Introduction

Dharmakirti’s Attitude toward the Self

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 Cf. AKBhp461,1-4/AKBhik 34,1-8: kim khalv ato 'nyatra mokso nasti / nasti / kim
karanam / vitathatmadrstinivistatvat / na hi te skandhasantdna evatmaprajfiaptim
vyavasyanti / kim tarhi / dravyantaram evatmanam parikalpayanti / atmagraha-
prabhavas ca sarvaklesa iti /. “[Objection:] But isn’t there any liberation outside
the? [teaching of the Buddha]? [Answer:] There isn’t. - Why? - Because the [outsid-
ers] stick to the erroneous view of a self, for [contrary to us,] they do not consider
the designation ‘self’ [to refer] merely to the series of the constituents; rather, they
conceive the self as an independent substance. Now, all [the] defilements [which
are responsible for bondage] originate from the belief in a self[, and this is the
reason why there is no means of liberation outside selflessness as prescribed by
the Buddha].” [? atah is to be understood against the background of AK 8.43, espe-
cially sasanam muneh.] Cf. also AK, antepenultimate and ultimate stanzas (AKBhp,
478,14-21/AKBhig 168,1-8): ity etam suvihitahetumargasuddham buddhanam pra-
vacanadharmatam nisamya / andhanam vividhakudrsticestitanam tirthyanam ma-
tam apavidhya yanty anandhah // imam hi nirvanapuraikavartinim tathdgataditya-
vaco’'msubhasvatim / niratmatam dryasahasravahitam na mandacaksur vivrtam
apiksate //. “Those who are not blind proceed by observing that the [fundamental]
law [inherent] in the teaching of the buddhas is unobjectionable (Suddha) thanks to
a well ordained path of [argumentative] reasons and by rejecting the doctrine of
blind outsiders [such as Kapila and Uliika] who were prompted by various evil false
views. For the weak-eyed [outsider or personalist] fails to see, even [though it is]
manifest, this selflessness which is the only path to the city of nirvana, which is
radiant due to the rays which are the words of the sun[-like] Tathagata [and] which
is conveyed by thousands of noble ones.” On the city of nirvana, see below, fn. 374,
p.282.
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0.1. DHARMAKIRTI'S ACCOUNT OF THE BELIEF IN A SELF AS
NESCIENCE

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

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

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

All defects are born of the personalistic false view, and it is this [false view]
that is called “ignorance” [in our doctrinal system].2

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

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

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

=]

©

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

10 On the nature of these dosas see below, fn. 67, p.203.
11 PV 1.222ac1: sarvasam dosajatinam jatih satkayadarsanat / savidya [...] //.

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

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

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

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

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

13 PV 2.196ab1: mohas ca milam dosanam sa ca sattvagrahah |[...] /.
14 PV 2.212cd: tanmilds ca malah sarve sa ca satkdyadarsanam //.
15 See AK 3.29c.

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

17 See PVSV 111,23-112,5, Dunne 2004: 372-373, Eltschinger 2007: 236-239.
18 See PVP D92b7-93a1/P107a7-8, PVA 146,14-16 and PVV85,15-17.

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

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

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

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

0.1.3. Various terms refer to this kind of nescience in Dharmakirti’s
writings: “personalistic false view” (satkayadrsti, °darsana), “false view
of a self” (atmadarsana), “belief in/adhesion to a self” (atmagraha,
atmabhinivesa), and “false view of /belief in a [substantial] living being”
(sattvadrsti, sattvadarsana, sattvagraha)2s> According to Yogacara and
Sautrantika definitions, the personalistic belief consists in regarding
the five constituents to which one clings (upadanaskandha) either as a
self (atmatah) or as one’s own (atmiyatah, i.e., as belonging to the
self).26 People who are deluded by this false view hold a basically tran-
sient (sat < sidati) collection or cluster to be both permanent (nityasan-
jAa) and unitary (pindasafijia). In his account of the future Buddha'’s
philosophical reflections on the eve of his career, Dharmakirti presents
the cause of suffering (duhkhahetu) in the following way:

23 PVA 146,21-22: evam visesabhidhdnena tatsvabhavavidya nidanabhiita pradhanye-
na nirdista /.

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

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

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

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

Having][, due to ignorance3?] superimposed sixteen unreal aspects, viz. “last-
ing,” “pleasant,” “mine,” “I,” etc., onto the four [nobles’] truths,33 one craves
[for what is pleasurable to the self].3

» o« ”

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

28 See PVP D56b1/P64a5-6.

29 See PVP D60b2-3/P69a4-5.

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

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

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

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

34

35

36

NG

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

PV 2.270: sthiram sukham mamaham cetyddi satyacatustaye / abhiitan sodasakdran
daropya paritrsyati //.

