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A Study of Sataimira in Dignaga’s Definition of
Pseudo-Perception (PS 1.7cd-8ab)”

I. INTRODUCTION

I-1. In Pramanasamuccaya (hereafter PS) 1.7¢d-8ab Dignaga (c. 480-
540) first enumerates three kinds of cognition, namely, 1) erroneous
cognition, 2) cognition of conventional existence, and 3) cognition’s
inference, the result of inference, recollection, and desire. Then he states
that these three kinds of cognition are pseudo-perception and sataimi-
ra. In the Vrtti he explains with examples why all three are pseudo-
perception, namely, because “conceptual construction” is involved. but
he says nothing about sataimira. As an example for erroneous cognition
he mentions the error proceeding from the conceptual construction of
water, etc., in respect to a mirage, etc., but he does not explicitly men-
tion a timira-cognition' such as the cognition of a double moon or of a
hair-mesh, etc.?

* I am indebted to Univ.-Prof. Dr. Eli Franco and Univ.-Prof. Dr. Karin Prei-
sendanz for their valuable comments on an earlier version of this paper, which
allowed for great improvements in both content and language. I am also indebted
to Univ.-Prof. Dr. Ernst Steinkellner, Univ.-Doz. Dr. Helmut Krasser and Dr. Horst
Lasic who read earlier drafts of this paper and made numerous valuable sugges-
tions. Many pertinent observations by Univ.-Doz. Dr. Chlodwig H. Werba and
Univ.-Ass. Dr. Anne MacDonald contributed to the clarity and precision of pres-
entation. I further thank Ms. Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek for polishing my English.

' Regardless of whether the word timira denotes an eye disorder, as Dhar-
makirti interprets it, or “ignorance”, as Jinendrabuddhi understands it, the deno-
tation of the expression “timira-cognition” must be the same: cognition such as
the vision of a double moon or a hair-mesh. I will therefore use the word “timira-
cognition” in this paper to denote such cognition. Furthermore, I prefer in gen-
eral to use the expression “timira-cognition” as opposed to “taimira-cognition” (cf.
Franco 1986). timirajiana is used, for example, by Manorathanandin (PVV 206.11;
207,16; 227.26f.).

2 PS(V) 1.7¢d-8ab: bhrantisamortisajjianam anwmananumanikam || smartabhi-
lasikam ceti pratyaksabham sataimiram | tatra bhrantijianam mygatrsnadisu toyddi-
kalpanapravrttatval pratyaksabhasam. samovrtisatsv arthantaradhyaropat tadrapakal-
pandapravritatvat. anumanatatphaladijianam parvanubhitakalpanayeti na pratyalk-
sam. Cf. Hattori 1968: 28; 95, n. 1.53 and 97, n. 1.54.
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1-2. Dharmakirti (c. 600-660) interprets this passage as indicating four
kinds of pseudo-perception, the first three being mental cognitions, and
the fourth kind “arising from disturbance in the basis [of the cognition]
(@sraya, i.e., the sense faculty), and free from conceptual construction™.?
Furthermore, he interprets the fourth kind as the “exception” (apavada)
to the generalization that all pseudo-perceptions are mentally con-
structed, and says that through this “exception” the cognition caused
by an impairment of a sense faculty is indicated, and that the word
timira indicates all kinds of impairment of sense faculties.* In his later
works Pramanaviniscaya and Nyayabindu he adds a new element,
“non-erroneous” (abhranta), to the definition of perception.’ It follows
from this that in his opinion the word taimira in the compound sataimi-
ra denotes an error arising from a defect of a sense faculty and consti-
tutes the fourth kind of pseudo-perception. This position was accepted
by the Buddhist epistemological school throughout the entire post-
Dharmakirti period.

I-3. There is a divergence of opinion among modern scholars regarding
the question of whether Dharmakirti’s interpretation is faithful to
Dignaga’s intention, or in other words, whether Dignaga really accepts
an error relating to sense faculties as being a fourth kind of pseudo-
perception. Hattori maintains that “Dignaga attributed errors to
manas”, and thus interprets the word sataimira “as an adjective modi-
fying ‘pratyaksabham’, but not as mentioning a separate kind of pratyak-
sabhasa.”® Wayman disagrees with Hattori, maintaining that Dhar-
makirti’s assertion of four kinds of pratyaksabhasa which “match up
with” the four kinds of pratyaksa does not deviate from Dignaga’s in-
tention, and that Dignaga accepted four kinds of pratyaksabhasa. as
Dharmakirti maintained.” Franco argues for still another interpreta-
tion. He points out that taimira-jiiana cannot be free from conceptual
construction because Dignaga defines perception as free from concep-

3 Cf. PV 3.288: trividham kalpanajianam asrayopaplavodbhavam | avikalpa-
kam ekam ca pratyaksabham catuwrvidham |/.

+ Cf. PV 3.293: apavadas caturtho “tra tenoktam upaghatajom | kevalam tatra
timiram wpaghatopalaksanam |/.

> Cf. PVin 1.40.2: de la m7ion sum rtog bral ma "khrul ba |/; NB 1.4: tatra
pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam.

% Hattori 1968: 122, n. 3.7, and 95f., n. 1.53. The same argument is also to be
found in Hattori 1965: 125.

" Wayman 1978, especially 394f.
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tual construction; thus laimira-jiana does not form a separate kind of
pratyaksabhasa.® With regard to the cause of the cognition of a double
moon, etc., Funayama points out that Dignaga principally regards it
as being caused by the mind, but his “denial of sensory illusion was not
consistently held throughout his writings”.?

1-4. Now that we are able to consult the Sanskrit text of Jinendrabud-
dhi’s Pramanasamuccayatika (hereafter PST) we have more clarity
with regard to further opinions. In PST 5b2-8b7 Jinendrabuddhi ex-
plains Dignaga’s list of pseudo-perceptions, and from 7a6 to the end of
this section he presents his own view regarding the word sataimira in
PS 1.8b, which is based on his understanding of the notion “trustwor-
thiness” (avisamvada). The main points are that some errors relating to
sense faculties are trustworthy and consequently correct perceptions,
and thus the word timira, in the special meaning of “ignorance”, refers
to “untrustworthiness”. Funayama has demonstrated" that these
points are reported by Kamalasila as a parvapaksa in his Tat-
tvasangrahapainjika (TSP) and are attributed to certain Buddhists
(svayithya). Generally speaking, Jinendrabuddhi follows Dharmakirti
on all basic points in his interpretation; here we have the only case |
have found in which he offers us a completely different interpretation,
although in this interpretation the notion of “trustworthiness”, as he
understands it, i.e., as the definition of a valid cognition, is also bor-
rowed from Dharmakirti'' and is unknown to Dignaga."” This paper
aims to present a new interpretation of the word salaimira based on
the ideas found in the Sanskrit text of Jinendrabuddhi’s PST as well
as in some Chinese materials.

8 Franco 1986, especially 83 and 85.

* Funayama 1999: 77.

" Funayama 1999: 85-92.

At the beginning of PV 2 Dharmakirti defines valid cognition (pramana) as
“trustworthy cognition”, and the trustworthiness as “constancy with regard to the
production of aneffect”. Cf. PV 2.1a-c: pramanam avisamvadi jianam arthakriydasthi-
teh | avisamvadanam.

2" The word avisamvada was used by Dignaga, but in another context. Cf. PS
2.5 (quoted in PST 63blf. and in PVSV 108,1: aptavadavisamvadasamanyat). 1
would like to thank Univ.-Doz. Dr. Helmut Krasser for the reference to the quota-
tion in PVSV.



116 Junjie Chu

IT. TaE CAUSE oF THE TirrA-COGNITION

11-1. In the PST the passage in which Jinendrabuddhi presents his own
view begins with the explanation of the “theory of trustworthiness in
a certain aspect” (amsasamvadavdda). This theory has been investigat-
ed in depth by Krasser and Funayama.” Basing himself on this the-
ory, he then introduces an objection to Dharmakirti’s interpretation of
sataimira. The conclusion of this objection runs as follows:

Consequently it should not be so explained: “Through this word for an
exception, [namely| ‘sataimira’, cognition by means of a sense faculty
impaired through the cause of an external or internal impairment,
though it is free from conceptual construction, is mentioned as a pseu-
do-perception. Only there, in the word ‘sataimira’, timira is a mere in-
dication for all causes of impairment of sense faculties”,'* because even
certain cognitions by means of an impaired sense faculty are perception
[with regard to a certain aspect|. The qualifier “non-erroneous” [added
by Dharmakirti in PVin 1.4b’| should also not be employed [in the
definition of perception|, because it is accepted that even certain er-
roneous [cognitions arising from the disturbance of a sense faculty] are
perception with regard to a certain [aspect]."?
This means that the objector does not believe that the word taimira
denotes an error relating to sense faculties in the sense that Dharmakirti
interprets it, namely, that only the defective sense faculty is responsible
for the cognition of a double moon, etc., and consequently he does not
accept Dharmakirti’s addition of “non-erroneous” to the definition of
perception. As we shall see below, this objector may be Jinendrabuddhi
himself, who, following this objection, presents his interpretation,
namely, that the word timira means “ignorance” and “untrustworthi-
ness” (see I11-2). Therefore the question arises: Did Dignaga admit an
error that is purely sensory in nature that the objector denies?

B Cf. Krasser 1991: 73f. and n. 140; Funayama 1999: 88.

" Cf. PST 7al-2 in which Jinendrabuddhi explains the word sataimira in the
same way Dharmakirti doesin PV 3.293: tenapavadavacanena bahyabhyantaropaghdata-
pratyayopahatendriyajiianam kalpanapodhatve “pi pratyaksabham ucyate. sataimiram
iy atra tu timiram sarvendriyopaghdtapratyayopalaksanamatram kila drastavyam.

