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INTRODUCTION

I. General Remarks.

The present work is an annotated English translation of the Tattvasamgraha
(TS) vv. 1212 -1263 by Se‘mtarak$ita (ca. 725-788) and its commentary, the
Tattvasamgrahapasijika (TSP), by his immediate disciple Kamalasila (ca. 740-
795). This material amounts to approximately the first one-third of the chapter
Pratyaksalaksanapariksa “The Examination of the Definition of Direct Percep-
tion.” As this title clearly shows, the whole chapter is focused on the Buddhist
definition of direct perception and related problems,! of which the portion trans-
lated below deals with the thesis that direct perception is necessarily free from
conception and, as a subordinate topic, with the definition of conception. In order
to clarify the authors’ historical and philosophical position in the Buddhist tradition
in India, I would like to present beforehand an outline of the historical develop-
ment of the theory of direct perception and then refer to some characteristics of the
text.

As is well known, the Buddhist logico-epistemological tradition — i.e., the
Buddhist pramana tradition —to which our authors belong was founded by
Dignaga (ca. 480-540) and then systematized by Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660) with a
few but significant alterations. This school upholds two kinds of right knowledge
(pramana) only: direct perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana) of which
the former is further concerned with conception as one of the most fundamental
epistemological problems. In Buddhism direct perception as right knowledge
meant a direct cognition which could not contain any error, whereas conception
was often considered to be the root of all evils and mental troubles in the ordinary
life of human beings.?

Dignaga formulated direct perception as a cognition which is free from con-
ception (kalpanapodha) in PS and, furthermore, defined conception as the connec-
tion with a name, a genus, etc. (namajatyadiyojand). After him Dharmakirti fol-

1 For an outline of the chapter see Hattori 1959. Roughly speaking, the chapter contains the two
main discussions on the definition of direct perception: the analysis of the meaning of “free from
conception” (kalpanapodha) and of “non-erroneous” (abhranta). The present study is concerned with
the first only; the latter needs further research. For the previous studies of the latter topic see Yaita
1982; Nishikawa 1984a; and 1984b (mainly concerning the discussions by Dharmottara).

2 According to Dharmakirti, for instance, conception (vikalpa) is an equivalent of nescience
(avidya, PVSV 50, 20-51, 1), whereas holy beings such as a yogin (PV Il 281) and Samantabhadra to
whom his religious devotion is directed in the namaskarasloka of PV, are those beings who have
annihilated the network of conceptual construction (vidhitakalpandjala-).
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lowed this definition of direct perception, first in PV without change and then in
PVin and NB with the following modification: “Direct perception is free from
conception and non-erroneous’ (pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam). Consist-
ent with this change he proposed his own definition of conception: “Conception is a
cognition associated with an expression” (abhilapini pratitih kalpana) in verse;
“Conception is a cognition which is capable of the connection with an expression”
(abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa pratitih kalpana), more exactly, but with the
same connotation in prose. This appeared at the time to be a radical, new definition
of conception.

Santaraksita lived in the most active period of the Buddhist logico-epistemolo-
gical tradition after Dharmakirti. Namely, the system of the latter was fully
accepted and absorbed within the tradition, on the one hand, and, on the other,
after the full doctrinal establishment of each orthodox school, Buddhists had the
need to refute those of their ideas which were opposed to Dharmakirti’s. Besides,
within the Buddhist party, too, diversions of interpretation stimulated controversies
on several points.?

For instance, most commentators and doxographers whose texts are available
now seem to have followed Dharmakirti’s definition concerning direct perception
as well as his definition of conception. However, Santaraksita and Kamalasila
appear to indicate that before them some Buddhists maintained both Dignaga’s
definition of conception and Dharmakirti’s definition.* This fact, i.e,, that there
were some Buddhists who in principle followed Dharmakirti’s theory of direct
perception but followed Dignaga as to the definition of conception, is noteworthy
in another text of the later period, viz., HTU, a doxographical piece by Jitaris
Thus TS could be said to be endowed with a unique character in the sense that the
author, Séntaraksita, tries to integrate the definitions of Dignaga and Dharmakirti
on conception through the examination of all the possible interpretations of Dig-
naga’s definition and then finally reaches his own conclusion, as mentioned below.

Studies in the Buddhist theory of direct perception have made progress since
the 1960’s. Above all, very important contributions were achieved by the following
excellent works: Prof. T. Vetter’s text and German translation of PVin I (Vetter

3 For instance, Vinitadeva’s ideas on direct perception are criticized by Dharmottara (cf. studies
referred to in n. 1). Kamalasila reveals differences from Dharmottara’s view on several important points
though they belonged to nearly the same period. For the chronology of Santaraksita, Kamalasila, and
Dharmottara see Krasser 1992.

4  See nn. 81, 82, and 84.

5 HTU 272, 23-25: tac ca pratyaksam namajatyadikalpanarahitam nirvikalpakam abhrantam ca
yadi bhavati tada pramanam ucyate. See also nn. 81 and 92.
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1966), Prof. Kajiyama’s annotated English translation of TBh (Kajiyama 1966),
Prof. M. Hattori’s annotated English translation of PS (V) I (Hattori 1968), and
Prof. H. Tosaki’s Japanese translation of PV I (Tosaki 1979a, 1985). In these
works the most important milestones in the history of the Buddhist logico-episte-
mological tradition in India, viz., the original contribution of Dignaga, the suc-
ceeding contribution of Dharmakirti, and the writing of a doxography in the last
period, have been philologically clarified and digested. Besides, Dr. E. Franco
(1984) pointed out the importance of the chapter I take up now and settled the
framework of Santaraksita’s interpretation of Digndga. I hope that the present
study which is immeasurably indebted to these works will make an additional
contribution to modern philological studies of this tradition, especially with regard
to the problem of the definition of direct perception, one of its most important and
fundamental topics.

II. On Some Characteristic Features of TS and TSP.

The chapter Pratyaksalaksanapariksa, like other chapters of TS, takes an
encyclopedic look at the problem of direct perception and solves it from the
Buddhist standpoint in the late eighth century. This means that we can, indeed,
collect extensive descriptions of the topic, but the author’s own philosophical posi-
tions are not so evident, because his final answers are in most cases not different
from Dharmakirti’s ideas. In spite of this general tendency, we can trace their
characteristic features in several points the most important of which is, the aim of
Séntarak@ita’s discussion; i.e., his endeavor to integrate the two different definitions
of conception of Dignaga and Dharmakirti. Thereby he tries to explain each sub-
ordinate topic, where the following further characteristics can be recognized :

A. The Interpretation of the Sentence of Definition: pratyaksam kalpana-
podham abhrantam.5

Roughly speaking, there were two main streams in the tradition of interpreting
the syntax of the sentence of the definition of Dharmakirti: One stream interprets
the sentence as “That (cognition) which is free from conception and non-erroneous
is direct perception” and the other, reversing the subject and the object, interprets it
as “Direct perception is free from conception and non-erroneous.” The former was
held by Sékyabuddhi, Vinitadeva, and Kamalasila; the latter by Dharmottara and
his followers. Santaraksita himself is silent on this issue. That is to say, it is likely

6  See nn. 38 and 39.
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that Kamalasila belonged to the older stream of the tradition’ along with Vinita-
deva, etc. However, it is not certain whether Kamalas$ila was intentionally opposed
to Dharmottara.

B. On the Definition of Conception.

As stated above, there were two kinds of definition of conception in the
Buddhist logico-epistemological tradition: namajatyadiyojana kalpana by Dignaga
(PS 1) and abhilapini pratitih kalpana by Dharmakirti (PVin I, NB I). Between
these, Dignaga’s definition, especially his usage of ad: (ie., namajatyadi-), left
room for various philosophical analyses: Though the expression could mean
“name, genus, etc.,”® this usage of ad: (“etc.”) is somewhat strange because its
normal usage allows for either “name, etc.” or “genus, etc.” as the correct form, and
not “name, genus, etc.” as in Dignaga’s usage. Besides, the fact that the latter half
of the compound, yojana, is a feminine noun allows for two possibilities in connec-
tion with the other feminine noun, kalpana, which the compound modifies; i. e, the
compound could be analyzed either as a tatpurusa or a bahuvrihi. Dharmakirti
spoke about his own definition only and kept silent about the relation between
Dignaga’s definition and that of his own. It is not difficult to conjecture that these
circumstances directed Santaraksita, who belonged to the scholatic environment
after Dharmakirti, toward a reconsideration of both definitions. The conclusion he
finally reached was that both were stated with the same connotation.

Before he came to this conclusion he investigated Digniaga’s definition as
minutely as possible. According to him, the compound namajatyadiyojana, “name-
genus, etc., connection,” could be interpreted in the following ways:

1. Connection with a name and a genus, etc.
a. Conception is that cognition by means of which a connection with
a name, which is to be accepted by Buddhists, and a genus, etc., which is

7 Cf. PSV on PSI 3c: Ses pa gan la rtog pa med pa de ni [PSV (K): om. PSV (V)] mnon sum mo
(Hattori 1968: 176-177). (“That (cognition) in which there is no conception is direct perception.”) C{. also
PSV on PS I 3d: gan la rtog pa de dag med pa de mnon sum mo (Hattori 1968: 178-179; identical to
yatraisa kalpana ndsti tat pratyaksam; see also n. 200). Cf. NVT, 130, 21-22; NVT, 241, 3: seyam
kalpana yatra jhane nasty arthatah svaripato va tat kalpanapodham pratyaksam [NVT,: tat is added
before pratyaksam NVT,]

8  This is no doubt the most natural understanding of the phrase if philosophical interpretations such
as Santaraksita’s are not taken into consideration.

9 TSP 451, 21-23. The passage is translated on p. 73.
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to be rejected as an idea of other schools, is realized.!

b. Conception is that cognition which connects a name, which is to be
accepted by Buddhists, and a genus, etc., which is to be rejected as an idea
of other schools, with the relevant object.!!

2. Connection with a name through a genus, etc.

Conception is that cognition which connects a name with the relevant
object through the medium of a genus, etc., both of which are expressed
from the Buddhist standpoint only.12

In this way, he presents two — more particularly three — interpretations of
the compound. Although he states them as alternatives, the progress of the
discussion suggests that interpretation 1b is preferable to 1a, and that interpretation
2 is the best among them. Moreover, Kamala$ila sometimes uses the word “name”
— which was originally used by Dignaga regarding arbitrary words only — as an
equivalent to “word” (Sabda) in the course of his discussions.!* This attitude is
expounded first by Séntaraksita in the expression $abdayojana (TS 1232a) in the
sense of namayojana. Thus, after giving alternative interpretations of the com-
pound namajatyadiyojana and finally favoring form 2 above, Séntaraksita declares
that Dignaga’s intention — viz,, that conception is a cognition which connects a
name with an object—is no other than Dharmakirti’s definition. Further, the
author also offers interpretations of Dignaga’s ideas on conception as found in PSV
and NMukh in accordance with this viewpoint.

C. TS(P) on the Demonstrations of kalpanapodha.

After the examination of the definition of conception Santaraksita proceeds to
the problem of how “free from conception” is demonstrated. His way of discussing
the problem and sources are found in PV and PVin. Further, the contents of this
discussion were taken over by another of his works, i.e, MA including five

10 The compound has been demonstrated to be a bahuvrihi. For the details see pp. 74-75.
11 The compound must be a fatpurusa. For the details see pp. 75-76; and n. 116.

12 See pp. 76-77.

13  See nn. 61, 84, 126, 164, 169, 170, and 280.

14 MA 24-30. Further, TS is mentioned by name in MAV (33(), 13: De kho na bsdus pa; on MA 96).
This means that TS was written before MA which expounds Santaraksita’s original standpoint as a
critical syncretism of the Sautrantika, Yogacara, and Madhyamaka philosophies.
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identical verses.!®

D. Santaraksita and Dharmakirti; Kamalasila and Devendrabuddhi.

It is not surprising in commentary as massive as TSP that the source of many
expressions can be found in preceding texts. Needless to say, statements of
Dignaga and of Dharmakirti, who formed the two wings of authority in this tradi-
tion, are often cited and, even more often, implicitly used in TSP. Besides, as
pointed out by Frauwallner,'® Kamalasila in one context utilized a statement of
Sakyabuddhi, the reason being, I suppose, that it was a prevailing idea in
Kamalasila’s age. During the course of this translation another of Kamalasila’s
sources revealed itself: a secondary usage of Devendrabuddhi’s commentary on PV
I 249. In TS 1263 Santaraksita uses this verse, with a slight modification, and in
commenting upon it Kamalasila, in turn, utilizes Devendrabuddhi’s commentary,
also with a slight modification.!”

E. Kamalasila, Vinitadeva, and Jinendrabuddhi.
Although the definite chronology of Kamala$ila,'® Vinitadeva, and Jinendra-

buddhi® is not certain, the following points suggest their similarities:

1. They have the same idiosyncrasy in their preference for the term svaripa over
laksana in the enumeration of the quadruplet of wrong notions (vipratipatti) —

15 TS 1250 (=MA 25), TS 1251 (=MA 26), TS 1253 (=MA 28), TS 1254 (=MA 29), and TS 1255
(=MA 30). Cf. TS 1252abd (=MA 27abd). See nn. 216, 242, and 254.

16  Frauwallner 1933: 238-239. However, the context is not relevant to the present work.

17 See nn. 292-300; and Appendix I. This textual relation will be more interesting when we take into
consideration that Devendrabuddhi is the immediate disciple of Dharmakirti as is Kamalasila of
Santaraksita.

18 It is an interesting problem whether Kamala$ila’s commentary reflects more developed ideas than
that expressed in TS, generated in response to the works of Santaraksita. Krasser (1992) points out that
Kamalasila was influenced by Dharmottara on certain issues. Besides, Kamalasila refers to Umbeka,
who was not known to Santaraksita (Schmithausen 1965: 216 n. 150). I could not find examples of
Kamalasila’s deviation from, or development of, the contents of TS in this work. On the contrary, the
difference between Kamalasila and Dharmottara pointed out above concerning the syntax of the sen-
tence of the definition of direct perception (pp. 46-47) is an example which inevitably suggests the
possibility either that the former did not know the idea of the latter at all or that the former was
intentionally opposed to the latter for some reason.

19  There is no evidence for fixing the date of Jinendrabuddhi. As a previous study on that issue see
Hayes 1983.
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viz., svaripa, phala, gocara, and samkhya— regarding direct perception.?

2. They unanimously refer to the same illustration “Fetch the milch without the
calf!” for explaining that the word “cognition” (j#iana) is omitted in the above-
mentioned sentence of definition of direct perception.?

3. As pointed out above, Kamalaila as well as Santaraksita was aware of the fact
that the compound namajatyadiyojana in PS is somewhat strange in terms of the
usage of adi. The same was also expressed by Jinendrabuddhi in yet another
way.?

II. On the Texts and the Methodology.

The translation of TS and TSP is made from the following texts:

1. TS 1212-1263:
(Skt) M 61b2-64a2
K 1213-1264
S 1212-1263
(Tib.)2 P 5764, Vol. 138, ’e, 55a4-57a7
D 4266, Tshad ma Vol. 18, ze, 45a1-46b6
2. TSP on TS 1212-1263:
(Skt) M 150b2-154a4
K 366, 14-398, 27
S 448, 20-463, 16
(Tib.)# P 5765, Vol. 139, ye, 24b8-34a2
D 4267, Tshad ma Vol. 19, e, 1b1-9a2

For the purpose of offering the translation as literally and thoroughly as poss-

ible, it is indispensable that every available reference be collected from other texts
and compared with each context of TS and TSP. This procedure is substantially

20
21
22
23
24

See the translation on p. 57; and n. 35.

See nn. 39 and 40.

See n. 96.

For the translators, Gunakarasribhadra and Zi ba'od, see Naudou 1980: 214 n. 38; 221; and 230.
For the translators, Devendrabhadra and Grags ’byor $es rab, see Naudou 1980: 211-215; 230;

235-236; and Ruegg 1981: 114.
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followed in the notes for the translation where the textual differences among the
above five versions of the texts are also noted.?> The main abbreviations I employ
are as follows:

M Jaisalmer manuscripts?® of TS / TSP

K E. Krishnamacharya’s edition of TS / TSP

S S. D. Shastri’s edition of TS / TSP

Pa Variant readings in the Patan (Pattan) manuscripts of TS / TSP
which are found in the footnotes of S.

Ga  Variant readings in the Gaekwad manuscripts of TS/ TSP which
are found in the footnotes of S.

Further, the following methodological remarks should be taken into account
for the notations in the translations and the notes:

1. In the translation I use S as the basic text. However, for the way of presenting
the translation I follow the style of K for convenience sake; ie., the translation of
TS is arranged in the appropriate location within TSP.

2. Parentheses (. . .) in translations indicate that the enclosed words are the comple-
ments which are necessary on account of syntactical differences between Sanskrit
(or Tibetan) and English; no translator’s interpretation is added. On the other
hand, brackets [...] in translations indicate that the enclosed words are added for a
better understanding of the contents with the translator’s interpretation.

25 In principle I tried to collect in the notes as many relevant passages as possible, at least in Bud-
dhist Sanskrit literature, which would be of any help for similar research in the future. However, I could
not fully consult PVinT. A philological research of that is not the scope of this article.

26 I owe a great debt of gratitude to the Venerable Jaina Muni Sri ] ambuvijayaji for the acquisition
of the black and white photoprints of these manuscripts which has not been possible before for scholars
outside of India.

In the case of TS, only by reference to M was it possible for me to clarify better readings since the
Tibetan of TS, as it is, is not so reliable for textual emendations.

Both TS and TSP in M are written in an amazingly beautiful Nagari script. TS is written in a very
strict script and font, each folio in six (occasionally, five) lines in a rigid, well-ordered form. There are
only a few marginal notations, compared with TSP. The verse-number is attached at the end of each
verse, counting from the beginning of the chapter. On the other hand, TSP is written in a freer style
than TS. Each folio consists of from six to eight lines. The notes, additions, and corrections in the
margin reveal that it was read very well, although some of those marginal remarks apparently belong to
the modern age. It is noteworthy that the marginal notations are mostly given with an indication of the
line in which the word in question is written.
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3. Bold type signifies the translation of TS to distinguish it easily from TSP. This
is used also for presenting the Sanskrit texts of TS in the notes.

4.1 follow S for the verse-numbers of TS. The folio number of M is also indicated
in the notes for easy access. The locations of passages of TSP are, on the other
hand, just indicated at the beginning of a new topic in the translation, and they are
indicated in the case of notes only with reference to the location in S.

5. Each Sanskrit verse of TS in the notes is followed by the corresponding Tibetan
translation; “Tib. (!)” indicates that the Tibetan does not fully reflect the reading or
the structure of the Sanskrit. Passages of TSP in the notes are, when necessary,
cited without mentioning the name of the text (i.e, TSP); e.g.,, (450, 14) indicates
that the passage is quoted from S (p. 450, 1. 14).

6. As pointed out by Kunst,?” the Tibetan of TS is not reliable. It often contains
corruptions and more often than not reveals that the translation was made without
fully digesting the Sanskrit syntax. However, in spite of its textual defects, it must
be consulted for criticism of the Sanskrit text. Further, Tib. pratikas — i.e., the
words which are quoted from TS and commented upon in the Tibetan TSP — are
also useful for textual criticism because they often show a far better reading than
the Tibetan TS.

7. The Tibetan passages from other texts cited in the notes for reference are
generally taken from P. Different readings in D are occasionally referred to in
brackets but their exact locations are omitted except in the case of TS which is the
most important text in this work.

8. When one of the Tibetan versions keeps a preferable reading and another is
problematic or corrupt, I indicate the point by using a semicolon and brackets as,
e.g., “kalpanad; rtog [D: rtogs P] pa.” When both P and D reveal good, but different,
readings I follow P as the basic text.

9. A passage is occasionally underlined for emphasis.

27  Kunst 1939: VIII.
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SYNOPSIS OF THE TRANSLATION
(*Indicates that the topic is found only in TSP.)

1. Introduction [1212]. (translation p. 57, 1. 3)

1. Direct perception defined: That (cognition) which is free from conception
(kalpanapodha) and non-erroneous (abhranta) is direct perception [1213ab]. (58,
7-60, 11)

A*. References to other definitions. (58, 7)
B*. On the syntax of the definition. (59, 4)
1. On the definiendum and the definition; on the word order in the sentence.
(59, 4)
2. The word “cognition” is omitted. (60, 7)
II. On “being free from conception.” (61, 2-116, 3)
A. On conception. (61, 2-94, 14)
1. Conception defined: A cognition associated with an expression (abhilapini
pratitih) [1213bc]. (61, 4)
a*. Introductory remarks. (62, 1-64, 1)

(1)Reference to other definitions of conception criticized by Sankara-

svamin, etc [1213cd]. (62, 1)
(a) The definition by the Sarvastivada school. (62, 15)
(b) The definition by the Yogacara school. (63, 2)

(2) Etymological explanation of the word abhilapin. (63, 4)

2. Demonstrations to prove the above definition of conception. (64, 3-69, 8)
a. Conception is known through one’s direct perception. (64, 3)
(1) The first demonstration [1214]. (64, 5)
— Corroboration of the first demonstration by means of inference
[1215]. (65, 12)
(2) The second demonstration [1216]. (67, 10)
b. Conception is also demonstrated by an inference [1217]. (68, 5)
3. The examination of Dignaga’s definitions of conception. (69, 10-94, 14)
a. Introduction. (69, 10-71, 12)

(1) parvapaksa: conception should be defined not only as associated with
an expression but as capable for the connection with a genus, etc.
[1218ab]. (69, 10)

(2) General response: Genus, etc., is not maintained by Buddhists and it is
not perceived [1218cd]. (70, 4)

— Additional remarks on the non-perception of a genus, etc. [1219). (70,
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13)
b. Interpretations of the definition in PS I 3d: “name-genus, etc. connection”

(namajatyadiyojana). (72, 2-88, 7)

(1) The first interpretation. (72, 2-76, 9)

(a) “Name-genus, etc.” (namajatyadi) being interpreted as “name” and
“genus, etc.,” respectively expressing Dignaga’s own idea, which is to
be accepted, and the opinion of other teachers, which is to be rejected
[1220] (72, 7)

(b) Interpetations of “connection” (yojanad). (73, 10-76, 9)

1) The whole compound interpreted as a bahuvrihi conception as
that which has the connection with name and genus, etc. [1221]. (74,
4)

2) The compound as a tatpurusa: conception as that which connects a
name and a genus, etc. [1222]. (76, 4)

(2) The second interpretation: The definition of conception as expressing
Dignaga’s own idea only (svamatasiddhaiva) [1223ab). (76, 11-86, 17)
(2) The interpretation of PSV 1 (yadrcchasabdesu namna visisto ‘rtha

ucyate. ..) (76, 16-83, 2)

1) The expression “a thing is expressed being distinguished by a
name” in PSV should be syntactically connected also in the cases of
genus-, quality-, action-, and substance-words [1223cd]. (77, 9)

2) The interpretation of “by a genus, etc.”: a thing, being distinguished
by a name by means of a genus, etc., is expressed as a “cow,” etc.
[1224ab]. (78, 3)

3) The interpretation of PS I 3d: that which connects a name through
the medium of a genus, etc. [1224cd]. (78, 13)

— Excursus: the definition is not too narrow (avyapti) regarding
arbitrary words, either. (79, 3)
a) From a realistic point of view [1225a-c]. (79, 7)
—* From the standpoint of the theory of a whole. (80, 2)
—* From the standpoint of parinatidarsana. (80, 11)
b) From the Buddhist standpoint. (81, 7)
— Dignaga separated arbitrary words from genus-words because
they are separately known to people [1225d]. (81, 22)
— Dignaga expressed both arbitrary words and genus-words
separately only in comformity with the commonalty [1226-27].
(82, 8)
(b) The interpretation of PSV I (anye tu arthaSunyaih Sabdair eva
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vifisto ‘rtha ucyate) [1228]. (83, 4)
(c) Integration of the definitions. (84, 4-88, 7)

1) Dharmakirti’s definition, abhilapini pratitih, should be accepted
also by other teachers who hold conception being connection with
a genus, etc. [1229-33]. The interpretation of PSV I (on the word
ucyate). (84, 4)

2) Dignaga’s real intention: the reconciliation of the first and the
second interpretations of PS I 3d [1234-35). (87, 2)

c. Interpretations of Digniga’s definition in NMukh. (88, 9-91, 8)

(1) The first interpretation: the definition as stating both Dignaga’s own
idea and other teachers’ opinion [1236]. (88, 9)

(2) The second interpretation: The definition as stating Dignaga’s own idea
only [1237]. (90, 19)

d. The examination of the criticism of the Buddhist idea of conception
upheld by Uddyotakara, etc. [1238-41]. (91, 10-94, 14)

{1)On the criticism in terms of the problem of the property and the
property-possessor in Dharmakirti’s definition. Interpretation of PSV I
(yatraisa kalpana nasti tat pratyaksam). (91, 10)

(2)On Uddyotakara’s criticism that direct perception as defined by
Dignaga cannot be expressed by the word “direct perception.” (91, 15; 94,
8)

B. Demonstrations of “being free from conception.” (94, 16-116, 3)
1. Corroborations in terms of direct perception. (94, 16-107, 11)

a. General idea: direct perception’s being free from conception is known
from self-perception because even a person whose mind is preoccupied
with in something else, such as past affairs, perceives blue, etc., which is
right before his eyes [1242]. (94, 16)

(1) Direct perception is experienced in coexistence with conception, being
differenct from each other, so that direct perception cannot contain
conception. (95, 4-97, 6)

(a)Conception of past affairs, etc., arises independently from direct
perception [1243]. (95, 4)

(b) Impossibility of assuming two different conceptions in simultaneity
(1244]. (96, 3)

(c) A summary [1245]. (97, 2)

(2) The examinations of the counter-arguments to the theory of simul-
taneity. (97, 8-107, 11)

(a) paarvapaksa: cognitions which occur successively are wrongly con-

55



T. FUNAYAMA

ceived to be simultaneous because they occur quite rapidly as in the
case of a fire-brand [1246]. (97, 8-99, 8)
(b) Responses. (99, 10-107, 11)
1) The objection is not relevant to the main topic, i. e., direct percep-
tion’s being free from conception, so that it is not the real impedi-
ment to the topic [1247]. (99, 10)
2) The simultaneous occurrence of sense-perception with conception
is not an error as the opponent claims [1248]. (100, 12)
3) Counter-evidences to the objection [1249-52]. (101, 14)
a) The example of a sound such as lata in reference to the example
of seeing a dancer, etc. (102, 4; 104, 9)
b) In the case where there is only conception in the mind. (102, 7;
105, 3)
¢) All mental activities are of the same nature in terms of their
momentariness. (102, 9; 105, 8)
4) The example “like a fire-brand” commits a fallacy called “being
devoid of a probandum” {1253-55]. (105, 14)
2. Corroborations in terms of inference. (107, 13-116, 3)
a. A syllogism by a non-perception of the cause [1256-59]. (107, 13)

(1) The examination of the objection. The word-particular (Sabdasvalaksa-
na) as the signified (vacya) or the signifier (vacaka) is only a falsely
imputed thing [1260-61ab]. (110, 3)

(2) On the other hand, direct perception which cognizes the particular is
not conceptual [1261cd-62]. (111, 9)

b. A syllogism by a perception of that which is incompatible with a pervader

[1263]. (113, 3)
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TRANSLATION OF TS 1212-1263 AND ITS TSP

(M 150b2; S 448, 19; K 366, 14; P 24b8; D 1bl)

There are four kinds of wrong notions (vipratipatt:) which other schools hold
with regard to right knowledge (pramana): (wrong notions) concerning its nature
(svarapa), effect (phala), object (gocara), and number (samkhya)®. For the
purpose of demonstrating the clear® definition of right knowledge by means of
refuting the (wrong notions, the master has already stated,) “ascertained by two-
fold right knowledge both endowed with a clear definition.”* In order to cor-
roborate this®' (the master now) states:

Direct perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana) which are
assumed by other (teachers) in order to establish (categorical)
qualifications (upadhi)® are not correct [as right knowledge] for they
(should) be defined as follows.

/TS 1212 //3

28 These four wrong notions are mentioned also in NBPS by Kamalasila himself. For the text and
Jap. tr. see Tosaki 1984. Cf. also nn. 35-37; and DhPr 35, 15-26.

29  spastam pramanalaksanam adarSayitum (448, 20). My translation of spastam as an adjective is
based on the following passage: spastam ca tallaksanam ceti visesanasamdasah (15, 18) on TS 3a
(spastalaksanasamyukta-). The word spastam is, on the other hand, translated as an adverb in the
Tibetan 25al: mtshan fiid gsal bar bstan pa’i don du.

30 TS 3ab: spastalaksanasamyuktapramadvitayaniscitam. Tib. P e 2a3-4; D ze 1b3: mtshan
fiid gsal dan ldan pa yi /| tshad ma ghis kyis gtan la dbab //. For an exposition on the passage see TSP
(15, 18-21). Further, the contents of TS 3ab are concerned with Chapters 17 (Pratyaksalaksana-pariksa),
18 (Anumina-p’), and 19 (Pramanantarabhava-p°). Of these the last chapter is concerned with the
problem of samkhyavipratipatti (cf. TSP 16, 21-22; 530, 13). Chapter 17, on the other hand, is con-
cerned with the problems of the definition (laksana, svariipa) and the effect (phala; cf. TS 1343ff.); and
any independent discussion on the object (gocara) is not evident.

31  etatsamarthanartham (448, 21). M originally reads samarthanam but is corrected into samartha-
nartham [sic!] in the margin.

32 The word “qualifications” in this context means falsely imputed categories such as the six
padarthas upheld by the VaiSesika school. Kamalasila states elsewhere that “qualification” is a
synonym of viSesana. TSP 14, 20: gunadayas ca te upadhayas ca viSesananiti visesanasamasah (on TS
2ab cited below). These qualifications are not maintained to be real because they are in opposite to the
Buddhist idea of dependent origination (pratityasamutpada; cf. TS 2a-c: gunadravyakriyajatisamavaya-
dyupadhibhih / Sunyam. “(Dependent origination) which is devoid of such qualifications as quality,
substance, action, genus and inherence”).

33 M 61b2: patyaksam anumanam ca yad upadhiprasiddhaye / parair uktam na tat sid-
dham evamlaksanakam hi tat® j/. Tib. P 55a4-5; D 45al-2: mnon sum ni dan [P: dan ni D] rjes /
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(Here,) in order to establish (categorical) qualifications (means) in order to estab-
lish such qualifications as quality (guna), substance (dravya), action (kriya), genus
(jati), and inherence (samavaya)?* Other (teachers) (means) the Vaisesika
(teachers), etc. As follows (means) as (the master) shall state (in the following
discussions).

(M 150b3; S 449, 8; K 366, 21; P 25a3; D 1b4)

Among these (four wrong notions) (tatra) the wrong notion regarding the
nature® of direct perception is that direct perception is, as right knowledge, either
accompanied by conceptual (cognition)*® or the eye and the other (sense organs)
which are not cognition by nature.?” Refuting them (the master) states the defini-
tion of this (direct perception):

\ dpag la // bye brag can du bsgrub [P: sgrub D] pa’i phyir // pha rol pos smras de mi grub [/ de ni
mtshan 7iid 'di dag ldan /.
2 Cf. SBh 22, 11: pratyaksam tavad animittam. — kim karanam — evamlaksanakam hi tat.

34 The wording of gunadravyakriyajatisamavayadyupadhi(448, 22) follows TS 2ab (see n. 32)
which is further commented upon as follows: gunas ca dravyani ca kriyas ca jatis ca samavayas ceti
dvandvah. jatiSabdena param aparam ca dvividham api samanyam grhyate®. adisabdena antya-
dravyavartinam visesanam®, ye ca dharmivyatirekino dharmah kaiscid upavarnyante, yatha sannam
api padarthanam astitvam sadupalambhakapramanavisayatvam® ity evamadayah, tesam grahanam
(14, 16-20).

