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Introduction

As we have reported elsewhere,” the newly available manuscripts of Jitari’s (fl. 940-980)?
contain a number of hitherto unknown works, one of them is the Vijiaptimatratasiddhi.
This is a short philosophical treatise that become accessible through two manuscripts of
the Sanskrit text.* In this treatise, Jitari tries to establish the Yogacara doctrine of the
cognitive manifestation of the objects and refutes the “externalism” (bahirarthavada)
around this central topic.’ The basic ideas he presents can be found in Dharmakirti’s works
and commentaries on them, for instance, PV 3.320-337 and the commentaries ad loc.

At the beginning of the treatise, Jitari divides the externalists into two groups, according
to their opinions on whether awareness possesses the image of object or not, i.e., the
sakarajiianavadins and the nirakarajiianavadins, with a short outline of the position held by
each group. Jitari’s refutation, however, focuses mainly on the nirakarajiianavadin-branch.
The discussion is initiated with a formal reasoning (prayoga) aiming to prove his main
thesis that all things that become manifest (pravkas) — i.e., that appear in consciousness —
are cognition, which has the nature of self-manifestation. This is followed by the refutation
of various objections that claim the reason in Jitari’s prayoga is invalid in one of the
three usually recognized ways, that is, by being unestablished (asiddha), inconclusive
(anaikantika) or contradictory (viruddha).

I would like to express my sincere thanks to Prof. Ernst Steinkellner for his effort to make it possible
for me to read the manuscripts in Beijing, and to Prof. Eli Franco for his establishing a research project
on Jitari’s works in the University of Leipzig supported by the German Research Foundation. I am also
indebted to Prof. Franco for many valuable suggestions on an eatrlier version of this paper. My special
thanks go to Prof. Birgit Kellner who carefully read this paper and made numerous suggestions which
allow for great improvements in both content and language. I am also very grateful to the German
Research Council (DFG) for a substantial grant for the abovementioned research project.

2 Cf. Chu and Franco 2012.

3 Cf. Tucci [1930] 1971: 249. Shirasaki (1981: 342) estimates Jitari’s dates as 960—1040.

In manuscript A the VMS ranges from folios 14b4 to 20ab, in manuscript B from 49al to 55b2. A critical
edition of the text based on the two manuscripts is being prepared by the present author and will be
published separately. All quotations of VMS in this paper are based on this forthcoming critical edition.
In the following, two sets of folio-numbers and the line-number separated by forward slash (for instance,
“14b5-6/49a1-2") refer to manuscript A and manuscript B respectively; however, editorial notes from
the critical apparatus, including the reports of the variant readings in one of the two manuscripts,
are omitted here. I will not describe the physical condition and the philological character of these
manuscripts here, which will be made in the critical edition. For the detailed information of the two
manuscripts of the works attributed to Jitari, as a whole, cf. Chu and Franco 2012.

I prefer to use the terms “externalism/externalist” (bahirarthavadalbahirarthavadin) instead of “realism/
realist” to refer to the system/person which/who asserts that object of cognition exists outside of or
independent of cognition, because these terms can easily remind us of its Sanskrit equivalent.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 1-19.
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In the context of countering the attack that the reason is “inconclusive,” Jitari embarks
on an excursus and refutes the opponent’s thesis that the manifestation of the external object
in cognition is caused by cognition. He does so by negating all four logically possible
propositions with regard to the relationship between manifestation and the object. Jitari
concludes that the manifestation of the object is merely the cognition’s self-manifestation.

After establishing that the reason is not inconclusive, in the final section, Jitari replies
to further objections against the thesis of cognition’s self-manifestation raised from the
perspective of non-Buddhist as well as Buddhist systems.

In the following, I will present an analysis of Jitari’s discussions with the aim of
summarizing the main points.

1. The bahirarthavada position with regard to the image of the object

After dividing the bahirarthavadins into sakarajiianavadins and nirakarajianavadins at
the beginning of the VMS, Jitari describes the position of those bahirarthavadins who
favor sakarajiianavada with regard to the image of the object as follows:

All this is only the cognition which appears with the image of [object-things
of the five senses respectively, such as] white color, singing voice, fragrant
smell, sweet taste and [tangible] roughness; however, the external (bahyah)
object-thing having a [physical] body established as entirely different from
[its] product, the cognition, does not appear in its own form.°

The position described here is similar to that of the Sautrantika. As it is well-known, the
Sautrantika is a strong proponent of sakarajiianavada.” Jitari then summarizes the position
of those bahirarthavadins who favor nirakarajiianavada as follows:

Our cognition is devoid of image [of object]; the external object possesses
the image, and is perceptible, for this object is apprehended by perception as
connected to the external world (bahirdesa).}

VMS 14b5-6/49a1-2: jianam evedam sitagitasurabhimadhurakarkasakaram bhasate, bahyah™* punar
artho jiianakaryavyatirekamatravyavasthapitasariro na svena ripena cakasti. *Both manuscripts
clearly read bahyam. However, since bahyah appears in related passages quoted below in n. 7 and n. 9,
the text should be emended to bahyah.

Cf. a frequently quoted statement clarifying the Sautrantika position, as e.g. in TBh 63,17-18: sautra-
ntikanam matam — jiianam evedam sarvam niladyakarena pratibhasate, na bahyo ’rthah, jadasya
prakasayogat. Cf. Kajiyama 1965: 428ff.; Kajiyama 1998: 139-140; Dhammajoti 2007: 1711f., 1744f.;
Dhammajoti 2009: 24 11f., 2691f., and 2744f.

8 VMS 14b6-15a1/49a2-3: nirakara no buddhih, akaravan bahyo ’rthah, pratyaksas ca, sa hi bahirdesa-
sambaddhah pratyaksenopalabhyate. In the TSP, we can find a similar outline of the nirakaravada:
“Cognition is devoid of the image; however, the external thing has the image, and it is perceived distinctly
as connected to the external world. In this manner, the image of cognition is rejected by us.” (TSP
313,4-6 ad TS 980: nirakara buddhih, akaravan bahyo 'rthah, sa ca bahirdesasambanddho vispastam
upalabhyata ity evam asmabhir jianakaro nisiddhah.)
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This refers evidently to the Mimamsa system,® which is the major advocate of the nirakara-
vada among the non-Buddhist systems, and probably the main opponent functioning as
interlocutor in this treatise. On the other hand, among Buddhist systems, the Vaibhasika
is usually regarded as nirakaravadin, with Subhagupta as the main representative in the
sources available to us. As we will see below, Subhagupta is quoted and refuted by Jitari. The
Yogacara system, as it is attested in many sources, is divided into two sub-systems, the saka-
ravijiaptimatratavadin and nirakaravijiaptimatratavadin. Ratnakarasanti is a spokesman
of the latter.' But, needless to say, as a nirakaravijiiaptimatratavadin, Ratnakarasanti could
not have been the target of Jitari’s refutation, since he is not a bahyarthavadin.

2. Formal reasoning proving cognition’s self-manifestation

In the VMS, Jitari indeed does not pay much attention to the sakarajianavada-branch
of the bahirarthavada, saying that the sakarajiianavadins are not in conformity with the
whole set of the generally established convention and they do not provide anything except
some pieces of false determination.!! So, he concentrates himself on the refutation of the
nirakarajiianavada-branch of the bahirarthavada. He starts his refutation by setting forth a
formal reasoning:

What becomes manifest [in cognition] is cognition [itself], just as the concep-
tual construction of a blue thing; and [a sensory object] like visible matter
becomes manifest [in cognition, therefore, it is cognition with the image of
object]. This is a reason of essential property.!?