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

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

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

[...] ‘gyur ba)43

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

43 Respectively PVP D93b1-2/P108al-2 and PVP D67b4 /P77a6-7.
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nothing but the traditional sequence of dependent origination, where
both nescience and craving function as the cause of suffering: as de-
filements, they both give rise to other defilements (e.g, trsna—upa-
dana) and to actions (kriya, e.g.,, avidya—samskara, or upadana—bha-
va), the latter being in turn responsible for new foundations (vastu) of
existence (e.g, samskdra—vijiana, or bhava—jati)4* Insofar as they
give rise to actions leading to new existential foundations, nescience
and craving* are the two causes of (re)birth (/punar][janman) and
transmigration (samsara)*¢ which are the hallmarks of suffering.4’
Whereas Devendrabuddhi simply defines suffering as (re)birth (skye
ba’i mtshan fiid can gyi sdug bsnal), Dharmakirti characterizes it as the
constituents undergoing transmigration (duhkham samsarinah skan-
dhah) 48 It is hardly surprising, then, that according to Dharmakirti, “as
long as (s)he adheres to a self, the [person who experiences craving
remains] in samsdra.”*® According to Devendrabuddhi, for whom “the
personalistic false view is the cause of the connection (*pratisandhi) to
a new existence (*punarbhava),”s® “the [person] who is under the sway
of the false view of a self has the notion of pleasure (*sukhasafijiia)
with regard to suffering [and] will be connected to a new existence.”51
The link between the false view of a self, attachment and rebirth can be
summarized as follows:

4 See AK 3.27 and AKBhp: 134,26-135,3, Kosa 11.69, Pruden 1988-1990: 11.407.
4 See PVP D56a6/P64a3, PVP D57b3/P65b4, PVP D115b6/P134a8, PVP D116al/
P134b3, PVP D115b2/P134a2-3,PVP D58b1/P66b4.

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

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

48 Respectively PVP D56a6/P64a3 and PV 2.146c.

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

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

51 PVP D85a6/P98a3: gan la bdag tu Ita ba yod pa de ni sdug bsnal la bde ba’i ‘du Ses
canyin te / yan srid par mtshams shyor bar ‘gyurro //.
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Thus when there is adherence to a self, a multitude of defects such as attach-
ment to one’s own (*dtmiyasnehadidosa) arise, and attachment to a self
causes [one] to take a [new existential] place (*sthana).52

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

Once [the notion of] the self exists, the notion of the other (parasafijiia)
[arises, and] from this distinction between the self and the other [are born]
grasping and aversion; bound to these two, all the defects arise.>3

Devendrabuddhi accounts as follows for the genealogy of otherness:

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

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

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

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

3¢ PVP D95b7/P110b4-5:ji srid du blo bdag ces mnon par Zen pa de srid du bdag tu "du
Ses pa dan de yod na de Itar mi 'dzin pa gan yin pa de thams cad gZan yin no //.

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

He who sees a self has a constant attachment for this [self thinking of it as]
“.” Because of [this] attachment [for the self] he craves for the pleasures [of
this self and his] thirst conceals [from him] the defects [of the things he
deems conducive to these pleasures].>6

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

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

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

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

59 PVV 87,3-4: sukhasadhanatvenadhyavasitanam vastinam.

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

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

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

63 See, e.g, PVP D90b5/P104b7.
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[We call] “attachment” an inclination for the self and one’s own which pre-
supposes the [afore-mentioned delusion].*

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

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

One can show hostility or aversion only for that which hinders (upa-
rodha) or harms (pida) what has been taken as the self and one’s
own:66

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

But Dharmakirti also holds attachment to the self to be the cause of the
three different kinds of craving that the oldest layers of Buddhist ca-
nonical literature have made responsible for rebirth (paunarbhavika):
craving for (future) existence (bhavatrsnd), craving for sensual plea-
sures (kamatrsna), and craving for non-existence/annihilation (vibha-
vatrsna)’0 According to him, craving for sensual pleasures is to be
interpreted as the actions (pravrtti) of living beings to secure what
they hold to be pleasurable (sukhapti), whereas craving for annihila-
tion refers to those of their actions that aim at avoiding suffering (duh-
khanapti). This matches again perfectly with the Vaibhasika account of
the tenth link of dependent origination, viz. bhava (literally “exis-
tence”), which is to be understood as the “action which results in future
existence” (bhavisyadbhavaphalam karma): bhava refers to the actions
resulting in rebirth which are accumulated by those who run around
(under the sway of craving) in order to quench their thirst.’! In these
stanzas, Dharmakirti brings together both meanings of bhava, ie,
action to secure the pleasures of the self and the (future) existence to
which they inevitably lead:

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

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

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

71 See AKBhpr132,19-21 and AK 3.24ab.
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surable. Therefore, craving is the basis of existence [i.e., the cause of bon-
dage].72

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

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

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

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

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

7
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According to Yasomitra, the personalistic belief in its speculative form
characterizes Atmavadins such as Kapila and Ulika, the founders of the
religio-philosophical systems of Sankhya and Vaisesika.’# That Dhar-
makirti acknowledged the distinction between the innate and spe-
culative forms of the satkdyadrsti can easily be substantiated.”s Sakya-
buddhi accounts for this distinction as follows:

74

75

pa ni byis pa so so’i skye bo thams cad dan tha na ri dags dan bya rnams kyi yan yin
no // kun brtags pa ni gZan mu stegs can rnams Kkyi yin par blta bar bya’o //. On this
distinction, see also PrSVy IlIv5 (Muroji 1991: 83; sahajatmadrsti) and PrSVy Illve-
7 (Muroji 1991: 81; parikalpitatmadrsti), AKBhp, 290,19-20 (sahaja satkayadrstir
avyakrta / ya mrgapaksindm api vartate / vikalpita tv akusaleti pirvacaryah /; see
Kritzer 2005: 292); see also LASt 117,17-118,13 and ASBh 62,34. As Prajinakara-
gupta rightly points out, the (innate) satkayadrsti is nothing but defiled ignoran-
ce/delusion (see PVA 145,12-13, together with stanza 886). On mrgapaksin, see
also VP 2.149-150.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

[The Veda says that] a permanent soul is the agent [of action].8°

This he explains as follows in his commentary:

80

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

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

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

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

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

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

Now, Prasastapada seems to divide these inferential marks into two
categories: those that allow one to infer the self as a controlling agent

(adhisthatr), and those that are the marks of a property-possessor
(gunin), i.e., an inherence cause.83 Here are Prasastapada’s remarks as
regards the first inference:

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

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

83 The concept of inherence cause (samavayikdarana) is at home in VaiSesika, as is the
description of the self as a samavdyikarana. On samavayikarana in general, see VST
1.1.14 and DP$91 (Miyamoto 2007: 26); on samavaya and samavayikarana in con-
nection with the self, see VSt 10.1 and especially DPS 10 (Miyamoto 2007: 10): *ka
atma / yo buddhisuk haduhkhecchadvesaprayatnasamskaradharmdadharmanam sa-
mavayikaranam jiidnotpdadanalaksanam sa evatma /. “What is the self? The self is
that which is the inherence cause of cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, ef-
fort, residual traces, merit and demerit, [and that which is] characterized as pro-
ducing cognition.” Read in the light of Devendrabuddhi’s, Sakyabuddhi’s and Mano-
rathanandin’s commentaries, PV 2.63-72 presents interesting materials in con-
nection with the critique of the VaiSesika conception of the self and its function as a
samavayikarana (on this passage and the identity of Dharmakirti’s opponent[s], see
Franco’s detailed discussion in Franco 1994 and 1997: 133-155). These stanzas
occur right in the middle of Dharmakirti’s lengthy polemics against the Materialist’s
reduction of the mind (citta, caitanya) to a property (dharma) of the four material
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elements (/mahalbhiita). Here, the Materialist attempts to prove that the relation-
ship which obtains between the elements and the mind is one of support and sup-
ported (asraydsrayibhava, also adharydadharabhava): the material elements are the
support while the mind (or: cognition) is the supported entity. Dharmakirti opens
this new part of his critique on the following six stanzas (PV 2.63 -68, translated on
the basis of Devendrabuddhi’s and Sakyabuddhi’s commentaries [PVP D31b4-
33a6,/P35b5-37b3, PVT Ne D101b5-103a5/P124a8-126a4]): andsraydt sadasator
nasrayah sthitikaranam / satas ced asrayo nasyah sthatur avyatirekatah // vyati-
reke 'pi taddhetus tena bhavasya kim krtam / avinasaprasangah sa nasahetor mato
yadi // tulyah prasangas tatrapi kim punah sthitihetund / a nasakagamat sthanam
tatas ced vastudharmatd // nasasya saty abdadho ’sav iti kim sthitihetund / yatha
jalader adhara iti cet tulyam atra ca // pratiksanavindse hi bhavanam bhavasan-
tateh / tathotpatteh sa hetutvad dsrayo ’yuktam anyatha // syad ddharo jaladinam
gamanapratibandhatah / agatinam kim adharair gunasamanyakarmanam //. “For
neither what exists nor what does not exist [can] have a support. Objection: No,
[for] a support is the cause of the duration of an [already] existing [thing, and hence
existing things do have a support. Answer: This agent of an entity’s duration
can]not [be] the support [of an already existing entity] because this [duration] is
not distinct from the agent of duration. [And] even if [duration] were distinct [from
the agent of duration, it would have to be] the cause of this [duration]. What does
[then] this [agent of duration] cause to the entity [itself, so that it can be regarded
as its support]? [Moreover,] it [would] follow that [the supported entity, i.e., the
mind,] would not be destroyed [at any time. And] if one accepts that this [destruc-
tion] is due to a cause of destruction, the same [undesirable] consequence [will
follow] in the case of this [cause of destruction] as well. What [then] can be the use
of a cause of duration? [Objection: The entity] lasts thanks to this [agent of dura-
tion] until it meets with an agent of destruction. [Answer: But then,] destruction
being the [very] nature of the entity, this [destruction will be] unobstructible.
Therefore, what can be the use of a cause of duration? Objection: [There is a sup-
port] just as [there is] a sustainer|, like a vessel,] of [really existing things] such as
water. [Answer:] But [exactly] the same [as before is to be replied] in this case! For
if [real] entities[, which have the property of arising in ever different locations,]
perish at every [single] moment, [it is not because it causes water to continue to
exist that] this [vessel] is a sustainer][, but] because it is the cause of [the fact that]
the series of the entity arises like this [i.e, in the same place asits sustainer. Being a
sustainer] cannot be otherwise. [Moreover, a vessel for instance] could [possibly]
be the sustainer of [things] like water[, which have the property to flow], be cause it
prevents [them] from moving, [but then,] what about the sustainers of qualities,
universals and actions, which are [entirely] devoid of motion?” After this rather dry
row of arguments against the asrayasrayibhava as a model for the relationship
between body and mind (but also against Vai$esika models of the relations obtain-
ing between the categories), Dharmakirti concludes as follows (PV 2.69): etena sa-
mavayas ca samavayi ca karanam / vyavasthitatvam jatyader nirastam anapasra-
yat //. “With this [refutation of the dsrayasrayibhava], inherence, the inherence
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cause and the fixity of [things] like classes are [ipso facto] discarded, because [as
we have just shown,] there [can] be no support(/substratum).” In other words,
Vaidesika ontology relies on relations that do not stand criticism, for according to
both Devendrabuddhi (PVP D33a6-7/P37b4) and Sakyabuddhi (PVT Ne D103a5-
6/P126a5), inherence amounts to nothing but an asrayasrayibhava between things
that are established inseparately, such as substances and qualities (aprthaksiddha,
ayutasiddha; PVT Ne D103a5/P126a4-5, Vibh. 36, fn. 1; cf. PDhS 86,2-3: ayutasid-
dhanam adhdaryadharab hiitdnam yah sambandha ihapratyayahetuh sa samavayah /.
“Inherence is the [necessary| condition for the cognition ‘here’ regarding things
that are established inseparately [and] stand in a relationship of sustainer and sus-
tained.” Translation Franco 1997: 318). Now if the dsraydsrayibhdva is dismissed,
the VaiSesika conception of the self as the samavayikarana of its qualities pleasure,
pain and cognition is bound to crumble, and such is the purport of the commenta-
tors’ explanations on PV 2.69. According to Devendrabuddhi (PVP D33a7/P37b4),
Sakyabuddhi (PVT Ne D103a6/P126a5-6) and Manorathanandin (PVV 36,6-7),
Dharmakirti’s allusion to the inherence cause targets (pseudo-)entities such as the