* PBh 311, 14: samanyam dvividham, param aparam ca.

b Cf. PBh. 321, 12-13: antesu bhava antyah svasrayavisesakatvad visesah.

¢ Cf. PBh 16, 1-2: sannam api padarthanam astitvabhideyatvajfieyatvani.

35 The idea that the accurate definition of direct perception aims at the exclusion of its misunder-
standings by other teachers is often expressed in commentaries on Dharmakirti’s works. For examples
of these see Tosaki 1984: 486 n. 1. It is interesting to note here that Vinitadeva (NBT (V) 39, 6),
Jinendrabuddhi (PST 20b7), and Kamalasila agree in their wording preferring svarapavipratipatti to
laksanavipratipatti against other commentators such as Dharmottara (NBT 35,1; PVinT 7b8),
Jianaéribhadra (PVinT (J) 218a7), and Manorathanandin (PVV (M) 154, 10).

36  According to Kamalasila’s own NBPS, this idea seems to be claimed by the Nyaya school. NBPS
478, 24-25: Rigs pa can rnams ni mnon sum thams cad nes pa’i bdag #iid yin pa’i phyir, rnam par rtog
pa dan bcas pa kho na'o fes zer ro (see also Tosaki 1984 [=NBPS}: 488-489 n. 10). In addition to this,
Kumarila of the Mimamsa school also maintains *savikalpakapratyaksa as one kind of direct percep-
tion (cf. SV, pratyaksa, v. 120).

37  According to NBPS (479, 4-7), the upholders of this idea are, for example, the Vaisesika school
and the Samkhya school. This kind of vipratipatti in other texts is pointed out by Tosaki (1984). The
problem of qualificative perception and non-qualificative perception in PBh is analyzed by Hattori
(1968/69). In addition to these, there is another interesting passage concerning our context: In PVinT
(J), Jaanasribhadra introduces — in reference to the wrong notions on the definition of direct perception
— those ideas as (1) NS 1. 1. 4 (218a7-8), (2) Samkhya idea which suggests Isvarakrsna’s definition®, /'
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(That which is) free from conception and non-erroneous is direct

perception.
// TS 1213ab //3

Here, [the attributes] being free from conception and being non-erroneous in
cognition being stated after (aniidya), (the master) prescribes (vidhiyate) [its
attribute] being direct perception,® for in every case® the definiendum (laksya) is

\\ (3) the one which is parallel to YBh®, and (4) Sv, pratyaksa, v. 112 and v. 120 (218b2-4). Jianaséribha-
dra further states that the NS 1. 1. 4 is upheld by the Nyaya school and it is common to the idea of the
Vai$esika school. This is different from Kamalasila’s way of understanding in NBPS mentioned above.
Moreover, after introducing these definitions, Jiianasribhadra expounds that all the schools mentioned
above hold the theory that direct perception is connected with conception (218b4: de dag thams cad
kyan mnon sum rtog pa dan bcas par ‘dod do /).

# PVinT (J) 218bl: Gran can gyi #ugs pa thub pa ser skya ni yul so sor Zen cin mthon ba ni mnon
sum mo Zes ser ro //. C{. prativisayadhyavasayo drstam in SK 5.

® PVinT (J) 218b1-2: dran sron Chur lhun na re dban po lna dan ldan pa gan sems kyis phyi rol
gyt dnos po e bar bfag [P: gtag D) pas/ spyi dan bye brag gi mtshan #id kyi dnos po las bye brag nes
par ‘dzin pa sems kyi ’jug pa lna las mchog gi jug pa ni mnon sum yin no fes smra’o //. Cf. YBh 11, 1-3:
indriyapranalikaya cittasya bahyavastaparagat tadvisaya samanyavisesitmano ‘rthasya viSesavadha-
ranapradhana vrttih pratyaksam pramanam.

38 M 61b2-3: pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam abhilapini /pratitih kalpana
kiptihetutvadyatmika na tu // [1213a-d]. Tib. P 55a5-6; D 45a2: mnon sum rtog pa dan bral Zin [/
ma khrul pa '0® rtog pa ni [/ brjod pa dan ldan Ses pa ste® // tha shad rgyu sogs bdag #iid ni [/ ma
yin®. Santaraksita owes pada a-c to PVin I v. 4a-c: mnon sum rtog bral ma *khrul ba /... rtog pa mnon
par brjod can gyi // Ses pa (ie., pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam abhilapini / pratitih kalpana).
Cif. NB 1 4-5: tatra pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam. abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa
pratitih kalpana. See also n. 43.

2 Tib. pratika: mnon sum rtog bral ma ’khrul ba (25a4).

> Tib. pratika: rtog [D: rtogs P) pa mnon par brjod can gyi/ [P: /) D] Ses pa (25b1).

¢ Tib. pratika : 7ie bar btags pa yi / [P: pa’i for pa vi / D] rgyu #iid la sogs bdag fiid min (25b2-3).

39  tatra jAanasya kalpnanapodhatvam abhrantatvam canidya pratyaksatvam vidhiyate (449, 11;
Tib. 25a5). Here it is very interesting that Kamalasila explains the relation between the definition and
the definiendum by using the formulation “x anitdya y vidhiyate’, the contents of x and y being
completely opposed to Dharmottara’s idea as exposed in NBT 40, 7-8: tatra pratyaksam [: pratyaksa-
tvam] anidya kalpanapodhatvam abhrantatvam ca vidhiyate. “In this case, ‘direct perception’ being
repeated [after the previous sitra], its being free from conception and being non-erroneous are pre-
scribed.” This idea is also found in PVinT 43a7-8: mnon sum Zes bya ba ni mtshan gZi rjes su brjod pa
ste /... mnon sum rjes su brjod nas rtog pa dan bral pa #iid la sogs pa’t mtshan 7iid sgrub par byed pa
yin no //. “Direct perception is the definiendum and is repeated [after the previous siitra.] ... ‘Direct
perception’ being repeated, (its attributes) being free from conception and being non-erroneous are
prescribed.” Regarding these passages see Stcherbatsky 1930: 15 n. 1; Franco 1987: 432-436 n. 185; and
Yaita 1984: 19. However, the relation between the ideas of these two teachers on this point is not clear.

An earlier usage of the formalation “x anadyay vidhiyate™ in Buddhist logic and epistemology is
found in PVT (S) I 87a2: tshad ma slu med can Ses pa Zes bya ba ni mi slu ba can #iid dan Ses pa fird
mtshan g#i rjes su bstan nas tshad ma #id ni mtshan #iid brjod pa’o //. “ ‘Right knowledge is the /
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prescribed [as the predicate] as, for example, (in the sentence) “That which
trembles is the fig (tree).”

Here direct perception is the definiendum because the subject is none other
than the definition of that (direct perception); the main topic (prakrta) is not the
definition of “free from conception” and “non-erroneous,” (for) if that were the case,
they would be prescribed.

Since [perception’s identity as] a cognition (jfiana) is (syntactically) meant by
implication through the denial of conception (kalpana) — as, for example, in (the
sentence) “Fetch the milch without the calf!” the milch cow (is meant by implica-
tion) through the denial of the calf — for this reason (the word) “cognition” is not
employed.*!

\\ cognition which does not deviate’ [=PV 1 1a]. (The attributes) being non-deviating and being a
cognition, which are the definiendum (* laksya), being stated after, (the attribute) being right knowledge,
which is the definition (* laksana), is prescribed.” The Skt. parallel of this runs as follows: pramanam
avisamuvadijfianam iti avisamvaditvam jhanatvam ca (mtshan g#i) anidya pramanyam (mtshan #id)
vidhityate (identified in Steinkellner 1981: 290; the latter parentheses are mine). Here, the formulation in

uestion is noteworthy, but the interpretation of the definition and the definiendum looks problematic.
Sakyabuddhi uses the formulation also in his commentary on PV Il 123a in PVT (S) 222b4: . .. rtogs pa
dan bral ba 7iid bstan nas mnon sum #id ston par byed pa yin te /. “(The attribute) being free from
conception (* kalpanapodhatva) being stated after, (the attribute) being direct perception (*pratyaksa-
tva) is prescribed.” In the course of discussion he also states that “direct perception” is the definiendum
(PVT (S) 222b3) in accordance with Devendrabuddhi’s idea (PVP 195b8-196al).

The meaning of anitdya (“being stated after”) is not equivalent in the above passages: Dharmot-
tara uses the word to mean “to repeat a word which is already employed in the previous satra,” whereas
Sakyabuddhi and Kamalasila seem to take the word in the sense of “to be stated after the preceding
factor of the concerned sentence,” because there is no preceding usage of the words before their sen-
tences. Consequently, the interpretation of the whole sentence pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam
should be differentiated: Dharmottara understands it as “Direct perception is that cognition which is free
from conception and non-erroneous” (cf. NBT 40, 8-9: yar tat bhavatam asmakam carthesu saksat-
karijianam prasiddham tat kalpanapodhabhrantatvayuktam drastavyam), whereas Sakyabuddhi and
Kamalasila take the same sentence as “That cognition which is free from conception and non-erroneous
is direct perception.” Kamalasila’s idea is further understood from the example he offers; ie, “That
which trembles is the fig tree” where the latter element, fig tree, is the definiendum which corresponds
to pratyaksa in the sentence of the definition. Probably Kamalasila’s idea on the interpretation of the
sentence of the definition partakes of an idea older than Dharmottara’s because Vinitadeva also inter-
prets pratyaksa as the predicate and kalpanapodham abrantam as the subject of the sentence. NBT (V)
39, 12-13: rtog pa dan bral £in ma ’khrul ba gan yin pa de ni mnon sum yin par rig par bya’o. “That
which is free from conception and non-erroneous is understood to be direct perception.” Cf. also NBT
(V) 42, 3-5 (translated in n. 50).

2 Cf. Kas 209, 12-13: yat pratyaksam tad evamlaksanakam iti laksanavidhih, yad evamlaksana-
kam tat pratyaksam iti laksananuvadah.

40 For sarvatraiva (449, 11) the Tibetan reads thams cad du (25a5); i.e., eva omitted.

41  kalpanapratisedhac ca jhanasya samarthyalabdhatvat “avatsa dhenur aniyatam” iti yatha /
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(M 150b5; S 449, 16; K 367, 2; 25a8; 2a3)
(In order to clarify) what (kind of) conception is then intended here as that
which a cognition is free of to be direct perception, (the master) states:

Conception is a cognition associated with an expression (abhilapini

pratitih).
// TS 1213be /%

\\ vatsapratisedhena godhenor iti, ato jianam iti noktam (449, 14-16). Cf. Tib. (25a7-8): rtog pa bkag
pas Ses pa Sugs kyis thob pa’i phyir / dper na be’'u med pa’i bfon ma ’on cig ces bya bas be’u bkag pas ba
lan bZon ma rtogs pa lta bu yin pas de’i phyir Ses pa fes brjod do //, where the underlined passage
means either “‘cognition’ is (implicitly) stated” or just a corruption.

This statement has the following parallels:

/ rtog pa ni Ses pa kho na dan ’brel ba la "khrul pa yan Ses pa’i chos yin pas{for par ()] mthon ste / de
Ita bas na rtog pa dan bral ba dan ma ’khrul pa ni Ses pa kho na la bya’o // dper na be’'u med pa’i drus
ma khrid de Sog cig ces byas na / rta rgod ma khrid de mi ‘on gi ba drus ma khrid de ‘on bas / 'di ltar
de iid be’u dan ’brel par mthon ba de béin du/ 'dir yan rtog pa dan ’khrul pa ni Ses pa kho na dan
‘brel par mthon gi géan dan ni ma yin pas Ses pa kho na mnon sum du 'dod do //. “(Question:)
[According to you] direct perception is cognition. However, ‘cognition’ not being stated in the fun-
damental text, why is (such a meaning) acquired ? (Answer:) It is understood that conception is con-
nected only with cognition and (being) non-erroneous is also a property of cognition. Therefore, (the
words) ‘free from conception’ and ‘non-erroneous’ are stated with relation to cognition only. For
example, (when one hears the sentence) ‘Fetch the milch without the calf !’ one does not fetch a mare
but fetches the milch cow. Hence this (i. e, milch) itself is understood as connected with the calf.
Likewise, in this case too, ‘conception’ and ‘erroneous’ are understood to be connected with cognition,
and not with anything else. Therefore, direct perception is maintained to be none other than cognition.”
The original Sanskrit passage is found in Malvania’s note in NB (263, 7-10) and Tatparya 32, 3-8: saitre
anupattam jranam labhyate kuta iti ced., ucyate. kalpanaya jhanasyaiva sambandho drstah, bhrantis
ca jhanadharmah. tasmat kalpanarahitam abhrantam ca jhanam evocyate. tadyatha, avatsa [corr.:
savatsadl dhenur aniyatam ity ukte na vadavaniyate, kim tu godhenuh. evam ihapi kalpanaya
bhrantya ca jaanasyaiva sambandho drsta iti jianam eva pratyaksam isyata iti. The Sanskrit and the
Tibetan are different regarding the underlined words.

2. PST 20b8-21a2: rtog pa dan bral ba nes par bstan pa las kyan / [D: // Pl de Ses pa’i bdag #iid do Zes
rtogs par bya ste /| gan gi phyir Ses pa kho na la rtog pa dan dres pa yod la / de’i phyir de bkag pas de
kho na rtogs so /| dper na bZon ma be’u med pa khyer la Sog ces be’u bkag pas ba lan bfon [P: bien D)
ma kho na rtogs [D: rtog P] par bya’i géan ma yin pa bzin no //. “Further, by means of indicating ‘free
from conception,’ it is known that that [which is free from conception] is essentially cognition. As only
cognition has the connection with ‘free from conception,” therefore, by the negation of that (i.e., ‘free
from cognition’), only that (i.e., ‘cognition’) is understood; as, for example, (in the sentence) ‘Fetch the
milch without the calf !" by the negation of calf only milch cow and nothing else is understood.” For a
Skt. reconstruction of the passage see Jambuvijaya 1966: 60 n. 15.

42 kalpana (449, 16); rtog [D: rtogs P] pa (25a8).

43  The text is presented in n. 38. The source of the expression is PVin I 40, 6-8: / rtog pa mnon par
brjod can gyi // Ses pa [=v. 4bc: abhilapini / pratitih kalpana] rtog pa ni brjod pa dan ‘drer run ba
snan ba’i Ses pa ste / [= abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa pratitih kalpand, identical to NB I 5]. Cf.
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Now Sankarasvamin® and others refuted in detail (conception) as essentially
being a cause of verbal expression, etc. (klptihetutvadyatmika). Is this (kind of
conception also) intended (in our definition) or not? (In reference to this the
master) states:

It is, however, not (meant as) essentially being a cause of verbal

expression and the like.
/TS 1213d /4

(The word) “meant” (should) be added. By this (statement) it is explained that the
refutations propounded by the opponents on this point of discussion do not pertain
because (our definition) is not concerned with the thesis of those (who are criticized
by them).

Verbal expression (%/pt:)* (means) verbal designation (vyapadesa). It should
be understood that a genus, etc., is a cause of that (verbal designation) for, without
qualifiers such as a genus, verbal designation does not hold¥”. What is meant by the
words and the like should be (such notions) as reflection (vitarka) and investiga-

N\ TBh 11, 15-12, 1: tatra pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam. purvaparam anusamdhaya sabda-
samkirnakara pratitir antarjalpakara va kalpana. yatha vijiapurusasya so yam ghata iti pratitih.
balamukatiryagadinam antarjalpakara paramarsaripa va pratitih (as a different kind of formulation
of kalpana and pratiti; for the translation of the passage see Kajiyama 1966: 40-41).

44 Sankarasvamin’s (Tib. 5De byed bdag po) refutation mentioned here is not known elsewhere (cf.
TSP 490, 25 in another context). Though the name is found in PVV (M) 159, 17 (acaryiyah
Sahkarasvdmiprabhrtayab ), the identity of this Sankarasvimin with the teacher in our text is not
certain. According to Tosaki (1979: 228 n. 56. ), Sankarasvamin cited in PVV (M) above propounds a
demonstration of the establishment of the non-conceptuality of direct perception; viz., this Sankara-
svamin belongs to some Buddhist party. Moreover, Devendrabuddhi calls the person Srid pa’i bdag (po)
(i. e, *Bhavasvamin (?)), etc., and Ravigupta mentions him as Harisami (i. e, *Harisvamin), etc.

45  The text is presented in n. 38.

46  The exact meaning of kipti (cf. Tib. btags pa D, brtag pa P; cf. also tha siiad and 7ie bar btags pa
in n. 38) is not certain. It is paraphrased by wvyapadesa in TSP (cf. avyapadesya- in the definition of
direct perception in NS 1. 1. 4). The difference between the definition refuted by Sankarasvamin, etc.,
and that which is maintained by Santaraksita might lie in the following point: The former discusses
conception (kalpand) being a cause of verbal expression (k/pti) in terms of causality between verbal
expression and conception, whereas the latter defines it as any cognition which is capable of the connec-
tion with words, where the causal viewpoint is not taken into account.

47  This is an explanation of the formulation of conception as a cause of verbal expression which is
criticized by Sankarasvamin, etc. That is, it is presumably a general reference to some Buddhist ideas
including the ideas by the Sarvastivada school and the Yogacara school as described below (nn. 48-49).
If this is the case, “genus, etc.” in this context would mean not the six categories of the Vaisesika school,
etc., but a genus, a quality, an action, and a substance which are — based on Digniga’s definition of
conception — maintained by some other Buddhists, as mentioned later (after TS 1218 onwards).
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tion (vicara), as the causes (respectively) of grossness and minuteness of the mind
which are connected with words,”® and, likewise, the conception of the grasping
and the prasped (aspects of cognition) (grahyagrahakakalpana), etc.®
Expression (abhilapa) (means) a word as the signifier (vacakah sabdah), and
it i1s of universal form® That (cognition) in which (an expression) exists as a

48  Sabdasamsargacittaudarikasiksmataheti vitarkavicarau (449, 22; cf. Tib. 25b5: sgra dan ’dres pa
dan / sems rtsin ba [P: rtsins pa D] dan £ib pa’t rgyu rtog pa dan dpyod pa dan /). This passage refers
to the definition of conception by the Sarvastivada school. A similar reference is found in NBTT 21, 4-5:

Vaibhasika indriyavijidnam wvitarkavicaracaitasikasamprayuktam kalpanam icchanti. “The
Vaibhasikas maintain sense-cognition being conception which is linked with reflection and investigation
as mental functions.” References are also found in AK I 33ab — vitarkacarav audaryasaksmate — and
its commentary AKBh 60, 25 — cittaudarikata vitarkah. cittasiksmata vicarah. “Reflection is gross-
ness of the mind. Investigation is minuteness of the mind.” Elsewhere Vasubandhu equates vizarka with
svabhavavikalpa (AKBh 22, 22). Further, Yasomitra (AKV 64, 25-28) cites the following passage of
the Paficaskandhaka (i.e., the *Pasncaskandhaprakarana by Vasubandhu): vitarkah katamah. paryesa-
ko manojalpas, cetanaprajiiavisesah, ya cittasyaudarikata. vicarah katamah. pratyaveksako mano-
Jjalpas, tathaiva ya cittasya siksmata. “What is reflection? It is a murmur of the mind which looks after
(the object); it is a special will and intellect which is grossness of the mind. What (then) is investigation?
It is a murmur of the mind which fully examines (that object) which, in the same way (as in reflection),
is minuteness of the mind.” Cf. the Chinese translation in PaiiS 489b27-29.

One point deserves to be discussed here: In these two texts vitarka and vicara are defined as
grossness and minuteness of the mind — or two functions of the mind — and not as the cause of those
functions as stated in TSP. In fact, Vasubandhu suggests the distinction of “grossness and minuteness of
the mind” from “the causes (cf. nimittabhiita in AKBh 61, 2; and hetu in AKV 138, 23-24) of grossness
and minuteness of the mind.” Cf. also ADV 81, 4-7: vitarko nama cittaudaryalaksanah samkalpa-
dvitiyanama visayanimittaprakaravikalpi samjfapavanoddhatavrttih, audarikapasicavijianakaya-
pravrttihetuh. vicaras tu cittasauksmyalaksano manovijianapravrttyanukilah (for an analysis and
Jap. tr. of the passage see Yoshimoto 1982: 54-55 and 225-226).

49  This is a reference to the definition of conception by the Yogacara school. Similar arguments are
found in NBTT 21, 5-6: Yogacaramatena ca tathagatajfianam advayam muktva sarvajianam grahya-
grahakatvena vikalpitam kalpanad. “According to the view of the Yogacdra school, every cognition
(belongs to) conception which is conceptualized in terms of the grasped and the grasping (aspects of
cognition) in contrast to the non-dual cognition of the Tathagata.” Arguments are also found in DhPr 47,
22 - 23: yadi jatyadiyojanatmika kalpanda, sa jatyadyabhavad eva na sambhavati. atha grahya-
grahakabhdvena pravartamanam jaanam kalpand, tada sarvam asarvajhajfianam tatha pravrttam
iti. “If conception is (defined as) being essentially the connection with a genus, etc., it is not possible
because a genus, etc., does never exist. If conception is (defined as) being cognition which is at work in
terms of the grasped and the grasping (aspects), then every cognition of non-omniscient being
(asarvajfia-) functions in that sense (i.e., conception as defined above).” Further, the following passages
also show similar definitions of conception: PVV (M) 1, 16 (kalpana grahyagrahakadhyaropah; on the
word vidhitakalpanajala- in the namaskarasloka of PV); and MVBh 9, 13 (abhataparikalpo grahya-
grahakavikalpah on MV 1. 2 [=1. 1]). Cf. also Vims$ 10, 25-28.

50 abhilapo vacakah Sabdah, sa ca samanyakarah (449, 23-24). Cf. TSop 277, 27-28: abhilapo
vdcakah Sabdah. sa ca samanyakarah; NBT 47, 10: abhilapyate 'neneti abhilapah, vacakah Sabdah;
and PVinT 49a5-6: di la brjod pa yod pas na rjod pa can no [/ 'di #iid rnam par grel par bsad pa /
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(cognitional) image is called as such (i.e., abhilapin).5

(M 151al; S 449, 25; K 367, 11; P 25b6; D 2b3)
How then® is cognition of such a kind (viz., as associated with expression,)
established? (In order to answer this the master) states:

That (cognition) which is capable of connecting a word with an objeect,
even if the word in the form of “tree,” ete., is not actually applied,

appears as if it were connected with an expression.
/TS 1214 J/5

N\ dis don brjod pa’i phyir brjod pa ni sgra la bya’o // (cf. Yaita 1984: 30-31). C{. also NMGBh 53, 8-9:
abhilapyate 'nena hy abhilapah Sabdas, tena samsargah sambandhas, tadyogyah samanyakarah
pratibhasate ’syam iti abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa.

Before Kamalaéila, Vinitadeva provides two kinds of explanations for the word abhilapa which is
used in NB 5: abhilapa is a word as the signifier (vacakah sabdah) by which an object is expressed
(abhilapyate 'nena) and it means a general form (*samanyaripa) of the word?; or alternatively, it means
the general feature of an object as the signified (padarthasamanyam vacyam)P. Vinitadeva concludes
the topic by stating that “That cognition which has not the form of the general features of word and
object is direct perception as right knowledge.” These ideas of Vinitadeva are critized in the commen-
taries on NBT. See NBTT 23, 19-24, 1; DhPr 52, 18-19; and Tatparya 29, 6-15.

*NBT (V) 41, 2-3: 'dis rjod par byed pas na rjod pa ste smra bar byed pa sgra’i no bo yin no [/,
and Tatparya 29, 14: abhilapyate ’neneti. Sabdasamanyam. In this case the word abhilapa-
samsargayogya- “capable of the connection with an expression” in NB 5 means the general feature of an
object (*arthasamanya) (NBT (V) 41, 5-6).

Y NBT (V) 41, 11-12: de ni brjod par bya ba [corr.: ba’i] yin pas rjod pa ste/ bsiiad par bya ba
don gyi spyi gan yin pa’o //; and Tatparya 26, 15: abhilapyata ity abhilapah. padarthasamanyam
vacyam. In this case the word abhilapasamsargayogya- means the general feature of a word (*sabda-
samanya).

*NBT (V) 42, 3-5: ... sgra dan don gyi spyi’i rnam pa ma yin pa’i Ses pa gan yin pa de ni mnon
sum gyt tshad ma yin no. Cf. also NBT (V) 39, 12-13 (translated in n. 39).

51  sa vidyate yasyah pratibhasatah sa tathokta (449, 24). Cf. Tib. 25b6: snan ba gan la 'di yod pa de
la de skad ces bya'o //; NBT 48, 2-3: abhilapasamsargaya yogyo *bhidheyakarabhaso yasyam pratitau
sa tathokta.

52  punar (449, 25); yan [D: gan P] (25b6).

53 M 61b3: sabdarthaghatanayogya vrksa ityadirupatah / ya vacam aprayoge ’pi sabhila-
peva jayate // [1214]. Tib. (!) P 55a6; D 44a2-3: sgra don 'drer run ba // $in[D: §i P) Zes bya sogs tshul
gyis ni /| gan %ig sgra dan ma ‘dres kyan // de ni brjod pa #iid du ‘gyur // (see also nn. 54 and 55). Tib.
pada d, de ni brjod pa #id du ‘gyur, would suggest Skt. *sa + abhilapini + eva (or *sa +
abhilapatvena) jayate. This separation of sa (de ni) is apparently wrong, but 7id du is worth noticing:
there is no indication of Skt. iva. It might be possible to conjecture that the original Skt. was *sabhi-
lapaiva (i.e., sabhilapa + eva) and, in that case, the whole sentence would mean as follows: “That
(cognition) which is capable of connecting a word with an object, [viz., conception, ] appears to be really
connected with expression, [viz, to be really connected with word, ] even if the word [itself]
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The (syntactical) connection (of “in the form of ‘tree,” etc.” should be understood as)
“That which (is capable of connecting a word with an object), even if the word in
the form of ‘tree, etc., is not actually applied, (appears as if it were connected with
an expression).”™ Alternatively, the (syntactical) connection (can be understood)
with relation to the former part as “(That cognition) which is capable of connecting
a word with an object in the form ‘tree,” etc., (appears as if it were connected with
an expression even if the word is not actually applied).”® (The master) shows by
this (verse) that conception [as associated with an expression] is established by
direct perception itself (pratyaksata eva)® because conception [of such a nature] is
known to all living beings by their direct experience (anubhava-)*.

(M 151al; S 450, 9; K 367, 17; P 26al; D 2b4)
That is to say, this®® (conception) is established as a cause of activities
(itikartavyata)® from infancy onwards. Indicating this (point, the master states):

On account of the continuing presence (anvaya) of residue impres-
sions (vasana) due to repeated acquaintance with (the connection
between) name and object (namarthabhavana) his previous existence,
even a newborn (child) is good at activities because he is linked with

\, in the form of ‘tree,’ etc,, is not actually applied.” However, this plausible reading has a problem; i.e.,
in TS 1216¢ below, we find another example of Tib. #iid for iva in extant Skt., where the Tibetan
translation is certainly wrong (see nn. 72 and 73). This reveals that the Tibetan TS is not always reliable
regarding the reading of iva/ eva.

54  Tib. pratika 25b7: $in Zes bya sogs no bo yis /| gan #ig brjod dan mi ldan yan // (cf. n. 53).

55  Tib. pratika 25b7-8: Sin Zes bya sogs no bo yis // sgra don sbyor bar run ba yis // (cf. n. 53). I follow
the first interpretation for the translation of the verse. According to this second explanation, on the
other hand, the verse would mean as follows: “That (cognition) which is capable of connecting a word
with an object in the form of ‘tree,’ etc., appears as if it were connected with an expression even if that
word is not actually applied.”

56  pratyaksata eva (450, 7); Tib. maon sum #iid kyis [D: kyi P] (25b8). Direct perception here means
self-cognition (svasamvedana). Cf. PV I 123: pratyaksam kalpanapodham pratyaksenaiva sidhyati [
pratyatmavedyah sarvesam vikalpo namasamsrayah //. “It is understood by direct perception itself that
direct perception is free from conception. All beings internally cognize conception as being based on a
name.” Cf. also PS I 7ab; and NB I 10.

57  anubhavasiddhatvat M [Tib. fiams su myon bas grub pa’i phyir ro 25b8-26all: anusiddhatvat KS
(450, 8). Another possible reading of the passage is as follows: ... because conception [of such a nature]
is established by the direct experience of all living beings.

58 No translation of asau in the Tibetan.

59  idtikartavyata (450, 9); 'di ltar bya ba [P: only bya ba D] (26al).
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this (coneeption).
// TS 1215 //%

Previous existence (means) previous birth. There one had repeated acquaintance
with (the connection between) name and object, ie., practice with (the connec-
tion between) word® and object. There is a continuing presence, i.e., continuation,
of those residue impressions, i.e., capacity, which® are set down by this (repeated
acquaintance) on account of which (conception) exists in an infant too. This is why
even the (newborn child) is actually equipped with cognition connected with an
expression.’® Because he is linked with this conception, (the baby) becomes good
at, ie., skilled in, activities which are exemplified by smiling, crying, sucking the
breast, being pleased, etc.%* Therefore®, by these (activities) which are effects (of
conception,) conception as stated above, (viz., as associated with expression,) is
certainly inferred even in® an infant®” The same idea is expressed[by Bhartrhari]:

60 M 61b3-4: atitabhavanamarthabhavanavasananvayat / sadyojato ’pi yadyogad iti-
kartavyatapatuh [/ . Tib. P 55a6-7; D 45a3: 'das dus srid pa [P: par D] min don la [/ goms pa’i bag
chags rjes ‘jug phyir [/ skyes ma thag pa gan ’brel pas [/ 'di ltar bya Zes sgrin por ‘gyur //. A similar
discussion is found in NBT and PVinT (see nn. 64 and 69).

61 This paraphrase reveals that naman (name) and $abda (word) have the same connotation in this
context.

62 No translation of ya (450, 11) in the Tibetan.

63  tenabhilapini pratitis tasydapi bhavaty eva (450, 12); des na mnon par brjod pa can gyi[D: gyis P]
Ses pa de la [D: om. P] yan ‘gyur ba #iid yin no // (26a2-3).

64 Cf NBT 50, 1-51, 1: balo pi hi yavad dr§yamanam stanam sa evayam iti piarvadrstatvena na
pratyavamriati tavan noparatarudito mukham arpayati stane. “.. . for, even (in the case of) an infant,
as long as he does not identify the breast he is now looking at with the one which he has previously
seen in the form ‘This is identical with that !’ he does not stop crying to put himself to the breast.” Cf.
also TSop 278, 6-9: kutah punar balakasya kalpana siddheti cet. tatkaryasya pravrttyadilaksanasya
pradarsanat. tatha hi balako 'nguryadiparihare stanadau pravartate. “(Question:) But then how is
conception of an infant established ? (Answer:) By indicating the effect of that (infant’s conception)
which is characterized by his activities and so on. That is to say, an infant puts himself to (mother’s)
breast and so on, keeping away from her finger and so on.”

65 No translation of ato (450, 14) in the Tibetan.
66  balasyapi (450, 14); byis pa la [D: om. P] yan (26a4).

67 A syllogism using an effect as its reason could be formulated here as follows: He who is skilled in
activities has conception which is defined as cogntion associated with an expression as, for example, a
dumb person (miika)?; and an infant is skilled in activities as exemplified by smiling, crying, sucking the
breast, being pleased, etc. Cf. Tatparya 28, 12-14: atra prayogah. balo dharmi, parvaparadrsta-
karabhedagrahivikalpajfianayukta iti sadhyam, stane mukharpanad iti karyahetuh.