1 PST 8al-3.: na tarki sataimiram ity anenapavadapadena bahyabhyantaro-
paghata-pratyayopahatendriyajiianam kalpanapodhatve “pi pratyaksabham wktam.
kevalam tatra sataimiravacane timiram sarvendriyopaghdatapratyayopalaksanamda-
tram ity evam vyakhyeyam, wpahatendriyajianasyapr kasyacit pratyaksatvat. napy
abhrantam iti visesanam kartavyam, bhrantasyapt kasyacit kvacit pratyaksatvenesta-
toat.
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1I-2. In the available works by Dignaga we find the following three
statements (S1-3) concerning the problem of the cause of the cognition
of a double moon, etc.:

In the first part of the Alambanapariksa(vrtti) (AP[V]) Dignaga proves
that the external object, regarded either as atoms or as an aggregate
of atoms, is not the object-support (alambana) of the awareness, on the
ground that neither atoms nor their aggregates can fulfill the two ne-
cessary conditions for being the object-support, i.e., (1) being the cause
of a cognition and (2) possessing the same form as that appearing in
the cognition.'® In AP 2b Dignaga mentions a double moon as being
analogous to the aggregate of atoms that is not substantially existent."?
He explains it in APV ad loc.:

(S1:) As for seeing a double moon, owing to a defect (*vaikalya) of the

sense faculty, although [the double moon]| appears in this [awareness],

it is not its object.”™

In PS(V) 1.14-16 Dignaga criticizes the definition of perception set
forth in the Vadavidhi: “Perception is a cognition |arising| from that
object” (tato ‘rthad vijianam pratyaksam); in PSV ad 1.15 he mentions
the sense faculty as being analogous to the atoms that do not assume
the same form as that appearing in the cognition, though they are the
cause of the cognition."” That is to say, in this definition of perception
only the first condition is implied, not the second; thus Dignaga uses
a prasanga to indicate the fault of it not being taken into consider-
ation:
(S2:) [The atoms cannot be the object-support of the cognition. Other-

wise| it would follow that even the visual faculty and the other |causes|*

' Cf. Hattori 1968: 118, n. 2.17.

7 AP 2 = 176,20: rdzas su med phyir zla giis biin .

5 APV 176,211 dban po ma tshan ba’i phyir zla ba giis mthon ba ni der snan
ba id yin du zin kyan de’i yul ma yin no |l.

' Here the argument is the same as in AP 1: “Although atoms are the cause
of the sensory cognition, they are not the objects of this [cognition]|, because they
do not appear in this [cognition], like the sense faculty” (AP 1 = 176,7-11: dban po
rnam par rig pa’t rgyu || phra rab rdul dag yin mod kyi || der mi snan phyir de’t yul
nt | rdul phran ma yin dban po béin [[). This verse is quoted in PVA 336.5: yady
apindriyavijiapteh karanam paramanavah | atadabhataya nasya aksavad visayo
‘navah [/. The same view is also found in TSP! 582,16-17 = TSP? 711,6-7: yady
apindriyavijiapter grahyamsah karanam bhavet | atadabhataya tasya naksavad vi-
sayah sa tu /.

2 “And the other” (°adi) probably means “and causes” of the cognition “other”
than the visual faculty. We find the same argument in the Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi:
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would be the object-support. For they also — while existing in other ways

[than the manner they appear in the cognition] in the ultimate sense

— are the cause (ka@rana) of the cognitions with the appearance of a

double moon, etc., or something blue, etc.”
In the Nyayapariksa section of PS(V) 1 Dignaga criticizes the four
components of the Naiyayika’s definition of perception;* among them
the qualifications “arisen from the contact of sense faculty and object”
(endriyarthasamnikarsotpanna) and “non-deviating” (avyabhicarin) re-
late to our discussion. Dignaga rejects the qualification “non-deviating”
on the ground that it is redundant in the presence of the other quali-
fication “arisen from the contact ...”. He says:

(S3:) Also in the case where [a cognition] has a deviating object it is not
(possible) [to include the qualification “non-deviating” in the defin-
ition]) because a deviating [cognition]| has for object [an object]| of
mental error (manobhranti).?

11-3. The problem is that, prima facie, S1 and S2 are inconsistent with
S3. the former two seeming to blame the sense faculty for producing
the cognition of a double moon, the latter seeming to attribute all error
to the mind. Dharmakirti also refers to S2 as indicating that Dignaga
admits that some erroneous cognitions are the product of a sense fac-
ulty. He says that those who regard the cognition of a double moon,
etc., as a mental product will be contradicting Dignaga’s statement.”*
This interpretation is also followed by some modern scholars.* On the

Not anything whatsoever that produces the awareness is @alambana, because hetu-
pratyaya and other pratyayas, too, cannot be called the @lambana of this conscious-
ness (CWSL 4b5f: ZJIEfLIFJ:EE o PRI ‘{d%ﬁ"ﬁ%?ﬁ:ﬁ? °); cf. also TBh 16,18-20:
bahyo hy arthah svabhasavijianajanakatvena vijianasyalambanapratyaya isyale, na
karanatvamatrena samanantaradipratyayavisesaprasangat (v.l.: “pratyayadivisesapra-
sangat). However, °adi is translated as “and other [senses|” in Hattori 1968: 35.

21 Hattori 1968: 120, n. 2.26: caksuradinam apy alambanalvaprasangah. te *pi
hi paramarthato ‘nyatha vidyamana dvicandradyabhasasya niladyabhasasya ca jiia-
nasya karanam bhavanti. The sentence in bold face is quoted in PST 7a5.

# Cf. Hattori 1968: 36.

# PSV (ad PS 1.17) 192-193. Sanskrit text quoted in PST 21b5: na ca vya-
bhicarivisayatve (sambhavo ’stt) manobhrantivisayatvad vyabhicarinah (quoted also
in PVA 253.2 and 338,10). sambhavo ’sti is supplied following PST 21b5: sambhavo
stity anuvartate.

# Cf. PV 3.294: manasam tad apity eke tesam grantho virudhyate | ntladvicandra-
didhiyam hetur aksany apity ayam ||. Cf. PVA 339,19; PVV 206,26ff.

# For example, Wayman 1978: 395 and Funayama 1999: 77, n. 21. Cf. also the
interpretation in Franco 1986: 82f.
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other hand, Jinendrabuddhi clearly interprets S3 as attributing all
types of errors to the mind. With regard to the type of error relating
to the mind he explains why the qualification “non-deviating” cannot
be used, as follows:

To wit: A mental error arises determining an accumulation of elemen-
tary matter (bhiita) to have the form of water, etc., even though it does
not have the essential property of water, ete. Therefore, because [it] is
mentally constructed by that [mental error| this [form of water] is an
object of the latter alone, not of a sensory cognition. Therefore [the
word] ‘non-deviating” should not be used in order to exclude this [men-
tal error].”

In other words, the object appears falsely through a mental determin-
ation, namely, a specific mental cognition, and therefore this cognition
does not arise from the contact of the sense faculty with the object.
And with regard to the error relating to a sense faculty, he explains why
the qualification “non-deviating” cannot be used, as follows:

... because this [kind of error] is already rejected [from the scope of
the definition] through the employment of [the phrase]| “[arising from]
contact [of the sense faculty] with the object”; otherwise it should be
formulated thus: “[perception] arises from a sense faculty”, rather than
“[perception] arises from the contact of the sense faculty with the ob-
ject”, because for this [formulation| nothing [would]| remain to be ex-
cluded.”

In other words, the cognition of a double moon, etc., arises owing to a
defect of a sense faculty that makes no contact with an object, so that
what appears in the cognition is just “an object of mental error”.

26 PST 21b7-22al: tatha hy anudakadisvabhavam api bhitasanghdatam udakadiri-
penadhyavasyanty wpajayate manobhrantih. tatas tatkalpitatvat tasya eva sa visayah,
nendriyajiianasya. tato na tadvyavacchedartham avyabhicarigrahanam kartavyam.
Cf. PVA 338.12-13: na hindriyarthasannikarsotpannasyaiva vyabhicarita sambha-
vati. parisesyan manasa yad adhikasya vikalpanam tatra vyabhicarah. “|A cognition|
which arises only from the contact of the sense faculty with an object cannot be
deviating. Consequently, deviation [is possible only] in respect to the conceptual-
isation of something additional (adhika) through the mind.”

1 PST 22a2-22a2: ... arthasannikarsagrahanenaiva tasya pratiksepat, anyathen-
driyajam ity evam vacyam syat, na tv indriyarthasannikarsotpannam iti, tasya vya-
vacchedyabhavat. Cf. PVA 338,15-16: tasyarthagrahanena nirakrtatvat, vidyamanam
api tad avidyamanakalpam eva. “Because this |cognition] is excluded by the word
‘object’ [in the qualification ‘arising from the contact of the sense faculty with the
object’], this [qualification ‘non-deviating’|. although there, is practically not
there.”
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I1-4. Dharmapala (c. 530-561), in his commentary on the AP(V), has a
new thought-provoking interpretation which may shed some light onto
the problem. He explains S1 as follows:

When the visual faculty has lost its clarity owing to impairment through
the timira-disorder, then seeing (*darsana) a double moon will arise from
the impaired sense faculty.”

This statement should not be read as an indication that Dharmapala
accepts the vision of a double moon as purely a sensory product.? In
later passages he emphasizes that the example “a double moon” is used
to illustrate a non-existent thing (*abhatartha), so it should be under-
stood that it has been established as not being the cause [of the aware-
ness| (*ahetutva).® In answering the question why the double appear-
ance is perceived directly (*pratyaksam) even though it is not existent,
Dharmapala explains the example once more:

On account of the special potency (¥saktivisesa) [of a sense faculty] laid
down internally [in the store-awareness|, immediately subsequent to
this [potency| (¥latsamanantaram) an awareness with a false appearance
(Fpratibhasa) occurs, just as a man sees objects appearing in dreams; on
account of this (*latah) [awareness| a false conception (*abhutakalpana®)
is caused which interprets [this awareness| in that way, as if something
additional had been seen in respect to the moon.*

11-5. Dharmapala’s explanation is mentioned by the Chinese com-
mentator Kui-ji (632-680) in his commentary on the Vimgdatika as fol-
lows:

If a man suffers from the timira-disorder, his mental awareness
(*manovijiana) will see hair, flies, etc., in the air. ...* [In this case.]
conditioned by the eye disorder, the mind (¥*manas) apprehends hair,

% (SYLS 890b8-10: £ EJJ‘EM“‘«LE I)%—Hr [FEIEL o BEAIE ’%}'EH’ R A
4

# Funayama understands this paragraph differently. Cf. Funayama 1999: 78:
“At the same period, however, there must have been yet another Buddhist who did
approve of the existence of sensory illusion. I surmise that Dharmapala was such
a person.”

0 GSYLS 890b19f.: 57~ [ fiay ,J RS e ] fEﬁl[P@“Jﬁﬂli&p lEas

3 GSYLS 890b211.: F leﬁf FIEYT FIE YRR L T A

32 ] understand {I]4 as #& .

