Chapter 2

Dharmakirti against Atmavadin Arguments

2.1. AGAINST THE SO-CALLED VYATIREKIN

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

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

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

2 See Steinkellner 1966 and Katsura 1992. As PSV ad PS 5.34 (see Katsura 1992: 226
and fn. 14) as well as Dharmakirti’s own statements in PV 4.207 and PVin 3 117,12-
14 (see Ono 1999: 308-309) testify, Dignaga is very likely to have recognized mere
non-perception as a proper method for establishing the absence of the logical
reason in the dissimilar instances. According to Katsura (1992: 227), Isvarasena
“must have inherited the idea of mere non-perception from Dignaga. However, he
gave it the status of a valid means of cognition (pramana); thus he admitted a third
type of pramdna in addition to Dignaga’s perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumana). By doing so, I think, I§varasena believed that he could firmly establish
co-absence (vyatireka) and the pervasion between two items, so that he could re-
move the hypothetical and inductive nature of Dignaga’s logic.” See also Ono 1999:
303-304 and fn.9.
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turn out to be proper logical reasons if mere non-perception were a
proper method of ascertainment (the same applies mutatis mutandis to
the inference possessing a remainder [Sesavadanumanal)3 But Dhar-
makirti's critique of the (kevala)vyatirekihetu permeates his whole
work, for it can be found again in PV 4.205ff., PVin 3 115,7-124,5 and
NBwm 3.96-108/NBs 3.98-110, viz. in the context of his reinterpretation
of Dignaga’s “wheel of logical reasons” (hetucakra)* Note that while
these passages provide important materials for the exegesis of the
PVSV and PVin 2 argument, they also reflect different philosophical
preoccupationss and, as far as PVin 3 and NB 3 are concerned, develop
a new line of argument against the (kevala)vyatirekin.6 But in all cases,
Dharmakirti’s aim is to demonstrate that only a natural relation (sva-
bhavapratibandha) between the probandum and the probans allows us
to ascertain both co-presence and co-absence.”

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

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

(5]

Whereas the PVSV and the PVin 2 arguments are directed against the (kevala)vy-
atirekin as such, the arguments to be found in PV 4, PVin 3 and NB 3 deal with the
so-called over-exclusive (inconclusive) logical reason (asdadharanfanaikantik]ahetu,
a logical reason that occurs only in the subject [dharmin] of the proof and lacks
both co-presence and co-absence [anvayavyatireka]). Dignaga’s example of an
over-exclusive logical reason was “because it is audible” (sravanatvat) in the proof
that sound is permanent (Sabdo nityah). In PV 4, PVin 3 and NB 3, Dharmakirti has
changed this example into “because it possesses breath, etc.” (pranadimattvat) in
the proof that the living body possesses a self (jivacchariram satmakam). As shown
by Ono (1999: 307), however, sravanatvat and pranddimattvat have the same
logical structure and entail the same fallacy according to Dharmakirti’s system. On
this, the reasons for Dharmakirti’s modification and its consequences, see Ono
1999 and Iwata 2004.

See below, §2.1.5.

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

[

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

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

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

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

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

9 NV 43,11-12 ad NSi 1.1.5: yyatireki vivaksitavyapitve sati sapaksabhave sati vipa-
ksavrttih / yatha nedam jivacchariram niratmakam aprdanadimattvaprasangad iti /.
On this passage as the object of Dharmakirti’s criticism see, e.g., Prets 1999: 333-
334, Kano 2001:410 and Iwata 2004: 118, fn.39. On Uddyotakara’s definition of the
vyatirekihetu see Okazaki 1995 and 2003. For other mentions of this example by
Uddyotakara see, e.g, NV 53,4-5 ad NSa 1.1.5, NV 88,12-13 ad NSa 1.1.23, NV
116,10-17 ad NSt 1.1.35 (see below, fn. 19, p. 123),NV 116,20-117,3 ad NSt 1.1.35
(see below, fn. 19, p. 123).

10 According to Steinkellner (1979: 125, fn. 479), Uddyotakara’s typology of logical
reasons was first stated by another, so far unknown Naiyayika, since Uddyotakara’s
analysis of the term “threefold” (trividha) in NSt 1.1.5 as meaning anvayavyatire-
kihetu, anvayahetu and vyatirekihetu is presented as that of another Naiyayika, and
since after presenting his own version of the wheel of logical reasons, he states that
a heterodox teacher of the school (ekantavadin) acknowledges (as Uddyotakara
himself does) two kinds of anvayin and one kind of vyatirekin as valid reasons.
However, as shown in Prets 1999: 334-335, both arguments seem doubtful (it is
uncertain whether Uddyotakara “shares the view of someone else or advocates his
own” when stating this interpretation of the term trividha; besides, the term ekan-
tavadin may not refer here to another Naiyayika but to “somebody who teaches
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forward here - which might have as its original basis the Upanisadic
association of breath with the selfil - is not alluded to in the list of
marks (linga) of the self enumerated in NSt 1.1.10, where prana is not
found.2 The term does appear however in the corresponding list of the
VS:

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

Vaisesikas such as Prasastapada or Candrananda interpret the pres-
ence of prandpana in VSu 3.2.4 as meaning that the self can be inferred
as an agent endowed with effort (prayatna) from the observation of
the particular action of breathing; 14 but the argument might in fact be

universal propositions,” and in any case the ekantavddin is not presented as the
proponent of the inference from pranadi but only as someone for whom there are
two kinds of anvayin and one kind of vyatirekin). On the NV’s unknown Naiyayika
sources, see Oberhammer 1962.

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

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

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

14 See PDhS 15,8-10, quoted above (Introduction, fn. 84, p. 24). Prasastapada adds
(PDhS 15,10-12): katham / Sariraparigrhite vayau vikrtakarmadarsandad bhastra-
dhmapayiteva /. “How [is the self inferred from breath as the body’s controlling
agent endowed with effort]? [Answer: We infer the self thus] because [we] observe
an altered action in the air [that is] absorbed in the body, as [in the case] of a
leathern bag thathas been filled with air.” Cf. NK 211,8-212,2, which explains pra-
nadi- as the pranapana- of VSu 3.2.4 (the sitra is quoted in NK 211,6-7): katham iti
prasnaptrvakam prandpanayor lingatvam darsayati sariraparigrhita iti / vayus tir-
yaggamanasvabhavah Sariraparigrhite ca vayau pranapanakhye vikrtam svabhava-
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much earlier, since it is apparently already criticized in the MP, where
the character called Nagasena argues that breathing up and down are
rather activities that belong to the body.1s The SBh for instance men-
tions a criticism of this Buddhist counterargument that, according to

15

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

See MP 30,27-31,9, where Nagasena concludes (31,8-9): n’eso jivo / assasapassasa
nam’ete kayasankhara ti /. “This is not the life-principle; in-breathing and out-
breathing are bodily activities.” Translation Horner 1969:41; see also Collins 1982:
184 (and for the same passage in Chinese sources, Demiéville 1924:101-102).
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Kumarila, does not belong to Sabara himself,16 and that Parthasarathi-
misra explicitly ascribes to the “Vaisesikas, etc.”1” According to the
Atmavadin portrayed by Sabara, the action of breathing does not be-
long to the body itself because the former does not last as long as the
latter, as can be observed in the case of a corpse, so that a breathing
agent other than the body must be inferred.18

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

1

~

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

1

@

See SBh 72,4-73,2 (Sabara is explaining that it is not the body itself that possesses
the sacrificial paraphernalia [yajidayudha] but the entity to whom the body be-
longs): aha ko ’sav anyo nainam upalabhamahe / pranadibhir enam upalabhama-
he / yo ’sau pranity apanity unmesati® nimesatityadicestitavan / so ‘tra Sarire yajnia-
yudhiti / nanu Sariram eva pranity apaniti ca / na / pranadayah sSariragunavidhar-
mano ’yavaccharirabhavitvat / yavac chariram tavad asya guna ripadayah / prana-
dayas tu saty api Sarire na bhavanti / sukhadayas ca svayam upalabhyante na ripa-
daya iva Sariragunah parenadpiti / tasmdc chariragunavaidharmydd anyah $arirad
yajidyudhiti /. [@ unmesati conj.: ucchvasiti SBh, Frauwallner 1968: 50.] “[The ob-
jector] says: ‘What is this other [entity to which the body supposedly belongs]?
[For] we do not perceive it” [Answer:] We perceive it through breath, etc. That
which possesses motion (cestitavan), i.e., that which breathes up, breathes down,
opens and closes the eyes (unmesati nimesati) and so on, is that which, in the body,
possesses the sacrificial paraphernalia. [Objection:] But it is the body that breathes
up and down. [Answer:] No. Breath, etc., are properties that differ from the proper-
ties of the body, because they do not exist as long as the body [exists]: the proper-
ties of the body, such as [its] colour, [last] as long as the body, whereas breath, etc.,
no [longer] exist even though the body [still] exists. And pleasure, etc, are per-
ceived by oneself [only], contrary to colour, etc., which, as properties of the body,
[are perceived] by other [people] as well. Therefore, due to the fact that these prop -
erties differ from the properties of the body, [we know that what] possesses the
sacrificial paraphernalia is other than the body.” Cf. NR 505,6-9, where the expla-
nation of how breathing up and down are marks from which one can infer the
existence of the self is reminiscent of Candrananda’s and Prasastapada’s (see
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However, when stating the inference of the self from pranadi,
Uddyotakara does not mention action as the basis of the reasoning, nor
the idea that breathing cannot belong to the body itself and is therefore
related to a substance different from the body. Rather, as is made clear
in Uddyotakara’s commentary ad NSu 1.1.35, the inference that he has
in mind rests on the mere fact that in the debate over the existence of
an enduring self, all parties acknowledge at least the invariable
concomitance between the absence of breath, etc., and the absence of
self (since even the Buddhists, who deny the existence of the self, admit
that what is devoid of breath is devoid of self). It is from this univer-
sally acknowledged invariable concomitance between the absence of
breath and the absence of self that the presence of the self is inferred in
the living body from the presence of prana in it (which, in Western
logic, sounds like a formally invalid argument): the absence of the self
is excluded from the living body on the grounds that there is no
absence of prana in the living body.19

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

See NV 116,10-17: udaharanam tu nedam niratmakam jivacchariram apranadi-
mattvaprasangad iti / yadubhayapaksasampratipannam aprdanadimat tat sarvam
niratmakam drstam / na cedam apranadimad bhavati / tasman nedam niratmakam
iti / so 'yam avitah parapaksapratisedhaya bhavatiti / tav etau vitavitaheti laksa-
nabhyam prthagabhihitav iti / tatra svartpenarthaparicchedakatvam vitadhar-
mah / avitadharmah punah parapaksapratisedhenaiva pravartata iti / ekasya vidhi-
yamano ’rtha itarasya pratisidhyamdnah /. “Rather, the [right] example [regarding
the proof described by NSt 1.1.35 as tatha vaidharmyat] is: ‘This living body is not
without a self because [if it were,] it would follow that it would not have breath,
etc’ [We] observe that whatever is acknowledged by both parties as not having
breath, etc, is selfless. Now, this [living body] is not without breath, etc.; therefore