#Cf. NBTT 23, 2; TBh (in nn. 43 and 70); and SV, pratyaksa, v. 112¢ for balamakad;.
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All activities in the world are based on words. (Therefore) even an infant,
with his mental residues set down in his previous (birth), understands
these (activities).®8
Moreover, that (conception) comes about in these (infants) in a way that reveals
an object which is characterized as a word-sound (dhwvan:) in the form of vague
syllables (and) which exists only within (the mind) (antarmatraviparivartinam?!)
as if it were external, on account of this (conception the infants) in some later
period become skilled in the understanding of convention (samketa).”

(M 151a3; S 450, 19; K 368, 1; P 26a6; D 3al)
By the ({following verse the master) expresses again the establishment of con-

ception by means of direct perception:”

And that (conception) which is quite vividly understood at the time

68 Cited from VP I 129. For the text see n. 70.

69  sa punah sammircchitaksarakaradhvaniviSistam antarmatraviparivartinam [corr. by the Tibe-
tan below: antarmatravi’ MKS) artham bahir ivadarsayanti tesam samupajayate yaya pascat samketa-
grahanakusala bhavanti (450, 17-18). Cf. Tib. P 26a5-6; D 2b7-3al: yi ge dan rnam par ma phyed pa’i
rnam pa can de[P: te / D] yan sgra’i khyad par can nan tsam du yons su gsal ba phyi rol gyi don ita bur
te ston pa gan gis [D: gi P] phyis [D: phyir P] brda 'dzin pa la mkhas par ‘gyur ba de yan de dag la 7ie
bar skye ba yin no [/ (equivalent to *sa punah sammircchitaksarakara dhvanivisistam... (?)). My
translation follows the Sanskrit formulation.

Similar expressions are found in PVinT 49b4-5: sgra’i snan ba yan de la yod pa yin no Ze na. de la
skye ba gtan du goms pa las sgra’i rnam pa mi gsal ba yod dam med kyan run ste. .. (identical to DhPr
51, 17-8: sabdakaro ’pi tatrdsty eva . . . iti cet. astu tatra janmantarabhyasat mircchitah Sabdakarah . .
..; identified in Yaita 1984: 33); TSop (in n. 70); and TBh (in n. 43).

viparivartini kalpand_ahyi yayd pascat samketagrahanakusalo bhavati® Cf. TBh 12, 3-6: nanu
balamakadinam antarjalpakaram kalpanajfianam astiti kuto niscetavyam iti cet. vikalpakaryad
istanistopadanapariharat. drstam cedam karyam balamikadau, ipsitarthasvikaranam anipsitartha-
tyajanam nama (for the translation of the passage see Kajiyama 1966: 41).

2 Cf. kutah punar idrsi pratitih siddhety aha (449, 25).

>Ci. ato ‘naya karyabhitaya yathokta kalpana balasyapy anumiyata eva (450, 14).

°For the translation see n. 64.

< Cited in 450, 15-16. VP and TSP read yam instead of tam in pada c.

®sa punah sammircchitaksarakaradhvanivifistam antarmatraviparivartinam _artham bahir
tvadariayanti tesim samupajayate, yaya pascat sanketagrahanakusala bhavanti (450, 17-18; see also n.
69).

71  pratyaksatah (450, 19); mnon sum gyis [D: gyi P] (26a7).
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when one considers or reflects, etc., as if it were penetrated by words™

cannot be denied.
// TS 1216 //7

(M 151a4; S 450, 20; K 368, 4; P 26a7; D 3al)

By the (following verse the master) expresses the establishment of (concep-
tion) also by means of an effect as a logical indication (karyalingatah) which is
referred to as verbal activity (sabdavyavahara):

The fixed relation between word and object through a determination
by that (conception) is (indeed) erroneously (imputed). (But) if this
(conception) were nonexistent, this (fixed relation) (sa!) would not be
possible even if (it were) of such a kind (idrsy api!), (viz., erroneous,)
because other (external) things are not fit [as objeects of words].

/TS 1217 j/™

72 pada c (see n. 73) is based on VP I 131: na so ’sti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte / anuvid-
dham iva jhanam sarvam Sabdena bhasate [/ (bhasate is occasionally replaced by jayate, gamyate, or
vartate in citations). A similar expression is found in TSop 278, 5-6: tatpratibhasino ‘rthakarasyeccha-
dhinasamketanuvidhayina Sabdenabhidhatum Sakyatvatr. Cf (!). JTha 1937 (p. 616): “... cannot be set
aside by mere words”; i.e., Sabdair modifies pada d.

Apart from the context of TSP, the word sabdanuviddha generally tends to be referred to as a
characteristic of the savikalpakapratyaksa-theory mainly of the Vaiyakarana school as, for example, in
TBV 489, 2-3: atraha Vaiyakaranah — na vaksamsparsarahita kacit pratipattir asti, Sabdanuviddha-
as tasyah pratibhasanat, Prameya 39, 1-2: ye ’pi Sabdadvaitavadino nikhilapratyayanam Sabdanuvid-
dhatvenaiva savikalpakatvam manyate...; and TR 82, 14-15: ... sarvam eva Sabdanuviddham iti
Bhatta-Saiva-Vaiyakaranah.

73 M 61b4: cintotpreksadikale ca vispastam ya pravedyate / anuviddheva sa sabdair apa-
hnotum na sakyate //. Tib. (!) P 55a7-8; D 45a3-4: sems kyis dpyod [D: spyod P] sogs® dus su yan // de
ni rnam par gsal bar rtogs [/ sgra yis rjes rtogs de fiid la /| bsfion par nus pa ma yin no//.

According to the Tibetan, the verse seems to mean as follows: “And at the time of examination by
the mind, this (conception) is quite vividly understood and this very presence of the words cannot be
denied.” This Tibetan appears to be translated from *anvaya or * anugama instead of anuviddha and to
neglect the particle 7va which is substituted by eva (#id). Moreover, this confusion of iva with eva
occurs often in the Tibetan. For example, the same verse of Bhartrhari is translated into Tibetan in
PVinT (J ), TBh (Tib. ), TSP (Tib. ) e 225a7-8, and BAT 80, 24-27, among which the first two confuse
tva with eva.

2 Cf. Tib pratika 26a6: sems kyis [D: kyi P] dpyod sogs.

b PVinT (J) 219a6: sgra yi [D: sgra’i P] rjes gro ma gtogs pa’i // Ses pa ’jig rten na yod min /| Ses pa
rjes su bsgrubs pa 7iid [/ thams cad sgra du Ses par bya //; cf. pada cd: * anuviddham eva jhanam
sarvam Sabdena gamyate.

© TBh (Tib.) P 5762 (2e) 367b1-2: rtogs te ’jig rten na yod min /| sgra yi rjes ‘gro las géan gan /| Ses
pa thams cad sgra dan ni// rjes su ldan pa kho nar snan // (the position of pada a and pada b is
reversed in D); cf. pada cd: *anuviddham eva ... bhasate.

74 M 61b4-5: tasyas cadhyavasayena bhranta sabdarthayoh sthitih / anyayogad asat- /
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This is because (the master) previously” negated (the idea) that the fixed
relation between word and object is real and established that it is erroneously
(imputed). Then if this conception were nonexistent, then this fixed relation
between word and object would not be possible even if (it were) of such a kind,
viz., even if (it were) erroneous™, because that [relation between word and object]”
is established (tasya vyavasthanat')® by way of its [i.e., conception’s,]”® intention
(abhiprdaya) and because it has [already] been explained that other external things
such as the particular (svalaksana)® are not fit as objects of words (vacya).

(M 151a5; S 451, 9; K 368, 11; P 26b2; D 3a3)
Isn’'t it the case that other (teachers)®, t00,%? assume that conception is

\\ tve ’syah sedrsy api® na sambhavet //. Tib. (") P 55a8; D 45a4: de yan nes pa med pa yi® // des
kyan mnon par fen pa las [/ ’khrul pa’i sgra dan don du gnas // de dan ‘dra "an{P: yan D) mi srid do J/.
The Tib. pratika introducing the verse runs de las yan (26a7).

* sedrsy api KPaGa [cf. sa. .. idrsy api 450, 22} sadrsy api MS.

b pada a for Skt. pada c (?)
75 parvam MS (450, 21): parvair (i. e, “by previous [teachers]’) KPaGa. The word “previously” seems
to indicate the general contents of the previous chapter, Sabdarthapariksa (e. g., TS 870). See also n. 274.

76  Passage 450, 21-23 is translated into English by Franco (1987: 448 n.210) in connection with a
passage of TUS.

77  “That” (tasya(s) 450, 23; see also n. 78) is taken to mean the “fixed relation between word and
object” (Sabdarthavyavastha). The word is commented upon as “Sabdarthasya” in the margin of M. In
that case, however, the sentence should be read as follows: “This is because word and object are not
established (tasya + avyavasthanat) by way of conception’s intention.”

78  tasya vyavasthanat [Tib. de rnam par géag pa’i phyir 26bl}: tasydvyavasthanatr KS (450, 23). See
also n. 77.

79  “Its” (tad- 450, 23) is commented upon as “= kalpana”’ in the margin of M. Cf. PV I 70ab: tasya
abhiprayavasat samanyam sat prakirtitam /. “The universal is (erroneously) stated to be real by way of
its (i. e, conception’s buddhi) intention.”

80 This does not necessarily mean that Kamalasila here regards the particular definitively as external
objects because it possibly also has a meaning in the following sense: All others, even if one hypotheti-
cally takes them as external objects such as the particular, are not fit as the objects of words.

81 It is likely that this is a reference to other Buddhist interpreters of Digniga’s definition
(namajatyadiyojand kalpana) who were biased against Dharmakirti’'s definition (abhilapini pratitih
kalpana). This is pointed out by Franco (1984: 390-391; 398 n. 5; and 1987: 437-438 n. 186). The idea of
Franco which I would like to follow is very interesting as a working hypothesis, especially when we
take into consideration the evidences of other texts. For instance, it is likely that Dignaga’s idea still
prevailed for centuries after Dharmakirti as suggested from the fact that Jinendrabuddhi wrote a com-
mentary on PSV; and Jitari took up Dignaga’s idea as the definition of conception almost at the last
stage of the pramana tradition of Buddhism (for the passage see n. 5 above).

82 The exact sense of api (451, 9) is not clear. The function of this particle seems quite different
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(defined) not only as cognition associated with an expression®® but also as capable
of the connection with a genus, a quality, an action, etc.3* Why is this (latter kind
of conception) not to be included?

(In order to answer this objection the master) states:

Other (teachers) uphold conception as also capable of the connection
with a genus, etc. (However) this (kind of conception) is not suitable
because a genus, ete., is denied and because it is not perceived.

J/ TS 1218 J/%

And because . . . not perceived is correlated with a genus, etc,, [as its subject,] and
this (reason) is stated as a refutation [of their assumption] on the condition that a
genus, etc., is (hypothetically) accepted (by them as real).

(M 151a5; S 451, 13; K 368, 17; P 26b4; D 3a5)
By the (following verse the master) supports the very (point that a genus, etc.,)

\ from another usage of api on the next line (451, 10) which corresponds to the same particle in TS
1218b. In the above translation I interpret the passage of objection not as a real quotation but as an
assumed objection uttered by Kamalasila himself.

Another possible interpretation of the passage is as follows: “(Objection:) Other teachers, too,
assume that conception is (defined) not only as cognition associated with an expression but also as
capable of the connection with a genus, a quality, an action, etc. Why isn’t this (latter kind of concep-
tion) not to be included (in your definition)?” In this case, “other teachers” (anye) must mean those
teachers referred to by those who make this objection, and “too” (api) has the sense of “not only the
objector himself but also other teachers”; consequently, the sense of anye in TSP cannot be the same as
that in TS in this interpretation. Cf. Eng. tr. by Franco 1984: 391.

83  abhilapinim pratitim kalpanam (451, 9), mnon par brjod pa can gyi [P: gyis D] Ses pa rtog [corr.:
rtogs PD) par (26b2).

84 It is very interesting, as Franco (1984: 394) points out, that name (naman) is not mentioned here.
This reveals that they might have regarded abhilapini pratitih of Dharmakirti as more or less identical
with namakalpana in Dignaga’s definition. Moreover, this identification of ndman with abhilapa is also
traced in Santaraksita / Kamalasila’s own idea (see Introduction, p. 48). It is quite presumable that, in
some period after Dharmakirti, there appeared some thinkers in a Buddhist party who upheld
Dharmakirti’s definition of conception, on the one hand, and still hesitated to thoroughly abandon
Dignaga’s definition, on the other. As mentioned below (see nn. 92 and 94; cf. n. 121), similar Buddhist
ideas are found in other texts where they refer to the five kinds of conception which originate from
Dignaga.

85 M 61b5: jatyadiyojanayogyam apy anye kalpanam viduh / sa jatyader apastatvad
adrstes ca na samgata //. Tib. P 55a8-bl; D 45a4-5: rigs la sogs dan ‘byor ’os la // rtog pa yan na
géan gyis Ses [/ rigs la sogs pa de bsal [P: gsal D] phyir // mi snan bas ni* mi ‘thad do //. C{f. Jap. tr. in
Tosaki 1979a: 234 n. 70. The verse is analyzed in Franco 1984: 398 n. 6.

2 Tib. pratika: mi snan phyir na (26b3).
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is not perceived:

Insofar as a genus, etc., is not perceived and [— even if it did exist —]
its connection [with the substratum] does not manifest itself — as, for
example, in (the mixture of) milk and water, etec. — how is it possible
to connect it with the object?

/) TS 1219 /%

And ... as, for example, in (the mixture of) milk and water, ete. (ksirodakadi-
vac ca)® (means the following): As long as milk and water, etc. — being mixed —
do not appear as distinguished (from each other), it is not possible to connect
them.? In the same way a genus, etc.,, — even if it did exist®® — insofar as it does
not appear as distinguished® from the substratum (asraya), it is not possible [to
connect it] with its?! substratum.

86 M 61b5-6: jatyadinam adrstatvat tadyogapratibhasanat / ksirodakadivac carthe ghata-
na ghatate katham //. Tib. P 55b1-2; D 45a5: rigs la sogs rnams mi snan bas® // de dan 'brel pa mi
snan phyir /| chu dan ‘o ma sogs ‘dra [D: 'da P na® /| don la sbyor ba ji ltar ‘grub //. Cf. Jap. tr. in
Tosaki 1979a: 237 n. 78; and Eng. tr. in Franco 1987: 499 n. 298 (cf. also Franco 1984: 398 n. 9).

In the Tibetan above, the syntax of the two ablative clauses is not clear. The first ablative (m: snan
bas; i.e., adrstatvat) might be the reason for the second ablative (de dan ‘brel pa mi snan phyir, ie.,
tadyogapratibhasanat). However, the Sanskrit reveals through “and” (ca), which is omitted in the
Tibetan, that both ablatives are equally the direct reasons for arthe ghatana ghatate katham. Besides,
ghatana ghatate is a kind of play on words: ghatana is a synonym of yojana, and ghatate is para-
phrased by $akyate in TSP.

2 Tib. pratika: rigs la sogs pa mi ‘dod pas [P: // added D] (26b4).

b Tib. pratika: chu dan ‘o ma la sogs bin // (26b4-5).

87  The source of the illustration is PVin I 44, 11-14: rigs dan yon tan dan bya ba dan ldan pa dag ni
'di la mi srid pa #iid do [/ ran btin thadad pa dan ’brel pa dag mi snan bas sbyor ba mi rigs pa’i phyir
dan / de ltar rtogs pa med pa’i phyir / chu dan ‘o ma dag bfin no // (Skt. jatigunakriyavatam etan na
sambhavaty eva, rapavivekasambandhayor apratibhasanena ghatanayogat, ksirodakavad atadvedini
Steinkellner 1972: 202). The example ksirodaka is also used in TUS 246, 15-16. For an exposition of the
example see Frauwallner 1958: 335; Vetter 1966: 103 Anm. 18; and Franco 1987: 499-500 n. 298.

88 Cf. Tib. rnam par gtag [D: bZag P] par (26b5) instead of ghatana (451, 14).

89  For jatyadinam sattve pi (451, 15) the Tibetan reads rigs la sogs pa rnams ’brel pa yod pa yin na
yan (26b5-6; “even if the connection with a genus, etc., did exist”).

90 The word vivekena is based on PV Il 146b-d: ... jatyader vivekenanirapanat / tadvata yojana
nasti kalpanapy atra nasty atah //. “Because a genus, etc., is not ascertained as distinct (from the
substratum of the genus, etc, ) there is no connection with the possessor of that (genus, etc. ) By this
reason there is no conception with regard to this (genus-possessor, etc).” See also PVin in n. 87.

91  tadasrayena (451, 15) is a tatpurusa compound. It is translated into Tib. as rten de dan (26b6) as a
karmadharaya compound.
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(M 151a6; S 451, 17; K 368, 23; P 26b6; D 3a6)

(Opponent:) If that is the case, conception is not to be (defined) as the connec-
tion with a genus, etc. Why then did the author of the definition, (i.e., Dignaga,)
state that the connection with a name, a genus, etc., is conception (namajatyadi-
yojana kalpana, PS 1 3d)?%?

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

In order to indicate the object to be rejected and the one to be
accepted (heyopadeyavisaya) by stating the two items, (i.e., the con-
nection with a name and the connection with a genus, ete., Dignaga)
stated this conception in two ways, that which is known well (respect-

ively) to his own party and to the opponents.
/TS 1220 //%

Here (the opject) to be rejected (means) conception as the connection with a
genus, etc., which is known well to the opponents, and (the object) to be accepted
(means) conception as the connection with a name, etc., which is known well to
his own party. In order to show all this, both kinds of conception are indicated (in
the expression namajatyadiyojana).®

92 The key phrase namajatyadiyojana is variously interpreted in the subsequent discussion in the
text. I take the compound here simply as tatpurusa. The Tibetan (26b7) reads as follows: min dan rigs
sogs dan ’brel pas [D: / added P] rtog [corr.: rtogs PD] pa. “Owing to the connection of a name and a
genus, etc, [it is called] conception.” The source of the expression is PS 1 3d: namajatyadiyojana. Cf.
PSI (V). min dan rigs sogs su sbyor ba’o, and PS 1 (K): min dan rigs sogs bsres pa’o (Hattori 1968:
176-177). Further, Dignaga’s definition is cited or referred to in the following texts:

1. Cited correctly as namajatyadiyojana in NV, 207, 19-20 (see n. 94); NBha 176, 15-16 (the
word is paraphrased by namadisamsarga); DhPr 42, 10; and TAV 53, 29.

2. Cited as jatyadiyojana in PVT (R) 62a2-3; PPaii 138, 1; NSi 138, 7; and NVV 520, 3-4.

3. Cited as namajatyadikalpana in HTU 272, 23.

4. Referred to in other form: namajatigunakriyadravyasvarapapannavastvantaraniriapana-
nusmaranavikalpana in NC 59, 2-60, 1, using also Vaibhasika’s definition, i.e., nirapananusmaranavikal-
penavikalpakah in AK I 33ab. Cf. also TAV 55, 14-17; and TUS 182, 5-6 (gunacalanajatyadivisesotpa-

ditam vijAianam kalpana).

93 M 61b6: heyopadeyavisayakathanaya dvayoktitah | paraparaprasiddheyam kalpana
dvividhodita //. Tib. P 55b2; D 45a5-6: blan dan dor ba’i yul dag ni // bstan pa’t phyir na giiis gsuns
te // bdag dan gfan la ’di ‘grub pa’i // rtog pa rnam giiis gsuns pa yin® //.

2 Tib. pratika: gfiis su bsad pa’i phyir (27al).

94  Here the author maintains a distinction between svaprasiddha (svamata, ie., namayojana) and
paraprasiddha (paramata; ie., jatyadiyojana). However, it is not likely that Santaraksita was the first
propounder of this distinction. Uddyotakara also introduces Dignaga’s definition, separating naman ,/
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How is it understood? Hence (the master) states, “by stating the two items.”
(That is to say) name-genus-etc. (ndmajatyadi) (means) a “name” and a “genus,
etc.” (and the whole compound means) the connection of them.® In this way the
two groups are stated (in the one compound). Otherwise (the expression) would
have been formulated only as “the connection with a name, etc.,” or “the connection
with a genus, etc.,” which, however, is not a complete enumeration (pariganana)
because (in that case) it would follow as an undesirable conclusion that the word
“etc.” is not effective %

(M 151a8; S 451, 24; K 369, 4; P 27a3; D 3b2)

(Opponent:) Isn't it the case that conception is a property of cognition
(jAanadharma), and what constitutes the main topic here is only the explanation
of (cognition’s) lacking of that (conception), because we are discussing perception,
and not the explanation of the lacking of a property of an object (arthadharma)?®’
The connection of a name and a genus, etc.,*® with their possessor (tadvadbhih)®

\ from jatyadi: atha keyam kalpana. namajatyadiyojana [NVy: namajatiyojaneti NVi). yat kila na
namnabhidhiyate na ca jatyadibhir vyapadi§yate visayasvarapanuvidhayi paricchedakam atmasam-
vedyam tat pratyaksam iti (NVy 130, 4-6, NV, 207, 19-21; cited in DhPr 42, 10-11). A similar idea is
found in NBha 176, 18-19: ... ity esa pancavidha kalpana parasiddhyodahrta, svamate tu sarvaiveyam
namakalpaneti. “. . . In this way these five kinds of conception are illustrated with reference to the other
[non-Buddhist] teachers’ well-established idea. In [Digniga’s] own idea, however, every conception
belongs to this name-conception.” Cf. also TAV 55, 14-5.

95 That is, the first half of the compound constitutes a dvandva, i.e., “name” and “genus, etc.” As for
the analysis of the whole compound, on the other hand, Kamalasila's explanation here in TSP on TS
1220 is quite simple (nd@ma ca jatyadayas ca namajatyadayas tesam yojana, 451, 21). This is because the
intention of TS 1220 is only to show the dvandwva structure of the first half.

96 A similar idea is expressed by Jinendrabuddhi in PST 21a3-4: min ni sogs pa’i sgras bsdus na yan /
rigs la sogs pa rnams dan nus pa mtshuns pa ma yin pa’i phyir logs su byas pa’o [/ nus pa mishuns pa ma
yin pa 7iid ni min la yod pa #id [D: #iad P) kyi phyir dan / rigs la sogs pa rnams ni de las bzlog pa’i
phyir te / rigs la sogs pa rnams yons su brtags pa yin gyi de kho na #iid du yod pa rnams ma yin no //.
“Even though a ‘name’ could be implied in the word ‘etc.” its syntactical implication is not the same (as
that of a genus, etc. ), so that a (name) should be distinguished. The difference between their syntactical
implications (is realized by the following points:) A name does certainly exist, whereas a genus, etc., is
different from that; a genus, etc,, is a conceptually assumed thing and does not exist in reality.” For a
Skt. reconstruction of the passage see Jambuvijaya 1966: 101 (in the section Dignagaviracitah sva-
vrttiyuktah Pramanasamuccayah) n. 9.

97  Cf. The Tibetan structure of nanu... (451, 24f. ): ‘on te... don gvi chos dan bral bar bstan pa ni
ma yin pa yin nam [D: na P] (27a3-4).

98  Cf. Tib. min dan rigs la sogs pa ni min dan rigs la sogs pa de dan ldan pa dan sbyor ba gan yin pa
(27a4) instead of namajatyadinam ca ya yojana tadvadbhih (451, 25).

99 The word tadvat means the individual as a substratum of a genus, etc. It is used, for example, in
PS V 9c¢c-10a and PV II 146b-d.
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is a property of an object'® and not of cognition. Therefore, the author of the
definition!® (Dignaga) stated a pointless matter.!%?
Expecting to be criticised in this way (the master) states:!%

Indicating the immediate cause of [conception] itself this “connection
with a name [and a genus,] ete.” occurs (in one’s mind). Therefore
(Dignaga’s definition) is not off the point.

// TS 1221 /104

The immediate, i.e., direct, cause (nimitta) is the cause (karana) of that (concep-
tion); that (cause) is cognition associated with an expression ; and this (cognition) is
thus called connection because it arises as if it were two things schematically
arranged.’® [However, in reality] nothing connects anything because (in their ulti-
mate nature) all elements of existence (being instantaneous) are devoid of function
(nirvyapara).t%

Indicating that (immediate cause)!? (is realized) in two ways.!® That (concep-
tion) by means of which (yatah)'® there is a connection with a name [and a genus,]

100 Tib. don gyi chos yin gyi (27a4) for arthagato dharmah (451, 25-26).

101 laksanakarasya (451, 26) is translated into Tib. as mtshan fiid byed pa (27a5) and not as mitshan
7iitd mdzad pa. This might be related with the fact that the word appears in an opponent’s idea.

102 The distinction between jiianadharma and arthadharma here seems to be related to the discus-
sion in PVin I v. 4, especially in PVin I 40, 15-17. For similar dicussions see PVinT 51a7-8 and PST
21a8-bl. Cf. NBT in n. 41.

103 Skt. pratika runs namadiyojana ceyam iti (452, 7) without -adi after itz, though it certainly
indicates the whole verse. The Tibetan (27a5) is also without -adi.

104 M 61b6-62al: namadiyojana ceyam svanimittam anantaram [ akspya vartate yena tena
naprastutabhidha//. Tib. () P 55b2-3; D 45a6: min la sogs dan sbyor [D: sbyer P] byed 'di’i [/ ran gi
rgyu mtshan de ma thag // gan gis ‘phag par gnas gyur pa [/ des na gnas skabs min brjod min //.

105 “The two things” (vastudvaya 452, 8) here means “name” and “genus, etc.,” but it is not clear why
they are called wastu which is often used to denote a real entity. A possible interpretation regarding this
point is as follows: A name and a genus, etc., are — even though nothing is connected in reality —
connected as if (cf. akara “appearance”) they were two real things. The fact that the opponent assumed
here is a realist might also have something to do with this problem.

106 nirvyaparatvat sarvadharmanam (452, 9-10). It is a secondary usage of PSV on PS I 9d:
nirvyapara hi sarvadharmah (Hattori 1968: 182-183; 107 n. 1. 66).

107 “That” (tasya 452, 10) is commented upon as nimittasya in the margin of M.

108 “In two ways” (dvabhyam prakarabhyam 452, 10) is commented upon as “in terms of conception
of a name and in terms of conception of a genus, etc.” (ndmakalpanato jatyadikalpanata$ ca) in the
margin of M.
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etc., is called as such, (viz., as the connection with a name and a genus, etc.).
Further, (this is virtually) a bdahuvrihi compound — even though the substrata [of
“name and genus, etc.,” and of “connection”] are different (vaiyadhikaranya) —
because [the compound] is an indicator (gamaka) [of conception]'"! or because the
effect is metaphorically attributed to its cause.’*? The motive (prayojana)'®® of (the
employment of) metaphorical attribution is to point out the nature of the cause of
the effect (in question) distinguished!!4 from all the other (irrelevant) causes.

(M 151b2; S 452, 14; K 369, 16; P 27b1; D 3b6)

Alternatively,'’5 “connection” rather (means that) that (cognition) by which a
name and a genus, etc., are connected (yojyate ’‘nayeti yojana). The compound
being constructed as “that which connects a name, a genus, etc.,”'1 (conception thus

109 That is, the compound is explained as an ablative relation; i.e., n@amajatyadiyojana originates from
kalpana. Cf. Franco 1984: 393.

110 namadinam MKS (452, 10) [cf. Tib. min la sogs pa 27a8). tabhyam PaGa.

111 The passage gamakatvad vaiyadhikaranye pi ca bahuvrihih (452, 11) seems to mean as follows:
The compound ramajatyadiyojand is analyzed to be a bahuvrthi compound because it has a function
to indicate kalpana The author draws readers’ attention here to the grammatical point that this com-
pound belongs to a rather special kind (cf. the employment of ap:) of bahuvrihi called vaiyadhi-
karanyabahuvrihi, where the substrata of the former factor (i.e., namajatyadi) and of the latter factor
(i.e., yojana) of the compound are different and therefore their case-endings are different when the
compound is analyzed (i.e, namajatyadinam [gen)] yojana [nom.]), unlike a normal compound called
samanadhikaranyabahuvrihi such as the word “bahuvrihi” itself which is analyzed appositionally as
bahavo vrithayo yatra (cf. Abhyankar/Shukla 1977: 283 and 370). A similar reference to this kind of
compound is found in Karnakagomin’s commentary on the word prakrtasakti in the second introduc-
tory verse of PV . prakrtasaktih prakrtani bahih$astrani tatra saktir yasyeti, gamakatvad vyadhi-
karano bahuvrithih. prakrta va saktir yasyeti samanadhikarana eva (PVSVT 3, 8-9).

112 That is, conception is the cause, and the connection with a name and a genus, etc, is the effect.
The expression karane karyopacarat is used in NB III 2, and the usage of wpacara in this way in the
Buddhist logico-epistemological tradition is traced back to Digniga as, for example, in PSV (K) 124b4
on PS I 1ab.

113 For examples of the necessity of a motive as the basis for the employment of metaphorical
attribution see PVSV 1, 12-15 (identical to HB 1*, 6-8) and Steinkellner 1967b: 84-85 Anm. 6.

114  viSistakaryakarinah (452, 12); khyad par can gyi [D: gyis P] ’bras du byed pa’i (27bl).

115 atha va (452, 14), rnam pa gcig tu na (27bl).

116 This reveals that the compound namajatyadiyojana is a genitive tatpurusa (i.e., namajatyadinam
yojana), and the word yojana, derived from the causative of verb v/ yuj, means an instrument or a
means to connect a name and a genus, etc. I think that this interpretation of the compound is valid
throughout the subsequent discussions and is the final answer to this issue. I do not agree with Franco

(1984: 393) who considers that the compound is an instrumental bahuwvrihi. Further, Jinendrabuddhi
also seems to understand the meaning of yojana not as a mere connection but as the thing by which
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explained was) indicated [by Dharmakirti] to be that very cognition associated with
an expression (abhilapiny eva pratitih), so that there is no misinterpretation (in his
words). This (etymological explanation the master) shows (in the following verse):

Alternatively, this [construction of the compound is to be explained
as follows]: “A name, a genus, etc., are all connected by this (con-
nection).” A conception explained in such a way is stated [by Dharma-
kirti] as a cognition associated with an expression (abhilapini
pratitih).

/TS 1222 /w7

(M 151b2; S 452, 17; K 369, 20; P 27b3; D 3b7)
By the (following half verse the master) states another reply (to the
opponent):118

Alternatively, what is stated (by Dignaga) is just only conception that

is established in his own opinion. ..
// TS 1223ab //119

(Opponent:) If this is the case,'® how are the following passage in the Vrtti (viz,,
PSV) by the master (Dignaga to be) interpreted?:
In the case of arbitrary words, a thing is expressed being distinguished by
a name (as, for example,) Dittha. In the case of genus-words, (a thing is
expressed being distinguished) by a genus (as, for example,) cow (go). In
the case of quality-words, (a thing is expressed being distinguished) by a

\\ the object possessed of a name, a genus, etc., is connected. Cf. PST 21a4-6: min dan rigs la sogs pa
rnams kyi sbyor ba ni min dan rigs sogs sbyor ba ste /... min la sogs pa rnams de dan ldan pa’i don dan
gan gis sbyor bar byed yan dag par sre[D: sri P] bar byed pa’i Ses pa de rtog pa’o //. “The connection of
a name and a genus, etc, is the meaning of namajatyadiyojana. ... Conception is that cognition by
which that name, etc, is connected, [i.e.,] mingled, with an object which is possessed of (that name, etc.)”