The main body of the treatise is actually a proof that the reason used in this reasoning
is valid. As Jitari does in many other works, the proof takes on the form of replies to
various objections that claim the reason to be fallacious according to the Dharmakirtian
threefold typology of the “pseudo-reason” (hetvabhdasa): (1) unestablished (asiddha); (2)
contradictory (viruddha), and (3) inconclusive (anaikantika)."

At first, Jitari declares that, in the formal reasoning, the proving factor (sadhana), i.e.,
“becoming manifest,” is not unestablished, because it is proved by perception as existent in

K Cf. MSBh 28,17-18: nirakara tu no buddhih, akaravan bahyo 'rthah, sa hi bahirdesasambaddhah
pratyaksam upalabhyate. Cf. also TSP 101,14-15 ad TS 252: kim ca bhavato mimamsakasya mate yo
bhasamanah sa akaro na buddheh. kim tv asau bahyarthasvabhavo varnyate, akaravan bahyo ’rtho
nirakara buddhir iti vacanat. “Further, in your Mimamsaka system, it is explained that it is not the
image of cognition that appears; rather, it is the nature of the external object, since it is said: ‘the external
object possesses the image, the cognition is devoid of the image.””

10 Cf. Kajiyama 1965: 421ff.

Cf. VMS 15a1/49a3: parisamapitasakalavyavaharayogabhavan mithyabhinivesalesad rte natiserata iti.

VMS 15a2-3/49a4-5: yat prakdasate tat jiianam yatha nilavikalpah, prakasate cedam rapadikam iti

svabhavahetuh.

Dharmakirti does not directly offer a separate definition of the pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa). Rather, in

PV 1.1 he defines the threefold valid reason and then adds at the end of the verse that reasons other than

this are “pseudo-reasons” (paksadharmas tadamsena vyapto hetus tridhaiva sah / avinabhavaniyamad

dhetvabhasas tato ’pare //). The verse is translated in Mookerjee and Nagasaki 1964: 6; Hayes and

Gillon 1991: 2f.; and Steinkellner 2008 [2009]: 195, 2013: 4; for further discussion see Frauwallner

1954: 145; Steinkellner 1967: 82f., 2008 [2009]: 195, 2013: 16; and PVin 3.91-131,5 (karika 67-68).
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respect to the property-bearer (dharmin), i.e., a “[sensory object] like visible matter.”!*

That means, for the reason he uses, the condition of paksadharmata is satisfied. In reply to
the objection that the property-bearer is unestablished either for the internalist who regards
it as internal, or for the externalist who regards it as external, Jitari argues that the property-
bearer, visible matter, is nothing but the exclusion of non-visible-matter. Its properties of
being internal or external that are the subject of disagreement, are characterized with two
further different exclusions (i.e., the exclusion of being internal and the exclusion of being
external, respectively). However, this disagreement does lead to the non-establishment of
the property-bearer, because this property-bearer is established by perception; and in no
inference is the property-bearer regarded as particularized to the certain property that is
subject to controversy, so that it would incur the criticism of non-establishment.!

Then, Jitari points out further that the reason, “becoming manifest,” is not contradictory,
because it is found among the similar cases. He explains: A proving factor becomes
contradictory when it is pervaded by what is opposed to the factor to be proved (sadhya);'®
and a pervaded factor (vyapya) should never come forth without pervading factor (vyapaka),
otherwise it would not be pervaded (tadabhavaprasangat). So, the reason, insofar as it is
contradictory, does not occur in the similar cases.!’

But the opponent does not agree with this, arguing that the proving factor “becoming
manifest” cannot be found in the similar instance, because cognition is not perceptible;
for, when an object is cognized, the cognition is known through inference.'® Here Jitari
obviously refers to the position of Sabara of the Mimamsa system; in fact, he makes use of
the Sabarabhasya verbatim, incorporating literally the passage in question.'® Dharmakirti
refutes this opinion in PV 3.460ff.2° From his externalist’s point of view, Jitari’s opponent
says that, in a cognitive event, we perceive merely the object alone that is the externally
existent thing like something blue, which becomes manifest in cognition as blue when
we perceive it. Apart from this no other object can be perceived, for the grasping subject
cannot be perceived in the way “I experience the internal cognition” (antaram jiianam

14
15

Cf. VMS 15a3/49a5: atra prayoge na sadhanasiddhir adhyaksasiddhatvad dharmini prakasamanatayah.
Cf. VMS 15a5-6/49b2-4: ayam evaripadivyavrttivisisto dharmi, bahyatvabahyatve tasya vivadaspade
vyavrttyantare, na ca tayor asiddhim dharmino akarsati, tasyadhyaksasiddhatvenasakyapahnavatvat,
na ca kvacid anumane vimatyadhikaranadharmavisisto drsto dharmi yenaivam asiddhicodanalambi
syat.

A similar definition of the contradictory reason can be found in RNA 33,21-22: tatha hi yo vipaksa eva
vartate sa khalu sadhyaviparyayavyapteh sadhyaviruddham sadhayan viruddho *bhidhiyate.

Cf. VMS 15b1-2/49b4-5: napi viruddhatvam sapakse bhavat. sadhyaviparyayavyaptam hi sadhanam
viruddham bhavati, na ca vyapyam vyapakam antarena syat tadabhavaprasangad iti sati viruddhatve
na sapakse vartate.

Cf. VMS 15b2/49b5-50al: nanu ca prakasanam nama nasty eva sapakse jianasya sarvasya paroksatvat.
na hi kascid ajiiate ’rthe buddhim upalabhate, jiiate tv anumanad avagacchati.

Cf. MSBh 7,25-29: na hi kascid ajiiate rthe buddhim upalabhate, jiidte tv anumanad avagacchati.
Cf. PV 3.460ab: api cadhyaksatabhave dhiyah syal lingato gatih | “Further, cognition should be
known through an inferential sign, insofar as it is not perceptible.” Cf. PV 3.447: etenanatmavitpakse
sarvarthadarsanena ye | apratyaksam dhiyam prahus te ’pi nirvarnitottarah // “Through [the unwanted
consequence explained above] that there is no perception of any kind of object in the thesis of non-
self-awareness the reply is given to those who say that cognition is non-perceptible.” The opponent
who advocates this theory is at PVV 251,17 labelled as Jaiminiya: ye jaiminiya apratyaksam dhiyam
arthapattigamyam ahuh te ’pi nirvarnitottara dattottara boddhavyah.

16

17

19
20
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anubhavamiti). That is to say, the opponent does not accept the Buddhist theory that
cognition of an object can be perceived through self-awareness, like the awareness of
sensations such as pleasure; as it is explained by Dignaga.?! Jitari’s refutation of this
objection is in fact a proof of the existence of the experience of cognition of an object-
referent. He argues that even if you do not have an ascertaining awareness (pratipatti) in the
form “I experienced the cognition,” you cannot prove that the experience of the cognition
does not exist. To support this, he quotes a verse from the Tattvasarigraha: The name is
not equal to the characteristics (rigpa) of things, so it is not the case that the things whose
characteristics have been completely apprehended (parijiiata) [through perception] remain
unknown so long their name is unknown.?

