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ON DIGNAGA’S THEORY OF THE OBJECT OF COGNITION
AS PRESENTED IN PS(V) 1

JUNIJIE CHU

I. Introduction

I-1. In the first chapter of his magnum opus, the Pramanasamuccaya
(PS) with its Vrrti (PSV),' Dignaga (ca. 480-540) asserts that percep-
tion, being free of conceptual construction, takes svalaksana as its
object-field (visaya),” whereas objects other than this svalaksana are
objects of conceptual construction, i.e., they are associated with
name, genus, etc., and thus are imagined, conventionally existent, or
the conceptualization of something that has been perceived earlier;
he also provides a list of objects that belong to the so-called “pseudo-
perception” (pratyaksabhasa).’ Thus, for Dignaga the svalaksana —
usually translated as “particular” — is the only real object of cogni-

* I am indebted to Prof. Dr. Eli Franco for his valuable comments on the first draft of
this paper, which allowed for great improvements in both content and language. I am also
indebted to Ven. Prof. Dammajoti who has made many valuable suggestions on a part of
this paper which I read as one of my lectures during my visit to the Centre of Buddhist
Studies of the University of Hong Kong in Feb. 2006.

' A new Sanskrit reconstruction based on linguistic materials collected from Jinendra-
buddhi’s commentary has been offered by Steinkellner; see PS(V) 1. All quotations
appearing in this paper refer to this edition.

2 The Sanskrit words visaya, alambana, and artha refer to the object of cognition;
however they are used with some differences in meaning, for example, regarding to the
difference between visaya and alambana Vasubandhu says: “Furthermore, what is the
difference between the object-field and object-support? If one thing has activity (karitra)
in respect to another thing, the former has the latter as its object-field; and that which is
grasped by the mind and mind-associates is the object-support.” (AKBh 19,16-17: kah
punar visayalambanayor visesah. yasmin yasya karitram, sa tasya visayah. yac cittacaittair
grhyate, tad alambanam.) In this paper I try to render these Sanskrit words with different
English words:” “object-field” for visaya, “object-support” for alambana, and “object-re-
ference” for artha.

3 CfPS(V) 1.2-3, 7cd—8ab; Hattori 1968: 24-25; 28. Cf. also Chu 2004.
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212 JUNIJIE CHU

tion. However, other than mentioning that svalaksana is “inexpressi-
ble” (avyapadesya),* he does not offer a clear explanation of the
term.

I-2. In another part of the PS(V) 1, as we will see in the following
(II-1), in talking about the svalaksana of cognition sphere (ayatana),
Dignaga also states that in respect to its cognition sphere, perception
is said to take the samanya, a term used here referring to many sub-
stances or atoms that constitute visible matter as a whole, as its
object. This statement is criticized by his opponent as being contra-
dictory to his refutation of an object-support (alambana) that con-
sists of many atoms. In my opinion, this problem has arisen owing to
his being misunderstood as referring to the external things. However,
in following I shall argue: (1) Dignaga regards the samanya, no mat-
ter how it is interpreted differently by different schools, as an inter-
nal part of a cognition, the so-called self-cognizable (svasamvedya).
(2) Based on the Sautrantika’s idea that the cognition sphere (aya-
tana) is not real, Dignaga denies the reality of an object having an
external existence; and furthermore, he maintains that the self-
cognizable or the internally cognizable is the source of cognition.
(3) Granting the Sautrantika’s theory of cognition having aspects
(akara), he interprets the object’s aspect as the self-cognizable.
Based on these points, I shall conclude that Dignaga’s theory of
object of cognition presented in PS(V) 1 is consistent, and that he
can be characterized as “advocator of the theory of internal object”
(antarjiieyavadin), a term used by his commentator Jinendrabuddhi.’

II. samanya

I1-1. In PS(V) 1.4cd-5ab, in reply to an objection to his statement that
perception is free of conceptual construction, Dignaga gives some
additional information about his idea of savalaksana. The opponent

4 CfPSV 1.1,24-25 (ad PS 1.2'cd): svasamanyalaksanabhyam hy avyapadesyavarna-
tvabhyam varnadi grhitvanityataya canityam varpaditi manasa sandhatte. Cf. Hattori
1968: 24.

5 See below n. 46.
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argues that although it is said in the Abhidharma treatise that a sense
awareness is a direct awareness of something blue, etc., and not a
determination in the form “this is blue,” or a cognition of a property
of the object,® and thus that perception is free of conceptual construc-
tion; it is also stated in the Abhidharma treatise that the five groups
of awareness take an agglomerate (saficita)’ of atoms as their object-
support.® How can it be possible, the opponent asks, that these
awarenesses take an agglomerate as their object-support, if they do
not image it to be a unity (ekatah)? And how is it to be understood
that such a sensory awareness takes the particular (svalaksana) as its
object-field in respect to the particular characteristic of the cognition
sphere (ayatanasvalaksana), and not to the particular characteristic
of the substantial element?’ Dignaga’s answer is as follows:

[Perception] is said to take the samanya as its object-field in respect to its
[external] cognition sphere ([bahya-]ayatana), because [perception] is pro-
duced by many substances [i.e. atoms], but not because of the conceptual
construction of non-difference with respect to difference.'®

I1-2. Based on the original meaning of the word, Jinendrabuddhi, the
only Indian commentator of Dignaga’s PS(V), interprets samanya in

¢ Cf. PSV 1.2,20-21: abhidharme ’py uktam — caksurvijianasamangt nilam vijandti no
tu nilam iti, arthe 'rthasarijiii na tu dharmasarijir iti.

7 Dignaga uses the word saiicita in the sense of samudaya, as Jinendrabuddhi says.
See below n. 25 and n. 40.

8 Cf. AKBh 34,1-2: na caika indriyaparamanur visayaparamanur va vijianam jana-
yati, saficitasrayalambanatvat paricanam vijianakayanam. “No single atom of the sense
faculty or a single atom of the object-field can produce awareness, because the five groups
of awareness have the agglomerate of [atoms] as their basis [of cognition, i.e. the sense
faculty] (asraya) and object-support.”

® Cf. PSV 1.2,22-23: katham tarhi saficitalambanah paiica vijiianakayah, yadi tad
ekato na vikalpayanti. yac cayatanasvalaksanam praty ete svalaksanavisaya na dravyasva-
laksanam iti.

10 PSV 1.2,25-26 (ad PS 1.4cd): anekadravyotpadyatvat tat sv@yatane samanyavisa-
yam uktam, na tu bhinnesv abhedakalpanat. Cf. also PV 3.196: ananam sa visesas ca
quality of atoms [of producing cognition] cannot [occur] without other atoms. Thus, since
the cognition is not restricted to a single [atom], it is said to have the samanya as its
cognition sphere.” (Cf. also the translations in Dreyfus 1997: 87-88 and in Dunne 2004:
396-7.)
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the sense of the “common property” of all the atoms constituting an
agglomerate and their thus becoming the cognition sphere, i.e., the
object of awareness. He writes:

These many atomic things, expressed [collectively] by the word “agglomer-
ate” (saiicita) and the word “particular characteristic of cognition sphere,”
are common by being similar in the capacity of producing corresponding
awareness in dependence on each other. A common property is indeed
common [to many things] ... [followed by a grammatical explanation]'!

That is to say, cognition is produced by atoms, all of which have the
common property in their being capable of producing a cognition;
thus they are collectively the object-cause (alambanapratyaya) of
cognition and the single word “agglomerate” can be used for them.
Jinendrabuddhi emphasizes that Dignaga’s reason for using the term
samanya is to eliminate the restriction (niyama) of the object of a
cognition to a single atom-substance. Nevertheless, this does not
imply, through the usage of the word samanya, that the perception
takes the universal characteristic of many atoms as its object-field:
thus the contradiction mentioned by the opponent does not exist. At
another point, in explaining why it is said in the Abhidharma treatise
that the five groups of awareness take an agglomerate as their object-
support, Jinendrabuddhi expresses also this idea:

Those atoms, generated through their own causes and conditions, inasmuch
as each being capable of producing awareness when they are situated in
close proximity to each other, are called “agglomerate” (saficita)... For by
virtue of the conditions of getting close to each other they are agglomerated,
gathered together. Through these many atoms in such a state, [the five
groups of awareness] that bear their own appearance are produced. There-
fore, it is said: “[the five groups of awareness] take the agglomerate as
object-support” in consideration [of the fact] that [these awarenesses] sup-

"' PST 45,11-12: yat tat saficitasabdenayatanasvalaksanasabdena coktam anekam pa-
ramanuvastu tad eva pratiniyatavijianajananasamarthyena sadharmyena parasparapeksa-
ya samanam. samanam eva samanyam, ...
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port themselves, without distinction, on all these [atoms], called “agglomer-
ate,”'? but definitely not on a single substance."

This samanya is also interpreted by Manorathanandin in his com-
mentary on Dharmakirti’s PV. In comparison to that of Jinendra-
buddhi, his interpretation is quite simple. According to him, taking
samanya as the operation-sphere means taking the agglomerate,
namely a kind of collection (sanghata) of atoms, as the operation-
sphere and not the universal (samanya), which is different from the
individual atoms. Thus the undesired consequence (prasanga), i.e.,
the self-contradiction, would not follow, namely, such a perception
would be accompanied by conceptual conception on account of hav-
ing taken the universal as its object.'*

I1-3. Dignaga’s above statement, which is in fact based on Vasuban-
dhu’s idea as stated in the AKBh," is interpreted by Jinendrabuddhi

12 1 do not follow the Tibetan translation which corresponds to: sarvams tan saiicita-
khyanavisesenalambante. Cf. PSTT D 21b5-6: de rnams thams cad la ’ang bsags pa zhes
bya ba’i khyad par gyis dmigs pa ste...

13 PST 44,12-45,5: svahetupratyayebhyo ye paramanavo jayante, te 'nyonyasannidha-
navasthaprapta eva santah pratyekam vijiianopajananasamarthah saficitasabdenoktah ...
parasparopasarpanapratyayair hi te saficitah samhatikrtah. tais tathavidhair anekaih sva-
pratibhasa janyanta iti saficitalambana ity uktah, sarvams tan saficitakhyan avisesenalam-
bante, naikam eva dravyam iti krtva.

4 Cf. PVV ad PV 3.196: samanyagocaram saiicitaparamanusanghatavisayam jianam
uktam tattvavading, na tu paramanvatiriktasamanyavisayam. tat katham samanyavisaya-
tvat savikalpatvaprasangah. (For the analysis of the compound saiicitaparamanusanghata-
visayam cf. AKBh 23,24: paricendriyadhatavah paiica visayah sariicitah, paramanu-
sanghatatvat.)