117 M 62al - 2: namajatyadayah sarve yojyante vanayeti sa [ tathokta kalpana prokta
pratitir abhilapini //. Tib. (!) P 55b3-4; D 45a6-7: min dan rigs sogs rnams kyi ‘am® // yan na 'di la
de sbyor bas // brjod pa dan ldan Ses pa de // rtog par brjod ces gsuns pa yin //.

& Tib. pratika: yan na min dan rigs sogs kun (27b2-3).
118 pariharantaram MK: pariharantam S (452, 17).
119 M 62a2: yad va svamatasiddhaiva kevala kalpanodita /. Tib. P 55b4; D 45a7: yan na brjod
pa ’ba’ Zig fiid [/ bstan pas ran gi ‘dod pa grub //.

120 That is, “If the compound namajatyadikalpana is expressed only from Digniga’s own standpoint
as stated in TS 1223ab.”
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quality (as, for example,) white (Sukla). In the case of action-words, (a
thing is expressed being distinguished) by an action (as, for example,) a
cook (pacaka). In the case of substance-words, (a thing is expressed being
distinguished) by a substance (as, for example,) a staff-bearer (dandin) or
a horn-bearer (visanin).*!
For by this passage it is elucidated respectively that an object which is connected
also with qualifiers such as a genus, etc., is explained.
Hence, (in order to answer this, the master) states:

... because “a thing is expressed being connected with, [i.e., distin-
guished by,}'2 a name” should be (syntactically) connected in all cases.
/) TS 1223¢d /)12

In all cases (means not only in the case of arbitrary words) but also in the case of
genus-words, etc. The following is meant: Just as when arbitrary words are
employed (prayujyamanesu!)** a thing is expressed being distinguished by a name,
in the case of genus-words, etc.!® —such as a cow, etc. —a thing is (also) ex-
pressed being distinguished by a name. In this way this (expression, i.e., “a thing is
expressed as distinguished by a name,”) should be (syntactically) connected with all
the sentences (of PSV, the text in question).1%

(M 151b4; S 453, 4; K 370, 3; P 27b8; D 4a4)

(Opponent:) If this is the case, [viz., if the phrase “a thing is expressed as
distinguished by a name” is correlated with all the five cases], how will the further
instrumental, (namely,) “by a genus,” “by a quality,” “by an action,” or “by a sub-

121 PSV on PS I 3d. Cf. Eng. tr. in Hattori 1968: 25; and Franco 1984: 397. Citations and secondary
usages of this passage are also found in the following texts: NVT; 130, 19-21 (Hattori 1968: 83 n. 1. 27);
and NBha 176, 16-19. Cf. NPV 35, 12-15; NM 240, 9-11; Kas 254, 15-17; NCV 60, 4-12; TAV 55, 8-9;
and TRD 38, 21-39, 3.

122 As pointed out by Franco (1984: 400 n. 19), the word yukta is no more than a substitution for
viSista for metrical reasons.

123 M 62a2: sarvatra namna yukto 'rtha ucyata iti yojanat //. Tib. P 55b4-5; D 45a7: thams cad
du yan min dan don [/ sbyor bas sbyor ba fes gsuns so //.

124  yathd yadrcchasabdesu prayujyamanesu namna viSisto ‘rtha ucyate M [cf. Tib. ji ltar ‘dod rgyal
ba’i sgra sbyor ba dag la min gi khyad par can gyi don brjod pa 27b6-T). prayujyamanesu om. KS (452,
22-23).

125 jatyadisabdesu (452, 23); rigs la sogs pa’i sgra dag las (27b7).

126 In this interpretation a name (ndman) must mean a word (Sabda) because it is applied to all the
five categories.
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stance,” be (syntactically) connected?
(In order to answer this, the master) states:

On the other hand, their usefulness is known through these, (i.e.,
a genus, ete.), because they are (syntactically connected) by the
instrumental case.

// TS 1224ab /'

(That is to say,) a thing, being distinguished by a name by means of a genus which
is an instrument (karanabhita), is expressed (as, for example,) “cow.” Likewise, (a
thing is expressed being distinguished by a name) by means of a quality, etc,, (as,
for example, “white,” etc.) In this way their usefulness is known through these,
(i.e., a genus, etc.), because they are (syntactically) connected by the instru-
mental case.

(Opponent:) If this is the case, how should (this way of interpretation of PSV)
be (syntactically) connected in the fundamental text (siitra), ie., the “name-genus-
etc. connection” (namajatyadiyojana, PS 1 3d)?

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

The meaning which results [from this interpretation] is [that that
which connects] a name through the medium of a genus, ete., is this,
(i.e., the compound “name-genus-ete. connection” as conception).

/TS 1224ed /)12

The word “connection” should be added. By the word this (seyam ity anena !)'?
(the master) indicates conception which is to be understood by necessity of the
compound. That means that that which connects through the medium of a genus,
etc., is (the meaning of) “genus-etc. connection,” (and) that which connects a name
through the medium of a genus, etc., is (the meaning of) this “name-genus-etc.
connection.”'® This results as the meaning of the compound (from the inter-

127 M 62a2: tais tu karanavibhaktya saphalyam anubhayate /. Tib. P 55b5; D 45a7-bl: des ni
byed pa’i byed tshig fiid /| 'bras bu dan bcas Ses par bya //. The Tib. pratika for tais tu reads 'di yis
(28b8-29a1).

128 M 62a2-3: namno jatyadibhih seyam ity artho ‘dhyavatigtate //. Tib. P 55b5; D 45bl: min
dan rigs la sogs rnams kyis // de yi Ses [D: Zen P] bya’t don du gnas //.

129 seyam ity anena [cf. Tib. 28a3: 'di fes bya ba 'dis ni]: seyam iti / anena KS (453, 9). This possibly
means seyam ity anena Sabdena (or vacanena).

130 That is, from this viewpoint conception is that (cognition) which connects a name (ie., a word,)
through the medium of a genus, etc.
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pretation of PSV, the text in question).

(M 151b6; S 453, 12; K 370, 13; P 28a5; D 4a7)

(Opponent:) If that is the case, (your) establishment [of the definition of con-
ception] is too narrow (avyapin), because there is no basis for application (pravrtti-
nimitta), such as a genus, in the case of arbitrary words.!

Expecting to be criticized in this way, (the master) states:

Moreover, this (definition) should not be considered to be too narrow

because there actually exists a genus denoted by arbitrary words.
// TS 1225abe //132

The following is meant: Words such as “Dittha”'® that are regarded as arbitrary
words [denoting the person Dittha, etc.,] cannot — while accompanying him from
birth to the moment of death — denote that reality (wastx) in its unique difference
which differs through the variations of each moment;!* they are (therefore) applied
(only) to denote the genus inherent!® in that reality which is [conceptually] deter-
mined within the limits of a long span of time, for otherwise how could (such
words) which are conventionally accepted as referring to a part of reality that is
determined by a certain stage (of life) such as childhood impart also the reality that

131 I cannot trace this objection in other texts, but the idea that arbitrary words do not have a basis for
application might be relevant to the following passages: yadrecha nama yasati pravrttinimitte ‘rtha-
gatam pravartakam nivartakam va niyamahetum antarena pravartate nivartate va sa yadrcchd
(MBhD 59, 9-10; Tanizawa 1987: 41); and sa [= kalpana) dvividha samasatah; yadrcchiki naimittiki ca.
namagrahanad yadrecchiki, jatyadigrahandc ca naimaittiki grhita. nimittanirapeksam nama yadrcchi-
kam “Dittho” “Davitthah” ityadi...(NCV 60, 4-6). Also, Hattori (1968: 85 n. 1. 28) summarizes Jinen-
drabuddhi’s idea on the concept of Sabdapravrttinimitta.

132 M 62a3: yadrechasabdavacyaya jateh sadbhavato na ca | avyaptir asya mantavya pra-
siddhes tu prthaksrutih [1225a-d]. Tib. (!) P 55b5-6; D 45b1l: ‘dod rgyal sgra yi brjod bya ba’i® //
‘di yi ma khyab par Ses bya /| so so’i sgrar ni rab tu grub[P: ‘grub D //. This Tib. does not make sense
; a translation corresponding to Skt. pada b (jateh sadbhavato na ca) is lacking.

2 Tib. pratika: ‘dod rgyal sgra yis [D: pa added P] brjod par bya la (28a6).

> Tib. pratika: rab tu grags phyir (28b8).

133 The Tibetan has kho bo (28a6), i.e., *aham, instead of Dittha.

134 pratiksanabhedabhinnam asadharanabhedena vastu gamayitum asaktah (453, 15-16). Cf. Tib.
(28a7) skad cig re re’i dbye bas tha dad pa thun mon ma yin pa’i dnos po tha dad par go bar mi nus pa
rnams (ie., *pratiksanabhedabhinnam asadharanam vastu bhedena gamayitum asaktah (?)). I do not
follow the Tibetan because ‘bhinnam asadharanam is a tautology.

135 The usage of the word “inherent” (samaveta) does not necessarily mean that it is a non-Buddhistic
theory; it is occasionally used in a Buddhist context; e.g., NBT 38, 4-5; and DhPr 39, 14-17.
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is specified by (another) stage (of life) such as old age?!3

Some people hold the opinion'¥ that a body is not momentary — then what is
it? — but is constituted of (different stages) at different times (of life). Also to them
it is established that there appears an utterly, ever different substance (anyad
anyadravyam ) [ — viz,, a living body undergoes, so to speak, metabolic change —
] in (each) different stage (of life) because of the connection of (the body) with the
waning parts!® or because of the waning of the parts'®® with the lapse of time.
[Therefore there is no such one and the same body denoted by the words applied to
it at different times, and a genus should be maintained as the object of such arbit-
rary words.]

In the case of the theory of transformation (parinatidarsane!), " too, that
reality which is connected with a certain stage (of life), [say stage A,] is maintained
as the object of a word for that (stage), and once some other stage than (that stage
A) is approached (avasthantarasamasraye!),'*! that very reality (in stage B) could

136 ... niriadhah katham vrddhadyavasthopahitabhedam api vastu pratipadayeyuh (453, 17-18). Cf.
Tib. (28a8-bl)... yod pa ji ltar rgan po la sogs pa’i gnas skabs kyi khyad par ston par ‘gyur, ie., the
Tibetan omits niridhah, upahita, api, and vastu.

137 Itis not clear who is the propounder of this opinion. It seems that the view is related to the theory
of a whole (avayavin) and its parts (avayavas) and consequently to the theory of causality in terms of
the non-existence of an effect before its production (asatkaryavada) because Kamalasila concludes that
there should appear a new substance, i.e., a new body, each time that the parts change on the wane. If
that is the case, it could be related with a theory by the Nyaya and the Vaisesika schools. However, in
Kamalasila’s context a new body seems to be regarded not as a whole but only as a part of the body-
continuum through one’s life. I do not find the theory of a whole and its parts in this temporal aspect in
texts of the Nyadya and Vaisesika schools.

138 ‘avayavasambandhad MK: ‘avayasambandhad S (453, 20).

139  yathakalam apaciyamanavayavasambandhad avayavapacayad vanyad anya{MK: om. S] dravy-
am avasthabhedesv iti siddham (453, 20-21). Cf. Tib. (28b2) dus ji lta ba bZin du bsam pa’i [D: pa’ P]
yan lag dan ’brel pa’i phyir [P: / added D] gnas skabs tha dad dag tu rdzas géan dan g#an yin no Ses
bya bar grub po // (28b2); ie., the Tibetan has bsam pa’i (either *cintyamana (?) or, more likely, a
corruption of fiams pa’i) for apactyamana and omits a translation of avayavapacayad va.

The exact meaning of the passage is not clear to me, in particular the theoretical difference
between apaciyamdnavayavasambandhidd and avayavapacayad, the latter of which seems redundant.
Does it mean that the former alternative suggests the theory of a whole, whereas the latter is a theory
without the postulation of a whole?

140 I provisionally interpret this theory (parinatidarsana [MK: -dasana S (453, 22)}; yons su ‘gyur ba’i
Ita ba 28b2) as the one held by the Samkhya school. On this assumption, it would be closely related to
the theory of causality in terms of the existence of an effect before its generation (satkaryavada). Cf. n.
137. However, it might also be possible to interpret it not as the theory of the Samkhya school but as
the Buddhist parinamavada when the concept of continuum (samtana) is taken into account (cf. Hattori
1974: 125).

141 tata$ cavasthantarasamasraye M [cf. Tib. de lta yin dan gnas skabs géan la brten pa na 28b3}
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not be denoted by that word. (For example,) in the same way as the word “milk”
which has a specific capacity to denote fresh milk is not applied to [denote] curd, so
(a word applied) in the case of a body [which is once applied to denote that reality
in stage A] cannot be employed [to denote that reality] in other stages. Therefore a
genus must inevitably be maintained (avasyabhyupagantavya!)*'? [as the object of
words used to denote a person in all stages of his life].

Alternatively, [it is better to suppose that] genus, instead, is not real. Even in
that case the establishment [of our definition of conception] is not too narrow. That
is to say, those very differences which are the differences from what is not intended
[in a designation] are the (so-called) universal, so that the same differences!*? are in
all cases appropriated [as the object] by genus-words. Therefore it is certain!? that
even arbitrary words denote a genus.!** The same idea is expressed [by Bhartrhari}:

When a genus is the object of words, words require the genus [as
their object] and when [the individual functions as the object of arbit-
rary words,] words (require) that individual [as their object] just like
the genus, [viz., the individual is a being which has the same function
as a genus]. Therefore [in both cases] words [can be said to] express
the genus.!®®

(Opponent:) Then for what purpose did the author of the definition (Dignaga)
explain arbitrary words separately from genus-words?

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

However (Dignaga employed) separate statements [for arbitrary words

\ tata$ cavasthantaram samasrayeta KS (453, 23). Another possible interpretation of the passage is as
follows: “...and, therefore (fatas ca), once some other stage (B)is approached, ...”

141a ava$yabhyupagantavya MKPaGa: ava$yam abhyupagantavya S (453, 25). Cf. Tib. 28b4-5: gnod
mi za bar rigs khas blan bar bya'o //.

142 bheda eva MKS (454, 10) [cf. Tib. tha dad pa #nid 28b6} om. PaGa.

143 According to Shastri’s note ( S, p. 454, n. 4), the manuscripts Pa and Ga seem to wrongly omit the
passage from api (454, 11) to yadrcchasabda (454, 15) which is kept in MKS and Tib.

144  yadrechasabda api jatyabhidhayinah santu (454, 11). A similar idea is found in Helaréja’s com-
mentary on VP I 1. 12; in particular, VPP 26, 2-3: ... tasmaj jatim viSesam va pratipadayantah sarve
jatyabhidhayinah iti jatyabhidhanavyaptim nigamayati. “. .. Therefore, insofar as all (words) indicate
a genus or the individual, they denote the genus. In this way [the word atas in v. 12d] concludes (the
discussion of) the pervasion of the denotation of a genus.”

145  jatau padarthe jatir va viseso vapi jativat / Sabdair apeksyate yasmad atas te jativacinah /f (454,
13-14; cited from VP I 1. 12). Cf. Tib. 28b6-7: rigs n: tshig gi don yin na /| rigs sam [D: ma P] rigs ldan
khyad par ni// sgra yis byed ces gan gi phyir // de phyir de dag rigs rjod byed //, where jativat is
wrongly translated as rigs ldan (ie., *jativan).
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and genus-words] because (such separate statements) are widely

known to people.
/) TS 1225d //16

Words such as “cow” are widely known!¥” to people as genus-words, whereas
(words) such as “Citrangada” (are widely known)'*® as name-words (samjriasabda;
i.e, yadrcchasabda). This is why (Dignaga employed) separate words.

(M 152a3; S 454, 18; K 371, 4; P 29al; D 5al)
By the (following verse) the other party criticizes (the above idea):

(Opponent:) Isn’t it the case that [only one of the following alterna-
tives should be maintained: i.e.,] either only genus-words (should be
admitted by you) (jatisabdo ’stu!) because the object of (words) is the
exclusion of others (anyapoha), or only arbitrary words (should be

admitted) because (words) depend on the speaker’s intention?
// TS 1226 /)14

(M 152a3; S 454, 19; K 371, 7; P 29al; D 5al)
By the (following verse the master) replies:

You are right. The (reverend Dignaga) who is skilled in logic stated it
in this way, [i.e., through the employment of separate statements,
only] in conformity with the commonalty, for to just this extent words
follow the conventional path in this [definition of Dignaga).

/TS 1227 f/1%0

146 The text is presented in n. 132.
147 Tib. grags (29al) for pratitah (454, 16).
148 grags pa is added in the Tibetan (29al).

149 M 62a3-4: nanv anyapohavacyatvaj jatisabdo ’stu® kevalah / vivaksaparatantratvad
yadrechasabda® eva va //. Tib. P 55b6-7; D45b1-2: ‘o na brjod bya géan gsal phyir [/ rigs sgra *ba’
2ig yin pa ‘am [/ brjod ‘dod gfan dban gyur pa’i phyir [/ 'dod rgyal sgra fiid ma yin nam //.

2 jatiSabdo ’stu M: jatisabdas tu KS.

b yadrechasabda MKS: vivaksasabda PaGa.
150 M 62a4: satyam lokanuvrttyedam uktam nyayavidedrsam /iyan eva hi sabdo ’‘smin
vyavaharapatham gatah //. Tib. (") P 55b7; D 45b2: ’jig rten rjes ’brans[P: *bran D] 'di yod par // rigs
pa mkhyen pas gsuns pa yin [/ ‘di fiid tsam gyis [P: gyi D} sgra yis ni // ’dir ni tha sfiad lam du Zugs //,
where the translation of #drsam is omitted, and yod par for satyam (cf. also JHA 1937 (p. 623): “It is true
that...”). My interpretation of satyam in the sense of agreement with the opponent follows the Tib. /
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For to just this extent (means) the five kinds (of words) embodying the distinc-
tions of name-, genus-, quality-, action-, and substance-words.

(M 152a3; S 454, 21; K 371, 11; P 29a2; D 5a2)

(Opponent:) If what is intended is conception as established only in his own
opinion, then why did the master (Dignaga) afterwards separately explain concep-
tion established in his own opinion through the passage “Others maintain, on the
other hand, that a thing is expressed being distinguished only by words that are
empty of a real entity?” (PSV on PS I 3d)!5!

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

However a genus, etc., [as a real entity] is here, [i.e., in our system,]
not distinguished [from the individual] as [assumed] by the common-
alty. For the purpose of explaining this, (the master Dignaga) stated,
“Others (maintain), on the other hand, [that a thing is expressed being
distinguished only by words that are empty of a real entity].”

/TS 1228 //152

The following is meant: A genus, etc., as distinguished from an individual, such as
$abaleya (-cow), etc., does not exist in the real sense (paramarthikah !)'% but is
(only) a conventional being (samwvrta).’® For the purpose of teaching this, the
author of the definition (Dignaga) stated this (passage), and it is not for the purpose
of separately showing an additional kind of conception.

Others (in Digniga’s expression means) Buddhists.¥> By (words that) are
empty of a real entity (means) by those words which are independent of a genus,

\ pratika: bden te (fes bya ba la sogs pas) (29al-2).

2 Tib. prattka: ‘di ltar 'di tsam (29a2).
151 The passage is discussed by Hattori (1968: 25; 85-86 n. 1. 29) to which Franco (1984: 397) provides
the additional information that it is relevant to YS 1. 9 (Sabdajriananupari vastusinyo vikalpah ) in
terms of the wording.

152 M 62a4-5: te tu jatyadayo neha lokavad vyatirekinah / ity etatpratipattyartham anye tv
ityadi varnitam //. Tib. P 55b7-8; D 45b2-3: rigs sogs de yan ’jig rten bin [/ 'dir ni tha siiad yod ma
yin /| de dag 'di las rtogs bya’i phyir [/ g¢an du 'di skad gsuns pa yin [/.

153 paramarthikah MK: paramarthikah S (454, 24).

154 A similar expression is found in NM 240, 12-13: jatijatimator bhedo na kascit paramarthatah //
bhedaropanaripa ca jayate jatikalpana //. “In reality there is not any distinction between a genus and

its possessor, and the conception of a genus arises having a false imposition of that distinction as its very
nature.” Cf. also NMGBh 54, 15-16.

155 The passage is discussed by Hattori (1968: 85-86 n. 1. 29).
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etc., [as a reality] and refer to nothing but the exclusion (of others).15
This is the (correct) meaning of the master’s (Dignaga’s) sentence.

(M 152a4; S 455, 15; K 371, 20; P 29a7; D 5a5)

This conception (defined as) associated with an expression is not only
approved by us, it has to be accepted necessarily (avasyabhyupagantavya')'* also
by other (teachers), for otherwise the (whole) world could not be verbally desig-
nated. (In order to) show (this, the master) states:!5

Cognition associated with an expression has to be accepted necessarily
(also) by those who have recourse to conception as the connection with
a genus, ete. [1229]. Otherwise [even for these] there could be
(kalpate!) no conception because no connection exists on account of
the separation of the two things, being independent from each other,
as in the case of (two) connected things'® [1230], and likewise,
therefore,® absolutely nothing could thereby be verbally designated;
(in reality, however,) this (world) is considered to be verbally desig-
nated being firmly conjoined with factors such as a genus [1231].
“The connection with a genus, ete.,” [however,] does not logically
deviate from “the connecting of a word” (sabdayojana), [viz., the
former is pervaded by the latter]. In this sense the (words) “is ex-
pressed” (ucyate) are effective (in Dignaga’s explanations in PSV)

156 For apohamatra- (455, 13-14) the Tibetan reads gZan sel ba tsam (29a6-7); i.e., *anyapohamatra-.
157 - avasyabhyupagantavya MKPaGa: avasyam abhyupagantavya S (455, 15-16).

158 The Skt. pratika runs jatyadiyojanam yepiti (455, 16-17), but this must be understood in the sense
of jatyadiyojanam yepityadi|cf. Tib. 29a8: gan yan rigs sogs sbyor ba yi / [P: // D] Zes bya ba la sogs pa).

159 The exact meaning of the verse is not clear to me. I preliminarily understand it as follows:
“Otherwise [even for these] there could be no conception because no connection exists on account of the
distinction between the two [ — according to this assumption — real] things, [i.e., the reality and the
genus,] being independent from each other, as in the case of (two independent) things [which — for
example, only accidentally —] come into contact [with each other and between which there is no
samavaya-relation].” The Tibetan (see n. 161) omits the translation of yukzayor iva. The commentary on
this part in TSP runs as follows: “For otherwise, [i.e., if one did not accept distinction by word), because
no connection exists — as in the case of the recognition of many (separate) things being independent
from each other — there could not be a conception” (455, 19-20).

160 In the above translation I take tatas ca in pada b to mean “therefore”; ie., in consequence of the
assumption that conception as abhilapini pratitih is not maintained. Another possible interpretation of
the verse is as follows: “And, likewise (evam ca), absolutely nothing could thereby be verbally desig-
nated. Therefore, this (world) is considered ...”
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[1232].
// TS 1229-32 /!

Though conception is regarded (abhyupagatayam ')'%?> by other (teachers) also as
the connection with a genus, a quality, an action,'®® and a substance, conception is
none other than that which connects a name.164

That is to say, in this [assumption of the opponents]'®® a reality which is
particularized as'®® a genus, etc., is recognized being distinguished by a name itself,
for otherwise, [i.e., if one did not accept distinction by a word,] because no connec-
tion exists!®” — as in the case of the recognition of many [separate] things being
independent from each other — there could not be a conception, and consequently,
the world would be dumb.!%® Further, by the same reason, [i.e., because every kind
of conception is based on that which connects a name,] even when one looks at a

161 M 62a5-b2: jatyadiyojanam ye ’'pi kalpanam samupasritah / tair abhyupeya niyatam
pratitir abhilapini // [1229]; anyatha yojanabhavad yuktayor iva bhavayoh / svataniryena
paricchedat kalpana naiva kalpate® //[1230); evam cavyavaharyam® syat sarvam visvam
idam tatah / jatyadiripasamsrstam vyavaharyam idam matam //[1231); jatyadiyojana
sabdayojanavyabhicarini / evam cocyata ity etat phalavaj jayate vacah j/ [1232]. Tib. (!) P
55b8-56a3; D 45b3-5: gan #ig rtog [P: rtogs D] pa la brten nas // gan dag rigs sogs sbyor bas kyan /| des
kyan brjod pa dan ldan pa’i // rtogs pa nes par khas blans ‘gyur [/ (12291, g¢an du dnos po griis dag gt //
sbyor ba yod par mi ‘gyur te [/ ran dban du ni yons gcod pas // rtog pa #id du brtags pa min // [1230];
de ltar na yan sna tshogs pa /| 'di kun tha siiad med par ‘gyur /| rigs sogs tshul la brten nas ni // 'di ni
tha sfiad #iid du ‘dod // [1231); rigs la sogs dan sbyor ba’i sgra /| sbyor ba la ni ma *khrul ba’o [P: pa’o
D] // de skad bstan pa’i tshig de rnams [/ ’bras bu dan bcas tshig tu ‘gyur [/ [1232).

® kalpate M (not fully clear): kalpyate KS. kalpate is preferable from the context. The word is
paraphrased by bhavet in TSP (455, 20).

b cavyavaharyam M: vavyavaharyam K: va vyavaharyam S. Cf. also tha shad med par,
avyavaharyam TSP (455, 16), and tatas ca mitkam eva jagat syat (455, 20).

162 abhyupagatayam MK: abhyupamatayam S (455, 18).
163 Cf. Tib. 29bl: rigs dan yon tan dan [P: om. D] rdzas sbyor ba’i, ie., Tib. omits kriya.

164 namayojanaiva (544, 18); min[corr.. mi PD] sbyor ba 7iid (29bl). “Name” (naman) here must mean
“word” ($abda) in this context.

165 The exact meaning of this tatra (455, 18) is not clear: “In case one regards conception as the
connection with a genus, etc.” (?)

166 1 take jatyadivyavacchinnam vastu (455, 18; cf. jaryadi / vyavacchinnam vastu M) in the sense of
* jatyaditvena vyavacchinnam vastu. Tib. 29bl: rigs la sogs pa rnam par bcad pa’i dnos po.

167 Jha (1937: 624) wrongly takes yojanabhavat as yojana + bhavat (“there being connection”). See
Tib. 29b2: sbyor ba med pa’i phyir. In this sense his translation of TS 1230ab (yojanabhavad) is also
not tenable.

168 tatas ca makam eva jagat syat (455, 20). It corresponds to 123lab (evam cavyavaharyam syat
sarvam visvam idam tatah) and also to TSP 455, 16 (jagad avyavaharyam syat). In this context, /
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person carrying a staff (dandayuktah purusah), one cannot apply (the name)
“staff-bearer” (dandin) (to the person) as long as one does not recall the specific
name (namabheda).'s?

It is by this very reason — i.e., that all connections are pervaded by that which
connects a word (Sabdayojana)'’® — that the words “is expressed” (ucyate) must be
effective (in such an explanation by the master Dignaga as) “A thing is expressed
being distinguished by a genus as, for example, ‘cow” and so on, for otherwise,
without name, “is expressed” would never be (meaningful) because naming-activity
is (only) a property of words.

(M 152a7; S 456, 9; K 372, 11; P 29b5; D 5b2)
By the (following verse the master) summarizes the establishment of con-
ception:

Therefore, since there is no dispute[— in that every kind of concep-
tion is based on words —] among the advocates who stand on all (their
own) established theories, I can establish this conception without any
effort !

/TS 1233 /)11

\\ conception as that which connects a name is a basis to distinguish a variety of things in the world.
Further, this illustration by the “world” (vifva, jagat) is used often in other contexts, too, for the
demonstration of something which is concerned with the variety of phenomena in the world; e.g., TSP
29, 15-18 (see also K 23, 4 for the correction); 162, 21-22; and 246, 16-17. These expressions originate in
PVSV 20, 22-24: tau cen na bhedakau tada na kasyacit kutascid bheda ity ekam dravyam visvam syat.
tatas ca sahotpattivinasau, sarvasya ca sarvatropayogah syat (cf. for the significance of the passage see
Funayama 1990: 617-618; and 633 n. 13)

169 Originally, a “staff-bearer” was an example of substance-words (dravyasabda) in the context of
PSV, but here Kamalasila by the same example illustrates that all kinds of conception are based on the
connection of words (namayojana), extending the sense of naman from a proper name to any word.

170 This reveals quite well that in the expression “that which connects a name” (namayojana) a
“name” is a synonym of a “word” (fabda) in Sz’mtaraksita / Kamala$ila’s idea. It is used in order to
integrate all kinds of connections, ranging from namayojana in the narrow sense to dravyayojana. This
idea, although it is expressed for the first time in TS 1232ab and its commentary here, is presupposed
possibly as early as in TS 1218 (see also n. 84). Once the term $abdayojana is employed, it is not
surprising that Santaraksita states that Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s definitions should mean the same,
because the former means sabdayojana, and abhilapa in the latter definition is paraphrased by vacakah
Sabdah (449, 23).

171 M 62b2-3: tasmat samastasiddhantasamsthitanam pravadinam [ avivadad® ayatnena
sadhyeyam kalpana maya //. Tib. P 56a3-4; D 45b5: de phyir rgol ba pa rnams kyis [/ grub mtha’ /
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(M 152a7; S 456, 10; K 372, 14; P 29b6; D 5b3)

Now!” (in order to express) the real intention of the author of the definition,
(Dignaga,) who indicated the well-established (definition of) conception,!” (the
master) states:

Approving all these,'” (the master Dignaga) here [in the definition of
conception in PS] made the statement about a name and a genus, ete.,
as a way of mentioning his own opinion and that of other teachers
[1234], (and, further,) stating (ity eva sa bruvan!) that this alone is
that with regard to which we differ from these (other teachers), he
expressed immediately after (that) that formulation: “Others, on the
other hand, maintain [that a thing is expressed being distinguished

only by words that are empty of a real entity].”
// TS 1234-35 //V75

\ yan dag gnas kun gyis [D: kyis P]// rtsod [D: cod P] pa med par rtogs ’di'o // kho bos dpyad de
bsgrubs pa yin //.
® avivadad KS: avivadan M. Ci. “avidadad ayatnena pathantaram” in the margin of M.

172  yad va MS (456, 10) [cf. Tib. yan na 29b6]: om. KPaGa.

173  kalpanam siddhiriapam (456, 10; siddhi- in the sense of siddha- (?)). Cf. Tib. 29b6: grub pa’i no bo
rtog pa rnams, ie., “the well-established [five kinds of] conceptions.”

174 The gist of TS 1229-33 is that jatyddiyojana is completely based on namayojana. It is referred to
by the words “all these” in this verse, the idea being repeated in the subsequent commentary (456, 11-
12).

175 M 62b3: etad agiurya sakalam namajatyadivarnanam |/ matayoh svanyayor ittham
upadanam ihakarot // [1234]; tebhyo ’smakam iyan eva bheda ity eva sa bruvan® / anye
tv ityadikam vakyam anantaram ado jagau // [1235]. Tib. (!) P 56a4-5; D 45b5-6: min dan rigs
sogs brjod pa vis® J/ kun tu[P: du D] brtags pa de dag kun /| de ni de btin bdag géan gyis© J/ ‘di ni¢
‘di ltar khas blans pa’o® // [1234]; de rnams dan ni bdag #id kyi [/ khyad par ‘di Aiid tsam mo [P: kyi
tsam instead of tsam mo D] Zes /) des gsuns® géan du ‘di® la sogs /| tshig ni de rjes[P: brjod DI gsuns pa
yin // [1235].

* eva sa bruvan M: evam abruvan KS.

b Tib. 1234a deviates from Kamalasila’s idea. The Tibetan (corresponding to Skt. 1234b) takes
varnanam (brjod pa yis) either as the subject or as an instrumental phrase; however, according to TSP,
-parnanam is an accusative, being the object of akarot.