3B GSYLS 890b22-24: ﬁ,f_{ JJ'”*“}J o= H” o PEEI TRl o [TIAR [/%SP ﬁl ° Jf{/[lﬁ”—
EJJ—:EI* il OEIHHJ[[;H (et o KL F| E[Eﬁﬁﬁ

# The omitted part explains the wor ds timira and “ete.”
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ete. In this [awareness| there is no existent object at all (*na kascid
arthah).” Because |his| sight suffers from the disorder, the mind appre-
hends flies, ete., through the medium of (*dvarena) sight.* This does
not mean that the visual awareness can [actually] see hairs and flies.
This is just as [in the case of] a man, who, pressing his one eye with his
hand, ete., can apprehend in his mental awareness a second moon ap-
pearing.”” This does not mean that his visual awareness perceives the
second moon. It is the sixth [type of| awareness (i.e., manovijiiana) that,
through the medium of the eyes, is clearly aware [of that second moon]|
simultaneously. It seems to be a visual cognition (*caksurdarsana), but
in reality it is not a visual cognition, because there is no mental con-
struction in the five [sensory| awarenesses.™

According to this interpretation Dharmapala holds that the visual
awareness cannot perceive a second moon because the second moon does
not exist; a non-existent thing cannot be perceived by a visual aware-
ness, but can only be apprehended by a mental awareness. That is to
say, the mental awareness occurs already in the first moment of the
series (santana) of the awareness of a double moon, and does not, as in
the case of visual awareness by means of an unimpaired sense faculty,
occur in the second moment.

11-6. In the following passage Dharmapala also reports and then criti-
cizes the opinion of an opponent who interprets the vision of a double

# This is a pratika in Xuan-zang’s translation of Vimg 1 (WSESL 74b29-c1):

NEE; Eﬁ]I 7}1?‘3,%! ° YJIE ik %E [;;ﬁ*ﬁ“a‘fk °ﬁmﬁ3ﬁ}ﬁ§§ The sentence in bold
faoe is not re(omtrU(ted in Lévi's edition (Vim§ 1: vijiiaptimatram evedam a-
sadarthavabhasanat | yatha taimirikasyasatkesacandradidarsanam [|; according to
Lévi 1932: 44, n. 1, yadvat instead of yatha), but is confirmed by Vims" 4a5: rnam
par Ses pa “di wiid don du snan “byun ste | dpe na rab rib can rnams kyis skra zla la
sogs pa med par mthon ba biin te | don gan yan med do |.

36 Cf. AKBh 30,26f: caksusa dvarena vijﬁdnam pasyali.

3 The same idea is found in FBXL 25b: }“'[E@E FIIFE = E] © (ef. Funayama
1999: 75 and n. 13). This means that the vision of a double moon, ete., can result
not only from the defective visual faculty, but also from some special bodily action.
Cf. also AKBh 31,23-24: tatha hi dvayor vivrtayoh parisuddhataram darsanam bha-
vati. ekasmims conmilite caksusi dvitiye cardhanimilite dvicandradigrahanam bha-
vati.

3 \\'QESLSJ 982¢27-983a5: f/[lﬂ] “‘J oo PV R MGHERAT Al o fLE Ji‘? W
o Fi’ﬁ Vi o WL o Iy [[?ﬂ Py o e ij FIRELEGFE o B p i o
ZEANEEGE < E'E’/d‘ﬁ hpr)= S I %L%E’Eivf % JE(WH% JLEY" £
° 5T HiH ° ‘ JESLEBPIE © [l PA 7 o PO « HOZRIELGL © 1) SR 1 s Rl
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moon as arising in a series of two moments, the first one being a true
perception, the second, a mental construction:*

[Objection:| Some commentators say: When [a moon| appears in the
visual awareness (¥caksurvijiiana) twice [i.e., one appearance immedi-
ately followed by a second appearance], [the two appearances| are
taken to be simultaneous, because the sequence (*krama) of these two
is too difficult to determine and the mental awareness (¥*manovijiiana)

“I see a second moon [in addition to] the moon [that you see]”.*

[Answer:] According to the doctrine which does not accept an external
object, all such opinions [i.e., that mentioned above] are false. How can
it be possible that the mental awareness which does not immediately
(*samanantaram) arise from the object-support of the [immediately
antecedent| visual awareness [which cognizes a single appearance two
times| cognizes the two appearances simultaneously [not as one follow-
ing the other|, and interpret it in this way: “[I] see a double moon™?
Again, how can it be possible that, with regard to a sound and other
[objects that appear in sequence], an awareness which apprehends that
[sound, ete., in sequence| would be not aware of that sequence and thus
perceive two sounds, ete., occurring simultaneously? Even for a man
with a healthy visual faculty, the sequence in the mental consciousness
is very difficult to determine, not to mention finding out the difference
[of two moments] in the case of consciousness dependent on the mate-
rial sense faculty (*rapindriya). Consequently, when seeing a single
moon (ffiZE#E), everyone!' would perceive two appearances [of this
single moon]|, ete.*?

% In this passage Dharmapala also refutes the opinion that the vision of a
double moon is just “an error in number” in reference to the number generally
accepted (*sammata), on account of the sense faculty being impaired, saying
simply that if somebody asserted a substantially existent entity outside of con-
sciousness, he would not need to make the effort to superimpose (*aropayati) a
double moon and claim that it is only an error in number (?) (GSYLS 890b27-28:
%I& (WE) 7 K HFEEE %‘%“ FIASL gjﬁsf"and GSYLS 890¢5-6: [,EJJEF"E%?j{H TH
° ”T/Jm Ergav ol i FJPJ rs ﬂ%*?j

0 GSYLS 890b24-27: AR AR IR 2 % - I R A - 1
[FIF = Ha i — @*B%%Z?'ﬁ n&@ﬂ TIRA A

T read f[ (dow) mstead of % (duo).

2 GSY LS 890b28-¢5: [L‘FJT j/][ i?’j_,J/aL o YIS PLIETRLE Fh o P2 HINGER
P9 i - e Eﬁ SRR - (ARG 3] o ISR 5 o
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The objector, as a proponent of external objects (*bahyarthavadin).,
tries to refute Dignaga’s example by affirming that the vision of a
double moon is based on a visual awareness. He argues that the visual
awareness actually happens in the first moment of the series of the
awareness of a double moon; it perceives a single moon twice, and just
on account of the difficulty of the determination of the sequence the
immediately following mental awareness falsely interprets it as a double
moon. The problem is that, according to Dharmapala, the mental
awareness of a double moon that arises from the object-support of the
immediately antecedent visual awareness could occur only if the visu-
al awareness actually had perceived a double moon, not a single moon
appearing twice; the visual awareness, however, cannot perceive this
double moon, since the latter does not exist. It perceives merely a single
moon twice, and consequently it is impossible that this visual awareness
would result in or be transformed into a mental awareness in which two
moons appear simultaneously. Furthermore, the basis of this argument,
namely, the difficulty of the determination of the sequence of appear-
ances of a single moon, would lead to an unacceptable consequence
(prasanga). Thus for Dharmapala the vision of a double moon abso-
lutely does not arise from the external world.

II-7. In another work, a commentary on the Catuhdataka,* Dharmapala
clearly states that what is perceived by means of the affected visual
faculty is definitely a non-existent thing (*abhatartha), and that the
timira-affected faculty cannot perceive anything.** He observes:

What is cognized by an erroneous awareness (*bhrantivijiana) [which
regards a non-existent thing as existent] is just like a double moon. So,
though it is not existent (*abhatabhavatd), it can be an object [of such

an awareness|, make an appearance and be seen by the mind (*citta).*
Here he explicitly links the vision of a double moon to the mind. This
point is again made clear in his criticism of the opinion of another op-
ponent in the following passage:

[Objection:| If an apprehension of a false object results from erroneous
seeing (*viparitadarsana), the object may be unreal, [but| the seeing
should be real [i.e., independent of the function of the mind].

*# For Dharmapala’s philosophical position in this work, cf. Tillemans 1990:
54-66.

# Cf. DCGBLSL 196b26: ﬂ[lyﬁjﬁfli?ﬂ@?l?é{ﬂ; 200b12f.: Eﬂﬁiﬁ':ﬁﬁ:?]ﬁ%i 5
I el

© DCGBLSL 215b8f.: B @A IN57T7 F| o RLAES 3 gk o [ fo i - % 2
floe
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[Answer:]| Since the object is unreal, how can the seeing be real? Just as
it is assumed in a dream that visual awareness and other [sensory aware-
nesses| (*caksurdadivijiana) perceive an object such as colour-form
(Frapadivisaya), |but] after awakening it is known that both [the visu-
al awareness and the object| are not existent, so in the same way too
are the false object and the erring mind (*viparitacitta).'

Here Dharmapala criticizes the opinion that a man whose eyes are im-
paired by the timira-disorder actually sees a double moon. In his own
view it is just the mind in a condition of error (e.g., in a dream) that
assumes that the eyes see a double moon.

11-8. The opinion of Dharmapala’s first opponent (II-6) can be com-
pared to an opinion mentioned briefly by Dharmakirti and reported at
length by Prajnakaragupta (c. 840-900). In PV 3.294a Dharmakirti
states: manasam tad apity eke. These eke may be Buddhists.*” Prajna-
karagupta reports the opinion of these eke as follows:

This cognition of a double moon is certainly mental, like the cognition
of water in respect to sunrays. To wit, with regard to sunrays a sen-
sory cognition that is absolutely non-erroneous arises first, but then the
cognition of water that is accompanied by conceptual construction
[results] from the awakening of the impression of a [past]| experience
of water. And this awakening [results] simply from seeing the sunrays.
Sunrays endowed with similarity [to water| possess such a nature [of
awakening the impression of the water-experience]. In the same way;,
also here the cognition with the object of a [single] moon that is not
erroneous |arises| first, [and]| later conceptual construction which has
the appearance of a double moon [arises]."

It is clear that in the post-Dignaga period there really existed a group
of thinkers who held that the seeing of a double moon, etc., is just like
the mental construction of water in respect to a mirage; for them no
error was possible other than mental error. Thus, the seeing of a double

* DCGBLSL 215b8-15: 744 i%ii FFFL °f§ifl Jlk e E“A%%_E“l °i?"¢vlr/ﬁ_ﬁb o
L [P s - ST ST T A T - L AL

Y Cf. Schmithausen 1965: 214, n. 145. But according to Vibhiticandra they
are Vaidesikas, ete.; cf. PVV 206, n. 3: kanddayah.