5 Cf. AKBh 7,22-24: nanu caivam samastalambanatvat samanyavisayah pafica vijia-
nakayah prapnuvanti na svalaksanavisayah. ayatanasvalaksanam praty ete svalaksanavi-
saya isyante na dravyasvalaksanam ity adosah. “[Objection:] Since in this circumstance
the five groups of [sensory] awareness take an aggregate (samasta) [of atoms] as their
object-support, they must take the universal (samanya) as their object, not the particular
(svalaksana). [Reply:] In respect to the particular characteristic of the cognition spheres,
these [five groups of sensory awareness] are accepted as having the particular characteris-
tics [of the cognition spheres] as their objects, not in respect to the particular characteristic
of the substances [viz. an atoms]. Therefore the fault does not exist.” Cf. Hattori 1968: 26
§Dab, and 89, n. 39. Cf. also MVBh 65a12-16: [ = &itksz 0 6s, DLICRR S 4% B .
FEMA TR, —FEM, JRAME, BHKEEMRE, RS NG, FE KR AR
s, AT akMEs B A, & I, “Question: ‘Why does tactile awareness take the
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as an attempt to solve the problem that the perception of an object
consisting of many atoms would be not free of conceptual construc-
tion. However, another serious problem arises. As pointed out by
Hattori,'® Dignaga’s idea as stated here is vehemently attacked by
Mallavadin in NC 86,6ff. The troublesome point is as follows: to say
that perception is produced by many atoms and therefore takes the
samanya of these atoms as its object seems to be similar to the thesis
Dignaga himself criticizes in the AP(V) and in PS(V) 1.14ff, regard-
less of whether it is referring to all things possessing the common
property of being capable of producing a cognition, as interpreted by
Jinendrabuddhi, or simply to the entire collection of all atoms, as
interpreted by Manorathanandin. Thus it seems to contain a self-
contradiction in another sense. I shall argue in following discussion
that this is actually a misunderstanding of Dignaga’s idea on the part
of his opponents because of their realistic viewpoint.

I1-4. Here, before we begin to discuss the problem of the samanya, it
is necessary to outline the thesis Dignaga criticizes, first in the
AP(V) and then again in PS(V) 1.14ff., for this is the starting point
of the discussion. It is well known that in the AP, Dignaga presents
the theory that expresses the two conditions a thing must fulfill to be
an object of cognition, i.e., (1) it must be a real existence so that it
can produce the cognition with its own form and thus be a real cause
of cognition; (2) it must have a gross form so that the cognition can
bear its appearance.'” There are three different alternatives to inter-

universal as its object-support, since the five kinds of awareness take the particular as their
object-support?’ Answer: There are two kinds of the particular, one is the particular
characteristic of substance (dravyasvalaksana), the other is the particular characteristic of
the cognition sphere (ayatanasvalaksana). In respect to the particular characteristic of
substance, the five kinds of awareness take also the universal as their object-support, in
respect to the particular characteristic of the cognition sphere, the five kinds of awareness
take only the particular characteristic [of the cognition sphere] as their object-support.
Therefore, there is no contradiction.”

16 Cf. Hattori 1968: 90, n.1.41.

17 Cf. APV 176,12—13: yul zhes bya ba ni shes pas rang gi ngo bo nges par ’dzin pa yin
te de’i rnam par skye ba’i phyir ro [/ “[We call something] object-field (visaya), because
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pret the object-support (@lambana), as stated both in AP(V) and then
again in PS(V) 1.14ff., but none of them can fulfill both of these
conditions. The first alternative can fulfill only the first condition; it
holds that the object-support is the things as they are, i.e., the atoms
of color, etc., which become the cause of the cognition, even though
the cognition bears a different appearance than what they really
are."”® And the other two alternatives can fulfill only the second
condition; both of them maintain that the object-support is that with
the appearance of which the cognition arises with respect to the
color, etc.' According to the materials available to us, each of these
alternatives has been advocated by certain Indian philosophical
schools at various points in time. The first one is mentioned in the
VS as being held by the Vaisesika.”’ This alternative does not need
to be discussed here, because the school advocating it is not the
school under examination. The second and third alternatives agree
on one point — a cognition bears the appearance of the object-sup-
port, and this appearance is produced by many atoms; they disagree
only on the nature of the appearance, i.e., whether it is of an
agglomerate of atoms as a whole, or of many individual atoms that
are gathered together. These two alternatives are attributed by the
commentaries to the Sautrantika?' and the Vaibhasika/Neo-Sarvasti-
vada respectively,” and thus I will refer to them in this paper as the
“Sautrantika-theory” and the “Sarvastivada-theory.” These two theo-
ries are described in the PSV as follows:

the cognition, grasping it as its proper form (svaripa), arises with the aspect (akara) of
this [object-field].”

18 Cf. PSV 1.6,8-9: yathavidyamana anyabhdsasyapi vijiianasya karanam bhavanti.

9 Cf. PSV 1.6,7-8: yadabhdasam tesu jianam utpadyate, tatha ta alambanam ...

2 Cf. VS 6,27-28: yat tad riapadikam ayatanam riapadivijiaptinam pratyekam visayah
syat tad ekam va syad yathavayaviripam kalpyate vaisesikaih. However, according to Kui
ji, the Chinese commentator of Xuan zang’s Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi, this is advocated by
Sammitiya. Cf. CWSLSJ 269¢16: 1t HMER 1 &6,

21 Cf. TrBh 16,20-21: saiicitalambanas ca paiicavijianakayas tadakaratvat. “And the
five group of awareness have the agglomerate [of atoms] as their object-support, for
[awareness] has the appearance of that [agglomerate].” Cf. Kui ji’s CWSLSJ 270a14: [
HEERTEE. .. Cf. also de la Vallée Poussin 1928: 43.

2 See n. 29, 31.
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[Sautrantika-theory:] If cognition arises from those [color, etc.,] in the form
as [they] appear, then the object-support exists only conventionally, since in
this case the five groups of awareness take an agglomerate (saiicita) [of
atoms] as their object-support.

[Sarvastivada-theory:] To be sure (kamam), in the case of the awarenesses
with appearances of something blue, etc., the awareness produced from that
object [i.e. the atoms of something blue] must be the perception. That is to
say, in these [awarenesses with appearances of something blue, etc.], even
though the gathering (samudaya) of those [atoms] is nominally existent, the
aspect (akara) of what substantially exists [i.e., each atom] is found.*

I1-5. Jinendrabuddhi does not offer a detailed explanation concerning
the Sautrantika-theory, but just paraphrases the word sajicita used by
Dignaga with samitha, and adds that if we have in mind that the term
“things agglomerated” (saiicita) has the same meaning as the term
“agglomerate of the things” (saficaya); and thus saficaya means
samitha.” However, interestingly, he attributes the Sarvastivada-
theory to “the advocators of the theory of objects having the aspect
of many [substances/atoms]” (anekakararthavadin),”® and says that
they hold the following opinion:

Surely, the atoms which are definitely substantially existent have such an
aspect (akara). Precisely those atoms, inasmuch as they support one another

23 PSV 1.6,10-11: yadi yathabhasam tesu jiianam utpadyate, tatha saiicitalambanatvat
pariicanam vijiianakayanam samvrtisad evalambanam iti.

2 PSV 1.6,12-13: kamam niladyabhdsesu vijiianesu tato ’rthad utpannam vijianam
pratyaksam syat. tatha hi tesu tatsamudaye prajiiaptisaty api dravyasadakaro labhyate.

% PST 91,13-14: saficitalambanatvad iti samithalambanatvat saiicitam saiicaya iti
krtva. saiicayas ca samithah.

% The Tibetan translation of this term, rnam pa du ma’i don du smra ba (PST' D
42a3), “the advocator of the theory of object with multiple aspects,” seems incorrect to
me. The relation between aneka and akara should be a Tatpurusa, not a Karmadharya, and
thus aneka should refer to “many atoms.” Cf. dravyasatam eva sa paramaninam akarah
quoted in n. 28.
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(parasparanugrhita),”’ appear [to cognition] in this way [i.e., with this
aspect].?®

Kui ji, the commentator of Xuan zang, identifies the advocator of
this opinion as Sanghabhadra (i) who is called “Neo-Sarvasti-
vadin.”” However, as Katd has already pointed out,*® Vinitadeva
attributes this opinion to “Vagbhata and others” (pha khol la sogs
pa)‘Sl

27 But in PST 44,13, where Dignaga’s own position is explained, anyonyasannidhana-
vastha is used, cf. n. 13.

8 PST 92,2-5: nanu dravyasatam eva sa paramaniinam akarah. ta eva hi parasparanu-
grhitas tatha pratibhasanta ity anekakararthavadinah... (cf. Vinitadeva's description of
this opinion quoted in n. 31.) This idea is reported and criticized also in Sthiramati’s TrBh
and Xuan zang’s CWSL. Cf. TrBh 16,26-27: ekaikaparamanur anyanirapekso atindriyah,
bahavas tu parasparapeksa indriyagrahyah. The same idea is also found in CWSL 4b: £
i, RFIERFIE RS, RN R G A, % MalkEE. AR
., %P4, The word parasparapeksa (cf. phan tshun nye bar ’gro ba in PVP: 221a4,
ad PV 3.196) should be understood as interchangeable with parasparanugrhita (=phan
tshun phan btags pa) in the PST.

¥ Cf. CWSLSJ 271al0: ME5MUAME iffEpE2E £ 3%, Cf. Cox’s remark: “Though
Sanghabhadra’s interpretations are generally consistent with the Sarvastivada-Vaibhasika
position, especically as presented in the *Mahavibhasa, he is influenced by Vasubandhu’s
criticisms and attempts to reformulate many Sarvastivada-Vaibhasika positions in re-
sponse to them... Sanghabhadra’s works mark a turning point in the development of
Sarvastivada-Vaibhasika thought; as a result, Sanghabhadra is acknowledged as the
inaugurator of the so-called ‘neo-Vaibhasika’ period.” (Cox 1995: 58) Cf. de la Vallée
Poussin 1928: 45, n.1.

30 Cf. Katd 1973: 134, Kato 1989: 179.

31 Cf. APT 189a7-b2): phyi rol gyi don du smra ba’i phyogs di la yang | pha khol la
sogs pa kha cig [ rdul phra rab rnams ’dus pa’i rnam pa dag dbang po’i rnam par shes pa’i
rgyur 'dod do [/ de dag ’di skad du rdul phra rab rnams la ni ’dus pa’i rnam pa yang yod
do /[ rdul phra ba rnams la gang cung zad cung zad du ci yod pa thams cad ni rdzas su yod
pa yin no [/ rdzas su yod pa’i phyir ’dus pa’i rnam pa rnam par shes pa’i rgyu nyid du
"gyur ro [] rags pa’i phyir na rnam par shes pa la rang gi ngo bo yang ’jog par ’gyur te | de
bas na rdul phra rab rnams tshul gzhan gyi yul nyid yin no zhes zer ro /| Also among the
adherents of the theory of [the existence of] the external object-reference (bahyarthavada),
some [masters], Vagbhata and others, hold that the gathered aspects of atoms are the cause
of the sensory awareness. They say: “Atoms have also the gathered aspect. Everything,
what ever exists among atoms as single particle, is substantially existent. Because of being
substantially existent the aspect of gathered [atoms] is the cause of the awareness, because
of the gross form (sthiila) it makes the awareness obtain its proper form (svaripa). There-
fore, the atoms are the object-field [of the cognition] in a different way [than what they
exist].”
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I1-6. From the report given in Sanghabhadra’s Nyayanusara (NA),
we know that there was a sharp controversy on the topic of the
object of cognition between the Sautrantika/Darstantika (hereafter
only “Sautrantika”) and the Sarvastivada/Vaibhasika (hereafter only
“Sarvastivada”). According to Sanghabhadra, the Sautrantika’s opin-
ion, advocated by “the venerable” (sthavira) — a title used to refer to
Srilata®® — is as follows:

In this regard the venerable (sthavira, i.e. Srilata) holds the following opin-
ion: Neither the basis [asraya, i.e. the sense faculty] nor the object-support
(alambana) of the five groups of [sensory] awarenesses are real existence,
because each individual atom cannot be the basis and object-support [of
those awarenesses], and because only an agglomerate (F14°) of many atoms
can constitute a basis and object-support. ... They, the master and the
followers, also used worldly examples incorrectly; they use the simile of
blind men to prove their doctrine. It is said: Like blind men, who if separate
and alone, have no action of perceiving a visible form; when they gather
together (FI£E), they still have no action of perceiving. Atoms are the same:
when they are separate and alone, they do not perform the function of basis
and object-support; when many [atoms] are gathered together, they still do
not perform such a function. Therefore, the cognition spheres (ayatana, i.e.,
the sense faculties and their objects) are unreal; only the constituent ele-
ments (dhatu) are real.

