun. t.ha) holding it untrue (asat). PVAN 42a3: yathā kartr. tvam asat,
tathā tadvis.ayaviśis. t. ā yogyatāpy asatı̄ vicāre caritāh. sthitā iti sollun. t.ham.

61 Oberhammer, et. al. (1996: 137–139) trace the exegetic use of the term niyoga in
the tantrayukti-tradition and the early Nyāya school, that is, the Nyāyabhās.ya and
the Nyāyavārttika on Nyāyasūtra (NS) 2.1.63: vidhir vidhāyakah. . Cf. Arthaśāstra (AŚ)
9.7.73: gurulāghavayogāc cāpadām. niyogavikalpasamuccayā bhavanti; 74: “anenaivo-
pāyena nānyena” iti niyogah. ; 75: “anena vānyena vā” iti vikalpah. ; 76: “anenānyena ca”
iti samuccayah. . “Depending on the gravity or the triviality of the dangers, there is
restriction, option, or combination. ‘Only by this strategy and none other’—that
is restriction. ‘By this or by that’—that is option. ‘By this and by that’—that is
combination.” (transl. by Olivelle 2013: 371); AŚ 15.1.63: evam. nānyatheti niyogah. ;
64: “tasmād dharmyam arthyam. cāsyopadiśet, nādharmyam anarthyam. ca” (AŚ 1.17.33)
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the next section, we will argue that by distinguishing agency (kartr. tva) and
eligibility (adhikāritva), Prabhākara propounded his own theory of niyoga to
reform this current view.

2.2. Controversy on niyoga between Prabhākara and his opponent who
adheres to Bādari

In Mı̄mām. sā exegesis, every Vedic sacrifice is thought to have a direction
(codanā), a particular injunction of its eligibility (adhikāra), as the core of its
chain of command. The fixed (nitya) sacrifices—that is, those to be held
periodically, such as the new and full moon sacrifices (darśapūrn. amāsau)—
have their injunction of eligibility (adhikāravidhi) in the form “one who desires
heaven ought to hold the sacrifice” (svargakāmo yajeta). The desire for heaven
is compatible with the periodical fixity of these sacrifices because, insofar as
one is alive, one always desires to attain heaven after death.62 Prabhākara
also follows this orthodox approach of setting the eligibility for the fixed
sacrifice by taking its result (phala) into account.

Br.h, pt. 5, 34,6–7: yad idam. purus.asya karmajanyaphalayogitayā karman. i
śes. itvam. sa cāyam adhikāra ity ucyate.

A human being is superior (śes. in) to the sacrifice (karman) because of
being fit to acquire the result to be brought about through the sacrifice.
This [superiority] is called “eligibility.”

iti. “Restriction is saying,: ‘This way, and in no other way,’ such as: ‘Therefore,
one should teach him what accords with Law and Success, never something that
is contrary to Law and Success.’ ” (transl. by Olivelle 2013: 438).

For Kumārila’s use of the term “niyoga,” see Yoshimizu 1997: 47–49. In p. 49,
I made a conjecture, “Im Tantravārttika und in der T. upt.ı̄kā hingegen taucht der
von Prabhākara vorgetragene Begriff “Weisung des Veda” (niyoga) auf. Daher
ist es möglich, daß Kumārila nach der Veröffentlichung des Ślokavārttika bis
zur Abfassung des Tantravārttika über die Niyoga-Lehre Prabhākaras indirekt
Bescheid wußte.” However, I withdraw this conjecture because I modeled it after
Frauwallner (1962)’s untenable hypothesis that elder Kumārila was influenced by
younger Dharmakı̄rti in his last work, the Br.hat.t. ı̄kā. For the untenability of this
hypothesis, see Yoshimizu 2022: footnote 1 and appendix.

62 The desire for liberation (moks.a) is out of the question in traditional Mı̄mām. sā.
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With the phrase “a human being is superior to the sacrifice” (purus.asya
. . . karman. i śes. itvam. ), Prabhākara has in mind the controversy between the
two ancient teachers, Bādari and Jaimini, a controversy recorded in one of
the introductory sections of the third volume of the Mı̄mām. sāsūtra (MmS).
The third volume of the MmS examines how to determine that a ritual
element prescribed in an injunction is subservient (śes. a) to another element
(parārtha).63

In MmS 3.1.3 “dravyagun. asam. skāres.u bādarih. ,” Bādari ascribes the status
of “subordinate element” (śes. a), the topic of the third volume, to substances,
their qualities, and preparatory acts. According to Śabarasvāmin, Bādari does
not only enumerate three subordinate categories but restricts the subordinate
status to these three, and claims that a Vedic sacrifice (yāga) is not subordinate
to its result because it should be held for its own sake.64 He asserts that
once a fixed sacrifice is held, it is destined to bring about heaven as its
result (phala), and claims that the sacrifice does so by itself (svayam) and
cannot be considered a means to serve the sacrificer’s profit exclusively.65

In opposition to Bādari, according to MmS 3.1.4–5 “karmān. y api jaiminih.
phalārthatvāt; phalam. ca purus. ārthatvāt,” Jaimini declares that a sacrifice is
subordinate to its result, and the result to the person who has held the
sacrifice.66 Śabarasvāmin explains that this stems from Jaimini’s conviction
that holding sacrifice is a tool (upāya) that serves for the sacrificer’s own

63 Cf. MmS 3.1.1: athātah. śes.alaks.an. am; 3.1.2: śes. ah. parārthatvāt.
64 ŚBh 660,3–4; ŚBh 661,4–5; ŚBh 661,1–3; see Yoshimizu 2020–21: footnote 22.
65 ŚBh 661,3–4: tasmim. s tu kr. te svayam eva tad bhavati. tasmin kr. te phalam asya bhavatı̄ty

etāvad gamyate. nāsti śabdo yāgena kriyate phalam iti. “If it (i.e., the sacrifice) is held,
that (result) occurs by itself. What is understood [from codanā] is that the result
occurs for one who has held the sacrifice, but there are no words [in the Veda that
state] that the result is brought about by means of the sacrifice.”

Paying attention to MmS 3.1.3 alone, one might consider Bādari a conservative
theocrat, but this simplistic evaluation is off the mark. For Bādari’s egalitarian
opinion on the caste system and his affinity to Yājñavalkya, see Yoshimizu 2021.

66 MmS 3.1.4: karmān. y api jaiminih. phalārthatvāt; 3.1.5: phalam. ca purus. ārthatvāt.
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profit.67 Prabhākara (as well as Jaimini and Śabarasvāmin) explicitly and
repeatedly rejects Bādari’s view recorded in MmS 3.1.3.68

However, during Prabhākara’s time, some scholars adhered to Bādari.
Prabhākara spends the entire section of the Br.hatı̄ on MmS 6.1.1–3, called “the
section about one who desires heaven” (svargakāmādhikaran. a), in presenting
their discourse in the first half (pūrvapaks.a) and refuting it in detail in the
last half (uttarapaks.a).69 Focusing on the verb yajeta, they claimed that the
person who has heard this verb is automatically obliged to carry out the
sacrifice. In other words, the person eligible for a sacrifice (adhikārin) cannot
be distinguished from the agent (kartr. ) of the sacrifice.

Br.h, pt. 5, 14,1–5: nanu ca tatrabhavanto vaiyākaran. āh. kecit kartāram evādhi-
kr. tam. manyante, yo yasmin kartr. tayāvagamyate sa tatrādhikr. ta iti vadantah. .
nādhikāro nāma kaścid arthāntarabhūtah. . . . . ayam evāsau bādaripaks.ah. .

Some honorable people acquainted with grammar think that the person
eligible [to hold a sacrifice] is nothing other than the agent [of the
sacrifice]. They state that one who is recognized as the agent of an action
is eligible for the action. There is no eligibility [for a sacrifice] that is
different from [being the agent of the sacrifice]. . . . This is precisely the
view of Bādari.