Jitari argues further: If the experience of the cognition of an object-referent would not
exist at all, then the pure conceptual awareness of an object like a pot, perceived as arising
and disappearing, cannot be included in (antar\bhit) or assigned to anything, i.e., it has no
objective substratum at all to be based on; for it can be based neither on the object nor on
the cognition — because the object cannot arise and disappear according to a person’s desire
(thavasena) and it does not have the nature of the subjective conceptualization. Moreover,
the cognition might occur, being imperceptible according to the opponent, but it could not
become manifest, even if it occurs as conceptual awareness; the object is manifest, but it
does not occur like the subjective cognition. To conclude, Jitari says, if the cognition were
imperceptible, there would be no conceptual awareness consisting in the experience of a
cognition in concordance with the verbal designation of the object at all, but in reality it is
not so0.?

Now, Jitari turns to treat the problem of the reason’s inconclusiveness (anaikantikata),
which he defines as the occurrence of reason in the dissimilar cases (vipaksavrttikata). He
argues that this occurrence is impossible in this case, because the proving factor, being
established by valid means of cognition, leaves no room for deviation; he emphasizes also
that this occurrence can never be suspected so long as there is a necessary concomitance

2l Cf.PS(V) 1.6ab: manasam cartharagadisvasamvittir akalpika | manasam api riipadivisayalambanam

avikalpakam anubhavakarapravrttam, ragadisu ca svasamvedanam indriyanapeksatvan manasam pra-
tyaksam. “And the mental [perception], [i.e.,] awareness of an object-referent and self[-awareness]
of desire, etc., is free from conceptual construction. Mental [awareness], too, taking the object-field
like a visible matter, etc., as its object-support, [and] occurring with image of direct experience [of
that visible matter], is non-conceptual [and thus can be regarded as perception]; and self-awareness
in respect to the desire, etc., is [also a kind of] mental perception, because it is independent of sense
faculties.” And PS(V) 1.9ab: svasamvittih phalam vatra dvyabhasam hi jiianam utpadyate svabhasam
visayabhasam ca. tasyobhayabhdasasya yat svasamvedanam tat phalam. “Or with regard to this [per-
ception mentioned above as a type of perception] (cf. PST 1 69,6-7: atreti piirvokte pratyakse) the
self-awareness is the result. (9a) Cognition arises actually with two appearances, self-appearance and
object-appearance. The self-awareness of this [cognition] possessing both appearances is the result.”

2 e
bhavet [/

B Cf. VMS 15b4—16a1/50a3-6: yadi hi jiiananubhavo nama ndsty eva, tadd yo *yam ghatadivikalpah
samvidita upayann apayams ca kvantarbhavyatam, arthe buddhau va. na tavad arthe, tasyehavaseno-
dayastamayayogat, asya canevamrupatvat. buddhir atra vivarteta, sa capratyaksa vivrttapi sati vah
na prakaseta, na ca prakaso ’rthas tathavrttir ity abhava evarthabhilapanukarino ’anubhavatmano
vikalpasya jianaparoksapakse prasajyeta. na caivam. This is in fact an adaptation of the argument
presented in Dharmakirti’s PVin 1 14,14—15,7. Cf. the German translation of the Tibetan version in
Vetter 1966: 53.
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between the nature of self-manifestation and the things that become manifest, which he
expresses with a formal reasoning:

Everything that does not possess the nature of self-manifestation does not
become manifest, just like something that never appears. And [a sensory object]
like a blue thing does not have the nature of self-manifestation, if it is not
cognition. This is [the reason of] non-perception of a pervading factor.>*

Here, it is worth noting that this is just a repetition in the negative form of the first formal
reasoning given at the beginning of the work when Jitari starts his refutation.’> The only
difference is that the word “cognition” (jiiana) is here replaced with “possessing the
nature of self-manifestation” (svaprakasasvabhava), which Jitari treats as synonym. This
demonstrates clearly that Jitari sets forth the discussion from the Yogacara point of view,
regarding the nature of self-manifestation as a conditio sine qua non for the arising of the
object’s manifestation in the cognition as the cognitive content.

The opponent does not accept the theory of self-manifestation, holding that a thing,
although not attaining (anu\Nbhit)® the nature of self-manifestation, can still become
manifest, for instance, a blue thing, etc., not having the nature of manifestation of itself,
when placed (adhina) near a lamp, etc., can still be manifest, and thus, the nature of self-
manifestation is not a necessary condition for the state of being manifest.?’ Jitari’s reason
consequently still remains inconclusive. Jitari replies to this by simply pointing out that
manifestation never takes place in any other form than self-manifestation,?® so his reason
cannot be inconclusive.

In the next section, to refute the objection against the Yogacara’s position of self-
manifestation, he examines the relationship between the cognitive manifestation and the

24 Cf. VMS 16a1-3/50a6-b2: anaikantikatapy asya na sambhavini. sa hi bhavantt drsyamanavipaksavr-

ttikataya va sambhavet sambhavyamanavipaksavrttikataya va. tatra na tavad agrimo grahyah paksah,
pramanasiddhasya vyabhicaragocarasya kasyacid abhavat. napi pascimo vipascitam paritosaya. yadi
viparyaye badhakam pramanam na bhavet, asya syad vipaksapracarasanka, yavat tad asti — yad yat
svaprakasasvabhavam na bhavati tat tan na prakasate. yatha kivicit kadacid apratibhasamanam. na
bhavati ca svaprakasasvabhavam asati jianatve niladikam iti vyapakanupalabdhih.
Cf. the quotation above in n. 12.
26 As pointed out by Funayama (2007: 194, n. 35), the subject of the verb anu-\bhii can also be a thing,
and then it does not mean “to experience ...” as when it is used with a human being as its subject; he
translates the phrase sattam anubhavati in a passage quoted from TSP 1123,6-8 as “directly manifests
itself” (but, I think, in that case, the phrase could be simply translated as something like “is connected
to/attains its existence”). He gives some other examples of the same expression found in TSP. Actually,
examples for this use of the verb in other contexts can also be found in TSP and other texts, for instance,
cf. TSP 604,12—-14: sa vayur niskramams talvadeh samyogavibhagav anubhavati. gacchams ca na
sa yavad akasam abhigacchati. kim tarhi. yavad vegam ... “It, i.e., wind, when blowing out, attains
connection or disjunction with the palate, etc., and it does not continue to move as long as there is
space, but as long as the impetus (vega) [continues].” (Notably, here, the word anurudhyate in TS
2177 is paraphrased as anubhavati).
Cf. VMS 16a4—-6/50b3—4: svaprakasasvabhavatam ananubhavann api niladih prakasata iti na kivicid
anupapannam nama. ko hy atra niyamo yat svaprakasasvabhavenaiva kevalam prakasitavyam iti,
paraprakasyatve ’pi prakasopapatteh, svayam aprakasatmanam api niladinam dipadisannidhanadhina-
prakasarupatopalambhat.
B Cf. VMS 16a6-16b1/50b5: bhaved ayam anaikantiko hetuh, yady anyathdpi prakaso ghatate, kim tu
svaprakdasatam antarena prakarantarena prakaso nopapadyate.
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object that becomes manifest in cognition, with the conclusion that his own initially
presented reason is not inconclusive.