¢ The meaning of instrumental gyis is not clear. The Tibetan lacks the translation of matayoh;
instead, the Tibetan reads de ni de b%in (equivalent to *sa tatha (?)).

4 °di ni should be ‘dir ni if it was translated from ika.

¢ khas blans pa’o, which is usually the translation of abhyupa / gam, seems to be a translation of
upadanam here (cf. ston pa for upadana in TSP, n. 179).

£ Tib. 1235c, des gsuns, supports the reading of sa bruvan in M. If, on the other hand, the form
abruvan (ie., “not stating,”) in KS were accepted, the verse would mean as follows: “As he did not state
it in such a way that just this is, with regard to which we differ from these (other teachers, therefore)
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176As for the explanation of the object to be rejected and the one to be accepted,
that is already elucidated in statements such as “The connection with a genus, etc.,
is logically concomitant with that which connects a name” (rnamayojanavina-
bhavinity').1’7 178The statement about a name and a genus, ete. is (syntactically)
connected with made. On the other hand, as a way of mentioning his own opinion
and that of other (teachers)'” is for the purpose of an explanation of the object to
be rejected and the one to be accepted.!®

(M 152b1; S 456, 14; K 372, 22; P 29b8; D 5b4)

(Opponent:) In that case how should the passage of the Nyayamukha be
interpreted?

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

N\ he expressed immediately after (that) the formulation ‘Others...”

8 4ti is translated as 'di.

b de rjes looks like a translation of anantaram, but I do not find such a rendering elsewhere; de
brjod does not make sense.

176 etad agaryeti. heyopadeyavisayakathanam [KS:/added M (concerning the punctuation)]
jatyadiyojana ... (456, 11). As is previously stated (451, 18-19), “the object to be rejected” (heyavisaya)
refers to “the connection with a genus, etc.” (jatyadiyojana), and “the object to be accepted”
(upadeyavisaya) refers to “that which connects a name” (n@mayojana). It might also be possible to
interpret the sentence as follows: “The words ‘approving (all) these’ explain the object to be rejected and
the one to be accepted. [Namely,] it was previously elucidated in such statements as “The connection
with a genus, etc., is logically concomitant with that which connects a name.”” This way of interpreta-
tion might be supported by the following Tib. 29b6-7: ... 'di dag thams cad ces bya ba ni blan bar bya
ba dan dor bar bya ba’i yul ston pa’o /| rigs la sogs pa’i sbyor ba ni ... In this case, however, the double
function of one pratika would have to be presupposed: First, etad agiiryeti would have the function of
introducing the whole verse in the sense of *etad agiryetyadi and second, of indicating in particular the
words “approving all these” only.

177 jatyadiyojana namayojanavinabhavini M: jatyadiyojana namayojanam vina bhavini KS (456,
11-12): jatyadiyojanam vina namayojanam vind bhavini (?) PaGa. Cf. Tib. 29b7: rigs la sogs pa sbyor
ba ni min [corr.. mi PD] sbyor ba med na mi ’byun ba yin no. The word avinabhava here means that
there is a logical concomitance between jatyadiyojana (as vyapya) and namayojana (as vyapaka) as in
the case of a svabhdvahetuinference. The idea is previously stated as jatyadiyojana sabdayojana-
vyabhicarini (TS 1232ab) and as sabdayojanaya sarva yojana vyapta (455, 22).

178 Tib. 29b7: rigs la sogs pa sbyor ba ni min sbyor ba med na mi "byun ba yin no fes bya ba la sogs pa
snar bsad pa [P: / added D] min dan rigs la sogs pa rjod pa / [P: // D] £es bya ba ni byas Zes bya ba dan
*brel to //; the syntax of ... pirvopavarnitam. namajaty ... (456, 12) is not clear in the Tibetan.

179 Tib. 29b8: ran dan gtan gyi lugs [P: yul D] ston pa ni for svanyayos tu mayayor upadanam (456,
13).

180 This explanation reveals that matayoh svanyayor ittham upadanam (1234cd) is employed in order
to corroborate namajatyadivarnanam (1234b; an accusative being the object of akarot).
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Likewise, [as in the case of PSV shown above,] the passage of the
Nyayamukha should be explained in the same way. Because of the
(syntactical) construction “cognition [is direct perception],” (the word)
“apprehension” is (also) enjoined in the [sentence of the Nyaya-

mukhal.
/) TS 1236 //

Here, the following is the passage of the Nyayamukha:
Cognition, which is, in regard to objects such as forms (yaj jiianam arthe
ripadau!), devoid of conception (avikalpaka) in terms of a false attribu-
tion of non-difference, [i.e., identity,] in relation to the qualification and the
designation respectively (vifesanabhidhayakabhedopacarena), is (called)
direct perception according to [the etymology that] it occurs in close con-
nection with each sense organ.!®?
[The compound visesanabhidhayakabhedopacarena is analyzed as follows:] “Qual-
ification” is a genus, etc.; “designation” is a name;!® “false attribution” of their “non-
difference” (means) from the substrata of the genus, etc., and from the substratum
of the name. (This term) “false attribution of non-difference” is employed (only) as
a synecdoche (wupalaksana). [Namely,] conception is certainly maintained also in
the case of the cognition by means of the difference (bhedena grahanam) such as
“cowhood of this” and “so-and-so name of this.”18

181 M 62b4: evam Nyayamukhagrantho vyakhyatavyo disanaya /jaanam ity abhisam-
bandhat pratitis tatra codita //. Tib. P 56a5-6; D 45b7: de b%in rigs pa’i sgo yi géun [/ lam 'di aid
kyis bsad bya ste [/ Ses pa Zes byar brel pa’i [D: pa P) phyir // der ni rtogs pa Zes kyan gsuns //.

182 yaj jAdanam arthe® rupadau visesanabhidhayakibhedopacirenavikalpakam tad aksam aksam
prati vartata iti pratyaksam (456, 15-16). Tib. 30al-2: Ses pa gan £ig gzugs la sogs pa’i don la khyad par
rjod par byed pa tha mi dad pa fie bar btags[P: brtags D] pas rtog [corr.. rtogs PD] pa med pa dban po
dan dban po la brten nas ’jug pa de ni mnon sum mo. Cf. NMukh 3b15-17: 8548, a5k 5 —L)E
E S B ER HEMAR. R BRI, 4B, No equivalent exists for 3P and HT#4# (*asadha-
ranapratyayatvat or “hetutvat) in the citation in TSP. Cf. also Tucci 1930: 50; Ui 1965: 635-640; Hattori
1968: 76-78 n. 1. 11; and Katsura 1982: 84-85. The word abhedopacara is used also in PSV I (Hattori
1968: 232-233).

? yaj janam arthe M [see also NP 7, 12-13: yaj jAanam arthe rapadau namajatyadikalpana-
rahitam...]: yat jianam artha- K: yat jAanartha- S.

> Tosaki (1979b: 110-111 n. 24) suggests the possibility that #3 is a corruption of % (jatyad:).

183 According to this interpretation, visesanabhidhayaka is a dvandva compound and it is connected
to abhedopacara in a genitive relation. Further, viesana is paraphrased by jatyadi, and abhidhayaka
by naman in TSP.

184 Tib. 'di’i ba lan 7id 'di’i [D: 'di’o P] min [P: om. D] 'di’o [P: om. D) £es bya ba (30a3) for asya
gotvam asyedam nameti (456, 18).
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(Opponent:) It is not mentioned here (atra!) that conception is cognition
(pratiti!)! How then is conception as stated before (yathokta-!), [i.e., as associated
with an expression,] gained?1%

(In order to answer this, the master) states, “Because of the (syntactical)
construction ‘cognition [is direct perception].””

The following idea is thereby expressed: When (the master Digniga) indicates
that cognition itself is direct perception in contrast to conception, it is indicated that
conception is a property of cognition,'® and so what is meant here is that that
cognition which is devoid of conception in terms of a false attribution of non-
difference in relation to name, etc., is (called) direct perception. On the other hand,
a cognition which is of a conceptual nature in this sense is not direct perception
because it is essentially conception. Inasmuch as these (meanings) are (syntacti-
cally) implied, it is established that, in contrast to direct perception, conception is
associated with an expression.

In this way it is elucidated that [the above cited passage of the Nyayamukha)
comprises both (Dignaga’s) own!®” opinion and that of other (teachers)
(paraparamata-).

(M 152b4; S 457, 12; K 373, 8; P 30a7; D 6a2)

Alternatively,!® [one can interpret the passage of NMukh in the following
way:] The master (Dignaga) just stated his own!'® opinion alone. (In order to)
indicate this, (the master) states:!%

Alternatively [in the compound visesanabhidhayakabhedopacaral
“qualification” (means) differentiation (bheda) by means of which

185 nanu catra pratitih [corr.: canupratitih M(?)KS] kalpaneti noktam. tat katham yathoktakalpana
[MK: tathoktakalpana S) labhyata ity (456, 20-21). Cf. Tib. 30a4: ‘on te dir rtogs [for rtog (?)] pa Ses pa’i
[corrupt for pa’o (?)] Zes ma brjod pa ma yin nam / de ltar [corrupt for de ji ltar (?)] ji skad du bsad pa’i
rnam par rtog las riied ce na /.

186 Cf. kalpanapratisedhac ca jAanasya samarthyalabdhatvat. .. jianam iti noktam (449, 14-16).
“Since [perception’s identity as] a cognition is (syntactically) implied through the denial of conception
(kalpana) ... we do not have to employ the word ‘cognition.” Cf. also nanu ca kalpana jranadharmah.
...{451, 24) “Isn’t it the case that conception is a property of cognition...”

187 paraparamata- MK [cf. Tib. bdag dan gtan gy: géun 30a7} paramata- S (456, 25).
188 No equivalent exists for yad va in the Tibetan.
189 svamata- (457, 12); ran [P: om. D] gfun (30a8).

190 For the pratika, yad vetyadi (457, 12-13), the Tibetan reads . .. Zes ston pa ni [P: / added D] yan na
gan gis [P: yin D] fes bya ba’i [P: // added D]...(30a8), adi omitted.
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words operate the exclusion of others (anyapohakrt)® By this
[analysis of the compound, it is proved that the master Dignaga] ex-

pressed the exclusion of a genus, ete.
/I TS 1237 j/1z

[The compound is] analyzed as follows: “Qualification” (means) differentiation in
the sense of exclusion (vyavrtti). A “designation,” (i.e, a word,) is concerned with
this (differentiation) and not with a genus, etc. A “false attribution of non-
differentiation” (means the attribution) regarding that (designation).!%

M 152b4; S 457, 15; K 373, 13; P 30b1; D 6al)

(Opponent:) Isn’t it the case that if conception is association with an expression
that (conception) is a property-possessor (dharmin) and a property-possessor, [i.e.,
conception,] cannot be attached (prasanga) to yet another property-possessor,'#
[i.e., cognition,]' so that (your) statement — “The negation of that [conception] is
made in terms of [its] being a property of that [direct perception as cognition]” — is
in vain (asambandhabhidhana)? Likewise, if direct perception is free from con-
ception, how can it be expressed by the word “direct perception”?

In this way other teachers such as Bharga and Bharadvaja'®® who consider

191 The source is PS V 11d: tenanyapohakrc chrutih. For its citations see Hattori 1982: 115 n. 17; and
TS 909.

192 M 62b4-5: yad va visesanam bhedo yenanyapohakre chrutih / jatyadinam vyavacche-
dam anena ca karoty ayam //. Tib. P 56a6-7; D 45b7-46al: yan na g#an sel byas pa’i sgra [/ ldog pas
tha dad byas pa yin [/ 'dir ni rigs la sogs pa rnams [/ rnam par bcad pa 'di mdzad do //.

193 According to this second interpretation, each part of the compound, ie., viSesana and abhidha-
yaka, and further, visesanabhidhayaka and abhedopacara, is connected as a tatpurusa in a genitive
relation.

194 na ca dharmyantare dharmyantarasya prasangah (457, 15-16). Cf. Tib. 30b2: chos can gZan du
thal bar ‘gyur ba yan ma yin no [/; i.e., either of dharmyantara- is omitted.

195 That is, cognition (jAiana; identical to pratiti) would be a property-possessor (dharmin) which
conception belongs to, and further, that conception would also be a second property-possessor with
relation to an expression because it is considered by Dharmakirti to be “cognition having an expression”
(abhilapini pratitih) with the suffix -in. Although the context is not the same as in TSP, the idea that
conception is a property-possessor with abhildpasamsargayogyapratibhasa- as a property is found in
PVinT 49b7-50a3 (cf. also DhPr 54, 20-25; mentioned with Jap. tr. in Yaita 1984: 34).

196 bhargabharadvaja- KS (457, 18): bhartrbharadvaja- M. There is an additional remark regarding
bhartr in the margin of M which mentions the reading bharga’ Cf. Tib. 30b3: bka [D: bhra (?) P] tre
dan bha ra dhva dza. This supports the reading of M.

It is certain that Bharadvija means Uddyotakara (see, e.g., the colophone of NV: §riparamarsi-
Bharadvaja-Pasupatacarya-srimad-Uddyotakarakrtau. . .). The other teacher referred to by the name
bhartr or bharga is not clear. /
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that being free from conception means non-expressible criticize (our opinion).'%
(In order to) construe (these censures to the effect) that all are shunned, (the

. The reading bhartr seems to have been kept in some later period. TSop 277, 13-22: etena yad
uktam Ud|d]yotakarena®: yadi pratyaksasabdena pratyaksam abhidhiyate, katham tat kalpanapo-
dham. atha kalpanapodham, katham pratyaksam kalpanapodham ity anena Sabdenocyata iti®. yad
api Bhartrharinoktam: kalpana hi jiianam, pratyaksam api jianam. pratyaksajiiane kalpanajiianam
pratisedhatanyasmin jhane jianantaram astiti® pratipaditam. pratiparvaka hi pratisedha bhavantiti
nyayad iti. tat sarvam apdstam. tadatmyapratisedhasyatrabhimatatvat. “By this [definition of direct
perception formulated by Dharmakirti, the following] statement of Uddyotakara [is rejected:] If direct
perception is designated by the word ‘direct perception,” how it that (direct perception) is free from
conception? If it is free from conception, how (can) it be stated by the words ‘direct perception is free
from conception’? Also, Bhartrhari’s statement [is rejected:] Conception is indeed cognition, and direct
perception is also cognition. It is shown by (the person) who negates conception, as cognition, in direct
perception, as cognition, that there is a cognition in yet another cognition, for negations, logically
speaking, presuppose attainment of (what is to be negated). All are rejected because what is meant here
by (Digniga) is the negation of the identity [of direct perception with conception].” This suggests that
the reading dhartr is understood by the author Vidyakarasanti in the sense of Bhartrhari as the pro-
pounder of the first objection in TSP. However, this reading is problematic in the following points: First,
the omitted notation “Bhartr” for Bhartrhari has not been attested elsewhere; second, the above stated
idea is not found in VP; and last, it is not likely that Bhartrhari who lived before Dignaga would have
made an objection to Buddhist view of conception, to say nothing of the direct objection to Dharma-
kirti’s definition.

2 For Uddyotakara’s original expression see n. 197.

> Cf. TSP 457, 16-17: yad: pratyaksam kalpanapodham, katham tat pratyaksasabdenocyata iti.

¢ Cf. TSP 457, 15-16: nanu ca yadi pratitir abhilapini kalpana, sa dharmini. na ca dharmyantare
dharmyantarasya prasangah.

4 This problem may be solved when the word -prabhrtayah is taken in the sense of “the followers
of Bhartrhari.” However, I have not found such a reference to Buddhism in the texts of the Vaiyakarana
school.

197 NV, 130, 6-132, 7 ; NV, 207, 21-208, 4. In particular, see the following: atha pratyaksasabdena ko
rtho ’bhidhiyata iti. yadi pratyaksam, katham avacyam. atha na pratyaksam, avicakas tarhi praty-
aksasabdah. . .. kalpanapodhaSabdenapi yadi pratyaksam ucyate, tada vyaghatah. atha nocyate, tathapi
kalpanapodhoccaranam [NVy: kalpanapodhavacanam NVi] vyartham. pratyaksam kalpanapodham
iti ca vakyam. athasya vakyasya ko ‘rthah. yadi pratyaksam, vyaghatah. katham. pratyaksam kalpana-
podham iti canena vakyenabhidhiyate, na cabhidheyam iti ko 'nyo bhadantad vaktum arhati. atha
na pratyaksam asyarthah, varnoccaranamatram tarhy etad vakyam pratyaksam kalpanapodham iti.
“Now, what object is denoted by the words ‘direct perception’ [in Dignaga’s definition)? If it is direct
perception, why can it be unexpressed?; and if, (on the contrary,) it is not direct perception, then the word
‘direct perception’ is unexpressive.. .. If direct perception is denoted by the words ‘free from concep-
tion,” then it is a contradiction; and if, (on the contrary,) it is not denoted, even in that case the utterance
of the word ‘free from conception’ is meaningless. [Buddhists might think of another possibility:] the
sentence ‘Direct perception is free from conception.” Now, what is the object of this sentence? If it is
direct perception, it is a contradiction. Why? [Direct perception] is denoted by the sentence ‘Direct percep-
tion is free from conception’ [according to this assumption] but [on the other hand — according to their
definition — ] it cannot be denoted. Who can maintain (such a contradictory) statement except Buddhi-
sts 1? If, (on the contrary,) direct perception is not the object of this (sentence), then the sentence ‘Direct
perception is free from conception’ is only words.” This passage is referred to also in DhPr 42, 10-17.
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master) states:

When (yada!) conception is in this way considered [by us] as essen-
tially such cognition (evampratitirapa!), [i.e., as associated with an
expression,] and the negation of the identity of direct perception [with
conception] is stated [by Dignaga] [1238], then (tada), even if that
(direct perception) is expressed by the words “direct perception”
(adhyaksa), ete., it is not irreconcilable with the absence of concep-
tion in direct perception, for that (conception) does not (mean) that it
is expressed by words [1239]. Otherwise it would follow that (even)
colors, smells, and the like were conceptual.’® This is why what was
said by other, dull-minded (teachers) is not to the point [1240]. (Oppo-
nent:) If direct perception is designated by the word “direct percep-
tion,” why is it free from conception? (Answer:) Not being designated
(anuktam!) (by the word “perception”), how does one cognize it?

// TS 1238-41 //1¥°

198 That is, it would follow as an undesirable conclusion that — although colors, smells, as well as
other objects of the sense organs, are materials and not of a conceptional character — once a person
mentioned them by words, they would be attributed with a conceptional character.

199 M 62b5-63a2: evampratitiripa® ca yadaivam® kalpana mata / tadatmyapratisedhas ca
pratyaksasyopavarnyate // [1238]; tadadhyaksadisabdena vacyatve pi na badhyate/kalpa-
naviraho ’dhyakse na hi sa sabdavacyata [/ [1239]; anyatha rupagandhadeh savikalpakata
bhavet / ato naspadam evedam yad ahuh kudhiyah pare // [1240); yadi pratyaksasabdena
pratyaksam abhidhiyate / katham tat kalpanapodham anuktam ° gamyate katham [/ [1241].
Tib. () P 56a7-8; D 46al-2: de lta’i es pa’i no bo #id /| di la? gan tshe® rtog[P: rtogs D] par 'dod // de
vi bdag 7iid dgag pa yan [P: yi D] // mnon sum #id du #ie bar brjod [/ [1238};, de tshe $in' la sogs pa’i
sgras [/ briod bya $in sogs sgra de yis® /| rtog pa dan bral la gnod min /) [1239]"; g#an du gzugs sgra’
la sogs pa // rtog pa dan bcas 7iid du ‘gyur /) [1240ab']3; gal te mnon sum zes bya’i sgra // [1241al] X The
Tibetan is full of problematic translations and corruptions. However, there is one point worth noticing:
gan tshe in 1238b. This suggests that yadaivam is a better reading than yad evam, because yada is quite
effectively correlated with tada (de tshe) in 1239a, while yad has no relating element.

® evampratitiripa : evam pratitiripa K: evam pratitarapa S.

Y vadaivam [corr]: yad evam MKS.

¢ anuktam M: ayuktam KS.

9 'di la (“here” instead of evam) is not clear.

€ gan tshe, ie., yada.

Y in, ie, vrksa, instead of adhyaksa-.

& §in sogs sgra de yis instead of adhyakse.

h No translation of Skt. 1239d.

i sgra, ie., fabda-, instead of gandha-.

i No translation of 1240cd.

¥ No translation of 1241b-d.
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The negation of identity (means as follows): By the sentence “That in which there
is no such conception is (called) direct perception,”?® the author of the definition
(Dignaga) negates the identity [of direct perception with conception]. That is to
say, (Dignaga meant) that such a kind of cognition which is essentially conception
is not (direct perception), and he did not (intend) the negation of what is contained
(@adheya) (in cognition,) [viz., direct perception’s cognition-hood]. Therefore the
first point at issue, above all, should not be criticized.

The second point at issue should certainly not be criticized either for it was not
stated (by Dignaga) that the meaning of being free from conception is [the same as]
the meaning of not being expressible, but that (being free from conception) means
being devoid of conception. Even if cognition which is devoid of conception is
designated by words®! as a result of verbal ascertainment (adhyavasayanurodhat),
there is nevertheless no conception-hood in (direct perception) just as in colors, etc.
This is a mere trifle.

(M 153al; S 458, 11; K 374, 5; P 30b8; D 6bl)

One might ask (the following): Let conception thus be as explained above. But
how is (direct perception)®? established as free from conception?

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

Direct perception is quite vividly cognized to be free from conception
because even (a person whose) mind is engaged in other [objects such

as past affairs]?® cognizes blue, ete., with his sense organs.
/TS 1242 /2

200 yatraisa kalpand nasti tat pratyaksam (457, 20) is a citation from PSV on PS I 3d. See Jambu-
vijaya 1966: 102 n. 4; and Hattori 1968: 86 n. 1. 30. See also n. 7 above.

201 avikalpakam api jAianam yady apy abhidhiyate Sabdenadhyavasayanurodhat (457, 24). Cf. Tib.
30b7: gal te yan rtog pa med par [D: pas P] tes bya ba’i Ses pa [P: rab D] mnon par $en pa’i nor byas nas
sgras brjod pa; i.e., Tib. has avikalpakam iti instead of avikalpakam api and sabdena is correlated with
abhidhiyate and not with adhyavasayanurodhat.

202 kalpanapodham tu katham siddham (458, 11). Cf. Tib. 30b8: Ses pa ci ltar rtog pa dan bral bar
gyur Ze na //; i.e., jianam added.

203 The expression anyatrasaktamanasapy aksair niladivedanat // is based on PV I 175ab: anyatra-
gatacitto pi caksusa riapam iksate /. Cf. Manorathanandin’s commentary on anyatra: drsyamanad
arthad anyatratitadau vikalpaniye (PVV (M) 171, 14). Cf. PV 1 519¢ (anyarthasaktivigune), and TS
730a (anyatragatacittasya).

204 M 63a2: pratyaksam kalpanapodham vedyate ‘tiparisphutam | anyatrasaktamanasapy
aksair niladivedanat //. Tib. P 56a8-bl; D 46a2: mnon sum rtog pa dan bral bar // $in tu gsal bar Ses
bya ste [/ sems ni géan du kun ten kyan [/ dban rten snon por rtogs phyir ro //. Jap. tr. in Tosaki 1979a:
275 n. 174.
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By this (passage the master) shows that absence of conception is established by
means of direct perception in the sense of self-cognition.2%

(M 153al; S 458, 14; K 374, 10; P 31al; D 6b2)

One might object as follows:*® This same conception which is engaged in
other objects cognizes the blue, etc., which is right before one’s eyes.??

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

This same conception (which is engaged in other objeects) certainly
does not cognize the object (which is before one’s eyes) because (if it
did,) it would then attain the connection of a name with that (object
right before one’s eyes) by abandoning the name of (its previous

object) such as something in the past.
// TS 1243 /f/%8

If the same conception cognized that object (before one’s eyes), then, abandoning
the designation of (its previous) object such as the past, (the conception) would
connect the name of just that (object before one’s eyes), such as blue, because it
cannot be conceived that two expressions?”® are conjoined in one and the same
[conception], (as the master) states, “. .. by abandoning the name of (its previous
object) such as something in the past.”

The name of that (means) the name of that which is right before one’s eyes;
the connection (ghatana) of which (means) connection (yojana);, attainment
(apti) of which (means) acquirement (prapz:)?® (This should be understood) in

205 Cf. Tib. 'dis ni ran rig pa’t mnon sum gyis rtog pa dan bral bar gyur pa yin no (31al) for anena
svasamuittyd (instr.) pratyaksatah (abl) kalpanavirahah (458, 12). For the word kalpanaviraha see n.
228.

206 syad etat (458, 14); ‘di siam du. .. siiam du sems na / [D: sems na / sems na P (for sems na /)] (31al
“2).

207 purovastham MS (458, 14) [cf. Tib. mdun na gnas pa): purasstham K. A similar expression,
purovasthitam, is found in TSP 298, 20; and PVSVT 345, 8.

208 M 63a2-3: nasav eva vikalpo hi tam artham pratipadyate / atitadyabhidhatyagat tan-
namaghatanaptih //. Tib. P 56b1-2; D 46a2-3: rnam par rtog pa ‘di #iid ni // don de rtogs par byed
pa yin® [/ ‘das pa la sogs min btan [D: gtan P] nas // de yi min gis sbyor byed 'thob //. The Tib. pratika
for pada c reads ‘das pa la sogs pa’i brjod pa ‘gags [P: gag D] pa (3lad), *atitadyabhidhatyaga (an
ablative case-ending omitted). Jap. tr. in Tosaki 1979a: 275 n. 174.

? Tib. yin deviates from Skt. negative na.

209 Cf. Tib. gcig la brjod pa [corr.: pas PD] griis dan ‘dres par rtog pa med pa’t phyir (31a3) for
ekatrabhilapadvayasamsargapratiteh (458, 16-17).

210 CAi. Tib. de sbyor ba na [PD; corrupt for ni (?)] bsre ba ste der ‘gyur ba ni thobs ste (31a4) for /
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the sense of reductio ad absurdum (prasanga).

(M 153a2; S 458, 19; K 374, 18; P 31a5; D 6b4)

One might think (the following): (If that is the case,) then?'! why is this not
understood: that yet another conception [which is completely different from the one
which cognizes other objects] cognizes at that time that object (such as the blue
which is before one’s eyes)?

(In order to answer this, the master) states:

At that time there is no further conception which is connected with
the name of that (object before one’s eyes), because (such a different
conception, which would have to be) perceptible, is not cognized and

because two (conceptions) in simultaneity are not maintained.
// TS 1244 /22

By this (passage the master) states that there are respectively (two fallacies): a
contradiction with direct perception (pratyaksavirodha) and a contradiction with
doctrinal agreement (abhyupagamavirodha) on the assumption of two conceptions
in simultaneity (sakrdvikalpadvayapratijna)?® (The word) two (should be)

supplied with “conceptions.”?

\ tasya ghatana yojand, tasya aptih pratih (458, 18).
211 tarhi (458, 19); omitted in the Tibetan.

212 M 63a3-4: tada tannamasamsargi vikalpo ’sty aparo na ca / dréyasyapratisamvitter an-
istes ca dvayoh sakrt //. Tib. P 56b2; D 46a3: de tshe min dan don ‘dres pas /| rnam rtog la yod géan
du min [/ snan ba so sor ma dmigs pas /| cig car ghis snan bar mi 'dod //. Jap. tr. in Tosaki 1979a: 275 n.
174.

213 The expression is based on PV Il 178ab: tayaivanubhave drstam na vikalpadvayam sakrt/.
“When [a form and its cognition] are directly experienced by that (cognition of the form) itself, the
(opponent’s) assumption of two cognitions in simultaneity is not experienced.” In reference to this
Kamalasila explains here the same idea more minutely by indicating the two fallacies, i.e., pratyaksa-
virodha and abhyupagamavirodha, in the assumption that there are stmultaneously two different con-
ceptions in one mind (sakrdvikalpadvayapratijfia). Cf. PVV (M) 172, 7-8 (on PV I 178ab): tayaiva
riapabuddhya riupasya svatmanas$ canubhave "bhyupagamyamane, rapam iti riapanubhava iti ca vikalpa-
dvayam sakrt syat. tac ca nasty, anubhavabadhitatvat. “If a form and the own essence (of that form)
are assumed to be ‘directly experienced’ by ‘that’ cognition of the form ‘itself,’ ‘there would be two kinds
of conception,’ ie., ‘This is a form.” and ‘This is a direct experience of the form.” However, they do not
exist because they are negated by actual experience.”

214 sakrdvikalpadvayapratijiayam aha. dvayor iti vikalpayor iti Sesah. Cf. “aha — dvayor iti. vikal-
payor iti Sesah KS (458, 21-22) (concerning the punctuation). Tib. 31a5-7: rnam par rtog pa giiis cig car
byun ba . ..bsad do /| giiis Zes bya ba la rnam par rtog par Zes bya ba lhag ma’o //.
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(M 153a3; S 458, 23; K 374, 24; P 31a7; D 6b6)
By the (following verse the master) summarizes:

[Sense cognition] is thus directly experienced in coexistence with a
conceptual mental cognition (vikalpakamanojiiana!). Therefore it is

evident that sense-perception is devoid of conception.
// TS 1245 f/25

(M 153a3; S 458, 24; K 374, 27; P 31a7; D 6b6)
Another (teacher)? might state on some occasion?” that the simultaneous

215 M 63a4: vikalpakamanojiianasahabhavy® anubhuyate / tasmad indriyavijianam
akalpanam idam sphutam //. Tib. P 56b2-3; D 46a3-4: rtog [D: rtogs P] bcas yid kyi rnam Ses dan //
lhan cig byun bar Ses byas te /| de phyir dban po’i Ses pa 'di /| rtog pa med par gsal|D: bsalP] ba yin //.
Cf. Jap. tr. in Tosaki 1979a: 275 n. 174.

? vikalpakamanojfianasahabhavy M: vikalpakam ato jhanasahabhavy KS.

216 The gist of the opponent’s opinion is that cognitions are falsely conceived to be simultaneous
because they rapidly occur one after another as in the case of a fire-brand. Santaraksita’s analogy is not
original but is based on PV Il 133% which means that the real opponent flourished before Dharmakirti.
It is hard to attribute this idea to one definite school. The reason is that the idea itself is not of a special
kind but is rather common to several schools which claim that cognitions arise not simultaneously but
successively. For instance, as pointed out by Oki (1973: 90) and by Ichigd (1985a: 84), a similar idea is
found in AMV (64a18-20)® as propounded by the Sarvastividin Vasumitra. Further, the opponent
introduced in MA 24°, which is parallel to TS in question here is referred to as some Sautrantika in
BSGT. The idea that cognitions occur not simultaneously but only successively is traced in NS¢ and
Vs too.

®PV I 133: manasor yugapadvrtteh savikalpavikalpayoh /| vimidho laghuvrtter va tayor
atkyam vyavasyati //. “Because conceptual cognition and non-conceptual cognition occur simultaneously
— alternatively, because they occur quickly — a dull-minded person regards them as one.” The former
alternative is expressed from Dharmakirti's own standpoint and the latter is the opponent’s idea.

_ b AMV 64a18-20: 2 Fl. JE—IRAEI S Btk gkt JEBANIE. 210 18, INFEAE. R, R 18
“Acarya Vasumitra states as follows: It is not the case that a single eye-cognition occurs from grasping
numerous forms simultaneously. Because of its rapidity, however, one regards what is non-simultaneous
as simultaneous; this is a false cognition (*abhimana) as a fire-brand (*alatacakra), which (because of
rapidity) is regarded as a wheel when it is not a wheel, is a false cognition.” Vasumitra expresses the
same idea regarding ear-, nose- and tongue-perceptions (AMV 64c3-5; c16; and ¢27). A similar dis-
cussion is found in AKBh 33, 8-10 and AKV 85, 27-31.