Claiming that the verb “ought to hold a sacrifice” (yajeta) categorically enjoins
the listener to take charge of the sacrifice as a duty, these scholars assign only
a supplemental role to another word in the injunction, “one who desires
heaven” (svargakāmah. ), in identifying the person eligible for the sacrifice.
They rely on Pān. ini’s grammatical rule that the verbal suffix in one of the
ten sorts of tenses and moods (L-suffix, lakāra) denotes the agent of action if
used with a verb in the active or middle voice. The L-suffix is first added to a
verbal root and then substituted by a personal ending (tiṄ) in forming a finite

67 ŚBh 661,14–15: na yāgah. kartavyatayā codyate, phalakāmasya tu tatsādhanopāyatveneti.
“A sacrifice is laid down not as what is to be done [for itself], but as the means by
which one who desires the result attains it.”

68 Cf. Br.h, pt. 4, 960,4-5 (on MmS 4.1.2): nanu bādarin. āpi viniyoga evāsāv upanyastah. .
ata evāsau nirākr. tah. ; Br.h, pt. 4, 978,2–3 (on MmS 4.1.21): ata eva bādarer es. ā bhrāntih.
dravyagun. asam. skāres.v eva śes.atvam iti; Yoshimizu 1997: 329 and 337.

69 For the entire structure of the Svargakāmādhikaran. a of the Br.h, see Yoshimizu
1997: 212–225.
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verb.70 They also hold that both components of the Bahuvrı̄hi svargakāmah. ,
svarga and kāma, are subordinate (upasarjana) to the verb yajeta71 because they
elucidate the qualification (viśes.an. a) of the agent (kartr. ), whom the verbal
suffix of “yajeta” has already designated.

According to Prabhākara’s opponent, the Bahuvrı̄hi noun “svar-
gakāmah. ” qualifies the agent of the act of sacrifice. As a result, desiring
heaven becomes a subordinate mental rite, a rite like the “meditating on
the ocean” performed at one scene of the new and full moon sacrifices.72

Accordingly, one should not regard sacrifice as a means to fulfill one’s
desire because desiring heaven is a mental action subordinate to the act of
sacrifice. Regarding the Vedic injunction as entailing a categorical imperative,
Prabhākara’s opponent concludes that the eligible person is identical to the
agent of the sacrifice.

Br.h, pt. 5, 22,4–5: tasmāt na kartr. to ’dhikr. tatvam. nāma pr. thag asti kim. cit.

[Opponent:] Therefore, there is nothing called eligibility apart from
one’s being the agent [of the sacrifice].

70 A 3.4.67: kartari [kr. t]; 69: lah. [karman. i ca bhāve cākarmakebhyah. ]; 77: lasya; 78: tiP-tas-
jhi-. . . -iT. -vahi-mahiṄ. Cf. Br.h, pt. 5, 15,5–6: tiṅābhidhānāt saṅkhyāyāh. prathamāyāś
cotpattih. “[Because the agent is] denoted by a personal ending, [the subject ‘svar-
gakāmah. ’] has the grammatical number [of the verb ‘yajeta’] and the nominative
case suffix”; Yoshimizu 1997: 169, footnote 48.

71 A 1.2.43: prathamānirdis. t.am. samāsa upasarjanam; 2.2.24: anekam anyapadārthe. See
Br.h, pt. 5, 7,2–8,4; Yoshimizu 1997: 349, footnote 86.

72 Br.h, pt. 5, 17,1–2: na na sam. badhyate, aṅgatayā ca “samudram. manasā dhyāyed” itivat
kāmanam. kartavyam. prāpnoti. “[Opponent: Even if the sacrifice is not the means for
attaining heaven, the noun svargakāmah. ] is related to the verb ‘yajeta.’ [Even with-
out holding heaven as the result of the sacrifice,] one can desire [heaven during
the sacrifice], in the same manner that one ought to meditate on the ocean in the
heart as a subordinate action (cf. Āpastambaśrautasūtra [ĀpŚS] 4.3.1; Yoshimizu
1997: 215).”

As argued in Yoshimizu 2020–21: 98–99, in the Br.h on MmS 3.1.3, Prabhākara’s
opponent adhering to Bādari proves the “svarga” of “svargakāmah. ” to work merely
as the qualifier (viśes.an. a) of the agent (kartr. ) denoted by the verbal ending of the
verb “yajeta,” without denoting the object (karman) to be attained by the sacrifice,
unlike the “rājan” in “rājapurus.am. paśya” (Look at the servant of the king!), which
denotes the king as an object of seeing that qualifies the servant to be seen.
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Prabhākara, as the proponent of this section, rejects this conclusion and
propounds its contrary, which corresponds to the statement mentioned above
as the final statement of Prajñākaragupta’s opponent. Unlike a descriptive
statement in the present indicative (e.g., “Devadatta cooks porridge on a pan
using fuels”), the Vedic injunction has its verb “ought to hold a sacrifice”
(yajeta) in the optative.73 By virtue of this optative ending, a particular person
is made eligible (adhikr. ta) to carry out its order.

The relationship between the sacrifice and heaven cannot be empirically
confirmed as a kind of causality,74 nor can it exegetically be attested to by a
Vedic injunction of application (viniyogavidhi), which “applies” its referent as
a ritual element subordinate (śes. a) to something else. For example, in “he
ought to hold a sacrifice employing rice grains” (vrı̄hibhir yajeta), the role
of the material for the oblation is ascribed to rice grains by means of the
instrumental case-suffix75 ; in “he cooks porridge” (odanam. pacati), the role
of the object (karman) most desired (ı̄psitatama) by the agent is applied to
porridge by means of the accusative case-suffix.76 However, in the injunction
of eligibility (adhikāravidhi), “svargakāmo yajeta,” there is no single word whose
case suffix indicates that the sacrifice is a means to be applied for attaining
heaven.77

73 Br.h, pt. 5, 37,3–4; see Yoshimizu 1997: 368–369.
74 Cf. Br.h, pt. 4, 1033,8–1034,2 (on MmS 4.3.10); Yoshimizu 1997: 357, footnote 186.
75 A 1.4.42: sādhakatamam. karan. am; 2.3.18: [kartr. -]karan. ayos tr. tı̄yā.
76 A 1.4.49: kartur ı̄psitatamam. karma; 2.3.2: karman. i dvitı̄yā.
77 Br.h, pt. 3, 300,3–301,4 (on MmS 2.2.1): kim. punah. kāran. am. na viniyogalaks.an. asam. -

bandho ’yam. . viniyojakānām. śrutyādı̄nām. abhāvāt. . . . aidamarthyam. ca viniyogāva-
gamyam ity uktam. “śes.ah. parārthād” ity atra. tatra ca śrutyādı̄ni viniyoge kāran. ānı̄ti.
“[Question:] Why is this relationship [between sacrifice and heaven] not charac-
terized as ‘application’ (viniyoga)? [Answer:] Because there is no direct expression
[śruti, i.e., case suffix] and so forth* that applies [the sacrifice as subordinate to
heaven]. . . . In [MmS 3.1.2] ‘[An element X] becomes subordinate as it is for the
sake of another element (Y),’ it is stated that X’s subsidiarity to Y is made known by
application, and that the direct expression [i.e., case suffix] and so on are the means
of knowing the application”; Br.h, pt. 3, 302,1: tasmān na viniyogād yāgasvargayoh.
sam. bandhah. . “Therefore, the relationship between sacrifice and heaven cannot be
known through application.” Cf. Yoshimizu 1997: 239–240.

*Six kinds of criteria for application are the topic of the third volume of the MmS.
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Moreover, unlike Śabarasvāmin and Kumārila,78 Prabhākara does not
consider the injunction of eligibility to prompt the listener to exert the general
form of action called “force of actualization” (bhāvanā) that is formulated
as aiming at attaining a result by means of an action. Instead of a single
word, Prabhākara resorts to the syntactic connection (ekavākyatā) between the
subject and the verb in an injunction.