1

O
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In this respect it should be noted that VSi 3.2.9 answers in the

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

20

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

See VSii 3.2.7: samdnyato drstac cavisesah /. “[Objection:] And because [the self is
inferred as] that which is apprehended as a generality (samanyato drstam), there is
no distinction.” VSV 29,14-16 explains: pranddinam nirnimittanam sukhadinam ca-
ndsritanam anutpattir ata esam kendapi nimittendasrayena bhavyam ity ato 'pi sama-
nyato drstad akasadinam anirasdad avisesas tesam api hetutvasambhavat /. “[In the
reasoning:] ‘Breath, etc, [if they were] without a cause, and pleasure, etc, [if they
did] not reside in a substratum, could not arise, therefore they must have some
cause [and] substratum,” since space for instance is not excluded from this [cause
and substratum] apprehended as a [mere] generality, ‘there is no distinction’
[between space and this cause and substratum that you claim to be the self],
because [space, etc,] can be causes as well.” VSt 3.2.8 concludes: tasmad dgami-
kam /. “Therefore [this] is [merely] scriptural.” VSV 29,19 explains: atmastiti prava-
damatram ity arthah /. “The meaning is: this [assertion] that the self exists is a mere
opinion.” On the meaning of pravada see, e.g, PVSVT 616,13-14, which glosses
pravadesu in PVSV 175,22 as siddhantesu, and VP 1.8 (with VPV 30-35), where
pravada is used in the similar sense of a mere opinion that has not been ration ally
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makirti’s critique?21):
Itis not[merely] scriptural, because of the vyatireka of the word “1."2

The word vyatireka in this siitra has been interpreted in various ways
by modern scholars, the words aham iti Sabdasya vyatirekat being di-
versely understood as meaning “given that the word ‘I' [means] some-
thing more [than the body],”23 or “because of the restricted use of the
word [,”24 or “because [it is] distinguished [from others (i.e., other sub-
stances, VE/IR)] by the word ‘l,”"25 or again “because of the distinction
of the word ‘I’ [from other words].”26 Oetke for instance considers that
the reasoning presupposes a metaphysical principle regarding the na-
ture of speech, i.e., the idea that each word reveals a particular object.2”
In any case, posterior Vaisesika authors interpret the siitra as meaning
that the affirmation of the self’s existence is not merely scriptural be-
cause breath, etc., require a cause or a substratum and because breath,
etc., are only ascribed to that which the word ‘I’ denotes and not to any
other substance: while we can say “I have breath,” we do not say “earth
has breath.”2¢ In other words, the Vaisesikas emphasize that breath,

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

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

22 VS 3.2.9: aham iti $abdavyatirekan nagamikam /.

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

24 Schuster 1972:343.

25 See Honda 1990: 141.

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

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

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

29

30

2.1.3. Dharmakirti’s Argument in PVSV 12,26-13,11: English
Translation29

Moreover, [if the absence of the logical reason from the dissimilar instances
were determined through non-perception,] the [logical reason] that pos-
sesses [only] co-absence (vyatirekin) would be a [valid] logical reason as well
(PV 1.18c). [An example of a logical reason that possesses only co-absence is:]
this living body is not without a self because [if it were,] it would follow that
it would not have breath, etc.30 310ne does not perceive breath, etc.32 in the

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

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

PVT Je D31a7/P37b2: shyor ba ni gson po’i lus ni bdag dan bcas pa yin te / srog la
sogs pa dan Idan pa’i phyir ro Zes bya ba /. “The formal application (*prayoga) [here
is as follows]: the living body possesses a self, because it possesses breath, etc.”
PVSVT 62,22-23: pranadimattvac ca satmakam / ayam ca hetuh satmake kvacin na
drsto niratmakebhyas ca vyavrtta iti sadhyanivrttau nivrttidharma vyatireki kath-
yate /. “And [thus the living body] possesses a self, because it possesses breath, etc.
Now, [according to our opponent,] this logical reason is not perceived in any[thing]
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[things that,] like pots, are selfless, [be they] visible or invisible;33 therefore
by [thus] excluding the [non-possession of breath, etc., in the living body and
hence selflessness], one can know [that] the self [exists in the living body].3*
35| However, we reply the following:] Since the non-perception of [something]
imperceptible (adrsyanupalambha) [like the self] does not [allow one to]
establish the non-existence [of this selfin things like pots], the selflessness of
[things] like pots is not established; therefore breath, etc., are not excluded
[from that which is selfless].3¢ 370Objection: Since [the Buddhists] admit [self-

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

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

PVT Je D31b1-2/P37b3-4 = PVSVT 62,24-25: pranddyadarsanat prandp anonm esa-
nimesddarsanat /. “Because one does not perceive breath, etc, [i.e,] because one
does not perceive breathing up, breathing down, closing and opening [the eyes].”
See above, fn. 13, p.120.

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

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

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

PVT Je D31b4-5/P37b8: bum pa la sogs pa las srog la sogs pa log tu zin kyan / ‘on
kyan bdag med pa las log go Zes bya ba ni med do Zes bya ba’i tha tshig go //.“The
[intended] meaning is that although breath, etc, are excluded from [things] like
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lessness], itis established [that things like pots are selfless. Answer:] Now [if
the Buddhists’ acceptance is authoritative,3] how [is it that you attempt] to
prove [the existence] of a self [in the living body]7*? 9And how [is it that] the
proof of selflessness, [which is] not authoritative (apramanika) [according to
you as regards the living body, applies] to [something] other [than the living
body, i.e, to things like pots]?*t Moreover, [our opponent] distinguishes ac-
cording to [mere] acceptance [a living body that is endowed] with a self and
[things like pots that are] selfless, and then claims [that the logical reason,
namely possessing breath, etc.,] is conclusive [regarding the self] due to the
absence [of breath, etc., only] in those [things that are selfless;in so doing,] he
can [only] acknowledge that the self is scriptural[ly established], not inferen-
tial[ly].#2 As a consequence, since the absence of a self [remains] unestab-
lished in spite of the fact that one does not perceive [it in things like pots,
breath, etc., can be excluded from no selfless thing at all, and thus breath, etc.,
are simply inconclusive].#8 #[And] even if breath, etc., were absent in a

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

45

46

47

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

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

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

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

PVSV 12,26-13,11 (together with PV 1.18c) = PVin 2 95,11-96,5: kim ca / vyatireky
api hetuh syat / nedam niratmakam jivacchariram aprdanadimattvaprasangad iti /
nirdtmakesu ghatadisu drstadrstesu pranadyadarsandt / tannivrttyatmagatih
syat® / adrsyanupalambhdd abhavasidd hau g hatadinam nair atmyasiddheh prandder
anivrttih / abhyupagamat siddham iti cet / katham idanim atmasiddhih / parasyapy
apramanika katham® nairatmyasiddhih / abhyupagamena ca satmakanatmakau
vibhajya tatrabhdvena gamakatvam kathayatagamikatvam atmani pratipannam
sydan nanumeyatvam / tasmad adarsane ‘py datmano nivrttyasiddheh / tannivrttau
kvacin nivrttav api pranddinam apratibandhdt / sarvatra nivrttyasiddher agamaka-
tvam /.@ PVin 2 95,12-13 reads: niratmakanam ghatadinam drstadrstanam prand-
dyabhavena vyaptes tannivrttau vyapyanivrtter atmagatih syat /. “Da die gesehenen
und nicht gesehenen seelenlosen (Dinge) wie Topf usw. durch das Fehlen von Atem
usw. umfafdt sind, wiirde sich, weil das Umfafite (die Seelenlosigkeit) beim Fehlen
dieses (Fehlens von Atem usw.) fehlt, die Erkenntnis ergeben, daf [der Gegenstand,
der lebendige Korper] eine Seele hat.” Translation Steinkellner 1979: 125-126. b
katham with no equivalent in PVin (but see PVinti, 42%31:ji Itar).

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

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

Or, equivalently:

Itis indeed by perceiving [them] somewhere that one knows that breath, etc.,
exist [there] or not. But [it is] not so [in the case of] the self. Therefore one
does not know whether it exists or not5!

As a consequence,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

But the reason why neither co-presence nor co-absence can be ascer-
tained is that the two properties lack both types of natural relation, viz.
identity (tadatmya) and causality (tadutpatti)54 This is Dharmakirti’s
claim at the very beginning of his discussion of the over-exclusive logi-
cal reasonin PV 4:

53

54

55

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

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

Iwata 2004: 124.

See Iwata 2004: 125.

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

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

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

Dharmakirti spells this out in PV 4:

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

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

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

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

Asa consequence,

[a logical reason such as “breath, etc.,” is a cause of doubt] because [the self
can]not [be] established through [breath, etc., which are] something different
[from it but] are not [its] effects. [And] indeed, a causality relationship be-
tween [things] like breath and the self is not established, because this [cau-
sality relationship] rests on the perception [of breath, etc.,, whenever one
perceives the self,] and the non-perception [of the self whenever one perce-
ives breath, etc.]. Therefore it is not the case that [the self] exists when
[breath, etc., which are] not related [to it], exist. Therefore there is [only]
doubt.60

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

59

60

61

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

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

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

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

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

63 TSPk 88,22-89,19/TSPs 82,16-83,7 (together with TS 207-210): pranddinam ca
sambandho yadi siddhah sahatmana / bhavet tada prasango 'yam yujyate 'sangato
‘nyatha // na vandhyasutasinyatve jivaddehah prasajyate / pranddivirahe hy evam
tavapy etat prasafijanam // yadi hi pranddinam atmand saha tadatmyalaksanas
tadutpattilaksano va kascit sambandhah siddho bhavet tadatmanivrttau Sarire pra-
nadinivrttiprasango yuktiman bhavet / anyatha hy apratibaddhasya nivrttav anya-
nivrttiprasango ‘sangata eva syad atiprasangadt / na hi vandhyaputranivrttau tad-
asambaddhandm pranadinam nivrttir bhavati / tasmad yatha vandhyasinunivrttau®
tadasambaddhanam prandadinam nivrttih prapnoti ghatadivad iti kenacit prasan-
gapadanam kriyamanam anaikantikam bhavati / evam tavapy etad atmanivrttau
pranadinivrttiprasafijanam anaikantikam eva / sambandhasiddher iti bhavah /
katham punah sambandhdasiddhir ity aha - na tavad iha tadatmyam bhedangi-
karanat tayoh / karyakdaranata napi yaugapadyaprasangatah // tad dtmano nivrt-
tau hi tatsambandhavivarjitah / kim ami vinivartante prandpanadayas tanoh // |...]
tayor atmapranadikayor na tadatmyalaksanah sambandho ’sti svabhavabhedabhyu-
pagamat / tatha hy anitya avydpino murttas ca pranadayah / tadviparitas tv atma /
ndpi tadutpattilaksanah / pranadinam avikalakdranatvena yaugapadyaprasangat /
na caitadvyatirekena sambandhantaram asti / tasmdt sambandharahitah pranada-
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2.1.5. Dharmakirti’s Argument in PVin 3 and NB 3

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

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

Applied to the vyatirekin, this argument runs as follows:
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When these two characteristics [i.e, the presence of the logical reason in the
similar instances and its absence in the dissimilar instances] are doubtful,
[the logical reason is also] inconclusive, as [it is the case in the following ar-
gument:] “The living body possesses a self because it is endowed with
[things] like breath.66”67 [ This over-exclusive logical reason is inconclusive for
two reasons: first, because] apart from what possesses a self and what does

yah kim iti tanoh $arirdj jivanavisistad vinivartate / [...] etenecchdadvesaprayatna-
sukhaduhkhajianadini yany atmalingatvena parair uktani tani pratisiddhani drasta-
vyani / sambandhasiddheh / prayogo ye yatra na pratibaddhas te tasya gamaka na
bhavanti yatha tilader balakadayah / na pratibaddhds ca pranddaya atmaniti vya-
pakanupalabdhih /. @ vandhyastnunivrttau em. (TSP, TSPtip D198b6) : vandhydsu-
nunivrttau tadasambaddhanivrttau TSPs.