% PVA 335,31-336,2: manasam evaitad dvicandrajiianam maricikajalajianavat.
tatha hi maricikasu prathamam indriyajianam abhrantam evopajayate, pascat tu ja-
lanubhavavasanaprabodhat savikalpakam jalajianam. sa ca prabodho maricidarsanad
eva. sadrsyabhdjo maricaya evamdharmanah. tathatrapi candravisayam abhrantam
prathamam jianam pascad dvicandrakaro vikalpah.
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moon could have an objective substratum, i.e., a single moon, just like
a mirage for the mental construction of water; it is the function of the
mind that is responsible for the attribution of a double moon to the
single moon. In a passage in the Tatparyanibhandana (TPN), in the
context of the discussion of the necessity of Dharmakirti’s addition of
the word “non-erroneous” to his definition of perception, the author
mentions an opinion that he attributes to a certain thinker (a group of
thinkers?) “who is nearly a master” (@caryadesiyah)." namely, that the
error of a double moon, etc., pertains to the mind, and this error is
already eliminated through the words “free from conceptual construc-
tion”, which is why Dharmakirti does not add the word “non-errone-
ous” to his definition of perception in the PV.”" I do not know who this
“master” is. A possible candidate is Vasubandhu (or Dignaga who fol-
lows Vasubandhu on this point?). Indeed, Vasubandhu admits only
three kinds of pseudo-perception. His position is reported by Jinen-
drabuddhi. The main point is that an awareness arising from that object
according to which the awareness is named is perception. Through this
definition the following three kinds of cognition are excluded: (1) er-
roneous cognition (bhrantijiiana), such as the cognition of silver in re-
spect to mother-of-pearl, for it is called “cognition of silver”, but arises
from mother-of-pearl; (2) conventional cognition (samuvrtijiiana), for this
is called “cognition of a jar, etc.”, but the cognition does not arise from
a jar, etc., because since the jar, etc., exist [only| conventionally, they
are not the cause of the cognition; (3) inferential cognition, for this
arises from the cognition of smoke and from the memory of fire’s con-
nection to smoke, not from a cognition of fire.”

* The plural form can be understood as a mark of respect.

0 TPN 264,21-22: dacaryadesiya hi — dvicandrader bhrantir manasi. tasyas ca
kalpanapodhapadenaiva nirasah. ata evacaryena kalpanapodham pratyaksam pra-
tyaksenaiva sidhyatiti (PV 3.123) laksane bhrantapadam nopdattim (recte: nopdttam)
ite pratipanndh.

1 Cf. PST 16b3-6: yasya visayasya vijianam vyapadisyate, yadi tata eva tad
utpadyate, nanyatah, napi tato nyatas ca. taj jianam pratyaksam. tad yatha rapa-
dignanam sukhadjiianam iti. etena bhrantijianam nirastam, yatha suktikayam raja-
tajiianam. tad dhi rajatena vyapadisyate rajatajianam iti. na ca tad rajatad utpad-
yate, suktikayaiva tu tad wpajonyate. samvrtijianam apy anendpastam. tatha hi tad
ghatadibhir vyapadisyate, ghatajiianam ghatajiianam ity evam. na tu tat tebhyo bha-
vati, tesam samvrtisattvenakaranatvatl. rapadibhya eva hi tathasannivistebhyas tad
bhavati. anwmanajiianam apy anenaiva nirastam. dhiamajinanasambandhasmrti-
bhyam api hi tad bhavati, nagnita eva. Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 18 (= 1982: 732).



126 Junjie Chu

11-9. The opinion of Dharmapala’s second opponent (1I-7) can be com-
pared to that held by Sthiramati (470-550), as it is explained by Kui-ji:

According to

s| such as Sthiramati, the visual faculty, affected
by the timira-disorder, sees a second moon. [This means that| sight is
that which sees (*pasyaka). Therefore both the perceiving part (*darsa-
nabhaga) and the perceived part (¥nimittabhaga) of a visual awareness
(*kalpita).
[Thus, it is not the case that a visual awareness perceives only existent
things, it also perceives non-existent things like a double moon.| ™

Here it is clear that Kui-ji makes a distinction between Dharmapala
and Sthiramati.” According to the Chinese Yogacara tradition starting
with Xuan-zang’s Vijiaptimatratasiddhi, Dharmapala, as a sakaravijiia-
navadin, holds that mental construction can only be attached to mental
awareness, and both the perceiving part and the perceived part of the
visual awareness are real. Thus, the visual awareness endowed with the
form of an object exclusively perceives existent things. On the other
hand Sthiramati, as an extreme nirakdaravijianavadin, holds that both
the perceiving part and the perceived part of a visual awareness are not
real but mentally constructed; thus, the visual awareness can perceive
a non-existent thing.™

11-10. According to the above materials there were at least three differ-
ent interpretations concerning the origin of the vision of a double

2 Cf. WSESLSJ 983al3f.: JSUE [He5% o fLa7~ 1| - T o pl °F’9‘E{% o ZEFLAT
F“ LA
With regard to the passage quoted above (cf. n. 38) in which Kui-ji explains

Dharmapala’s position, Kui-ji says: “Here the interpretation of Dharmapala and
other [masters]| is that only the sixth and seventh [types| of awarenesses have
conceptual construction [but not the first five types of sensory awarenesses|”
(WSESLSJ 983a9f.: [ - I+ + ?Jﬁﬁ'ﬁﬂ °), and with regard to the pas-
sage quoted immediately above (cf. n. 52) in which Kui-ji explains Sthiramati’s
position he states: “As for Sthiramati and other [masters], [they]| hold that all eight
|t\ pes| of awarenesses have conceptual construction” (WSESLSJ 983al12: ¥ &&
o= %@;Hl?} E ﬁlﬁﬁ

* Cf. Fr auwallnel 1959: 396-407, especially 396; La Vallée Poussin 1928: 8f.,
125-135, 416-419. Cf. also Kajiyama’s remark: “As is well known, the information
given by this Chinese source (i.e., Vijiaptimatratasiddhi [J. Chu]) is not always
parallel with what we know from Sanskrit and Tibetan sources such as the writings
of Sthiramati, and it must be accepted only with reserves |[sic|. Nonetheless, the
present writer thinks that the controversy ascribed to Dharmapala and Sthirama-
ti by the Chinese tradition is equivalent in principle to that between sakara- and
nirakara-vadins, ...” (Kajiyama 1965 : 423).
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moon, ete. (1) The first interpretation is advocated by the acaryadesvyah.
According to him (or them) the cognition of a double moon is a mental
error resulting from conceptual construction. He maintains that it is
conceptual construction (kalpand) that falsely attributes the character-
istic of other things to that which is perceived by the visual awareness
in the immediately antecedent moment. He makes no difference be-
tween an error relating to a sense faculty such as the vision of a double
moon, and the mental construction of water in respect to sunrays, etc.
(2) The second interpretation is offered by Sthiramati and others, as
reported by Kui-ji. Sthiramati indeed regards the vision of a double
moon as a sensory error resulting from a defective sense faculty. In his
opinion it is the visual awareness that perceives a double moon.
Dharmakirti perhaps holds a similar opinion in this connection. We
have seen above that in PV 3.288 he maintains that laimira denotes a
cognition arising from a disturbance in the sense faculties (see I-2), and
in PV 3.294 he clearly expresses his rejection of the interpretation that
this kind of error is a mental product (see 11-3). (3) Dharmapala sug-
gests a third interpretation. According to this interpretation the cogni-
tion of a double moon is a mental construction resulting from the defect
of a sense faculty. We may describe this interpretation as follows: In
the case of a timira-impaired visual faculty, the visual awareness, on
account of its lack of clarity, does not correctly see the moon, and this
causes a mental illusion with the double moon falsely appearing
(pratibhasa) in it, like in the case of a man seeing something in dream.
Since this mental act of seeing results directly from a defective sense
faculty, one wrongly assumes that the visual faculty really does see a
double moon. It is a perception with a clear appearance, free from con-
ceptual construction, namely, the association of name, genus, etc.,” but
both the perception and the clearly appearing object are not existent,
are mentally imagined. The difference between this third interpretation
and the first one is that, according to the latter, the vision of a double
moon arises in the second moment and is not directly influenced by a
defect of the visual faculty, while the former admits the role a defect
of the visual faculty plays in generating the vision of a double moon.
The difference between the third interpretation and the second one is
that the latter does not take into account the role the mental faculty
(manas) plays in generating the perception of a double moon, and holds
that it is a false visual awareness, not a mental awareness, whereas ac-

»Cf. Kui-ji’s remark quoted in n. 81.
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cording to the former it is impossible that a visual awareness perceives
a non-existent thing such as a double moon, such that both the appear-
ance of a double moon and its visual awareness are mentally imagined.

It is true that the third interpretation is not in concordance with the
pattern of cognitive occurrence as accepted by the Buddhist epistemo-
logical school, namely, that a sensory cognition arises in a first moment
and is immediately followed by a mental cognition which is a trans-
formation (vikdra) of this antecedent sensory cognition. However, the
cognition of a double moon, ete., per se is not a normal cognition, or,
as Jinendrabuddhi interprets it (vide infra I11-1), it is non-cognition or
ignorance (ajiiana). The inaccuracy of the first interpretation “mental
error resulting from conceptual construction”, according to the Dharma-
pala-school, derives from the fact that on this interpretation, the vision
of a double moon that is not a true cognition is explained according to
the pattern of occurrence of a true cognition.”

1I-11. In my opinion, it is unlikely that Dignaga would have accepted
the interpretation that the error of a double moon is a sensory error
resulting from a defective sense faculty, as this is not consistent with
his fundamental views. He declares that “perception is free from con-
ceptual construction”,” implying that all pseudo-perception is of a
mental nature.” It is also unlikely that he would accept the interpreta-
tion that this error is merely a mental error resulting from conceptual
construction, for he clearly mentions the role the sense faculty plays in
producing the cognition of a double moon, etc. (see SI and S2 in I1-2).
The interpretation as suggested by Dharmapala that this error is a
mental construction resulting from the defect of a sense faculty seems
more convincing to me than the other two. The advantage of this in-
terpretation is that it can avoid the inconsistency between Dignaga’s
two groups of statements (SI + S2 <> S3).

Two things remain to be reconsidered in the light of this interpretation.
First, the sentence “[the visual faculty and the other (causes)| are the
cause of the cognitions with the appearance of a double moon, etc., or

% T use the expression “true cognition” in the epistemological sense, to refer to
pratyaksa and anumana, not in the ontological sense as Yogacara does; cf. 111-4.

T PS 3e: pratyaksam kalpanapodham. Cf. Hattori 1968: 25, 82, n. 1.25.