3. Examining the relationship between the “making manifest” (praka-
Sana) and the object

From the Yogacara’s point of view, a cognitive event of “manifestation” refers, of course,
to the fact that the cognition is manifest, so the question is raised why it is said that an
object is made manifest by cognition. According to the externalist opponent, however, that
statement means simply the fact that the “making manifest” (prakasana) of an external
object is performed by its cognition.? To refute this idea, Jitari embarks on a rather lengthy
discussion to examine the relationship between the making manifest, which the opponent
alleges to be created by cognition, and the external object (artha). He uses an argument in the
form of “four alternative proposition” (catuskoti), a Buddhist favorite dialectical apparatus:
He lists at first exhaustively all conceivable relations between the making manifest and the
object, and then negates them all one by one: the manifestation is a different thing than the
object-referent (1), it is a non-different thing than the object-referent (2), it is both different
and non-different (3), it is neither different nor non-different (4).

Jitari argues at first that the so-called “making manifest,” which is made by cognition,
cannot be a different entity (padartha) than the object-referent, because in that case it
cannot be said that it is the object-referent that is made manifest by cognition. He explains:
The object-referent cannot become manifest as itself, since this is contradictory to the
thesis of other-manifestation, i.e., becomes manifest as a different thing. Moreover, the
“other” cannot operate to add a different nature to the object to make it manifest, since in
that case the “other” becomes identical with the object, i.e., one ends up with the second
option.*® Further, in that case, since the object-referent does not undergo any change while
the manifestation arises as a different entity, it would not become manifest; and a future
thing, inasmuch as it is not appearing in the manifestation, cannot be distinguished from
the thing itself (svariipa) and thus cannot become manifest.?! To avoid this difficulty, the
opponent may argue that the object-referent, without change, becomes manifest with the
same manifestation. However, according to Jitari, the manifestation is a temporal process,
i.e., the object undergoes the changes from the state of not being manifest to being manifest;
so Jitari points out, this opponent’s argument does not hold, because in that case also
this unchanging manifestation is useless when the object has already its effecting means
(karana)*? of a different manifestation, i.e., the effecting means of making a change; also

2 Cf. VMS 16b1-3/15a1-2: nanu jianaprakasatve ’pi prakaso yujyata eva, idam eva kim uktam bhavati

Jhanenarthah prakasyata iti. kim atra prastavyam, jiianena tasya prakasanam kriyata ity ayam artho
‘nenabhidhiyata iti.

Cf. VMS 16b3-5/51a2-5: tatra yadi jianena prakasanakhyam kim api padarthantaram krtam, katham
tenarthah prakasito nama. na hy asau svayam eva prakasate, tathatve paraprakasatvayogat. tad api
param asya svarupavisesadhane na vyapriyate, dvitiyavikalpaprasangat, tasya ca vicarayisyamanatvat.
Cf. VMS 16b4-5/51a4-5: tatha ca yathabhiito ’sau prakasanudaye, tathabhiita eva prakasodayasamaye
'piti katham prakaseta. aprakasadrsa bhavinah svaripan na visisyate prakasate ceti suvyakrtam.

In the grammatical sense, karana refers to “the most efficient causal factor.” Cf. Pan 1.4.42: sadhaka-
tamam karanam. and KV Part I: 557,4-5 (ad loc.): kriyasiddhau yat prakrstopakarakam vivaksitam
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because in that case an infinite regress would result, i.e., an endless arising of manifestation,
when this manifestation can never be (anupapatti) in the state of being currently manifest
because of its not being distinct from its previous form, i.e., the unmanifest form, and
undergoes (upagama) nevertheless the action of producing a manifestation other than that
manifestation.’® That means, in that case, the manifestation would not be a momentary
phenomenon, rather a never-stopping process.

Jitari then turns to refute the second option, i.e., that the making manifest is non-
different from the object, i.e., identical with object. He argues that the identity between
them cannot be possible, for in that case, when, through cognition, the object-referent
has the effecting means of making manifest (prakasanakarana) that is identical to itself,
it itself becomes the effecting means of making manifest, and thus the action (kriya) of
making manifest becomes impossible, because it is already accomplished before by the
object-referent itself.* If the action of making manifest takes a form that is different from
what is accomplished by another cause (karana), then only this different form is created,
since it has not been accomplished, but this form cannot be identical with the object-referent
(tadatmabhiita).®> And thus, if the object-referent ceased to exist in its previous form and
arises in another form, its appeared form (vyaktaripa) must arise from cognition, and these
two must be momentary, because by accepting a different form, it follows necessarily that
it exists with each action (pratikrti) [of making manifest].*® According to Jitari, this is the
idea stated in Dharmakirti’s PV 3.464—465ab, which he quoted.37

tat sadhakatamam karakam karanasamjiiam bhavati. Cf. also Matilal’s discussion on the topic “the
doctrine of karana” in 1985: 372-378.

Cf. VMS 16b5-17a1/51a5-51b2: tenaiva prakasena prakasyata iti cet. varttam etat, tasyapi prakasa-
ntarakarane bhave 'nupayogat, tasya ca pirvariupavisesat prakasamanatanupapattau tasyapi tadapa-
raprakasakriyopagame paryavasanasunyaprakasaparamparotpadakasya purovasthitapadarthapraka-
Samanataparipanthino 'navasthanasya prasangat.

Cf. VMS 17a1-2/51b2-3: jiianenarthasyatmabhutaprakasanakarane tasyaiva karanam apadyeta. yat
khalv arthasyatmabhiitam asav artha eva. tac ca kriyate na cartha iti rikta vaco yuktih. na casya kriya
sambhavint, prag eva nispannatvat.

Cf. VMS 17a2-4/51b3-5: yena ripena sa nispanno na tena kriya, rilpantarena karanad iti cet. tad eva
tarhi ripantaram anispannatvat kriyata iti praptam. tac ca tannispattav anispannam karanantaratah
pascad upajayamanam katham tadatmabhiitam nama.

Cf. VMS 17a4-5/51b5-52al: tasmad yady arthasya purvariupavyayo riupantarodayas ca bhavet, bhaved
asya vyaktarupantarasya jianad utpattih, tau caksanikatve na stah, tadupagame pratikrtiti bhangu-
ratvaprasangat. The phrase pratikrti (cf. pratijiianam in PV 3.465a quoted below in n. 37) reads in
the manuscript B as prakrtibharnguratva®, “perishable in their nature,” however, in this case the phrase
loses the connection with PV.

Indeed, Dharmakirti’s statement aims at the refutation of various opponents’ opinions against the
Yogacara thesis that cognition is cognized by itself (svavedana, cf. PV 3.425ft.). One of them says that
cognition is apprehended by inference, i.e., through inferential sign (/iriga). Dharmakairti refutes this by
arguing that, the causal forces for arising of a cognition, like sense faculty, object-referent, mental factor,
etc., cannot be established as the inferential sign, because either they could deviate from the causal
connection with cognition or they themselves are the cognition that are to be inferred; also the appearance
(vyakti) of object-referent, being the cognition, cannot be the inferential sign, because the object-referent,
when not being experienced, cannot be ascertained as appearing (cf. PV 3,461°d—463cd: tatra nendriyam
vyabhicaratah [/ tathartho dhimanaskarau jianam tau ca na sidhyatah / naprasiddhasya lingatvam
vyaktir arthasya cen mata // saiva nanu jiianam vyakto 'rtho 'nena varnitah [ vyaktav ananubhiitayam
tadvyaktatvaviniscayat //). Dharmakirti refutes further the objection against this argument in the next
one and a half verses which are quoted by Jitari: “Now, [the opponent] accepts that the appearance is
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Jitari points out further that a momentary instance of an object-referent (arthaksana)
cannot be made manifest by the cognition, for in that case the cognition needs to be either
simultaneously existent or pre-existent, but both cases are impossible: When the cognition
is simultaneous with the object, no causality is possible, just like between the left and right
horns of a cow; again, a verse from Dharmakirti’s PV is quoted, which argues that all
causes must exist before their results.® On the other hand, when cognition exists before,
the object-referent arising from cognition with its independent nature of manifestation
(prakasasvabhava) would become manifest to all people, since it is common to all. Moreover,
the idea is also incorrect (asarigata) that the object-referent has the independent nature of
manifestation only for the person through whose cognition such manifest form (tadrsa)
is produced, but not for the others; because the object-referents do not have a different
nature (atmabheda) for each different person (pratipurusa), since otherwise it would follow
that they do not possess their own nature (nairatmya) on account of the absence of a fixed
nature (atmasthiti).>