¢ MA 24: dkar po dag la sogs pa la [/ Ses pa de ni rim ’byun ste [/ mgyogs par 'byun phyir blun po
dag // cig car sfiam du Ses pa yin //. Eng. tr. in Ichigd 1985a: CXXXVILI. Jap. tr. in Ichigd 1985b: 134; and
Yamaguchi 1991: 26.

dBSGT 199, 15-21: géan dag ni khra bo lta bu sna tshogs su snan ba’i Ses pa ni rim can mgyogs pa
kho nar ‘dod de/ ji skad du/ dkar po dag la sogs pa la [/ Ses pa de ni rim 'byun ste [/ mgyogs par
byun phyir blun po dag // cig car sfiam du Ses pa yin /| 2es d Bu ma rgyan las ’byun ba b%in no //. Fr. tr.
in Mimaki 1980: 152. Matsumoto (1978: 165) points out that the opponent in the same MA 24 is re-
garded by Darmarinchen as the specific Sautrantika called sGo na phyed tshal pa. Cf. Fukuda 1987: 3.

NS 3. 2. 56-58: jranayaugapadyad ekam manah. na, yugapad anekakriyopalabdheh. alata-
cakradarfanavat tadupalabdhir asusamcarat. “There is (only) one mind (in a body) because cognitions /
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occurrence (of sense-perception) with conception is not established. Therefore,
assuming this (idea, the master) states:

One might suppose that (these) cognitions occur only suecessively.

// TS 1246ab //2¢

(But) if (cognitions) occur successively, (as assumed by the opponent), why are
they?'® cognized simultaneously? (In order to explain this point, the master) states
(the opponent’s position):?®°

But the misconception of their simultaneous occurrence (sakrd-
bhavabhimana) (results) from their rapid occurrence, similar to [the

cognition of a Catherine wheel with regard to] a fire-brand.
// TS 1246¢d /72

Similar to a fire-brand (alatavat) (means) as in the case of a fire-brand (alata
iva)?”? In the same way as there is in the case of a fire-brand, due to its rapid
movement, a cognition of the form of a simultaneous Catherine wheel as a result of

\, arise non-simultaneously. (Objection:) That is not the case, because many (cognitive) actions arise
simultaneously. (Answer:) They are cognized so because they come about rapidly as in the case of a fire-
brand.” NBh 898, 2-3: tatha buddhinam kriyanam casuvrttitvad vidyamanah kramo na grhyate,
kramasyagrahanad yugapat kriya bhavantiti abhimano bhavati. “(As in the case of a Catherine
wheel) since cognitions and [their] actions arise rapidly, their real sequential order is not cognized (and
consequently) because of the non-cognition of the sequential order the misconception comes about that
there are actions in simultaneity.” Further, in a series of discussions of PV III 133-140, PV II 136 is
commented upon by Vibhiticandra as a refutation to NS 1. 1. 16 (yugapajjAiananutpattir manaso
lingam). See Tosaki 1979a: 219 n. 38.

£VS 3. 2. 3: prayatnayaugapadyaj jhanayaugapadyac caikam manah. “There is (only) one mind
(in a body) because efforts are made non-simultaneously and because cognitions arise non-simulta-
neously.” Cf. PBh 89, 13-14.

217 The exact meaning of “on some occasion” (kaddcit) is not clear.

218 M 63a4 - 5: kramenaivopajayante vijiiananiti cen matam / sakrdbhavabhimanas tu
gighravrtter alatavat // [1246a-d]. Tib. P 56b3-4; D 46a4: rnam rtog rim gyis skye ba #iid // yin yan
mgal me’i 'khor lo bZin // myur bar ’jug la cig car bar [/ mnon par sems pa yin Ze na //. For the Tib.
pratika for Skt. pada cd see n. 220.

219 Cf Tib. ji itar de cig car rig par gyur fe na / (31a8) for katham yugapat pravedyante (458, 25).
220 Cf. Tib. mgal me bin du mgyogs par ’byun Zes bya ba la sogs pa (31a8); ie., adi is added.
221 The text is presented in n. 218.

222 Cf. Panini 5. 1. 116: tatra tasyeva. “The affix vati comes also in the sense of ‘like what is therein or
thereof’” (in Vasu 1891: 889).
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a connection between the cognitions of those (fires in successive moments),?2* there
1s a misconception of simultaneous occurrence because of a rapid arising of
cognitions.

Alternatively??* (one could interpret the example as follows): By the word fire-
brand the cognitions which refer to that object (visayin) are expressed, because
(the word) “object” (visaya) is metaphorically attributed to the cognitions which
refer to that object.?”® (In this case, too, the meaning of the suffix) -vaz (vatih) is
the same as before.?®

(M 153a4; S 459, 12; K 375, 7; P 31b3; D 7a2)
(By the following verse the master) refutes the (above) opponent’s view:

At the time [when the object before one’s eyes is cognized] a concep-
tion which is connected with the name of the entity (-bhava-
namanugangavan!) existing right before one’s eyes and which is
perceptible (drsya) is not found. Therefore nothing at all was stated
[by the opponent] in regard to this (issue).

/TS 1247 //22

The meaning of this verse is considered to be as follows: What constitutes the
major topic (prakrta) here is not a demonstration of simultaneous occurrence but

223 taddarSananam ghatanad (459, 9). Cf. Tib. 31b1: de la lta ba rnams sbyor ba #id kyi phyir ro //;
1e., eva is added after ghatnad.

The expression is based on PV III 140d (from Dharmakirti's own standpoint): na driam ghatnena
sa //. “[The erroneous cognition of a Catherine wheel] is not produced by the connection of perceptions.”

224  atha va (459, 10); rnam pa gcig tu na (31b2).

225 This latter interpretation fits MAV 84, 17-19: dper na mgal me’ khor lo mthon ba bin te/
mthon ba de ni myur du bskor ba’i phyir ro es zer ro //. “. .. For example, as in the case of perceiving a
fire-brand, because those [— each momentary —] perceptions occur rapidly.”

226 Cf. Tib. 31b2: gfan ni sna ma bzin no // for parvavad vatih (459, 11). “The other [element of the
example, ie., -vat] is the same as before.”

227 M 63a5: na tadabhimukhibhiutabhavanamanugangavan® / vikalpo vidyate dréya ity
atroktam na kimcana® //. Tib. (!) P 56b4; D 46a4-5: ma yin® de tshe mnon gyur pa’i /| dnos po min®
dan rjes ’brel bar // ldan pa’i rnam rtog snan ba %es [/ 'di® ni cun zad bstan pa med //.

2 °bhavanamanusangavan MK: °bhavanam anusangavan S.

® atroktam na kimcana MS: evoktam na+ + na K.

¢ ma yin (wrongly translated as a negative answer to the opponent’s idea; cf. fe na in Tib. 1246d)
instead of na... vidyate in skt.

4 Corrupt for min (naman) (?)

¢ Corrupt for 'dir (atra) (?)
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the absence of conception from [direct] cognition (dhiyah kalpanavirahah)?®
Further,?” that (absence) is established by means of the non-perception of concep-
tion which is equipped with the conditions for perception (upalabdhilaksana-
praptay®® and which is connected with the name of that (object before one’s eyes) at
the time when even (a person whose) mind is engaged in other (objects) directly
experiences the object which is right before him. Therefore no refutation has been
presented (above) to this (establishment of simultaneous occurrence). That is to
say, even if (the two) cognitions?! were successively cognized, [as assumed by the
opponent,] conception at least (z«#)** would not be cognized. Therefore there is no
impediment to the real topic (in the above objection).23

(M 153a5; S 459, 17; K 375, 15; P 31b5; D 7a4)
(In order to) show that even this false cognition of simultaneous occurrence
(which the opponent assumes) is not erroneous, (the master) states:

[Further, the opponent’s assumption of] the misconception of that
(simultaneous occurrence) is an error and this (cognition of the object
right before one’s eyes) is vivid and without intervals; this same
(cognition) is, moreover, a cognition of that object (arthavijianam!).
Therefore (its) simultaneity [with the conception of another object] is
evident.

/) TS 1248 //2

228 The expression is based on PVin I 50, 12-13: yan na dban po’i blo rtog pa dan bral bar sgrub par
byed pa ni mnon sum #id de /. “Moreover, the absence of conception from sense-cognition is proved by
the very direct perception.” Cf. pratyaksasadhana evendriyadhiyah kalpanavirahah in Franco 1987:
459 n. 241 (identical to the above Tib. except yan na but the construction is different). Cf. nn. 205 and
260.

229 sa canyatra- MK: sa ca anyatra- S (459, 13).

230 Cf.NVV 524, 6: na santi pratyakse kalpanih, upalabdhilaksanapratanam anupalambhat, bhitale
ghatavat. “Conceptions do not exist in direct perception because those which are equipped with the
conditions for perception are not perceived as in the case of a pot on the ground.”

231 The exact meaning of jiiane (dual; 459, 15) is not clear. Cf. Tib. 31b5: gal te 7ies pa [P: par D) rim
gyis rig [D: rigs P] par bya ba yin gyi, where jies pa is possibly corrupt for $es pa (jhana).

232 Cf. Speijer 1886 (p. 373, Rem. 2) regarding the syntax of yadi...tu (“even if... at least”).
233 iti na prakrtasya vyaghatah (459, 16); Tib. Zes bya ba’i skabs la gnod pa med do [/ (31b5).

234 M 63a5-6: bhrantis tadabhimanas ca tad vyaktam ca nirantaram [ tad eva cartha-
vijianam yaugapadyam® atah sphutam //. Tib. (!) P 56b4-5; D 46a5: khrul pa’i mnon pa’i na rgyal
de’ar’ J/ don gyi Ses pa de #id dan /| rgyun mi chad par lhan cig pa (D: par PY° // de yi phyir na gsal
ba yin /f. /
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The subject of the discussion should (syntactically) be connected as “There is no
error.”? (The compound) misconception of that is to be analyzed as the miscon-
ception of that simultaneous occurrence. [Generally speaking,] the establishment of
erroneousness is made by means of a counter-proof (badhakapramana). In this
case, however, there is no counter-evidence (b@dhaka) through which an error
would be (demonstrated). But why does it not exist? (In order to answer this, the
master) states, “and this is vivid and without intervals,” [and so on.J*¢ This, ie.,
the cognition of the object right before one’s eyes, is without intervals
(nirantaram ')?¥ (and) vividly (spastam) perceived at the same time as when one’s
mind is occupied with other objects,® and®® this very, ie, such a kind of 20
cognition of the object is called direct perception. Therefore how can it be an
error?

(M 153a7; S 459, 23; K 375, 23; P 32al; D 7a6)

Not only is there no evidence for the establishment of the erroneousness of
simultaneous occurrence, there are even counter-evidences (against such erroneous-
ness). (In order to show them the master) states:

In the state of seeing a dancer, ete., every (kind of cognition) is cog-
nized simultaneously. [Regarding this, the opponent might assume
(the following): It is experienced to be simultaneous] in spite of inter-

N\ ?carthavijidnam yaugapadyam [corr] carthavijhanayaugapadyam MKS. The correction is
based on TSP 259, 22: tad eva cedrsam arthavijhianam.

Y Tib. pratika: de ni rlom pa yan (31b6; corrupt for de’s riom pa yan), de’i [P: de ni D] rlom pa
(31b6).

¢ Tib. pratika: de ni bar med par gsal te (31bB).

235 What is meant here is that the simultaneous of sense-perception with conception (cf. 458, 24:
vikalpasahabhavitva) which is the subject of the discussion (prakrza) and which the opponent claims
to be “false cognition of simultaneous occurrence” (sakrdbhavabhimana) is not an error.

236 This pratika implies the subsequent padas, too, in the sense of tad vyaktam ca nirantaram
ityadi.

237 nirantaram [M: nirantara- KS (459, 21)] visaya- The reading of M is supported by Tib. 31b8: bar
med par ste [P: / added D].

238 This passage is an explanation of yaugapadyam in 1248d; ie., Kamalasila understands yauga-
padyam in relation to pada b (tad vyaktam ca nirantaram). Cf. Tib. 1248 in n. 234.

239 ca (459, 22); omitted in the Tibetan.

240 Cfi. Tib. de fiid snan ba’i don rnam par Ses pa ni (32al); ie., *tad eva dr§yam arthavijhianam (?)
instead of tad eva cedrsam arthavijianam (459, 22).
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ventions by manifold (sense-cognitions), and (hence) this (simul-
taneous cognition) is an error due to (their) rapid occurrence [1249].24
[However, this idea is not tenable for the following reasons:]

1. There is (also) a rapid occurrence in cognitions of (sounds such as)
lata and tala, etc. Therefore, why doesn’t a misconception of simul-
taneity occur in this case, too [1250]?

2. Also, when there are only purely mental conceptions, the sequence
(of those conceptions) would not be determined.

3. Moreover, rapid occurrence would be equally true of all cognitions
because they do not stay any length of time, and therefore it would
follow that there is no recognition of sequential order with regard to
any object.

[In reality, any object] appears to be cognized in simultaneity as, for
example, in a cognition of sound, ete., [when a dancer is observed by
eye-cognition] [1251-52].

// TS 1249-52 j/242

241 I follow the reading of M (see n. 242) because it fits well with the Tibetan; another reading shown
by Ga (see n. 242, a) does not make sense.? The point of discussion is concerned with the words “in spite
of interventions by manifold (sense-cognitions)’ (bahubhir vyavadhane ’pi; pada c) which is expressed
by the opponent. éa‘mtarakgita does not maintain this idea. In the translation above, I take pada ab as
Santaraksita’s own statement but another interpretation is also possible, viz., taking the whole verse as
the idea of the opponent: “(Objection:) In the state of seeing a dancer, etc., every (kind of cognition) is
cognized simultaneously in spite of interventions by manifold (sense-cognitions), and (hence) this (simul-
taneous cognition) is an error due to (their) rapid occurrence.” The difference between the interpreta-
tions is caused by the words vedyate sakrt (pada b; “be cognized simultaneously”); i.e., the words mean
“to be [directly] cognized, [viz, directly perceived,] to be simultaneous” in the first interpretation as
Santaraksita’s own idea, whereas the same words could be taken to mean “to be [wrongly] cognized,
[viz., misunderstood by conception, ] to be simultaneous” as the opponent’s idea. I suppose that this
double interpretation is possible — though it is strange — when Kamala$ila’s way of explanation (see n.
245) is taken into consideration.

® The reading of Ga (see n. 242, a) would mean as follows: “In the state of seeing a dancer, etc.,
every (kind of cognition) is [directly] cognized simultaneously in spite of interventions by manifold
(sense-cognitions). (Objection:) This (simultaneous cognition) is an error due to (their) rapid occur-
rence.” This leads to an unacceptable idea that the opponent’s idea is expressed only in pada d and,
consequently, the words bahubhir vyavadhane ’pi (pada c) are expressed as S;‘mtaraksita’s own idea.

242 M 63a6: nartakidrstyavasthadav akhilam vedyate sakrt /bahubhir vyavadhane ’pi
bhrantih sa casuvrttitah ® // [1249]; latataladibuddhinam atyartham laghuvartanam / sakrd-
bhava® bhimano ‘tah kim atrapi na vartate © // [1250); suddhe ca manase kalpe vyavasiyeta
na kramah / tulya® ca sarvabuddhinam asuvrttis cirasthiteh // [1251]; atah sarvatra /
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[According to the opponent’s view the following should be maintained:] Although
each (kind of) cognition is intervened by (any of the other) five kinds of cognitions
in the state of seeing a dancer, etc. (-adi-!),?*® it appears as if?* it were not inter-

\\ visaye na kramagrahanam bhavet / sakrdgrahanabhasas tu bhavec chabdadibodhavat //
[1252]. Tib. (!) P 56b5-8; D 46a5-b1: gar mkhan la lta’i gnas skabs sogs // ma lus par ni cig car mthon //
man po rnams kyis bar bead kyan /| myur du jig pas de *khrul pa’i® ) [1249); lcug ma’i sgra® la sogs
rnams kyis® [/ blo ni Sin tu myur "byun ba’i® J) 'di la’an cig car ’byun ba yi [D: the pada om. P J/ na
rgyal ci phyir *byun mi ‘gyur [/ (1250}, yid kyi rtog pa ’ba’ 2ig la’an [/ rim du nes par[D: pa P] bas byed
¥ min /| blo rnams kun kyan myur *byun £in /| rin [corr.: rim PD]* du gnas pa min par mtshuns' /)
(1251}, de phyir yul rnams thams cad la /| rim gyis ’dzin par mi ‘gyur gyi // sgra la sogs pa’i blo b%in
du /| cig car 'dzin par snan bar ‘gyur [/ [1252]

TS 1249 is based on PV I 136 (see n. 244); and TS 1250 is based on PV I 135d (varnayor va
sakrcchrutih). The source of 1251ab is PV I 138cd: Suddhe manovikalpe ca na kramagrahanam
bhavet //. For Jap. tr. of TS 1249-51ab see Tosaki 1979a: 222 n. 43; and 224 n. 47. TS 1252c is based on
PV I 197c (sakrdgrahavabhasah).

Further, TS 1250 is identical with MA 25: lcug ma’i sgra la sogs pa’i blo [/ rab tu mgyogs par
byun yin na [/ de phyir cig car ’byun ba’i blo [/ ‘dir yan ci phyir "byun mi ‘gyur //; and TS 1251 is
identical with MA 26: yid kyi rtog pa ’ba’ #ig la’an [/ rim du Ses par mi ‘gyur ro // rin du gnas pa ma
yin pas /| blo rnams kun kyan mgyogs *byun ‘dra //. Also, Tib. 1252abd is identical word for word with
MA 27abd: de phyir yul rnams thams cad la [/ rim gyis ‘dzin par mi ‘gyur gyt [/ (rnam pa dag ni tha
dad ltar //) cig car ’dzin par snan bar gyur //; ie., the original Skt. MA27ab must be atah sarvatra
visaye na kramagrahanam bhavet /, and MA 27d must be sakrdgrahanabhasas tu bhavet //. MA 27c is
different from TS 1252c. Cf. Jap. tr. of MA 27 in Matsumoto 1986: 187.

2 bhrantih sa casuvrttitah MS: bhrantis ced asuvrttitah Ga. For the examination of the latter
reading see n. 241, a.

®bhava- MS: bhava- K.

¢ na vartate KS: nivartate M (?).

4 tulya MS: alpa K.

‘:The meaning of the genitive is not clear.

lcug ma’i sgra (e, *latasabda) for latatala.
& kyis, corrupt for ky: modifying blo (?).
"The meaning of the genitive is not clear; corrupt for *byun bas (?).
! No translation of atah.
! The meaning of bas byed is not clear to me.
kCorrected to rin [: rim; for cira] by MA 26¢ above.
' The reading tulya [: alpa K] in Skt. 1251c is ascertained by this m#shuns and by MA 26d ( dra)
above.

243 nartakidarsanady{MK: adi- om. S (460, 10)Javasthayam.

244 avyavahiteva pratibhati (460, 10). Cf. Tib. bar ma chod pa #iid du snan ste (32a3), i.e., either
*avyavahitaiva or *avyavahitatvena. I do not follow the Tibetan because it is evident from the context
that Kamalasila owes the expression to PV I 136: sakrtsamgatasarvarthesv indriyesv iha satsv apt /
pasicabhir vyavadhane ’pi bhaty avyavahiteva ya //. “In this case [ie, in the opponent’s assumption
that cognitions do not occur simultaneously, he would have to maintain that a sense cognition] manifests
itself — in spite of interventions by (the rest of the) five (cognitions) — as if it were not intervened (by
them) even when there were (all the six kinds of) sense organs at work, simultaneously accompanied by
their respective objects.”
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vened. [However this is not tenable.?” Namely, when one sees a dancer, at the
very same time one hears a sound such as a song, enjoys a taste such as camphor-
cake, smells a fragrance of a flower in front of one’s nose, feels a touch such as fan
wind, and thinks of a gift (for the dancer) such as a dress or an ornament. There-
fore, if [ as is assumed by the opponent —] in spite of interventions by mani-
fold (sense cognitions) an error of simultaneous occurrence of (sense) cognitions
were generated due to their rapid arising, then [the following undesirable con-
clusions would follow]:

1. As there is a very rapid occurrence of hearing syllables (wvarnasruti), for
example, when one (hears words) like (-ad:!)*¢ lata and tala, or sara and rasa,?’
as a result of an intervention by each cognition,?® it would follow that the syllables
appear (in the mind) simultaneously?? and consequently there would be neither a

245 TSP 459, 24-460, 10 (ekaika ... pratibhati) is the assumption of the opponent’s way explaining
the example of seeing a dancer, etc., where the difference from Séntarak§ita/Kamalaéila’s idea is ex-
pressed by the formulation ... vyavadhiyamanapi... avyavavahiteva pratibhati The subsequent
word in the text, tatha hi, is somewhat strange in usage: the explanation after tatha hi belongs not to
the opponent’s but to Santaraksita/Kamalasila’s own idea, and after this explanation Kamalasala refers
to the opponent’s idea again (460, 13: tatas ca yadi bahubhir vyavadhane ’p1). | tentatively assume that
the most possible interpretation of this syntax is that TS 1249ab provides room for the double inter-
pretation which is suggested in n. 241.

246 ity evamadav MK: ity evamadav S (460, 14-15).

247 The same illustration is explained by Devendrabuddhi in the commentary on PV Il 135d (n. 242)
in PVP 201a4-6: gal te myur bar ’jug pa’i phyir rnam par chad pa med par mgal[D: ‘gal P] me’i *khor
lo la sogs pa la mthon ba la mtshams sbyor ba de’i tshe / mtsho Zes bya ba de lta bu la sogs pa’i yi ge
dag gi ’jug pa ches $in tu myur ba de ltar na / go rim med par ‘dzin par ‘gyur ro /| de ltar na go rim
tha dad pa las maian pa tha dad par mi ‘gyur te | dper na mtsho dan ro te bya ba Ilta bu’o //. “If [an
opponent assumes that] because of rapid occurrence there is a connection (*pratisamdhana) in the
perception of a fire-brand, etc., then there (must also be) a very rapid occurrence of (two) varnas such as
rasa, etc. In this case they would be recognized without sequential order. If this were the case, there
would be no distinction in hearing (m#ian pa) caused by a distinction in sequential order as, for example,
in the case of sara and rasa.” This reveals that there are two aspects in the illustration by sara and rasa:
First, the opponent’s assumption would lead to the undesirable consequence that there would be no
sequential order in the two syllables, sa and 72, in the word sara, and they would be heard simul-
taneously; and second, as its result, there could be neither a phonetic nor semantic distinction between
two different words such as sara and rasa.

? The same example is used in PVSV in a different context where the varnas of sara mean four
phonemes (i, s, a, 7, and a) in accordance with the ordinary meaning of the word varna. See PV I
301-302, especially PVSV 160, 19ff; and Wakahara 1988: 12-13 (Jap. tr.); and 26 n. 30.

248 The meaning of this phrase (ekaikajfianavyavadhanad 460, 15) is not clear from the context.

249 This prasanga is expressed in terms of the former aspect of the example, i.e., the distinction of sa
and ra (see n. 247).
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distinction in hearing nor a distinction in apprehension of the (corresponding)
objects (even) when words such as sara and rasa are heard.?°

2. Further, when only pure (Suddhe!) conceptions in the form of pondering upon
various objects (nandvidhartha-') are generated (successively in the mind) without
any intervention by cognitions such as eye-cognition which are distinct (from pure
conceptions), as there is a rapid occurrence,” there would be no determination of
the sequence (of those conceptions).

3. Moreover, a rapid occurrence is true of all cognitions as they, being momentary,
would not stay any length of time,?? so that it would (even) follow that there
would be no cognition in sequence for any object !

Like the cognition of sound, ete., (means) like a cognition of sound, etc., in
the state of observing a dancer.

(M 153b2; S 460, 22; K 376, 17; P 32bl; D 7b5)
Further, (in order to) show that this example “like a fire-brand” is devoid of a
probandum (s@dhyavikala)®®® (the master) states:

250 This further prasanga is related to the latter aspect of the example, ie., the distinction between
sara and rasa (see n. 247). The distinction in hearing ($rutibheda) means a phonetic difference between
sara and rasa, whereas the distinction in apprehension of the (corresponding) objects (arthapratiti-
bheda) means a semantical difference between the two words.

For Srutibhedo rthapratitibhedas ca na syat (460, 16), the Tibetan reads thos pa tha dad pa’i rtog
pa tha dad par mi ‘gyur ro [/ (32a6). “There would not be that distinction in cognition of the objects
which is a distinction in hearing.”

251 Suddhe [cf. suddhe M* buddher KS) vijatiyacaksuradivijianavyavahite nanavidharthacinta-
riape [M: nanavidyarthacintarape KS] vikalpe samutpadyamane Sighravrttir iti (460,17-18). This read-
ing is also supported by the Tibetan (32a7): rigs mi mthun pa’i mig rnam par Ses pa la sogs pas bar ma
chod pa’i rnam pa du ma’i rten sems pa’t no bo'i rnam par rtog pa la *ba’ ig skye ba na...Cf. also TS
1251a: Suddhe ca manase kalpe.

The passage has a parallel in MAV 88, 5-7: sems pa dan dpyod pa la sogs pa’i dus na® *byun ba
can rigs mi 'dra ba mig la sogs pa’i Ses pa dan ma ’dres pa bar chad med pa byun ba yan gsal bar®
mgyogs par ‘byun na ci’i phyir cig car du mi Ses /. “When (conceptions) — which occur (in the mind) at
the time when one considers or reflects, etc., not mixed with and intervened by (other) cognitions such as
eye-cognition which are distinct (from those conceptions) — quite vividly occur in rapidity, why are they
not cognized simultaneously ?”

* The scriber of TSP in M makes free use of s5; in many cases he uses dental s for palatal &

b Cf. TS 1216ab: cintotpreksadikale ca vispastam ya pravedyate /.

252 Cf. MAV 88, 9-10: phra rol gyi lugs las kyan rab tu myur du jig pa dan ldan pa’i blo rnams ni
gan yan yun rin du gnas pa med do zes "byun ste /. “Even from the opponent’s view, any cognitions
which are of the character of perishing very rapidly do not last for any length of time.”

253 The syllogism intended here can be reconstructed from 1246 in the following way: Cognitions
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In the case of a fire-brand too, the error which simultaneously has the
form of a wheel does not happen on account of a connection of (differ-
ent) perceptions since it manifests itself vividly [1253]. That is to say,
the connection is made only by recollection (smrti) and not by (direct)
perception (darsana) because past objects are not grasped by (direct
perception) [1254] and the object of this (recollection) is not vivid
because it is (already) utterly lost. Therefore it follows that [under
the assumption by the opponent] this appearance of a wheel would not

be vivid [1255].
// TS 1253-55 //%

The reason is as follows: It is not the case that an error by mental cognition
(manast bhrantih) arises in connecting successive (kramavartini | (direct) cogni-
tions. Then what (kind of error) is it? An error in the form of a wheel, which

\\ which occur successively are wrongly conceived to be simultaneous because they occur quite rapidly
as in the case of a fire-brand. The probandum of this syllogism is the wrong conception of simultaneity
(sakrdbhavabhimana) and it is further paraphrased by manasi bhrantih (“an error by mental cogni-
tion” 460, 23; 461, 15). Kamala$ila points out here that the example “as in the case of a fire-brand” is
devoid of a probandum; i, it is a fallacious example where the concerned probans (sadhanadharma,
hetu) exists, but the probandum (sadhyadharma) does not. As for the illustration of this fallacy, see
NB Il 124 and NBT 240, 6. Cf. also HTU 267, 21-22; TSop 307, 5-9; and NP 6, 4-7.

254 M 63b2-3: alate 'pi sakrd bhrantis cakrabhasa pravartate [ na drsam pratisamdhanad
vispastam pratibhasanat // [1253); tatha hi pratisamdhanam smrtyaiva kriyate na tu / dar-
$§anena vyatitasya visayasyanavagrahat [/ [1254]; yas casya visayo nasau vinagtatvat pari-
sphutah / tatah parisphuto nayam cakrabhasah prasajyate [/ [1255]. Tib. (!) P 56b8-57a2; D
46b1-2: mgal me la yan ’khrul pa yis® // cig car ’khor lor snan bar ’byun [/ gsal bar so sor snan ba’i
phyir [/ mthon bas mtshams sbyor ma yin no /) (1253}, 'di ltar mtshams rnams sbyor ba ni // dran par
byed pas® sbyor yin gyi [D: gyis Pl // mthon bas min te 'das pa yi /| yul dan 'dzin pa min phyir ro //
[1254); 'di yi yul du gan gyur pa /| de ni 2ig pas [P: par D] gsal ma yin // de phyir *khor lor snan ba ’di
// gsal ba min par ‘gyur ba’i phyir® //[1255] Jap. tr. of TS 1253-55 in Tosaki 1979a (p. 227, n. 53)
where he points out that these three verses are similar in contents to PV I 140.

Cf. MA 28-30: mgal me la yan cig car du // ’khor lor snan ba’i ’khrul ba ’byun // gsal bar rab tu
snan ba’i phyir [/ mthon ba’i mtshams sbyor ma yin no // [28]; 'di ltar mtshams rnams sbyor ba ni //
dran pas byed pa #id yin gyi /| mthon bas ma yin ‘das pa yi /| yul la ‘dzin pa min phyir ro [/ [29]; de yi
yul du gan ‘gyur ba [/ de ni £1g pas gsal mayin [/ de phyir 'khor lor snan ba 'di [/ gsal ba ma yin ‘gyur
ba’i rigs//[30] Among these, MA 28 is identical with TS 1253, and MA 29-30 has already been
identified by Ichigé (1985a: 92) with TS 1254-55. Jap. tr. in Ichigo 1985b: 135-136 (vv. 27-30); and
Yamaguchi 1991: 27-28 (vv. 28-30) and 53-54.

2 The meaning of this instrumental is not clear.

® dran par byed pas for smrtya (?); eva omitted.

¢ No equivalent exists for phyir in Skt.

255 kramavartini darfanan:i [corr). kramavar(t)tini darSanani MKS (460, 23). The correction is
already indicated by Tosaki (197%a: 227 n. 53) from the following Tib. 32b2: ‘di ni rim pa dan ldan par
mthon bar sbyor ba skye ba’i yid kyi ’khrul pa ni ma yin no //.
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simultaneously originates from the sense organs as a single unity,”® arises by
means of a specific causal complex (samagriviSesabalat)?’ [This error is not
caused by mental cognition] because it manifests itself quite vividly, for, [as stated
by Dharmakirti,] (cognition) combined with conception cannot manifest itself
vividly.?® That is te say, if a connection is made, it is (made) only by recollection
and not by sense cognition because that (cognition) which occurs by force of close-
ness to something real is not efficient for recognizing past objects, and the object
of this recollection is net vivid — why? — because it is (already) utterly lost.
Therefore, because of the consequence that it would have a non-vivid image [of its
object], this (cognition) is not a mental error. Then what is it??? (It is an error)
originating in the sense organs. Hence the example is devoid of a probandum.

(M 153b4; S 461, 17; K 377, 5; P 32b6; D 8a2)

After explaining in this way the absence of conception in cognition (dhiyah
kalpandvirahah) by means of direct perception,®® (the master) now explains it by
means of inference:%!

256 It is not fully clear to me with which words “simultaneously” (sakrd) and “as a single unity”
(ekaiva) should be syntactically correlated. Cf. Tib. 32b2-3: cig car dban po las skyes pa’i khor lo’i
rnam pa can gyi khrul pa tshogs pa’i khyad par gyi stobs kyis gcig fiid skye ba yin te/.