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

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

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

NBTwm 214,20 /NBTs 76,5: ayam asadharanah samsayahetur upapdditavyah.
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not possess a self, there is indeed no [third] group®8 (rasi) where [things] like
breath could be present, for the presence and the exclusion of a self include
all [existing things]. And [second, because] the presence [of things like
breath] in [any]one of these two is not ascertained, for [things] like breath
are not established [to exist] in [anything] known as possessing a self or not
possessing a self. Therefore, because [things] like breath, which are related to
the living body [i.e., which are properties of the subject of the argument], are
not established as being excluded from anything possessing a self or not pos-
sessing a self, they are not absent from any of them. Neither do [things like
breath] have co-presence with them, because [things like breath] are not es-
tablished [to exist] in that which is of one [of these two] nature[s]. Nor is
there [any] ascertainment of [the fact that] these [things] lack co-presence
and co-absence with that which possesses a self and that which does not pos-
sess a self, because the ascertainment of the non-existence of the one[, say co-
presence,] is invariably connected to the ascertainment of the existence of the
other[, say co-absence], for co-presence and co-absence have the nature of a
mutual exclusion. Therefore, since co-presence and co-absence are doubtful,
[such a logical reason] is inconclusive, because there is no ascertainment of
[either] the [property] to be proved or the contradictory (itara) [one]
through it.®

68 DhPr 216,21: rasih prakarah.

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

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

2.2. AGAINST THE INFERABILITY OF THE SELF

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

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

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

70 [wata 2004: 120.
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be inferred;’t and the Vais$esikas explicitly argue that the self’s non-
perception is no evidence for the self’s non-existence, since this non-
perception is due to another cause, namely the self’s subtlety (sauks-
mya).72 Dharmakirti ironically notes that by doing so, the Atmavadin
leaves himself wide open to the same criticism as the Materialist
(carvaka) - who happens to be a staunch opponent of atmavada’s: just
as the Materialist contends that non-existence can be established
through mere non-perception while regarding consciousness as an im-
perceptible power of material elements,’* in the same way, the Atma-
vadin sees non-perception as a proof of non-existence but nonetheless
asserts the existence of an imperceptible self. Dharmakirti takes this
opportunity to criticize what may be viewed as the very foundation of
the classic demonstration of the self, i.e., the inference of its existence

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

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

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

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

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

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

75

76

77

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

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

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

78

79

80

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

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

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

See, e.g,, AKBhp; 475,22-23/AKBhg 148,11-12: avasyam atmabhyupagantavyah /
smrtyadindm gunapadarthatvat / tasya ca gunapadarthasyavasyame dravyasrita-
tvat / tesam canyasrayayogad iti /. [@ AKBhig ca gunapadarthasyavasyam : AKBhp,
carthad avasyam.] “[The VaiSesika:] The self must necessarily be admitted, because
memory, etc, belong to the category of properties, because [everything that be-
longs to] the category of properties must necessarily reside in a substance, and
because there can be no other substratum [for these properties besides the self].”
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that set out to criticize it). The two modalities of inference - that which
rests on the necessity of an agent, and that which rests on the necessity
of a substratum - are sometimes conflated,82 but most importantly, the
marks may also be regarded as effects (karya) that must be explained
by assuming an imperceptible cause. Thus Candrananda for instance
explains that the self must be inferred as the cause (nimitta) of breath,
etc.83

Dharmakirti denies any validity to such an inference on the grounds
that the so-called marks of the self cannot be determined as effects of
an imperceptible cause. Relying again on his definition of the ascer-
tainment of an entity x as being an effect of an entity y through a series
of perceptions and non-perceptions,84 he argues that an imperceptible
entity cannot be considered the cause of anything since the co-pres-
ence and the co-absence between this entity and its alleged effect can-
not be determined through perception.8s

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

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

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

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

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

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

put forward in response to this attack:86 although the self is impercept-
ible, it can be legitimately inferred through an inference of the sama-
nyato drstam type. This kind of reasoning is capable of establishing the
existence of entities by nature imperceptible®8” since it shows that with-
out the existence of these entities - conceived by analogy with other
perceptible causes as some indeterminates® imperceptible cause - this
or that particular phenomenon would remain inexplicable. It is often
used to infer the self either as the substratums? or as the cause of its
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as their effect. See, e.g, the first verse of the treatise, the Sanskrit text of which is
preserved in Ramakantha’s NPP 62,9-10 (see Kitagawa 1955: 3, fn. 8) and Abhina-
vagupta’s IPVV 11.110,1-2 (see Ratié 2007: 323, fn. 20, and Ratié 2011a: 591): bud-
dhipirvam kriyam drstva svadehe ‘nyatra tadgrahat / jiayate?® yadi dhis cittamatre
"py esa nayah samah //. [ jiiayate NPP, Ses ‘gyur SAS : kalpyate IPVV.] “If[, according
to those who consider that objects exist outside of consciousness,] one knows [the
existence of] a cognition [belonging to another series] because after seeing that in
one’s own body, [one’s own] action presupposes a cognition, one perceives [action]
in some other [body,] the same method [is valid] in the [doctrine of] mind-only
(cittamatra) as well.” However, this should not be deemed contradictory to Dhar-
makirti’s assertion that the inference of an imperceptible self from action regarded
as its effect is invalid. First, the inference defended by Dharmakirti in the SAS does
not regard a self understood as a permanent substratum of cognitions (and as such
utterly imperceptible) but only a cognitive series (see Kitagawa 1955: 2 -3) similar
to that which is experienced through the mere self-awareness characterizing any
cognition. Second, according to Dharmakirti the causality relation is established in
the case of the inference of other cognitive series (whereas it is not in the case of
the inference of a permanent self) precisely because one apprehends through mere
self-awareness the invariable concomitance of the momentary cognitive event con -
sisting of a desire to act with the momentary cognition of one’s action (on this
causal relation in the SAS see, e.g, Inami 2001: 466-468, Katsura 2007: 412-421,
Ratié 2007:323-335 and Ratié 2011a: 590-606).

See below, fn. 104, p. 149.

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

The NBh and NV thus mention the samanyato drstam inference as a means to
establish the self as the substratum of the marks mentioned in NSt 1.1.10. See NBh
12,16-19 ad NSu 1.1.5: samanyato drstam nama yatrapratyakse lingalinginoh sam-
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marks; here it consists in showing that if some cause - i.e., the self - is
not postulated so as to account for such phenomena as breath, etc.,
these phenomena remain unexplainable.?1 Dharmakirti mentions the
paradigm of this type of inference, i.e., that of the sense organs (indri-
ya) 2 which, although they are bound to remain imperceptible, must be
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bandhe kenacid arthena lingasya samanyad apratyakso lingi gamyate / yathecchadi-
bhir atma / icchadayo gunah / gunas ca dravyasamsthanah / tad yad esam sthanam
sa atmeti /. “What [we] call the samanyato drstam [inference] is that in which,
while the relation between the mark and the possessor of the mark is impercepti-
ble, the imperceptible possessor of the mark is understood from the general fea-
ture (samanya) [shared] with something [else] by the mark. For example: the self
[is inferred] from desire, etc. Desire, etc, are properties; and properties reside in a
substance; therefore their locus is the self.” Uddyotakara, while explaining how the
inference of the selfis an illustration of samanyato drstam, specifies (NV 48,17) that
the self is then inferred from the fact that desire, etc, which are properties, must
reside in some substratum (paratantra icchadayo gunatvat / ripavad iti /. “Desire,
etc, are dependent [on some other entity] because they are properties, just as
colour.”).

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

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

The term “organ” might appear misleading insofar as the indriya of sight, for
instance, is more than what we usually consider the visual organ (ie. the visible
body parts called “eyes”). According to Indian philosophers, we must assume the
existence of some imperceptible entities (whether they are conceived as atoms or
rays, and whether they are thought to enter into contact with their object or not:
see Preisendanz 1989: 147-149) residing inside what we ordinarily call our visual
organs, and the indriyas are precisely these imperceptible perceptual instruments.
However, the rather common translation “sense faculties” does not seem relevant
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inferred in order to account for the fact of perception.?3 The establish-
ment of the indriyas through inference is thus put forward here so as to
show that entities which stand beyond the perceptual range (and such
is the case of the self) can validly be inferred as the causes of effects
that would otherwise remain impossible to account for.94

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

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

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

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

See AKBhp; 461,7-12/AKBhig 36,7-12: tatredam anumdnam / sati kdarane karana-
ntarasyabhave karyasyabhavo drsto bhave ca punar bhavas tadyathankurasya / saty
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case of the inference of the sense organs, what is inferred is merely a
cause in general, i.e., an entity conceived of as devoid of any particular-
ity besides that of contributing in producing a particular effect that
arises occasionally.?6 However, the Atmavadin claims to infer much
more than a cause in general accounting for phenomena such as breath
or pleasure: what he intends to establish through this reasoning is the
existence of an entity particularized as being a permanent agent and
experiencer.9” He thus infers much more than is legitimate, %8 so that his
self cannot be said to be perceived even in a purely indirect way,
through its alleged effect. And yet, according to the Atmavadin’s own
position regarding non-perception, the self’s imperceptibility should be
enough to establish its nonexistence.