an [additional] special property (visesa)* of the very object-referent. [But] the object-referent, since it
does neither arise nor pass away [according to the externalist opponent], cannot have a special property
of any kind. Or, when this [special property] is accepted, it would follow that it decays with each
cognition.” (PV 3.464-465ab: atharthasyaiva kascit sa viseso vyaktir isyate | nanutpadavyayavato
viSeso 'rthasya kasScana I/ tadistau va pratijiianam ksanabharigah prasajyate | *In PVV 256.,4 visesa is
paraphrased as svabhavavisesa, so it refers to a form that is different from the object-referent in its own
nature.) It is interesting to observe that, in Jitari’s text, the expression “with each action [of making
manifest]” (pratikrti) is actually a referential use of Dharmakirti’s expression “with each cognition”
(pratijiianam). The point here, in Jitari’s context, is that the process of making manifest is a cognitive
product, and therefore it arises and disappears with each cognition, consequently it is not independent
of the cognition.

PV 3.246: asatah prag asamarthyat pascac ca na prayogatah | pragbhavah sarvahetunam nato ‘rthah
svadhiya saha // “Because [in the case that the object-referent as the cause and cognition as the effect
exist simultaneously, the object-referent], being non-existent before [the arising of the cognition as
result], is not efficient [in producing the result], and after [the arising of result] it is useless [since the
result has been already produced], all causes exist before [their results]; consequently, an object cannot
be simultaneous with its cognition.” The context of this quotation is however not exactly the same as
Jitari’s argument. In the section of PV 3.245-247, Dharmakirti discusses the problem of the temporal
relationship between mental awareness and its object, refuting an objection against the theory that
object-referent is an auxiliary factor (sahakarin) for sense faculty in producing mental cognition. The
opponent maintains that the object-referent, being active simultaneously with its cognition and thus
in a different time than sense faculty, cannot serve the function of auxiliary cause (sahakarin) Cf. PV
3.245: tadatulyakriyakalah katham svajiianakalikah | sahakart bhaved artha iti ced aksacetasah /| PV
3.246 is the reply to this objection. Jitari’s aim of quoting this verse seems to be merely to rule out the
possibility of the simultaneous existence of cause and effect. The point here is that, if the object-referent
is external, it cannot be simultaneous with cognition. The Sautrantika, accepting the externally existent
object-referent, refutes the Vaibhasika doctrine of the co-existent causes (sahabhithetu). However, as an
internalist (antarjiieyavadin), the Yogacara supports the theory that the object-referent, as a cognitive
aspect of cognition, and therefore existent internally, can be co-existent with cognition. Cf. Kato 1989:
3091t., Dhammajoti 2009: 154ft.

Cf. VMS 17b2-3/52a4-5: samasamayasambhavina va jiianenarthaksanah prakasikriyeta pragbha-
vind va. tatra na tavad adyo vikalpah. jianarthaksanayoh sahabhuvoh savyetaragovisanayor iva
hetuhetumattvayogat. yad aha — ... [quotation of PV 3.246] dvitiye tu vikalpe jiianad utpannah praka-
Sasvabhavo ‘rthah sadharanatvat sarvan prati prakaset. yasyaiva jianena sa tadrso janitas tam eva
prati sa prakasasvabhavo nanyam pratity apy asangatam. na hi pratipurusam arthanam atmabhedabh,
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For the third and fourth alternatives, i.e., that the manifestation is both different and non-
different, as well as neither different nor non-different from the object-referent, Jitari says
merely that they have already been refuted through the refutation of the first two alternatives,
so it is useless to exert the labor (pistapesana) of a separate refutation. He quotes two
verses from the 29" chapter of Arcata’s Hetubindutika, “Refutation of Non-absolutism”
(dravyaparyayanekantavadakhandanam),*® and concludes that, of things with mutually
contradictory nature, negating the one implies (nantariyaka) affirming the other, and one
cannot affirm and negate the same nature in respect to the same thing. The opponents
therefore cannot defend themselves by taking this position.*!

After negating all possible alternative interpretations of the relationship between the
cognition’s making manifest and the object, Jitari says that, since it is not the case that one
thing can be made manifest by the other thing, the conclusion must be as follows: “What
becomes manifest is [cognition] itself, what is not [cognition] itself [, i.e., anything other
than cognition], does not have its manifestation at all.”*? If we compare this conclusion
with his first formal reasoning,** it becomes clear that here he just repeats the idea of the
pervasion (vyapti) stated in that reasoning. In the remaining part of the text, Jitari replies
to several objections against this conclusion.

4. Replies to the objections against the thesis of self-manifestation

The first objection is directly directed against the above-mentioned pervasion, arguing
that a blue thing, etc., can be both not cognition (i.e., external) and self-manifestation in
its nature; so Jitari’s reason is not established. Jitari replies to this simply by indicating
the self-contradiction of this argument. He explains: For a cognition, the nature of being
cognition is nothing but the nature of being self-manifestation; so, by admitting the fact

nairatmyaprasangad atmasthiter abhavat. (A similar form of the last sentence can be found in PVin 1:
3,11-12.)

In that chapter the Jaina’s non-absolutism (anekantavada) is systematically refuted, which holds that
“substance” (dravya) and “mode” (paryaya) are not contradictory or mutually exclusive; rather, they
are in coherence. (For a brief description of this theory, cf. Dasgupta 1975: I 175ff.) Arcata examines
the relationship between the “substance” and its “mode,” also using the analytic method of the “four
alternatives.” After negating the alternatives that the substance and the mode are “different” and “non-
different” individually, he says in the two verses that are quoted by Jitari that mutually contradictory
properties, such as difference and non-difference between substance and mode, cannot occur in one and
the same thing, but when they are accepted, the faults mentioned for each case remain, i.e., either “it
cannot be a single thing,” or “it cannot have the double form,” still exist, or the faults that are attached to
each single case come forth also in the case when these two are together. These faults (or “side-effects,”
such as phlegm produced by sugar and bile by ginger in the examples given in HBTA) that come
forth in each single case of difference or non-difference between substance and modes cannot cease
to exist insofar the quality exists. Cf. HBT 29,25 (p. 106,11-12): bhedabhedoktadosas ca tayor istau
kathan na va [ pratyekam ye prasajyante dvayor bhave katham na te // and 29,30 (p. 106,21-22): ye
bhedabhedoktimatre hi dosah sambhavinah katham [ tatsambhave pi te na syur iti brityad vicaksanah //
Cf. also HBTA 349,8-15, 350,29, 351,3 (ad loc.).

