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Introduction

In the last part of the Pratyaksa chapter of his Pramanaviniscaya (PVin 1 39,13-43,7),
Dharmakirti (c. 600-660)" presents two kinds of arguments to prove self-awareness (svasam-
vedana). Since the theory of self-awareness that a cognition is aware of itself presupposes
that an object and the cognition thereof are non-different; and hence the cognition of an
object is nothing but the cognition of the cognition itself, the former is established on the
basis of the fact that both are necessarily perceived together (sahopalambhaniyama);* the
latter is established on account of its essential nature of being a cognition (samvedana).’
Following Iwata (1991), I am going to call these two arguments the sahopalambhaniyama
and samvedana arguments, respectively.

What led Dharmakirti to develop these arguments? Concerning the sahopalambhaniya-
ma argument, Iwata (1991: 20-24) examines how the argument could have been derived
directly from the view that is presented by Dignaga (c. 480-540) in Alambanapariksa v. 6
and the Vrti thereon, namely, that an object-support (alambana) for a cognition is a form
within the cognition itself (antarjiieyaripa). Taber (2010) argues that crucial elements of
the argument are found in the Sinyavada chapter of Kumarila’s (c. 600-650) Slokavarttika
vv. 31-34. Concerning the samvedana argument, on the other hand, no attempts have yet
been made to determine the details of its provenance.

The aim of this paper is to explore both of these issues equally, at the same time,
namely with the help of the Bahirarthapariksa chapter of the Tattvasarnigraha. In this,

This is a revised and enlarged version of the paper entitled “Sho-shinjitsu-ron ni miru ukeisho-chishiki-
ron-ronsho seiritsu no haikei” [Santaraksita on Dharmakirti’s Proof of Sakarata], Indogaku bukkyogaku
kenkyii, 62.2 (2014) 983-979. A draft of this paper was presented at the XVII"™ Congress of the
International Association of Buddhist Studies, University of Vienna, Austria, August 18-23,2014. 1
would like to express my gratitude for comments and help to Hideyo Ogawa, Toru Funayama, Birgit
Kellner and Eli Franco, as well as to Chris Jensen and Tyler Neill for correcting the English.

! For the date of Dharmakirti I shall provisionally follow Frauwallner (1961: 137-139). This dating
has been discussed by several scholars, most notably by Krasser (2012). He pointed out the common
wordings like sattvanumana in Bhaviveka’s (490/500-570) and Dharmakirti’s works and an almost
identical verse in Bhaviveka’s and Kumarila’s works. In his conclusion Krasser hypothesized that
the time of activity of both Dharmakirti and Kumarila is the middle of the sixth century. Krasser’s
hypothesis is not fully accepted by scholars, e.g. by Watanabe (2014) and by Franco (2015-2018).
This paper does not discuss the date of Dharmakirti and Kumarila but attests to the chronological
ordering of Kumarila and Dharmakirti, namely, in that order. For the relationship between Kumarila
and Dharmakirti, see also Yoshimizu 2007 and Kataoka 2010.

2 PVin I 54ab: sahopalambhaniyamad abhedo nilataddhiyoh // See also PV 1l 332-336; 387-397.

PVin142,3: samvedanam ity api tasya tadatmyat tathaprathanam, na tad anyasya kasyacid atmasamve-

danavat | tato ’pi na tad arthantare yuktam / See also PV III 326-329.

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. 203-220.



204 Santaraksita on Two Kinds of Arguments for Self-Awareness

Santaraksita (c. 725-788), while discussing the sahopalambhaniyama and samvedana
arguments, directly references Kumarila’s arguments aimed at proving that a cognition
has an external entity for its object. In particular, I hope to provide evidence in favor of
Santaraksita’s view that Dharmakirti was responding directly to Kumarila. In order to
do this, I will first present Kumarila’s arguments in section 1, and then, in section 2, |
will discuss the corresponding details of Santaraksita’s refutation, which follows but also
builds upon the arguments of his predecessor, Dharmakirti. With this foundation in place,
section 3 will provide one final piece of evidence in favor of Santaraksita’s view, namely,
that he sees in the dual nature of Dharmakirti’s argumentation an attempt to refute the
nirakaravadin’s view rather than to simply improve Dignaga’s theory of self-awareness.

1. Kumarila’s refutation of self-awareness

Kumarila is only one among many concerns for Santaraksita. The Bahirarthapariksa
chapter of the latter’s TS is meant to establish the vijiianavada theory of vijiiaptimatrata or
“mind-only.” According to Kamalasila (c. 740-795), author of the parijika commentary,
this chapter is divided into two parts: in the first part, Santaraksita establishes that an
external object cannot exist independently of cognition (arthayoga) (TS, 1964—1997); in
the second part, he proves that cognition is devoid of the characteristics of being either
grasped or grasper (grahyagrahakalaksanavaidhurya), that is, that cognition consists in self-
awareness (atmasamvedana) (TS, 1998-2083). In this second part, Santaraksita proceeds
in three steps: first, he posits his own arguments denying the existence of external objects
(bahyarthanisedhaka) (TS, 1998-2049); secondly, he refutes arguments formulated by
various realists such as Subhagupta, Uddyotakara and Kumarila, to establish the existence of
such objects (bahyarthasadhaka) (TS, 2050-2077); and lastly, he presents the fundamental
(maula) argument for establishing vijaaptimatrata (TS, 2078-2083).