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

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

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

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

97 See below, fn. 110-111, p. 150.

9 The nondualist Saivas later exploit precisely this line of argument to prove that the
Sautrantikas’ inference of external objects is not valid (see Ratié 2011b, particu-
larly fn. 44).
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[things] such as the self and consciousness [as a potency] of earth,% [as] that
which establishes the absence of the logical reason [from the dissimilar in-
stances]? For the [Atmavadin'®] who makes non-perception a means of valid
cognition [enabling us to cognize the absence of the logical reason from the
dissimilar instances], the doctrine of the self would be groundless because,
since the self is imperceptible101 102its effect], which might serve as an

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

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

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

PVT Je D38a6-7/P45b1-2: mnon sum mayin pa fiid kyis bdag la ran bZin du gyur
pa’i rtags kyan med do // 'bras bu ma grub pa’i phyir 'bras bu’i rtags kyan med de /.
“Because [the self] is not perceptible (*apratyaksatvena), there is no [inferential]
mark that would consist in a nature (*svabhdvabhiitalinga?) regarding the self; and
since [its] effect is not established, there is no [inferential] mark [consisting in] an
effect (*karyalinga) either.” PVSVT 72,24-25: atha syad atmano ‘numdnam evopa-
lambho ’sty evety ata dha - tatkaryetyadi /. “[Dharmakirti] states [the passage] be-
ginning with tatkarya® so as [to answer the following objection]: ‘But let [us] admit
that there is indeed an apprehension (upalambha) of the self that [consists] only
[in] an inference.”
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inferential mark] is unestablished.1%3 1040n the contrary (tu), one [can legiti-
mately] say that [things] such as the sense organs1% are [inferentially| estab-
lished, for it is established that the effect consisting in a [sensory] cognition
depends [on an additional cause] because it is occasional.106 [In the case of

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

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

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

PVT Je D38b1-2/P45b4-5 = PVSVT 73,10-12: tatha hi satsv api ripadlokamanaska-
resu nimilitalocanddy avasthasu vijiidnasyabhdvat punas conmilitdlocanavasthasu
bhavad vijianakdaryam karandantarasapeksam sidhyati / tatah [..] /. “To explain:
since in states where the eyes (Tib. mig) are shut for instance, there is no [sensory]
cognition even though a visible object, light and an act of attention are present, and
since on the other hand, in states where the eyes are opened, there is [a sensory
cognition], it is established that the effect [consisting in a sensory] cognition is de-
pendent on some other cause [besides the visible object, light and the act of atten -
tion]. Therefore [...].” On this reasoning see, e.g, Ratié 2011b:491-492.
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the sense organs, etc., one simply infers] that something [more, subsequently
called “sense organ,”] is the cause of this [effect consisting in a sensory cogni-
tion],'%7 but not that [this cause is] so [and so, as the Atmavadin does in the
case of the self].1 [And attempting to] demonstrate that an effect such as
pleasure [can be explained] in the same way 1% (evam) does not promote the
cause (na [..] kaficid artham pusnati) [of the Atmavadin], for [everyone| ad-
mits that [things like pleasure] possess some kind of indeterminate cause
(vena kenacit).110 111And thus, there can only be non-perception of the self.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

PVSV 16,8-19 (together with PV 1.22): kim ca / atmamrccetanadindm yo 'bhava-
syaprasadhakah / sa evanupalambhah kim hetvabhavasya sadhakah // anupalam-
bham cdsya pramdnayata dtmavado niralambah syat / apratyaksatvad atmanas
tatekaryasiddheh / indriyanam tu vijAanakdryasya kadacitkatvat sapeksyasiddhya
prasiddhir ucyate / kim apy asya kdranam astiti / na tv evambhiitam iti / naivam su-
khadikaryam prasddhitam karicid artham pusnati / yena kenacit karanavattvabhy-
upagamat / tatha canupalambha evatmanah syat / tam tena pratydcaksanah kim iti
prativyiidho ‘nupalambhasyasadhanatvad iti / katham asadhanam vyatirekam sa-
dhayet /. @ Note that PVSVry, P414a7 and PVT Je D38a6-7 /P45b1-2 are without any
equivalent of tat®.
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SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

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

2.3.1. The Sankhya’s Teleological Argument

several of his works, Dharmakirti mentions and criticizes another

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

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

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

115

116

117

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

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

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

YD 168,5-7: iha sanghdtah pardrtha drstas tadyatha sayandasanarathasarandda-
yah / asti cayam Sariralaksanah sanghdtah / tasmad anendpi pararthena bhavita-
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the body or the bodily organs (often simply referred to as caksuradi,
“the eyes, etc.”) are for the benefit of another [entity] because they are
composed (samhata) or are composites. To justify the necessity for
composites of being for the benefit of another entity, they give exam-
ples of composites such as beds and seats, the existence of which is not
an end in itself since it is not for their own benefit (svartha), and which
do not exist for the benefit of each other (parasparartha) but for that of
the individuals who use them. Beds and seats are therefore for the
benefit of another entity; accordingly, the eyes, etc., which are compo-
sites, must be for the benefit of another entity, and this other entity
must be the self (which is asamhata, “uncomposed”). As noted by
Watson, although some modern scholars have understood the Sankhya
inference as an argument “from design,” it does not endeavour to prove
the existence of the self as the designing author of the composites that
exist for its sake.12t It is therefore a teleological argument in the sense
that it claims to establish the existence of an uncomposed entity from
the mere fact that composites always exist for the sake of an entity dis-
tinct from them. The idea is mentioned and criticized in Buddhist texts
such as (at least) one of Vasubandhu'’s lost works,122 Dignaga’s PSV, the
NPSt, works by Dharmakirti and his commentators or the TS(P); but it

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

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

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

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

The Sankhya argument is mentioned in PV 4, PVin 3 and NB 3 while
Dharmakirti endeavours to defend Dignaga’s assertion that a thesis in
an inference for others (pararthanumana) must be that which is in-
tended (ista) by its proponent.12¢ There the Sankhya proof of the self is
adduced as a mere example of an ambiguously formulated argument 125
where the actually intended thesis must be understood from the con-
text of the discussion (prakarana), since the SK for instance only states
that the eyes, etc., must be for the benefit of some other entity without
specifying that this other entity is the self.26é But while doing so,

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

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

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

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

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

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

For example, that particulars [such as the sense organs] are composites
proves both that [these] are for the benefit of another [entity] and that [this]
other [entity] is a composite.12°

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

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

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

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

Dignaga further explains:

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

And he concludes:

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

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

129 PSV ad PS 3.22d2 (PSVk P131b7, PSVy P49a7): *tad yatha bhedanam sarighatatvam
pardrthyam ca sadhayati / sanghdtatvam ca parasyapi /.

130 PSV ad PS 3.27 (PSVk P133b1, PSVy P50b3): *yat tarhi ya istavighatakrd viruddhah

sa katham vaktavyah.

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

sadhanad viruddha esah.

132 PSV ad PS3.27 (PSVk P133b4, PSVy P50b6): *tatha hi sarighatanam asarighatapara-
rthyam istam [...] na ca tasyasanghdtatvam praty aksenanumanena va siddham tat-
sattvasiddheh.

13

=
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[It is] undoubtedly a reason for the reverse [of the property meant to be
proved].133

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

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

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

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

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

135 PV 4.32c: atma paras cet so ‘siddhah. Translation Tillemans 2000: 55. PVin 3 13,4-
5: yad aha - atma paras cet so 'siddha iti / tasyaiva cestasya vighatakrdviruddhah /.
“This has been said: ‘If the self is [what is meant by] ‘another, [then] this [self] is
not established [in the example].” And the [logical reason] of this intended [thesis]
is contradictory [as it] refutes precisely the [intended thesis].”
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Dharmottara and Manorathanandin identify the author of the quota-
tion as Vasubandhu.136 According to Tillemans, the passage might be
borrowed from Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhi or Vadavidhanai3” But the
lost Paramarthasaptatika, which is written in verse and in which Vasu-
bandhu criticised the Sankhya teacher Vindhyavasin,38 seems to be a
much more likely candidate as a source of Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s
polemics. According to Watanabe’s reconstruction, Vasubandhu'’s verse
was as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

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

139 Watanabe 2008: 64: gtma paras cet so ‘siddhah sarighdtas cet tadarthakah / san-
ghata antara evam tatha na syuh pararthakah //.

140 See below, §2.3.3.
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[what is meant by] ‘another’ (para), then this [dtman] is not established [in
the example].” In that case [the reason] would refute what is intended
(istaghatakrt).141

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

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

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

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

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

142 NBm 3.87-88/NBs 3.90-91: yathd pararthas caksuradayah sanghatatvdc chayana-
sanddyangavad iti / tadistasamhatapararthyaviparyayasadhanad viruddhah /.
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benefit of another composed [entity, but not that they are for the benefit of an
uncomposed self].13

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

This criticism is in turn found in the works of Sankhya authors4s
who endeavour to defend the argument formulated in SK 17 by show-

143 NBTwm 212,12-15/NBTs 74,4-8: atmastiti bruvanah sankhyah kuta etad iti pary anu-
yukto bauddhenedam dtmanah siddhaye pramdnam aha / tasmad asamhatasyatma-
na upakarakatvam sadhyam caksurddindm / ayam tu hetur viparyayavyaptah /
yasmad yo yasyopakarakah sa tasya janakah / janyamanas ca yugapat kramena va
bhavati samhatah |/ tasmat pararthds caksuradayah samhataparartha iti siddham /.

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

145 See, e.g, YD 168,8-11 (following the explanation of the teleological argument, see
above, fn. 119, p. 153): aha - na sanghatarthatvopalabdheh / sayandadayo hi saty api
pardrthatve sanghatarthah / yadi ca tair atideSah karyakaranasanghatasya kriyate
praptam asya tadvat sanghatarthatvam / evam purusaviparitarthasiddhiprasan-
gah / athaitad anistam na tarhi caksuradayah pararthah /. “[The Buddhist] replies:
[This is] not [the case], because [we] observe that [composites] are for the benefit
of [other] composites, since even if a bed, etc, are for the benefit of another [ent-
ity], they are for the benefit of [another] composite. And if through them [we] make
an analogical reasoning (atidesa, lit. “transposition”) concerning a composite con-
sisting in the body and the sense organs (karyakarana), it follows that this [com-
posite] is likewise for the benefit of a composite. Thus [this reasoning] leads to the
establishment of an entity that is contrary to the Person; but this is not what [you]
intend [to do], so [you must rather admit that] the eyes, etc, are not for the benefit
of another [entity].” Cf. TK 120,14-16 (following the explanation of the teleological
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ing, e.g,, that the Person must be uncomposed because it is impercepti-
blet46 or that the Buddhist position leads to an infinite regress. 1471t is
also mentioned by Brahmanical authors such as Uddyotakaral48 and

144

14

14

6

7

3]

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

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

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

The Buddhist objection is stated in NV 326,7-8: pararthas caksuradayah sangha-
tatvdc chayandsanadivad iti / sanghatah sanghatantarartha iti cet /. “[The Sankhya
argues as follows:] ‘The eyes, etc,, are for the benefit of another [entity], because
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Kumarila14® (who present it as the standard Buddhist refutation of the
reasoning put forward in SK 17), and Uddyotakara in particular sets
out to defend the Sankhya argument, notably by accusing the Buddhist
of inconsistency (since he asserts that composites must be for the ben-
efit of other composites while denying reality to composites)!50 and by
arguing that an uncomposed entity must be assumed in order to avoid
infinite regress.151

149

15

15

0

iy

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

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

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

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

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

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

152 PV 4.33: sadhanam yadvivadena nyastam tac cen na sadhyate / kim sadhyam anya-
thanistam bhaved vaiphalyam eva va //. “Suppose that when a sadhana is presented
because of a dispute about a certain [proposition], that [proposition] is [nonethe-
less] not being proved. Then what is being proved? Otherwise [if the proposition in
dispute were not the sdadhya], then either [the sadhya] would be something unin-
tended, or [the sadhana] would be completely superfluous.” Translation Tillemans
2000:57. See also PVin 3 13,6-8, closely similar to PV 4.33.