 This implication is mentioned by Jinendrabuddhi, c¢f. IV-2 and n. 104.
Dignaga’s personal pupil Sankarasvamin defines pseudo-perception as pure mental
cognition, c¢f. II1-7 and n. 86.
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of something blue, etc.” in Dignaga’s S2 should mean that a healthy
visual faculty, together with an object, causes a true visual cognition,
such as the cognition of something blue, but an impaired visual faculty,
without an object, causes a mental illusion, such as the vision of a
double moon. In the latter case the object is mentally imagined and not
existent. This is accepted by all Buddhist schools, on the basis of the
scripture that a visual cognition arises dependent on the visual faculty
and colour-forms.” Thus, the sense faculty and the object are indispen-
sable conditions for the origination of a cognition. Dignaga also says
that the sense faculty is potency (Sakti) or function in its nature which
collaborates with an object in the process of the origination of a sen-
sory cognition,” and that the form of an object (visayarapa) and the
potency of the sense faculty are operating (pravartete) with each other
as cause (hetumat), and this since beginningless time.*" Since in the case
of the erroneous cognition of a double moon, etc., the object does not
really exist, this cognition cannot be a sensory cognition, for the object
is mentally imagined.

Second, the phrase “because a deviating [cognition]| has for object [an
object| of mental error” in Dignaga’s 83, according to Jinendrabuddhi,
whom we understand now in the light of Dharmapala’s statements,
should be referring to both the mental error resulting from conceptual
construction and the mental construction resulting from a defect of a
sense faculty. The latter arises due to the defective sense faculty alone
without any contact with the object; the object is not existent at all.
Since visual awareness cannot perceive a non-existent thing by means
of a visual faculty, both the perceiving cognition and the perceived
object are not real; they are a mental illusion, and it is the mental
awareness that apprehends, or more exactly, imagines a double moon.
Thus, Dignaga does not recognize a sensory error resulting purely from
a defective sense faculty.

- Cf. AKBh 19-20: caksur hi pratitya rapani cotpadyate caksurvijianam. Cf. n. 6
in PrasP 4.

0 Cf. AP Te-d = 179.6f.: lhan cig byed dban nus pa yi || 70 bo gan yin dban po’an
yin [[; APT 75,2: lhan cig byed dban Zes bya ba “di ni yul dan lhan cig byed pa’i Zes
bya bar de ltar blla bar bya’o |.

S Cf. AP 8b-d = 179,13-15: de ltar yul gyi %0 bo dan || nus pa phan tsun rgyu
can dan || thog ma med dus ‘jug pa yin [/.
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III. THE NATURE OoF THE 7TiMirA-COGNITION

I1I-1. After introducing an objection against Dharmakirti’s interpreta-
tion of the word taimira as a cognition arising from a defect of a sense
faculty and timira as an indication for all kinds of impairment of a
sense faculty (see II-1), Jinendrabuddhi presents his own interpreta-
tion:

Therefore, this word for the exception, [namely]| “[the cognition]| arising
from the timira-disorder” (sataimira) is explained in another way. The
word timira denotes here “ignorance”, just as in the sentence beginning
with [the phrase| “and eliminating the ignorance (timira) of the dull-
witted”.%? taimira |refers to] occurrence in ignorance (timira).” Every
sentence has a restriction |of its meaning| (savadharana), because a
sentence results in exclusion.™ Therefore [the word taimira] is a second-
ary derivative (faddhita) [derived from the noun timira] with regard to
the meaning of the sentence that has a restriction, [namely]|: “occur-
rence only in ignorance”. [Question:] But what is this [which occurs
only in ignorance|? [Answer:] It is untrustworthiness.” For if this [un-
trustworthiness| occurs, it occurs only in ignorance, not in cognition,
because it [i.e., cognition] is definitely trustworthy, and this is well
known in the world. If [a mental moment] occurs accompanied by this
[special]| aspect of ignorance, it has a [special] aspect of ignorance
(sataimira), meaning that it is untrustworthy.%

2 Qotation from PPU (= ASS) 78c.

% Cf. Pan 4.3.53: tatra bhavah. Cf. also KV 651,11 (ad loc.): satta bhavaty (bhava
ity?) artho grhyate. na jonma, tatra jate iti gatarthatvat | “The sense of ‘being’ is
understood as ‘existence’ (satt@), not as ‘origin’, because the sense ‘originated there’
has [already] been understood [from Pan 4.3.25].” Jinendrabuddhi uses the word
taimira here in its masculine form, presumably as a substantive; in the following
sentence he also uses the masculine pronoun (kah punar asau) to refer to this
taimira. However, taimira is used in TSP as an adjective in the same context, as is
bhava (out of compound!); cf. TSP' 394,23 = TSP?483.12: tvmire bhavam taimiram,
visamoddakam ity arthah. Since in PST both timira and taimira are substantives,
one might ask what difference there would be between timira and taimira in this
context. I think that from Jinendrabuddhi’s grammatical explanation one may
understand as follows: When X' (laimira) exists in X (femira), this means that X’
is included in the extension of X. Thus taimira can refer to a kind of ignorance
(ttmira) or to that which belongs to ignorance. Jinendrabuddhi equates this taimi-
ra with untrustworthiness (visamvada).

i Cf. PV 4.192a: vyavacchedaphalam vakyam.

% T read here two sentences (kah punar asau? visamvadah!); however, this is not
supported by the Tibetan translation: yan ‘di slu ba ¢i 2e na (PST" 3b1).

% PST 8a3-5: tasmat sataimiram ity etad apaviadapadam anyatha vyakhyayate.
timirasabdo “yam ithajianavacano yatha timiraghnam ca mandanam ityadaw vakye.
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IIT-2. As is well known, the original meaning of the word timira is
“darkness” or “dimness”. In its metaphorical sense it denotes an eye
disorder.’” timira causes a timirajiiana, a cognition effected by means
of impaired sight, such as the cognition of a hair-mesh or a double
moon.” That is to say, timira is a disorder of the faculty of sight that
produces certain kinds of illusions. However in some philosophical texts
the word timira is occasionally used to denote an unsound mental state
that produces illusion, etc., and often appears compounded with ajiana
or avidya.” A study of the usages of this word in different contexts

trmire bhavas taimirah. vyavacchedaphalatvad vakyasya, sarvavakyam savadharanam
iti timira eva bhava iti savadhdrane vakyarthe taddhito bhavati. kah punar asau. vi-
samvadah, sa hi yadi bhavaty ajiiana eva bhavati, na jidane, tasyaikantena samvaditvat.
prasiddhataram caital loke. saha tena taimirena vartata iti sataimiram, visamvadili
yavat.

% Cf. the explanation of J. Filliozat, who was both an ophthalmologist and an
orientalist, quoted in May 1959: 226, n. 779 and again in Tillemans 1990: 236, n.
156: “Timira ne peut se traduire valablement par ‘ophtalmie’. Ce dernier terme
désigne des conjonctives qui ne donnent pas les symptomes de timira. Timira =
‘obscurité” ou plus généralement ‘trouble visuel” di a des opacités et altérations de
réfringence & l'intérieur des milieux transparents de 1'ceil.” Dr. Anne MacDonald
has recently identified the timira condition as muscae volitantes. Cf. her forthcom-
ing critical edition and translation of the first chapter of Candrakirti’s Pra-
sannapada, to be be published from Vienna.

8 Cf. MA 105a-c’: ji ltar rab rib mthu yis ‘ga’ Zig skra $ad zla giiis dan || rma
bya’t mdons dan sbran ma la sogs log par “dzin byed pa || (quoted in Subhasita-
samgraha 18: kascid yathaiva vitatham timiraprabhavat kesadvicandrasikhicandra-
kamaksikadi | grhnati ...; cf. Lévi 1932 : 44, n. 1) “Just as some persons falsely
grasp hairs, a double moon, the eye in a peacock’s tail, a fly, ete., in consequence
of the timira-disorder ...”.

9 Cf. TSP' 173,9-10 = TSP? 215,23-25: pracuratarajianatimirasanghdatopahata-
Jhandloko loka atmani tattvanyatva(TSPT 250a6: yod pa!)sattvadivicaram avadhiya
... “Ordinary people, whose light of intellect (jiiandaloka) is impaired by [being in]|
a very large mass of darkness of ignorance, after rejecting the consideration of
being this, being that and being non-existent, etc., with regard to the “Self” ...”
(here “light of intellect” is the opposite of “darkness of ignorance”); PrasP 172,14-
173.1: mayasvapnagandharvanagaradivat tu laukikah padarthah nirupapattika eva
santah sarvalokasyavidyatimiropahatamatinayanasya prasiddhim upagatda iti “How-
ever, worldly objects, which are like an illusion, a dream, a city of Gandharvas,
etc., cannot reasonably |be regarded| as existent, [but]| they are generally estab-
lished (prasiddhi) for all ordinary people, whose mental eye (matinayana. D 59al:
blo gros kyi mig) is impaired by the darkness of ignorance.” Cf. also TBh 35,18f:
vijilanam ca mayagandharvanagarasvapnatimiradav asaty apy (? cf. TBh" 164b4:
dmigs pa med pa la yan) alambane jayate. “And the awareness arises in the case of
an illusion, a city of Gandharvas, a dream, and darkness (timira) [of the mind, i.e.,
ignorance|, even though an object-support is not present.”
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makes it clear that it means “ignorance”. Jinendrabuddhi’s interpreta-
tion of the word timira as ajiiana is thus supported by other texts. His
example “and eliminating the ignorance (timira) of the dull-witted”
seems to be taken from everyday usage. Here the “dull-witted” means
those persons with ajiidana; timira is used to denote their mental state,
not their physical state. The link between timira in this sense and a-
Jhiana is that a timira-cognition has no objective substratum (adhistha-
na), just as a cognition in a dream has none. Precisely for this reason
Jinendrabuddhi regards the timira-cognition, such as the vision of a
double moon and a hair-mesh, etc., as untrustworthy and the other il-
lusions resulting from the affection of a sense faculty by disease, such
as the cognition of a yellow conch in respect to a white conch, as trust-
worthy, since the latter has a mere conch (regardless of its colour) as
its substratum. Mental errors such as the cognition of water in respect
to a mirage or of silver in respect to mother-of-pearl have such sub-
strata;” they are not true perceptions simply for the reason that they
superimpose another characteristic upon those substrata.™ It is clear
that for thinkers such as Jinendrabuddhi being jiana (not ajiana) or
being trustworthy depends upon whether a cognition has an objective
substratum, not whether it arises from a healthy sense faculty.