non-Buddhists’ atman in their relationship with pleasure, pain (*ukhaduhkhadi,
PVT) and cognitions (buddhyadi, PVV). The gist of the critique appears in PV 2.65c:
things (such as the VaiSesika qualities of the self or the Materialist’s mind) possess-
ing a permanent support (the self or the material elements) will have no end. (For
explanations of jatyader vyavasthitatvam, see PVP D33a7/P37b4, PVT Ne D103a7/
P126a6-7 and PVV 36,7-8; according to PVP D33a7-b1/P37b5-6, “etc.” refers to
relationships such as the dharmadharmin relation, the mind’s dependence on the
material elements, etc; interestingly enough, Sakyabuddhi finds his “Vaibhasika
coreligionists” [ran gi sde pa bye brag tu smra ba rnams] guilty of the same kind of
error). In PV 2.70-72, Dharmakirti summarizes the previous discussion as follows
(translated according to PVP D33b2-34a2/P37b7-38a8 and PVT Ne D103b1-
104a2/P126a8-b1-127a3): parato bhavanasas cet tasya kim sthitihetuna / sa vi-
nasyed vindpy anyair asaktah sthitihetavah // sthitiman sasrayah sarvah sarvotpat-
td ca sasrayah / tasmat sarvasya bhavasya na vinasah kaddcana // svayam vinasva-
ratma cet tasya kah sthapakah parah / svayam na nasvaratma cet tasya kah sthapa-
kah parah //. “[To sum up:] if an entity owed its destruction to [something] else[,
then it would last as long as the cause of its destruction is not present; under such
circumstances]|, what would be the use of an [extraneous] cause of its duration
[that would serve no purpose]? And were this [entity] to perish [by itself,] without
[the intervention of] other [entities, then it would perish in any case, and] the [al-
leged] causes of [its] duration [would] lack any efficacy. [Moreover,] all that which
possesses a support possesses duration, and all that which arises possesses a sup-
port. Therefore, no entity [would] ever perish. If [an entity] is of a transient nature
in itself[, then, since it does not depart from this nature, it will perish by itself;
under such circumstances,] which other [entity could] cause it to continue to exist?
[But] if [this entity] is not of a transient nature in itself[, then it will last by itself;
under such circumstances,] which other [entity could] cause it to continue to
exist?” According to Devendrabuddhi, Sakyabuddhi, Manorathanandin and Vibhiti-
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candra (see the references below), PV 2.71 must be interpreted at least partly as a
critique of Atmavadin (especially VaiSesika) conceptions, and this along the same
line of argument as above: if cognition, pleasure and pain have the permanent self
as their support (or samavayikarana), then they should never cease to exist (the
objection of course applies to the Materialist who holds the four material elements
to be permanent: if the mind is a property of the elements, then it should last for-
ever [see PVP D33b7/P38a5-6 and Vibh. 37, fn. 2]). PVP D33b5-7/P38a3-5 makes
explicit the complex structure of PV 2.71 as follows: dros po ‘ga’ Zig skye ba dan
Idan pa gan yin pa de ni kun rten bcas yin par 'dod pa des na / re Zig bdag la brten
pa’i bde ba la sogs pa (D : P pa’i) gan dag yin pa’i rten rtag pa de dag ni rtag tu gnas
par byed pa dan ma bral ba’i phyir ’jig pa med pa fiid yin no / /2 gan dag gi (D : P gis)
yan mi rtag pa fiid rten yin na de’i yan gZan dan de’i yan gzan (P : D gZan ma) yin pa
de ltar na / rdul phra rab rtag pa’i bar dub rten yin pa’i phyir rtag tu gnas pa fid du
‘qyur roc //. [@ Cf. PVV 36,20-21: tatra yo nama kascin nityasrayo yatha sukhadir
atmasritah sarvah sa nityam sthitiman syat sthapakah sada sthiteh /. b Cf. Vibh. 36,
fn. 6: yo namanityasrayas tasyapy anyo yavan nityah paramanava ity dha /. ¢ Cf.
Vibh. 37, fn. 1: iti nityam eva sthitih.] “It is accepted thatall entities that have arising
possess a support, [and] thus: to begin with (*tdvat), those [entities] that possess a
permanent support (*nityasraya) - [like] pleasure, etc. (*sukhadi), which rely on
the self (*atmasrita?) - [will] not perish, because they are never without [some-
thing] that causes [them] to last (*sthdpaka). As for those [entities that, like pots,a]
possess an impermanent support (*anitydsraya), this [impermanent] support also
has another [entity] for its support, and the [latter] another, and so [on] up to the
permanent atoms (*paramanu); therefore, [they too] will always continue [to
exist].” @ According to PVT Ne D103b6/P126b6-7 (garn dag gi Zes bya ba ni gzugs la
sogs pa’i’o //).? Note PVT Ne D103b6-104a1/P126b7-127al (to be compared with
PVV 36,22-37,2, translated in Franco 1997: 320-321): de’i yan gZan dan de’i yan
gZanyin pa Zes bya ba ni re Zig bum pa’i yan lag can gyi tha ma’i gyo mo rten yin Zin
de dag giyan ran fiid kyi rtsom pa yin la de dag gi yan ran fiid rtsom pa po gZan yin
pa de ltar na yan lag can rdul giiis kyi bar du’o // de’i yan rdul phra rab rtag pa’i bar
du rten yin no // de bas na re Zig rdul giiis pa ni rtag tu gnas pa yin zin / de’i stobs
kyis des brtsams dan / bum pa la sogs pa’i yan lag can gyi (P : D gyis) mthar thug pa’i
bar du’o //.“‘This [impermanent] support also has another [entity] for its support,
and the [latter] another, ie.: to begin with (*tavat), the last gross part (Tib. gyvo mo
probably = Skt. kapadla, pot-half?) of the whole (*avayavin) consisting in a pot is a
support; this [support] too has [a support, i.e., the parts] which aggregate [so as to
constitute] it (*svatmany arambhakah/svarambhakah?), and the latter, another
[ie., the parts that in turn] aggregate [so as to constitute] it, and so [on,] up to the
atomic dyad (*dvyanuka), and this [atomic dyad] in turn has the permanent atoms
(*paramanu) [for its] support. Therefore, first the atomic dyad lasts forever, and
thanks to it, [the wholes] resulting from the aggregation of the [parts] ( *tadarab-
dha?), and [this] up to, finally, the whole [that consists in] a pot, etc. (*ghatadyava-
yavin).” The translation of this passage is tentative.
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[The self] is inferred [as] the body’s controlling agent endowed with effort
from the undertaking [of action] and abstaining [from it], which inhere in the
body [and] are suitable for obtaining what is useful and rejecting what is
harmful, just as a charioteer [is inferred] from the action of the chariot. And
[the selfis also inferred thus] through breath, etc.8*