Cf. VMS 18al/52b4: anyonyapratisedhariupanam caikapratisedhasyaparavidhinantariyakatvad ekasya
caikatra vidhipratisedhayor ayogat, na tatkalpananusaranam Saranam paresam.

Cf. VMS 18a2/52b5: tasmad anyasyanyena prakasyatvanupapatteh, yat prakasate tat svayam eva, yat
tu na svayam tasya nasyaiva prakasa iti ekantah.

43 Cf. above n. 12.
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that the blue, etc., are self-manifestation, one admits also that they are cognition.44 The
opponent is not satisfied with this reply, asserting that being cognition does not equal
being reflexive manifestation (atmaprakasatva), rather it means simply being an agent
of the action of making manifest (prakasayitr). This is refuted by pointing out the fact
that cognition’s being the agent of making manifest is dependent upon the object it makes
manifest (prakasya), and since that object-referent outside of cognition cannot be proved as
the object to be made manifest by cognition, also cognition cannot be the agent of making
manifest.*

The opponent now introduces the grammatical notion of an “object of action” (karman)
to prove that the object of action is separated from the agent. According to the opponent,
Jitari’s above argument might be applicable to cases where the object of action is the “object
to be created” (karya) or the “object to be modified” (vikarya). In the grammatical tradition,
the object of action is divided into three types: The object to be produced, the object to be
modified and the object to be attained.*® The opponent argues that the object made manifest
by cognition could be “the object to be attained” (prapya), which is neither the object to be
produced or effected (karya) nor the object to be modified (vikarya), like “village” in the
sentence “he goes to the village” (graman gacchatiti); so it is not contradictory to say that
what is attained is made manifest, and is neither produced nor changed.*’ This is refuted by
Jitari based on the following reasons: (1) Other than being cognition no attaining (prapti) is
possible, and without attaining no object-referent can be attained; (2) the cognition cannot
be characterized as attaining, since [in the opponent’s system] the action (kriya) and its
causal factor (karaka) cannot be the same thing;*® (3) In the case that the cognition is an
agent of action and acts with respect to itself (armakartrkakriyaripa), since the cognition

4 Cf. VMS 18a3-4/53al-2: gjiianam svaprakasatmakam ca niladikam iti kim atranupapannam. tad ayam

asiddho hetur iti. tad asat, parasparaviruddhatvat. svaprakasatvam eva hi jianasya jiianatvam nanyat
kiricit. tatah svaprakasatvam nilader abhyupannaya jiianatvam nildader apy upeti.

Cf. VMS 18a5-6/53a2—4: natmaprakasatvam jaianatvam, api tu prakasayitrtvam iti cet. prakasyape-
ksaya hi prakasayitrtvam. prakasyata carthasyanupapattimatiti jianasyapi prakasayitrtvam nopapa-
dyate.

Cf. KV Part II 540,3 (ad Pan 3.2.1: karmany an): trividham karma, nirvartyam, vikaryam prapyam
ceti. Cf. also the more detailed explanation in KVP Part II 540,30-541,25: tatra nirvartyam yad asad
evopapapadyate*, yatha kumbham karoti nagaram karotiti, kumbhadikam hy avidyamanam evotpadyata
iti nirvartyam karma. vikaryam yasya sata eva kascid vikaro vidhiyate, tad yatha kandam lunatiti, sata
eva kandader lavanena vikraro vidhiyata iti vikaryam karma. prapyam nasata evotpadanam kriyate napi
sata eva vikaradhanam, kevalam kriyasambandhamatram pratiyate, tad yatha vedam adhite carcam
parayatiti. atra hy adhyayanadina vedadeh sambandhamatram pratiyate, na tv asata evotpadanam,
napi sata evanyathalaksano vikara iti prapyam etat karma. *-upapadyate em.: utpapadyate KVP

Cf. VMS 18b1-2/53a4-53b1: na hi karyavikarye param karmani, yenanutpadyam anatisSayam va
na karma syat. prapyam api karma, yat prapyate param, na kriyate napi vikriyate. yatha graman
gacchatiti. prapyakarma varthah. tad ayam akriyamano 'py avikriyamano ’pi prapyamanah prakasyata
ity aviruddham.

The theory of the non-difference between a causal factor of an action (karaka) or more precisely, the
means of accomplishing the action (karana), and the action (kriya) as the result is the fundamental
principle of the Yogacara since Dignaga, which is not accepted by the opponents like the Naiyayika
who adheres to the grammatical notion of differentiating the action and its various causal factors.
There is evidently a long-lasting debate between Yogacara and the Naiyayika on this topic. Cf. PV
3.318-319: kriyakaranayor aikyavirodha iti ced asat | dharmabhedabhyupagamad vastv abhinnam
itisyate I/ evamprakara sarvaiva kriyakarakasamsthitih | bhavasya*® bhinnabhimatesv apy aropena
vrttitah // (*Following PVA and various Tibetan translations, Tosaki reads bhavesu. However, the
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12 Jitari’s VijAiaptimatratasiddhi

does not operate (upayoga) on the [external] object-thing, the latter cannot become the
object of action of that cognition. (4) If the object-thing becomes the object of action
(karmatve) merely due to its presence at the time when the action arises, it would follow
that everything at that moment (fadatana) would be the object. If it becomes the object of
action due to being a cause, then the visual sense, etc., would also come to be the object of
action.®

The opponent argues further for the separation between the agent of making manifest
and the object to be made manifest, saying that a thing that becomes manifest can be an
object of action of making manifest when the agent of making manifest occurs, i.e., when
there is a causal relationship between them. Jitari replies that an external object-referent
cannot become manifest as itself, nor can it have a different nature, i.e., manifestation
produced by cognition. Thus, it is just nonsense to apply the formula of causality which in
this case could be expressed as: “When that occurs, this becomes manifest.””>"

After negating that the relationship between object and cognition is one between object
of action and agent of action, Jitari adds that, through this negation, also Kumarila’s
statement in SVK, Pratyaksasutra 54-55, is refuted. There Kumarila explains the word
“birth” in the definition of “perception” in Mimamsasiitra 1.1.4: “Perception is the birth of
cognition when a person’s sense faculties are connected with an existent object,”! saying
that the operation of causes is known as additional (atireka) to their birth. The word “birth”
used there is intended to mean that it should not be so also in the case of valid means
of cognition, and the latter cannot last even for a moment, nor is it to be produced as
invalid cognition (aprama), so that the causes should operate later in apprehending of the

genitive form is well supported by Manorathanandin: kriyakaranabhdavasya.) “[Opponent:] ‘The action
[of cognizing with the result (phala)] and the means of action [i.e., the means of cognition (pramana)]
are incompatible to be the one and the same thing.” [Reply:] This is not correct, because they are
understood as a difference in property [which is conceptualized in form of exclusion]. It is held that
there is no real division. All kinds of determination of the action and the causal factor [as separate] takes
that [conceptualized] form, because such relationship occurs also in respect to the existent things which
are considered as different [like wood and axe].” The theory that the object of action is not separated
from the agent of action can be found already in the Sautrantika system. Cf. the Sautrantika’s famous
response in the debate on “what perceives?” in AKBh 31,12-15: atra ahuh — kim idam akasam khadyate.
caksur hi pratitya rigpani cotpadyate caksurvijiianam. tatra kah pasyati, ko va drsyate. nirvyaparam
hidam dharmamatram hetuphalamatram ca. tatra vyavaharartham cchandata upacarah kriyante —
caksuh paSyati vijianam vijanatiti natrabhinivestavyam. Cf. Dhammajoti 2007: 87f., Dhammajoti
2009: 263. Here, it is clear, the Sautrantika tries to desubstantiate the function of perceiving agent and
perceived object, reduce them to an interactive “factor” (dharma) that brings about the cognition, cf.
AKYV 14,22: dharmamatram iti svatantrasya kartuh pratisedham karoti. “The [phrase] ‘mere factor’
negates an independent agent.”