While refuting the realist arguments, Santaraksita cites verses from the Brhattika* of
Kumarila, corresponding to SV Sinyavada 172cd—177ab, which contain seven arguments
for proving the existence of external objects (bahyarthasadhaka) (TS, 2063-2067). In SV
Sinyavada 172cd—177ab, after first presenting them earlier in the same chapter (verses
5-17), Kumarila then refutes vijianavada, more precisely, Dignaga’s arguments for self-
awareness,” by moving through the series of arguments in the same order as before.® It is
these seven arguments that we will examine in the current section 1. They can be classified
into two groups according to the theses (paksa) that they support:

I. An object and its cognition are different (bhinna) from each other.
2. A cognition neither cognizes a part of itself (svamsa) nor is cognized by
a part of itself.

4 For discussions of quotations from the Brhattika in the TS(P), see Frauwallner 1962, Taber 1986-1992,
Krasser 1999: 216 and Kataoka 2011: 25-27. See also the invaluable contribution of Yoshimizu (2007)
showing that the Brhattika is earlier than the PV, thus refuting Frauwallner’s influential hypothesis.
See section 1.1.2.

6 See Bhatt 1962 and Teraishi 2002: 153—154 for a detailed structural analysis of the Sinyavada chapter.
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These two groups closely relate to Dharmakirti’s sahopalambhaniyama and samvedana
arguments, respectively, as I will demonstrate below. The first group is discussed in section
1.1, and the second in section 1.2.

1.1 Arguing for the difference between an object and its cognition

The four arguments in this first group can be labeled as follows:

1. The tatsamvitti-asamvitti argument;

2. The tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument;

3. The itaretaraparamarsa-itaretaraparamarsa argument;
4. The aikariupyena-ajiana argument.

These arguments will now be discussed individually in the following sections.

1.1.1 The tatsamvitti-asamvitti argument

The tatsamvitti-asamvitti argument reads as follows:’

The grasper (grahaka) of color is different from the grasped [color] (grahya)
because the former is not perceived when the latter is perceived (tatsamvittav
asamvitteh), like the grasper of flavor, etc.

In SV Sinyavada 79,% Kumarila explains that the tatsamvitti-asamvitti argument is based
on the Bhasya of Sabara (6" c.), where it is stated that it is only an object connected with the
external world (bahirdesasambaddha) that is perceived by sense-perception (pratyaksa).’

1.1.2 The tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument

The tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument is as follows: '

The grasped [color] is different from [the cognition] that grasps it because the
former is not necessarily recollected by one who recollects the latter, like the
grasper of flavor, etc.

SV Sinyavada 172cd—173ab: tasmad yad grahakam ripe tadgrahyat tasya bhinnata // tatsamvittav

asamvitte rasadigrahakam yatha | TS, 2063: atha yad grahakam riipe tadgrahyat tasya bhinnata /

tatsamvittav asamvitte rasadigrahakam yatha // (tasmad SV : atha TS; grahakam SV, SV, TS :
bhasakam SVv; riipe TS : rijpam SV.) Here as well as in the following, “SV” is in the reporting of
variants used as a shorthand for all three editions SVy, SVt and SVy.

8 SV Sinyavada 79: sa bahirdesasambaddha ity (SBh 28,17 on 1.1.4. See n. 9.) anena niripyate | gra-
hyakarasya samvittir grahakanubhavad rte I/ TS, 2069: sa bahirdesasambaddha ity anena naniicyate /
grahyakarasya samvittir grahakanubhavad rte /| (niriipyate SV : naniicyate TS.)

K SBh 28,17 on 1.1.4: syad etat — evam yady arthakara buddhih syat | nirakara tu no buddhih, akaravan

bahyo ’rthah [ sa hi bahirdesasambaddhah pratyaksam upalabhyate /

SV Sinyavada 173cd—174ab: grahyam tadgrahakad bhinnam tatparamrsata yatah /I na paramrsyate

vasyam rasadigrahakam yatha | TS, 2064: grahyam tadgrahakad bhinnam tatparamrsata yatah | na

paramrsyate "vasyam rasadigrahakadivat // (-kad bhinnam SVy; : -kéc caivam SVt TS: -kac caiva

SVy; yatha SV : -kadivat TS) As for TS, 2064, the reading -kdc caivam attested in TSy and TSp, (and

also chosen for the editions TS| and TS,) is here emended to bhinnam following SVum.
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According to SV Siinyavada 82-85,'" the tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument is also based
on Sabara’s Bhdsya. Sabara argues that there are cases where one remembers a cognition
that occurred in the past, without at the same time remembering what one cognized.'?

The tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument is undoubtedly directed against a point made
by Dignaga in Pramanasamuccaya 1 v. 11cd and the Vr#ti thereon. There, Dignaga argues
that a cognition has both characteristics (dviriipata), namely, both the characteristic of
being the grasped and that of being the grasper, and that such a cognition is cognized by
itself (svasamvedyata). He claims that these two points are to be accepted on the basis
of the empirical fact that both grasper and grasped are remembered afterwards (smrter
uttarakalam PS 1 11c).13

1.1.3 The itaretaraparamarsa-itaretaraparamarsa argument
The itaretaraparamarsa-itaretaraparamarsa argument is as follows:'#

The two (i.e., the grasped and the grasper) are mutually different (bhinna) [be-
cause one is not recollected when the other is recollected (itaretaraparamarsa
itaretaraparamarsat)]," like flavor [and color],'® etc.