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

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

Thus, whereas the first inference (—adhisthatr) seems to be concerned
with the self as an agent inasmuch as it presides over bodily actions,
the second one (—gunin, i.e., samavayikaranas¢) seems to deal with the
self as an experiencer inasmuch as it experiences pleasure and pain,
but also - and this has eschatological consequences - merit and deme-
rit (dharmadharma) 87 In other words, the self is an agent in that it con-
trols bodily action, and an experiencer in that it is the inherence cause
of pleasant and unpleasant sensations as well as merit and demerit.s8
And according to Karnakagomin’s commentary on PVSV 174,14-16,
the doctrine alluded to by Dharmakirti is summarized in Santaraksita’s
TS as follows:

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

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

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

86 See VS111.1.5 and VSt 1.1.14.
87 See PDhS 16,7-8 and DPS 10, quoted above, fn. 83, p. 20.

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

his short rebuttal of these conceptions (PVSV 174,16), Dharmakirti

declares that the agency of permanent entities has already been re-
futed several times.20 This, however, raises an interesting question.

89

90

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

All the non-Buddhist schools targetted by Dharmakirti acknowledge the perma-
nence (nityatd) of the self. For Mimamsa, see SV dtmavada 7aci and 20-21 (Oetke
1988:425); for Sankhya, see SK 3d; for Vaiéesika, see DPS 95 (Miyamoto 2007: 27)
and PDhS 3,15-17; for Nyaya, see NS 3.1.18-26. Note that certain Buddhist Pudga-
lavadins (Haimavatas?) who were neither Vatsiputriyas nor Sammitiyas admitted
the permanence of the pudgala. See, e.g. the following excerpt from the SNS
(463c23-25): “In the opinion of these schools, the Buddha spoke of attaining the
unshakeable happiness [in parinirvana] and so the person is eternal. Since the
person attains the unshakeable happiness and has no aggregates, the person dwells
beyond the possibility of knowledge; therefore the person is eternal.” Translation
Priestley 1999: 41. Note that according to the Vatsiputriyas and the Sammitiyas,
“the pudgala is neither eternal nor subject to annihilation, since it is neither the
same as the aggregates nor different from them” (Priestley 1999: 41). That Dhar-
makirti was alluding here to the two vinasitvanumanas (“inference [of momentari-
ness in the sense] of [causeless] annihilation”) of his PVSV (98,4-100,24 and 141,17~
1505) is very unlikely (on the vinasitvanumana, see Steinkellner 1968: 363-369
and Rospatt 1995: 178-195). Indeed, the vindsitvanumana type of the proof of
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Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin explain that this idea has already
been discarded by the sastrakara himself - Dharmakirti - and by his
coreligionists (svayiithya)21 Now, the argument against the causal effi-
cacy of permanent entities is the so-called inference of momentariness
from the mere fact of existence (sattvanumana), which Dharmakirti in-
troduces first in PVin 2, i.e,, after the PVSV92 Does, then, Dharmakirti
refer to earlier remarks of his discarding the agency of permanent enti-
ties, to ideas elaborated by his coreligionists, or to both? Be it with re-
gard to the Vaisesika’s universals (samanya) or to the Mimamsa’s no-
tion of a Vedic sound (Sabda), Dharmakirti emphasizes time and again,

91

92

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

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

PVin 2 80,1-6: na hi tasyaksanikasyarthakriya sambhavati / kramayaugapadyaviro-
dhat / akramah / anapeksasya kartuh svasattamatrena ksepayogat / prag akartuh
pascad api svabhavaparavrtteh / apeksayam coktam / napi yugapatkriyd / tatsva-
bhavasya pascad apy akriydyogat / tad ayam bhavo nivrttasarvasamarthyah satta-
laksanam atipatati /. “For such a non-momentary [thing] cannot have any causal
efficacy, since [its efficacy] is contradictory [whether it is regarded as occurring]
gradually or simultaneously. [It can]not [be efficacious] gradually, because [if it is]
an agent that does not depend [on cooperative causes but acts] due to its mere
existence, [it] cannot remain [inefficacious; but if it is] not an agent previously, [it
cannot become an agent] later either, since no change [can occur] in its nature; and
[we] have [already] explained [that it is impossible as well] if [it] dependson [other
cooperative causes]. Nor is it efficacious simultaneously, since the nature of this
[once efficacious entity] cannot be[come] inefficacious later. Therefore this [pseu-
do-]entity that is devoid of any efficacy does not fit with the definition of existence.”
Translation (modified) Yoshimizu 1999: 234-235. See also HB I1.145, n. 107,
Steinkellner 1968: 373, Oetke 1993: 27, Rospatt 1995: 162, fn. 362. On the
development of the vindsitvanumana into the sattvanumana, see Steinkellner 1968
and Sakai 2010: 22-43; on the structure of Dharmakirti’s sattvanumana, see Oetke
1993. See also above, fn. 90, p. 25, in fine.
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in the PV, that permanent entities like these cannot produce anything
without undergoing change, i.e., without ipso facto losing their perma-
nence.” This is likely to be at least one among DharmaKkirti’s intentions
in PVSV 174,16. However, as pointed out first by Nagatomi and demon-
strated by Yoshimizu,%4 the basic structure of Dharmakirti’s sattva-
numana is already to be found in early Sarvastivada, Sautrantika and
Yogacara texts, especially in the context of the refutation of a perma-
nent God’s creation. But in the same important contribution, Yoshimizu
has also drawn attention to an interesting passage of Vasubandhu’s
KSP, where a proof strategy that clearly foreshadows Dharmakirti’s
sattvanumdna is used in order to refute a permanent self% This pas-
sage, which Dharmakirti may well have had in mind, runs as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

