Helmut Krasser

On Dharmakirti’s Understanding of pramanabhiita and
His Definition of pramana*

At the outset of the Pramanasiddhi chapter of his Pramanavarttika
which Dharmakirti devotes to the explanation of the mangalasioka of
Dignéaga’s Pramanasamuccaya, he comments on the term pramana-
bhita' which, among other terms, is assigned by Dignaga as an epithet
to the Buddha. The aim of his undertaking is to prove that the Bhaga-
vat, in contrast to other concepts such as God (7$vara) or the Veda
conceived by opposing traditions, is the highest authority. For this
purpose he first (PV 2.1-6) defines pramana and explains some problems
involved. Then he equates the Bhagavat (PV 2.7a) with a pramana.
Thereupon he interprets the term bhiita as having been applied by
Dignaga in order to exclude eternal pramanas such as God, etc., and
shows (up to k. 28) that such concepts, even under the condition that
they were assumed to be non-eternal, cannot be accounted for.?

The problem with the notion of pramana in the compound pramana-
bhuta which has been dealt with extensively by modern scholars and
which also did not escape Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s commentators
is, how can the Bhagavat be said to be a pramana, and pramana, in its

* 1 would like to thank Prof. Karin Preisendanz for reading the manuscript of
this paper so meticulously, and for her many valuable comments and suggestions. -
This paper is a revised version of the one presented at the XXX VIth International
Congress of Asian and North African Studies, Montréal, Aug. 27 - Sept. 2, 2000.

' The meaning of the term pramanabhiita has been discussed quite frequently;
cf, e.g., Seyfort Ruegg 1994, 1995 and recently Hakamaya 2000 (without knowing
Seyfort Ruegg’s articles, however).

? I do not subscribe to Prajiidkaragupta’s interpretation of bhiita as being used
to dispel error (bhrantinivrttyartham PV A, 84,5). Its interpretation of most of the
Indian commentators as jata, utpanna and the like seems to be more probable, as |
consider this the starting point for Dharmakirti’s digression on the refutation of
eternal pramanas in PV 2.8-28.

* For an analysis of the chapter, see, e.g., the table of contents and introduc-
tion in Vetter 1990: 5 and 13-35, Inami - Tillemans 1986, or the first chapter in
Franco 1997: 15-43.
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turn, to be cognition?* It is obvious that the Bhagavat is not knowledge
or cognition, at least on a conventional level,” and there is no room for
doubt that pramana is considered to be cognition, for Dignaga himself
states in his Pramanasamuccaya that there are only two kinds of cogni-
tion that can be considered as pramana (pratyaksam anumanam ca
pramane — de giirs kho na ste [PS 1.2ab and Vrtti]), whereas Dharmakirti
defines it as being reliable cognition (praminam avisamvadi jidgnam [PV
2.1ab]). Moreover, both consider pramana to be the resultant cognition,
i.e. pramanaphala.

In order to account for this problem, roughly two kinds of solution have
been proposed:

1) pramana should be understood either in an extended sense, as author-
ity, or metaphorically or

2) bhiita should be understood in the sense of a comparison.

Thus, pramanabhita is translated either as “[he] who has become au-
thoritative” ® or as “[the Bhagavant] who is (like ?) a (means of) correct
knowledge”.” The first interpretation of pramana as being employed in
an extended sense has been strongly argued for by Tillemans (1993:
5-9), whereas Dunne suggests a metaphorical interpretation (1999: 254-
262).* and the second has been argued for by Seyfort Ruegg in his
papers of 1994 and 1995. Seyfort Ruegg (1994: 315), of course being
aware of Dharmakirti’'s comment on bhduta,® relates his rendering of

¢ This question is explicitly raised in a pirvapaksa in Sakyabuddhi's PVT
(quoted and translated below p. 179f.): maon sum dan rjes su dpag pa ni tshad
ma yin pa de bas na | ji lar na beom ldan ‘das de’i ran béin can ma yin pa la de
skad du ce na.

® On an absolute level, however, he is considered to consist of perception.
Sakyabuddhi, for example, presents the idea that the Bhagavat, on account of
his being stainless, non-conceptual and unerring wisdom, actually is pratyaksapra-
mana in a pirvapaksa and agrees with the Bhagavat’s description (cf. below, p.
179f.; for the Sanskrit as preserved by Vibhaticandra cf. below n. 22: bhivandbala-
nispannanirmalavikalpabhrantajianatmakatvad bhagavatah pratyaksapramanasva-
bhavata saksad asty eva). This concept is also shared by Prajiakaragupta (pratya-
ksaripa eva bhagavin pramédnam; cf. below, n. 31).

¢ Tillemans 1993: 3.

7 -Seyfort Ruegg 1995: 819.

* References to and discussion of earlier * ht,eral mterpretatmns sych as Stein-
kellner’s “[he] who has become a means of valid cognition” are to be found here.
Dunne leaves the term pramanabhita untranslated.

* abhutavinivrttaye | bhitoktih (PV 2.7bc) “The mention of bhiila serves to avert
(the wrong supposition of pramdnas) that did not come into existence”.

-1
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pramanabhita as “pramana-like” to Dignaga’s understanding only.
although he is of the opinion that “the use of bhila in the meaning
‘like’ ... is found even in some of the post-Dharmakirti commentaries of
the Buddhist Pramana-school known to us either from the surviving
Sanskrit texts or from their Tibetan translations”." Both Tillemans and
Dunne derive their understanding from Devendrabuddhi’s commentary
(and similar passages in other texts) on the phrase tadvat pramanam
bhagavan (PV 2.7a) presuming that the metaphorical meaning is con-
veyed by the word tadvat. Seyfort Ruegg, on the other hand, bases his
statement that the use of °bhiita in the meaning “like” is found even in
post-Dharmakirtian texts on passages such as the aforementioned ex-
planation by Devendrabuddhi.

As an explanation in Jinendrabuddhi’s Pramanasamuccayatika (PST)"
dealing with this very topic sheds new light on the problem, I first will
have a closer look at this explanation, then reconsider the translations
of the passages at stake in Devendrabuddhi’s Pramanavarttikapanjika
(PVP), then propose a new interpretation of PV 2.7a and finally recon-
sider the meaning of the two qualifications of pramana, avisam»adi
Jjranam and ajiiatarthaprakase, in PV 2.1ab and 5c respectively.

The passage where Jinendrabuddhi explains pramanabhiita of PS 1.1a
runs as follows (1b4-2al):
pramanabhitayetyadi. yatha
tvam merus tvam samudro ‘'si natha tvam kalpapadapak |
tvam suvaidyah pradipas tvam tvam eva'? paramah plavah ||
ily atrevasabdaprayogam antarendpi ladartho gamyate, tathehapiti bhaga-
van pramanam iva pramanam. <"yatha hi pratyaksadipramanam puru-
sarthopayogino 'nadhigatasyarthasya prakasakam avisamvadakam ca,
tatha bhagavan api yatra parak purusarthah pratibaddhas caturaryasalya-
laksane tattve tadvisayam jianam asadya nihsreyasarthindm tasyanadhi-
gatasya prakdsako visamvadakas ca. tasmat pramdanasidharmyal pra:
manam. bhiito jalah, utpanna ity arthak. bhitavacanam abhitasya nitya-
syesvarddeh pramanasya paraparikalpitasya pratisedhartham. prama-
nani casau bhitas ceti pramanabhitah, tasmai pramanabhitiya.'"

W Seyfort Ruegg 1994: 311 (references to the texts are given here): the same
idea is expressed in Seyfort Ruegg 1995: 821.

' Until now only the Tibetan translation of dPan lotsava Blo gros brtan pa
(1276-1342) was available.

12 eya has no equivalent in Tibetan.