This is to say, the Sautrantika holds that neither sense faculties nor
object-support really exist, because as an agglomerate they can be
reduced to atoms. Actually in AKBh, in reporting a debate on what
is the agent and what is the object of cognition, Vasubandhu ascribes
to the Sautrantikas the opinion that this kind of debate is useless, for
the visual awareness arises in dependence on the visual sense and the
visual matters, there is nothing that sees or is seen, there is merely

32 The sthavira mentioned in the NA is identified in the later sources as Srilata, a
Sautrantika master (cf. Cox 1988: 71, n. 9.). Kui ji, for instance, idendifies him as Srilata,
the second of “the three Sautrantika masters,” who composed the Sautrantika-Vibhasa. Cf.
CWSLSJ 358a,11-12: " =HES, @EfEHEBEN, IEFTS LS,

¥ Cf. NA 350c5-17: IR EFTA, W——RRPHKATg S, B,
7 AT e s, ... XAERGE R, SIS, &R, B, nE——%
., mREMH, MEME, WA, MR ——&0F, BEKEgH, MEmE A
IR, HE R, MESRZE, Cf. Dhammajoti 2004: 89, also Dhammajoti 2004a: 20.
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the dharma that is devoid of any activity, and there is merely cause
and effect.*

Sanghabhadra himself, supporting Sarvastivada, holds the follow-
ing opinion:

The five groups of awareness do not take non-reality as their object-support,
because they take the gathered atoms (FN£EMG{H) as their object-support.
And because the five groups of awareness (*paiicavijiianakaya) are free of
conceptual construction, they do not take an agglomerate of many atoms (i
#Fn4) as their object. There is no other kind of dharma that is called
“agglomerate” and that can be an object seen by, [heard by, smelled by,
tasted by,] up to touched by an [awareness] that is free of conceptual
construction (*nirvikalpaka), because that agglomerate is nothing other than
that which is grasped by the discriminating imagination (*abhiniripanavi-
kalpa). But the five groups of awareness do not have the function of
discriminating, [and] therefore they do not take an agglomerate as their
object. That is to say, the atoms, inasmuch as they are gathered together and
structured [in a certain way] (*sannivista), are always the basis and object-
supports for the arising of the five groups of awareness, because there is no
atom that is not gathered; even if atoms were not gathered, they would still
be the basis and the object-support because they have the same nature.
However, because the five groups of awareness exclusively (*eva) take
gathered [atoms] as their object-support, they do not arise in taking that
[agglomerate] as an object-support.*’

Here, the Sautrantika-theory is criticized: an agglomerate of atoms
cannot be an object-support because it is grasped by conceptual con-
struction, but the five groups of sensory awareness are free of con-
ceptual construction. We shall see below that Dignaga’s opponents
also criticize him in this way. For Sanghabadra, atoms are always a
real existent. The difference between the state of being gathered and

3 AKBh 31,12-14: atra sautrantika ahuh — kim idam akasam khadyate. caksur hi pra-
titya ripani cotpadyate caksurvijiianam. tatra kah pasyati, ko va drsyate. nirvyaparam
hidam dharmamatram hetuphalamatram ca. Cf. Dhammajoti 2004: 51-52.

# NA 350c19-27: Wi RGIREAEE, MEMMAITEN, I 8ok, <
GG % BE, JEFNE A B s AT ESy BIET LB TSk, LA N A R,
MEREGTRE S BIFTHR, ARk L DhRE, RN GE 25, RIEimt, ., 18
Ly ARG, AT, RAMIMATES, RIS, FRkE. R
WS, MERRIER TG, NGB,
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not gathered is that the former is invisible, but the latter is visible;
the nature of being a real existent of the two states is the same.*

I1-7. The passages of NA quoted above suggest that the two words,
he-he (F143) and he-ji (F14£), used in this context separately for the
Sautrantika-theory and Sarvastivada-theory, were two different
words in the original Sanskrit text, and therefore, some modern
scholars hold that he-he and he-ji refer to two different theories
being advocated by the Sautrantika and the Sarvastivada, and also
suggest that their Sanskrit origins were different.’’

Of course, he-he and he-ji used in Sanghabhadra’s context clearly
refer to two different things. According to my understanding, he-he
refers to a state in which many atoms are integrated into a single
unity with no space between them, and he-ji, a state in which many
atoms are merely gathered, but with spaces in-between. This kind of
difference, as implied by the two words used for the two theories, is
also mentioned by Vinitadeva in his commentary on the VS:

[The gross form such as a color, etc.,] as many atoms standing with inter-
space (¥santara), cannot be an object-field; it cannot be an object-field also
as atoms standing without inter-space (*nirantara).’®

Kui ji interprets he-ji as follows:

% NA533a10-11: AFnsERy, HEREA, MR R, #EIERE,

37 Cf. the discussion of these two words in Kato 1973: 137, Katd 1989: 180. According
to him, the original forms of he-ji used by Sarvastivada and he-he used by Sautrantika
could be respectively *saiicita and *samhata, the latter is used in VS for the Sautrantika-
theory; and it is also possible, Katdo suggests again, based on the statemente in Abhidhar-
madipa, that the venerable Vasumitra (sthaviravasumitra), one of the four great masters of
the Sarvastivada, refutes the twenty-five true principles (fattva) of Sankhya and destroys
the Sautrantika-theory of the agglomerate of atoms, mentioned as paramanusaiicayavada
(AD 260,14-15: tad ebhyaS caturbhyah sarvastivadebhyas trtiyah sthaviravasumitrah
parficavimSatitattvanirast paramanusaiicayavadonmarthi ca...), that Sautrantika’s he-he is
the renderings for saiicaya. Cf. also Cox 1988: 74, n. 23. However, as we have seen above
(n. 23 and n. 24), in Dignaga’s PSV, saiicita is used for the Sautrantika-theory, and
samudaya for Sarvastivada-theory; they are translated in Tibetan respectively as bsag pa
and tshogs/tshogs pa (see Hattori 1968: 188,16b4-5, 189,97a6-7.)

38 VST 219al1-2 : rdul phra rab phrag can du gnas du ma yang yul ma yin no [/ du phra
rab dag bar med par gnas pa yang yul ma yin te |
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In the proximity of the same place is called he [*sam-], not integrated into a
single entity is called ji [*-udayal; this is because they [i.e. atoms] are put in
proximity, but they are different entities.*

II-8. Nevertheless, I do not think that these two words under discus-
sion were necessarily different words in the Sanskrit original. Or if
they were indeed different words, then they must have had the same
meaning. The reason is as follows. First of all, Jinendrabudhi regards
all of the words in this semantic group to be synonyms.* And if we
analyze the compounds used by Sanghabhadra, zhong-wei he-he (Jit
WAnA) and he-ji ji-wei (FIZERRHK), we find that the syntactic
relationship between the two elements of each compound is differ-
ent. This difference is expressed through the different word orders in
which these two elements are arranged. In the case of zhong-wei he-
he, we arrive at something like paramanusaiicita, -sanghata, or -sarfi-
caya, which all appear in the AKBh,*' or paramaniinam sarghatah,
which appear in VS7,11; thus the syntactic relationship between the
two elements is that paramanu depends on saficita or its variants
which as a noun is the modified element, and the meaning therefore
is “an agglomerate of many atoms.” In the case of he-ji ji-wei, we
arrive at something like samhatah paramanavah, which appears in
VS 6,29, or paramanuh sanghatah in VS 8,6, or the plural form
paramanava eva saiicitah, which appears in TrBh 16,23-24; in this
case the syntactic relationship is that samhata or sanghdta as an
attribute modifies paramanu, and thus the meaning becomes “gath-
ered atoms.” The difference between these two theories would thus
not necessarily be demonstrated through using different words, but
rather through the different syntactical relationships between the two
elements, i.e., through the different emphasis, whether on the
agglomerate, as in the case of the Sautrantika-theory or on the atoms
themselves, as in the case of the Sarvastivada-theory.

¥ Cf. SWSLSJ 217a18-19: —JRARITA T, RA—faE, RUEAHT, AR,

40 Cf. PST 44,1-2: saficitasabdena samudaya ucyate, bhave nisthavidhanat. sacitih
saficitam saiicayah samudaya iti hi paryayah.
41 See Hirakawa 1973: 225. Cf. also n. 14.
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Xuan zang also uses the two words, he-he and he-ji, in his
translations of other texts in which only one word is used in the
original. For example, in the Tibetan translation of the AP(V), the
one term ’dus pa is used for both theories; however, Xuan zang
translates this single word with either he-he or he-ji. Also in the San-
skrit text of VS 11 with its Vrtti, only one word, samhata, is used,
which is translated in Tibetan as ’dus pa;** however, again Xuan
zang translates it with different words: “he-he, etc.” (F1E5%%) in the
verse, and “he-he and/or he-ji” (Fn& KA, FnBFtE, fnd s fnte)
in the Vrtti.** Of course, the short form “he-he, etc.” is the same as
“he-he and/or he-ji,” it being abbreviated for metrical reasons. In this
case, Xuan zang regards samhata as referring to a kind of collection
that comprises the meanings of both he-he and he-ji. In short, Xuan
zang’s translations of these two terms are of an explanatory nature.

