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l. Introduction

The aim of this article is to make some corrections to the Sanskrit text and to revise the
translation of Indian Buddhist Philosophy book Tattvasamgraha's (TS) 17th chapter and its
commentary (Pafijika; TSP)L. This book is written by Santaraksita (ca.725-788) and his disciple
Kamalasila (ca.740-795) who both belong to Yogacara-Madhyamika school. In this chapter
(kk.1212-13602), they mainly deal with direct perception's (pratyaksa) non-conceptuality and
non-erroneousness defined by Buddhist scholar Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660)2, and in the part
kk.1264-1284, they defend the direct perception's non-conceptuality - which Santaraksita has
demonstrated up to kk.1263 - against a Jainist's criticism. So as to refute the Jainist's theory of direct
perception, Santaraksita cites Digambara school scholar Sumati in this part. Sumati maintains the
existence of two kinds of direct perception, in other words, non-conceptual direct perception and
conceptual direct perception, then argues that the former arises to the universal of high degree which
is contained in a real entity (vastu) and the latter arises to the universal of low degree and the
particular. Against this, from the viewpoint that direct perception of individual things is precisely
non-conceptual, Santaraksita replies that because the universal has a relationship of mutual exclusion

(anyonyaparihara) with the particular, on the contrary, it follows that the universal can be grasped

1 In order to correct the text and revise the translation of Tattvasamgraha's 17th chapter, | have had great instruction
from Professor Motoi Ono (University of Tsukuba). And | got great advice from Associate Professor Taisei Shida,
post-graduate students of University of Tsukuba and Ms. Mai Miyo (JSPS research fellow). For translating this
article, Professor Liana Trufas (Nanzan University) helped me to correct my English and gave me useful suggetions. |
would like to express heartfelt gratitude here.

2 In this article, karika number of TS and page number of TSP are based on B unless otherwise indicated.

3 Whether the direct perception is free from conceptual construction or not has been the subject of many and heated
debates among the scholars of Indian thought. In this dispute, Grammarians (Vaiyakarapa) maintain direct
perception's conceptuality, while Mimamsakas and Naiyayika-Vai$esikas maintain that there are two kinds of direct
perception: conceptual and non-conceptual. Those schools who take this position accept the existence of the
universals other than individual things as the external entity which brings about certain notion. Against this,
Buddhists maintain the direct perception's non-conceptuality on account of the fact that the universal is a subjective
conceptual thing and not experienced by perception.
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by conceptual cognition.

This controversy has already been introduced by Dr. Masaaki Hattori; at the time of his research,
neither the background of Sumati's thought nor Dharmakirti's doctorine which Santaraksita used for
his answer was clear. However, later studies have brought new information about the master-disciple
linage of Jainist order, epistemology of Jainism and Dharmakirti's doctorine. As | had already
reported the background of Sumati's thought and the answers from Buddhist side in my article
published in this year (Kaneko[2019a], ibid.[2019b]), by showing corrected text and revised
translation based on manuscrips | make Sumati and Santaraksita's dispute clear in this article. This
time | introduce only the first half part which corresponds to synopsis (1)-(2).

Synopsis:
(1) kk.1264-1269
Sumati's objection: Non-conceptual direct perception grasps the universal such as Being itself (satta)
and conceptual direct perception grasps the universal such as cowness (gotva) and the particular. On
the contrary, Kumarila of Mimamsaka school thinks that direct perception grasps individual things.
But the cognition which grasps the qualified object is conceptual.
(2) kk.1270-1274
Buddhists' answer: Direct perception grasps a particular individual thing by excluding it from
homogeneous and heterogeneous things. Consequently, because each individual things are not
qualified by qualifier, the direct perception which grasps them is non-conceptual. On the other hand,
because the universal is distinguished from the particular, it can be grasped by conceptual cognition.
(3) kk.1275-1276
Sumati's objection: The universal cannot ontologically be distinguished from the particular, because
grasping the universal is the same as grasping plural individual things. And as individual things are
cognized in terms of similarity and dissimilarity, the existence of the universal and the particular are
established.
(4) kk.1277-1280
Buddhists' answer: The universal and the particular are established by mutual exclusion. Then the
universal and the particular are not grasped by distinct cognitions but by conceptual cognition
together.
(5) kk.1281-1283
Buddhists' answer: The universal is subjective conceptual thing, but is distinguished from fictitious
thing equivalent to non-being.
(6) kk.1284

Conclusion of this part: Cognition with regard to individual things is non-conceptual.
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The principle of correction and revise.