13 Cf. Vibhii 518,29-519.4 (cf. Steinkellner 1980: 100).

4 The text is rendered in Tibetan in the following way (PST,, D2al-2bl =
Q2b-7): tshad mar gyur pa zes pa la sogs pa ste | ji ltar | khyod ni ri rab rgya misho
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|On| “pramanabhitdya”, etc. Just as in this [praise]

You are [mount] Meru; You are the ocean; oh Lord, You are the
wishing-tree (kalpapadapa); You are the perfect healer; You are the
light: You are the best boat (plava)!

the meaning of the [word “like”] is understood, even without the em-
ployment of the word “like” (iva), it is also the case here [in. the com-
pound pramanabhita]. Thus, the Bhagavat is valid cognition [inasmuch
as he is] like [i.e. similar to] a valid cognition. Just as a valid cognition,
namely perception and so on, illuminates an unknown object (artha)
that is useful for a human purpose (artha) and is reliable [with regard
to that object], in the same way the Bhagavat, too, after he has gained a
cognition of that to which the highest human purpose is bound, [i.e.] the
reality characterized by the four noble truths, illuminates that [reality]
which is not known to those striving for the highest good (nihsreyasa)
and is reliable {with regard to that]. Therefore [he is said to be| a
pramana due to [his] similarity to valid cognitions [the word tva being
self-understood). bhiita {means] “he has come into existence” in the
sense of “he has arisen”. The mention of bhdita serves to negate pra-
manas that have not come into existence (abhita), [i.e.] that are eternal,
such as God (i$vara), inasmuch as they are assumed by others [i.e. non-
Buddhists]. [The compound)] pramanabhiita [is a karmadhdraya mean-
ing] “he is a pramana, and he has come into existence”.'* [Having paid
obeisance] to him who is valid cognition (pramanabhita) and has come
into existence.

According to this explanation of Jinendrabuddhi, the word pramana is
applied to the Buddha not in an extended sense but metaphorically and

khyod || mgon khyod dpag bsam rkan 'thui ste || sman pa bzan khyod sgron ma khyod
|| khyod ni sgrol byed dam pa’o || zes pa 'di ‘dra ba’i sgra sbyar ba med par yan de’i
don rtogs pa de ltar ‘dir yan no Zes pas ishad ma dan ‘dra bas beom ldan ‘das ishad ma'o
(| gar gi phyir ji llar maon sum la sogs pa’i tshad ma ni skyes bu'i don la fie bar mkho
ba shar ma rtogs pa’i don gsal bar byed cin mi bslu ba yin pa de ltar | beom ldan 'das
kyan gar la skyes bu’i don gyi mchog rag las pa ‘phags pa’i bden pa bii'i mishan fiid
kyi de kho na 7iid la de’i yul can gyi Ses pa bskyed nas | 7es par legs pa don du grier ba
rnams la | khon du ma chud pa de gsal bar byed pa dan mi bslu ba de'i phyir tshad ma
dan chos mishuns pa fisd kyi phyir tshad ma'o || gyur pa ni skyes pa ste byun ba Zes
pa’i don to || gyur pa’i tshig ni ma byun ba rtag pa dban phyug la sogs pa't tshad ma
gian gyis yons su briags pa dgag pa'i don du'o || tshad ma yan 'di yin la gyur pa’an
yin pas tshad mar gyur pa ste | tshad mar gyur pa de la'o ||.

15 That the analysis of the compound is to be understood as that of a karma-
dharaya and not as that of a dvandva as suggested in Steinkellner 1989: 181, was
expressed to me by Steinkellner himself in the meantime and is also stated in
Franco 1997: 16, n. 3. Instances of karmadhdraya compounds are collected in
Hakamaya 2001. '
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does not require any qualification in order to be understood as meta-

phor. Thus, at ledst if one follows his interpretation, there is no need to
assume that the metaphorical meaning is conveyed by tadva, and it is
also clear that his explanation does not support the mterpletatlon of
*bhata as “like”.'®

Jinendrabuddhi’s exposition provides us with a key that opens the door
to a better understanding of the Tibetan translation of Devendrabud-
dhi’s remarks. It not only enables us to look with another eye upon
these materials, but, as the words pramanam iva are rendered by tshad
ma dan ‘dra bas (PST,,, D2a3; cf. above, n. 14), it also draws our atten-
tion to the fact that in other texts, too, the phrase tshad ma dan 'dra bas
may represent a Sanskrit pramanam iva. If we now take the Tibetan
tshad ma dan 'dra bas na in Devendrabuddhi’'s PVP as equivalent to
pramdnam iva, his introductory remarks on PV 2.1ab where pramana is
defined, namely (PVP D1b2-3 = Q2al-3):

tshad mar gyur pa zes bya ba ni tshad mar khruns pa'o || tshad ma dan
‘dra bas na tshad ma ste beom ldan ‘das (PV 2.7a) so || tshad ma’i no bo de
ci #ig yin na | gan gis de dan ‘dra bar dam bea’ bar byed ce na |

tshad ma slu med can es pa || (PV 2.1ab)
zZes bya ba smos te |
can be translated as

[The compound] pramanabhita [in PS 1.1 means] “[the Bhagavat] is a
pramana, and he has come into existence” (tshad mar ‘khruns pa =

18 The last point is made clear by an interesting note of Vibhiticandra who,
when rephrasing the last part of the above-mentioned passage of Jinendrabuddhi’s
PST, explicitly declares that bhita does not have the meaning of iva. This is inter-
esting inasmuch as it is the only remark I am aware of that indicates a possible
understanding of bhiita in pramanabhiita as meaning “like” (iva) and thus supports
Seyfort Ruegg’s supposition. The statement is meanmgful only when it is under-
stood as being directed against someone who holds the view that bhiila means iva.
Cf. Vibhi 519,2-4: bhiita utpannah. bhitavacanam aprajatasyesvarideh paraparikal-
pilasya pratisedhartham. ivarthas tu samarthyagata iti na tadartham etad iti vaksyate.
“bhiita [means) ‘has arisen’. The mention of bhiita serves to negate [pramdnas| such
as God (isvara) that have not come into existence (aprajata), inasmuch as they are
imagined by others [i.e. non-Buddhists]. The meaning ‘like’ (iva) is understood due
to the adequacy [of just this meaning in the present context]. Thus it will be
explained that [the mention of bhata] does not have that meaning”. - This remark
of Vibhiiticandra and a part of the Tibetan translation of PST quoted above (n. 14)
have been referred to by Seyfort Ruegg (1994: 311 n. 39) in corroboration of his
interpretation.
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pramanajatah).'” The Bhagavat is valid cognition [inasmuch as he is|
similar to a valid cognition. What is this nature of pramana so that it
is asserted that [the Bhagavat| is similar to it? [Reply:] Valid cognition
is reliable cognition ."

On the interpretation of tshad mar 'khruns pa as a karmadharaya see
Sakyabuddhi’s explanation and the Sanskrit text of Sakyabuddhi’s
comments on this passage preserved in Vibhiticandra’s notes (repro-
duced below, n. 20). The sentence tshad ma dan ‘dra bas na tshad ma ste
beom ldan ‘das so probably corresponds to a Sanskrit text as available in
Jinendrabuddhi’s PST: bkagavan pramanam iva pramanam = lshad ma
dar, 'dra bas boom ldan 'das tshad ma’o (PST,, D2a3). This is also corro-
borated by Sakyabuddhi’s explanation of this sentence according to
which the word pramana implies a similarity (PVT D71b5-72a2 =
Q86b4-87a2):"

“*de la "grel pa mdzad pa bdag fiid kyis tshigs su bead pa’i ‘grel pa mdzad
ciri | tshad mar gyur pa Zes bya ba de ‘chad pa la | tshad mar khrusis pa zes
bya bar gyur pa’i sgra ni "khrusis pa’i don to ||2> <*tshad ma yan de yin la

" This interpretation of bhila is also known to Ravigupta (PVV® 294al): de lla
bur gan gyur pa de ni tshad mar "khruns pa ses bya'o ||.

"™ This passage is partly referred to in Tillemans 1993: 6f., n. 7; the whole
passage is quoted and translated in Seyfort Ruegg 1994: 312 and Dunne 1999:
255, n. 7.

'* As a further piece of evidence preserved in the Sanskrit original that this line
of commentators used the wording pramanam iva in this context, another note of
Vibhiticandra referred to in Dunne 1999: 255f., n. 7 may be adduced (Vibha
521.28-30): sarvas ca Sabdo ‘nyatra prayujyamano miarbhitopamirthah prayujyata
ity dha — pramapam iveti. pramanasabdo jiane mukhyak. itaratra tu kena sadhar-
myenopamanopameyatvam ity dha — avisamvaditi. “And any word inasmuch as it is
employed for something different [from what it primarily denotes] is employed
referring to an implied similarity. Therefore he says: ‘like a pramana’. The word
pramana primarily [denotes] cognition (ji@na). By which similarity now is in the
other case [when it is metapliorically applied to the Bhagavat] [the cognition] that
to which [the Bhagavat] is represented as similar and [the Bhagavat that which is]
similar [to it]? [In response to this question] he says: ‘reliable’”. I have not been
able to identify the source of this note and it is possible that Vibhiticandra put
together bits and pieces from different passages in the manuscripts available to
him, combining them with his own words.