Br.h, pt. 5, 42,3–5: kāmyamānatvena svargah. purus.am. viśin. as. t. ı̄ty uktam.
bhāvārthe ca niyoga ity etad apy uktam. seyam. niyoganiyojyavis.ayatayaika-
vākyatā.

[Proponent: “One who desires heaven” (svargakāmah. )] states that
heaven qualifies the [enjoined] person insofar as it is desired. [In “ought
to hold a sacrifice” (yajeta)], it is also stated that there is an enjoinment
to perform the meaning of the verbal stem. Thus, [both these words]
come to have a syntactic connection (ekavākyatā) when the former and
the latter respectively refer to the enjoined person and the scope of the
[same] enjoinment.

In the injunction “svargakāmo yajeta,” both the noun in the nominative
“svargakāmah. ” and the verb “yajeta” in the optative denote their meanings to
the extent that they mutually correlate.79 In Mı̄mām. sā exegesis, the mutual
correlation between two elements is made possible when one is subordinate
to the other. Prabhākara refutes his opponent’s assumption that the desire for
heaven is subordinate to the sacrifice, like the ritual meditation on the ocean
performed at the new and full moon sacrifices, holding that it results in a
circular argument.80

Br.h, pt. 5, 42,8–9: yāgaprādhānye cokto dos.ah. . tasmāt kāmapradhānatayai-
vaikaniyogasam. bandhah. .

Moreover, the flaw in the case wherein the sacrifice is primary has
already been mentioned. Therefore, [the enjoined person and the scope]
are related to the same enjoinment only in such a manner that the object
of desire is primary.

78 See footnote 116.
79 In this context (Br.h, pt. 5, 23,6; 43,2), Prabhākara uses the name of his theory

of sentence meaning, “the denotation of what is correlated” (anvitābhidhāna), as
discussed in the Br.h on MmS 1.1.24–26. Cf. Br.h, pt. 1, 352,4; 386,2–3; 389,6; 392,15.

80 See Br.h, pt. 5, 37,4–38,3; Yoshimizu 2020–21: 100–101.
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Regarding the enjoined person’s consciousness, Prabhākara admits that
sacrifice is regarded as the means to attain the desired result (phala).81 To
explain this hierarchical order between the sacrifice and the desired result, he
adduces a simile of a minister who obediently serves a king despite earning
his own benefit.

Br.h, pt. 5, 36,1–3: loke ’pi ca anyatrādhikr. to ’nyat sādhayati. rājakarmasv
adhikr. to ’mātyas svārtham. sādhayati. tatsiddhyartham. tu rājakarman. i kartr. -
tvam.

In the world, too, [it is observed that] one who is eligible for an affair
carries out something else—[For example,] a minister eligible for royal
service earns his own profit. However, to attain [the minister’s profit],
he becomes an agent of royal service.

The minister earns his profit if he successfully executes his duty in the
royal administration, organized to strengthen the king’s political power.82

81 English translation of Yoshimizu 1997: 184, footnote 89:
“Almost at the end of the Svargakāmādhikaran. a (MmS 6.1.1–3), Prabhākara

responds to an objection of the opponent who adheres to Bādari. Based on
Manusmr. ti (Mn) 2.2a: ‘Being fixated on desire is not praiseworthy’ (kāmātmatā na
praśastā), the opponent asserts that the sacrificial act must not be regarded as a
means to fulfill one’s desire (Br.h, pt. 5, 30,6–8). In reply, Prabhākara first points out
that there is no direct prohibition in Dharmaśāstra against desiring heaven. After
that, Prabhākara asserts that this prohibition of Mn 2.2a teaches a spiritual virtue
(ātmagun. a), just like the worldly prohibition of killing. See the translation of Br.h,
pt.5, 52,2–6 in Yoshimizu 1997: 402–404.

The prohibition ‘One shall not kill’ teaches that one must not kill living beings
in the world. Still, it does not pertain to the ritual killing that must occur during
a sacrifice, such as the Agnı̄s.omı̄ya animal sacrifice in the Jyotis.t.oma sacrifice.
Similarly, the prohibition of covetousness in Mn 2.2a does not pertain to the desire
for heaven, which is distinct from all objects of worldly desire. See footnote 679 in
Yoshimizu 1997: 403.

Desiring heaven is, therefore, in Prabhākara’s view, a legitimate desire, and
attaining heaven is a legitimate goal of man (purus. ārtha). Nevertheless, Prabhā-
kara’s theory of niyoga, which approves of attaining the result by sacrifice, should
not be confused with utilitarianism because, in Prabhākara’s view, concerning the
causality between the sacrifice and the result, both the possibility of empirical
determination and that of metaphysical justification are excluded.”

82 Kaut.ilya advises a king to sufficiently provide his subjects with wealth in order
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However, Prabhākara is not affected by utilitarianism in his theory of duty,
and he never forgets Mı̄mām. sā’s traditional mission of promulgating Veda’s
absolute authority.

In contrast to the injunctions of subordinate rituals, such as the prepa-
ration of oblations, which are merely beneficial for sacrifice (kratvartha), the
directive (codanā), “svargakāmo yajeta,” reveals that sacrifice is beneficial for
a human being (purus. ārtha).83 According to Prabhākara, this revelation is
possible because “svargakāmo yajeta” directly obliges the hearer to hold a
sacrifice, but also indirectly indicates that the sacrifice is the means to attain
heaven. This indirect indication is called “incorporation” (upādāna),84 which
is the function of an injunction to require (āks. epa) something to be taken into
account, necessarily for its enjoinment being accomplished.85

to prevent them from becoming disloyal, namely, for the sake of the king himself,
in AŚ 7.5.27–28: ks. ı̄n. āh. prakr. tayo lobham. lubdhā yānti virāgatām / viraktā yānty
amitram. vā bhartāram. ghnanti vā svayam // tasmāt prakr. tı̄nām. ks.ayalobhavirāgakāran. āni
notpādayet, utpannāni vā sadyah. pratikurvı̄ta // “When impoverished, subjects be-
come greedy; when they are greedy, they become disroyal; and when they are
disloyal, they either go over to the enemy or kill their lord themselves.” (transl. by
Olivelle 2013: 290).

Śālikanātha uses a more straightforward simile of a master (svāmin) who takes
care of his inborn slave (garbhadāsa) for the sake of himself in Prakaran. apañcikā (PrP)
443,22–24: ātmasiddhyartham eva niyogah. kāmyamānaphalasiddhihetutvam avalambate,
svāmivat. yathātmana eva sam. vidadhānas svāmı̄ garbhadāsasyopakaroti, tathā niyogo ’pi
niyojyasyeti, na prādhānyapracyutih. . “The enjoinment comes to rest on being the
cause to attain the result only for the sake of its own accomplishment, like a master.
Just as a master takes care of his inborn slave keeping his mind only on his own
interest, the enjoinment also [takes care of] the enjoined person; therefore, the
principality of the enjoinment would not be lost.”

83 MmS 4.1.1, “athātah. kratvarthapurus. ārthayor jijñāsā,” declares that each section of
the fourth Adhyāya of the MmS deals with the question of whether the ritual at
issue is beneficial for a sacrifice or a human being.

84 Br.h, pt. 4, 968,2–3: arthaś ca niyogasiddhih. tac copādānam ity uktam.“[In fact, Śabara]
states that the ‘purpose’ (artha) [in MmS 4.1.2] is the accomplishment of enjoin-
ment, which also incorporates (upādāna) [a sacrificial action’s being beneficial to a
human being (purus. ārtha)].” For the context of this statement, see Yoshimizu 2020–
21: section 5.3.