Parthasarathi (10™ ¢.) comments that each of the two is remembered by excluding the
other (parasparapariharena).'” The point is that the recollection of an object cannot
simultaneously be the recollection of its cognition and vice versa. Whatever is an object is
not a cognition, and whatever is a cognition is not an object. These two properties exclude
each other.

1 8V Sinyavada 82-85: na piirvam jiiayate buddhir ity (SBh 30,5 on 1.1.4. See n. 12.) atraitad vadisyate /|
grahakasyaiva samvittir laksyate grahane kvacit // na smarami maya ko ’pi grhito ’rthas tadeti hi /
smaranti grahakotpadam grahyaripavivarjitam /| tasmad abhinnatayam ca grahye ’pi smaranam
bhavet | grahakasmrtinirbhasat tatrapy esaiva grhyate I/ tad atyantavinabhavan (SVr; tadatyanta-
SVwm SVv) naikakaram hi jayate 1/ anvayavyatirekabhyam siddhaivam bhinnata tayoh I/ TS, 20702072
correspond to 83—84 and 85cd: na smarami maya ko ’'pi grhito ’rthas tadeti ca | smaranti grahakotpadam
grahyaripavivarjitam [/ tasmad abhinnatayam ca grahye 'pi smaranam bhavet | grahakasmrtisadbhave
tatra tv evaisa grhyate I/ anvayavyatirekabhyam siddhaivam bhinnata tayoh | evam ca hetavo ’py ete
prasiddhah sadhyadharmini 1/ (83b hi SV : ca TS; -padam grahya- SVy SVt TS : -padagrahya- SVy;
-smyrtinirbhasat- SNt SVy; -smrtir nirbhasa SVi; -smrtisadbhave TS; tatrapy esaiva SV : tatra tv
evaisa TS; grhyate SVt SVy TS; drsyate SVy.)

SBh 30,5 on 1.1.4: na tu piirvam jiayate | bhavati hi kadacid etad yaj jiiato 'rthah san “ajidata’ ity
ucyate |

13 PSVI5,10onPSI1lcd (verse parts from PS are printed in bold): smrter uttarakalam ca (PS 1 11c)
dvairapyam iti sambandhah | yasmac canubhavottarakalam visaya iva jiiane ’pi smrtir utpadyate
tasmad asti dviripata jianasya svasamvedyata ca I/ kim karanam na hy asav avibhayvite // (PS 1 11d)
na hy ananubhutarthavedanasmrti rupadismrtivat / See the most recent studies of PS(V) I 11 by Kellner
(2010) and by Kataoka (2012).

SV Siinyavada 174cd (quoted in TS, 2065ab): dvayam parasparenaiva bhinnam sadhyam rasadivat 1/
Ka 163,12 on SV Sinyavada 174cd: itaretaraparamarsa itaretaraparamarsat... / NR 226,4 on SV
Sunyavada 174cd: parasparapariharena paramarsat ... | TSP, 704,22 on TS, 2065: ekataraparamarse
saty aparasyaparamarsanat | (aparasyaparamarsanat em. following TSP;: aparamarsanat TSPy,
TSPp,. The edition TSP, emends to aparaparamarsandt, the Tibetan translation T has gzhan mi rtog
pa’i phyir ro.) Cf. TT 281,18 on SV Sinyavada 174cd: hetudrstantau tav eva /

16 NR 226,4 on SV Sinyavada 174cd: riparasavad iti |

17" For the concept of virodha, see Bandyopadhyay 1988, Kyuma 1999 and Watanabe 2002.

12

14
15
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1.1.4 The aikaripyena-ajiiana (bhedopalambhana) argument

The aikariipyena-ajiiana argument is as follows:'

[The two (i.e., the grasped and the grasper) are mutually different] because they

continuum (santanantara) and the cognition thereof.

Importantly, this aikariipyena-ajiiana argument is reformulated by Umbeka (8 c.) as

follows:2°

Blue and the cognition thereof are different (bheda) from each other because
they are perceived separately (bhedopalambhanat).

Here Umbeka is drawing a contrast between the aikariupyena-ajiiana argument and Dhar-
makirti’s sahopalambhaniyama argument, the latter of which is formulated as follows:

PVin I 54ab:
sahopalambhaniyamad abhedo nilataddhiyoh /

Blue and the cognition thereof are not different (abheda) [from each other]
because they are necessarily perceived together (sahopalambhaniyamat).

According to Umbeka,?! Kumarila’s aikariipyena-ajiiana argument is thus a counter-
argument to Dharmakirti’s sahopalambhaniyama argument. This represents the opposite
of Santaraksita’s interpretation, namely that the latter argument of Dharmakirti is actually
responding to the former by Kumarila. We will return to this point later.

1.2 Arguing against self-awareness

Kumarila goes on to formulate the following arguments of the second group to establish
that a relation between the grasped and the grasper never exists within a cognition.??