* Cf. Vibhii 521,26-27: tad atra vrttikarah slokapatanikam kurvan pramanabhi-
layety (PS 1.1a) elat svayam vydcaste - pramanajata® iti bhitasabdah pradurbhé-
varthah (* Vibha 521,27 reads pramanam jata iti ... which seems very unlikely.
The emendation is based on the Tibetan translation tshad mar khruns pa): cf.
Steinkellner 1981: 290 (frag. 4). :

o 2 Cf. PST 2.8: pramanam casau bhitas ceti pramanabhitak; cf. Steinkellner
80: 100. ’
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gyur pa yan de yin pas na ishad mar gyur pa'o || de llar na tshad ma
rlag par rtog pa bsal (D: gsal) ba yin no || maon sum dan rjes su dpag pa ni
tshad ma yin pa de bas na | ji llar na bcom ldan ‘das de'i ran bzin can ma
yin pa la de skad du ce na tshad ma dar *dra bas na tshad ma ste zes bya ba
smos le | tshad ma’i sgra dpe nan du 'dus pa can yin no es bya ba'i don to
|| <*gal te bsgoms pa i stobs las grub pa dri ma med pa rnam par mi riog pa
"khrul pa med pa’i ye Ses kyi bdag 7id can yin pa’i phyir bcom ldan ‘das ni
miaon sum gys tshad ma'i ran bZin can 7iid du dnos su bzugs pa 7iid yin na
fie bar btags pa la brien pas ci zig bya Ze na | 'di la skyon yod pa ma yin te |
rtog pa dan beas pa’i Ses pa’i gnas skabs la dgons nas brjod pa’t phyir ro zes
bya ba ni gzan dag gi yin no || 'dir gal te beom ldan ‘das ni ji skad du bsad
pa’i tshad ma’t bdag fisd can yin pa de lta na yan de ltar rab tu grags pa ma
ytn no || de bas na tha siiad du byas pa’i tshad mas dper mdzad pa yin no
Zes bya ba 'di ni rigs pa yin no ||

By relating (“patantkam kurvan) this [i.e. PV 2.1ab, etc.]* to the sloka
[i.e. PS 1.1] the Vrttikara [i.e. Devendrabuddhi] himself explains the
[expression] pramanabhdtaye [PS 1.1c] [with the phrase] pramanajata,
[which means] that the word bhita has the meaning of “coming into
existence”. [The compound pramanabhiita is to be understood as a kar-
madhdraya in the sense of:] He [i.e. the Bhagavat] is a pramana, and he
has come into existence. In this way the assumption (riog pa) of an
eternal pramana is rejected. [Opponent:]* pramanas are direct percep-
tion and inference. Thus, how can the Bhagavat who is not of their
nature be said to be this [i.e. pramana]? [Therefore Devendrabuddhi)
says: “[The Bhagavat is] valid cognition inasmuch as he is similar to a
valid cognition”. This means that the word pramina implies a similar-
ity. [Opponent:]* “The Bhagavat essentially is stainless, non-concep-

2 Cf. Vibha 522,1-5: nanu bhavanabalanigspannanirmalavikalpabhrantajianat-
makalvad® bhagavalah pratyaksapramanasvabhavala saksad asty eva. kim upacad-
rasrayeneti cet, adogo 'yam, savikalpajiianavasthisayenabhidhanad® ity eke. idam tv
atra yuktam - yady apt yathoklapramanatmakah sada’ bhagavan, tathapy asamvya-
vahdriko 'sav avasthabhedah. tatah sémvyavaharikapramanenopamiyate (* This is the
reading proposed in Steinkellner 1981: 290 [frag. 5]; cf. also Dunne 1999: 256. n. 9.
Vibhi 522,1 reads: bhavanabalanisp iskalpa vikalpd vikalpabhrantajranatima-
katvad. - ® The emendation of ‘@srayena’ [Vibha 522,3] to ‘dsayend’ is based on the
Tibetan dgons nas. - ¢ sadd has no equivalent in Tibetan and may be an addition of
Vibhiticandra).

B gtra = de la refers to PV 2.1ab just mentioned by Sakyabuddhi in the pre-
ceding sentence (PVT D71b5): tshad ma zes bya ba la sogs pas zes bya ba ni tshad ma
slu med can Ses pa zes bya ba la sogs pas so ||.

2 The remaining section of the text is also referred to and translated in Inami
1994: 29f., n. 2.

% The remaining section of the text is also referred to and translated in Dunne
1999: 256 and 258, n. 10. .
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tual and unerring wisdom that has been accomplished by force of his
meditational practice. Hence his being by nature a pramana, namely
perception, applies (asty eva) directly. so why does one need to rely on a’

Y™

pramana] intending a state of conceptual cognition. But here the cor-
rect [response is as follows|: Even if the Bhagavat has the nature of the
aforementioned pramana, he is nevertheless not commonly known as
such. Therefore he is represented as similar to a conventional (samvya-
vaharika) pramana.
The material presented so far clearly shows that both Devendrabuddhi
as well as Sakyabuddhi interpret pramana in pramanabhita in the same
way we have seen with Jinendrabuddhi, as implying a similarity, and
that its metaphorical use is thus justified. Then, how can we understand
Dharmakirti’s remark ladvat pramanam bhagavan (PV 2.7a) meaning-
fully? Until now, scholars have unanimously understood tadvat in a
comparative sense. However, their interpretations of tad differ: the
anaphoric pronoun is either specified as referring to PV 2.1-6 or speci-
fied as relating to the defining characteristics in PV 2.1ab and 5¢, or it
remains unspecified. A list of translations I am aware of, in chronolo-
gical order, displays the following variety:

Such a valid knowledge-instrument is the Blessed | Nagatomi 1957: 15
One.

In such a way is the Blessed One an authority. | Jackson 1988: 343

The Lord [Buddha] is a means of valid cognition | van Bijlert 1989: 158
such as that [which we have discussed in

PV 11.1-6).
sore to doyo ni ... (“Similar to that ...”) Inami 1994: 17
(Translating from Sanskrit:) Like that, the Tillemans 1993: 6

[llustrious One is a pramana. (Translating PV
2.7a as rendered into Tibetan in PVP [s. below,
p. 182: de bzin beom ldan tshad ma 7iid):) Similarly
the Illustrious One is a pramana.

So [in view of what is stated in verses 1-6], the | Seyfort Ruegg 1995: 820
Lord [being] (a means of) correct/efficacious
knowledge ...

The Exalted One is such a means of knowledge. | Franco 1997: 56

* This parvapaksa displays the position which is normally attributed to Pra-

jnakaragupta: cf. below, n. 31.
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The Blessed One is a pramdna like that
[aforementioned definition].

Dunne 1999: 261, n. 15

(Free rendering:) ... like the two preceding items | Oetke 1999a: 249
also the Buddha is a pramana.

Hakamaya 2000: 316

so no yo ni ... (= Like this ..))

Before I proceed to look at Devendrabuddhi’s commentary, it should be
noted that -vat in tadvat is usually understood by the Tibetan transla-
tors in a possessive sense, so that PV 2.7a is rendered into Tibetan
corresponding to Sa skya pandita’s and Sakyasribhadra’s translation
of the Pramanavarttika itself?” as de ldan bcom ldan tshad ma nid.? An
exception to this is the rendering by Subhuatisrisanti and dGe ba’i blo
gros who were responsible for the first translation of the Pramanavart-
tika (not preserved in the bsTan 'gyur) together with Devendrabuddhi’s
Paiijika (included in the bsTan ’gyur)® where tadvat is rendered as de
bzin.® It also may be mentioned that Prajiiakaragupta favors a posses-
sive meaning of -vat in tadvat and a literal interpretation of pramana in
pramanabhita.!