85 Br.h, pt. 4, 956,5–6: kim upādānam. nāma. niyogāks. epa upādānam. “What is incorpora-
tion? Incorporation is the requirement of an enjoinment”; Br.h, pt. 3, 456,5–6: yatra
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Prabhākara declares that the enjoiner (niyojaka), the Veda as the revealed
scripture without an author, has a unique prospect. One who periodically
holds the Vedic sacrifice de facto contributes to the continuation of the Aryan
tradition—in line with the scenario laid down by the Veda itself.

Br.h, pt. 5, 50,2–5: naivāśaṅkyate. aṅgatā tu kāminah. prāpnoti. aviveko ’trā-
parādhyate bhavatah. . dhātvarthāpeks.o hy aṅgāṅgibhāvo nes.yate. gun. apra-
dhānabhāvo ’pi tadapeks.a evokto bhās.ye. niyogasiddhau tu sarvam. tadanu-
gun. am iti kena nes.yate.

[Opponent:] It is without question [that one’s desire for heaven con-
tributes to the accomplishment of enjoinment]86 because one with
desire would become a subordinate [to the enjoinment]. [Proponent:]
On this point, your indiscretion should be criticized. For, [when an
enjoined person is regarded as a subordinate (aṅga)], it is not accepted
that he becomes subordinate in his relation with the meaning of the
verbal root [that is, the sacrificial action] (dhātvarthāpeks.a).87 As [Śabara]
stated in his commentary,88 [heaven] becomes primary in its relation
with that [i.e., the sacrificial action] (tadapeks.a) as a subordinate (gun. a).89

However, as far as the accomplishment of an enjoinment (niyogasiddhi)
is concerned, who would not accept that everything complies with it?

niyuṅkte tat kāryam. tatsiddhaye yad upādı̄yate tad upādānam. “Duty is that which
[the enjoiner] enjoins one to do; that something is incorporated for the sake of its
accomplishment is called incorporation.” For the context of these statements, see
Yoshimizu 1997: 321 and 265, respectively.

86 R. juvimalā (R. P), pt. 5, 50,17: niyogam. prati kāmino’ṅgatā prāpnotı̄ty ucyate na ces.yate
mı̄mām. sakaih. ; see Br.h, pt. 5, 50,2: [Proponent:] niyogasiddhyarthatvāt kāmanāyāh. .

87 R. P, pt. 5, 50,19–20: dhātvartham apeks.ya niyojyāsyāṅgatā nes.yate dhātvarthasya
pradhānatā [ca]. niyogāpeks.ayā tu is.yata eva.

88 Cf. ŚBh 1351,1–3: iha punah. svargaśabdah. eva prı̄ter abhidhātā. prı̄tivacanaś cet,
yāgo gun. abhūtah. , prı̄tih. pradhānam. kutah. . tādarthyāt purus.aprayatnasya; 1352,5:
tasmāt sus. t.hūktam. yāgo gun. abhūtah. , svargah. pradhānabhūta iti; Yoshimizu 1997: 397,
footnote 628.

89 R. P, pt. 5, 50,20: nanv evam. svargo gun. a eva syād iti tatrāha.
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The Veda aims to secure its own preservation in this world through the
“accomplishment of enjoinment” (niyogasiddhi) by all means, even implying
that sacrifice becomes the means to attain heaven.90

In the traditional Mı̄mām. sā, the directive (codanā) for one who desires
heaven, “svargakāmo yajeta,” pertains only to the sacrifices to be periodically
held at a fixed (nitya) time—for example, the Agnihotra at every sunrise and
sunset and the Darśapūrn. amāsau on every new moon and full moon day.
Other elective sacrifices (kāmyas) cannot bring about heaven, as people hold
them to fulfill various secular desires. For fixed (nitya) sacrifices, there is
another directive: “one ought to hold a sacrifice as long as one is alive”
(yāvajjı̄vam. yajeta). This injunction obliges every living Aryan householder to
perform at least the primary offerings of the sacrifice on recurring dates, even
omitting subordinate rites, to avoid neglecting the sacrifice completely (MmS
6.3.1–7). On the contrary, “svargakāmo yajeta” obliges one who desires heaven
to complete the sacrifice without omitting its subordinate rites, because only
assisted by all of them, the primary offerings can bring about the result (phala)
of the sacrifice (MmS 6.3.8–10; 11.1.11–19).91

According to Prabhākara, the niyoga issued from the directive “svargakāmo
yajeta” is transmitted into individual injunctions,92 so that even subordinate
rituals come in contact with the enjoinment.93 As a result, the Vedic corpus

90 Cf. Br.h, pt. 4, 641,7–8 (on MmS 3.1.4: karmān. y api jaiminih. phalārthatvāt): katham.
phalārthatā karman. ah. . kāmino hi adhikāro yāge. sa ca phalasādhanatām. yāgasyānā-
pādayan na sidhyatı̄ti s. as. t.e vaks.yāmah. . “[Question:] How could the sacrificial act
serve [to attain] the result? [Answer:] Because the eligibility for the sacrifice
pertains to one who desires [its result]. In the sixth Adhyāya (i.e., MmS 6.1.1–3),
we will explain that it (i.e., eligibility) is not established without letting one know
that the sacrificial act is the means to attain the result.”

91 For the relationship between “yāvajjı̄vam. yajeta” and “svargakāmo yajeta,” see
Yoshimizu 2020–21: sections 4 and 7.1.

92 Br.h, pt. 4, 655,5–6: tathā ca dvārakalpanām antaren. a pradhānetikartavyatāsiddhir na
bhavati tathā prakaran. apramān. a eva vaks.yāmah. “We will explain in the section on the
context as an exegetical criterion (i.e., MmS 3.3.11) how [the fore-offering and so
on] cannot become the manner of performance of the primary rite (i.e., primary
offering) without assuming the transmission (dvāra) [of enjoinment]”; Yoshimizu
1997: 313 and 425 “Übertragung (dvāra).”

93 Br.h, pt. 3, 324,4–5: yuktam. tāvat kes. ām. cid utpattyarthatā kalpayitum, yady
evam. bhūtānām api niyogasam. sparśitopapadyate. “First, it is right to assume that
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configures a unifying system, or “organism,” made of many injunctions.
The directive “svargakāmo yajeta” first secures an enjoined person (niyojya)
by imposing a duty (kārya) to carry out the entire program of sacrifice on the
hearer who desires heaven94 ; then, it indirectly indicates that the sacrifice,
if entirely performed, becomes the means to attain heaven.95 Through this

only some [of the entire rituals are the scope (vis.aya) of enjoinment] if even those
[subordinate rituals] come in contact (sam. sparśin) with the enjoinment [through
the primary rituals]”; Br.h, pt. 4, 654,1–2: vrı̄hı̄n proks.atı̄ti pradhānabhūtavis.ayasam. -
sparśān niyogasya na niyogāntarāvagatih. samidādı̄nām iva. “From the injunction ‘one
besprinkles grains of rice,’ one does not cognize another enjoinment [other than
that of the new and full moon sacrifices] because its enjoinment comes in contact
with [the grains of rice] as the object of the main rituals [i.e., offering], like the
[fore-offering (prayāja) for] fuels.*”; see Yoshimizu 1997: 420, “berühren (sam. sparśa,
◦in).”

*The prayāja for fuels as a deity is the first of the subordinate offerings of clarified
butter to be performed before the main offerings of the Darśapūrn. amāsau.

94 Commenting on MmS 2.1.5 “codanā punar ārambhah. ,” Prabhākara explicitly dis-
tinguishes “undertaking” (ārambha) from “sacrificial act” (karman) in Br.h, pt.3,
321,5–7: atrābhidhı̄yate. niyogah. karman. i purus.am. niyuṅkta iti na sam. yag avadhr. tam.
bhavatā. ārambhe hi purus.am. niyuṅkte na karman. i. “[Proponent:] We answer to this
(objection).Your statement that the enjoinment enjoins man to perform a sacrificial
act is incorrect. For it enjoins man to the undertaking [of a sacrifice], but not to the
sacrificial act.”