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

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

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

154

155

156

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

See PVV 427,1-3: athavestasya sadhyatvabhave pararthas caksuradayah samhata-
tvad ity atratmarthatvasyasamhatapararthyasyasadhyatvat / jidnahetutvena sam-
hatapararthye® bauddhenapiste sadhanavaiphalyam eva va sydt //. |2 samhatapara-
rthye conj.: samhatapdararthyasya Ed.] “Alternatively, if what is intended [by the
proponent of a thesis] is not what is to be proved, in this [proposition]: ‘The eyes,
etc, are for the benefit of another [entity] because [they] are composed, what is to
be proved is not that [the eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of the self [or] that they are
for the benefit of some uncomposed [entity]. Therefore the argument can only be
useless, since the Buddhist too admits that [they] are for the benefit of a composed
[entity] insofar as [they] are causes of a cognition.”

PVin 3 13,10-14,2: tatha pardrthas caksuradayah sanghatatvat siddha api pararthya-
visese natmarthah / samhatapararthakriyopagamad esam sadhanavaiphalyam //.
PSTms B 137b1-3 (PSTripb D175b5-176a2/P201a2-6; the passage is also quoted in
Watanabe 2008: 65, fn. 12): atha caksuradisanghatas caitradikah parasabdenopala-
ksito yadarthah sayanasanadayas caksuradayo ’pi tadarthah sidhyanti / sanghata-
rtha ity arthah / anena sanghdatanam tadarthata siddha / parenapi caksuradinam
cittacaittakalaparthatvabhyupagamat siddhasadhyata /.
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According to Jinendrabuddhi, Vasubandhu’s Sankhya opponent now
attempts to save his logical reason “being a composite” from being con-
tradictory by specifying it through the additional property of being in-
ternal (antaratva).5? Vasubandhu replies that internal composites
such as the mind and mental factors (cittacaitta), which belong to the
Buddhist explanation of mental machinery, are also for the benefit of
composite entities inasmuch as they are for their mutual benefit (pa-
raspararthaka). Such is Dignaga’s elaboration on Vasubandhu’s answer
(which he quotes in his commentary on PS 3.27158):

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

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

157

158

159

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

See PSVk P134a6-8, PSVy P51a6-8.

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

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

16

N

TS 307-308: pararthyam caksuradinam yat punah pratipadyate / sayyasanddivat
tena sanghatatvena hetuna // adheyatisaydrthatvam yady esam upapddyate / ista-
siddhir yad istas te 'smabhir jaianopakarinah //. “The [Sankhya] demonstrates that
eyes, etc., are for the benefit of another [entity] through the [logical] reason con-
sisting in [their] being composites, as a bed, a seat, etc. If what they [thus] prove is
the fact that [eyes, etc,] are for the benefit of another [entity] that can receive an
additional property [from them, they only] establish what [we already] admit, since
we admit that the [eyes, etc,] contribute to [producing] a cognition.” Cf. TSPk
117,11-13/TSPs 106,24-27: tatra prathamapakse siddhasdadhyata / yatas te cak-
surdadayo ‘smabhir vijiiano pakdrina istah / caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate tac ca-
ksurvijiianam ydvat kdyam pratitya sprastavyani cotpadyate kayavijidnam iti vaca-
nat /. “In the first hypothesis among these [three], that which is to be proved is [in
fact already] established, since we admit that the eyes, etc, help [produce] a cogni-
tion; because it is said [in the Buddhist scriptures]: ‘“This visual cognition arises in
dependence on the eye and visible [objects, etc.,] up to bodily cognition[, which]
arises in dependence on the body [i.e, skin,] and tactile [objects].”” This quotation is
often found in Buddhist sources (see, e.g, SrBhil 66,4 -5 and AKBhp, 31,11-12); see,
e.g, SN IV.67-69: dvayam bhikkhave paticca vifiidnam sambhoti / [...] cakkhufica
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eyes, etc., are for the benefit of some unchanging entity - in which case
the example is empty of what is to be proved (since beds, etc., are not
for the benefit of such an unchanging entity), so that the logical reason
(“because they are composites”) establishes the contrary of what the
Sankhya is trying to prove (since composites are only seen to be for the
benefit of other composites);162 (3), it demonstrates that the eyes, etc.,
are for the benefit of some unspecified other entity - in which case the
demonstration is useless, since the eyes, etc., are already admitted to
have a causal role with respect to thought (citta).163 The second

162

163

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

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

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

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

164 See above, §2.2.2.

165 PVSV 16,19-20: mrdah khalv api kascic caitanyam anupalabhyamdanam apicchann
adarsanad vacandder vyavrttim aha /. “And although someone [i.e., the Carvaka,]
admits [the existence of] a consciousness [arising] from earth even if it is not per-
ceived, he [nonetheless] asserts the exclusion of speech and so on [in all omniscient
beings] on the grounds that [it] is not perceived.” Cf. PVT Je D39al1-2/P46a5-6 =
PVSVT 73,27-29: tata evapramadnakat |[...] adarsanad vacanader asarvajiatvadisa-
dhandya lingatveno panitasya vipaksad vyavrttim daha /. “On the grounds of this very
non-perception [which he holds] not to be a means of valid cognition [in the other
case], he asserts the exclusion of speech and so on, which [he] presents as marks
for establishing that there is no omniscience, etc, from the dissimilar instances [ie.,
omniscient persons].” On this argument see, e.g., TSk 3240/TSs 3239: yada copadi-
Sed ekam kificit samanyavaktrvat / ekadesajiiagitam tan na syadt sarvajiiabhdasitam //.
“And should [the alleged omniscient Buddha] teach [even] a single thing as an ordi-
nary speaker, this would be the discourse of someone knowing [only] a part [of
what is to be known]; it would not be the speech of an omniscient.” Cf. TSPk 843,8-
10/TSPs 1019,13-16: na hy avitarka vacanapravrttir astiti savikalpaceto 'vasthite-
naivanena dharmo desaniyah / tatas casyam avasthayam balapanditayor avisesad
asarvajiia evasav iti tadbhasitam asarvajiiabhasitam eva syat /. “For the activity of
speaking is not devoid of reasoning (vitarka); therefore he must teach the dharma
while being in a state where his thought is conceptual; and therefore, in this state,
‘because there is no difference between a child and a learned one, he cannot be
omniscient’ [i.e,] his speech must be the speech of [someone] who is not omnis-
cient.” Cf. fragment BST 54 of Brhaspati in Namai 1976b: lokavyavaharam prati sa-
drsau balapanditau. “With respect to worldly transactions, the child and the learned
are similar.”
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invisible presence of curd in milk in the form of a potentiality (Sakti);166
on the other hand, he asserts the absence of composition in entities
that are not for the benefit of another entity, and his assertion is solely
based on the fact that we do not see that these entities are composites.
This latter idea is the very foundation of the teleological argument
since, as Dharmakirti notices, the absence (vyatireka) of the property
of being composed in that which is not for the benefit of another entity
guarantees that every composite is for the benefit of another entity;
and the YD for instance explicitly states that the Person must be un-
composed for the reason that contrary to composed entities, we do not
perceive it:

For if it were composed, like [an empirical individual such as] Devadatta, this
Person would be directly perceived.167

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

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

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

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

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

169 PVT Je D39a3-4/P46a8-b1 ~ PVSVT 74, 11-13: na cadarSanamatrendsya hetor vyap-
tih sidhyati / ko hy atra niyamah sanghdtair avasyam pardarthair bhavitatvyam ya-
tah® sanghatatvdc caksuradindm pardrthyasiddhyatmarthatvam sankhyasya sidh-
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is indeed a perception of curd and so on in milk and so on: it is an inference
from the fact that [curd, etc.,] could not arise from [milk, etc., if milk, etc.,] did
not have [this] potentiality (asakta) [in them beforehand].17° [Answer:] But
what is this potentiality? Is it the entity itself [i.e., curd, etc,] or something
else?71 [f it is the [entity] itself, [this potentiality present in the milk] should
be perceived exactly in the same way [as curd, etc, when it becomes manifest
and milk disappears,] because there [can be] no difference [between the ob-
jects of these two perceptions].172 [But] if [this potentiality is] something dis -

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

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

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

PVT Je D39b1-2/P46b7 ~ PVSVT 74,21-22: tathaiveti nispannaripa®dadhyadivat
ksiravasthayam® upalabhyeta visesabhavat /. [* PVT without equivalent of °ripa®. b
ksiradyavasthayam em. (PVT) : ksiravasthayam Ed.]. “[It should be perceived] ‘ex-
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tinct [from curd, etc.], how can this [i.e., curd, etc,] exist when a distinct thing
[i.e, this potentiality,] exists? Rather, [when the Sankhya says that curd, etc.,
are in milk, etc, due to the latter’s capacity to produce milk,] it must be a
mere metaphor (upacdra). This is their [ie., the Sankhya Atmavadins’]
inconsistency [i.e, discarding non-perception as a means of valid cognition
and nonetheless making use of it]173.174

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

nent in whose views one can secure final liberation from all impurities
(mala) through ritual initiation (diksa).l’s Dharmakirti closes his cri-
tique by demonstrating that the self can be of no help in the initiatory
process.i76 Whatever the polemical context, PV 2.267-269 can be re-
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actly in the same way’ - i.e., [when] in the state of milk for instance, [this potential-
ity] should be perceived [exactly] as [when it] takes on the form of curd, etc, be-
cause there is no difference between the objects [of these two perceptions].”