II1-3. Interestingly, in the Yogacarabhimi (Y Bh) there is a discussion
about the erroneous mind (citla “awareness”)™ and the non-erroneous
mind, in which it is said that an “erroneous mind” is the same as “mind-
less” (or “unawareness”):

Here is the establishment of the erroneous mind and the non-erroneous
mind. That which becomes a false mind on the strength of the four
kinds of falseness (*caturbhir viparyasaih)™ is called “erroneous [mind]”,

" Cf. Schmithausen 1965: 148f.

" Cf. the discussion about “Irrtiimer ohne Substrat” and “Irrtiimer mit Sub-
strat” in Schmithausen 1965: 179.

 In the Yogacara school, citta (mental activity) is a synonym of vijiana, ete.
Cf. Vim§ 3,3: cittam mano vijianam vijiaptis ceti parydaydh.

™ The four kinds of falseness are: Regarding the momentary as eternal (nitya),
regarding the painful as pleasant (sukha), regarding the impure as pure ($uct), and
regarding the selfless as Self. Cf. YBh 162b 5-6: phyin ci log bZi ste | ma rtag pa la
rtag go siiam pa’ phyin ci log pa dan | sdug bsnal ba la bde ba’o siiam pa dan | mi
sdug pa la sdug go sfiam pa dan | bdag med pa la bdag go stiam pa’i phyin ci log go
I. These four kinds of falseness are also mentioned in AKBh (cf. AKBh ad AK
6.15: Sucisukhanityatmaviparyasandam caturndm pratipaksena catvari smytyupa-
sthanany uktane yathakramam nadhikanyanani; the Tibetan translation has gtsan
ba for suci) and are treated in the the first four chapters of Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka
(bsTan beos bzi brgya pa, D 3846).
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[and] that which does not become false on the strength of the four kinds

of falseness is called “non-erroneous mind”. Among these [two kinds of

mind], that which is the erroneous mind is called “mindless” (acitta) on

account of its being impaired (bhrastal@) in the intrinsic nature (prakyrti)

[of the sense faculty laid down in store-awareness].”™ So in worldly life,

if we see [a man| who is insane and has an erroneous (i.e., confused)

mind, we call this man (purusapudgala) “a mindless man, an insane

man, or a man with an erroneous mind”. Therefore, according to [the

usage of] these synonyms, that which has an erroneous mind is in the

stage (bhaimi) of the mindless. What is non-erroneous, that is a [sound|

mind.”™
1I1-4. If we follow Dharmapala’s interpretation shown above, we shall
understand Dignaga as holding that the ttmira-cognition such as the
vision of a double moon is a mental illusion conditioned by the defective
sense faculty. In reality the man with an eye disorder does not really
see the double moon; what is seen is just like phenomena in a dream.
Thus, the so-called “seeing of a double moon” is really non-cognition
or ignorance (ajiiana) in the sense that it cognizes nothing: in other
words, it has no objective substratum, just like a dream-cognition. It
is not, however, without an objective substratum in the sense that it
superimposes another characteristic upon what is perceived by the im-
mediately antecedent sensory awareness, in the sense that conceptual
construction is involved in it, or in the sense that it cognizes something
in the way that, according to Yogacara, would make it a false cognition,
viz., it cognizes something appearing internally to be existing exter-

™ Here prakrti (= ran bzin) should mean %o bo (*svarapa) of the sense faculty,
as mentioned in AP(V) 7c-d; ¢f. n. 60.

Y Bh 160a7-b3: de la sems ‘khrul pa dan | ma "khrul pa rnam par géag pa ni
| phyin ci log bzis sems phyin ci log tu gyur pa gan yin pa de ni "khrul pa Zes bya’o
I phyin ci log béis phyin ci log tu ma gyur pa gan yin pa de ni sems ma “khrul pa
Zes bya'o I de la sems “khrul pa gan yin pa de ni | ran bzinlas iams pa’t phyir |
sems med pa tes bya ste | “di ltar “jig rten na smyo Zin sems "khrul pa mthon na |
skyes bu gan zag “di ni sems med pa smyo ba sems "khrugs pa’o Zes zer rvo || de’t phyir
rnam grans des na sems "khrul pa gan yin pa de ni semsmed pa’ sa yin la | ma "khrul
pa gan yin pa de ni sems yod pa yin no || (for the Sanskrit text see Schmithausen
1987: 1/221,11-18). Outside the Buddhist circle we can also find such a link between
the erroneous cognition and ignorance. For example, ¢f. VS 9.25-27: indriyadosat
samskardac cavidya. tad dustajianam. adustam vidya. “Ignorance [arises] from a
defect of the sense faculties and from impression. It is a wrong cognition. A correct
[cognition] is knowledge.” In the Vaisesika system, avidya includes four kinds of
defiled or invalid cognition: doubt, error, uncertainty and dream. Cf. VSV 71 4: yad
etat samsayaviparyayanadhyavasayasvapnalaksanam tad dustam apramanam iti,
following PDhS 40,7-8.
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nally. Thus, to repeat, the difference between this kind of erroneous
cognition and erroneous cognition resulting from conceptual construc-
tion is that the former has no objective substratum while the latter does
have one.

In later texts there is mention of the view that this “non-cognition” is
excluded from the category of “cognition”, and thus need not be men-
tioned again in the list of pseudo-perceptions. For example, Durveka-
misra (c. 970-1030) refers to this view in the context of explaining
Dharmottara’s objection to Vinttadeva’s interpretation of the twofold
definition of perception, i.e., “free from conceptual construction” and
“non-erroneous”, in Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu (NB). He says:
[What you say] is true. Only if the employment/use of the word “non-
erroneous” definitely serves the purpose of exclusion, then it is proper
that it serves solely the purpose of excluding inference, but does not
serve the purpose of rejecting the cognition of a double moon, ete.,
because the exclusion of the latter is accomplished just on account of
the topic |being]| correct cognition (samyagjiana).” To wit, if this def-
inition [of perception] is being affirmed after stating “correct cognition
is twofold” (NB 1.2), it is affirmed under this very topic [i.e., correct
cognition].™
1I1-6. I am not sure whether Dignaga is conscious of this point or not.
However, from Kui-ji we know that the Dignaga-school distinguishes
the timira-cognition from the cognition of water in respect to a mirage.
Kui-ji uses the expression FiF} to characterise the timira-cognition,
which usually is a translation of the Sanskrit word mithyajiana, as an
antonym to (samyag-)jiana. In explaining the words corresponding to
yaj jiianam in the definition of perception in the Chinese translation of
the Nyayapravesakasutra (NPS).™ he says:

A cognition (jiana) is different from a false cognition (mithyajiana);™

A correct cognition (samyagjiiana) is not always a valid cognition (pramana).
Here the word samyagjiiana should mean “a valid cognition”.

" DhPr45,6-9: satyam. kevalam yady abhrantagrahanam vyavacchedartham eva,
tadanumanavyavaccheddartham eva yuwjyate, na tu dvicandradijiananirasartham, tasya
samyagjianadhikarad eva vyavacchedasiddheh. tatha hi dvididham samyagjnanam iti
prastutya laksanam idam vidhiyamanam tadadhikarenaiva vikitam bhavati. The
same idea is found in NBTT 19,11-12: yogacaramatena tv abhrantagrahanam na
kartavyam samvadakasya samyagjianasya prastutatvat, anyavyavartyasyabhavat.

™ NPS 7,12-13: yaj jaanam arthe rapadauv namajatyadikalpanarahitam, tad
aksam aksam prati vartata iti pratyaksam.

™ Here it is also possible that with the expression Fﬂ?ﬁ[ the author means
ajfiana as the antonym of jiana.
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[the latter] means the vision of a hair-mesh or a double moon, etc., of
a man who suffers from the timira-disorder. Though [such cognition] is
free from all conceptual construction [i.e.. the association] of name,
genus, ete. (namajatyadi|yojandl),® it is not perception.”!

II1-7. As stated at the beginning of this paper, Dignaga does not men-
tion erroneous cognition such as the vision of a double moon in his list
of pseudo-perceptions in PS(V) 1.7¢d-8ab. It is also not mentioned by
him in the list of pseudo-perceptions in his earlier work Nyayamukha

(NMukh):

Thus, it is said that memory, inference, desire, doubtful cognition,* er-
roneous cognition, etc., [namely, the cognition of water] in respect to a
mirage, etc., are not perception, because they occur as the conceptual
construction of what has been experienced formerly (*pi@rvanubhita-
kalpanayd). In the same way all the cognitions of a jar (*ghala), etc.. a
number (*sankhyd), etc., [movement such as] lifting (*utksepanadi),
ete.,™ existence (*satta). ete., and jarness (*ghatatva) that belong to the
conventionally existent® are pseudo-perceptions, because they occur as
conceptual constructions in assuming a different form (*anyarapa)
[and] superimposing another object [that is not substantially existent]
(Farthantaradhyaropat) with regard to something substantially existent
(*dravyasat).®

In the same way, Sankarasvamin, a personal pupil of Dignaga’s, defines
pseudo-perception in his NPS as pure mental cognition:

80 Cf. PS(V) 1.3d: atha keyam kalpana nama. namajatyadiyojana [|. Cf. Hattori
1968: 83, n. 1.26.

S YMRZLLS 139a16-139a17: j{'lfjff?ﬁ[ ° Fﬁf’ﬁz’/}rﬂ?ﬁ' ° F—aﬂ'ﬂl%ﬁ' o pLiEE %ﬁﬂj
P o B S 53 )« 2L

82 “Doubtful cognition” (%) is not mentioned in the PSV ad PS 1.7¢d-8ab.
According to Kui-ji it should refer to the samsaya involved in wondering if the
object in front is a tree trunk or a person (see below n. 87). Cf. VSV 19,12 (ad VS
2,2.19): samsayah kim ayam sthanuh syat puruso na veti.

8 Of. VS 1.1.6.: utksepanam avaksepanam akuiicanam prasaranam gamanam iti
karmani |.

8 All items listed here are objects exemplifying Vaisesika categories. “Jar, ete.”
belong to the category of substance (dravya). “number, etc.” are properties (guna)
of substances, “lifting, etc.” (utksepanadi) belong to the category of movement
(karman), “existence” (sattd) and “jarness” belong to the category of universal
(samanya). Cf. Katsura 1982: 91.

¥ NMukh 8¢19-24 (= Katsura 1982: 90): [HFS[SHEEE 1R B g fis
NI IR B0 5T [ GIRL- U] (A | 0BRGP
'i:‘“ﬁ,' ° ’g“, (CIZRED « FEH0E P [Rak S A oi@ﬁ@%%;mu;‘@ﬁv . Cf. PSV ad 1.7¢d-8ab
quoted in n. 2.