1 For an overview on the various translations of the PV and its commentaries
into Tibetan cf. Mejor 1991: 179-193.

® PVA,, 27b6; PVAT 39al, 39b2, 102b3, 40a3 (only de ldan); PVV¥ 305a6; cf.
also Inami 1994: 30, n. 2. As Sékyabuddhi does not comment on tadvat we have no
translation.

#» Cf. Mejor 1991: 180f.

% This fact was already noticed by rGyal tshab rje; see Tillemans 1993: 7, n. 7:
“rNam ‘grel thar lam gsal byed Vol. I, p. 236,10-11: lha dbang blo’i ‘grel pa’i ‘gyur ltar
na | de bzhin zhes dpe dang sbyar ro || ‘Following the translation of Devendrabud-
dhi’s commentary, tadvat (‘like that’) is the connection with an example.’ rGyal
tshab then proceeds to argue against Devendrabuddhi”. More precisely, rGyal
tshab argues against the interpretation as proposed by these translators. In Jack-
son’s translation (1993: 188) “according to Devendrabuddhi” ‘gyur is not consid-
ered.

3 Cf. his comment on PV 2.7a (PVA, 84,1-2): tadvat pramanam bhagavan ||
lathagato hi bhagavams tadvan iti kriva pratyaksaripa eva bhagavan pramanam. “The
Bhagavat is a pramana which possesses those [two defining characteristics). For
having in mind (krtva) that the Tathagata, [here called] the Bhagavat, possesses
those [two defining characteristics] [Dharmakirti said that] the Bhagavat, indeed
being of the nature of perception, is pramana”. This passage is also referred to by
Tillemans 1993: 7, n. 7, Inami 1994: 30, n. 2 and Franco 1997: 17, n. 3. Based on
this formulation Franco unnecessarily considers the possibility that Prajiakara-
gupta read tadvan instead of tadvat in PV 2.7a. I agree with Franco that in Seyfort
Ruegg’s translation of pratyaksaripa eva bhagavan pramanam as “the Bhagavat
being similar to (or: of the nature of) pratyaksa is pramana” (1994: 311) the variant
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Keeping this in mind T will now look at Devendrabuddhi’s explanation,

leaving, for the time being, PV 2.7a untranslated (PVP D6b4-7 =
Q7bl-5):

“W<Pji skad du bsad pa’i mishan #id rnam pa giis kyis* bstan® pa i o bo

can gan yin pa de ni tshad ma yin no ||™>
de biin beom ldan tshad ma Aiid || (PV 2.7a)

di tshad ma dat yan ci #ig mishuis na | gan gis na* tshad ma dan 'dra bas
tshad ma 7iid yin | tshad ma’i mishan fid rnam pa giis Aid dan mishuns
payin no || i llar mnon par ‘dod pa biin du bsgrub® par bya ba’i don la
mi shu ba'i phyir dan | mi Ses pa’i don gsal bar byed pa’i phyir’™ tshad ma
fiid yin no || de ltar na beom ldan ‘das kyan nes par legs pa la sogs pa’i
mishan #id can gyi skyes bu’i don la mi slu bar mdzad pa dan | rlogs pa
pos™ skyes bu'i don bsgrub par bya ba mi Ses pa ston par mdzad pa’i phyir
tshad ma 7iid yin no || ““tshad ma #id kyi chos mthun pa #iid can ‘chad par
gyur ba yan grub par byas nas* dper byas pa yin no ||*>

proposed in parentheses is to be preferred. The rendering of pratyaksaripa as
“being similar to pratyaksa” does not take into account that Prajiiakaragupta
considers the Bhagavat to be paramarthikapramana.

# Cf. PVV 9,15: yathokladvividhalaksanam ukiam yat praminam, tadvad bhaga-
van pramanam. “A pramdna has been taught [by Dharmakirti] as possessing the
twofold defining characteristic as explained [in PV 2.1ab and 5¢]. The Bhagavat is a
pramana [just] like this (tadvat) [pramina as just determined, and not in an other
sense]”. If this text as transmitted is accepted, one has to assume that Manoratha-
nandin is the only commentator who, without giving any further explanation,
understood -vat as having a comparative meaning. On the other hand, Manoratha-
nandin normally follows the interpretation of Devendrabuddhi. Thus, a corruption
of the text cannot be excluded. However, as there is no evidence for this being the
case and because it is possible that Manorathanandin here deviates from Deven-
drabuddhi, there is no basis for a correction of the text. The reading as suggested
by Inami (1994: 29, n. 1) and Dunne (1999: 280, n. 62) which is also found in the
edition of the PVV prepared by Ram Chandra Pandeya (Delhi 1999, p. 5.24),
namely yathokladvividhalaksanayuktam instead of “laksanam uklam, does not con-
tribute to a possible solution of the problem.

* Cf. Vibha 9, n. 7: dvividhena yathoktena laksanena nirdistam yal, elal prama-
nam; identified in Frauwallner 1960: 121.

* Cf. dvividhena Vibha 9, n. 7; DQ: rnam pa giis.

% Cf. nirdigtam Vibha 9, n. 7; D: brien.

* Q om. na. :

7 Cf. PVV 9.12: yathabhihitasya satyacatustayasyavisamvadandt lasyaiva parair
ajiatasya prakdsandac ca. . '

* Cf. Vibha 9, n. 7: pramanasadharmyam tu sadhayisyamanam siddham krtvo-
dahrtam; identified in Frauwallner 1960: 121. '
' D: ‘chad par ‘gyur bar byas nas.
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pramana is that whose nature is indicated by the twofold defining char-
acteristic as explained before.*

In what way is he similar to a pramana so that. inasmuch as he is similar

to a pramana (tshad ma dan ‘dra bas, pramanam iva). he is [said to be|

pramana? He is similar in having the twofold defining characteristic:

Just as [a cognition] is [said to be] a pramana because it is reliable (mi

slu ba = avisamvadin) with regard to a [human] purpose to be accom-

plished as intended, and because it illuminates a [previously] unknown

state of affairs (mi Ses pa’t don gsal bar byed pa = ajrialarthaprakasana),

in the same way the Bhagavat too [is said to be] a pramana because he

is reliable with regard to the human purpose defined as the highest good

(rves par legs pa, *nikéreyasa) and so on, and because he makes known

[these previously] unknown human purposes to be accomplished by the

[person] who [now] realizes [these purposes].

The [Bhagavat’s] similarity to a pramana, however, which will be es-

tablished [in the remaining part of the Pramanasiddhi chapter]. was

applied (udahrta) [by Dharmakirti in PV 2.7a], taking (krtva) it for

granted (siddha).
This passage confirms the results gained from Devendrabuddhi’s intro-
ductory remarks on PV 2.1ab treated above (p. 177f.), namely that the
metaphoric use of pramana is self-understood without any further re-
quirements. It also stresses the fact that the Bhagavat is similar to a
pramdna because he is avisamvadin and because he makes known a
previously unknown state of affairs, in other words, he possesses these
defining characteristics of a pramana. If we now look at Devendrabud-.
dhi’s introductory sentence to PV 2.7a, namely ji skad du bsad pa’i
mishan fiid rnam pa giis kyis bstan pa’i 1o bo can gan yin pa de ni tshad
ma yin no, it is quite clear that he understood -vat in tadval nf)t in a
comparative but in a possessive sense. The rendering of tadval into de
bzin by Subhitisrisanti and dGe ba’i blo gros thus is obviously ba_sed on
their misunderstanding of Devendrabuddhi’s intention, and this mis-
take has been corrected later on by Sa skya pandita and Sakyasribha-
dra. »

Thus, following Devendrabuddhi’s interpretation of tadpat pramdnan%
bhagavan (PV 2.7a), which also has been accepted by Jinendrabuddhi

22 This sentence is also referred to in Dunne (1999: 280, n. 62) who, like [nami
(1994: 29, n. 1), prefers the reading rnam pa giiis brien pa i no bo. can instead of rnam
pa gids <kyis> bstan pa’i 70 bo can and translates “A praména is that whose nature
depends upon the aforementioned two kinds of characteristics™..
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and the Tibetan tradition at least from Sa skya pandita onwards, I
would propose the following translation: “The Bhagavat is a pramana
that has the [twofold defining characteristic]”;* for pramanabhita’|
suggest the rendering “one who has come into existence being a pra-

T
mana” * In both cases I understand pramana as vahd cognition” in a
metaphorical sense.