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

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

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

Note, for a transition to the issue of the self, PVP D114a3-4/P132a7-8: gal te bdag
kyan ’di la fie bar sbyor ba yod pa de Itar na de ci’i phyir lhag mar byas pa yin Ze na /
gan gis na ’jug pa dan ldan pa dan ldog pa dan ldan pa de tsam fiid ni bdag gi rio bo
yinno //.“[Objection:] If the self is also involved (*upa\/yuj-) in this [(soteric) proc-
ess’], then why does it remain? For the nature of the self is nothing but possessing
action (*pravrtti?) and abstaining [from action] (*nivrtti?).” The meaning of this
passage remains obscure to us.
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garded as a self-contained series of arguments against the self. In sev-
eral respects, this important section testifies to Dharmakirti’s indebt-
edness to Vasubandhu: on the one hand, those of his arguments that
question the causality of permanent entities echoe the KSP’s critique of
a permanent self (as well as yet older Yogacara Buddhist arguments
against a permanent creator God);177 on the other hand, his critique of
the self as the only possibility to account for the continuity seemingly
at work in memory and karmic retribution apparently presupposes
Vasubandhu’s arguments against both the Pudgalavadin and the non-
Buddhist Atmavadins in AKBh 9. Interestingly enough, PV 2.269 is
likely to provide us with Dharmakirti’s only allusion to the vexed prob-
lem of memory in the context of an explicit critique of the self.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

180 According to PVP D114a5/P132b1 (dnos po rtag pa rtag tu nus pa).

181 PVP D114a5/P132b2: de man du dpyad zin to //.“[And] this has [already] been often
examined.” See below, fn. 183, p.175.
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is contradictory], and [as it is contradictory that] the cause and [its] result are
one [and the same].182

Dharmakirti’s critique entails three successive steps, all of which pre-
suppose the following premise: if it is of a productive or causally effi-
cient nature, a permanent entity does not depend on cooperating fac-
tors (sahakarin, the presence and hence co-efficience of which are
occasional [kadacitkal, i.e., spatio-temporally limited) in order to bring
about its effect.

As Devendrabuddhi remarks, the first step of Dharmakirti’s argu-
ment - the fact that a permanent entity such as God or the self cannot
produce anything in succession (kramena) - permeates Dharmakirti’s
arguments against a creator God (i$vara), the Mimamsaka conception
of authorless (apauruseya) and permanent Vedic words as well as his
proofs of momentariness (ksanikatva, especially in the so-called sattva-
numana).83 As far as the issue of the self is concerned, however, Dhar-
makirti’s argument is reminiscent of Vasubandhu'’s critique of the cau-
sality of a permanent self in the KSP,184 even in not taking into consi-
deration the second term of the usual alternative, i.e., the hypothesis of
a causal efficiency producing its effect at one time, all at once, “simul-
taneously” (yaugapadyena).185

182 PV 2.267-268a: nityasya nirapeksatvat kramotpattir virudhyate / kriyayadm akriya-
yam ca kriyd ca sadrsatmanah // aikyam ca hetuphalayoh |...] //.

18 On Dharmakirti’s arguments against isvara, see Nagatomi 1967, Jackson 1986,
Krasser 1999, Krasser 2002: 11.19-55, Kapstein 2004 (and, for antecedents, see
Chemparathy 1968 and Yoshimizu 1999: 242-243, fn. 23). On Dharmakirti’s argu-
ments against the manifestation of permanent Vedic words, see Yoshimizu 1999:
238, fn.20, and Eltschinger 2007: 189-196. On Dharmakirti’s proofs of momentari-
ness, see above, fn. 92, p. 26.

184 See above, fn. 96, p.28.

185 Note, e.g., PVin 2 80,1-6 (quoted above, fn. 92, p. 26). Sumatisila (KST D96a3-
b6/P109b1-110a8) explains as follows Vasubandhu's silence about the yaugapad-
yena hypothesis: de la cig car bya ba mi byed par ni gsal ba fiid de / cig car de la rag
lus pa’i "bras bu mi snan ba’i phyir ro //.“Among these [alternatives], it is very clear
that the [self] cannot produce an effect simultaneously, since no effect thatdepends
on it is seen to be simultaneous.” Translation (modified) Yoshimizu 1999: 240, fn.
22. See also Yoshimizu’s remarks on Sumatisila’s explanation in Yoshimizu 1999:
237,fn. 19.
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As for the second step of Dharmakirti’'s argument, according to

Devendrabuddhi, 186 it echoes PV 2.21:

Provided that (yada) the entity [called “God,” when it is] not a cause [i.e., be-
fore it creates], is [of] the very same [nature] as [when it is] a cause [i.e., in
the state of creating], due to which [differentiation] do [you] accept it [as] a
cause? [And you] do not accept [it] as not [being] a cause.!87

Lastly, Devendrabuddhi explains the third step of Dharmakirti’s argu-
ment as follows:

Thus: the active state of a permanent self is the cause, whereas its state of ex-
periencing is the effect. [But there can be] no difference between these two
states, because [otherwise] permanence would be lost. [In this way,] that
which has the nature of the cause of this very [effect] is the effect, [and] in
this sense itis contradictory that the cause and the effect do not differ.188

According to Dharmakirti, a permanent self can be neither a cause nor
an agent. Or if it is, then its active state (the cause) must be the same as
its experiencing state (the effect).

In order to escape Dharmakirti’s critique, the Atmavadin now sug-

gests a new argument. In Devendrabuddhi’s words:

186

187

188

PVP D114a6-7/P132b3-4: mi byed pa’i dus las khyad par med pa’i phyir phyis kyan
“di byed pa ‘gal bar ‘gyur ro Zes / ji ltar dnos de rgyu yin pa / de ltar de fiid gan gi
tshe / rgyu min de ni gan gis ‘gyur // Zes bya ba’i skabs su bsad zin to //. “Since there
is no difference with the time when it does not produce [its effect] (*akriyakalad
visesabhavat), it is contradictory that it may produce it afterwards (*pascat). [And
this] has [already] been stated on the occasion of PV 2.21.” Note also PVT Ne
D146a4/P180b4: 'bras bu byed pa’i dus dan ’bras bu mi byed pa’i dus dag tu bdag
fild mtshuns pa yin no Zes bya ba’i don to //. “The [intended] meaning (*artha) [of
PV 2.267cd] is: the self is the same at the time when it produces [its] effect and at
the time when it does not produce [its] effect.”

PV 2.21: yathd tat karanam vastu tathaiva tad akaranam / yada tat karanam kena
matam nestam akaranam //.

PVP D114a7-b1/P132b5-6: de Itar na bdag rtag pa’i byed pa’i gnas skabs gan yin
pa de ni rgyu yin Zin de fiid kyi lons spyod pa’i gnas skabs gan yin pa de 'bras bu yin
na gnas skabs 'di fiid la khyad par med pa yin te / rtag pa fiid iams pa’i phyir ro // de
fiid kyi rgyu’i ran bZin gan yin pa de ’bras bu yin pa de Itar na rgyu dan ’bras bu tha
dad pa med pa ‘gal ba yinno //.
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Suppose the following be urged (*syad etat): The agent (*kartr) and its result
(*tatphala?) are different from the self, so [that] what [we accept] is estab-
lished.189

Here is Dharmakirti’s reply:

If [one admitted that] the two of them [viz. agency and experience] are dis-
tinct from the [self, then the self’s] being an agent and an experiencer would
be lost Moreover, [its] capacity [as a cause] is not ascertained (na sidhyati).1%

The Atmavadin opponent wishes to demonstrate that the self is both
an agent and the experiencer of the results of its agency. Now fif, in or-
der to escape Dharmakirti’s arguments, he admits that agency and ex-
perience are distinct from the self (so that the cause and the effect can
themselves be different), then he must admit that this independent self
is neither an agent nor an experiencer. While explaining the (rather
obscure) last pada of PV 2.268, Devendrabuddhi again refers back to a
stanza belonging to Dharmakirti’s polemic against an eternal creator
God:

[That something permanent that is not a cause may get involved in a causal]
operation is also ill-founded without a difference in nature. And since a per-
manent [God] is never absent (avyatirekin), [its] capacity [as a cause] is diffi-
cult to be found out.11

Devendrabuddhi explains pada d as follows:

[An entity’s] being a cause (*hetuta?) is not [ascertained] merely because it
produces something (*vastu) but because, for example, x exists when y exists
and x is absent when y is absent even though [all of] x's capable causes [that
are] other than y are present. Thus one can show without any doubt that x is
an effect of y [and] then establish that y is its cause. But God, because it is
eternal, lacks such an absence, [and] thus it is not established that it obeys co-

189 PVP D114b2/P132b7: de Itar ni ‘gyur mod kyi / bdag las byed pa dan de’i ’bras bu
gZan yin pa de Itar na 'dod pa la sgrub pa fiid yin no Ze na /.

190 PV 2.268bd: vyatireke tatas tayoh / kartrbhoktrtvahanih syat samarthyam ca na si-
dhyati //.

191 PV 2.23: svabhavabhedena vina vyaparo 'pi na yujyate / nityasyavyatirekitvat sam-
arthyam ca duranvayam //.
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presence (*anvaya) and co-absence (*vyatireka) with the entities [that are
supposed to be its effects]. Therefore, how [can it be] a cause?192

As for PV 2.269, Devendrabuddhi introduces it as follows:

[The target of PV 2.269 is] the [following] claim (*yad api [..] uktam) [of the
Atmavadin]: if there is nothing unitary (*yadi na kascid eko ’sti?) [such as the
self], then (*tada) that which is [perceptually] experienced (*anubhiita) by
one [person must] be remembered (*smrta) by another, or what is seen
(*drsta) by one [person must] be recognized (*pratyabhijiata) by another, or
[the action] performed (*krta) by one [person must] be experienced (*anu-
bhiita) by another.193

Or, in Manorathanandin’s words:

Objection: If there is no self, then as a result, it should be the case that one
[person] perceives and performs the action, [and that] another one remem-
bers and enjoys the result, and thus [there would be] an absurdity. [Against
this, Dharmakirti] states [PV 2.269].194

These arguments, which form the classical answer of both the Pudgala-
vadins and the Atmavadins to the Buddhist charge against the self,195
recur throughout AKBh 9.19%

And the [undesirable] consequences [put forward by our opponents as invali-
dating our positionl” - namely that] memory, the experience [of pleasure

192 PVP D12b2-4/P14a2-4: dnos po la byed?® pa tsam gyis rgyu fiid ma yin gyi ‘on kyan
dper na ’di ni di yod na ‘gyur la / de las gZan pa’i nus pa de’i rgyu dag yod du zin
kyan de med na med par ‘gyur ba’i phyir / de Itar na the tshom med par de’i 'bras bu
Aid du bstan par ‘gyur ba de’i tshe / de’i rgyur grub par ‘gyur ro // 'di ‘dra ba’i Idog
pa ni rtag pa fid kyi phyir dban phyug la yod pa ma yin pa de Itar na dnos po rnams
la de’i rjes su ‘gro ba dan ldog pa’i rjes su byed pa grub pa med pa’i phyir ji ltar na
rgyuyin /.2 byed em.: med P, yod D.

193 PVP D114b7-115a1/P133a6-8: gan yan gal te gcig ‘ga’ Zig kyan yod pa ma yin pa
de’i tshe gZan gyis iams su myon ba gZan gyis dran pa ‘am / gZan gyis mthon ba gzan
gyis no ses pa ‘am [ gZan gyis byas pa gzan gyis myon ba ma yin no // [...] Zes brjod
pa/.

194 PVV 102,6-7: nanu yady atma nasti tadanyenanubhiitam karma ca krtam anyah
smarati bhunkte phalam iti syat tatha catiprasanga ity dha [...] /.

195 For the use of this type of argument by Atmavadins see, e.g, Oetke 1988: 468; for
its use by Pudgalavadins see above, Chapter 1, §1.1.3.4.3.