1. The jiana-utpatti argument against a cognition grasping a part of itself;
2. The jAana-utpatti argument against a cognition being grasped by a part of itself;
3. The jianatva argument.

jianat santanantarabuddhivat /| (vajia- TS : cajiia- SV : vijiia- SV, SVy; aikaripyena TSy, SV :
ekyarupena TSp,, also adopted in the editions TS, and TS;.)

grasped is not different from the grasper because the former is not perceived as identical with the latter.”
20 TT 282.9 on SV Sinyavada 175ab: nilabuddhyor iti dharmitvam, parasparena bheda iti sadhyo dha-
rmah | nilam idam iti bhedopalambhandad iti hetuh /
TT 282,11 on SV Sinyavada 175ab: abhedasadhakasya sahopalambhasya, paroktasya va sahopala-
mbhaniyamad ity asyasiddhatam anenaha /
TT 282,12 on SV Sinyavada 175c¢d—177ab: idanim ekavijiianasambandhinor dharmayor grahyagraha-
kabhavo nastiti yad uktam, tatra prayogam aha — jiianam svamsam na grhnatiti /

21

22
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1.2.1 The two jiiana-utpatti arguments

These two arguments have a same logical reason and are thus treated as a pair.
The jiana-utpatti argument against a cognition grasping a part of itself is as follows:?

A cognition does not grasp a part of itself (svamsa) because it is produced
from a cognition (jiianotpatteh), like a power of [cognition] itself (svasakti).

The jiiana-utpatti argument against a cognition being grasped by a part of itself is as

follows:2*

A cognition is not grasped by a part of itself because it is produced from a
cognition, like a power of [cognition] itself.?

Within the framework of the vijianavada,”® one may say the following: What is meant
by the word svasakti is a latent impression (vasana).?’ The latent impression is produced
from a cognition (jiianotpatti) and devoid of both the property of being grasped and that of
being grasper.?® Now, a cognition arises from its immediately preceding condition, which

23
24

SV Siinyavada 175¢d (quoted in TS, 2066ab): jiianam svamsam na grhnati jiianotpatteh svasaktivat //
SV Siinyavada 176ab (quoted in TS, 2066cd): grahyatvapratisedha$ ca dvayahina hi vasana /
(grahyatvaprati- TS; grahyavat prati- SVyy; grahyatvam prati- SVv; hi va- SVy TS; dviva- SV
SVy) “[For the same reason,] there is also the negation of [a cognition] being grasped [by a part of
itself]. For, a latent impression (vasana) is devoid of both [the property of being the grasped and that of
the grasper].” TT 282,13 on SV Sinyavada 176a: jiianam svamsam na grhnati na va svamsena grhyate
... INR 226,10 on SV Sinyavida 176a: jianam svamsam na grhnati napi svamsena grhyate |

See TSP, 705,11 on TS, 2066c: tadyatha — jianamso na jiianagrahyah / jianad utpannatvat / tadvat
vasanavat | “A part of cognition is not grasped by the same cognition because it is produced from a
cognition, like that [power of itself], namely, like a latent impression.”

According to Sucarita (10" c.), Kumarila formulates the jiiana-utpatti arguments from the standpoint
of the “old” Buddhist who regards a latent impression (vasanda) as distinct from a cognition (jiia-
natiriktavasana). On the other hand, the “modern” Buddhist holds that a latent impression is not
distinguished from the immediately preceding cognition (samanantarajiiana) itself. Ka 163,27 on SV
Sinyavada 175cd—176ab: etac ca cirantanabauddhabhiprayena jiianatiriktavasanapakse sthitvoktam
iti drastavyam | na tiupadanaparanamno visistat samanantarajianad anyam karicid vasanam arvacind
manyante // For Prajiiakaragupta (c. 750-810), a latent impression is not the power produced from
the preceding cognition (pirvavijiianajanita saktih), but the immediately preceding cognition itself

25

26

(2001: 327) has pointed out, Yamari (c. 1000—1060) refers to a discrepancy in the views of Dharmottara
(c. 740-800) and Prajnakaragupta on whether a latent impression is distinct from the immediately
preceding cognition or not. PVATS II (D 259a4; P 347b7): de Itar na re zhig slob dpon chos mchog la
sogs pas ‘dod pa’i bag chags kyi phyogs la yang pha rol pos brjod pas nyes pa bsal nas rang gi 'dod pa
brjod pa ni de ma thag pa’i zhes bya ba’o // See also PVin I 43,14-44.,2 for Dharmakirti’s theory of the
latent impression.

27 TT 282,14 on SV Sinyavada 175d: §loke svasaktisabdena vasanam aha /

28 Ka 163,25 on SV Sinyavada 176b: na ca sadhyavikalo drstantah | dvayahinavasanabhyupagamat |
bauddhanam hi svamsam na grhndti / na ca tena grhyate | NR 316,17 on SV Sanyavada 176b: vasa-
navat / sa hi svamsSam na grhnati, napi svamsena grhyate iti / TSP, 705,12 on TS, 2066cd: katham
asminn anantare prayogadvaye (emendation following TSP, : prayogadvaye TSPy, TSPp, (also adopted
in TSPy); cf. gtan tshigs gnyis po... la T) ’pi sadhyadharmanvito drstantah siddha ity aha — dvayahina
hi vasaneti | dvayena grahyagrahakatvena [/
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is a cognition (samanantarapratyaya).’® Whatever arises from a cognition can neither be
grasped nor grasper, so that a cognition can neither be grasped or grasper with respect to a
part of itself (svamsa).