257 Generally speaking, perception of a form (rapavijAiana) is caused by the sense organ (indriya),
object (visaya), light (aloka), and attention (manaskara). These four factors are the “causal complex”
(karanasamagri) for producing the perception. Cf. PVSV 41, 1.

In this context too, these four factors seem to be intended by the expression “a specific causal
complex.” However, it is not clear what factor differentiates this “specific causal complex” which gener-
ates an erroneous cognition in the form of a Catherine wheel (alatacakra) from an ordinary “causal
complex” which produces a non-erroneous perception. Kamalasila states that this erroneous cognition
originates from the sense organ (indriyaja- 461, 11). According to Dharmottara, on the other hand, a
rapid movement (@Subhramana) illustrated by a fire-brand is a cause of erroneous cognition and is a
cause which originates from the object (NBT 55, 3: visayagatam vibhramakaranam) by which the very
sense organ is injured (cf. NBT 55, 7: sarvair eva ca vibhramakaranair indriyavisayabahyadhyatmika-
Srayagatair indriyam eva vikartavyam; PVinT 48a2: mnyur du bskor ba ni dban po fiams par byed pa’i
rgyu yul la gnas pa’t bya ba’i khyad par ro //; and Jap. tr. of the latter passage in Yaita 1984: 28).
258 na hi vikalpanubaddhasya spastapratibhasitvam yuktam (461, 12). Kamalasila paraphrases TS
1253d (vispastam pratibhasanat) in the preceding expression vispastapratibhasanat (461, 11-12), and it
is further reinforced here by the above expression based on PV I 283ab: na vikalpanubaddhasya
spastarthapratibhasita / (for the interpretation of the verse see Tosaki 1979a: 377). The verse is also
referred to in another location (485, 20).

259 For kim tarhi (461, 15) the Tibetan reads ‘o na ci’i phyir Ze na (32b5; “then why ?”). Cf. kim tarhi
(460, 23-461, 11); ‘o na ci %e na (32b2).

260 pratyaksatah (461, 17); mnon sum gyis [D: gyi P] (32b6). For the words dhiyah kalpanavirahah
see n. 228.

261 yadi vetyadi M: yadi cetyadi KS (461, 18).
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Furthermore, if (yadi va!) there is in a certain entity (yasya!) no
causal basis (karana) to ascertain a certain form, that (entity) is not
ascertained as such by wise people [1256], as for example a white
horse (karka), where there is no dewlap, ete., (is not established) as a
cow; and in direct perception (aksa) there is no cognition of an object
— as a causal basis (nibandhana)— qualified by qualifiers for ascer-
taining a conceptuality (savikalpakabhava) [1257-58ab]. The (cows)
sabaleya, etc., are heterogeneous examples. Otherwise, undesirable
conclusions would follow [1258cd]. Moreover, the reason is not un-
established (aprasiddha) because (qualifiers) such as genus are
negated (by us) and because (they are) not determined as different
[from their substratum, even if it were assumed that genus, etc., are
real entities,] and as such, [i.e., as not thus determined,] qualifiers do
not exist?%? [1259].

// TS 1256-59 //%3

Syllogism: If there is no causal basis (nimitta) in a certain (entity) for ascertaining
a certain form (yadrapavyavasthitau!),?* that (entity) is not ascertained as such by

262 The translation of the pada d follows the structure of Kamalasila’s commentary: pada c, bhedena
caparicchedat (ablative clause), constitutes a second alternative reason for pada a, on the one hand;
pada d, an independent sentence (), follows as a direct consequence of pada c, on the other.

263 M 63b3-6: yadi va yasya® bhavasya yadripasthitikaranam / na vidyate na tattvena
sa vyavasthapyate buddhaih //[1256]; avidyamanasasnadir yatha karko gavatmana /
visesanavisistarthagrahanam® na ca vidyate J/ [1257); savikalpakabhavasya sthiter akse
nibandhanam [ vipaksah sabaleyadir anyathatiprasajyate // [1258]; na caprasiddhata hetor
jatyadeh pratisedhatah / bhedena caparicchedan na casty evam visesanam //[1259]. Tib. (1)
P 57a2-5; D 46b2-4: gfan yan dnos po gan #ig gyis // gan gi no bor bfag [P: gtag D] pa’i rgyu [/ med
phyir© de ni de fiid du // blo ldan rnams kyis ggag [D: btag P] mi bya // [1256];, dun dkar po la ba lan
gi// [: / PD] ran bZin lkog Sal med sogs bZin // bye brag can dan bye brag gi // don dzin [P: mdzad D]
pa yan med pa yin [/ [1257}; 'di la rtog pa dan bcas pa’i /| dnos por biag |P: géag D] pa’i rgyu mtshan
med [/ ba khra po sogs mi mthun phyogs // géan du ha can thal ches[P: chos D] ‘gyur // [1258]; rigs la
sogs pa bkag pa yis® [/ gtan tshigs ma grub pa nid yin // dbye bas yons su ma bead phyir' /| de bin bye
brag rnams kyan med® // [1259].

& yadi va yasya M: yadi capy asya KS.

Y arthagrahanam MKS: -artham grahanam PaGa.

¢ phyir looks superfluous; correlated with yad: (?)

4 di la instead of (?) akse.

¢ Tib. pratika: rigs la sogs pa bkag pa’i phyir (33a3).

£Tib. pratika: tha dad du ni ma bcad phyir (33a3-4).

8 Tib. pratika : de ltar khyad par yod ma yin (33a4-5).

264 yadrapavyavasthitau: yadripam vyavasthitau KS (461, 18): M unclear. C{. Tib. 32b6-7: gan gi no
bor rnam par btag [P: gtag D] pa’i.
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the wise, as, for example, a white horse (karka) — where there is no aggregation
of a hump, etc., as a causal basis for naming it cow — (is not ascertained) as a cow;
and there is no cognition of that object — as causal basis — which is qualified by
qualifiers as causal basis for ascertaining a conceptuality in direct perception which
is generated due to its unique object such as blue. [This is a formulation using] a
non-perception of the cause (kdrananupalabdhi) (as a logical reason).?

(Cows) like sabaleya, bahuleya, etc., (serve) as heterogeneous (examples for
the logical pervasion).

Furthermore, the following is the counter-evidence [against the contrary con-
clusion]: [If one did not admit the above stated pervasion, then] it would follow that
any (entity) is ascertained in any form, and it would follow that someone who
ascertains [a form of an entity] acts without preceding deliberation. That is the
meaning of the condensed statement (samksepartha)®® [in 1258d].

White horse (karka) (means) white horse (Suklo Svah). The words “such as
a genus’ should be supplied with a “qualification?".”

Even if (opponents assume that) a genus, etc, should be real entities, [the
reason] is still not unestablished (asiddhatd). Indicating this point (the master)
states, “and because (they are) not determined as different,” which should be
supplied with “[as different] from form, etc., which are assumed [by the opponents]
as qualified®® [by qualifiers such as a genus.]”

(Opponent:) Even if a genus (jateh )% [etc.] is not determined as different,
why doesn’t (the genus, etc.,) exist as?® a qualifier?

(In order to answer this, the master) states, “and as such qualifiers do not
exist,” where as such (evam iti!)?! (means as qualifiers) which are not determined
as different. Therefore (the reason) “cognition of an object qualified by qualifiers”

265 This syllogism is examined again from TS 1264 onwards.
266 Cf. Tib. 33a2: spyi’i don to //; i.e., “general meaning” for samkseparthah (461, 23).

267 Cf. Tib. 33a3: rigs la sogs pa bkag pa’i phyir, ie., *jatyadeh pratisedhatah instead of jatyader
(461, 24).

268 viSesyatvena (462, 11-12); khyad par [D: pa P] iid du (33a4).

269 bhedenaparicchedo jateh [corr.: jatas MK: jatah S) (462, 12). Cf. Tib. 33a4: rigs tha dad du ma
bcad pa.

270 Tib. khyad par du (33a4) for visesanam (462, 12).

271 na casty evam visesanam iti. evam iti bhedendparicchinnam [corr]: na casty evam iti. bhedena-
paricchinnam MKS (462, 13). C{. Tib. 33a4-5: de ltar khyad par yod ma yin[P: // added D] fes bya ba
smos te / [D: / om. P] de ltar fes bya ba ni[P: ni om. D] tha dad [P: sfiad D) du ma bcad na’o j/ [P: / D).
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is not found [in direct perception]?? Hence this reason is not unestablished.

(M 153b7; S 462, 15; K 377, 26; P 33a6; D 8a7)

23One might assume (the following): (An entity) such as a genus could never
be a qualifier. However, the very nature of a word (Sabdasvarapa) itself (eva) will
be a qualifier.

(Supposing this idea, the master) states:

Also, a name which is [assumed to be] the particular of a word (sab-
dasya svalaksanam) is never the signifier (vacaka) either, for (the
ideas) that the [object-] particular is the signified and that [the word-
particular] is the signifier have been refuted.?”* Hence it is main-
tained that a signifier-signified [relation] (vacyavacaka) is only a
falsely imputed thing.

// TS 1260-61ab //%5

There is no verbal convention with regard to the [object-]particular®® nor is

272 That is, entities which are not cognized as distinct from their substratum cannot be other than that
object; therefore, they are utterly nonexistent. This is a stock phrase which Buddhists very often
express when they negate the reality of those entities which are considered to be unreal. For examples
of this issue in the case of a whole (avayavin) see Funayama 1990: 611-612.

273 As is suggested by Stcherbatsky (1930: 23 n. 2), the subsequent discussion seems to be somehow
related with the statements of Vinitadeva and Dharmottara. However, the real intention of Santaraksita
and Kamalasila with regard to their real opponent(s) on this issue is still not clear. As pointed out by
Pind (1991) concerning fabdasamanya and $abdavisesa, the idea that there is a signifier-signified relation
between an idividual signified object and an individual word had been already refuted by Dignaga.
Hence the discussion of our authors may also be expressed from a general standpoint, not directed to
real contemporary teachers. Cf. n. 50.

274 This refutation is originally maintained by Dignaga. See the following verse that Pind (1991: 269)
considers to come from the Samanyapariksa, a lost work of Dignaga: narthasabdavisesasya vacya-
vacakatesyate / tasya parvam adrstatvat samanyam tapeksyate //. This idea was followed by Santa-
raksita in the chapter Sabdarthapariksa of TS. Ci. TS 871: tatra svalaksanam tavan na $abdaih prati-
padyate / samketavyavaharaptakalavyaptiviyogatah //; TS 1089: na vacyam vacakam vapi parama-
rthena kimcana / ksanabhangisu bhavesu vyapakatvaviyogatah //; and TS 1092: na hi tesv asti
samanyam vacyam tasya ca vicakam | na vacakam ca Sabdasya ksanabhangi svalaksanam //.

275 M 63b6: namapi vacakam naiva yac chabdasya svalaksanam | svalaksanasya vacya-
tvavacakatve hi dugite // [1260}; adhyaropitam evato vacyavacakam isyate /[1261ab]. Tib. (!)
P 57a5-6; D 46b4-5: sgra yi ran gi mtshan #id gan /| min yan[P: dan D) rjod byed min pa #iid /| brjod
bya ran gi mtshan #iid dan // rjod byed #id kyan sun bton te // [1260]; de phyir brjod bya rjod byed du
/) ‘dod pa de® ni sgro btags yin // [1261ab).

2 No equivalent for de in the Sanskrit.

3

276 The word svalaksane (462, 16) is commented upon as “=arthasvalaksane’ in the margin of M.
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there in the word-particular (Saddasvalaksana)*” because neither continues (to
exist) at the time of activities.?”® Moreover, there is no other nature of a word
which is beyond the particular; nor is it the case that an object free from verbal
convention is connected with a word,?® because (this involves the fault of) over-
extension (atiprasanga)®®; nor is there a conception which is beyond the connec-
tion with a word?° Therefore a signifier-signified relation is only a falsely
imputed thing and not real 28!

(M 153b8; S 462, 20; K 378, 10; P 33b1; D 8b2)
One might assume the following: If this is the case, direct perception?? in
cognizing only a falsely imputed object will be conceptual 283

277  The word fabdasvalaksana corresponds to $abdasya svalaksanam in TS 1260b. The word is
used also by Dharmottara in an opponent’s statement in NBT 52, 7-8: §rotravijianam tarhi Sabdasva-
laksanagrahi. $abdasvalaksanam ca kimcid vacyam kimcid vacakam® ity abhilapasamsargayogya-
pratibhasam syat. tatha ca savikalpakam syat. “Then ear-cognition is that which grasps the word-
particular. Further, the word-particular is the signified, on the one hand, and the signifier, on the other.
Therefore (ear-cognition) must have the manifestation of what is capable of the connection with an
expression. If that is the case, it must be conceptual.”

? The meaning of kimcid vacyam kimcid vacakam is illustrated in NBTT 24, 4-5 by the word
“pot” (ghatasabda) and the word “word” (Sabdasabda). DhPr 53, 11-12 states that this double function
of Sabdasvalaksana is similar to that of a grammatical term “gha” (in Panini 1. 1. 22: taraptamaptau
ghah; “The affix tarap and tamap are called gha” in Vasu 1891: 19) which signifies both affixes tarap
and tamap at the same time.

278 The idea tayor vyavahdrakale 'nanvayat (462, 17) is based on PV III 128ab: ananvayad visesanam
samketasyapravrttitah /. Cf. PVP 198a3-6 (also in Tosaki 1979a: 210 n. 23, with Jap. tr.) and PVin 96b5
-6 regarding the syllogisms formulated by Devendrabuddhi and Dharmottara on this point.

279 Sabdena yojyate (462, 18); sgras [D: sgra P] sbyor ba (33a8).

279a The following passage might be a reference to this idea: svalaksanasya vacyavicakabhavapakse
‘tiprasangam apadayati parah (NBTT 24, 2).

280 napi Sabdayojanam antarena vikalpah (462, 18-19). This statement presupposes that in Dignaga’s
definition of conception namajatyadiyojana means Sabdayojand, expressing the same content as
Dharmakirti’s definition.

281 na paramarthikah (462, 19-20); don dam pa [P: par D] ni ma yin no (33bl).
282  pratyaksam (462, 20), mnon sum gyis [D: gyi P] (33bl).

283 That is, if the signified, the signifer, and their relation are only falsely imputed and not related to
reality, the object of direct perception will also be something falsely imputed by conception, so that it
will follow that such a cognition is conceptual.

This idea is possible only on the assumption that direct perception cognizes as its object a
falsely imputed object of a word (vacya). In other words, “direct perception” exclusively means ear-
cognition ($rotravijfiana) in this context. This opponent expresses the same idea as that in NBT 52, 7-8
(see n. 277). Then, interestingly, Séntarak$ita / Kamalasila and Dharmottara take quite different /
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(In order to answer this, the master) states:

Direct perception, on the other hand, cognizes an object (i.e., the
particular,) which is not falsely imputed because (direct perception)
exists when a particular exists and — inasmuch as when there exists
something which intervenes, ete., that (particular) does not exist —

that (direct perception) is also absent.?*
// TS 1261¢d-62 //2%

That (particular) does not exist is (syntactically) connected [as its logical conse-
quence] with that (direct perception) is also absent, which means because that
particular does not exist, that direct perception®® is also absent, viz., does not
exist. In what case does the particular not exist? Hence (the master) states, “when
there exists something which intervenes, ete.”?” By the word “ete.” inaccessi-

\ attitudes towards the same problem (as for Dharmottara see NBT 52, 9-53, 3). A difference between
them lies in the fact that Dharmottara admits — even if only hypothetically —a signifier-signified
relation in the dimension of svalaksana, whereas Santaraksita / Kamalasila denies it completely.

284 The set of formulae stated here, ie., a positive concomitance (anvaya; “If the particular exists,
direct perception exists.”) and a negative concomitance (vyatireka, “If the particular does not exist,
direct perception does not either”), constitutes a means to ascertain a relation between the two. In other
words, Séntaraksita states that the particular is the real cause for the generation of direct perception.

285 M 63bl-64al: anaropitam artham ca® pratyaksam pratipadyate // [1261cd]; svalaksa-
nasya sadbhave sadbhavat tadabhavatah | vyavadhanadibhave ca® tasyapi vyatirekatah [/
[1262). Tib. (!) P 57a6-7; D 46b5-6: ®sgro btags dan bral don #id* du /| mnon sum #id ® ni Ses par bya
// [1261cd]; ran gi mishan #id yod gyur la /| mod la de ni med gyur na® /| de yan ldog par ‘gyur ba ni®
/) dnos po* bar bead sogs phyir ro® /f [1262].
* No equivalent for both ca in the Tibetan. As for the latter usage, M originally reads -bhdvac
ca; and then it is corrected to -bhave ca.
b Cf. Tib. pratika: mnon sum gyis ni (33b1-2).
¢ No equivalent for 7id in the Sanskrit. Instead the Sanskrit has only one ca.
4Cf. Tib. pratika: de ni med pa las (33b2) for tadabhavatah.
¢ Cf. Tib. pratika: de yan ldog [D: bzlog P] pa yin phyir (33b2) for tasyapi vyatirekatah.
f dnos po is not adequate, compared with the Sanskrit.
8 Cf. Tib. pratika: chod pa la sogs pa [D: / added P] srid phyir (33b3) for vyavadhanaidi. See also
n. 287.

286 Cf. Tib. 33b2: mnon sum [P: gyis D) ldog pa yin te for pratyaksasya vyatirekato (462, 22-23).

287 vyavadhanaditi (462, 23 - 24). In order to be a full answer to the question, it has to be
vyavadhanadibhava iti or "ityadi. The Tib. pratika reads chod pa la sogs pa srid [D: / added P] phyir
Zes bya ba la sogs pa; ie., * vyavadhanadibhavad ityadi. It is very interesting that this corresponds to
M before correction (see n. 285). Cf. PV I 65d-66: naksaja matih // abhave ’rthabalaj jater artha-
Saktyanapeksane / vyavadhanadibhave 'pi jayetendriyaja matih //. “Sense cognition does not arise in
relation to the non-existent because it arises by means of an object. If it were not dependent on the
(causal) power of an object, sense cognition would arise even when an intervenient, etc., exists.”
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bility in space, time, etc., (is intended).

(M 154al; S 462, 25; K 378, 15; P 33b4; D 8b4)
By the (following verse the master) explains?®®® another valid cognition
(pramanantara) [to establish the non-conceptuality of direct perception]:

(With regard to) the essence of blue, etc. — as it has nothing in com-
mon with another — verbal agreement is not possible; and hence the

cognition of this (blue, etc.,) is not connected with speech.
// TS 1263 //2#

(With regard to) the essence, i.e., the nature,? of blue, ete . .. verbal agreement
is not possible, i.e., verbal convention is not possible. For the question “Why?” (the
master) states the reason,?! (having) nothing in common with another.

288  aha (462, 25) chad de (33b4).

289 M 64al-2: asakyasamayo hy atma niladinam ananyabhak / tesam atas ca samvittir
nabhijalpa®nusangini // [1263]). Tib. (!) P 57a7; D 46b6: snon po la sogs bdag #id la j/ brda sbyor mi
nus géan rten min® // des na de dag ran rig® ni /) brjod dan rjes *brel can ma yind /.
The verse is a slight modification of PV Il 249 (identical to PVin I v. 21): afakyasamayo hy

atma sukhdadinam ananyabhak / tesam atah svasamvittir nabhijalpanusangini /. See Appendix I, A
and D. As for ca in pada c, Dharmakirti’s verse as well as the Tibetan of TS has sva- (i.e.,, svasamuitti,
“self-cognition”). However, ca fully makes sense and seems even preferable in the context of TS in the
following sense: sukhadi- “pleasure, etc.” in PV / PVin is necessarily an object of self-cognition, where-
as niladi- “blue, etc.” is no doubt an object of ordinary perception in the wider sense, i.e., the object of
sense-perception (indriyapratyaksa). By means of replacing sukhadinam with niladinam and, likewise,
sva- with ca, Santaraksita gives to the original verse which is concerned with the establishment of
nonconceptuality in the self-cognition of pleasure, etc., a wider connotation which fits his own context,
i.e, the establishment of the non-conceptuality of direct perception in general.

Other examples of the secondary usage of Dharmakirti’s verse in question are found in TSP 358, 8
-9: asakyasamayo hy atma namadinam ananyabhak / tatha ’sato [K: mato S] na vacyatvam kathamcid
upapadyate //; and TBV 185, 19: afakyasamayo hy dtma namadinam ananyabhak [ tesam ato na
canyatvam kathamcid upapadyate [/ .

2 nabhijalpa- MK: nabhirjalpa- S.

Y Tib. pratika: géan la brten min (33b4); géan la brten min (D: brten pa (instead of brten min) P)
(33b5); cf. snon po la sogs pa’t bdag #id (kyi ran btin) la brda mi nus pa (33b4).

¢ ran rig, ie., svasamuitti, which differs from Skt. ca samuittir.

d'Tib. pratika: brjod dan rjes *brel can ma yin (33b8).

290 M reads either svabhava or svabhava / for svabhavah (463, 7).

291 The subject of ananyabhak is (niladinam) atma although it is not explicitly stated. Kamalasila
suggests here that ananyabhak should be taken as a reason for the preceding passage asakyasamayo ...
niladinam. This idea is considered to be implied by Devendrabuddhi when he explains the syntactical
relation between ananyabhak and asakyasamaya in PV III 249ab (see Appendix I, C, passages c and d,
and d). The same idea is corroborated in PVinT 107a2-3 by the statement that 47 in the Skt. pada a ,/
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292(Having) nothing in common with another (means) being unique (asadharana)
in the sense that it is not present at the time of (verbal) activity®?® since verbal
agreement aims at activity. Thus verbal convention does not exist with regard to
this [essence of blue, etc.]

Further, this verbal agreement occurs (only) with regard to an (entity) which is
objectified (by direct perception) (visayikrta) and not with regard to a non-
objectified (entity).?* [As to the former case,® first of all, direct perception which
has not (yet) come about?® does not objectify an essence of blue, etc. (Second, if

\\ means yasmat. The Tibetan of PVin I v. 21a, i.e,, phyir, is also considered to be under the influence of
Dharmottara’s interpretation. On this issue see Vetter 1966: 104-105 Anm. 37.

292 It is very interesting to note that in composing the subsequent commentary Kamalasila secondarily
used® Devendrabuddhi’s commentary on PV III 249 (see Appendix I, C and E) and incorporated it into
Kamala$ila’s own commentary. The textual relation between PVP and TSP is evident. However, as long
as TSP is not identical with PVP word for word, it is not certain whether the textual relation is direct
without the medium of a third text.

2For a view on this type of citation see Steinkellner 1988: 116.

293 Cf. Appendix I, C and E, passage c. Cf. also PVT (R) 123al-2: gan gi phyir “gZan la mi brten pa”
[= ananyabhak] ste thun mon ma yin pa ran rig pa’i yul yin pas te /.

294 Cf. Appendix I, C and E, passage e. navisayikrte is an addition by Kamalasila. The second ca in
TSP (i.e, cayam 463, 10) apparently shows that the sentence is borrowed from PVP or some other text
which is based on PVP; otherwise this ca in such a position would be meaningless in the context of
TSP.

Devendrabuddhi’s corresponding sentence reads: tha sfiad 'di la yan yul du byas par ‘gyur ro [/
bde ba la sogs pa’t bdag #id ma skyes pa ran rig pas yul du byed pa ma yin te / (passages e and f),
where self-cognition (ran rig pa) corresponds in TSP to direct perception. Hence the word visayikrta
means *pratyaksena visayikrta. The following syntactical difference between the two texts deserves
attention: In TSP ayam samayo is the subject of the sentence, whereas in PVP it is shown with the
locative la. The Tibetan of TSP understands the sentence in a different way, viz., as an alternative
interrogation (33b6: géan yan brda 'di yul du byas pa ma yin nam yul du ma byas pa yin la [ [corr.: la
yin/ P; yin la/ yin na D for yin la /).

295 The alternatives utpannam and anutpannam constitute a sub-classification of the entity which is
objectified by direct perception (visayrkrta). A similar classification is found in PVinT where Dharmo-
ttara enumerates the following alternatives: If a relation of an essence of pleasure, etc., with a word were
possible, it would be made either (1) by the cognition itself which cognizes that essence or (2) by another
cognition, and in the first case, that essence which is related with a word would be either (1a) the entity
which has not come about at the time of the relation or (1b) the one which has already come about (cf.
PVinT 107a5-6: gan gi phyir rig pa de #iid kyis bdag #id la sgra bkod pa ‘am Ses pa géan gyis yin [ rig
pa #id kyis yin na yan sgra ‘god pa na skyes pa ‘am ma skyes pa la[P: ma D] yin /). Of these, the case la
is, Dharmottara states, not possible because having not yet come about means being non-existent (cf.
PVinT 107a6: re £ig ma skyes pa la bkod par mi nus te / gan gi phyir ma skyes pa ni ma byun ba yin no
//) and because of other arguments as well.

296 Cf. Appendix I, B, C, and E, passage {. According to PVP as well as PVin I, the words ma skyes pa
(i.e., anutpanna-) modify bde ba la sogs pa’i bdag 7iid (ie., sukhadinam atma) in Dharmakirti’s /
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direct perception) which has (already) come about [were concerned with verbal
agreement, it would be realized in such a form that] it would, after taking hold of
an expression (abhilapa), connect (that essence with that expression).?” [However,
the essence of blue, etc., which has come about cannot be concerned with this stage
of verbal agreement for the following reason:] Neither the object (na visayo!),?®
(i.e., the essence of blue, etc.,) exists any longer at the time of [direct perception’s]
coming about, nor direct perception, as the object-possessor, (exists any longer) at
the time of employing the expression, insofar as they are momentary. Therefore
who on earth connects [an expression] to what (real entity)!?? In this sense too,%
for the essence of blue, ete., verbal agreement is not possible.

Of these (means) of blue, etc. Is not connected with speech (means) is not
subject to expressions.

A syllogism (relevant) to this (is as follows): If a (cognition) is without verbal
agreement with regard to a certain (entity), it is not conceptual with regard to that
(entity) as, for example, eye-cognition, [which is without verbal agreement and not
conceptual,] with regard to smell; and direct perception is without verbal agreement
with regard to the essence of blue, etc. [Therefore direct perception is not concep-

\ context. If the same idea is applied in the context of TSP, then the word anutmannam here modifies
niladyatmanam. However, this is not the case because the word order in TSP, anutpannam pratyaksam
niladyatmanam, does not fit with this interpretation; and it also deviates from Tib. 33b7: mnon sum ma
skyes pa ni... Probably Kamala$ila uses the word anutpanna- with a different sense from Devendra-
buddhi’s commentary in accordance with Santaraksita’s change in the significance of the verse pointed
out in n. 289.

297 Appendix I, C and E, passage g. Cf. also “...self-cognition does not combine ‘the essence of
pleasure, etc.” which has come about with the expression because, if that were the case, it would connect
that (essence) [with that expression] after taking hold of the expression...” (PVP, the passages with*
and g).

The sentence in question in TSP is only a hypothetical statement to conclude that direct percep-
tion is not concerned with verbal agreement or the connection with an expression, which is shown by
the subsequent sentence. The Tibetan understands the sentence differently with a negative particle:
skyes pa na yan brjod pa blans nas sbyor ba ma (!) yin te (33b6-7).

298 na visayo napi[corr.)} visaye napi M: visayenapi KS (463, 12). The reading is corrected by means of
Tib. 37b7: yul ma yin la [P: / added D].

299 The corresponding passage in PVP (C, passage h) reads as follows: “However at the time of
employing an expression, as far as (entities) are momentary, that (essence of pleasure, etc., which has
come about) does not exist or [the object which is connected with the expression] is not the essence of
pleasure, etc. Therefore, nothing connects [an expression] to any (real entity).”

300 “Too” (api) means that Kamalasila’s explanation from kim ca to yojanam (463, 10-13) is the
second reason for asakyasamaya. The first reason is shown by ananyabhak in pada b of the verse,
while this second reason, again borrowed from PVP, is stated in terms of the notion of anutpanna
which is found in the prose commentary on the verse in PVin.
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tual with regard to the essence of blue, etc.] This is (a formulation using) perception
of that which is incompatible with a pervader (as a logical reason) (vydpaka-
viruddhopalabdhi).3"

301 Appendix I, C and E, passage 1. The syllogism of Devendrabuddhi is translated in Tosaki 1979a:
349 n. 32.
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APPENDIX I: SECONDARY USAGES OF PV /PVIN AND PVP

A. PV 1l 249: afakyasamayo hy atma sukhddinam ananyabhdk /, tesam atah

can ma yin [/},

B. PVin I 62, 11-19; 62, 25-29: bde ba la sogs pa rnams kyi bdag 7iid rig pa la ni
rnam par rtog pa srid pa ma yin te /[gan gi phyir/
gtan la brten min bdag #id phyir // bde sogs rnams la brda nus min //,
(v. 21ab)

pa ma yin te /s de ni de’t bdag 7iid kyi ran biin yin pa’i phyir ro /| 'di dag la 'di
rjod par byed pa sbyor ba ni ma yin te / bdag 7iid la de ltar 'jug par ‘gal ba’i phyir
ro//.

brda mi nus pa’i phyir na bde ba la sogs pa rnams kyi bdag 7iid rig pa brjod pa
dan ma ’brel pa de ni mnon sum gyi tshad ma yin no //.

C. Devendrabuddhi on PV II 249 in PVP P 237a4-b4; D 203al-7: ‘dod chags dan
te sdan dan gti mug dan bde ba dan /[ sdug bsnal la sogs pa ni ran rig pa dan /
dban po la ltos [D: bltos P] pa med pa 7iid kyi phyir* tes bya ba de ni/ [D: / om. P]
“bde sogs bdag nid gtan mi rten” // [D: // om. P] Zes bya ba la sogs pas chad par
byed do [/ Ses bya gan la Ses pa gan gis sgra bkod pa ‘dzin par ‘gyur de ni de dan
bsres nas ‘dzin par ‘gyur ba de ltar na brjod pa dan ‘dres par ‘gyur gyi/ ‘dod
chags la sogs pa’i ran rig pa ni de Ilta [D: Itar P] ma yin no // de[P: om. D] ltar na
“bde[D: P inserts la] sogs bdag 7iid géan mi rten” / thun mon ma yin pa yin [P: yin

palP: par D] ran rig pas yul du byed pa ma yin te /i bde ba la sogs pa’i bdag #id
kyi no bo fitd du de yan ran bsin tha dad pa can med pa fitd yin pa’i phyir ro //
de bas na gan las brjod [D: rjod P)] pa dan sbyor ba yin /** bde ba la sogs pa’i bdag
fitd skyes [P: skyed D] pa la yan ran rig pa brjod [D: rjod P] pa dan 'dres pa ma yin
no // de ltar na des brjod {D: rjod P} pa bzun[D: gzun P} nas de la sbyor bar ‘gyur
70 [/ ¢ brjod pa ’dzin pa yin na yan skad cig ma #iid yin pa’i phyir [y, de med pa
‘am bde ba la sogs pa’i bdag #id ma yin pas na gan gis gan la ci Zig sbyor bar byed
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/i de ltar na “’dod chags la sogs pa’i bdag fid ni brda[D: brda’P] byed par ni nus
med can yin no”j/; rgyu “de phyir” ‘dod chags la sogs pa “de dag ran rig [P: rigs D]
ni” gan yin pa de ni/ “brjod [D: rjod P] dan rjes ’brel can ma yin”/ brjod [D:
rjod P] pa dan ’dres pa ma yin no [/ sbyor ba ni gan #ig gan la brda mi 'dzin pa
de ni de la rnam par rtog par mi ‘gyur te / dri la mig gi rnam par Ses pa lta bu'o [/
’dod chags la sogs pa’i ran rig pa yan brda[D: brda’P] dzin pa ma yin no Zes bya
ba ni khyab par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //

*Cf. ragadisukhadisu svasamvedanam indriyanapeksatvan manasam pratyaksam iti
(Vibhiticandra’s gloss found in the footnote on PV I 249, p. 194, n. 1).