19 See below, fn. 211, p. 184.
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and pain as karmic retribution], etc., [would belong to] another [person than
the one who perceived, acted, etc,!% in the first place -] do not invalidate
[our arguments], for [according to us] there is no one to remember some-
thing [previously perceived], because [what is] remembered [i.e., remem-
brance, ] arises [indirectly] from [perceptual] experience [alone].200

Like his opponent’s counter-arguments, Dharmakirti’'s answer is
strongly reminiscent of Vasubandhu'’s rebuttal of similar objections in
AKBh 9. Given that Dharmakirti’s answer is elliptic, that his ideas re-
garding memory (smrti, smarana) and recognition201 (pratyabhijiiana)
are under-studied and that his commentators’ explanations are
scarce,202 the best thing one can do for now is to interpret PV 2.269cd

197

198

199

200

20

=

202

According to PVP D115a2/P133a8 (gZan gyis gnod pa can du brjod pa gan yin pa
de).

PVP D115a1/P133a7-8: sogs pa smos pas ni gzan the tshom za bar gyur pa la gZan
gyis nes pa yinno //. “The word ‘etc.” (*adisabdat) [covers such cases as:] one would
ascertain what another was in doubt about.”

According to PVP D115a3/P133b2 (dran pa fiid dran pa yin te) and PVV 102,12
(smrtir eva smrtam tasyodbhavah).

PV 2.269: anyasmaranabhogddiprasangas ca na badhakah / asmrteh kasyacit tena
hy anubhiiteh smrtodbhavah //.

Note that pratyabhijiid(na) is an important concept in the framework of Dharma-
Kirti's version of the apoha theory, where it is synonymous with words such as nis-
caya, “(perceptual) judgment/ascertainment’” and adhyavasdya, “determination
(as).” On pratyabhijiida(na) as ascertainement, see, e.g., Katsura 1993, Kellner 2004
and Eltschinger 2010b: 403-404 (§5c¢). While there can be no doubt that Dharma-
Kirti’s account of identification or ascertainment in the PVSV has an important
bearing on the issue of memory and cannot differ significantly from Dharmakirti’s
elaborations in PV 3.503cd-531, any account of memory in Dharmakirti’s thought
must await the results of currentresearch on PV 3.

PVP D115a3/P133b2: fiams su myon ba gsal bas nus pa phyi ma phyi ma ches sin tu
ba’ie yid kyi rnam par Ses pa bskyed pa’i sgo nas phyis rkyen ji Ita ba bZin du dran pa
skyed par byed do // gan gi phyir de Itar iams su myon ba las dran pa skye ba de bas
na gcig ‘ga’ Zig iams su myon ba fiid dran par byed pa ma yin no // ’dir dnos po’i
rkyen yin na yan byed pa po la Itos pa ma yin te / stia phyir gyur pa’i ‘du byed rnams
la rnam pa 'ga’ Zig la sgro btags pa la ’jug pa de Itar na de las drios po’i ran bZin grub
pa mayin no //.[*To be read ches $in tu byun ba’i?] “A vivid (*spasta, *sphuta, *pa-
tu?) [perceptual] experience (*anubhiiti?), due to [the fact that it] generates a men-
tal cognition (*manovijiidna) that produces’ a [reproductive] capacity which [in
turn produces a] subsequent [reproductive capacity, etc.] (*uttarottarasakti?), later
generates a memory according to conditions (*yathapratyayam). Since, in this way,
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against the background of parallel passages in AKBh 9. But let us first
consider the following excerpt of Dharmakirti’s PVin 1:

[Objection:] But how [is it] now [that human] practice [is] due to perception,
which [according to you] does not consist in [a conceptual] ascertainment
[but in the mere awareness of an object]? For it is while [conceptually] ascer-
taining [i.e, identifying something,] as ‘this [brings pleasure’ or ‘this brings
suffering]’ that one acts in order to obtain what is instrumental in [securing]
pleasure and to avoid what is instrumental in [provoking] suffering. [An-
swer:] This is not a fault [on our part], because [human] practice, [which
arises] from a desire for perceived [things that occurs] immediately upon
perceiving them, is [made possible] due to memory, which arises through the
capacity of [a former perceptual] awareness (samvid). Even though percep-
tion is a bare vision of the object, [human] practice, [which arises] from a de-
sire and [its] opposite [i.e, aversion,] regarding perceived things immediately
upon perceiving them, is [made possible] due to memory, which arises
through the capacity of [a former perceptual] experience [and] synthetically
connects (pratisandhayin) [the presently perceived object with the object
previously] experienced. Itis indeed a property of what is real that[, provided
it is] vivid, a [previous perceptual] experience imprints (adhatte) a seed of
memory. Due to the perception of something similar [to what has been per-
ceived previously], this [seed of memory] awakens(/is actualized); [thereu-

a memory arises from [perceptual] experience, it is not the case that a certain
[agent that would be] unitary (*eka) causes [one] to remember what has been
[perceptually] experienced [before]. Here, although something real [i.e. perceptual
experience,] is the condition [of the memory’s arising, the causal process] does not
depend on an agent (*kartr): one superimposes a certain aspect (*akdra) on the
conditioning factors (*samskara) that arise in succession (*purvapara?). Thus, a
real nature (*vastusvabhava?) [such as a self] is not established through it.” On ma-
novijiidna and manasapratyaksa, see Stcherbatsky 1993: 309-339; see also PVin 2
19,3-20,7 (and Vetter 1966: 59-63 for a German translation; note Vetter 1966:
104, fn. 36) and NB 1.9 (and Stcherbatsky 1993: 26-28 for an English translation):
svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinendriyajiidnena samanantarapratyayena janitam
tan manovijidnam /. “A mental [perceptual] cognition is that [cognition which is]
generated by a sensory cognition [functioning here as this mental cognition’s]
condition [in quality of homogenous and] immediate antece dent, [a sensory cogni-
tion] whose cooperating [factor] is the object? that follows immediately its own
object [i.e. this sensory cognition’s own object].” @ Or: which cooperates with the
object (Dharmottara [NBTm 58,4/NBTs 10,11] clearly interprets the compound as a
bahuvrihi).
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pon] the impregnation of desire develops and, due to it, action [can take
place].203

In this oft quoted passage, Dharmakirti explains that human practice
arises from a desire that presupposes memory and presents memory
as originating from a past perceptual awareness (anubhava, samvid)
via the subsequent “awakening” (prabodha) of a seed of memory
(smrtibija) imprinted (ahita) by this past perception itself204 and sub-
sisting in the subsequent series of momentary cognitions. In Dharma-
kirti’s views, this seed of memory becomes actualized due to one’s per-
ceiving something similar (tadrsadarsana) to the object of the past
perception.

In several respects this explanation seems to echo one of the most
important arguments developed by the commentators of NSt 1.1.10205
so as to support their Atmavada, and it is tempting to read the passage
as being meant at least in part as an implicit refutation of this argu-
ment. Thus according to Paksilasvamin, human practice occurs through
a desire (iccha) that rests on our capacity to synthetically apprehend
(pratisandhana) both the object perceived as a cause of pleasure in the
past and the object perceived now,206 and action involves an effort to

203 PVin 1 18,5-19,2 (together with PVin 1.18): katham tarhiddnim aniScayatmanah
pratyaksad vyavaharah / niscinvan hidantaya sukhaduhkhasdadhanayoh praptipari-
haraya pravartate / ndyam dosah / yasmat taddrstav eva drstesu samvitsamarthya-
bhavinah / smaranad abhilasena vyavahdrah pravartate // arthdlocanamadtre ’pi
pratyakse 'nubhavasamarthyabhdvino ‘nubhiitapratisandhayinah smarandt taddrs-
tav eva drstesv abhildsetarabhyam vyavahdro bhavati / vastudharmo hy esa yad
anubhavah patiyan smrtibijam adhatte / tadrsadarsanad asya prabodho ‘bhildsava-
sandvivrttir ato vrttis ca /. Dharmottara’s lenghty commentary is found in PVinT
Dze D82b2-86a3.

204 PVin 1 19,1-2 is the source of Manorathanandin’s (PVV 102,13-14) commentary
on PV 2.269:vastudharmo hy esa yad anubhavah patiydn smaranabijadhanadvarena
smaranam janayati /. “It is indeed a property of what is real that [provided it is]
vivid, a [perceptual] experience generates a memory by imprinting a seed of mem-
ory.”

205 See, e.g., Kellner 2001: 504, according to which the description in PVin 1.18 “bears
a not insignificant resemblance to precursors in Paksilasvamin’s Nyayabhasya and

Patafijali's Mahabhasya.”

206 See above, fn. 77, p. 140, and NBh 16,5-7: yajjatiyasyarthasya sannikarsat sukham
atmopalabdhavan tajjatiyam evartham pasyann upaddtum icchati / seyam dadatum
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obtain something or to get rid of it that can occur only provided that
one remembers the pleasure or pain experienced upon perceiving a
particular object.207? While Dharmakirti acknowledges this, his explana-
tion of memory shows that human practice and the capacity to recol-
lect that it involves can be accounted for without having recourse to
the notion of a permanent and unitary self, since memory requires
nothing more than a trace left in a series of momentary and heteroge-
nous cognitions.

Now, this explanation of memory is the one Vasubandhu develops at
length against a Pudgalavadin opponent in AKBh 9. The key-passage
occurs in the framework of the critique of the Pudgalavada:

[Objection:] But if a self does not exist in any way, how is it that, thoughts
being momentary, one remembers or recognizes an object that has been per-
ceived a long time before? [Answer: Remembrance and hence recognition
arise] from a particular thought the cause (anvaya, gl. hetu AKVy) of which is
a [perceptual] notion of the object [that will later be that] of memory. [Ques-

icchaikasyanekarthadarsino darsanapratisandhandd bhavati lingam atmanah /. “The
self, which has [formerly] experienced pleasure from the contact with an object of a
certain sort [and] now sees an object of the same sort, desires to obtain it. This very
desire to obtain [an object, which arises] from the synthesis (pratisandhdana) of the
[past and present] perceptions belonging to a unitary perceiver [who apprehends]
various objects, is a mark of the self.” According to NBh 16,8, the same is true of
aversion, which drives us away from objects that we consider causes of pain: evam
ekasyanekarthadarsino darsanapratisandhandad duhkhahetau dvesah /. “In the same
way, aversion[, which arises] from the synthesis of the [past and present] percep-

tions belonging to a unitary perceiver [who apprehends] various objects], is a mark
of the self].”