1.2.2 The jiianatva argument

The jiianatva argument is as follows:*

The cognition of Caitra does not cognize the grasped part of the cognition
occurring in [Caitra] himself*' because it is a cognition [itself] (jiianatvat),
like [the cognition] occurring in another body [e.g., of Maitra].>?

It is clear that the cognition of Maitra does not apprehend the cognition of Caitra, which
also implies that the cognition of Maitra does not apprehend a part of the cognition of Caitra.
In the same manner, the cognition of Caitra does not apprehend a part of the cognition of
Caitra himself. This is attributed to the fact that the respective cognitions of Caitra and
Maitra equally have the property of being cognitions.

In other words, this argument is based on what it means to be a cognition (jiianatva). This
will also be of importance for understanding the development of Dharmakirti’s samvedana
argument and will be taken up again below.

2. Santaraksita’s defense of self-awareness

Let us now examine how Santaraksita rebuts all the arguments Kumarila formulated in SV
Sinyavada 172cd—177ab.

2.1 The sahopalambhaniyama argument

Santaraksita commences his refutation of the first group of arguments as follows:

TS, 2068:
aprthag vedandt pirvam tasyaiva> pratipaditat /

aikarupyaparijiianaparyantesu na siddhata //

2 Ka 163,20 on SV Sinyavada 175d: jiianotpatter iti hetuh [ tad dhi samanantarapratyayad utpadyata

iti bauddha manyante /

SV Sinyavada 176cd—177ab (quoted as TS, 2067): caitrajiianam tadudbhittajiianamsagrahyabodha-
kam /I jianatvan na bhaved yadvat tasya dehantarodbhavam /

Ka 164,9 on SV Sinyavada 176cd—177ab: caitrajiianam dharmi // taccaitrodbhiito yo jiianamso grahyas
tasya bodhakam na bhavatiti sadhyam /

TSP, 705,15 on TS, 2067: yadvat tasya caitrajianodbhittajianamsasya maitradidehantarodbhavam
Jianam I/

3 tasyaiva em. (de nyid T) : tad atra TSy, TSp, (adopted in TS; and TS,).

30

31

32
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Since [the non-difference between an object and its cognition]** has already
been explained as based on [the logical reason of] not being separately cog-
nized, [all the reasons] up to the reason “not being perceived as identical” have
[the fault of] being unestablished.

According to Kamalasila,® with the expression aprthag vedandt “because they are not
cognized separately,” Santaraksita refers to the reason sahopalambhaniyamat “because
they are necessarily perceived together,” of Dharmakirti’s sahopalambhaniyama argument.
Since this argument establishes the non-difference between an object and the cognition
thereof, all the four reasons in Kumarila’s first group of arguments are to be considered
unestablished (asiddha).

It is to be noted, in passing, that Santaraksita reformulates the sahopalambhaniyama
argument earlier in the TS as follows:*¢

TS, 2029-2030:

yatsamvedanam eva syad yasya samvedanam dhruvam /
tasmad avyatiriktam tat tato va na vibhidyate //

vatha niladhiyah svatma dvitiyo va yathodupah /
niladhivedanam cedam nilakarasya vedanam //

If a cognition of X is necessarily a cognition of Y, X is not different from Y, or
Y does not differ from X. Just as the cognition’s own essence [is not different
from the cognition of blue, or the cognition of blue does not differ from the
cognition’s own essence], or just as the second moon [is not different from
the first one, or the first moon does not differ from the second one]. And this
cognition of the form of blue (nilakara) is [necessarily] a cognition of the
cognition of blue (niladhi). [Therefore, the form of blue is not different from
the cognition of blue, or the cognition of blue does not differ from the form of
blue.]

As noted by Umbeka, Dharmakirti’s sahopalambhaniyama argument basically has the
reverse factors of the aikarupyena-ajiiana argument. Namely, the property to be proved
(sadhyadharma) is “being non-different [from each other]” (abheda) rather than “being
different [from each other]” (bhinna), and the logical reason is “being necessarily per-
ceived together” (sahopalambhaniyama) rather than “not being perceived as identical”
(aikarupyenajiiana) or “being perceived separately” (bhedopalambhana). In Dharmakirti’s
treatment, this is the main argument corresponding to Kumarila’s first group, meaning
that, if Dharmakirti’s treatment is later than Kumarila’s, then the aikarupyena-ajiiana
argument is being taken to imply or speak for the other three arguments of the first group,

3 TSP, 705,20 on TS, 2068: abhedasya nilataddhiyoh prasadhitatvat... |/ See n. 58.

35 TSP, 705,18 on TS, 2068: aprthag vedanad iti nilataddhiyoh sahopalambhaniyamat | apratyaksopa-
lambhasya narthadrstih prasidhyati I/ (= PVin 1 54cd) ity atah svasamvitprasadhanena pratipaditad
abhedasya nilataddhiyoh prasadhitatvad aikaripyaparijianaparyanta hetavo na siddhah // (For nilata-
ddhiyoh sahopalambhaniyamat in the quotation TSP cf. PVin I 54ab.)