I1-9. Indeed, this kind of difference, i.e., an agglomerate of atoms or
gathered atoms, is significant only for the Sautrantika and the
Sarvastivada, as Bahyarthavada; both hold that the object-support is
the external existent. This difference is not significant for the Yoga-
cara, the Antarjfieyavada. For the latter, the object-support, regard-
less of whether it is “an agglomerate of atoms” or “gathered atoms,”
does not exist separately from an awareness; its external form is
merely an image or aspect (pratibhasa/akara) produced by the
awareness. The main purpose of PS(V) 1.14ff. is to refute the
Bahyarthavada, the theory that the object of cognition exists
externally, and therefore the words used there, according to
Jinendrabuddhi, are synonymous. Jinendrabuddhi tells us:

In this regard, the disputants are divided into two groups: Those who advo-
cate [that the object-support is] an internal cognizable (antarjiieyavadin) and
those who advocate [that the object-support is] an external object (bahyar-
thavadin). Of these [two groups], for those who advocate [that the object-
support is] the internal cognizable, in the state that the reality is not per-
ceived, the [distinction between] the valid cognition and the cognizable
object, is only an imperfect [view] according to reality. Only people who are

2 Cf. VST 7b3-4.
4 Cf. V§C 75¢17-25. Cf. Katd 1973: 137, n. 28, Katd 1989: 179-180.
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confused have this view of distinction between a valid cognition and a
cognizable object, based on their [false] vision. This has already been
explained.* Those who advocate [that an object is] an external object assert
that there are external cognizable objects absolutely in the sense of ultimate
reality and the valid cognition which takes that [object] as its object-field. In
order to explain how this [view] is incorrect, now he [Dignaga] says the
following, in order to undertake an examination with reference to the object-
support: “However, with reference to color-form, etc. the meaning of the
object-support should be explained.” (PSV ad PS 1.14cd*).*

At the beginning of this section Dignaga states his hesitation in
accepting the popular saying that the Vadavidhi is a work of Vasu-
bandhu, holding that this is not to be accepted, or, if it is accepted, an
affirmation must has been made by Vasubandhu himself that this
work lacks quintessence.*’ On the last point of this statement Jinen-
drabuddhi offers a remark, saying that even if it is accepted that this
work is composed by him, it must be composed in his earlier life
when his insight is not perfect; later, being purified in understanding,
he made the affirmation of the lack of the quintessence in this
work.*® That is to say, if the Vadavidhi is composed by Vasubandhu,
it must be composed by him when he was still a Bahyarthavadin;
later, when he became an Antarjiieyavadin, he changed his opinion.
Thus, the central topic in the section beginning with PS 1.14 is a
refutation of the statement found in the Vadavidhi, which is formu-
lated according to Bahyarthavada doctrine, that perception is an
awareness arising directly from a certain object-reference (tato
‘rthad vijiianam pratyaksam). Jinendrabuddhi emphasizes that the

4 Cf. PST 73,10-74,1.
4 Cf. Hattori 33 §D.

4 PST 90,6-11: iha dvaye vadino ’ntarjiieyavadino bahyarthavadinas ca. tatrantarjiie-
yavadinam adrstatattvavasthayam pramanam prameyam caparinispannam eva tattvatah.
kevalam bhrantanam yathadarsanam idam manameyavyavasthitidarsanam. etac ca prag
eva pratipaditam. bahyarthavadinas tu paramarthata eva bahyam prameyam tadvisayam
ca pramanam icchanti. tac ca yathda na yujyate, tatha pratipadayitum idanim alambanadhi-
karena vicaram arabdhum aha — rapadisu tv alambanartho vaktavya iti.

47 PS 1.13ab: na vadavidhir acaryasyasaro veti niscayah |

48 PST 86,10-12: yady api ca tena sa viracitah, tathapi prathamam anupajataprajiati-
Sayena sata. pascad vyavadatabuddher asya tatrasaraniscayo jata iti.
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purpose of this section is not merely to refute the theory of the Vada-
vidhi, but to demonstrate in general that the division of cognition and
its object, based on the assumption that the object exists externally,
is incorrect. He says again that in this regard, among those who
advocate that objects exist externally, the Buddhists (svayiithyah, i.e.
the Hinayanists) are very strong, and when they are defeated, the
others will also be defeated, just as when the chief wrestler is
defeated, the other wrestlers are also defeated; therefore the only
opponent in his discussion is the Buddhist who advocates that
objects of cognition exist externally.* Here svayiithyah apparently
refers to the Sarvastivada and the Sautrantika. Actually, the
refutation of the object-support was carried out in different steps:
First, the theory of the object-support as advocated by the non-
Buddhists, the VaiSesikas, who hold that the externally existent
atoms, even if not in a gross form, are the object-support, is refuted
from the standpoint of the Buddhist, the Sarvastivada, who accepts
the existence of atoms, but asserts that the gathered atoms in their
gross form is the object-support. Then, the theory of the object-
support as advocated by the Sarvastivada is refuted from the
standpoint of the Sautrantika, as Srilata had done, who accepts the
existence of atoms, but asserts that the agglomerate of atoms in its
gross form is the object-support. And finally, all the theories of the
object-support advocated by the Sarvastivada and the Sautrantika are
refuted from the standpoint of the Yogacara, who does not accept
any external thing as being the object-support, as Vasubandhu and
Digana had done, for instance, in the VS and the AP.%

I1-10. According to Jinendrabuddhi in his conclusion to this section,
Dignaga’s answer to the question about the meaning of the object-
support (alambanartha) asked at the beginning of the section was
already given in PS 1.5cd, namely: “The visible matter that is self-

4 PST 91,2-6: tasmat samanyenaiva bahyarthasrayini pramanadivyavastha na ghatata
iti pratipadanaparo ’yam arambha iti veditavyam. tatrapi bahyarthavadisu balinah sva-
yithyah. tesu nihatesv itare nihata eva bhavanti, jyesthamalla iva nihate tadanye malla iti
tair eva saha vicaram karoti.

0 Cf. also the analysis in Mimaki 1972: 88.
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cognizable and inexpressible is the operation-sphere of the sense
faculty.! This is also the same as that which is stated in AP 6,
where, employing the Yogacara’s idea of the “image-part” of cogni-
tion,” he states that only the internal cognizable form (antarjiieya-
rilpa) that appears as if externally is the object of cognition, for the
reason that it has the form of this cognition and it is its cause.”

Thus, in following Jinendrabuddhi, it is quite clear that Dignaga
is an Antarjiieyavadin, advocating the doctrine that accepts only the
internal object, without, however, committing himself to the exis-
tence of external things, holding only that external things are not the
object of cognition. As we shall see below Jinendrabuddhi mentions
again this distinction between the Antarjfieyavada and the Bahyar-
thavada in another context.” This special term, antarjieyavada, is
thus used by Jinendrabuddhi only in the epistemological sense, and
therefore is a proper designation of the epistemological theories
advocated by the special group of the Yogacaras which I shall dis-
cuss in more detail in the following pages.>

I1-11. To sum up, Dignaga holds perception to take samanya as its
object-field, because perception is produced by many atoms. This

S PST 90,12-91,4: ye hi manyante — vadavidhidisanapara evayam arambha iti, tesam
yad uktam — svasamvedyam tv anirdesyam ripam indriyagocara ity atra gocarartho vaktav-
yah. kim yadabhasam tatra jiianam utpadyate tatha tad gocara ityadi tulyah paryanuyoga
iti pratividheyam.

52 Cf. MS 2.11 (p. 29,8-12): de Itar rnam par rig pa ’di dag thams cad ni don med pas
de tsam yin la | mig la sogs pa’i rnam par rig pa dag ni gzugs la sogs pa rgyu mtshan yin
pa dang | de dag gi rnam par shes pa lta ba yin pa nas lus kyi rnam par shes pa lta ba yin
pa’i bar gyis rgyu mtshan dang lta ba dang bcas pa’o [/ “Thus, all these representations are
merely themselves (tanmatra), for they lack objects. The visual representation, etc.
(caksuradivijiiapti), has visible matter, etc., as its image[-part] (nimitta[-bhaga]), and the
awareness of these [visible matter, etc.] as the perceiving[-part] (darsanal-bhagal), up to
having [the tangible object as its image[-part] and the awareness of the tactile repre-
sentation as its perceiving[-part]. Thus it has the image[-part] and the perceiving[-part].”

33 AP 6 (quoted in TSP 582,11-12): yad antarjiieyaripam tu bahirvad avabhasate |
so ’rtho jiianariipatvat tatpratyayatayapi ca [/

* Cf.n. 104.

5 Cf. III-3 and V-3.
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samanya, 1 repeat,’® is interpreted by Jinendrabuddhi as “common
property,” i.e. all atoms have the capacity of the producing cogni-
tion, that is to say, all atoms are active in generating the cognition,
they are the cause of the cognition. This seems to be similar to the
Sarvastivada-theory. Manorathanandin on the other hand interprets
this samanya as “an agglomerate, or a kind of collection of atoms,”
i.e., all atoms agglomerated as a whole. This is probably the Sautran-
tika-theory. To be sure, if this samanya is understood in the sense of
an external object, it is similar to the theory rejected by Dignaga
himself, and thus, of course, Dingaga is involved in a contradiction.
However, if we understand Dignaga as making this statement from
the viewpoint of Antarjiieyavada, the samanya made up of many
atoms no matter what it may be, is thus a reflection of awareness as
external many individual atoms or many atoms as a whole, which
becomes the cognition sphere (@yatana) that is unreal. In this case he
is not involved in a contradiction and his theory is consistent.

I11. ayatana

ITI-1. In the AKBh, ayatana is “etymologically” explained as having
the meaning of the ayadvara, “the gate of approaching [the mind and

mind-associates],” and dhatu as having the meaning of gotra, “ge-
9957

’

nus,” which is further glossed as akara, “origin” or “sources.
According to Sanghabhadra, the Sautrantika holds ayanata to not
really exist; only the dharu is real existence. Sanghabhadra himself
on the other hand, as an advocator of Sarvastivada, has the opposite
opinion, and in his NA criticizes the former at length. The Sautran-
tika’s opinion that the @yatana is not real is derived from its position

% Cf.n. 11 and n. 14.