9

<[

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

As PVP D86a6/P99a6 testifies: gZan yan bdag fiid kyi ‘chin ba dan thar pa ni yod pa
mayinno //.“Moreover, a [permanent] self has neither bondage nor liberation.”
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[There can be neither bondage nor liberation for something permanent.] Be-
ing the cause of the arising of suffering is [what we call] “bondage”: [since
what is permanent is devoid of the capacity to bring about anything,®8] how
[could this belong] to [something] permanent? [And] being the cause of the
non-arising of suffering is [what we call] “liberation”: how [could this belong]
to [something] permanent?%?

And as we shall see, the causality of supposedly permanent entities
forms the background of two among the arguments that will be dealt
with in detail below: first, Dharmakirti’s symmetric claim that the pud-
gala can be the agent neither of bondage nor of liberation;10 second,
his claim that the very permanence of the self contradicts its being an
agent of psychophysical actions and an experiencer of their results. 101

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

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

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

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

101 See below, Chapter 2, §2.4.

102 See above, §0.2.2.

103 See PVT Ne D17a7-b1/P19a6-7: gan byas pa de ni bdag med pa fiid yin no Zes bya
ba la sogs pa’i sbyor ba la byas pa fiid la sogs pa’i gtan tshigs kyis bdag med pa fiid
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dissimilar instance (i.e., entities provided with a self, satmaka) exists?
This is what Dharmakirti seems to be up to in a rather intricate passage
of his PVSV on PV 1.291. To put it briefly, Dharmakirti attempts to
show that the Atmavadins’ self does not meet the conditions required
of a self, i.e.,, owing its existence to itself alone (svato bhavah, as the
Madhyamika would say), and not to something else (parato bhavah). In
other words, the non-Buddhists’ self lacks independence or autonomy
(svatantrya).1o¢ And why so? Because its control over both action
(kriya) and experience (bhoga), i.e., its being an agent and an expe-
riencer, ruins its autonomy by making it dependent (paravasa) on a se-
ries of causes that enable it to act and experience (e.g., as regards ac-
tion: desire, which in turn depends on an object previously expe-
rienced as pleasurable, etc.; and as regards experience, the object expe-
rienced, as well as the internal organ that grasps it, etc.). In other
words, the self is produced anew by every successive phase of its action
and experience. Thus as it is defined by the Atmavadins, the self turns
out to be simply... selfless (niratman). And if even the self is selfless in
that it is produced, it can be safely concluded that the logical reason
“being produced” is pervaded by the property “selflessness.” Here is
the passage under consideration:

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

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

104 On the self’s lack of autonomy, see Traité 11.743, where svdtantrya is meant in a
moral rather than ontological sense. The locus classicus regarding the self’s lacking
autonomy and hence not being a genuine self is SN 111.66-68 (Anattalakk hana Sut-
ta, traditionally held to be the Buddha’s second discourse); see also MN .230-231
(Calasaccaka Sutta). On these passages, see Collins 1982: 97. Note PVSVT 274,9-
10: atmasabdo ’pi kvacid arthe svatantrasya khyapandya krtah. “As for the word
‘self’ (atmasabdo ’pi), it is coined in order to express [something] autonomous with
regard to a certain effect.” Note also PVSVT 274,13 -14: tatha hi svatantrendtmadind
yo ’dhisthitah sa sasvamikah parair isyate /. “For [our Atmavadin] opponents admit
that what is controlled by an autonomous self, etc, possesses a ruler/owner.”

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

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

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

According to PVT Ne D17a6/P19a4-5 = PVSVT 548,25-26 (anyathd yadi nivrtti-
madtram nairdtmyam syat tadd nihsvabhdvatvan nirupdakhyam eva tad bhavet /). On
the indeterminacy of the self, see also MPPU 148c28-149a3: “[L]a vraie nature
(bhiitasvabhdva) de I'Atman ne peut étre établie avec précision (niyama); on ne
peut pas établir s’il est éternel (nitya) ou transitoire (anitya), autonome (svatantra)
ou non-autonome (asvatantra), actif (karaka) ou inactif (akaraka), matériel (ripin)
ou immatériel (ariipin), et autres caracteres (nimitta) de ce genre. La ou il y a carac-
tére (nimitta), il y a réalité (dharma), mais, sans caractére, pas de réalité. Puisque
I'Atman n’a pas de caractére, nous savons qu'il n’existe pas.” Translation Traité
[1.740.

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

According to PVT Ne D17a7-b1/P19a7 (de bas na saris rgyas pa ni med pa tsam gyis
bdag med pa la sogs pa bdag med par mi ‘dod do //) and PVSVT 549,6 (isyate ca /
tasman na bauddhasyatmavirahamatram nairatmyam /). For the first part of Sakya-
buddhi’s explanation, see above, fn. 103, p. 29.