36 See Matsuoka 2011 for the interpretation of TS, 2029-2030.
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namely, the ratsamvitti-asamvitti, tatparamarsa-aparamarsa, and itaretaraparamarsa-
itaretaraparamarsa arguments.

2.2 Refutations of the tatsamvitti-asamvitti and tatparamarsa-aparamarsa arguments

After collectively refuting Kumarila’s first group of arguments, Santaraksita discusses the
tatsamvitti-asamvitti and tatparamarsa-aparamarsa arguments individually.

2.2.1 Refutation of the tatsamvitti-asamvitti argument

To begin with, the logical reason of this argument is unestablished (asiddha). In order to
show this, Santaraksita cites PVin I 54cd with slight modification and further argues.”’

TS, 2073:
aprasiddhopalambhasya narthavittih prasidhyati [*8
tan na grahyasya samvittir grahakanubhavad rte //*°

For someone whose perception is not established, the cognition of the object
is not established. Therefore, there is no cognition of the grasped without an
experience of the grasper.

The point is that an object can be established, in Dharmakirti’s words, as perceived only
when the cognition of an object is perceived. It cannot be the case that the cognition is not
perceived when its object is perceived.

In the ratsamvitti-asamvitti argument, Kumarila has increased the scope of the reason
that a cognition is not cognized when its object is cognized on the basis of the statement in
Sabara’s Bhasya that only an object as connected with the external world (bahirdesasamba-
ddha) is perceived. In connection with this statement, Santaraksita points out that what is
perceived is not always an external object, and thereby argues that Kumarila’s reason is
inconclusive (anaikantika).

TS, 2074:
asvasthalocanair drstam tatha pitady aveksyate |
vispastam*® grahakamsac ca samvedyam na tatha param //

[Unreal objects like] yellow, etc., that are seen by someone with an eye-disease
are vividly (vispastam) perceived in that way [i.e., connected with the external

37 See Kellner 2011 for a comparison of the two different arguments for self-awareness that are presented

in PS(V) I 11d-12 and PVin I 54cd.

This is a quotation of PVin I 54cd, with aprasiddhopalambhasya narthavittih TS : apratyaksopala-
mbhasya narthadrstih PVin, which reads “For someone who does not perceive perception, the perception
of the object is not established either” (trans. Kellner 2011: 420). For the further discussion with PVin I
54cd as Dharmakairti’s argument of infinite regress, see Kellner 2011.

3 grahyasya... I/ TS; SV Sinyavada 79cd.

40 vispastam em. (gsal por T, vispastam TSPy) : niskrstam TSy, TSp, (adopted in TS; and TS,).
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world],*! and they are not perceived [separately (niskrstam)] from the grasping
part.*? Likewise for another [i.e. yellow as seen by someone with healthy
eyes].¥

Needless to say, in the case of an erroneous cognition, someone with an eye-disease
perceives an object that is not externally existent.

2.2.2 Refutation of the tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument

In attacking the tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument, Santaraksita begins by saying the
following:

TS, 2075:
alaksitavisesa ca grahyariupe** ca sa smrtih |
sarvato bhinnarupe tu na sabhyasadyasambhavat //

A recollection by which a particular is not observed occurs with respect
to an object to be grasped. But it does not occur with respect to an object
distinguished from all others since habituation (abhyasa) and the other [causal
factors for ascertainment] are not possible.

According to Kamalasila,* an individual entity cannot be remembered because recollection
(smrti) is not capable of having an individual for its object, unlike perception. A perception
of an individual entity can cause the perceiver to determine (adhyavasaya) that the object
is an individual if one of several causal factors for ascertainment (niscayahetu) is present:

41

42

43
44
45

TSP, 706,23 on TS, 2074: vispastam ity atra chedah | tatheti yatha satyabhimatam pitadi bahirde-
Sasambaddham vispastam upalabhyate tatha kamaladyupahatanayanopalabdham api samiksyate |
(vispastam ity TSPy (gsal por nges pa zhes bya ba T) : nikrstam ity TSPp,; both editions TSP; and TSP,
have niskrstam ity.)

TSP, 706,25 on TS, 2074: grahakamsac ca samvedyam neti chedah | grahakamsad iti niskrstam ity
adhyaharyam /

TSP, 707,7 on TS, 2074: tatha param iti satyabhimatam api pitadi /

grahyarupe em. (gzung ba’i ngo bo la T) : bahyaripe TSy, TSp, (adopted in TS; and TS,).