57 Cf. AKBh 13,19-21: yathaikasmin parvate bahiiny ayastamrariipyasuvarnadigotrani
dhatava ucyante. evam ekasminn asraye santane va astadasa gotrani astadasa dhatava uc-
yante. akaras tatra gotrany ucyante. “Just like in a mountain there are many genera [of
elements] such as iron, copper, silver and gold, which are called elements, in the same
way, in a single basis [of personal existence, i.e. the body, = armabhava] or a [single]
continuum, there are eighteen genera [of elements], which are called the eighteen [psycho-
physical] constituent elements (dhatu), here the origins (@kara = *byung gnas = A£A) are
called genera.” Cf. also Dhammajoti 2004a: 20.
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that the basis and the object-support of the five groups of awareness
are not real. As we have seen above, the argument that only the
agglomerate (he-he) of many atoms can constitute the basis and ob-
ject-support is concluded by stating that “the ayatana is unreal, only
the dhatu is real.”® Here the ayatana, the cognition sphere, includes
the five sense faculties that are the basis (a@sraya) of cognition and
the five object-fields that are the object-support (alambana) of cogni-
tion. Actually, the Darstantikas already held the opinion that cogni-
tion can take the non-existent as its object-support,” just like cogni-
tions that take magic creations, Gandarva-city, fire-brand, mirages,
etc. (mayagandharvanagaralatamrgatrsnadivat), as their object-
support. The Vaibhasika, in contrast, holds that all cognitions take
only existent object-references as their object-support.®® Following
the Darstantika tradition, the Sautrantika maintains that even when a
cognition arises from the non-existent, the two [requisite conditions,
i.e., alambana and dasraya] are still determined (*niscita) by the
reasoning through which the causality [between cognition and its
conditions] is mutually inferred.®’ The cognition sphere is unreal
because the agglomerate of atoms that constitutes this cognition
sphere is only conventional reality, since when the agglomerate is
analyzed into its pieces, according to the Sautrantika’s theory of two
realities, there is no cognition of this agglomerate.®

ITI-2. The idea that the cognition sphere is not real is repeatedly criti-
cized by Sanghabhadra in his NA. He says that if the Sthavira main-
tains that the ayatana is unreal and the dhatu is real, his statement
violates the utterances in the Siitras. He quotes some passages from
the Sutras, one of which is also quoted in the AKBh and AKYV, to the

8 Cf. n. 33.

59 Cf. Cox 1988: 43ff.

% MVBh 228b21-24: il fTh, A& MERE, MIERR, BHEs)ErEdg
Je BE KBS SR B S R, A B — O B AT BR

o1 NA 628c4-5: B4IEA, IR IRGE, eSS R,

2 Cf. AKBh 6.4: yatra bhinne na tadbuddhir anyapohe dhiya ca tat | ghatambuvat
samvrtisat paramarthasad anyatha |/ Cf. also AKBh (ad loc.) 334,1-7. This theory is
reported by Sanghabhadra in his ASP 666a9-27.
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effect that the phrase “all things” mentioned by the Blessed One
(bhagavat) refers to the twelve ayatanas.®® Moreover, he says, the
Blessed One would not say something is ultimately real if it were
unreal, and also, one would not accomplish perfect Buddhahood
(*samyaksambuddha) if one were only aware of unreal things. Only
the nihilist (*khapuspavadin) would make this kind of statement, not
those who respect the Buddha as their teacher.** His conclusion is as
follows:

Therefore, all twelve ayatanas are real existents. One cannot talk about the
ultimate reality with respect to unreal things. Thus, in the statements of
Sthavira many contradictions are found between that which was said earlier
and that which was said later (*parvottaravacanavyaghata). Those who have
faith without insight respect him; however, those who have both faith and
insight would certainly not follow him. And the simile of the many blind
persons® is also contradictory to his doctrine. The theory that each atom
cannot possess the nature of being the basis and object-support, and the
agglomerate of atoms (Jif#F14") can be the basis and object-support does
not conform to the simile of blind persons at all. The theory that the gathered
atoms (FN£EHBfK) are the basis and object-support is not contradictory to the
simile of blind persons, because it holds that each atom is the basis and
object-support. If it is held [by you Sautrantika] that each atom is invisible,
then the agglomerate of atoms would also be invisible, because it is just like
what is said in the simile of the blind persons — it is the same as in the state
of not being agglomerated (14 £4&?). Therefore, the five groups of sen-
sory awareness definitely do not take the agglomerate as their object. How-
ever, there must be an object, and thus, it is established that they take real

things as their object.®

% Cf. AKBh 301,8: sarvam astiti brahmana yavad eva dvadasayatanani. AKV 5,28—
29: sarvam sarvam iti brahmana yavad eva dvadasayatananiti sitre vacandt.

4 NA 352a5-12: NF5RIBFEMEE, LIEHGRITERER, WEREER, BSEEMERR
S, WE Y, KIS IR, ﬂﬁéfﬁ%%ﬂ%ﬁﬁ(ﬁo JiR=AIS ’f%E wm, S
FIE lkt%#kﬁ ERESEE A, TR NIRRT, SR EME 3
BRREIER, SmE RS, MIANm, RENT,

% Cf.n. 33.

8 NA 352a12-21: #ot “pREREA, HRRETSREZE, - LEEAHTS,
%, ZREE, FEMERE, FPTHuk, BEEAN LEREIE, SURX S, ‘ﬁf&ETo
— IR, RS bkf&ﬁ%umao BRI B, AR, TR KGR, M
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The key-point of the difference between the Sautrantika and Sarvas-
tivada is the following: For the Sautrantika the agglomerate consist-
ing of many atoms is the basis and object-support, i.e., the ayatana,
but it is not the real existent, because it can be analyzed into the
individual atoms, whereas for the Sarvastivada, each atom is the
basis and object-support, i.e., the ayatana, and they are the real exis-
tent, and furthermore, when many atoms are gathered together they
are visible.

III-3. The Sautrantika’s idea that the cognition spheres are unreal
conforms to Dignaga’s consistent thought quite well. When discuss-
ing the sources of our knowledge, he prefers to use negative
formulations. Formulas such as “P is not/is free of Q,” and “Q,, Q,,
etc., are not P,” are used in his definition of perception in PS 1.3cd
(pratyaksam kalpanapodham namajatyadiyojand [/). Also in his ear-
lier work, the *Hastavalaprakarana,” basing himself on the famous
snake-rope-hemp simile in MS 3.8,% he states that all phenomena
which are examined according to their own nature (*svaripa) are the
operation-spheres of conventional cognition (kun rdzob shes pa’i
spyod yul, *samvrtijianagocara); even the partless infinitesimal
particle, the atom, does not really exist, for such particles are not
able to be the object-support owing to their ungraspable nature, just
like sky-flowers, hare-horns, etc.®” That which cannot be perceived
cannot be held as an existent object of cognition; since the object
does not really exist, a cognition of this object must also be errone-

HEWBEAME, F— Wk, - —ReER RE, RMFE I ER R, RS
W, ARG, HIGERS, RERHRE A5, ROASE, SRS B,

7 Cf. the critical edition of the Tibetan translation in Frauwallner 1959: 153-156; a
Japanese translation and Sanskrit reconstruction are found in Harada 1993. There is also
an early edition and English translation, see Thomas & Ui 1918.

% Cf. MS 3.8. (p. 52,12-16): mun khung na sbrul du snang ba’i thag pa bzhin du ’jug
ste | dper na med pa’i phyir thag pa la sbrul ni nor ba ste | de’i don rtogs pa rnams ni med
pa la sbrul gyi blo ldog cing | thag pa’i blor gnas so || de yang rnam par phra mor bya na
nor ba ste [ kha dog dang | dri dang ro dang reg bya’i mtsan nyid yin pa’i phyir ro /| Cf.
Nagao 1991: 671f.

% Cf. HVP karika 3ab (154,13-14): cha med brtag par bya min phyir | tha ma yang ni
med par mtshung [ and the prose that follows.
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ous. Also in another earlier work, the *Upadayaprajiiaptiprakara-
na,”” he denies the existence of an object of cognition in the same
way. There, in opposition to the extremist ideas of sameness (—{k,
*ekatva), separateness (B4, *prthaktva) and non-existence (FEA,
*asattva), he explains that the Buddha designates things merely
according to conditioned labels (HX[K{&%, *upadayaprajiiapti).
Thus, phenomena exist nominally: they appear either as a conglo-
merate (#22%, *sanghata, or similar expression), i.e., as the conceptu-
ally constructed unity of spatial manifoldness; or as a continuum (+H
8, *santana), i.e., as the conceptually constructed unity of temporal
manifoldness; or again as a special condition (4325, *avastha-
visesa), i.e. either as a particular component in the conglomerate or a
particular stage of the continuum. The conclusion is that phenomena
in all three forms exist merely nominally and thus do not really exist.
Such concepts are found in the Bodhisattvabhiimi of the Yogacara-
bhiimi. As has been demonstrated by Schmithausen, in this chapter
we can find a nominalist philosophy according to which all things
ultimately are merely a “Setzung der Sprache,” or, as is said at
another point in the same text, that all objective appearances have
their root in a conceptual construction (vikalpa). According to
Schmithausen, this kind of theory is a special form of Mahayanistic
illusionism and is a preliminary stage of Yogacara idealism.”' I
believe that this kind of theory, as a special branch of the Yogacara
system, is the basis of Dignaga’s thought, and that he fully developed
it in his last work, the PS(V).”

ITI-4. The link between Dignaga’s concept of ayatana and that of
Vasubandhu is very clear. As mentioned above, the background of

0" Cf. Frauwallner 1959: 83-164 (on this treatise: 121); Ui 1958, 167-232; Kitagawa
1957: 126-137.

71 Cf. Schmithausen 1973: 166f.

2 Also with regard to another part of the @yanata, “the basis,” i.e. the sense faculties,
Dignaga accepts the basic idea of the Sautrantika’s position. In the APV he maintains:
“The sense faculty is inferred from its effect [i.e., from cognition] as something the nature
of which is power, not as [something material] that is constituted by elements (bhautika)”
(APV 179,5-6: dbang po ni rang gi ’bras bu las nus pa’i no bo fiid du rjes su dpag gi
’byung ba las gyur pa fiid du ni ma yin no /)
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Dignaga’s discussion on this problem is a passage found in the
AKBh.” According to Ya$omitra’s commentary, “the particular of
the cognition sphere” refers to “the condition of being cognizable by
visual awareness, etc., or[, put in other words,] the condition of
being the cognition sphere such as visible matter, etc.;”’* Jinendra-
buddhi and Vibhiti also say that this is “the condition of being
graspable by visual awareness” (caksurvijianagrahyatvadi).” This
cognizable or graspable object is simply that which we perceive.
Thus, it is said that cognition arises in respect to the particular of this
cognizable or graspable object, not in respect to the particular of
substance, which, according to YaSomitra, refers to homogenous
substances, such as the color blue.’® In this case, a mental generaliza-
tion takes place and consequently the object of the cognition is no
longer the particular, but the universal. The conclusion is that a
cognition which arises with respect to the cognition’s appearance,
namely, with respect to self-awareness, is perception; a cognition
that arises with respect to the thing itself, namely, with respect to the
atoms or substances, is a conceptual construction. Actually, Dignaga
also says that even a mental construction (kalpand) is perception
insofar as it perceives itself with respect to self-awareness, but it is
not perception with respect to the thing itself (artha), because in that
case it conceptualizes its object.”’

III-5. Thus, for the Vaibhasika the ayatana is the atoms, which are
ultimately real, but for both the Sautrantika and the Yogacara this
ayatana, i.e. that which we perceive, is not real. The question arises:
if it is not real, where does it come from? As far as I can see, this
question is not answered by the Sautrantika, and this is the weak

 Cf.n. 15.

" Cf. AKV 30,15-16: ayatananam svalaksanam @yatanasvalaksanam, caksurvijiiana-
vijiieyatvadi riapayatanatvadi va.