This distinction may be based on MmS 6.2.14: prakramāt tu niyamyetārambhasya
kriyānimittatvāt “However, once [one has begun a sacrifice], it is obligatory to
[carry it out to the end] because the undertaking is the occasion for the sacrificial
act.” The term “undertaking” (ārambha) means the execution of the entire program
of a sacrifice, integrating the sacrificial act as the main event of the sacrifice. The
opponent in the section of MmS 2.1.5 asserts it to be futile that the Veda enjoins
one to perform the sacrificial act because it ephemerally vanishes before its result
occurs (Br.h, pt.3, 319,9–320,8). With the abovementioned statement, Prabhākara
retorts that what the Veda enjoins one to do to bring about the result is carrying
out the entire program of a sacrifice with all details that makes the sacrifice
unprecedented (apūrva), in other words, typologically original. Prabhākara pre-
cisely expounds the original meaning of MmS 2.1.5 using the concept of non-
temporal apūrva, unlike Kumārila, who anthropocentrically expounded it by fully
introducing the temporal apūrva as the disposition (sam. skāra) or potential (śakti)
inherent in a human being. See Yoshimizu 1997: 89–100; 248–250; Yoshimizu 2000.

95 In the special panel “History of Mı̄mām. sā” organized by Elisa Freschi at the 18th
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indirect indication by “svargakāmo yajeta,” the hearer who has intuitively
felt obliged to carry out the entire program of sacrifice comes to justify his
sense of duty, being aware that he will fulfill his desire to attain heaven if
completing the duty.96

3. Groups of the Prābhākaras among the alternative definitions of niyoga
3.1. Majority and minority

Among the eleven alternative definitions of niyoga recorded by Prajñākara-
gupta, the first eight may form a majority in that they all seem to be affected
by Prabhākara’s opponent, the adherent to Bādari. In these definitions, it is
taken for granted that Veda’s incitement (preran. ā) automatically arouses the
awareness of duty (kārya) to perform a sacrifice in the listener’s mind without

World Sanskrit Conference (January 12, 2023), Patrick Cummins presented his
paper “Prabhākara’s Hermeneutic Deontology.” In this paper, Cummins quotes a
statement of Prabhākara crucial in understanding his theory of niyoga regarding
“svargakāmo yajeta” from the Br.hatı̄ on MmS 6.2.20. Based on this statement
of Prabhākara himself, Cummins convincingly formulated Prabhākara’s position
that one who hears “svargakāmo yajeta” desiring heaven first feels an obligation to
hold a sacrifice and only thereafter understands that one can attain heaven through
holding the sacrifice.

In my previous studies on Prabhākara’s theory of niyoga (Yoshimizu 1994, 1997),
I did not explicitly state that, contrary to Cummin’s abovementioned formulation,
Prabhākara’s position is that one first takes heaven into account as the reward
of holding a sacrifice and only thereafter feels a sense of duty to undertake the
sacrifice. I did not state so because that would make it impossible to distinguish
the operation of Prabhākara’s niyoga from the hypothetical imperative entailed
by Kumārila’s utilitarian theory of two kinds of bhāvanā (i.e., abhidhābhāvanā and
arthātmabhāvanā). However, because I overlooked Prabhākara’s statement found
by Cummins in the Br.hatı̄, I must admit that my previous studies were ambiguous
about the cognitive sequence between the sense of duty to hold a sacrifice and
the awareness of heaven as its result, even though I elucidated a hitherto ignored
view of Prabhākara, that is, his affirmation of the awareness of heaven as the result
of sacrifice implied in “svargakāmo yajeta.” Concerning this sequence, I genuinely
thank Cummins for clearing up my ambiguity and enabling us to approach
Prabhākara’s deontology more closely.

96 Ignoring this second stage, the Prābhākara opponent in the Nyāyamañjarı̄ construes
“svarga-” in “svargakāmo yajeta” as merely qualifying the enjoined person (niyojya).
See Yoshimizu 2020–21: sections 3.5, 5.2, and 7.2.
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implying that one can fulfill one’s desire by the sacrifice. The difference
among these eight definitions lies only in whether and to what extent the
enjoiner’s incitement or the enjoined person’s awareness of duty decisively
contributes to the enjoinment’s execution,97 without paying attention to
Prabhākara’s view that “svargakāmo yajeta” indirectly informs that the act of
sacrifice is the means to attain heaven.

In contrast to the categorical imperative advocated by the Prābhākara
majority, the last three definitions as a minority went to another extreme,
being inclined towards utilitarianism: they lend importance to the enjoined
person’s motivation for reward. With definition (9), which metaphorically
depicts the enjoined person’s (niyojya) feelings as having mounted on a “ma-

97 Even the origin of (8), which defines the ultimate meaning of the Vedic scripture
as the eternal brahman, can be found in the concluding portion of Prabhākara’s
opponent’s discourse in the svargakāma section of the Br.h. According to this
opponent, when the verb “ought to hold a sacrifice” (yajeta) in all injunctions of
eligibility directly issues enjoinment, the enjoined person is not restricted to those
who desire the particular result (phala) mentioned in each injunction of eligibility.
This is because each injunction of eligibility partially teaches (bhāgaśa upadeśah. )
the same reality—that is, the same brahman. Therefore, all sacrifices must be
carried out indiscriminately by everyone. Br.h, pt. 5, 29,6–30,6: evam. ca sarvam.
sarvasyānus. t.heyam. tathā ca vidyopadeśo ’yam. sarvasya sarvānus. t.hānāt kr. tsnasiddhih. .
tad idam uktam. , sarvam. brahma bhāgaśa upadeśamukhena jñānato ’nus. t.hānataś co-
padiśyata iti. ata eva codgārah. kartradhikāravādinām. “asatye vartmani sthitvā tatas
satyam. prakāśayet” sarvopadeśānām ayam sarvānus. t.hānārhavidhir iti manyate. “ta ime
satyāh. kāmāh. anr. tāpidhānāh. ” iti śruteh. . bhāgaśo bhāgaśa upadeśo ’nr. tam abhipretam.
rāgādinibandhanaś ca vyavacchedah. . “[Opponent:] That being the case, all people
should carry out all [sacrifices]. This is because what is taught by this Vedic
knowledge is that all people attain all [desires] by carrying out all [sacrifices]. It
is said that one is partially taught the entire brahman through [Vedic] teachings
in terms of knowledge and practice. Therefore, the saying ‘After staying on an
unreal road, one should illuminate the real’* is caustic words of those who hold the
eligibility [for a sacrifice] to be given to its agent. Concerning all [Vedic] teachings,
this author thinks that they enjoin all people to carry out all sacrifices because the
scripture says, ‘Now, these real desires are concealed by the unreal.’** With ‘the
unreal’ [in this scripture] this and that partial teaching [of the same brahman] is
intended. Differentiation is based on the desire, etc. [on the part of the listener]”
(see Yoshimizu 1997: 219; 398, footnote 640).

*Cf. Vākyapadı̄ya (VP) 2.238cd: asatye vartmani sthitvā tatah. satyam. samı̄hate //
** Chāndogyopanis.ad (ChU) 8.3.1.
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chine” (yantra), we may imagine ghat. ı̄yantra as a “noria,” a waterwheel for
irrigation.98 This machine has many jars (ghat.as) fastened to a vertical wheel
or a long belt hung on such a wheel. The enjoined person may be compared to
river water or well water drawn into the jar fixed at the waterwheel’s bottom
or the bottom of the belt.99 As the vertical wheel rotates, the jar filled with
water gradually ascends from the bottom until it is emptied at the top of the
vertical wheel. With this mechanical process, definition (9) may illustrate the
system of a sacrifice that arouses the conviction of reward in the person who
held the sacrifice. Definition (9) says that only those involved in the ritual
system (compared to a waterwheel) confidently expect to attain heaven.