TSP, 707,14 on TS, 2075¢cd: etad uktam bhavati — na tavad vikalpasya yathavasthitavastugrahana-
samarthyam [ tasyavastuvisayatvat | kevalam tathabhiitapadarthanubhavabalad yatraivarthitvadayo
niscayahetavah santi tatra tadakaradhyavasayi smartah pratyayo nirvisaya eva | paramarthatah svapra-
tibhase ’narthe ’rthadhyavasayena pravrtter bhranta eva sarvo jayate / tasya tv adhyavasayavasena
visayavyavastha na paramarthatah / na ca grahyadhyavasayah smrter api vidyate | kevalam tathavi-
dhabhyasapatavapratyasattitaratamyadikaranabhavad alaksitavisesa bhavati | yena smaranantarad
visisyate |/ Variant readings: yatraiva- TSPy, adopted in TSP and TSP, (gang kho na la T) : yathaiva-
TSPp,; paramarthatah n.e. T, -abhyasapatavapratyasattitaratamyadi- em. Cf. tasya karanam abhya-
sah pratyasattis taratamyabuddhipatavam cetyadi | TSP, 244,18 on TS, 587 : -abhyasapatavadar
apratyasattitaratamyadi- [sic] or -abhyasapatavader apratyasattitaratamyadi- [sic] TSPy, TSPp,. The
editions TSP; and TSP, read -abhyasapatavader apratyasattitaratamyadi-, T reads goms pa gsal ba
gzhan myur ba dang ches myur ba la sogs pa’i. The emphasized part corresponds to PVin II 46,7:
svapratibhase ‘narthe ‘rthadhyavasayena pravartanat. See also PVSV 31,16-32,12 on PV I 58 for
Dharmakirti’s explanation of causal factors for ascertainment (niscayapratyaya). I referred to Kellner’s
(2004) descriptions of PVSV 32,512 for the translations of niscayahetu, tathavidhabhyasa, patava,
pratyasattitaratamya.
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a [state of] habituation due to similar situations (tathavidhabhyasa), acuity [of cognition]
(patava), or the [difference in] degree of proximity (pratyasattitaratamya). There are no
such causal factors for ascertainment in the case of recollection, which means that its
objects will always be determined as universals instead of particulars.

Now, if recollection has only a universal character for its object, how could the object
be remembered?*

Santaraksita answers the question by saying the following:

TS, 2076:
grhita iti ko 'py evam nanyatha smaranam bhavet /
Suddhasphatikasankase vidyate*’ smaranam na ca I/

Otherwise, there could be no recollection as in the form “Something was
grasped.” And there is no recollection [of a grasper]*® like a pure crystal.

There is no recollection of a cognition like a colorless transparent crystal that is not marked
with the form of its object. Even if there is a case where, after cognizing a certain object, one
cannot remember the object in a specific way, it does not follow that one is remembering a
cognition which grasped no object.

Santaraksita concludes that the logical reason presented in PS I 11c is established
whereas that of the tatparamarsa-aparamarsa argument is not.

2.3 The samvedana argument

Santaraksita then continues on to refute the arguments of group 2 as follows:

TS, 2077:
kambupitadivijianair hetvoh® pascimayor api /
anaikantikata vyaktam dig esanyatra sadhane [/

In view of the cognition of a yellow conch-shell and the like, the latter two
logical reasons are clearly inconclusive (anaikantika). This is the way to deal
with the other reasons [to prove the existence of an external object, too].>

Like in TS, 2074,%' Santaraksita here gives as an example of an erroneous cognition in
order to point out that the logical reasons of the two jiiana-utpatti arguments and of the
JAanatva argument are all inconclusive.

46 TSP, 707,22 on TS, 2076: syad etat — katham avasiyate grahyadhyavasayo 'trasti smrter ity aha —

grhita ityadi /

vidyate em. following yod pa T : vedyate TSy, TSp, (adopted in TS, TS,).

TSP, 707,24 on TS, 2076: na capi kevalo grahyakaranankitamirtitaya grahakah suddhasphatikasa-
nkasah smaryate /

hetvoh em. with TS, (gtan tshigs... gnyis po T) : hetoh TSy (adopted in TS;), heto [sic] TSp,.

TSP, 708,10 on TS, 2077d: esa dig ity anyatrapi bahirarthasadhane paropanyaste esa disanadik /
See section 2.2.1.
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To explain, suppose that there occurs a cognition of yellow with reference to a white
conch-shell. The erroneous cognition cognizes the form (akara) of yellow, which is a part
of the cognition and which has no counterpart in the external world.>? If a continuum of
cognitions is accepted, then the erroneous cognition must be presumed to arise from an
immediately preceding cognition. Alternatively, the cognition, which is identical with the
form of yellow, is cognized by the grasping part of the erroneous cognition.™

It is to be noted that, according to Kamalasila,>* the other (anyat) cognition, that is, the
non-erroneous cognition, also deviates from “not cognizing a part of [cognition] itself.”
Even the cognition of a white conch-shell or that of someone with healthy eyes also cognizes
a part of the cognition, which means that every cognition cognizes itself.

This reminds us of Dharmakirti’s samvedana argument which was reformulated by
Santaraksita as follows:

TS, 2032:
samvedanam idam sarvam na carthantaragocaram /
samvedanasvabhavatvat> svatmasamvedanam yatha 1/

Every cognition does not have for its object anything other [than the cognition
itself] because it has the essential nature of a cognition, like the cognition of
one’s own self.

According to Dharmakirti as well as Santaraksita, no cognition cognizes any object distinct
from the cognition itself because its essential nature is that of a cognition.

For both Dharmakirti and Kumarila, the essential nature of a cognition is being that
which illuminates (prakasaka).”® What is illuminated, however, differs for each: the cogni-
tion itself or an external object, respectively. Therefore, the same logical reason “being a
cognition itself” or “having a cognition as its essence” will yield opposite implications;
for Kumarila, a cognition never cognizes a part of the cognition (svamsa), whereas for
Dharmakirti, it never cognizes anything different from the cognition.