If we now consider Devendrabuddhi’s concluding remark in the state-
ment treated above, namely that the Buddha’s similarity to a pramana
will be established later in the Pramanasiddhi chapter (tshad ma fiid ky:
chos mthun pa Aiid can ‘chad par ‘gyur ba grub par byas nas dper byas pa
yin no || PVP D6b7 [see above, p. 182] = pramanasadharmyam tu sa-
dhayisyamanam siddham krtvodahrtam Vibhii 9, n. 7), this can only refer
to the section which Dharmakirti devotes to the proof that the Bhaga-
vat is pramana-like, i.e. the section beginning with PV 2.7b and con-
tinuing to the end of the chapter. Thus, the interpretation arrived at by
Inami and Tillemans (1986: 128) and based upon dGe ’dun grub pa’s
topical outlines (sa bcad) of his commentary on PV 2 could equally be
based upon Devendrabuddhi’s understanding of the Pramanasiddhi
chapter and should not be considered as “curious” at all:

We are thus led to the rather curious result that in Dharmakirti’s
chapter devoted to Pramanasiddhi it is only k. 1-6 which speak about
actual pramana; the main subject of PV II is pramdna taken in the
metaphorical sense of pramanabhiita or tshad ma’i skyes bu.

If this result is accepted, and I think this is the reading of PV 2 to be
preferred, one also has to assume that Dharmakirti himself considered
the two defining characteristics provided by him in PV 2.1ab (pra-
manam avisamvads jianam) and 5c (ajiatarthaprakaso va) as being ne-
cessary and sufficient conditions for a cognition’s being a pramana.

“ By subsuming the Buddha under the concept of pramana on account of his
similarity to pramana qua cognition endowed with these two defining character-
istics, Dharmakirti is inspired by Dignaga who states that authoritative words /
words of a credible person (aptavada) can be called inference because they are
similar in being reliable (avisamvada): yid ches tshig kyan mi slu bar || mishuns
phyir rjes su dpag pa fiid || (PS 2.5ab) yid ches pa'i tshig fiid bzun nas kyan mi bslu
bar mtshuns pa’t phyir de yan rjes su dpag pa iiid du brjod do || (PS Vrtti [D 4204]
29a2f.); for the Sanskrit wording of PS 2.5ab (aptavadavisan amanyad anu-
manata), cf. below, n. 51.

* It goes without saying that my earlier rendering of tshad mar gyur pa as “[er),
der zum Erkenntnismittel geworden ist” (Krasser 1991: 19) has to be corrected.

* For a discussion of the issue as to whether Dharmakirti provides a definition
by these two characteristics, and if so, whether they are necessary and/or sufficient
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Otherwise the whole enterprise of proving that the Bhagavat due to his
similarity to a pramdna can be subsumed in a metaphorical sense under
the concept of pramana would be ill-founded. This also implies. at least
to my understanding, that both characteristics refer to a conventional
(samvyavaharika) pramana, for absolutely (paramarthika) speaking the
Buddha is considered to be pramana. Such an interpretatibn is attested

to by Sakyabuddhi.* ‘

In the following section I would like to present some statements of
Dharmakirti either from his Pramanasiddhi chapter or scattered in
his other works that can be adduced as evidence in order to substantiate
the results presented by me above. For the sake of convenience let me
recall Dharmakirti’s definition of pramana:
pramdanam avisamvidi jAanam (PV 2.1ab) ... ajfiatarthaprakaso va (PV
2.5¢)
pramdna is a reliable cognition ... or the illumination of an unappre-
hended object.

The first remarks I would like to adduce are taken from the Pramana-
siddhi chapter and refer to the Bhagavat:

heyopadeyalativasya sabhyupdayasya vedakah |
yah pramdnam asav isto na tu sarvasya vedakah [/ (PV 2.32)

The one who makes known the nature of what is to be avoided and what
must be appropriated as well as the means [thereof], is considered as
pramana, not the one who makes known everything.*

tayah svadrstamargoktih (PV 2.145a) ...
tatah pramanam tayo vé catuhsatyaprakasanam | (PV 2. 146ab)

[The Bhagavat’s] protection [consists in] stating the way [to liberation]
which he has seen himself. ... Because of this he is a pramana. Or,

protection [consists in] making known the four noble truths.**

dayaya Sreya dcaste jAanad bhitam sasadhanam |
tac cabhiyogavan vaktum yatas lasmat pramanata || (PV 2.282)

conditions, in connection with the problem of the meaning of the disjunctive par-
ticle va in PV 2.5¢, see the dispute between Oetke (1999a, 1999b) and Franco
(1999); cf. also Katsura 1984, Dreyfus 1991 and Dunne 1999: 279-281 and 343f.
% Cf. PVT D72a (quoted above, p. 179): de bas na tha siad du byas pa'i tshad
mas dper mdzad pa yin no Zes bya ba 'di ni rigs pa yin no ||.
" 4 Translated in Nagatomi 1957: 40.
# PV 2.145-146 is translated in Nagatomi 1957: 148, Vetter 1990: 52 and
Franco 1997: 26.
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Due to compassion he proclaims salvation, because of knowledge [he
proclaims] truth, and because he exerts himself to impart that* to-
gether with the means [thereof], [the Bhagavat| is pramana.™

In these passages it is clear that the Buddha is considered to be a
pramana because he makes known what is to be avoided, etc., in other
words, because he is teaching the four noble truths. This amounts to a
correspondence to the second definition of a pramana qua cognition,
namely ajaatarthaprakasa. That is to say, the Bhagavat can be called a
pramana because he possesses this defining characteristic. It remains to
be noted that nowhere in the Pramanasiddhi chapter is the Buddha
explicitly said to be avisamvadin.

However, already in the first chapter, when explaining why Dignaga
considers agama to be a pramana,” he stated that this is due to the fact
that authoritative words | words of a credible person are said to be
anumana also with regard to imperceptible (paroksa) objects because
they are similar in being reliable (aptavadavisamvidasimanyad anuma-
nata | PV 1.218ab) to those authoritative words whose truth can be
checked by means of perception and inference.”? It should be men-
tioned, however, that cognition based on agama, although it is grounded
in words, is different from normal cognition based on words because it
does not make known just the speaker’s intention, but a real state of
affairs. Thus it is reliable with regard to this real state of affairs.>

So far I have treated two instances of pramana, namely the Buddha and
his teaching, which are special inasmuch as they are not cognitions. Let
me now turn to the regular conventional pramdnas, perception and
inference. The first passage is from the beginning of the Pratyaksa

* Truth or salvation or knowledge? Cf. Franco 1997: 22, n. 16.

* Translated in Nagatomi 1957: 256, Vetter 1990: 171 and Franco 1997: 21f.

* Cf. PVSV 108,1-2: yat tarhidam *aplavadavisamvadasamanyad anumanala*
iy agamasya pramanyam anuminatvam ukiam tat katham (* = PS 2.5ab [= PV
1.218ab]; cf. above, n. 43). '

* For a detailed treatment of these passages, see, e.g., Yaita 1987, Tillemans
1993: 10-11 or the section “The Question of Credibility” in Dunne 1999: 263-277.

M Cf. PV 2.1c-2 (avisamvadanam sabde 'py abhiprayanivedanat || vaktroyapa-

ravisayo yo 'rtho buddhgu prakasate || pramanyam latra Sabdasya narthatattvaniban-
dhanam [[) where knowledge derived from words is said to be reliable, because it
indicates the speaker’s intention. The validity of words is, however, not based on
reality. )

M Cf. PVSV 109,10-11: tatah sabdaprabhavapi sati na $abdavad abhiprayam ni-
vedayaly evety arthavisamvadad anumanam api.
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chapter of his Pramanaviniscaya where Dharmakirti grosso modo states
that there are two kinds of pramana for which he uses the synonym
samyagjiana, namely perception and inference, because only these
kinds of cognition are reliable:

yan dag pa’i Ses pa de ni rnam pa giis te | mion sum dan ni rjes su dpag |

ces. bya'o || na hy abhyam artham paricchidya pravartamano ‘riha-

kriyayam visamvadyate. (PVin 1.30,15-18)

Correct cognition (*samyagjiiana) is of two kinds, “perception and in-

ference”, because one who acts having ascertained the object by means

of these two [kinds of cognition] is not betrayed with regard to the

fulfillment of [his] purpose.

mnon sum yan don la mi slu ba 7iid las tshad ma yin no || (PVin 1.38,10)

Perception, too, is a pramina because it is reliable with regard to the
object.®

de las dnos po'i ran biin la mi slu ba fiid ni 'di’i yan tshad ma yin no ||
(PVin 2.3,21-23)

Therefore, the validity (¢shad ma, *pramanya) of it [i.e. anumdnal also is
the reliability with regard to the nature of the real thing.
abhiprayavisamvadad api bhranteh pramanata | (PV 3.56ab)

[Inference which is] an erroneous cognition is [nevertheless] a pramana
because it is reliable with regard to the intention.