Definition (10), which identifies niyoga as the “nature of the thing to
be enjoyed” (bhogyarūpa), admits that the result (phala) to be achieved in
the future, seen as a causa finalis (final cause) among the four causes in
Aristotelian thought, incites the enjoined person to hold a sacrifice. The
reason why the result is to be enjoyed by the enjoined person lies in the fact
that this very person has carried out the duty to hold a sacrifice (v. 100).

98 The word “yantrārūd. ha” appears in Bhagavadgı̄tā (BhG) 18.61: ı̄śvarah. sarva-
bhūtānām. hr.ddeśe ’rjuna tis. t.hati / bhrāmayan sarvabhūtāni yantrārūd. hāni māyayā //
“The lord of all creatures is inside their hearts and with his wizardry he revolves
all the creatures mounted on his water wheel” (transl. by van Buitenen 1981:
143), but Prābhākaras do not advocate liberation through bhakti. In Brāhman. as,
sacrifice is compared to a ship (naú) that takes the sacrificer over to heaven.
Cf. Śatapathabrāhman. a (ŚB) 2.3.3.15: naúr ha v´̄a es. ´̄a svargy`̄a yád agnihotrám. “The
Agnihotra, truly, is the ship (that sails) heavenwards” (transl. by Eggeling 1882:
345); 4.2.5.10: tád vaí sárva evá yajñó naúh. svargy`̄a “And, indeed, every sacrifice is a
ship bound heavenwards” (transl. by Eggeling 1885: 311); Aitareyabrāhman. a (AB)
1.13.29: yajño vai sutarmā nauh. “the ship fair crossing is the sacrifice” (transl. by
Keith 1920: 117); Lévi 1966: 87–88.

99 For ghat. ı̄yantra, araghat.t.a or arahat.t.a as a device for drawing water, see Amarakośa
(AK) 2.10.27c and 3.5.18a; Sanskrit-Wörterbuch (PW) 403 and 874; Chattopadhyaya
1994: 43–48; Srivastava 2005–06: 261. Cf. Amarapadavivr. ti (APV) on ghat. ı̄yantra and
salilodvāhana in AK 2.10.27 “ghat. ı̄yantram. salilodvāhanam. praheh. ”: ghat. ı̄bhih. kr. tam.
yantram. ghat. ı̄yantram. praheh. kūpāt. salilam udvāhyate ’neneti salilodvāhanam. kūpāt
salilodvāhanasya ghat. ı̄yantrasya nāmanı̄. “Ghat. ı̄yantra is a machine made with jars.
‘praheh. ’ means ‘from a well.’ [This machine is also called] salilodvāhana because
it pumps water up from a well. These two are the names of a machine with jars
pumping water up from a well.”
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Therefore, this definition is related to the final one, (11), which identifies
niyoga as the person who has an awareness of duty (kārya). This duty is
different from that which is unconditionally imposed on a person by the
categorical imperative because definition (11) admits that the enjoined person
will become successful (v. 103c: sādhita), that is, rewarded, when the duty is
accomplished.

3.2. The “kārya” vādins in the PVA and the “old Prābhākara” in the
Vidhiviveka

As mentioned at the beginning of section 1.1, in the Nyāyakan. ikā, Vāca-
spatimiśra calls a particular Prābhākara scholar quoted in Man. d. anamiśra’s
Vidhiviveka (VV) “old Prābhākara” (jaratprābhākara). Spending a significant
portion of the first half (pūrvabhāga, VV 1),100 Man. d. anamiśra criticizes the
Prābhākara theory of niyoga. In three verses (vv. 12–14), he summarizes
several defects in this theory, the last of which, like Prajñākaragupta’s first
scheme, pertains to the question of what instigates one to hold the sacrifice
hearing “svargakāmo yajeta.”

VV 239,10 (G 61,2): niyuktasya pravr. ttiś ca na niyogaikanibandhanā (1.14cd)

Moreover, the enjoined person does not begin to act simply because of
enjoinment.

After pointing out that not all people begin to act simply being enjoined,101

Man. d. anamiśra states that one follows an enjoinment only when the enjoiner
(niyoktr. ) is a reliable person (anuvidheya).102 “Reliable” can be said of a person
who knows how to attain useful things and evade harmful things; however,

100 The portion begins with the following introduction in VV 174,5–6 (G 35,7–9):
yad api darśanam—pramān. āntarāgocarah. śabdamātrālambano niyukto ’smı̄ti pratyātma-
vedanı̄yah. sukhādivat aparāmr.s. t.akālatrayo liṅādı̄nām artho vidhir iti. “There is also
the following view: the essence of injunction is the meaning of the exhortative
suffixes in the optative and so forth, which solely depends on words out of the
scope of other means of knowledge and is to be reflexively experienced, like
pleasure and other [feelings], in the form “I am enjoined,” and never pertains to
the three temporalities [past, present, and future].”

101 VV 273,4 (G 74,10–75,1)
102 VV 273,4–5 (G 75,1–2). VV anyat corrects G anyaniyogāt.
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the Veda is purported to have no author who issues enjoinment.103 He
then successively rejects possible candidates for something reliable assumed
in the theory of niyoga, namely, the exhortative word (śabda), enjoinment
(niyoga), the cognition of enjoinment (niyogajñāna),104 and the requirement of
the direct meaning (arthād āks. epah. ).105 Thereafter, he quotes a contemporary
Prābhākara’s statement:

VV 274,4–6 (G 76,8–77,2): nanu kartavyatāvagamāt pravr. ttih. . avagacchati
ca niyukta “idam. mama kartavyam” iti. yas tv avagacchann apy anus. t.heyam.
nānutis. t.hati sa sattve ’py arthānarthaprāptiparihārayor ananutis. t.hann iva na
dan. d. air vāryate.

[Opponent:] One [who has heard an enjoinment of action] begins to act,
realizing that [the ordered action] should be done [by oneself]. In fact,
one who is enjoined realizes, “This is my work to do.” However, if one,
realizing that an action should be performed, does not perform it, such a
[thoughtless] person cannot be subdued even by punishments like those
who do not perform an action even [knowing] that thereby one attains
useful things or evades harmful things.

Vācaspatimiśra paraphrases the intention of this opponent as follows:

NK 276,10–11 (G 76,30–31): nanu na vayam. niyuktimātram. niyogam.
brūmahe, api tu kartavyatām. sā ca nirapeks. ā pravr. ttihetur vedād avagamyata
ity āha “nanu kartavyatāvagamāt pravr. ttih. .”

[Opponent:] We do not say that the enjoinment [as the cause of one’s
activity] is mere enforcement, but [we say it is] the (duty) that [the
enjoinment] should be done. Moreover, from the Veda one becomes
aware of this (duty) as the cause of activity, resorting to nothing else.

103 VV 273,5–6 (G 75,3–4)
104 VV 273,7–13 (G 75,4–7)
105 VV 273,13–14 (G 75,7–76,7): na cārthād āks. epah. . anāptaniyogadarśanāt. ks. emyo ’yam.

panthāh. , gacchatu bhavān anenaiveti yathā. “Nor is the requirement of the direct
meaning (i.e., enjoinment) [reliable] because one can see the enjoinment by an
incompetent person, such as ‘This is a safe road [to go]. Take this very road, sir!’ ”

With “arthād āks. epah. ,” Man. d. anamiśra may think of Prabhākara’s idea that the
injunction “svargakāmo yajeta” indirectly makes known that one can attain heaven
through the sacrifice. What is promised in an injunction is not necessarily reliable
because one who follows an unreliable person’s advice about taking the road may
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Thinking thus, [the opponent in the VV] said, “One [who has heard an
enjoinment of action] begins to act, realizing that it should be done [by
oneself].”