**For the translation see n. 297.

rjes ’brel can ma yin //y.

E. TSP on TS 1263 (463, 8-16): ... “ananyabhdg” asadhdranah vyavahdarakala-
pratyupasthayiti yavat. . vyavahararthatvat samayasyeti natra Sabdasamketah.q

_________

dinam atma.”; “tesam” iti niladinam. “nabhijalpanusangini’ti navistabhilapa,
tatra prayogah: yad yatragrhitasamayam na tat tatra savikalpakam bhavati,
tadyatha caksurvijfianam gandhe. agrhitasamayam ca pratyaksam niladyatmani-

ti vyapakaviruddhopalambhah.

Cf. Tib. P 33b5-34a2; D 8b5-9a2: ... “gZan la brten min” ni thun mon ma yin
pa ste/ tha siiad kyi dus su mi gnas pa Zes bya ba’t tha tshig go //. brda ni tha
sfiad kyi don du yin pa’i phyir ‘di la sgra brdar [P: sgrar for sgra brdar D] byed pa
ma yin no [/q gfan yan brda 'di yul du byas pa ma yin nam. yul du ma byas pa
yin la / [corr: la yin/ P; yin la / yin na D for yin la] re Zig mnon sum ma skyes pa

pa blans nas sbyor ba ma yin te /, skye ba’i dus dan mnon par brjod pa dzin pa’t
dus na skad cig ma 7itd yin pa’i phyiry, yul ma yin la / [D: / om. P] mnon sum yul
can yan ma yin pa’i phyir / gan gis gan du sbyor bar byed / [P: // D} ces bya ba 'di

dag ces bya ba ni snon po la sogs pa’o // “brjod dan rjes ’brel can ma yin” / [P: // D]
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Zes bya ba ni brjod pa dan mi ldan pa’o //\ de la sbyor ba ni gan 2ig gan la brda
ma bzun ba de ni de la rtog pa dan bcas par ‘gyur ba ma yin te / dri la mig gt
rnam par Ses pa bZin no // mnon sum gyis kyan snon po la sogs pa’i bdag #nid la

brda gzun ba ma yin no // [P: // om. D] fes bya ba ni [P: / added D] khyab [D:
khyad P] par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //,
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APPENDX II: A LIST OF CORRECTIONS TO SHASTRI'S EDITION

L

TS (1212-1263)

1217d
1226b
1230d
1231a
1235b
1238a
1238b
1241d
1245a
1247b
1248ab
1256a
1263d

sedrsy: sadrSy (n. 74)

jatisabdo stu: jatisabdas tu (n. 149)

kalpate: kalpyate (n.161)

cavyavahdryam: va vyavaharyam (n. 161)

eva sa bruvan: evam abruvan (n. 175)

evampratitiriupa : evam pratitarapa (n. 199)

yadaivam: yad evam (n. 199)

anuktam: ayuktam (n. 199)

vikalpakamanojfiana- : vikalpakam ato jhana- (n. 215)
-bhavanamanusangavan: -bhavanam anusangavan (n. 227)
carthavijianam yaugapadyam : carthavijiianayaugapadyam (n. 234)
yadi va yasya: yadi capy asya (n. 263)
nabhijalpanusangini: nabhirjalpanusangini (n. 289)

TSP (448, 19-463, 16)

450, 8
450, 17
450, 23
452, 17
452, 23

453, 9
453, 20
453, 20
453, 22
453, 23
453, 25
454, 24

anubhavasiddhatvad : anusiddhatvad (n. 57)
antarmatraviparivartinam : antarmatraviparivarft)inam (n. 69)
tasya vyavasthanat: tasyavyavasthanat (nn. 77-78)
paritharantaram: pariharantam (n. 118)

yadrcchasabdesu prayujyamanesu namna : yadrcchdsabdesu namna
(n. 124)

seyam ity anena: seyam iti. anena (n. 129)
*avayavasambandhad : *avayasambandhad (n. 138)

anyad anyadravyam: anyad dravyam (n. 139)

-dar$ane . -dasane (n. 140)

cavasthantarasamdsraye: cavasthantaram samasrayeta (n. 141)
avaSyabhyupagantavya: avasyam abhyupagantavya (n. 141a)
paramarthikah : paramarthikah (n. 153)

455, 15f. avasSyabhyupagantavya: avasyam abhyupagantavya (n. 157)

455, 18

abhyupagatayam : abhyupamatdyim (n. 162)

456, 11f. namayojanavinabhavinity: namayojana vina bhavinity (n. 177)

456, 15
456, 20

yaj jaanam arthe rapadau: yat jRanarthariapadau (n. 182)
catra pratitih : canupratitih (n. 185)
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456, 20
456, 25
458, 21
459, 13
459, 21
460, 10

460, 14f.

460, 17
460, 17
460, 23
461, 18
461, 18
462, 12
462, 13

463, 12
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yathoktakalpana : tathoktakalpana (n. 185)

paraparamata-: paramata- (n. 187)

aha. dvayor iti vikalpayor: aha— dvayor iti. vikalpayor (n. 214)
canyatra-: ca anyatra- (n. 229)

nirantaram visaya-: nirantaravisaya- (n. 237)
nartakidarsanadyavasthayam : nart(t)akidarfandavasthayam (n. 243)
ity evamadav: ity evamadav (n. 246)

Suddhe: buddher (n. 251)

nanavidhartha-: nanavidyartha- (n. 251)

kramavartini: kramavart(t)ini (n. 255)

yadi vetyadi: yadi cetyadi (n. 261)

yadriapavyavashtitau: yadripam vyavasthitau (n. 264)

jateh : jatah (n. 269)

na casty evam iti. evam iti bhedena-. na casty evam iti. bhedena-
(n. 271)

na visayo napi: na visayenapi (n. 298)
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INDEX

akalpana n.215

aksa nn.182,203,204; —ja n. 287

aksara nn. 69,70

atiparisphuta n. 204

atiprasanga n.279a

atita nn. 60, 203, 208

atha va (Tib. rnam pa gcig tu na) nn. 115, 224

adrsta n. 86

adrsti n.85

adhyaksa p.93; n. 199

adhyavasaya nn. 37, 74; —anurodha p. 94; n.
201

adhyavay/ sthd n.128

adhyaropa n.49

adhyaropita n. 275

anantara nn.104,175

ananyabhak nn. 289, 291, 293, 300

andropita n.285

anugama n.72

anutpanna See utpanna.

anupalambha n. 230

anubhava p.65; nn. 57,213

anuy/ bhii nn. 127,215

anumana p.44; n. 33

anuvada n. 39

anuviddha nn.72,73

anuvidhayin nn. 72,94

anuvrtti n. 150

anusanga p.99; n. 227

anusangin n.289

anusmarana n.92

aniadya p.59; n. 39

antarjalpa nn. 43,70

antarmdatra p.67; n. 69

anyatragatacitta n. 203

anyatrasaktamanas nn. 203, 204

anyapoha pp. 82, 91; nn. 149, 156; —krt p. 91;
nn. 191, 192

anvaya nn. 60,278,284

apacaya n.139

apaciyamana n.139

apa+/ hnu n.73

apasta n. 85

api An unclear usage of —n. 82

aprasiddha p.108; n. 263

122

aprastutabhidha n.104

abhijalpa n.289

abhidha nn. 104,208

abhidhdana p.91; n.144

abhidhayaka pp. 89, 90; nn. 182, 183, 193

abhidhdyin n. 144

abhidheya nn.51,197

abhipraya p.69; n.79

abhimana p.98; nn. 216, 218, 234, 242, 253

abhimukhibhiuta n.227

abhilapa pp. 63, 115; nn. 53, 170; — dvayasam-
sarga n. 209; —samsargayogyapratibhasa
p. 45; nn. 43, 195, 277; etymology of — p. 63;
n. 50

abhilapini pratitih pp. 45, 47, 61, 76, nn. 38, 43,
81, 83, 84, 160, 195; as pratitir abhilapini nn.
117,161

abhisambandha n. 181

abhitaparikalpa n.49

abhedopacara pp. 89, 90; nn. 182, 183, 193

abhyasa n.69

abhyupagata p.85; n. 162

abhyupagamavirodha p.96; n. 213

abhranta pp. 45, 46; nn. 1, 38, 39

artha pp. 65, 89, 105, 109; nn. 37, 39, 53, 60, 69,
70, 74, 77, 86, 123, 124, 128, 182, 197, 203,
208, 242, 244, 251, 258, 263, 266, 274, 285; —
akara n.72; —gata nn. 100, 131; —tas n.
7, —dharma p. 73; n. 102, — pratitibheda
n. 250; — bala n. 287, — vijaana p. 100,
nn. 234, 240; —sakti n. 287; —Sabdavisesa
n. 274; —samanya n.50; —svalaksana n
276. See also sabdartha.

arpana n. 67

alata p.98; nn. 218, 254; —cakra nn. 216, 257

avagraha n. 254

avayava n. 137, —apacaya n.139; —samban-
dha n.139

avayavin nn. 137,272

avasyabhyupagantavya pp. 81, 84; nn. 141a, 157

avastha p.80; nn. 136, 141, 242

avikalpa(ka) nn. 92,182,201, 216

avidya n.2

avinabhavin p.88; n. 177

avisayikrta See visayikrta.
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avisamvadin n. 39

avyabhicarin n. 161

avyavahdrya nn. 161,168

avyavahita nn. 244, 245, 251

avyapin p.79

avyyapti n.132

asakyasamaya nn.289, 291, 300

asva p.109

asvattha n.39

asatkaryavada n.137

asambandhabhidhana p.91

asadharana p.114; n. 134

asiddhata p.109

akara nn.43, 50,51, 69, 70, 105, —bheda n. 67

ay/ ksip n 104

aksa p.108; n. 263

agarya nn. 175, 176

atman nn. 289, 291, 296; —samvedya n.94

adi pp. 47, 50; n. 289; examples of omissions of
necessary — in pratikas nn. 103, 158, 190,
220, 236 (cf. also n. 176)

adheya p.9%4

apti p.95 n. 210

abhasa nn.51,254

aropana n. 154

asraya p.71;n.91

asu —bhramana n.257; —urtti nn. 216, 242;
—samcara n. 216

iccha n.72

ittkartavyata p. 65; nn. 59, 60, 70

indriya —ja n.257; —vijiana nn. 48, 215

iyat nn. 150, 175

iva nn. 53,69, 72, 73; confusions of — with eva
in Tib. nn. 53,73, 244

istanista n.70

tha n. 175

idrs(a) p. 68 nn 74, 150, 240

I¢varakrsna n.37

ukti n. 93

uccarana n.197

ucyate pp. 85, 86; n. 161

utpanna nn. 295, 296

utpreksana nn. 73, 251

udaka p.71; nn. 86, 87

Uddyotakara nn. 94, 196

upacara pp. 89, 90; nn. 112, 182

uparatarudita n.64

upalaksana p.89

upalabdhilaksanaprapta p.100; n. 230
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upadana nn. 70,175,179, 180

upadeya nn. 93,176

upadhi p.57; nn. 32,33, 34

evampratitiripa nl199

evamlaksanaka n. 33

audarika(td) n.48

audarya(ta) n.48

kathana nn.93,176

Kamalasila — and Devendrabuddhi p. 49; n
292; differences of ideas between— and
Dharmottara nn. 18, 39, 257, 283

karana —bhata p.78;, —vibhakti n. 127

karka pp. 108, 109; n. 263

karmadharaya n.91

kalpa n.242

kalpana pp.60,63,72; nn.5, 7, 38, 41, 42, 43, 46,
48, 49, 64, 70, 79, 81, 83, 85, 90, 92, 93, 94,
108, 111, 117, 120, 131, 154, 161, 171, 173,
185, 186, 196, 199, 200, 230; —jala nn. 2, 49;
—jAana nn. 70, 196; —pratisedha nn. 41,
186; —rahita nn.5,41, 182; —viraha pp.
100, 107; nn. 199, 205, 228, 260; grahyagra-
haka— p. 63; jatr— n. 154; jatyadi— n. 108;
nama— nn. 84, 108; namajatyadi— nn. 5, 92,
120; Dignaga’s definition of — pp. 44, 47, 72,
78; n. 92; Dharmakirti’s definition of — pp.
44-45,47; nn. 38, 43

kalpanapodha pp.44-48; nn. 1,7, 38, 39, 43, 56,
196, 197, 199, 202, 204

karana pp. 74, 108; nn. 112, 263; — anupalab-
dhi p. 109

kdarya nn.64,70,112; —linga p. 68; —hetu n. 67

kala n.73

kudhi n.199

kusala nn. 69,70

kipti p.62; n.46; —hetutvadi p.62; n. 38

krama nn. 216, 218, 242; —grahana n. 242; —
vartin p. 106; n. 255

kriya p. 58; nn. 32, 34, 87, 92, 163

ksana n.134; —bhangin n. 274

ksira p.71; nn. 86, 87

gamaka p.75; n. 111

gava n.263

guna p.58; nn. 32, 34, 87,92

Gunakarasribhadra n. 23

gocara pp.49,57; n. 30

go p.76; —tva n.184

grantha n. 181

grahana nn. 242,263
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grahyagrahaka n.49; —kalpana p.63

ghata nn. 43, 230, 277

ghatana/ghatand p. 95; nn. 53, 86, 87, 88, 208,
223

ca Inadequate usage of — n. 294

cakra nn. 216,254, 257

caksus n.203; —adivijiiana n. 251

calana n.92

citta nn. 48, 203

Citrangada p. 82

cinta nn.73,251

cirasthiti n.242

caitasitka n. 48

jagat nn. 161,168

Jjanman —antarabhyasa n. 69

jati pp. 58, 109; nn. 32, 34, 87, 92, 132, 144, 145,
154, 269, 287; —abhidhdyin n. 144; —kal-
pand n. 154; —mat n. 154; — vacin n.

145; —$abda p.82; n. 149

jatyadi nn. 49, 85, 86, 89, 90, 94, 95, 128, 131,
152, 161, 166, 182, 183, 192, 263, 267; —
kalpana n. 108; —sabda n. 125. Ci. na-
man.

jatyadiyojana n. 49, 85, 92, 94, 158, 161, 174,
176, 177. See also namajatyadi(yojana).

Jitari p.45; n. 81

Jinendrabuddhi pp. 49 -50; nn. 19, 35, 96, 116,
131

jAana p.89; nn. 7, 181, 182, 195, 196, 201, 231;
omission of the word —in the definition of
direct perception pp. 49 - 50, 60; n. 41; —
dharma p.73; n. 102

Jaanasribhadra nn. 35, 37

Dittha pp.76,79; nn. 131, 133

tattva n.263

tatpurusa p.47; nn. 11,91, 116

tadvat p.73; nn. 90, 98, 99

tathagatajfiana n.49

tadatmyapratisedha nn. 196, 199

tala pp. 102, 104; n. 242

tyaga n. 208

dandin pp.77,86

Digndga pp. 44-50, 72, 74, 76, 81-87, 90-91, 93-
94; nn. 81, 92, 112, 197, 273, 274

dis n. 181

dr§ n. 254

dr$ya p.99; nn. 212, 227

Devendrabuddhi p. 49; nn. 39, 44, 247, 278, 292,
294, 301

124

Devendrabhadra n. 24

dravya pp. 58, 80; nn. 32, 34, 92, 168, —sabda n.
169

dvandva nn. 34,95, 183

dvaya p.96; nn. 93, 105, 209, 212, 213, 214

dvitaya n.30

dvividha nn. 34,93, 131

dharma p.73; nn. 34, 100, 102, 106

Dharmakirti pp. 44-49, 76, 107; n. 289

dharmin p.91; nn. 34, 67, 194, 195, 196

Dharmottara pp. 46-47; nn. 3, 18, 39, 257, 273,
277, 278, 283, 295

dhi pp.100,107; n. 228

dhenu n.41

dhvani nn. 69,70

namaskarasloka (of PV) nn. 2,49

nartaki nn. 242, 243

nandavidha p.105; n. 251

namajatyad: nn. 98, 111, 116, 117, 175, 180; —
kalpana nn.5,92,120, 182; dvandva struc-
ture of — nn. 95, 131, distinction between na-
man and jatyadi pp.47,73; nn. 94, 96, 131

namajatyadiyojana pp. 44, 47 - 48, 50, 72, 78,
nn.81, 92, 94, 109, 280; analyses of the com-
pound — pp.47-48; nn. 111, 116. See also
Jjatyadiyojana.

naman nn. 48, 61, 84, 92, 94, 95, 131, 208, 212;
—artha p.65; n. 60; —adiyojana nn. 103,
104; —adisamsarga n.92; —kalpand nn.
94, 108, — bheda p. 86, —yojana pp. 48,
88; nn. 94, 164, 169, 170, 174, 176, 177; —sam-
Sraya n. 56; — samsargin n. 212; —as
abhidhayaka n. 183; equivalence between
— and abhilapa n.84;— as Sabdain general
nn. 61, 126, 164, 169, 170. See also nama-
jatyadi(yojana) and $abdayojana.

nibandhana p.108; n. 263

nimitta pp. 74, 79, 108; nn. 48, 104, 131

nirantara p.101; nn. 234, 236, 237

niridha n.136

nirdpana nn. 90, 92

nirvikalpaka n.5

nirvyapara p.74; n. 106

ntladi nn. 203, 204, 289, 291, 296

naimittika n. 131

Nyaya (school) nn. 36, 37,137, 216

Nyayamukha (NMukh) pp. 48, 88-91; nn. 181,
182

nyayavid n.150
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patu n.60

patha n. 150

padartha nn. 32, 34, 50, 145

paratantra n.149

para(pra)siddha nn. 93,94

paramata n. 94

paramartha n.274; —tasn.154

parapara p.90; nn. 93, 187

paramarsa n.43

pariganana p.73

paricchinna n. 271

pariccheda(ka) nn. 94,161, 262, 263, 269

parinatidarsana p. 80; n. 140

parihdara nn. 70,118

parisphuta n. 254

pacaka p.77

paramarthika p. 83; n. 153, 281

Paspata n. 196

purovastha n. 207

purovasthita n. 207

parva n.75; —ahitasamskara n.70

prthaksruti n 132

prakrta pp. 60, 99; nn. 233, 235

pratiksana n. 134

pratibhasa nn. 51,72

pratibhasana nn. 86, 87, 254, 258

prativisaya n. 37

pratisedha nn. 41, 196,199, 263

pratisamdhana nn. 247, 254

pratisamvitti n.212

pratiti  pp. 45, 47, 61, 76, 90, 93; nn. 38, 43, 63,
70, 81, 83, 84, 117, 160, , 161, 181, 185, 195,
196, 199, 250

pratyaksa pp. 44-46, 57, nn. 5, 7, 33, 36, 37, 38,
39, 41, 43, 56, 72, 94, 182, 196, 197, 199, 200,
204, 230, 282, 285, 286, 289, 294, 296; — tas
p- 65; nn. 56, 71, 205, 260; —tva n. 39; —
virodha p. 96; n. 213, —fabda nn. 196,
197, 199, — sadhana n. 228; Digniga’s
definition of — pp. 44, 89%; nn. 7, 182, 200;
Dharmakirti’s definition of — pp. 44-45, 46:
n. 38; definition of — in other schools p. 58;
nn, 36, 37

pratyaya n.72

pratyava/ mr§ n. 64

pratyatmavedya n.56

prama n. 30

pramana pp. 44, 57, 101, 113; nn. 5, 37, 39; —
laksana n. 29

125

prayujyamana p.77; n. 124

prayoga nn. 53, 67. See also “syllogism” pp. 108,
115; nn. 67, 253, 265, 278, 301.

prayojana p.75

pravadin n. 171

pravrttinimitta p. 79, n. 131

prasanga p.91; nn. 194, 249, 250

prasiddha n. 93

prasiddhi nn. 33,94, 132

prakrtasakti n. 111

prapti  p.95; nn. 196, 210

pramanya n.39

phala pp. 49, 57; n. 30; —wvat n. 161

bahis nn. 69,70, 111

bahu n. 242 245

bahuvrihi pp. 47,75; nn. 10, 111, 116

badhaka p.101; —pramana p. 101

bala(ka) nn.43, 64,66,67,70

bahuleya p. 109

buddhi nn. 70,79

v brii p.87,n.175

Bharga p.91; n. 196

bhartr n.196

Bhartrhari pp. 66, 81; nn. 73, 196

bhava n.60

Bhitta n.72

Bhiradvaja p. 91; n. 196

bhava pp. 98, 99, 108; nn. 161, 218, 227, 242,
263,274, 285

bhavana n.60

bhinna n. 134

bheda pp. 86, 89, 90; nn. 134, 136, 139, 142, 154,
168, 175, 182, 183, 192, 250, 262, 263, 269,
271

bhranta n.74

bhranti p.106; nn. 41, 234, 242, 253, 254

manas n.216; —jalpa n. 48; —jAiana p. 97; n.
215, —wikalpa n. 242

Manorathanandin nn. 35, 203

manasa n. 242; manasi bhrantih p. 106; n. 253

Mimamsa (school) n. 36

mukha nn. 64,67

mika nn.43,67,70,168

marcchita n.69

yadrechasabda p. 82; nn. 124, 132, 143, 144,
149; — and pravrttinimitta pp.79; n. 131

Yasomitra n.48

yadrechika n. 131

yukta nn.123, 159, 161
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yugapad n.219; —ortti n. 216

v yuj nn 116,117

Yogaicara (school) nn. 14, 49

yogya p.45; nn. 38, 43, 50, 53, 85, 195, 277

yojana n. 300

yojana pp.44,47,48,50,72,75,78, 84, 86, 88, 95;
nn. 49, 81, 85, 86, 92, 94, 95, 98, 103, 104, 109,
111, 116, 123, 158, 161, 167, 169, 170, 174,
176, 177, 210, 280; Jinendrabuddhi on— n.
116; sarva yojana n. 177

yaugapadya nn. 216, 234, 238

Ravigupta n.44

rasa pp. 104, 105; n.247

rapadi p.89; n. 182

laksana pp. 49, 100; nn. 29, 30, (33), 35, 39, 48,
64, 70, 230; — kara n. 101; — vipratipatti n.
35

laksya p.59; n. 39

laghu n.242; —uvrtti n. 216

lata pp.102,104; n. 242

linga p.68; n. 216

loka nn.70,72,152; —anuvrtti n. 150

vacas n.161

-vat(vati) pp.98,99; nn. 222, 226; wrong trans-
lation of — in Tib. n. 145

vatsa n.41. See also “calf” on pp. 49, 60

varna nn. 242, 247; —uccaranamatra n. 197; —
Sruti p. 104

Vasubandhu n. 48

Vasumitra n. 216

vastu p.79; nn. 37,92, 105, 134, 136, 151, 166

vakya nn.175,197

vac nn. 53,72

vacaka pp. 43, 108; nn. 50, 170, 274, 275, 277,
279a
vacya pp. 50, 108; nn. 50, 132, 149, 199, 274,

275, 277, 279a, 283

vasana p.65; 60

vikalpa p. 96; nn. 2, 48, 49, 56, 68, 70, 92, 151,
208, 212, 214, 227, 235, 242, 251, 280; —anu-
baddha n.258; —dvaya nn. 213, 214. See
also kalpana.

vikalpaka p.97; n.215

vikalpana n.92

vicdra Pp.63; n. 48

vijattya n.251

vijiana  p. 100; nn. 48, 92, 215, 218, 234, 240,
251, 257, 277, 283

vitarka p.62; n. 48
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vidhi n. 39

vidhiyate p.59; n.39

vidhatakalpandjala nn. 2, 49

vinasta n. 254

Vinitadeva pp. 46-47, 49; nn. 3, 35, 39, 50, 273

vipaksa n.263

viparivartin p.67; nn. 69, 70

vipratipatti pp. 49, 57; nn. 30, 35

virodha p.96; n. 213

vivaksa n.149

vivida n. 171

viveka nn. 87,90

viSistakaryakarin n. 114

viSesa nn. 34, 92, 144, 145, 273, 274, 278

viSesana nn. 29, 32,192, 263, 270, 271; —samasa
nn. 29, 32

viSesanabhidhayakabhedopacara pp. 89-90; nn.
182,193

vifesya n. 268

viSfva nn. 161, 168

visaya pp. 99, 115; nn. 93, 94, 176, 242, 254, 298

visayin p.99

visayikrta p.114; nn. 294, 295

visanin p.77

vispasta nn. 73, 251, 254, 258

vrksa nn. 53, 199

Vrtti (PSV) p. 76

vrddha n.136

vedana nn. 203, 204

Vaibhasika nn. 48, 92; cf. Sarvastivadin n. 216

vaiyadhikaranya p.75; n. 111

Vaiyakarana n.72

VaiSesika (school) p.58; nn. 32, 37,137

vyakta nn.234,236, 238

vyatireka nn. 284, 285, 286

vyatirekin n. 152

vyatita n.254

vyadhikarano bahuvrihih n. 111

vyapade$a p.62; n. 46

vyapasraya n.70

vyavacchinna n. 166

vyavacchedaka n.192

vyavadhana nn. 241, 242, 244, 245, 248, 285,
287

vyavasthana p.69; nn. 77,78

vyavasthiti p.108; n. 264

vyavahdra p.68; nn. 274, 278, —patha n. 150

vyavaharya n. 161

vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi p. 116
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vydpta n. 177

vyapt: nn. 144, 274; cf. avyapti n. 132

vyaurtti p.91

Sankarasvimin p. 40; nn. 44, 46, 47

Sabda pp. 48, 63, 82; nn. 34, 50, 61, 70, 72, 73,
124, 125, 126, 132, 143, 144, 145, 149, 150,
164, 169, 170, 196, 197, 199, 201, 274, 277,
279; —artha nn.53,74,77, —akara n.69;
—anugama n.72; —anuviddha n.72; —
jAana n.l151; —pravritinimitta n. 131; —
yojana n. 280; —yojana pp. 48, 84, 86; nn.
161, 170, 177, 280; —vifesa nn. 273, 274; —
vyavahara p. 68, —samsarga n. 48, —
samkirna n. 43; —samanya nn. 50,273, —
svardpa p. 110; —svalaksana p. 111; n.

_ 277. See also naman.

Sabdadvaitavadin n.72

Sakyabuddhi pp. 46, 49; n. 39

Sabaleya pp. 83,108, 109; n. 264

Sighravreti nn. 218, 251

Sukla pp.77,109

Suddha nn. 242,251

$anya nn. 32,151

Saiva n.72

Sruti p.104; nn. 132,191, 192; —bheda n.250

§rotravijiiana nn. 279, 283

samvitti n. 289

samsarga p. 45; nn. 43, 50, 92, 195, 209, 277

samsargin n.212

samsrsta n. 161

samskara n.70

sakrt nn. 212, 213, 241, 242, 254, 256, —graha-
na n. 242, —bhavabhimana p. 98; nn.
218, 242, 253; —vikalpadvayapratijiia p.
96; nn. 213, 214

samketa nn. 69,70, 72, 274, 278

samksepa —artha p.109; nn. 266

samkhyd pp.49, 57, —uipratipatti n. 30

samgata n.85

samjnasabda p. 82

satyam n. 150

sadyojata n.60

samaya nn. 289, 291, 300

samavaya p.58; nn. 32, 34, 159

samaveta n.135

samasraya p.80; n. 141

samdsa nn. 29, 32,131

samupasrita n. 161

sambandha nn. 138, 139
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sammdrcchita nn. 69,70

sara pp. 104, 105; n. 247

sarvadharma n. 106

Sarvastivida (school) n. 216. See also Vaibha-
sika.

savikalpa(ka) p.108; nn. 36,72, 199, 216, 263

sahabhavin nn. 215,235

sahotpattivinasa n.168

saksatkarijiana n.39

Samkhya (school) nn. 37, 140

sadhya nn.67,253; —vikala p.105

saphalya n.127

sabhilapa n.53

samagri n.257; —uviSesa p. 107

samanadhikarana n. 111

samanya nn. 34,50,79, 273, 274; —akara n.50;
—uviSesa n. 37

Samanyapartksa n.274

samurta p.83

sasnadi n.263

siddhanta n. 171

sukhadi: nn. 289, 296

sitksmata n.48

Sautrantika n. 216

stana nn. 64, 67,70

sthiti nn.74,263

spasta p. 101; nn. 29, 258, — (artha) pratibha-
sitva(-td) n.258, —laksana nn. 29,30

sphuta nn. 215,234

smrti n.254

svasamuvitti nn. 205, 289

svaprasiddha n. 94

svabhava n.290; —vikalpa n.48

svamata nn. 94,119, 189

svardpa pp.49, 57; nn. 30, 92, 94; —tas n.7; —
vipratipatti n.35

svalaksana pp. 69, 111; nn. 274, 275, 276, 277,
279a, 283, 285

svatantrya n. 161

hetu nn. 48, 67,263

heya nn. 93,176

AK nn. 48,92
AKBh nn. 48, 216
AKV nn. 48, 216
ADV n.48

AMV n. 216

Kas nn. 39,121
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TAV nn.92 94,121

Tatparya nn. 41,50, 67

TUS nn.76, 87,92

TBV nn. 72, 289

TBh (Tib.) n.73

TR n.72

TRD n.121

TSop nn. 50,64, 69, 70, 72, 196, 253

DhPr nn. 28, 49, 50, 69, 92, 94, 135, 195, 197, 277

NC n.92

NCV nn.121,131

NP nn. 182, 253

NPV n.121

NB pp. 45, 47; nn. 38, 43, 50, 56, 112, 253

NBT nn. 39,51, 60, 64, 135, 253, 257, 277, 283

NBT (V) nn. 35, 39, 41, 50

NBTT nn. 48, 49, 50, 67, 277, 279a

NBPS nn. 28, 36, 37

NBh n. 216

NBhi@ nn. 92, 94, 121

NM nn. 121, 154

NMGBh nn. 50, 154

NMukh n. (181), 182. See also pp. 48, 88-91.

NV nn. 92 94,196, 197

NVT nn. 7,121

NVV nn. 92, 230

NS nn. 37, 46, 216

NSi n.92

PaiiS n. 48

Panini nn. 222, 277

PPai n.92

PBh nn. 34, 216

Prameya n.72

PV pp. 45, 46, 49; nn. 2, 39, 49, 56, 79, 90, 99,
111, 203, 213, 216, 223, 242, 244, 247, 254,

258, 278, 287, 289, 291, 292; Appendix I, A

PVT (R) nn.92, 293

PVT (5) n.39

PVP nn. 39, 247, 278, 292, 294, 296, 297, 299,
300; Appendix I, C. See also p.49.

PVV (M) nn. 35,44, 49, 203, 213

PVSV nn.2, 113, 168, 247, 257

PVSVT nn. 111, 207

PVin I pp. 45, 47; nn. 38, 43, 87, 102, 228, 289,
291, 296; Appendix I, B

PVinT nn. 39,50, 60, 69, 102, 195, 257, 291, 295

PVinT (J) nn.35,37,73

PS pp.44,46,47,72,78, 83; nn. 7, 56, 92, 99, 106,
112,121, 191, 200

PST nn. 35,41, 96, 102, 116

PSV pp. 76, 77, 83, 89; nn. 7, 81, 92, 106, 112,
121, 169, 182, 200

BAT n.73

BSGT n.216

MA p.48; nn. 14, 15, 216, 242, 254

MAV  nn. 14, 225, 251, 252

MBhD n.131

MV n.49

MVBh n. 49

YBh n. 37

YS n. 151

VP nn. 68, 70, 72, 144, 145, 196

VPP n. 144

Vim$ n. 49

SBh n.33

SV nn. 36, 37, 67

SK n. 37

HTU p.45; nn. 5, 92, 253

HB n.113