These passages may suffice to show that both conventional pramanas
are assumed by Dharmakirti to be avisamvadin. With regard to the
second defining characteristic, ajiiatarthaprakaso va (PV 2.5¢), Dharma-
kirti himself, in a digression in his Hetubindu, supplies us with the
necessary material as to how it should be understood. The passage of
PV which I want to read side by side with the digression in the Hetu-
bindu reads:

ajRatarthaprakaso va svaripadhigateh param |/

praplam samanyavijiianam avijidte svalaksane |

yaj jiinam ity abhiprayat svalaksanavicaratah || (PV 2.5¢-6)

-

% In another passage perception is said to be a reliable non~covr}(se})tlnal (-o'g‘ni‘
tion: des gan slu ba can min pa | rlog med de ni mion sum mo || (PVin 1.28cd). The
Sanskrit text as available in NBha 171,13 has pramana for mion sum (pralyaksa):
yaj jidnam avisamvads, lal pramanam akalpakam. In his comments on ?t}cd Dhar-
makirti again states that pratyaksa is a pramana becaus.e of its rellalnll.tv.\': o fal
pratyaksam. lac cavisamvaditval pramanam. Both Sanskrit passages are identified
in Steinkellner 1972: 203. : :
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Or [pramana is| illumination of an unapprehended object.* [Objection:| .
[According to this definition] the cognition of a universal [arising] sub-
sequent to the cognition of the particular (svaripa) would be [pramana).
[.Answer:] [No.] because it is [our] intention that [pramana is| a cogni- -
tion with regard to an unapprehended particular, for the particular is
examined [here).
The digression in the Hetubindu (HB 2,18-4,2 = HB,, 35-37)%" shows
why the conceptual cognitions which arise immediately after the first
moment of seeing a particular have to be excluded from the realm of
pramana. Otherwise there would be an over-extension (ativyapti) of the
definition. Dharmakirti states (HB 2,18-19):
latra yad adyam asadhiranavisayam darsanam, tad eva pramanam.
There [i.e. of the first moment of seeing and the subsequent affirmative

and negating conceptual cognitions)® only the first [moment of] seeing
which relates to the particular (asadhirana) is a pramana.

Here it is worthwhile to point out that, according to Arcata, with the
phrase adyam asadharanavisayam darsanam Dharmakirti is referring to
Kumarila’s dalocanajianam prathamam;® if alocanajiidnam is under-
stood as asadharanavisayam darsanam, the over-extension mentioned
above could be avoided. In this way, Dharmakirti goes on, the concep-
tual cognitions subsequent to the first moment of seeing the particular
are excluded from being a pramina, because they do not cognize a new
object (apurvarthadhigamabhavat), as the real entity that is capable of
fulfilling a purpose (arthakriya) has already been cognized through this
first moment of seeing. Moreover, contrary to inference, the subsequent
conceptual cognitions do not cognize an entity that has not already
been seen and which fulfills such a purpose.® As Arcata explicates,

- If, as suggested by Kimura (1997: 252), ajaatarthaprakaso va is not under-
stood as a defining characteristic of pramana, but of édstra in PV 2.5b (Sastram
mohanivartanam ) and artha in ajiatartha’ as referring to the meaning explained in
the Pramanasiddhi chapter starting from k. 8, then k. 5d-6 cannot be understood at
all. ’

*" The central part of this digression (HB 2,18-3,16) is also translated in Dunne
1999: 472-475.

% Cf. HBT 25,11-12: tatra tesu darsanavidhipratisedhavikalpesu.

* Cf. HBT 25,12-17: tad adyam yad etal - asti hy alocandjianam prathamam [SV
Pratyaksa 112ab) ity adau vikalpapravriter bhavam iti adyam Gkhyatam asadhara-
navigayam svalaksanavisayam darsanam, tad eva pramanam, na vidhipratisedhavi-
kalpav api, lasyaiva praminalaksanayogad itarayos ca tadasambhaval.

“ HB 2.24-3,1: ... apirvirthadhigamabhavad arthakriyasadhanasya darsandt,
adrstasya punas tatsadhanasvabhavasya vikalpenapratipattes canuminavat.”
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inference, although its direct object is the universal (samanya). is never-
theléss indirectly connected with the real entity and thus a pramana.’'
In the process of discussion Dharmakirti rephrases the definition of PV
2.5¢ and explains how the over-extension can be avoided (HB 3.8-9):"

tasmad anadhigatarthavisayam pramanam ity apy anadhigate scalaksana

i visesaniyam.

Therefore, [the definition] “pramdna is [a cognition] which relates to an

unapprehended object”, too, is to be qualified [by the words] “with

regard to an unapprehended particular”.
If one keeps in mind that the aim of this digression in HB is to ensure
that only the first moment of seeing (adyam darsanam) is pramina and
to exclude the conceptual cognitions subsequent to this moment from
the realm of pramana, it becomes clear that Dharmakirti here raises the
very same problem which is addressed in the pirvapaksa in PV 2.5d-6a
(svarapadhigateh param || praptam samanyavijianam; cf. above, p. 187f.).
The solution of the problem provided by Dharmakirti in HB, namely to
specify the definition (anadhigate svalaksana iti visesaniyam), corre-
sponds to that of PV 2.6bc (avijaiate svalaksane | yaj jianam ity abhi-
prayat). Thus it is obvious that the qualification of a pramana in the
HB-passage (anadhigatarthavisayam pramanam) corresponds to that of
PV 2.5¢ (ajriatarthaprakaso va).®

If this correspondence between the digression in the HB and PV 2.5-6 is
accepted, and I cannot see any reason why this should not be done, it
can be concluded safely that this second qualification ajiatarthapra-
kasa, when understood as qualified by avijiiate svalaksane, is a necessary

® Cf. HBT 27,28-28,5: anumdnavad iti vaidharmyadrstantah. yatha pratyakse-
narthakriyasadhane pradesakhye dharminy adhigate ‘py anadhigatasyagner artha-
kriyasadhanasyasamanyakdarena paroksasya svalaksandkirena pratipattum asakya-
tvat pratipattih, natvam vidhivikalpena samanyakarenanadhigatam arthakriyasadha-
nam adhigamyate, tasyalocanijiianenaivadhigamat; cf. further HBT 28,28-29 4: sar-
vam eva tu samanyam na kaicid arthakriyam upakalpayali. yat lu samanyam anu-

ikalpagrahyam, tal kiranavyipakasambaddhalinganiscayadvarayatam sam-
baddhasambandhid anadhigatarthakriyasidhanavisayam arthakriyim upakalpaya-
titi tadvigayo vikalpah pramanam.

% PV 2.6d (svalaksanavicaratah) is explicated in HB 3,13-14: arthakriyayogya-
vigayatvat ladarthinam pravriteh, arthakriyayogyalaksanam hi vastu ...