5 Cf. PST 44,6 and PVV 176, n.4 (Vibhu).

% Cf. AKV 30,16-17: dravyanam niladikanam svalaksanam niladyakaracaksurvijia-
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point of their theory, a point open to attack by the Vaibhasika or
other opponents. In this regard, the Yogacara goes further, offering a
clear answer, namely, that it is a mental product. Vasubandhu, the
Kos$akara,” says in the VS(V) that a cognition bearing the appear-
ance of visible matter (rigpa) comes forth on account of its own seed,
and these two, i.e., the seed, or the visual sense, and the visible mat-
ter, are said to be the cognition’s two kinds of cognition sphere.” In
other words, only those things whose appearance the cognition bears
while arising are the cognition spheres, i.e., the visible matter, etc.
This is also as Dignaga sees it. Based on the Yogacara’s common
ground with the Sautrantika, the object of sensory cognition is
reduced to the “cognizable” or “graspable” of the visual awareness.
Thus, the object of cognition is dependent on the cognition itself, and
only an object of this nature is its cognition sphere. That is to say,
what a cognition cognizes is sense data, not an independent sub-
stance. This idea is clearly stated in PS 1.5cd. There, Dignaga con-
cludes that visible matter that is self-cognizable (svasamvedya) and
inexpressible is the operation-sphere (gocara) of the senses.*® This
half-verse is repeated in PSV ad PS 1.41ab, where Dignaga states:

The object-reference of the senses that, although possessing manifold
properties,’! appears to the senses in its particular character, is the cause of
the arising of the cognition bearing its appearance. As a part of the cogni-

78 1 follow Schmithausen 1967: 136 in holding Vasubandhu, the author of the AK(Bh),
is also the author of the VS and Trims; this is accepted in Frauwallner 1994: 425. The
latter earlier proposed the theory that there were two persons bearing the name Vasuban-
dhu (Frauwallner 1951), Vasubandhu the younger who was the author of the AK(Bh), and
Vasubandhu the elder, the brother of Asanga, the Mahayanist; Frauwallner did not, how-
ever make a decision about which of the two authored the VS and Trims (cf. ibid. 56). Cf.
Franco 1997: 77, n. 27; Kritzer 2005: xxiv—xxvi.

" VS(V) 9 (5,25-6,1): yatah svabijad vijiiaptir yadabhasa pravartate | dvividhayata-
natvena te tasya munir abravit /| (9) kim uktam bhavati. riapapratibhasa vijiiaptir yatah
svabijat parinamavisesapraptad utpadyate, tac ca bijam yatpratibhdsa ca sa te tasya
vijilaptes caksiriapayatanatvena yathakramam bhagavan abravit.

80 PS 1.5cd: svasamvedyam hy anirdesyam ripam indriyagocarah [/ = NMukh 16cd: ME
NREHES, BEMRESR, Cf.n 51

81 Cf. PS 1.5ab: dharmino ’'nekaripasya nendriyat sarvatha gatih |
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tion,* it is exclusively individually self-cognizable; and owing to its nature
[as individually self-cognizable] it is inexpressible, since an expressible
thing is the object that consists in the universal.®

The “self-cognizable,” according to Jinendrabuddhi, refers to some-
thing that is not cognized through communication, i.e., is of an inter-
nal nature.* Here it is quite clear that, based upon Yogacara’s com-
mon grounds with the Sautrantika, Dignaga says that the “particular”
refers to the cognition sphere that depends on sensory awareness;
further, as a Yogacara, he says that this “particular” is the self-
cognizable, a part of the cognition, and thus, what the cognition cog-
nizes is the cognition itself. However, I do not suggest that Dignaga
went as far as those Yogacaras who belong to the fully-developed
idealist branch of Yogacara, according to whom the sense faculty
and the object-support such as visible matter are the transformation
(parinama) of storehouse-awareness.®

1V. akara

IV-1. Another interesting point that demonstrates Dignaga’s position
on the nature of the object of cognition is his treatment of the so-
called “aspect” (akara), a term used in the Sautrantika system to

82 This translation, following Steinkellner’s reconstruction, is based on Vasudhara-
raksita’s translation: shes pa’i rang gi cha shas bzhin du. Kanakavarman’s translation
deviates from this: shes pa’i rang gi bdag nyid bzhin du. This possibly can be recon-
structed as jaanasvatmavat, “‘the cognition itself.”

83 PSV ad PS 1.41ab: anekadharmo ’pindriyartho yo ’sadharanendtmanendriye ’va-
bhasamanah svabhasajiianotpattihetuh, sa pratyatmavedya eva jianasvamsavat. sa tad-
atmanasakyanirdesah, nirdesyasya samanyavisayatvat (reconstructed by Steinkellner, ava-
bhasamanas tadabhasajiianotpattihetuh is changed to °manah svabhasa®, according to the
suggestion kindly given by Eli Franco, which is also accepted by Steinkellner per e-mail).

8 PST 47, 6-7: svasamvedyam anagamikam.

85 For example, cf. TrBh 16,2-4: tatra armadivikalpavasanapariposad ripadivikalpa-
“With regard to this [parinama or transformation], owing to the complete development of
the latent psychological impression (vasana) of the conceptual construction of ‘self,” etc.,
owing to the complete development of the psychological impression of the conceptual
construction of ‘the visible matter,’ etc., the conceptual construction with its manifestation
as ‘self,” etc. and as visible matter, etc., arises from the storehouse-awareness.”
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refer to something that connects a cognizing subject with the cog-
nized object. Dignaga does not reject the Sautrantika’s presuppo-
sition, but he develops upon it, coming to the conclusion that an
object of cognition must be internal, since the Sautrantika also main-
tains that the object of a cognition can only be cognized by means of
the fact that the cognition has an aspect (akara) as its medium to
grasp the object. The basis of this kind of development may be the
fact, I would like to suggest, that for this special branch of Yogacara
system (vide supra III-3) the state of being existent or non-existent is
not an ontological assertion, but rather a phenomenological descrip-
tion of what has been experienced by awareness; thus, the essential
point of the discussion is whether an experience is obtained inter-
nally or externally, not whether a perceived object really exists
externally or not.

IV-2. In holding this, Dignaga would not be involved in a doctrinal
conflict with the Sautrantika, because such a viewpoint is, to some
extent, actually also shared by the Sautrantika. For the Sautrantika,
an object is not directly perceivable, there is no direct connection be-
tween an object and its subject, and cognition is produced only
through this (the object’s) “aspect.” According to Moksakaragupta,
this is the Sautrantika’s tenet:

The Sautrantika maintains: everything that appears in the form of something
blue, etc., is nothing but the cognition [itself], not the external object,
because an insentient thing is not able to illuminate [itself to the cognition].
[This is] just as it is said that the visible [objects] that produce the cognition
in their own aspects are not the operation-spheres of sense faculties (indriya-

gocara).®®

This intermediate thing, the “aspect” (akara), also called “appear-
ance” (or abhasa, pratibhasa, or expressed in the verb form prati-
Ybhas, “to appear,” etc.), must be the productive cause of internal
cognition, and this is cognition itself, i.e., self-awareness. In contrast,

8 TBh 63,17-20: sautrantikinam matam — jiianam evedam sarvam niladyakarena
pratibhasate, na bahyo ’rthah, jadasya prakasayogat. yathoktam — svakarajiianajanaka
drsya nendriyagocarah iti.
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the external object, insofar as being independent of cognition since it
is insentient, cannot be perceived directly.

IV-3. The Sautrantika defines this a@kara as “a specific way (prakara)
in which all minds and mind-associates grasp the object-support.”®’
It is also mentioned that the mind and mind-associates are accompa-
nied by an object-support (salambana), because they grasp their
object-field; and they have an aspect (sakara) of the object, because
precisely this object-support gives its aspect to the mind and mind-
associates in this specific way (prakara).®® Put in other words, the
mind and mind-associates never come forth without an object-sup-
port, and the object-support appears in the mind and mind-associates
only in a special way, i.e., through an aspect that presents the
particular character of the object-support. This idea is explained in
the AKYV as follows:

The reason why these [mind and mind-associates] are accompanied by an
object-support is that precisely this object-support is grasped in a specific
way. How? For an awareness is aware of a blue or yellow thing, it perceives
it [in this way] — this is the meaning; a sensation experiences precisely this
thing as its object-support as such [i.e., as blue or yellow]; the ideation deter-
mines [this thing in that way], and the intention (cetana) forms [a volition
about this thing in that way], and other [cognitions] work the same way.*

That is to say, without this “aspect” the object-support cannot be
perceived in its specific way; the distinct visible form of an object is
made known only by virtue of this “aspect,” because an object itself
in its real form, i.e., in the form of atoms, as the real cause of a
cognition, does not present a distinct form. Thus, this “aspect,”
though reflecting a thing that is not really existent, not the real cause

87 Cf. AKBh 401,20-21: evam tu yuktam syat — sarvesam cittacaittanam alambanagra-
hanaprakara akara iti. Yasomitra idendifies this as Sautrantika opinion (AKV 830, 32:
evam tu yuktam syad iti sautrantikamatam. Cf. Kritzer 2005: 374.

8 Cf. AKBh 62,5-6: ta eva hi cittacaittah... salambana visayagrahanat. sakaras
tasyaivalambanasya prakarasa akaranat.
8 AKV 165,17-21: yena te salambanah tasyaivalambanasya prakarena grahanat.

katham. vijiianam hi nilam pitam va vastu vijanati, upalabhata ity arthah. tad eva tatha-
lambanam vastu vedananubhavati. saiijiia paricchinatti. cetanabhisamskarotity evam adi.



238 JUNIJIE CHU

of cognition, is the only indispensable link between the object and
subject.

IV-4. When discussing, in PS(V) 1.8cd ff., the identity of the means
of cognition with its result, Dignaga asserts that self-awareness is the
result. In doing so, he very clearly presents his Yogacara position
with regard to the problem of the object of cognition. Although he
bases his idea evidently on Yogacara concepts, he tries to make the
Sautrantika’s position fit his Yogacara understanding of the object of
cognition.” A complete translation of this section is found in Hattori
1968: 28ff. In the following, I will briefly paraphrase those points of
this section that concern our topic, and introduce some relevant
interpretations of Jinendrabuddhi. In some places I deviate from Hat-
tori.

IV-5. In PS(V) 1.8cd-9a Dignaga states that his position is different
from that of those who maintain that an object of cognition exists
externally, since for him the means of cognition is the result. And
this result, i.e., the cognition, is apprehended as accompanied by an
act of cognizing, for it arises with the aspect of an object-field (visa-
vakara), and thus, although without action, it is metaphorically
called a means of cognition.”! Or more precisely, Dignaga rephrases,

% Cf. Iwata 1991 I: 1-4, where the different doctrinal backgrounds of Sautrantika and
Yogacara of each statement in PS 1.8ab-9cd are analysed.

1" As Tosaki pointed out (1979: 44), this Sautrantika idea has its origin in Vasuban-
dhu’s AKBh 473,25-474.2: yat tarhi vijiianam vijanatiti sitra uktam, kim tatra vijianam
karoti. na kiicit karoti. yatha tu karyam karanam anuvidhiyata ity ucyate sadrsyenatma-
labhad akurvad api kificit, evam vijiianam api vijanatity ucyate sadrsyenatmalabhad akur-
vad api kificit. kim punar asya sadrsyam. tadakarata. ata eva tad indriyad apy utpannam
visayam vijanatity ucyate nendriyam. “Then, as to what is said in the Sttra that awareness
is aware [of an object], what does awareness do in that case? It does nothing. However,
just as it is said that an effect always conforms to the cause, on account of it acquiring its
existence by being similar [to the cause], although it does nothing whatsoever, in the same
way, it is also said that an awareness is aware [of an object] owing to the fact that it ac-
quires its existence [from the object] by being similar [to it], although [the awareness]
does nothing whatsoever. Now, what is its similarity? It is the fact that it has the aspect of
that [object]. Precisely for this reason, although it is also produced by the sense faculties, it
is said that [the awareness] is aware of the object and not of the sense faculties.” (Cf. the
translations in Cox 1988: 39 and in Dhammajoti 2004: 90f.)
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self-awareness is the result. Cognition arises with two appearances:
the appearance of the cognition itself and the appearance of the
object-field. A self-awareness of these two appearances is the
result.”? Jinendrabuddhi adds here: “Regardless of whether there is
an external object or not, the cognition is cognized as bearing both

appearances.”