207 NBh 16,8-10: yajjatiyo ’syarthah sukhahetuh prasiddhas tajjatiyam artham pasyan
dadatum prayatate / so 'yam prayatna evam anekdrthadarsinam darsanapratisan-
dhataram antarena na syat /. “[Someone] makes an effort so as to obtain an object
upon seeing it [if] this [object is] of the same sort as an object that this [person al-
ready] knows [to be] a cause of pleasure; [and] in the same way, this very effort
could not take place without a perceiver of various objects [who is also] the syn-
thesizer (pratisandhatr) of these perceptions.” NBh 16,12-13 specifies that the
cause of this knowledge is memory while explaining how pleasure and pain are
also marks of the self: sukhaduhkhasmrtya cayam tatsadhanam ddadanah sukham
upalabhate / duhkham upalabhate sukhaduhkhe vedayate /. “And this [person] ex-
periences - [ie,] becomes aware of - pleasure and pain while obtaining what is in-
strumental in [producing] these [present pleasure and pain] thanks to the memory
of some [past] pleasure and pain.”
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tion: But] of what kind is the particular thought from which memory arises
immediately? [Answer: From a thought] inclined toward the [object or asso-
ciated] with notions, etc.208 that are either similar or related [to this object;
and it is a thought] whose force is not impaired by [problems] such as a mod-
ification of the basis [i.e., an illness], sorrow and [mental] distraction. For a
particular thought that does not have this [perceptual notion of the object]
for its cause is not capable of generating this memory even though it may be
of this sort [i.e., inclined toward the object, possessing similar or related no-
tions, etc.,, and of unimpaired force]; and a [particular thought] of another
sort [i.e, one that is not inclined toward the object, etc., and is of impaired
force,] is not capable of generating this memory [either]| although it [may
have] this [(perceptual) notion of the object] for its cause. But in the case
where the two [conditions are found], it is capable [of generating it]. So this is
how memory occurs, since one does not observe that another [kind of
thought] has [this] capacity.20

For memory to arise, two sets of conditions that pertain to memory’s
immediate cause - called a “particular thought” by Vasubandhu - must
be instantiated. (1) First, this thought must be, through a process that
we will consider below, the end-product of a previous perceptual
awareness of the object upon which memory bears (pace momentari-
ness). (2) Second, this thought must meet two further sub-sets of con-
ditions: (2a) this thought must be characterized by at least one of the
following features: (2al) being inclined toward or focusing on the ob-
ject (say the actual fire in the case of fire); (2a2) being associated with
a notion, a former resolution, an intentness or a perceptual habitus,

208 AKVy 711,7-8: adigrahanena pranidhananibandhabhyasadigrahanam /. “The word
‘etc. includes [factors] such as habitus based (?nibandha) on a [former] resolution.”

209 AKBhp, 472,16-22/AKBhg 122,1-9: yadi tarhi sarvathapi nasty atma katham ksa-
nikesu cittesu cirdnubhiitasyarthasya smaranam bhavati pratyabhijianam va / smr-
tivisayasafjiianvayac cittavisesat / kidrsac cittavisesad yato ‘nantaram smrtir bha-
vati / tadabhogasadrsasambandhisafjiiadimato ‘nupahataprabhdavad dsrayavisesa-
Sokavyaksepadibhih / tddrso 'pi hy atadanvayacittaviseso na samarthas tam smrtim
bhavayitum tadanvayo ’pi canydadrso na samarthas tam smrtim bhavayitum / ubha-
yathda tu samartha ity evam smrtir bhavaty anyasya? samarthyddarsanat /. [* anya-
sya AKBhig : anyasyam AKBhp..] See Kosa V.274-276 and Duerlinger 2008: 96-97
and 238-244. For an overview of Abhidharmic conceptions of recollection, see Cox
1992:85-87.
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etc.,210 that bears similarity with the object (say a notion of heat in the
case of fire); (2a3) being associated with a notion related to the object
(say smoke in the case of fire); (2a4) being associated with a former
resolution (pranidhdana, AKVy); (2a5) being associated with (percep-
tual) habitus (abhyasa, AKVy). (2b) Besides, its causal capacity (pra-
bhava) must be impaired by none of the following factors: (2b1) illness
(vyadhi, AKVy), (2b2) sorrow, (2b3) mental distraction, (2b4) magical
action (karman, AKVy) and (2b5) formulas (vidya, AKVy).

Provided all these conditions are instantiated, memory arises. But
what about the process leading from the initial perceptual thought
(upalabdhicitta) to the “particular thought” responsible for the rise of
memory and then to the mnesic thought (smrticitta) itself? As hinted at
by Manorathanandin, this process, which Vasubandhu describes as an
evolution or, better, a (series of) transformation(s) of the series (santa-
tiparinati), is to be accounted for in terms of seeds (bija).211 What does
this process consist of? Vasubandhu spells this out in a passage that
provides us with clues regarding the second aspect of the problem at
stake, viz. the explanation of the relationship between past action
(karman) and (the experience of) its results (phala):212

210 See above, fn. 208, p. 183.

211 See above, fn. 204, p. 181, and AKBhp:472,22-26 /AKBhg 124,1-7: katham idanim
anyena cetasd drstam anyat smarati / evam hi devadattacetasa drstam yajiadatta-
cetah smaret / na / asambandhat / na hi tayoh sambandho sty akaryakaranabha-
vad yathaikasantanikayoh / na ca brimo ‘nyena cetasd drstam anyat smaratity api
tu darsanacittat smrticittam anyad utpadyate / santatiparinatya yathoktam iti ka
evam sati dosah / smarandd eva ca pratyabhijidnam bhavati /. “[Objection: But]
how is it, now, that one [mind] remembers what has been seen by another mind?
For in this case (evam), Yajfiadatta’s mind would remember what has been seen by
Devadatta’s. [Answer:] No, [it is not so,] because there is no [causal] relation
[between their two minds]. Indeed, there is no relation between [their] two
[minds], because there is no causality relationship [between them] as there is [one]
between [minds] belonging to one [and the same] series. Moreover, we do not
claim that one [mind] remembers what has been seen by another, but [that]
another, mnesic thought arises from a perceptual thought, [and this] due to a
transformation of the series, as was said [before]. Therefore, what is the fault [on
our side] if it is so? And it is from memory that recognition arises.” See Kosa V.274-
276 and Duerlinger 2008: 96-97 and 238-244.

212 AKBhp, 477,7-9/AKBhig 158,1-5: katham asaty atmani vinastat karmana dayatyam
phalotpattih / atmany api sati katham vinastat karmana dyatyam phalotpattih /



213

DHARMAKIRTI AGAINST ATMAVADIN ARGUMENTS 185

As for ourselves, however, we do not claim that the result arises subsequently
from an action [that is already] destroyed, but from a particular transforma-
tion of its series, as the sprout from the seed, as it is said [in ordinary lan-
guage] that the result arises form the seed. And [here,] neither [is it meant
that] this [result] arises from a seed [that is already] destroyed, nor [that it
arises] immediately [after the seed]. Rather, [it arises] from a particular
transformation of its series [i.e,] from the last stage [which consists in] the
flower [and is] realized through a succession that comprises the sprout, the
stalk and the leaf. [The Atmavadin:] But [if] the [result] is realized by the
flower, why do [we] say [that itis] the result of the seed? [Vasubandhu:] Be-
cause the [causal] capacity imprinted by the [seed] indirectly accrues to the
flower. If [the capacity of the flower| were not preceded by the [capacity of
the seed, the flower] would not be capable of generating a result of that kind
[i.e, similar to the seed]. Similarly, it is said that the result arises from the ac-
tion. And neither does it arise from an action [that is already] destroyed nor
[does it arise] immediately [after the action], but from a particular transfor-
mation of its series. [The Atmavadin:] But what is the series, what is the
transformation, what is the particularity [of the last phase of transforma-
tion]? [Vasubandhu:] The series [consists in] the stream, which originates
from an action, of each successive thought, and this [series]’s arising [ever]
differently is [its] transformation. And that [transformation, i.e., that new
phase] which is capable of generating the result immediately is [called] a par-
ticular transformation because it is distinguished [in this regard] with regard
to the other][, preceding] transformations.213

tadasritad dharmddharmat / yatha kah kimasrita ity uktottaraisa vdcoyuktih /
tasmad anasritad eva dharmadharmad bhavatu /. “[The Atmavadin:] If there is no
self, how [can] a result arise later from an action [that is already] destroyed? [Vasu-
bandhu: But] even if there is a self|, as you contend], how [can] a result arise later
from an action [that is already] destroyed? [The Atmavadin:] From merit and
demerit, which rest on the [self as qualities of a substance. Vasubandhu:] This is
vain rhetoric (vacoyukti), to which [we have already] answered, for example [while
asking:] ‘What rests on what?’ [So] let us admit [that the result arises] from merit
and demerit which do not rest [on the self].” On nairdtmya and the relation
between action and its result in the AKBh, see also Sanderson 1994.

AKBhp: 477,9-20/AKBhg 158,5-160,5: naiva tu vayam vinastat karmana dyatyam
phalotpattim brimah / kim tarhi / tatsantatiparinamavisesad bijaphalavat / yatha
bijat phalam utpadyata ity ucyate / na ca tad vinastad bijad utpadyate / napy
anantaram eva / kim tarhi/ tatsantatiparindmavisesad ankurakandapattradi-
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As it is accounted for by Vasubandhu and Dharmakirti, the process
does not require any agent, subject or substratum responsible for the
continuity between perception and memory or between acts and their
(eschatological) experience. Acts and perceptual experiences simply
plant seeds214 that gradually transform themselves up to the point
where the conditions are met for them to produce their result.

214

kramanispannat puspdvasanat / tat punah puspan nispannam kasmat tasya bijasya
phalam ity ucyate / taddahitam hi tat paramparaya puspe® samarthyam / yadi hi
tatpirvakam® nabhavisyat tattadrsasya phalasyotpattau na samartham abhavi-
syat / evam karmanah phalam utpadyata ity ucyate / na ca tad vinastat karmana
utpadyate ndpy anantaram eva / kim tarhi / tatsantatiparinamavisesat / ka punah
santatih kah parindmah ko visesah / yah karmapirva uttarottaracittaprasavahc sa
santatis tasyd anyathotpattih parindmah / sa punar yo ‘nantaram phalotpadana-
samarthah so ’‘ntyaparindmavisistatvat parinamavisesah /. [* paramparaya puspe
AKBhg (Tib. brgyud pas) : paraya puspe AKBhp.. b tatpirvakam AKBhig: tatpurvi-
kan AKBhp.. ¢ prasavah AKBhig: °pravasah AKBhp.] See Kosa V.295-296 and
Duerlinger 2008: 108 and 293-296.

AKBhp 64,5-7: kim punar idam bijam nama / yan ndmartipam phalotpattau samar-
tham saksat paramparyena va / santatiparindmavisesdt / ko 'yam parinamo nama /
santater anyathatvam / ka ceyam santatih / hetuphalabhiitas traiyadhvikah sam-
skarah /. “[Question:] But what is it that [you] call a ‘seed’? [Answer: A seed] is a
name-and-form that is capable of giving rise to a result in a direct or an indirect
manner due to a particular transformation of the series. [Question:] What is it that
[you] call a ‘transformation’? [Answer: A transformation] is the fact that the series
is otherwise. [Question:] And what does this series consist of? [Answer: The series
consists of] the conditioning factors that are [successively] causes and results [and]
belong to the three times [i.e, past, present, future].” See Kosa 1.185.