% This is also how Steinkellner understood it; ef. HB,, 36: “Deshalb muBl man
auch [die Bestimmung] ‘MafBgebliche Erkenntnis ist, was eine nichterkannte Sache
zum Objekt hat.”* [durch den Zusatz| ‘sofern ein Individuelles nicht erkannt ist’
differenzieren”. In his n. 36, Steinkellner refers to PV 2.5¢.
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condition for a conventional cognition’s being a pramana. From this it
follows that Prajiakaragupta’s interpretation of artha in ajiidtarthapra-
kaso va, as referring to absolute reality consisting in the cognition’s non-
duality, and of PV 2.1ab and 5c as presenting conventional and abso-

lute definitions respectively,® is not in accordance with Dharmakirti’s
own intention.%

So far we have seen that the Bhagavat is proven to be a pramana in
terms of the second definition, while aptavada, pratyaksa and anumana
are shown to be pramanas in terms of the first definition. Moreover,
from among conventional cognitions only pratyaksa and anumina refer
to an unapprehended (avijfiata) particular (svalaksana). Thus it is clear
that both pramanas, perception and inference, are considered by Dhar-
makirti as being both avisamvadin and ajiiatarthaprakasa. This is also
how Devendrabuddhi and Jinendrabuddhi understand it when they
explicate that the Bhagavat is said to be a pramdna because he, like
pramanas qua cognition, is reliable and because he makes known an
unapprehended state of affairs.” From this it can be concluded that the
two qualifications, although not conceptually identical, are equivalent
in the sense that exactly the same ranges of objects are subsumable

* That anadhigatarthavisaya qualifies a conventional cognition is also con-
firmed by another statement of Dharmakirti’s with regard to mental cognition
(manovijiana): ‘di tshad ma sia ma'i yul ‘dzin pa yan ma yin te | tshad ma ni ma
rlogs pa’t yul can yin pa fiid kyi phyir te | gian du na ha can thal ba'’i phyir ro ||
(PVin 1.60,17-19) “This does not grasp the object of the previous pramana either
because a pramdna relates to something unapprehended; if not, this would lead to
absurd consequences”.

% Cf. PVA, 79,15-19: atha varthasabdendlra paramartha ucyate. ajidatarthapra-
kasa 1ts paramarthaprakasa ity arthah. paramarthas cadvaitaripali. tatprakisanam
eva pramanam. tathd ca pratyapadi - svaripasya svalo gatir iti. uktam ca - prama-
nyam vyavahareneli. latra pdmrmirlhikapramdnalakaawm elat, purvam tu samvya-
vaharikasya.

% Thus, of the three possibilities of combining PV 2.1ab and 5c as proposed in
Oetke 1999a: 250, the second one can be excluded: ... Thus the two specifications
might not be extensionally equivalent, and Dharmakirti’s definitional enterprise
could be paraphrased by expressions of the form: ‘Pramana, in so far as it relates to
empirical reality, is equivalent to F, and pramana, in so far as it relates (also) to
absolute reality, is equivalent to G™". . - ,

*" Cf. above, p. 182: ji ltar ... mi slu ba'i phyir dan | mi ses pa’i don gsal bar byed
pa’i phyir tshad ma #id yin no || de ltar na beom ldan 'das kyan ... mi slu bar mdzad
padadi | ... don ... mi Ses pa ston par mdzad pa'i phyir tshid ma 7iid yin no ||, and p.
175: yathd hi pratyaksadipramanam ... anadhigatasyarthasya prakisakam avisam-
vadakam ca, tathd bhagavin api ... tasyanadhigatasya prakasako ‘visamvadakas ca.
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under them,™ that they constitute both necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for a cognition’s being a pramana,™ and that it is sufficient to prove
and formulate only one of them in a specific context.™ That Dharmakirti
considers it sufficient to prove one of them can be seen from the passages
referred to above (p. 185-187) where either the one or the other is ap-
plied:”" This also implies that the particle va in PV 2.5¢ which connects
the two defining characteristics can only be understood as carrying a
disjunctive meaning (“or”), not a conjunctive meaning (“and”),”* be-
cause otherwise, if pramana were defined as both X and Y, it would
by no means be sufficient to prove only X or only Y for a specific claimed

® This corresponds to Oetke’s first proposal (1999a: 250): “First. even if the
specifications represented by avisamvadi and ajiatarthaprakiso were equivalent in
the sense that exactly the same ranges of objects are subsumable under them, they
are not conceptually identical and their equivalence is not trivial or self-evident ™.

% In view of the material presented so far, the claim that Dharmakirti does not
provide a general definition in the initial verses of PV 2 as formulated in Franco
1997: 451, in his second chapter “The Initial Verses: On the Absence of a Definition
of Means of Knowledge in Dharmakirti’s Writings”, has to be reconsidered.

™ T do not agree with van Bijlert’s interpretation (1989: 151) that PV 2.5¢
“complements the definition of a pramana given in PV II 1ab” and “only refers
to direct perception, for only through direct perception it is possible to directly
cognize new objects, previously unknown particulars”. If the qualification in 5¢ did
not constitute a sufficient condition but only complemented the first one. the
disjunction vd@ would be difficult to account for. Besides, on account of his corre-
spondence to the specification in 5¢, the Bhagavat is subsumed under the concept
of pramdana which - as in the case of @plavada — can only mean that he represents an
instance of anumd@na. Moreover, if anumana did not relate to and indicate a pre-
viously unknown particular (cf. PV 3.81-82), even though indirectly. it would be
excluded from the realm of pramana, like the conceptual cognitions subsequent to
the first moment of seeing.

™ The fact that in his Pramanaviniscaya Dharmakirti distinguished valid from
non-valid cognitions by their reliability only, without referring to ajﬁdla..rlhapfa-.
kasa, led Go rams pa to the conclusion that PV 2.lab (pramanam am.eamrqdz
jidinam) is a complete definition. This is in accordance with Sa skyg Pandita
who considers the two defining characteristics as having the same intention (dgm‘z,.f'
pa geig). For references and also for the differing views of the dGe lugs pas. cf.
Kimura 1997: 257-256 (also Kimura 1995: 176-175). .

2 Baged on such statements of Devendrabuddhi as the one treated above (cf.
p. 182: ji Uar ... mi slu ba’i phyir dasi | mi es pa'i don gsal bar byed pa 'i.phyir {shad
ma #id yin no || de ltar na beom ldan 'das kyas. ... mi slu bar mdzad padan | ... :{m{ -
mi ses pa ston par mdzad pa’i phyir tshad ma Aid yin no |) D}mno (IQQQ: '“"”_"
n. 185) strongly argues against a disjunctive and for a conjunctive meaning of vd.
All the passages he adduces for his argument. however. smoothly can be I‘("d‘(l
assuming a disjunctive meaning of va. a
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instance of pramana. This is sufficient only under the condition that X
and Y are different concepts that have the same impact with regard to a
cognition’s being a pramana. That is to say, when a cognition is pra-
mana it not only is reliable but reveals an unknown object. However, to
define pramana as being X and Y would not be appropnate if Y is thus
already implied in X and vice versa. .

This leads us to the next question, namely as to why Dharmakirti
provides us with these two defining qualifications at all. Would it not
suffice to give only one definition? An answer to this question can be
found in Arcata’s commentary on the digression in the HB [ have
discussed above (p. 188-189), in his explanation of HB 3,8-9:

tasmad anadhigalarthavisayam pramanam ity apy anadhigale svalaksana

i visesaniyam.

Therefore, [the definition] “pramdna is [a cognition] which relates to an

unapprehended object”, too, is to be qualified [by the words] “with

regard to an unapprehended particular”.

A

‘cata comments on this passage as follows (HBT 33,8-21):