IV-6. In the next passage Dignaga offers two interpretations that are
based on the Yogacara system and the Sautrantika system, respec-
tively. He explains in PS 1.9b that the reason for an awareness being
the result is that a determination of an object-reference, i.e., the
cognition of an object-reference, has the nature of that awareness
(tadriipa).®* This can be interpreted in two different ways. First,
according to the Yogacara-system, which does not accept external
objects, a cognition that is accompanied by [the aspect] of its object-
field (savisayam jiianam) is the object-reference, and thus the object-
reference is apprehended as being pleasant or unpleasant according
to the form of self-awareness (svasamvedananuriipam artham).”
And secondly, according to the Sautrantika-system, a system origi-
nating in the Sarvastivada, which accepts external objects, the exter-
nal object-reference is a cognizable object, and thus the cognition’s
simply possessing the appearance of the object-field (visayabha-
sataiva) is the means of cognition.”® Dignaga emphasizes that
although an object-reference as the proper form of cognition (sva-

2 PS(V) 1.8c—9a: atra ca savyaparapratitatvat pramanam phalam eva sat. (8cd) na hy
atra bahyakanam iva pramanad arthantaram phalam. tasyaiva tu phalabhiitasya jiianasya
visayakarataya utpattya savyaparapratitih. tam updadaya pramanatvam upacaryate nir-
vyaparam api sat. svasamvittih phalam vatra (9a) dvyabhasam hi jiianam utpadyate sva-
bhasam visayabhdsam ca. tasyobhayabhdasasya yat svasamvedanam tat phalam.

9 PST 69,13-14: saty asati va bahye ’rtha ubhayabhasam jiianam samvedyate.

% PS 1.9b: tadripo hy arthaniscayah |

% Cf. PSV ad PS 1.9b: yada hi savisayam jianam arthah, tada svasamvedananuriipam
artham pratipadyata istam anistam va.

% Cf. PS(V) 1.9¢—d1: yada tu bahya evarthah prameyah, tada visayabhasataivasya
pramanam.



240 JUNJIE CHU
ripam)”’ is the self-cognizable within the cognition, nevertheless
under the Sautrantika’s ontological presupposition mentioned above,
that the object-reference exists externally, this point is disregarded in
order to avoid a doctrinal conflict with the Sautrantika-system; thus,
by seeking common ground by putting aside differences, both
systems may agree on the point that the object-reference is cognized
simply through the cognition’s possessing the appearance of the
object.”® With regard to this point, Jinendrabuddhi states:

Even though at any time [the object-reference as] the proper form [of
cognition] is the self-cognizable [of the cognition], nevertheless, irrespec-
tive of this [nature, we say that] only the cognition’s bearing the appear-
ance of its object-field in respect to the external cognizable is the means of
cognition, not its bearing the appearance of [the cognition] itself, because
this [bearing the appearance of itself] is unacceptable as producing [the
cognition] (sadhanatva) with respect to an external object, and it is unaccept-
able because it takes another thing [i.e. the internal aspect] as its object. For
insofar as the aspect of the grasping subject takes itself to be the object-field,
how could it be the means of cognition with respect to the external thing?
Indeed it is not possible to be means of cognition (pramanya) for one thing
with the object-field in another thing.*

Thus, it is quite clear that under the Sautrantika’s ontological pre-
supposition it must be said that a cognition bears the aspect of an
external object, not the internal aspect of the cognition. Dignaga’s
purpose of stating this, I believe, is to show that even under the
Sautrantika’s presupposition, it is still valid to say that a cognition
cognizes its object by means of an aspect and not directly.

7 This “proper form of cognition” is regarded as “the grasped part of cognition,” for
instance, Vinitadeva paraphrases the phrace vijiianasvaripe in TrBh 16,8 as rnam pa shes
pa’i gzung ba’i cha (TrT 7bl). Cf. n. 17 and jaanasvamsa in n. 83.

% Cf. PSV ad PS 1.9c—d;: tada hi jiianasvasamvedyam api svaripam anapeksyartha-
bhasataivasya pramanam.

% PST 72,6-9: yady api sarvakalam svasamvedyam asti svardpam, tathapi tad ana-
peksya jiianasya bahye prameye visayabhdasataiva pramanam, na svabhasata, bahye ’rthe
tasyah sadhanatvayogat. ayogas tv apararthatvat. grahakakaro hy atmavisayah katham
bahye ’rthe pramanam syat. na hy anyavisayasyanyatra pramanyam yuktam.
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IV-7. Dignaga continues: “the object-field is cognized as this or that
form, exactly according to the way in which the aspect of the object
(arthakara) appears in the cognition, as being pleasant or unpleasant,
etc.”!% Jinendrabuddhi says straightforwardly that this sentence sim-
ply means that “an external object is determined by means of the
aspect of the cognizable of the cognition.”'”! This “aspect” is, in the
ultimate sense, self-awareness. Thus, according to Dignaga’s inter-
pretation, the Sautrantika’s theory agrees with that of the Yogacara
in any case. To this point Jinendrabuddhi states:

And in this case, just as it is said: “The fire is inferred from the smoke,” but
this [fire] is not directly inferred from that [smoke], [but] rather from the
cognition of the smoke that is caused by that [smoke], in the same way, even
though it is said: “this object is cognized through that [i.e., through the
cognition’s possessing the appearance of the object],” yet it should be
understood as being through self-awareness, which is brought about by that
[appearance]. This is to say, exactly according to the way in which the
aspect of object-reference (arthakara) takes its form (sannivisate)'” in the
cognition in the form of pleasant or unpleasant, etc., the self-awareness
comes forth (prathate); and exactly according to the way in which this [self-
awareness] becomes known (khyati), the object is cognized as a pleasant or
unpleasant thing, etc. For, if [the cognition possessing] this aspect be pro-
duced, it must be the awareness of [the cognition] itself with such an
[aspect], and thus on account of this [self-awareness] the object-field should
be established, not otherwise. For this reason, possessing the appearance of
the object-field is the means of cognition.'®®

190 PSV ad PS 1.9d,: yatha yatha hy arthakaro jiiane pratibhati subhasubhaditvena, tat-

tadriipah sa visayah pramiyate.

0V PST 72,11: jianasya jiieyakaravasena bahyo ’rtho nisciyata ity arthah.

12 The word sannivisate is used to paraphrase the word pratibhati that is used in the
PSV.

103 PST 72,11-73,2: atra ca yatha dhiimenagnir anumivyata ity ucyate, na casau saksat

tenanumiyate, kim tarhi taddhetukena dhiamajiianena, tatha yady api — so ’rthas tena mi-
yata ity ucyate, tathapi tatsadhanaya svasamvideti veditavyam. tatha hi yatha yathartha-
karo jiiane sannivisate Subhasubhadiriipena, tatha tatha svasamvittih prathate. yatha
utpannam syat, tada tadrsasyatmanah samvittih syat. tatas ca tadvasad visayaniscayo
bhavet, nanyatha. tasmad visayabhasata pramanam.
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That is to say, the object-field of this or that form (rijpa) is cognized
according to the aspect (akara) that the cognition possess when it
arises, and this results in a self-awareness; it is precisely through this
self-awareness that the object is cognized, not through the object-
field itself. Thus, this position of the Sautrantika does not contradict
that of the Yogacara.

IV-8. On the above-mentioned twofold interpretation of the cogniza-
ble, Jinendrabuddhi comments:

In this regard, in the tenet of the internal cognizable (antarjiieyapaksa),
accompanied with its object-field [means accompanied] by an object-field
that is characterized as the grasped part [of the cognition], because only in
respect to this [grasped part] is the object-field established; in the tenet of
external object-reference (bahyarthapaksa), however, [it means accompa-
nied] by the external [object-field]. Since in [our system of] representation-
only, [i.e., in the system of Antarjieyavada,] nothing exists that is separate
from awareness, it is exclusively the cognition that determines the object-
reference to be pleasant when it experiences its own aspect as pleasant. From
the opposite [experience, i.e. one that is unpleasant, the object is determined
as being] the converse [i.e., unpleasant].'®

Thus, the cognitive aspect is a necessary medium for cognizing an
object, and only through this aspect can the cognition be produced.
Jinenedrabudhi continues:

In this case, only the aspect of something blue, etc., alone is experienced.
This [aspect] must be necessarily accepted as the cognition itself (vijia-
nasyatmabhiita), otherwise this [cognition] would have no connection with
the object-reference. And a thing (vastu) external to or separated from this
[cognition], no matter whether with the aspect of this [thing] or without the
aspect of this [thing], is never perceived, nor is it possible to be the object-
support. How is this impossible? In [the section] “examination of the Vada-
vidhi” [i.e., PS(V) 1.13-16] it is explained in which sense it is impossible.'®

104 PST 70,6-10: tatrantarjiieyapakse grahyamsalaksanena visayena savisayam, tatrai-
va visayavyavasthanat. bahyarthapakse tu bahyena. tatra vijiaptimatratayam vijianavyati-
riktasya vastuno 'bhavad buddhir eva yadestam svam akaram anubhavati, tadestam artham
niscinoti, viparyayad viparitam.

05 PST 68,4-7: iha niladyakara eka evanubhiiyate. sa vijianasyatmabhiito ’vasyam
abhyupeyah. anyatha tasyarthena sambandho na syat. na ca tasmat tadakaram atadakaram
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Therefore, according to Jinendrabuddhi, Dignaga’s thought in this
regard is consistent: Only the internal cognizable, the so-called “as-
pect,” is the object of cognition, not the external object, because this
is not perceived.

IV-9. Jinendrabuddhi’s following remark gives the gist of Dignaga’s
thought in this regard:

Therefore, no cognition (samvitti) of something other than awareness (vijiia-
na) is possible. Rather, only a self-apprehended awareness arises. Thus, only
self-awareness is the result. There may be an external object-reference; even
so, the object-field is determined exclusively according to [self-]awareness.
Therefore, it is only possible for this [self-awareness] to be the result. For it
is not the case that the object-reference is experienced according to its inde-
pendent existence (svabhava), so that according to this [experience] the
distinct proper-form [of this object-reference] could be determined, because
otherwise the undesired consequence would follow that all [different] cogni-
tions would have the same form. However, the subjective representations
(vijiiapti) are of many [different] forms. For instance, it is observed that with
respect to a single thing alone, different cognizers acquire their awarenesses
with [different] aspects, according to [their mind] being sharp or slow. But a
single thing does not have many [different] aspects, because otherwise it
must follow that it would not be a single thing.'%

Therefore, in Dignaga’s system, regardless of whether the external
object exists or not, that which is cognized is the aspect of self-
awareness which is the subjective product: either the aspect of the
cognition itself as the grasped part of cognition according to Yoga-
cara, or the aspect of the external object according to Sautrantika. It
is never the external object itself. To this point Jinendrabuddhi states
quite decisively:

va bahir vyatiriktam vastipalabhyate. na calambanam ghatate. katham ca na ghatate.
yatha ca na ghatate, tatha vadavidhipariksayam vaksyati.