Cf. VMS 18b2-4/53b1-3: naviruddham, jiianasattatirekinyah prapter abhavat, praptim antarena
carthasya prapyamanatvayogat. jianasya ca praptirupatayah kriyakarakayor ekatvayogendayogat.
atmakartrkakriyariupatve ’pi jianasyarthe 'nupayogat tasya tatkarmatanupapatteh, tajjanmakalasa-
ttamatrena karmatve sarvasya tadatanasya karmatvaprasangat, hetutvena tathabhave caksurader api
tathabhavapatteh.

Cf. VMS 18b4-5/53b3—4: tasmin sati prakasamanasya karmatvad ayam adosa iti cet. sa tavad artho
na svayam eva prakasate, jiianenapi natmantaram apadyate. tasmims ca sati prakasata iti ka etad
anunmatto briyat.

MS 1.1.4: satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam buddhijanma tat pratyaksam. Cf. Hattori 1968: 161, n.
6.1. For Dignaga’s refutation of this definition, cf. Hattori 1968: 63ff.; Frauwallner 1968: 62ff.; for a
comprehensive discussion of Kumarila’s interpretation of this definition, cf. Taber 2005: 44f.
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object-thing like sense faculty, etc.3? Jitari explains that this is refuted because with respect
to an external thing, a cognition that does nothing upon that thing cannot be valid, and that
thing cannot be the object of valid cognition; also because, if cognition is valid only upon
its birth, an over-excessive consequence would result (atiprasariga).>® This probably means
that if a cognition were a valid cognition merely by arising, then all cognitions, or perhaps
all things, would be valid cognitions merely by arising.

In the final section of the treatise, Jitari also refutes some opponents from within the
Buddhist tradition. The first opponent is probably the Sautrantika, whose general opinion on
the topic under discussion is that a cognition cognizes its object without taking any action
upon the object, just by assuming the image of the object that caused it.>* The objection
claims that a cognition can be that which makes its object-referent manifest (prakasaka),
even without doing anything; and the object-referent can be made manifest (prakasya) even
without any change made by cognition. That is to say, there can be a relationship between
a manifest-maker and an object even without any action. The idea of “action-less-ness” of
a cognitive event is shared by the Yogacara, so Jitari agrees with this completely. However,
he points out that, if two things are determined as having such relationship due to an action
taken by the one upon the other, then this relationship would be broken in the absence
of such action; on the other hand, for a thing that is not causally connected nothing can
be made in the case of the non-existence of this action.’® This means of course that the
theory of non-activity cannot be applied in the case of an external object. According to
Jitari, in that case, in the absence of any action, the relationship between cognition and
object-referent as the manifest-maker and the object to be made manifest cannot exist; and
further, the external object is not connected with cognition, so without action nothing can
be made. That is to say, the cognition can make the object manifest only in the case that
the object is internal to or inside of cognition — that is, cognition can make only itself
manifest. The opponent argues against this, saying that, if cognition would make itself
manifest, two things would become the manifest-maker and the object to be made manifest

2 SVK, Pratyaksasiitra 54-55 (NR: 109,14-22; Taber 2005: 153; quoted in TS 2923-2924): vyaparah
karananam hi drsto janmatirekatah | pramane pi tatha ma bhid iti janma vivaksyate // na hi tat ksanam
apy aste jayate va 'pramatmakam / yenarthagrahane pascad vyapriyetendriyadivat I/ *karanam appears
also in the quotation in TS 1922a; however, in SVK (NR, Taber) it reads: karakanam Cf. the translation
in Taber 2005: 67.

3 VMS 18b6/54al etenaitad api nirastam yad aha kumarilah ... [Quotation of SVK, Pratyaksasiitra

54-55] arthe kimcid akurvatas tatra pramanyayogat, tasya ca prameyatvayogat, janmamatre ca prama-

nye ’‘tiprasangat.

On the Sautrantika’s opinion in this regard which can be found in the Abhidharma sources, cf. Dha-

mmajoti 2007: 87f., Dhammajoti 2009: 263f. (cf. above n. 48). A similar opinion can also be found

in PSV ad PS 9cd: yatha yatha hy arthakaro jiiane pratibhati Subhasubhaditvena, tattadriipah sa
visayah pramiyate. evam jiianasamvedanam anekakaram upadaya tatha tatha pramanaprameyatvam
upacaryate. nirvyaparas tu sarvadharmah. “The object-field is cognized as this or that form exactly
according to the way in which the image of object (arthakara) appears in the cognition, as being pleasant
or unpleasant, etc. In this way, on account of (upadaya) the awareness of cognition in multiple forms

[of grasping subject and grasped object] it is metaphorically said that there are means of cognition and

the object of cognition in this or that manner, but [in reality] all phenomena are devoid of the activity [,

since they are instantaneous].”

Cf. VMS 19a2-4/54a3-4: syan matam — kificid akurvad api jianam arthasya prakasakam, akriya-

manaviseso 'py arthah prakasyata iti na kificid anucitam. yadi hi kasyacit kriyaya tayos tathabhavo

vyavasthitah syat, tada tadabhave vighateta. anibandhanasya tv asattve na kificit kriyate.
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14 Jitari’s VijAiaptimatratasiddhi

without separate auxiliary means (upakara), and everything would be the manifest-maker
and the object to be made manifest with respect to everything else. Jitari replies to this by
simply pointing out that the object-subject relationship is restrained through their causal
relationship, so the over-excessive consequence mentioned by the opponent would not

occur.>®

The topic of discussion then turns to the causal relationship. An opponent from the
Vaibhasika system argues that both cognition and object-thing, which arise from their
respective collection (kalapa) of causes in the preceding moment, will have the form of
the manifest-maker and the object to be made manifest respectively. This is actually the
opinion of Subhagupta (720-780).%7 A verse is quoted from his BSK, which says: “The
causal complex in immediately preceding moment should produce the momentary instance
of object-field together with cognition (sajfiana), just like a visible matter together with
its light; for that reason, they should be perceived together.”® The conclusion of this
objection is that, since the manifestation of the object-thing occurs even in the absence
of the nature of self-manifestation, so long as the invalidation of this occurrence is not
conclusive, the reason used by Jitari is not conclusive.> Jitari replies: If the object-referent
produced by the collection of its own causes as something with the form to be made manifest
(prakasyarupa), then for this object only what is to be made manifest is attained (apanna),
but not the coexistent cognition; but (ca) it is to be propounded by the opponent that the
object is made manifest by the cognition. Thus, Jitari says, whoever claims that the object
is produced exclusively from its own cause as being made manifest contradicts the thesis

3 Cf. VMS 19a4-5/54a4-5: asaty upakare prakasyaprakasakabhave sarvam sarvasya prakasyam praka-

Sakam va bhaved iti cet. na. yadi himav animittav eva svabhavav abhavisyatam, aniyamenabhavisyatam.