136 Junjie Chu

The cognition which is the conceptual construction [of an object| in
respect to another object [such as of the cognition of water in respect
to sunrays| is a pseudo-perception. The cognition that arises for one who
conceptually constructs “the jar” or “the cloth” is a pseudo-perception,
because it does not take the particular characteristic of the thing as its
object [but rather the universal characteristic].®

The fact that Dignaga and his pupil do not mention the timira-cogni-
tion in the list of pseudo-perceptions may support the assumption that
in Dignaga’s view such cognition is already excluded from the category
of cognition; hence it is not necessary to mention it again in the list of
pseudo-perceptions.
ITI-8. Kui-ji, in explaining the above definition in the NPS in his com-
mentary on Xuan-zang's translation of the NPS, also merely cites the
same passage from the NMukh that we have quoted above. However,
he subsequently adds the perception of a double moon, etc., as further
examples for “erroneous cognition” when he explains the word “etc.”
in the phrase “[cognition of water| in respect to a mirage, etc.”:
“Etc.” means [the doubtful cognition of] someone who takes a tree
trunk to be a person. [erroneous cognitions such as| the seeing of a
flower in the sky. a hair-mesh, and a double moon on the part of a man
who suffers from an eye disorder, [and the conventional cognition]| of a
jar, a cloth, ete.™

According to this interpretation it seems to me that for the Dignaga-
school the timira-cognition can be included in the category of the first
group of pseudo-perceptions in the PS, namely “erroneous cognition”
(bhrantijiiana), but that it is not absolutely necessary to mention it in
the list. I assume that Dignaga’s main purpose in PS 1.7¢d-8ab is to
clearly distinguish perception from the conceptual construction in con-
tradistinction to the opponent’s position. He does not mention the
timira-cognition because it is also accepted by the opponent that a kind
of cognition, being understood as ignorance, has no objective substra-
tum (adhisthana).

II1-9. In contrast, mental error resulting from conceptual construction
such as the cognition of water in respect to a mirage has something as

8 NPS 7,18-20: kalpandajiianam arthantare pratyaksabhasam. yaj jianam ghatah
pata iti va vikalpayatah samutpadyate, tad *arthasvalaksanavisayatvat pratyaksabha-
sam. °laksanavisayatvat should be emended to *°laksanavisayatvat, which occurs in
NPV 36,23 (cf. YMRZLL 12¢7-8: (1A 5 T FIE RS ©).

S YMRZLLS 141a2-3: 3 fFJzE'?F’"FﬂJ/ B & oo E«Li“?:—“ l** EEcA-ET
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its objective substratum which is regarded by the opponents as the
object-support of its cognition. Thus, Dignaga mentions it in his list of
pseudo-perceptions. There was a long-lasting discussion between the
Buddhists and the Naiyayikas in regard to this type of erroneous cog-
nition. Some opponents held that this kind of mental error was accom-
panied by a true perception which apprehends its object-support. From
later materials which relate to the controversy and explicate the Nyaya
arguments against the Buddhist position we can extract some informa-
tion which may help us to better understand Dignaga’s view of mental
error resulting from conceptual construction and its difference from
mental imagination resulting from a defect of a sense faculty.

First, the Naiyayika opinion is mentioned in Buddhist sources. From
Dharmakirti we know that there were some thinkers who falsely main-
tained that mental error and cognition of conventionally existing
things arise from a sense faculty. According to him, Dignaga mentions
these kinds of conceptually constructed cognition in the list of pseudo-
perceptions as the first two groups of pseudo-perceptions only in order
to prove that these two are not sensory, as opposed to the mistaken
assumption that they are, and he mentions inference, etc., only in order
to emphasize that the first two groups of pseudo-perception are not
sensory.”™ Jinendrabuddhi explains that the first two groups of concep-
tual constructions occur immediately after perception.” Thus, someone
may think that a man who does not or cannot perceive, since it is dif-
ficult to determine, the subtle difference in time between these kinds of
conceptual construction and perception, mistakes the former as percep-
tion.” He also mentions the opponent’s opinion, possibly referring to
the doctrine of a certain acarya” who attempts to counter the Buddhist
criticism of the qualification “non-deviating” in Nyayasatra 1.1.4:

8 PV 3.289: anaksajatvasiddhyartham ukte dve bhrantidarsanat | siddhanuwmadi-
vacanam sadhanayaiva parvayoh /.

% For this idea cf. PV 3.290c¢d: na pratyaksanworttitvat kadacid bhrantikaranam
/. Lfollow Tosaki 1979: 386 who reads the underlined part as pratyaksasannavrttitvat
(cf. Tib.: maon sum fier jug can fid phyir). °@sanna® in this reading is also in ac-
cordance with the prefix sam- in our text (see next note). Manorathanandin para-
phrases pratyaksanuvrttitvat with pratyaksanantarabhavitvena.

9 PST 6b3-4: te hi pratyaksasya samvrttin. tasmdt siksmam utpadakalavibhagam
duravadharatvad anupalaksayatah pratyakse evaite iti kasyacin matih syat. This mati
is, as far as I can tell, the opinion of a Buddhist interpreter of Dignaga.

9 Cf. the description of this @carya in Schmithausen (1965: 182): “einerseits
lehrte er die Existenz vorstellender Wahrnehmung, andererseits bestand fur ihn
der Irrtum darin, dass das als Objekt fungierende Substrat mit einer falschen Be-
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We observe a different opinion among certain [teachers|. For example:
“Cognition in respect to a jar, ete., that are conventionally existent and
the cognition of water, etc., in respect to a mirage, etc., are certainly
perception.” That is to say, only for the purpose of excluding the cog-
nition of water, etc., in respect to a mirage, etc., is the qualification
“non-deviating” given in the definition.”

IIT-10. Secondly, from the Naiyayika side, we are informed by Jayanta
(840-900) that the above-mentioned opinion was held by some Naiyayi-

kas who propound the doctrine of “perception accompanied by concep-

tual construction”:**

In this case [i.e., in the case of the cognition of water in respect to a
mirage]|, the cognition generated from the first contact of the visual
faculty [with the object], though free from conceptual construction,
produces a cognition accompanied by the conceptual construction of
water while indeed apprehending the water. It is not as the Buddhists
say: “A cognition free of conceptual construction having a ray of sun-
light as its object [in the first moment]| is not a valid cognition for the
reason that it produces [a cognition| accompanied by the conceptual
construction of water [in the second moment|,” because the water ap-
pears immediately in front of a man who has [just| opened his eyes in

stimmung belegt wurde.” This dcarya is the same as the one mentioned in NM. As
shown in Wezler 1975 and already mentioned in Nagin Shah’s introduction to his
edition of Cakradhara’s commentary (Shah 1972: 8), according to Cakradhara, the
author of the Nyayamanjarigranthibhanga, this refers to uddyotakaravivrtikrto
rucikaraprabhrtayah. The Rucikara was identified in Steinkellner 1961 with Adh-
yvayana(-pada). Cf. also Franco 1984: 106.

9 The opponent may be a Naiyayika who propounds the doctrine of perception
with conceptual construction (savikalpakapratyaksa). Cf. PVV 205,12f.: ghato "yam
dvau kampata ityade, jalam idam iti ca vyavasayatmakam indriyapratyaksam eva
pratipadyata itt paro manyate “The opponent maintains that [cognitions| that have
the nature of determination in the form ‘this is a jar’, ‘these two’, ‘he trembles’
(examples of cognition of the categories dravya, sankhyda and karman), ete., and
‘this is water’ [in respect to a mirage| (i.e., examples of bhrantijidana) are accepted
absolutely as arising from a sense faculty.” For the doctrine of perception with
conceptual construction cf. Gupta 1963: 96f., 110ff.; Schmithausen 1963: 106.

% PST 6b4: drsyate ca kesaicid vipratipattih. yatha ghatadisu jaanam sam-
vrtisatsu mrgatrsnadisu codakadikam jiianam pratyaksam eveti. tatha hi tasyaiva my-
gatrsnadau toyadijianasya vyavacchedayavyabhicariti pratyaksalaksane visesanam
upattam. Prajnakaragupta also mentions the opinion that such a determining cog-
nition is perception. Cf. PVA 333.6: aksajam eva tad iti paresam bhrantir myrgatysni-
kajalajiane.

% Cf. Gupta 1963: 92f.; Schmithausen 1965: 183.
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the first moment and has not yet considered [it] in the stage [still] free
of conceptual construction.”

In II-8 we have mentioned the Buddhist interpretation of this kind of
error. The difference between the Buddhist position and that of the
Naiyayika is that the former regards the cognition of water in respect
to a mirage as arising in a series of two moments (kramena) whereby
perception is distinet from conceptual construction, whereas the latter
holds that in the first moment perception is already accompanied by
conceptual construction, and thus does not accept the Buddhist theory
that perception is free of conceptual construction.

In the following passage Jayanta reports three different interpretations
of the object-support of this kind of error. These interpretations are
meant to answer the objection that the cognition of water indeed does
not arise from the contact of the sense faculty with the object, because
it has the appearance of water that is not present, which means that
the word “non-deviating” is useless, for it is already excluded through
the phrase “arising from the contact of a sense faculty with the ob-
ject”.” This objection in fact represents Dignaga’s opinion (vide supra
11-2). The three interpretations of object-support agree on one point:
“The object-support of this mental error is existent.” The first states
that the object-support is the sunrays which take on the form of water,
but their own form is hidden.?” The second, in contradistinction, holds
that the object-support is water which is presented (upasthapita) in the
cognition through a recollection which arises from one having seen a
thing similar to that which is now in front of the eyes.” The third
maintains that the object-support is not what appears in the cognition.
That is to say, the object-support is the sunrays, but water appears.”

% NM 225.8-12: tatra nirvikalpakam api prathamanayanasannipatajam jianam
udakasavikalpakajianajonakam udakagrahy eva. na yatha tatha tathagatah kathayanti
— maricwisayam avikalpakam jianam udakavikalpakajonanad apramanam iti nir-
vikalpavasthayam avicarayata eva prathamonmilitacaksuso jhatiti salilapratibhasdat.

% NM 226,5-7: nanu maricisu jalajianam avidyamanasalilavabhasitvad anindri-
yarthasannikarsajam. atas cendriydrthasannikarsotpannapadena tadvyudasasiddheh
kim avyabhicaripadena.

97 NM 226.12-13: kaiscid alambanam tasminn uktam siryamaricayah | nigiahita-
nyjakarah salilakaradharinah || (cf. Franco 1984: 107).