32 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

The passage is also interesting because Dharmakirti specifies what sel-
flessness is not, i.e., the mere absence of a self. In other words, here he
is addressing the reproach that in the Nairatmyavada perspective, one
has to realize what turns out to be a mere non-entity. He argues that on
the contrary, from the Buddhist point of view, realizing selflessness
means becoming aware of an essential feature of reality.112 In order to
explain why it is so, Dharmakirti points out the Atmavadin’s fundamen-
tal mistake: his opponent believes in a self understood as a substance,
i.e, as a permanent, unchanging and independent entity that he
presents as the substratum of experience and karmic results.113 Con-
trary to the Atmavadin’s self, the Buddhist selflessness is nothing like a
mere non-entity such as a hare’s horn (in which case nothing could be
proved about it as it would remain perfectly indeterminate apart from
its being non-existent): it is an essential component of reality.114

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

11 PVSV 154,12-16: naivam nairdtmyddayah / svabhavavisesat / kriyabhogadhistha-
nasvatantro hy atma niratma / tatsvatantryalaksanatvad atmanah / tad riipam nair-
atmyam natmanivrttimatram / anyathd nirupakhye krtakatvadyayogan na tato nair-
atmyasiddhih syat /.

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

113 See above, §0.2.2.

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

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

116

117

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

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

PV 1.215 and PVSV 108,20-109,3: pratyaksenanumanena dvividhenapy abdadha-
nam / drstadrstarthayor asyavisamvadas tadarthayoh // pratyaksenabddhanam
pratyaksabhimatandm arthandm tathabhavah / yatha niladisuk haduhkhanimitto-
palaksanaragadibuddhinam |/ atathabhimatanam capratyaksata / yatha sabdadiri-
pasannivesindm sukhadinam dravyakarmasamanyasamyogadindm ca / tathandga-
mapeksanumanavisayabhimatanam tathabhavah / yathd caturnam dryasatyanam /
ananumeydanam tathdbhavah / yathatmaddinam / dgamapeksdnumane ’‘pi yatha



34 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

This passage is closely connected to the one in which Dharmakirti
blamed the Veda for claiming a permanent self to be the agent of
psychophysical actions and the experiencer of their eschatological re-
sults.118 For a treatise (e.g., the Veda) that wrongly claims uninferable
entities like the self or God to be inferable must be discarded as unreli-
able. Once again, one should be wary of regarding this criticism as per-
taining merely to issues of logic and epistemology, for as Dharmakirti
himself declares:

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

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

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

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

118 See above, §0.2.2.

119 PVSV 108,2-5: ndyam puruso ’ndsritydgamapramanyam dasitum samarthah / aty-
aksaphalanam kesaricit pravrttinivrttyor mahanusamsapayasravandt tadbhave viro-
dhadarsanac ca /.
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so-called (kevala)vyatirekin, a Naiyayika argument that can be formu-
lated as follows: “This living body possesses a self, because it possesses
breath, etc.” Dharmakirti’s critique of this pseudo-proof appears in the
PVSV, PVin 2, PVin 3 and NB 3.120 Second, a Sankhya argument to the
effect that “[things] like the sense organs are for the benefit of another
[(i.e, uncomposed) entity], because they are composite [entities].”
Dharmakirti’s critique, which can be found in the PVSV, PV 4, PVin 3
and NB 3, is strongly indebted to Vasubandhu and Dignaga.12! Third,
the VaiSesikas’ and Naiyayikas’ repeated claims to the inferability of
the self, which Dharmakirti undermines in the PVSV by showing that,
contrary to the sense organs, an imperceptible self can be inferred nei-
ther on the basis of a logical reason consisting in an essential property
(svabhavahetu) nor on the basis of a logical reason consisting in an ef-
fect (karyahetu).122 Fourth, the Buddhist Pudgalavadins’ recourse to ef-
fect as alogical reason in order to establish their pudgala, an argument
Dharmakirti criticises in the PVSV in a way that improves on Vasu-
bandhu’s strategy in the AKBh.123 Fifth, the Naiyayikas’ and the Vaise-
sikas’ recourse to memory (smrti, smarana) as providing an argument
in favour of the self, which Dharmakirti criticises, here again in the
footsteps of Vasubandhu's AKBh and probably against Paksilasvamin,
in PV 2.124

0.2.6. However, Dharmakirti’s most significant contribution to the criti-
que of the self is arguably his thirty-seven-verses long critique of
(mainly) Nyaya soteriology, where he shows that the Atmavadin must
renounce all hope of achieving liberation through the cultivation of
suffering (duhkhabhavana) applied to what supposedly belongs to the
self (e.g., cognition, sense organs, etc.) as long as he does not abandon
the self. For as we have seen,125 the idea of “one’s own” (atmiya) or
“mine” (mamafkara]) is the natural and necessary outcome of the false

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

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

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

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

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