Thus, in the same way as was the case with the aikaripyena-ajiiana and sahopala-
mbhaniyama arguments (cf. section 2.1), here too, Dharmakirti seems to have reversed
only the properties to be proved of the jianatva argument and then let this imply the other
two jiiana-utpatti arguments of the second group.

52 g

pitadyakaram grhnati / (tatha hi yatha TSPy: yatha TSP,: 'di ltar na T, n.e. TSPp,, TSP;.)

TSP, 708,7 on TS, 2077: yatha ca jiianam api sat jianamsasya pitader grahyasya bodhakam bhavati /
3 TSP, 708,7 on TS, 2077: tathanyad apiti vyabhicarita hetvoh |

35 For samvedanasvabhavatvat TSy, TSp, (adopted in TS,, cf. also rig pa’i rang bzhin nyid kyi phyir TSPp,
rig pa’i rang bzhin nyid kyis rig TSPp), TS; emends to samvedanam ca nilasya.

PV 111 329: prakasamanas tadatmyat svaripasya prakasakah | yatha prakaso abhimatas tatha dhir
atmavedini //; TS, 2081a: vijianatvam prakasatvam ... | SV Sinyavada 187ab quoted in TS, 2017ab:
prakasSakatvam bahye 'rthe Saktyabhavat tu natmani /
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3. Against nirakaravada

Lastly, let us consider how Santaraksita regards the function of the sahopalambhaniyama
and samvedana arguments.
After reformulating the samvedana argument, he states:

TS, 2034:
Suddhasphatikasankasam arthakarair anankitam /
yair istam vedanam kaiscid idam tan prati sadhanam [/

Both®’ of these [arguments] are addressed to those who maintain that a cogni-
tion is not marked with the form of its object, being like a pure crystal.

That is, according to Santaraksita (as understood by Kamalasila, see n. 57) both the sahopa-
lambhaniyama and samvedana arguments are meant to prove self-awareness (svasamvid),
which, stated from a different perspective, is the same as proving that a cognition is marked
with the form of its object (sakarata).® Those who claim that a cognition is not marked
with the form of its object (nirakarata) are none other than nirakaravadins represented by
Kumarila.

Thus, according to Santaraksita, Dharmakirti’s aim in including both of these argu-
ments is not to prove svasamvid or sakarata yet again after it had already been proved
(siddhasadhana) by the other of the two, as suggested by Subhagupta;* indeed, it would
not be appropriate, given the rules of debate, for Dharmakirti to offer two arguments for the
same thing only for the sake of improving upon the position laid out by Dignaga. Rather,
as Santaraksita and Kamalasila helpfully point out, these two arguments must be meant for
refuting nirakaravada; after all, in refuting an opposing position, it is indeed permitted to
adopt as many approaches as might be necessary.

4. Concluding remarks

According to Santaraksita, the reason Dharmakirti developed his arguments is to defend
Dignaga’s theory of self-awareness against the attack by Kumarila. In order to counter
Dignaga’s arguments for dviripata and svasamvedyata respectively, Kumarila had argued
that an object and its cognition are different from one another on the basis of the fact that
they are perceived differently (bhedopalambhana), and, secondly, that a cognition never
cognizes a part of itself on the basis of its essential nature of being a cognition (jiianatva).

3T TSP, 696,14 on TS, 2034d: idam iti dvividham api sadhanam nirakaravadinam prati yatas tena na

siddhasadhyata |

The logical reasons sahopalambhaniyama and samvedana are collectively called svasamvitprasadhana
or sakaratasiddhisadhana by Kamalasila. TSP, 695,14 on TS, 2032: dvitiyam api sakaratasiddhaye
sadhanam aha — samvedanam idam ityadi / TSP, 705,20 on TS, 2068: atah svasamvitprasadhanena
pratipaditad abhedasya nilataddhiyoh prasadhitatvat... | See n. 34.

In BASK 87 Subhagupta points out that the samvedana argument is not valid because it proves what
is already proved (siddhasdadhana) by the sahopalambhaniyama argument. BASK 87 is quoted in
TSP, 696,11 on TS, 2034: sakarajiianapakse ca tannirbhasasya vedyata [ tasyabhede ca samsadhye
siddhasadhanata bhavet I/
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Accordingly, Dharmakirti formulated the sahopalambhaniyama and samvedana arguments
as counter-arguments against these arguments by Kumarila.

Although it is unacceptable to the SV-commentators such as Umbeka, Santaraksita’s
interpretation of the relation among the various arguments given in PS I, SV Siinyavéida and
PVin I is reasonable. This is because, although it is clear that Kumarila, in his exhaustive
detail, was attempting to refute Dignaga’s arguments from multiple perspectives, it should
also be apparent from the dual nature of Dharmakirti’s argumentation that he himself
was also responding to a challenge. To do so, Dharmakirti simply reversed the factors
of the aikariipyena-ajiiana and jiianatva arguments in particular, implying that — from
his perspective — these two arguments would also cover the other five arguments which
Kumarila employed. If Dharmakirti thereby successfully boiled down these discussions
to their essential issues, this could then represent a rather elegant response to Kumarila’s
detailed challenge.
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