% NM 227,6-7: anye tv alambanam prahuh puro vasthitadharminah | sadysya-
darsanodbhutasmytyupasthapitam payah || (cf. Franco 1984: 120). According to
Schmithausen 1965: 167 this seems to be the doctrine of the dcarya school.

9 NM 228.1-2: anyad alambanam canyat pratibhatiti kecana | alambanam didhi-
tayas toyam ca pratibhasate || (cf. Franco 1984: 116).
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This last interpretation is apparently aimed against Dignaga’s above-
mentioned position. The conclusion is that the object-support is exist-
ent, and therefore in this case it is necessary to have the word “non-de-
viating” in the definition, because errors that are in concomitance with
the presence and absence of the external organ of sense and object can-
not be excluded through the phrase “arising from the contact...”.'"

I1I-11. Thus, in contradistinction to the opponent’s interpretation just
referred to, Dignaga should maintain that the object-support of this
kind of error is not existent, for the sunrays, though existent at this
moment, do not appear in the cognition, and water, though appearing
in the cognition, does not exist at this moment and is just a mental
construct. On the other hand, according to the doctrine of the realist
Naiyayikas, the object-support of the mental error resulting from con-
ceptual construction, alternatively water or sunrays, is existent. This is
opposed to Dignaga’s theory of a clear-cut distinction between the two
kinds of means of valid cognition (pramanavyavastha) that he sets out
in PS(V) 1.2, i.e., perception and inference, which corresponds to the
distinction between the two kinds of objects to be cognized (prameya),
i.e., the particular (svalaksana) and the universal (samanya).'” If the
opponent’s opinion were accepted, then the object of mental error must
be a particular and real thing, which would mean that Dignaga’s epis-
temological foundation would be ruined.

Therefore I assume that Dignaga’s distinction between the two kinds
of means of valid cognition, as well as his mention of mental error
resulting from conceptual construction in his list of pseudo-perceptions,
represents a reaction to the Naiyayikas’ realistic doctrine that the cog-
nition of water in respect to sunrays may be considered a perception.
I realize that most of the materials available to us concerning this
problem (for example, the materials I have quoted above) are later than
Dignaga, but I think that the long-lasting discussion between the Bud-
dhist epistemological school and the realist school would have been a
reciprocal process. The view found in the later material may be an echo
of an antecedent one and thus could possibly be that of Dignaga’s op-
ponent; thus it may not be unreasonable to say that in Dignaga’s time

100 NM 228,6-7: tad evam bahyendriyarthanvayavyatirekanuvidhayinam vibhrama-
nam indriyarthasannikarsotpannapadena nirasitum asakyatvad yuktam avyabhicari-
padopadanam.

101 Cf. Hattori 1968: 24 and 79f., n. 1.14.
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there were some masters in the realist schools such as the Nyaya who
held the same or a similar opinion as that described above, although 1
have not seen any direct textual testimony concerning this.

IV. CoNCLUSION

1V-1. Having examined the various individual points we can come back
to the question of whether Dharmakirti’s view that there are four kinds
of pseudo-perception is faithful to Dignaga’s original intention. In this
connection Jinendrabuddhi does not speak against Dharmakirti’s in-
terpretation. Upon interpreting the word salaimira as “having a [spe-
cial| aspect of ignorance” in the sense of “being untrustworthy” (cf.
111-1) he states:

And since the [cognition| which possesses conceptual construction [and
is] untrustworthy [i.e.. salaimira] is referred to by means of the word
“error”, etc., this [cognition] is determined as being free of conceptual
construction.'”

His interpretative re-placement of the word ca in PS 1.8a makes his
intention clearer:

And the word “as well as” (ca) in the [phrase| “as well as recollection
[and] desire” (smartabhilasikam ca) has the purpose of conjunction and
is in a sequence deviating from the norm (bhinnakrama); it should be
read in the following manner: “as well as [the cognition] having a [spe-
cial] aspect of ignorance (sataimiram ca).” Through this [phrase,
namely sataimiram ca,] the following meaning is [implied]: “[...] as well
as the untrustworthy cognition is a pseudo-perception.”'"

IV-2. However, in my opinion, Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation is in-
consistent. In the PST, at the beginning of the passage concerning
pseudo-perception (5b2ff.), an objector states:

And indeed in saying that perception is free from conceptual construc-
tion [in PS 1.3¢] it is said that conceptual [cognition] is pseudo-percep-
tion. And this [conceptual cognition]| was already explained previously
with [the phrase| “association of name, genus, etc.” (PS 1.3d). There-

12 PST 8a5-6: savikalpasya ca visamvadino bhrantyadisabdenopadanad idam
nirvikalpam avasiyate.

198 PST 8ab: smartabhilasikam ceti cayam casabdah samuccayartho bhinnakramas
ca sataimiram cely evam drastavyah. tenayam artho bhavati — visamvadi ca jianam
pratyaksabhasam iti.
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fore. of what use is it [here| to mention it |as a separate kind of pseudo-
perception| once more?'™

Later, after explaining the three kinds of conceptual cognition that are
regarded as the first three kinds of pseudo-perception, Jinendrabuddhi
answers:
“Therefore, in this manner [namely, in the manner explained above]
only the threefold conceptual cognition [mentioned in PS 1.7¢d-8ab] is

implicitly excluded by way of the formulation of the definition [sc. PS
1.3¢].”1%

This means that only the fourth kind of pseudo-perception, the timira-
cognition, which he interprets as having a special aspect of ignorance
in the sense of being untrustworthy, should be excluded through the
enumeration of pseudo-perceptions. On this point Jinendrabuddhi is
right. In the strict sense of the word, only the so-called sataimira-cog-
nition is pratyaksabhasa, “the false appearance of perception” — it is
free from conceptual construction, namely, of the association of name,
genus, ete., on the one hand, and it is in its nature a mental construc-
tion on the other. Even so, Dignaga does not mention the timira-cogni-
tion in the list of pseudo-perceptions. The other three conceptual cogni-
tions do not “appear” as perception, and they are excluded through the
definition of perception. Nevertheless, Dignaga mentions them again in
the list of pseudo-perceptions. Thus, I think, this treatment represents
Dignaga’s reaction to his opponent. This point proves again what I have
pointed out above (III-8), namely, that Dignaga’s main purpose in
PS(V) 1.7¢d-8ab is to clearly distinguish perception from conceptual
construction in contradistinction to the opponent’s position. But Jinen-
drabuddhi’s problem is that this fimira-cognition is already excluded
because the character of “being trustworthy” is accepted by him in
accordance with Dharmakirti as the definition of a valid cognition
(pramana), so that there is no need to set up an extra type of pseudo-
perception for this sort of cognition. Though he has some new ideas
which do not agree with Dharmakirti’s interpretation of the word
salaimira, he cannot escape the basic pattern fixed by the latter.

IV-3. Before asserting any conclusion, I would like to sum up the points

104 PST 5b2: nanu ca pratyaksam kalpanapodham iti bruvata savikalpam pra-
tyaksabhasam ity uktam bhavati. tac ca prag evoktam namajatyadiyojanena. tat kimar-
tham punas tasya vacanam.

105 PRT 6b7: tad evam trividham eva kalpanajianam laksanavacanendrthapalttito
nirastam.
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made in the above sections: (1) According to Jinendrabuddhi, satarmira
in PS 1.7cd-8ab does not denote a sensory error resulting merely from
a defective sense faculty. In the light of Dharmapala’s statements we
understand that Dignaga regards cognitions such as the perception of
a double moon, etc., as being mental constructions resulting from the
defect of a sense faculty. In other words, Dignaga holds that owing to
the defect of a sense faculty which impairs the clarity of seeing in a
mental awareness, it is wrongly assumed that the visual faculty per-
ceives a double moon, but in reality this visual awareness does not take
place at all, just as visual awareness does not occur in a dream. (2) Ac-
cording to Jinendrabuddhi, since Dignaga does not accept sensory er-
rors resulting from a defective sense faculty, the word timira — from
which the secondary derivative taimira that he uses in the compound
sataimira is formed — denotes ajiiana, i.e., non-cognition or ignorance;
this concords well with the interpretation that the cognition of a dou-
ble moon, etc., is a mental construction resulting from a sense faculty
defect: This cognition takes something non-existent as its object and is
thus not a cognition at all. Such non-cognition or ignorance which has
no objective substratum is excluded from the category of cognition.
This exclusion may well have been accepted by Dignaga. Thus, he does
not mention the timira-cognition in his list of pseudo-perceptions; he
mentions only mental error caused by mental construction such as the
cognition of water in respect to sunrays which has an objective substra-
tum, because the opponent holds that this mental error is accompanied
by perception, and that its object-support is existent.

IV-4. From these results we can come to the conclusion — on the as-
sumption that Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation of the word taimira as
having a special aspect of ignorance, without his anachronistic inter-
pretation of “untrustworthiness”™ and the improbable positioning of
the word ca, is acceptable'” — that the word sataimira is used as an at-
tribute of the word pratyaksibhasa and does not denote a separate kind
of pseudo-perception. I would translate PS 1.7¢d-8ab as follows:
Erroneous cognition, [cognition of| conventionally existing [things],
[and cognitions such as] inference [and] the result [of inference] as well

16T do not mean that Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation is more acceptable than

the one offered by Dharmakirti, in other words, that it better represents Dignaga’s
intention, for, given the present state of research and the available materials, we
cannot yet ascertain Dignaga’s true intention. I merely wish to present another
interpretation which I consider to be equally acceptable.
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as recollection [and] desire are pseudo-perceptions, which have the spe-

cial character of ignorance (salaimira).
Here Dignaga intends, according to my understanding, to use the com-
pound sataimira to indicate that all three kinds of pseudo-perception
lack an object-support (@lambana). In other words, they are practically
ignorance (timira) like a timira-cognition or a cognition in a dream, for
they lack an object-support, and may even have no objective substra-
tum at all. Although the above three kinds of pseudo-perception have
some objective substrata, in Dignaga’s view these objective substrata
are not the object-supports for their corresponding cognitions. As I have
pointed out (I1I-11), Dignaga’s main purpose in this PS(V) passage is
to prove that these three kinds of cognition lack an object-support;
thus, he aims here to allude to their similarity with the timira-cognition
which has no objective substratum at all that could be regarded as
its object-support. This fits his AP 2b statement where he maintains
that the cognition of an aggregate of atoms that is not substantially
existent, i.e., has no object-support, is like the perception of a double
moon.
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