106 PST 68,11-69,3: tasmad na vijiianavyatiriktasya kasyacit samvittih sambhavati. vi-

jianam eva tu svasamviditam utpadyata iti svasamvittir eva phalam. bhavatu nama
bahyarthah, tathapi yathasamvedanam eva visayo nisciyata iti tad eva phalam yuktam. na
hi yathasvabhavam anubhavo ’rthasya, yato yathasau vyavasthitasvaripas tatha Sakyeta
niscetum, sarvajiiananam ekakaraprasangat. anekakaras tu vijiiaptayah. tatha hy ekasminn

yante. na caikam vastv anekakaram, anekatvaprasarngat.
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First, when [the cognition] is free from conceptual construction, the aspect
of grasping is the means of cognition, [namely] perception which is free
from conceptual construction; the particular, as the aspect of the grasped
object with a clear appearance, is the object of cognition.'”’

V. Conclusion

V-1. We have mentioned above that Dignaga’s theory was falsely
interpreted by his opponents as coming from a realistic standpoint,
and thus that it contained an internal contradiction. However, as we
have discussed, if we understand Dignaga as maintaining that the
object is a mental product, an internal aspect of object that appears as
externally existent, this problem will disappear. For Dignaga, an
object in any combined form of many atoms is not real. Thus he
refutes both the Sautrantika-theory and the Sarvastivada-theory. For
him, the cognition sphere (@yatana) is unreal in any case, as it also is
for the Sautrantika, as reported by Sangabhadra. Thus, although the
cognition sphere may be analyzed as an agglomerate of atoms as a
whole, or as the gathered individual atoms, this is not important for
him. From the Yogacara viewpoint, it is not necessary to make a
distinction between the two. For in any case it is clear for him that
external existents cannot be the cause of our cognition, since as
atoms the cognition cannot bear their appearance, and as an agglom-
erate of atoms they cannot be real existent, i.e., the real cause. There-
fore, the only possible conclusion is that the object of cognition is
the internal cognizable, is the grasped part of cognition, is the self-
cognizable, and any cognition is self-awareness in nature. He also
says that cognition arising with respect to self-awareness is percep-
tion; with respect to an object itself, namely outside this self-aware-
ness, it is conceptual construction.'”® Thus, every true cognition can
only be self-awareness in its true sense. Therefore, for Dignaga, the
svalaksana cannot be an independent external thing, for in that case
it would either be unreal or something of which a cognition cannot

07 PST 74,11-12: nirvikalpe tavat grahakakarah kalpanapodham pratyaksam prama-

nam, spastapratibhaso grahyakarah svalaksanam prameyam ...
18 Cf. n. 77.
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have an appearance; only as a cognition sphere of cognition, as self-
cognizable, or as internally cognizable, can it be a real cause of
cognition. In this way, Dignaga’s theory of object of cognition pre-
sented in PS(V) 1 is consistent.

V-2. Dharmakairti explains svalaksana along other lines. He explic-
itly states that the object of a perception is capable of fulfilling a pur-
pose (arthakriya), but an object of inference is not. And the particu-
lar and the universal are different: one is capable of fulfilling a pur-
pose and is real in the ultimate sense, the other is real only in a
conventional sense.'” This description of svalaksana is, at least
prima facie, based on something external. Thus Dharmakirti is a
realist in this regard, although in other parts of PV 3 he presents
other views. As expressed by Dunne, Dharmakirti presents different
“scales of analysis,” which in some cases represent the viewpoint of
the “epistemic idealist.”''° This is not the case in Dignaga’s work,
since for him, as an Antarjiieyavadin, an ultimately real existence,
being an existent outside mind, is non-perceivable, since a cognition
can not bear its appearance. What can be perceived is only an
appearance or an image, it does not exist in its real form, i.e., in the
form of atoms. Dignaga expresses his skepticism about external real-
ity being perceivable; the idea of fulfilling a purpose is unknown to
him. The difference between Dharmakirti and Dignaga is clear:
Dharmakirti believes that there is a cognition of certainty based upon
an external real existence that can independently fulfill a human
being’s purpose, and searches for the rules of its cognition. Dignaga
is skeptical in this regard. Thus the words such as “non-erroneous”

1% Cf. PV 3.1a—c: manam dvividham meyadvaividhyat Saktyasaktitah | arthakriyayam;

PV 3.3 arthakriyasamartham yat tad atra paramarthasat | anyat samvrtisat proktam te sva-
samanyalaksane //. And in PVSV 84,3-11: sa paramarthiko bhavo ya eva arthakriyaksa-
mah / (166ab) idam eva hi vastvavastunor laksanam yad arthakriyayogyata ayogyata ca iti
vaksyamah | sa ca arthakriyayogyo arthah nanveti yo anveti na tasmat karyasambhavah [/
(166¢d) tasmat sarvam samanyam anarthakriyayogyatvad avastu [ vastu tu visesa eva tata eva
tannispatteh [ (Cf. English transl. in Dunne 2004: 80f. n.41.)

110 Cf, Dunne 2004: 53ff, 59.
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(abhranta), “fulfilling a purpose,” “trustworthiness” (avisamvada),'"
etc., can only be found in Dharmakirti’s vocabulary. Dignaga tells us
what is not a real object, whereas Dharmakirti tells us what real cog-
nition is.!'? Because of this difference, Dharmakirti develops his own
complete theory of perception. In the PVin and later in the NB, he
adds the new element “non-erroneous” to the definition of percep-
tion.'

V-3. As for the problem of Dignaga’s doctrinal affiliation, I would
not like to give decisive conclusion, because the distinction between
the Sautrantika and Yogacara as two different schools!'*is an
unsolved problem, at least for me.

In the case of Vasubandhu, by whom Dignaga was undoubtedly
strongly influenced, more and more evidence has come to light
showing that many “Sautrantika” theories found in Vasubandhu’s
AKBh are similar to those advocated in the Yogacarabhtimi. Some
scholars maintain that the former have their origin in the latter, and
thus, Vasubandhu was already a Mahayanist Yogacara when he com-
posed the AKBh, not changing his doctrinal affiliation from Hina-
yana to Mahayana.''”> However, in a recently published paper

' The word avisamvada was used by Dignaga, but in another context, cf. Chu 2004:
115, n. 12.

112 This characteristic of Dignaga’s thought is also presented in his theory of inference.
Hayes has correctly pointed out: “[L]ogic for Dinnaga is not intended to serve as a means
of adding to our knowledge but rather as a means of subtracting from our opinions. The
criteria of inferential certainty that Dinnaga puts forward are very strict, so strict that very
few of our opinions can measure up to them. Whereas Dharmakirti tended to see this
strictness as a weakness in Dinnaga ’s logic, since it was in Dinnaga’s system virtually
impossible to arrive at any sort of reasonable inductive certainty, I shall argue that the
strictness of Dinnaga’s criteria was not oversight on this part but was quite deliberate, for
it served his overall skepticism quite well.” (Hayes 1988: 35)

13 Cf. PVin 1.4ab: pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam; NB 1.4: tatra pratyaksam
kalpanapodham abhrantam.

114 Cf. the discussion on the use of the word “school” in Franco 1997: 90-92.

15 Cf. Kritzer 1999: 20, 204; 2005: xxvii. Since the 1980s, a number of Japanese
scholars have been involved in studies on Sautrantika and have re-examined the

information on the history of Sautrantika contained in Chinese materials. The most
important results can be found in Kato 1989; cf. also Kritzer 2003, especially, 218f.
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Dhammajoti maintains that “the early Darstantika-s and (Sarvasti-
vadin) Yogacara-s all belong to the same Sarvastivada tradition
originally.”'® And based on the assumption of this historical back-
ground he says:

Of course, being within the same milieu, the Darstantika-Sautantika and
Mahayanic Yogacara — particularly those who are praxis-oriented — must
have been mutually influenced doctrinally. Accordingly, it should not be
surprising to find doctrinal parallels between what Vasubandhu identifies as
Sautrantika doctrine in AKB on the one hand, and some of the doctrines in
the Yogacarabhiami on the other hand. This does not necessarily imply that
Vasubandhu bases his Sautrantika doctrines on the Yogacdarabhiimi. '

Actually, half a century ago Yin shun has already pointed out that in
the sectarian period of Buddhism there was no theory of awareness-
only in the ontological sense, however the theory of awareness-only
without external object in the epistemological sense was already
well-developed.'"® Thus, it may be safe to say that some Yogacara
theories, especially those in the field of epistemology, are much ear-
lier than the Yogacara that is generally regarded as a Mahayanic
“school.” The persons who hold special Yogacara theories may be
called “Yogacara-Sautrantika” based on the differentiation between
the Hinayana Sautrantika and the Mahayanist Sautrantika made in
the Uighur version of the Tattvartha,'” or “Yogacara with Sautran-
tika presupposition” in following Schmithausen’s influential paper
“Sautrantika-Voraussetzungen in Vims$atika und Trim$ika.”"*° Based
on my studies in this paper, I tend to assume that Dignaga’s theory of
the object of cognition also belongs to this kind of Yogacara theo-
ries. However, since the nature of these special Yogacara theories —
whether they are Mahayanic or remain Hinayanic — has not yet been

116 Dhammajoti 2006: 195

17 Dhammajoti 2006: 195-196.
18 Yin shun 1970: 200.

19" Cf. Dhammajoti 2006: 199.

120 Cf. Franco 1997: 94; Schmithausen: 1967. I do not suggest that the difference be-
tween this special group of Yogacaras and the rest of Yogacaras is the basis of the division
of Yogacara system into lung gi rjes 'brang and rigs pa’i rjes ’brang in the later Tibetan
grub mtha’ texts.
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clarified, it seems to me too early to make decision with regard to
Dignaga’s doctrinal affiliation. Thus, in this paper, I would like to let
it remain open. Actually, for me to label him as Yogacara or a
Sautrantika is less important than to understand what his statements
about the object of cognition really mean. In any case, one point is
clear: Dignaga treats the object of cognition as something inside
cognition, and regards its appearance as external thing as unreal.
This point is clearly close to the Mahayanic Yogacara system,
however it is apparently also shared by the Hinayanic Sautrantika to
a certain extent. Thus, we are not in the position to label Dignaga
simply as Yogacara or Sautrantika, rather, it seems to me proper to
refer him as a “theoretician of an internal object of cognition”
(antarjiieyavadin), as Jinendrabuddhi did.!?!
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