Because “one becomes aware that [the enjoinment] should be done” (sā
kartavyatā . . . avagamyate) is the same as “one feels one’s duty (kārya) to carry
out the enjoinment,” this opponent can be said to attach greater importance
to the sense of duty in oneself instead of enforcement (niyukti), that is,
the incitement from the outside, when one undertakes an action. We may
therefore say that this opponent in the VV is a precursor of those who defined
niyoga as (1) pure duty or (3) duty associated with incitement among the
eleven definitions quoted by Prajñākaragupta.

After this quotation, Man. d. anamiśra repeats the argument: Because en-
joinment itself is nothing but incitement (pravartanāmātra), one who has
heard an injunction with the verb in the optative may understand “I am
incited to do this (pravartito ’ham atra).”106 However, one becomes aware
that one should do it (kartavyatāvagama) only when one accepts the en-
joiner as reliable (anuvidheya); otherwise, one feels only incitement (pravar-
tanāmātrapratı̄teh. ).107

Then, Man. d. anamiśra quotes a statement of Prabhākara from the Br.hatı̄,
“Enjoinment has [a sacrifice] to be performed as its scope, but does not say
[the hearer] that [the sacrifice] should be performed [by the hearer himself]”
(Br.h, pt. 1, 38,8–9: kartavyatāvis.ayo niyogah. , na punah. kartavyatām āha),108

to point out this Prābhākara opponent’s inconsistency with Prabhākara’s
thought. In the original context of the Br.h, Prabhākara states that the
injunction of black magic, such as the Śyena, makes the hearer know that he
has a duty to perform the black magic if he spontaneously curses someone
else to death, but it does not impose this duty on the hearer by making him
desire someone’s death.109 In the present context, Man. d. anamiśra argues
that, as the Veda has no reliable (anuvidheya) author, one cannot have a
genuine sense of duty to hold the sacrifice, and what the opponent purports

be put in danger.
106 VV 274,7–8 (G 77,2–4)
107 VV 274,8–9 (G 77,4–6)
108 VV 274,10 (G 77, 6)
109 See Yoshimizu 2020–21: 117–118.
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to be the “sense of duty” one feels after hearing the Vedic injunction is
nothing more than the feeling of being incited; therefore, the opponent
would have to admit that the external incitement from the Veda automatically
causes the hearer’s inner sense of duty, unlike Prabhākara who said, “but
[enjoinment] does not say that it should be performed” (na punah. kartavyatām
āha). However, disregarding the latter half of Prabhākara’s statement, the
opponent defiantly retorts that the hearer has a sense of duty to perform the
sacrifice simply because the enjoinment has it as its scope (tadvis.ayatva).110

Commenting on Man. d. amamiśra’s reference to the Br.h in this context,
Vācaspatimiśra calls the Prābhākara opponent at issue “old Prabhākara”
(jaratprābhākara).111

Because Man. d. anamiśra formulates this discussion by contrasting the
sense of duty (kartavyatā) and incitement (pravartanā), we can safely say that,
since the time of Man. d. anamiśra, scholars in the majority of the Prābhākara
school had controversies about whether the inner sense of duty (kārya) or the
extrinsic incitement (pravartanā) plays a decisive role when one carries out an
enjoinment.

110 VV 274,11 (G 78,1): tadvis.ayatvād eva tarhi kartavyatāvagamah. . According to
Vācaspatimiśra, the opponent maintains that one who received an enjoinment
immediately becomes aware of its content as one’s duty because enjoinment
(vis.ayin) is immediately related to its content (vis.aya) in NK 277,14–15 (G 78,9):
vis.ayin. o vis.ayanāntarı̄yakatvād iti bhāvah. .

111 NK 277,5–6 (G 77,21–22): atraiva jaratprābhākaronnı̄tārtham. guror vacah. saṅgacchata
ity āha “uktam. ca kartavyatāvis.ayo niyogah. .” “What is presented by the Jarat-
prābhākara is encountered right here by Prabhākara’s statement, ‘Enjoinment has
[a sacrifice] to be performed as its scope.’ ”

Kuroda (1989: 80–81) mentions that, in a preceding section, Vācaspatimiśra
states, “Now [Man. d. anamiśra] quotes the view of an old Prābhākara” (NK 261,7
[G 69,14]): samprati jaratprābhākaramatam upanyasyati), introducing another pas-
sage quoted in VV 260,3–8 (G 69,3–9), which deals with the relation between
enjoinment (niyoga) and application (viniyoga). Whether these two quotations are
stated by the same person or two different persons of the older generations of
the Prābhākara school is yet to be investigated. As Kuroda (1989: footnote 3)
remarks, Mishra (1964: 34) had already mentioned these two quotations of the
Jaratprābhākara, but in the mixed-up page numbers.
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Concluding remarks: The theoretical schism in the Prābhākara school and
its solution by Śālikanātha

Prajñākaragupta groups the last three definitions together (PVAO 33,6:
yantrārūd. hādayo ’pi).112 We may say that he suspected that these three were
somehow formulated from a common viewpoint. However, he did not
investigate this viewpoint, nor did he notice the distinction between the agent
of a sacrifice (kartr. ) and the enjoined person (niyojya) eligible for the sacrifice
(adhikārin)—a trace of Prabhākara’s own view quoted as Prajñākaragupta’s
opponent’s final statement. Prajñākaragupta does not realize Prabhākara’s
intention in distinguishing between kartr. and adhikārin (i.e., niyojya). Prabhā-
kara intended thereby to argue against his opponent, who holds the desire
for heaven (svargakāma) to be a mental action subordinate to the act of
sacrifice (yāga) because the Bahuvrı̄hi noun “svargakāmah. ” merely operates
to qualify the kartr. denoted by the verbal suffix (personal ending) of the
verb “yajeta.”113 Prajñākaragupta is contented with mechanically applying
the temporal dilemma implied in his second scheme without profoundly
exploring the theory of niyoga.114

Let us recall Prajñākaragupta’s quotation of his opponent’s etymological
explanation of the term niyoga (PVAO 14,15–15,2) adduced in the Introduction
of this paper. This contemporary Prābhākara scholar idiosyncratically ana-
lyzed niyoga as “the commitment with no room” (niravaśes.o yogah. ). By “no
room” (niravaśes.a), he means to state that non-commitment is not possible
even in the slightest degree (ayogasya manāg apy abhāva-).115 According to
this opponent, one who has heard the Vedic injunction containing the verb
“yajeta” cannot remain inactive (naˆāsitum. samarthah. ) simply because of being

112 Prajñākaragupta also makes special mention of “yantrārūd. hādayah. ” when enu-
merating the candidates for that which is to be called vidhi in PVAO, v. 35c.

113 See footnotes 70, 71 and 72.
114 On behalf of Prajñākaragupta, Yamāri speaks in PVAN 42a6: mates.u bhedamātram.

cintyam. na nirvāhah. , sarves. ām. dūs.yatvāt, “Concerning the [different] views [of
niyoga], one should only think of [their mutual] differences, but should not
accomplish [which one is the best definition] because all these are to be criticized.

115 In Trilocana’s remark quoted by Yamāri (see footnote 10), Trilocana expresses
sarcastic amazement at Prajnākaragupta’s and the contemporary Prābhākaras’
lack of common sense in their etymological explanation of the term niyoga.
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enjoined. This view that a human being can be controlled like a robot without
free will that automatically starts working at the flick of a switch is divergent
from Prabhākara’s view of a human being.

Prajñākaragupta lived during the period of theoretical schism within
the Prābhākara school. During this period, the Prābhākara school faced
fierce competition with the utilitarian Bhāt.t.a school within Mı̄mām. sā.116 To
demonstrate the uniqueness of their tenet, the majority of the Prābhākara
scholars were inclined to extreme authoritarianism deviating from Prabhā-
kara himself and concurring with Prabhākara’s opponent who adhered to
Bādari.117 In contrast, the remaining minority became increasingly close to
the Bhāt.t.a school because of their inclination to utilitarianism.