lad evam nilam dr,s;v& nilam it jﬁdne pratibhdsamdnam s&mdnyam na
syapi vikalpasya pratyaksaprsthabhdvinah pramanyaprasangad atwyap
tir i latrapurvarthavijidnam iti pramanalaksane mimamsakair visesa-
nam upadeyam itt darsayann dha — tasmat. yala evam anarthakriyasa-
dhanavisayataya darsanaprsthabhavino vikalpasya pramanyam ayuktam,
tasmad asmadabhimatam pramanam avisamvadi jianam [PV 2.1ab] iti
pramédnalaksanam vyudasya, anadhigatarthavisgayam pramanam, latra-
pirvarthavijianam pramanam ity api, etasminn apy dhopurusikayinyas-
min pramanalaksane kriyamane tivyaptiparihiraya visesantyam visesa-
nam wpadeyam. katham visesaniyam anadhigate svalaksana iti. anena hi
visesanenanumanavikalpasya ca pramanyam sidhyati, dlocandjiiana-
prsthabhavinas ca vikalpasya pramanyam vyudasyala iti sarvam sustham.
Having thus demonstrated that a universal which appears after one has
seen blue in a [conceptual] cognition [in the form] “[this is] blue” does
not fulfill any purpose, [Dharmakirti] says “therefore” in order to show
that the Mimamsakas must employ a qualification in [their] definition
of pramana [namely] “there [i.e. of them] [pramana] is a cognition with
regard to a new object”, as (itt) [otherwise] there would be an over-
extension [of the definition], because there obtains the [undesired] con-
sequence that a conceptual cognition that is subsequent (prsthabhavin)
to perception, although it has an object which does not fulfill any pur-
pose, would be a pramdna. Because in this manner, inasmuch as it has
an object which does not fulfill any purpose, it is not appropriate that a
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conceptual cognition subsequent to the [first moment of] seeing is a
pramdana, therefore | Dharmakirti], putting aside (vyudasya) the defini-
tion of pramana maintained by us, [i.e.] “pramana is a reliable cogni-
tion”, [said] that [the definition] “pramana is [a cognition] that relates
to an unapprehended object” [which corresponds to] “there [i.e. of them]
pramdna is a cognition with regard to a new object”, too, is to be qual-
ified, [i.e.] also in this other definition of pramana when being made due
to great self-confidence, a qualification is to be employed in order to
exclude this over-extension. Why is it to be qualified [by the words]
“with regard to an unapprehended particular”? Because by this qualifi-
cation on the one hand the validity of the conceptual cognition consist-
ing in inference is established, on the other hand the validity of the
conceptual cognition that is subsequent to the perceptive awareness is
excluded. Thus, everything stands well.

The major points of Arcata’s position that can be derived from this
explanation are:

> The Buddhist definition of pramana is avisamvadi jianam.
- > The definition of the opponent addressed by Dharmakirti with ana-

dhigatarthavisayam pramanam is that of the Mimamsakas formu-
lated as apirvarthavijiianam pramanam.

> This definition is correct when it is understood in a modified way.

If we now, basing ourselves on this information provided by Arcata,
combine the two pertinent passages

tasmad anadhigatarthavisayam pramanam ity apy anadhigate svalaksana
tti viseganiyam. (HB 3,8-9)

and

ajiatarthaprakaso va svaripadhigateh param ||
praptam samanyavijiignam avijidte svalaksane |
yaj jianam ity abhiprayat svalaksanavicaratah || (PV 2.5¢-6)

I feel justified to suggest that already Dharmakirti’s second definition
of pramana as ajiatarthaprakasae in PV 2.5¢ corresponds to that of the
Mimamsakas, namely apurvarthavijianam pramanam, in a modified
form because Dharmakirti explicitly understands his definition here
as including the qualification (avijiiate svalaksane ...
according to his statement in the later HB, must be added in the defini-
tion of the opponent.™ If the scenario thus derived from Dharmakirti’s

abhiprayat) which,

™ The aim of the digression in the HB therefore is not, as suggested by Stein-
kellner (cf. above, n. 63), to show that Dharmakirti’s own definition of PV 2.5¢
should be specified, but to show that the definition of the Mimamsakas is faulty
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own statements and presupposed by Arcata is correct, then the oppo-
nent whose definition is at stake here would be, as in many other cases
in Dharmakirti’s work, Kumarila. The formulation of the definition
which Arcata equates with Dharmakirti’s in the HB is, as we can gather

from a quote by Ratnakirti, most probably taken from Kumarila's
Brhattika (BT):
latha brhallikapi
latrapirvarthavijignam niscitam badhavarjitam |
adustakaranarabdham pramanam lokasammatam Il
(R 113,10-12)"

There [i.e. of them] [only] a decisive cognition with regard to a
new object, that is free of sublation [and] that is brought about
by faultless causes, is assumed in the world to be a pramana.™

Now, if PV 2.5-6 were related to this definition in the BT or in some
other Mimamsa work of the time, we would expect to find some echo of
this in the commentaries on the pertinent passage in the PV. Deven-
drabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi are silent on this point. Prajiiakaragupta
quotes the BT-verse, however not in connection with PV 2.5-6, but in
his introduction to PV 2.3 (cf. PVA,, 53,4-5). The reason for this may be

and has to be modified. Dunne, too, does not relate this digression to the Mimam-
sakas, for he introduces his translation of HB 2,13-3,16 with the remark: ... This
leads Dharmakirti to more general considerations concerning the characteristics of
a pramana” (1999: 472).

" Without mention of its source the verse is also quoted in PVA, 53,4f; TBV
13,24, 318,25f., 394,16f; TR 126,21; ¢f. Mimaki 1976: 88f. and 284f.

™ If Dharmakirti in PV 2.5-6 is referring to this passage from the Brhattika
and if Frauwallner's assumption that the Brhattika is a remake of the Slokavart-
tika under the influence of Dharmakirti’s first work which Frauwallner calls *He-
tuprakarana is correct (1962: 332-335), then the Brhattika must have been accom-
plished between the composition of the *Hetuprakarana and PV 2. As Frauwallner
(1954: 148) assumes that PV 2-4 have been written directly after the *Hetuprakar-
ana which then had been incorporated as chapter 1 into the Pramanavarttika, we
are thus led to the very unlikely scenario that Dharmakirti wrote his *Hetupra-
karana which he gave to Kumarila who rewrote his Slokavarttika and presented
the results to Dharmakirti who then started to compose his second work PV 2-4.
Thus, one of the above assumptions cannot be correct and has to be reconsidered.
This question, however, is not our concern here. I would further like to point out
that al_t}\ough the idea that pramana should be related to a new object can be found-
in the Slokavarttika in such statements as sarvasyanupalabdhe 'rthe pramanyam
smrtir anyatha (SV Autpattika 11ab; referred to in Franco 1997: 62, n. 38), it is not
reflected in the definition of pramdna in the Slokavarttika (tasmad drdham yad
utpannam napi samvadam [viL: na visamvadam) rechati | jaanantarena vijiiinam
lal pramanam pratiyatam || SV Codana 80).
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that he favors the interpretation of ajidatarthaprakasa as representing a
definition of pramana in the absolute sense (paramarthikapramanala-
ksana; cf. above, p. 190 with n. 65), an interpretation which is obviously
not supported by the mention of lokasammata in the BT. However, a
possible relationship between the two definitions is corroborated by
Ravigupta’s commentary which quotes the definition of the BT and
states' that PV 2.6d is directed against it.”

Before drawing conclusions I would like to consider whether Arcata’s
remark that avisamvadi jiianam is the Buddhist definition of pramana
can be substantiated. If we look at the passages of Dharmakirti’s work
referred to above (p. 185-187) it is obvious that only the Bhagavat is said
to be a pramdna on account of his revealing the four noble truths, etc.,
which amounts to a correspondence to ajiatarthaprakasa, while apta-
vdda, pratyaksa and anumana are pramdanas on account of their being
reliable (avisamuvadin). I have not yet been able to locate a passage in his
works where the validity of perception or inference is derived in terms of
ajratarthaprakasa. Moreover, Dignaga, too, considers aptavada to be a
pramana in terms of its reliability (cf. above, n. 51). Therefore we do not
have any reason to doubt Arcata’s attribution.

Thus, coming back to the question as to why Dharmakirti provides us
with a second alternative definition, the only possible answer [ can see
is that he adopted the modified definition of the BT in order to prove to
the Mimamsakas that, even according to their own definition when
understood properly, not the Veda, but the Buddha is to be regarded
as a pramana.”

8 PVVR304b1f.: de lta na mishan 7iid ni | de la snon med don Ses pa || fies te gnod
pa spans pa dan || skyon med pa las skyes pa ni || tshad mar ‘jig rten pa ‘dod do || Zes
zer ba de ‘dir bzlog par bya ba’i phyir | rasi gi mishan #id dpyad phyir ro || (PV 2.6d)
tes bya ba la | yod pa #id dan | med pa 7id kyi gzal bya mthon ba’i Ses pa ni tshad mar
brjod do ||.

" Thus, Oetke’s third proposed possibility (1999a: 250) does not differ greatly
from my results: “Thirdly, one could suppose that both alternative specifications
are equivalent in Dharmakirti’s eyes, but that nevertheless the fact of their equiva-
lence depends on certain theoretical assumptions, in particular epistemological
theorems. More specifically, the first definition could be considered as tailored to
Dharmakirti’s own theoretical assumptions whereas the second alternative repre-
sents a more general explication”.
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