hetuna tu punar etau niyamyamanau katham atiprasajyeyatam.
37 Cf. Frauwallner 1961: 147.
B8 Cf. VMS 19a6/54b1: pirvakaiva tu samagri sajiianam visayaksanam | salokariipavat kuryad yena syat
sahavedanam // Quotation from BSK 192b2. The verse is also quoted in INA 23,23-24, 351,17-18; TSP
569,15-17; and VMS(R) 308a2. In the TSP, this verse is quoted together with the verse preceding this
one. The preceding verse runs: nanyo ’sti grahako jiianac caksusair visayair vina [ atas ca sahasamvittir
nabhedan nilataddhiyoh /! “The grasping subject cannot be other than cognition, nor is it without visual
object; for this reason a blue thing and its cognition are apprehended together, not because their being
non-different [as the Yogacara holds].” Here, in these two verses, as an externalist (Dreyfuss 1997: 363
describes him as Vaibhasika) and a Nirakaravadin, Subhagupta does not accept the Yogacara’s theory
of non-separation between cognition and its object. In the first verse, he explains sahavedana from the
viewpoint of the subjective aspect; and then in the second verse quoted in our text he explains it again
from the viewpoint of the objective aspect. So, in the second verse the central word must be visaya, not
Jiana; consequently, sajiianam visayaksanam must be the correct form. However, remarkably, in the
Tibetan translation of the BSK, pada b appears to be shes pa yul bcas skad cig ste (in the quotation of
VMS(R) 308a2 it has the form: shes dang yul bcas skad cig ma), somewhat like savisayam jiianaksanam.
This seems to me not correct. yul beas or yul dang bcas pa is usually used as the translation of savisaya.
Probably the Tibetan translator (or the scribe of the Sanskrit manuscript which the Tibetan translator
used) misread savisayam jiianam (cf. the phrase used in in Dignaga’s PSV ad PS 1.9b, cf. Chu 2006
[2008]: 239). In the Tibetan translation of the TSP, the phrase is correctly translated as shes bcas yul
gVi skad cig. Thus, both forms prajiianam and tajjianam in the editions TSP and TSP (S), respectively,
should be corrected to sajianam, since it is not only supported by the Tibetan translation of the TSP,
but also by the two quotations in JNA, and now, additionally by our text.
Cf. VMS 19a6-19b1/54b2: tasmat svaprakasasvabhavabhave ’pi prakasopapatter badhakasyanaika-
ntikatayam maulasyapi hetor anaikantikateti.
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he proposed.®’ Here, “produced from its own cause” refers of course to the external object
that is independent of the cognition.

Now, the opponent argues that the object-referent is produced by its own cause as
having the additional quality (ati§aya) of something whose nature is born from cognition,
so that it could of course be made manifest by the cognition.®' The main points of Jitari’s
refutation consists in an examination of the relation between the object and the cognition
from the temporal point of view. The opponent’s position that the object possesses an extra
characteristic, i.e., the manifestation, given by cognition, while it arises from its own cause,
implies necessarily the simultaneity between the object and cognition. This simultaneity
is actually completely acceptable for the Yogacara in the theoretical framework of self-
awareness. But for the opponent who is an externalist, as Jitari points out, the simultaneity
is problematic. Jitari says that, for two things that arise simultaneously, a relationship as
supporting and supported factor is impossible;®? if they are not related in this manner, but
merely simultaneous, it would follow that also other things born at the same time were
made manifest.®

The opponent has now resource to causality: being connected to the same causal
complex distinguishes the object-reference from other things.®* But, Jitari replies, the
cognition, too, being dependent on its object, must belong to the same causal complex
(tadbhava). The opponent still tries to defend himself, saying that the object has to be
made manifest by something else, i.e., the cognition, since it itself is not the manifest-
maker. Jitari then replies, as a coup de grace, that the cognition, doing nothing, cannot
be the manifest-maker; and if cognition, being simultaneous with and sharing the same
causal complex with the object-referent, could the manifest-maker of the object-referent,
the object-referent would also be manifest-maker of the cognition.® Jitari quotes also
statements of Dharmakirti (PV 3.417b—418a and 3.479’cd) to support his arguments.®

The conclusion is that the fundamental reason (maula), i.e., “becoming manifest,”
cannot be inconclusive, since the manifestation never occurs in any other way; and the

60 Cf. VMS 19b3/54b3—4: yady asav arthah svakaranakalapena prakasyariipo janitah, tasyaiva tarhi

prakasyo 'yam apannh. na punah sahabhuvo jianasya. tatprakasyata casya parena pratipadya. tad
ayam prastutavastuvirodhini svahetor evarthasya prakasyatopapattis varnayann...

Cf. VMS 19b5/55al: atha jianajanyasvabhavatisaya evasau svahetuna janitah, tenasya tatprakasyata
syad eva.

Cf. VMS 19b5-20al1/55a2-3: ...upakaryopakarakayoh sahotpannayos tadbhavayogat.

Cf. VMS 20al/55a3: na, samanakalabhavinam anyesam apy avisSesena prakasyatvaprasangat.

64 Cf. VMS 20al/55a4: ekasamagripratibandho niyamaka iti cet.

65 Cf. VMS. 20a2f./55a4f.: arthasyaprakasakasvabhavatvan naisa dosa iti cet. jianasyapy akificitkarasya
kim idam prakasakatvam nama. tasmad yatharthena samanakalam samanasamagrikam va jianam
tatprakasakam, tathartho ’pi teneti so 'py asya prakasakah prasajyata eva.

Cf. PV 3.417b—418a: anyasyanupakarinah / vyaktau vyajyeta sarvo 'rthah taddhetor niyamo yadi I/
naisapi kalpana jiiane. “When some other thing that does not offer support [in producing cognition]
has appearance [in cognition], [then] all things could be caused to appear. If a restriction [is assumed]
on account of their [simultaneity with cognition], this assumption, too, is not possible with respect to
cognition.” PV 3.479’cd: anyatha tulyadharma visayo ’pi dhiya saha // “Otherwise, the object-field
sharing the same property with the cognition [would also make the cognition manifest].”
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thesis that is ascertained through the reason free from the three fallacies like the “non-
establishment [of the locus]” should be accepted.®’

5. Conclusion

In this short treatise, Jitari tries to establish the Yogacara thesis that merely the cognitive
representation exists by means of the reasoning proving the thesis that anything that becomes
manifest is exclusively cognition itself. In doing so, he refutes various objections against
this reasoning and its conclusion. Through these objections, opponents try to demonstrate
that the reasoning is invalid and thereby defend their thesis that cognition and object are
separate things, as, respectively, what makes manifest and what is to be made manifest.
Like many other of Jitari’s works, the VMS has clear polemical traits. He categorizes his
opponents mainly as belonging to the nirakarajiianavada-branch of the bahyarthavada,
which includes representatives of non-Buddhist systems as well as Buddhists.

Through the presentation in previous sections, I hope that I was able to outline the
most important points of Jitari’s arguments in this treatise. Although it seems to me that
Jitari does not offer many innovative ideas, the Vijiaptimatratasiddhi should still occupy
an important place in the history of Yogacara philosophical literature, as it summarizes the
most important points of the Yogacara position with regard to the topic of the cognitive
image of the object, and reports various opponents’ ideas. It thus enriches our knowledge
about later development of the Yogacara system and its interaction with various Buddhist
and non-Buddhist opponents.
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