Instead of arbitrarily extracting Prabhākara’s statements to his conve-
nience, Śālikanātha wrote his commentary on Prabhākara’s entire work to

116 Śabarasvāmin converted the injunction, “One who desires heaven should per-
form the sacrifice (svargakāmo yajeta),” to “One should bring heaven into being
(bhāvayet svargam) through the sacrifice (yāgena).” He also defined the force of
actualization (bhāvanā) denoted by “should bring into being,” the verbal ending
in the optative (-eta of yajeta), as requiring three factors: a purpose to be achieved
(sādhya), the means of its achievement (karan. a), and the manner of performance
(itikartavyatā). See McCrea 2000: 434–435; Ollett 2013: 228–231.

Kumārila succeeded Śabara’s theory of bhāvanā and its three factors, emphasiz-
ing that the realization of the purpose among the three factors is not forced by the
Vedas but is desired in advance by the individual’s voluntary will, and that one
performs a sacrifice as a means to achieve one’s voluntary desires (TV 383,18–
384,19). He asserted that one who has discretion does not perform a profitless
action, even urged one hundred times (TV 383,22–23: na ca buddhipūrvakārı̄
purus.ah. purus. ārtharahitam. vyāpāram. vacanaśatenāpy ukto ’nutis. t.hati), and went so
far as to say that parents take care of their son expecting him to support them in
old age in return (Ślokavārttika [ŚV], Ātmavāda, v. 53bcd: api cātmaphalecchayā /
putrādibharan. e vr. ttih. syāt. “Moreover, [parents] may be occupied with taking care
of their children, expecting their own reward”). For the context of this statement
in Kumārila’s criticism of the Buddhist denial of a permanent self, see Uskokov
2022: chapter 4, footnote 39.

117 It is to be noted that Man. d. anamiśra’s opponent in his Bhāvanāviveka, who pro-
pounds a sort of the theory of niyoga at the end of his discourse, adheres to
Bādari’s view as explained by Śabarasvāmin on MmS 3.1.3 (see footnotes 64–65)
with an honorific title “bhagavān bādarih. ” (BhV 74,1; 76,3).
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put an end to the period of theoretical schism when “old Prābhākaras” were
predominant. He systematically restored the original position of Prabhākara
by partly integrating the purposeful perspective of Kumārila’s theory of
bhāvanā into the Prābhākara theory of niyoga.118

Vācaspatimiśra contrasts the “old Prābhākara” quoted by Man. d. anamiśra
with “the new ones” (navı̄nās). Kuroda (1989: 87–88) identified this as
Śālikanātha expressed in honorific plural by finding out almost the same
statement of this “new ones” in the R. juvimalā (R. P) on the section of the
Śyena.119 Vācaspatimiśra explains the view of this new Prābhākara as
follows:

NK 277,10–12 (G 77,29–78,6): etad uktam. bhavati, sāks. ān niyoga eva ka-
rtavyatayāvagamyate liṅādibhyah. , sa tu yāgavis.ayas tadanus. t.hānam antaren. a
kartavyatāyā aparyavasānāt tadanus. t. ānam āks. ipati. so ’yam āks. epāparanāmo-
pādānavyāpāro niyogasyāsthı̄yata iti. tad etad apūrvātmani kāryarūpe niyoge
saty upapadyate.

[The new ones] state as follows: The verbal endings in the optative
and so on directly make mere enjoinment cognized as that which is
to be done. However, this (enjoinment), which has a sacrifice as its
scope, requires [the sacrifice] to be performed because it would not be
completed as something to be done if [its scope] is not performed. In this
way, it is acknowledged that enjoinment has a function of incorporation
(upādāna), whose synonym is “requirement” (āks. epa). This view would
be accepted if enjoinment were proved to be the duty that has its nature
unprecedented[, namely, unknowable by any means of knowledge other
than the Veda].

The requirement of the enjoinment does not cease with the performance
(anus. t.hāna) of the sacrifice as its scope because, commenting on verse 28
of the second chapter of the Vākyārthamātrikā in the Prakaran. apañcikā,120

118 See Cummins 2020: 231–232; Yoshimizu 2020–21: Concluding remarks, “7.2
Jayanta’s Prābhākara opponent’s deviation from Prabhākara,” and footnotes 138–
139.

119 NK 277,7–10 (G 77,25–28) closely corresponds with R. P, pt. 1, 37,19–22.
120 PrP, 443,17–18: ātmasiddhyanukūlasya niyojyasya prasiddhaye / kurvat svargādikam api

pradhānam. kāryam eva nah. // “For the sake of securing the enjoined person who
is favorable to the accomplishment of [the enjoinment] itself, the duty [if carried
out] brings about heaven and so on; nevertheless, in our view, only the duty is
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Śālikanātha presents a complete chain of the requirement that begins with a
sense of duty (kārya), goes beyond the performance of the sacrifice, and con-
cludes with the sacrifice being the means to attain the desire (kāmasādhana).121

In this formulation of requirements, he adopts Prabhākara’s view that the
enjoinment issued from “svargakāmo yajeta” indirectly indicates that one can
attain heaven through the sacrifice, if performed entirely, so that one desiring
heaven comes to justify one’s sense of duty to carry out the program of the
sacrifice, the duty one intuitively felt obliged to fulfill right after hearing the
injunction.122

We may say that, at the time of Prajñākaragupta, the majority of the
Prābhākara school construed Prabhākara’s niyoga as a categorical imperative

primary.”
Śālikanātha’s thought may safely be said to have stemmed from the group of

the “kārya” vādins rather than that of the “preran. ā” vādins because he repeatedly
identifies niyoga with kārya in the second chapter of the Vākyārthamātrikā of the
PrP.

121 PrP 443,19–23: yat tad apūrvam. kāryam, tasya niyojyānvayam. vinā kāryatvānu-
papatteh. , anus. t.hānam. vinā tadasambhavāt, kartrā ca vinā tadanupapatteh. , adhikāren. a ca
vinā karttur abhāvāt, niyojyatvam. vinā tadayogāt, akāmasādhane ca kāmino niyogānava-
gamād iti, ātmasiddhyartham eva niyogah. kāmyamānaphalasiddhihetutvam avalambate,
svāmivat. “That which is unprecedented [by other means of knowledge than
the Veda] is the duty [to perform a sacrifice]. This duty [requires an enjoined
person and a sacrifice] because it would not be accomplished as a duty without
being associated with an enjoined person, nor would it be so without a [sacrificial
action] to be performed. No [action] would be performed without its agent. No
agent would become possible without determining who is eligible [for the action].
Moreover, one with a desire would not comprehend [oneself] as being enjoined
[i.e., eligible] to perform something that is not the means to attain the desire.
Therefore, the [Vedic] enjoinment comes to rest on being the cause to attain the
result only for the sake of its own accomplishment, like a master.”

After this statement, Śālikanātha adduces the simile of a master (svāmin),
who takes care of his inborn slave (garbhadāsa) for his own interest, in order to
illustrate that the Vedic injunction “svargakāmo yajeta” aims at accomplishing its
enjoinment, although it indirectly indicates that a human being can attain heaven
through the sacrifice. See footnote 82.

122 At the end of the Svargakāmādhikaran. a (MmS 6.1.1–3), Śālikanātha presents a
chain of the requirement that concludes with the sacrifice being the means to
fulfill the desire (kāmopāya) in R. P, pt. 5, 53,2–54,2.
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based on extreme authoritarianism, ignoring his idea of the indirect indica-
tion of “svargakāmo yajeta”; in contrast, the remaining minority exaggerated
it to a direct indication that entails a hypothetical imperative based on
utilitarianism.123
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TVBh Trim. śikāvijñaptibhās.ya (Sthiramati). In: Ed. S. Lévi, Vijñaptimātratāsiddhi. Deux
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Oxford/New York.
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