The principle of correction and revise is as follows:
(1) Based on the passages of two manuscripts, i.e. Jaisalmer (J) and Pattan (Pt)!, if there are some
errors in Gaekwad (G) and Bauddha Bharati (B) editions, | make their corrections. In the case there
seem to be some questionable points in one or another of manuscripts and edited texts, | follow
Tibetan translations.
(2) 1 use sDe dGe (D) and Peking (P) editions about Tibetan translation. | put ahead the
grammatically appropriate reading ahead, and give another one within (). The source locations of
Tibetan translation cited in footnotes are based on the numbers of sDe dGe edition.
(3) Marks and Abbreviations:

{ }: Cancellation made by the manuscripts' writers

< >: Margin note of the manuscripts

ins.: Insert of words

lacking in: Lack of words

for: Different translation in Tibetan language

em.: Emendation to the content of manuscripts taking into account the consistency of the context.

I don't note down the differences concerning the kind and location of shad, adopting those which

seemed to me appropriate.

Orthographic variants (e.g. artha : arttha, visesa : visesa, prasanga : prasamga, Itos : bltos, slu :

bslu etc.) are not noted down.
(4) Each paragraph and section number of the text corresponds to synopsis and translation in

separate sheets.

Il. Tattvasamgraha's 17th Chapter and its Paiijika

G379 B463 J154a4 Pt180b16 NANV ityadini7na prathame hetau sumater digambarasya matenasiddhatam?

asankate.
J64a2 Pt24a10 Nanu namadikam ma bhiit tasya grahyam viSesanam |

tathapy asiddhata hetor naiva vyavartate ,11 yatah®* || (1264)

1 | obtained monochrome version of J and color version of Pt as image data from Professor Hiroshi Nemoto
(Hiroshima University). And | obtained color version of J through Ms. Mai Miyo, which was taken by Ms. Hiroko
Matsuoka (Hiroshima University) in Jaisalmer temple in India. | express my appreciation to everyone who provided
me manuscript data here.

2 matenasi .. .am Pt

3 yyavartate yatah J, G, B : vyavartate ya yatah Pt

4 de ni gzung bya'i bye brag las || ming sogs sbyor ba ma yin yang || 'on kyang gtan tshigs ma grub pa || gang gis rjes
su ‘jug pa min || for nanu namadikam ma bhiit tasya grahyam visesanam | tathapy asiddhata hetor naiva vyavartate
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arthantaravyavacchinnariipenagrahanam yadi |
arthamatragraho ;3 va syad agraho va ghate yatha || (1265)
ghatantaravyavacchinnariipenagrahanam' yadi |
ghatamatragraho 1> va syad agraho va ghatasya vai || (1266)
sa? hi samanyavi$esatmakatvenobhayarlipam sarvam vastu varnayati. samanyam ca dviripam —
viSesenapusiaivacchinnam 2 yatha gotvadi, anavacchinnam yatha sattavastutvadi. tatra yad
anavacchinnam ekariipam, tad alocanamatrasya®® nirvikalpakapratyaksasya gocarah. itarat punah ss

savigokalpakasyety esa tasya® prakriya.

kumarilas tu —  dlocanajiagnam 7 nirvikalpakam vyaktisvalaksanavisayam varnayati.
samanyavisayam tu savikalpakam pratyaksam. a3 tatra sumatih

kumariladyabhimatilocanamatrapratyaksavicaranartham®®1% ahall — gges tadvadidam prastavyah.
kim tad indriyasya purahsthitam arthamatram svena ripenarthantarasamasbhavina visistam grashyate,
uta neti'2.

yady asau briyat — neti, atrocyate — arthantaravyavacchinnariipenagrahanam yadi®®
vivaksitad arthad yad arthantaram!, tato vyavacchinnam, tatravissdyamanam vivaksitarthastham
riipam svabhavah, tena'® visistasya yadi tasyarthasyagrahanam isyate, tadarthamatragraho'® va
syat'’, yat tad arthamatram arthantarasambhavi svabhavarasshitam, tasyaiva grahanam syat. atha
tad api na jisap1 grhyate, tada agraho va, agrahanam eva syat.

ghate yatheti nidarSanam uktam, tac chlokantarena vyacaste —  ghatantaretyadi.
avadhiyykrtaghatasambhavina riipena yadi tasya ghatasyagrahanpam, tada ghatamatragraho va
syat, kena cid rajatatamradind viSesenavisistasya ghatamatrasya grahanam syat. .s atha®®
ghatamatrasyapi grahanam na bhavati, tada kasya cid apy abhimatasyapi na p2 grahanam syad ity
agraho va ghatasya vai. evam atrapi darstantike viSesagrahane ';grthamatragrahanam agrahanam?®

va syad ity ekantah.

yatah || T46b6-7
ghatantaravyavacchinnaripenagrahanam J, Pt, G : ghatantara vyavacchinnaripenagrahanam B
<sumatih> = sa J, Pt margin note
khyab par for visesena T9a3
alocana® em. B : alocana® J, Pt, G
€.........alocana° Pt
de dag gi for tasya T9a4
alocana® em. B : alocana® J, Pt, G
legs pa'i blo gros dang gzhon nu ma len la sogs pas for sumatih kumarilady T9a5
alocana® em. B : alocana® J, Pt, G
0 dgag pa for vicarana® T9a5
ins. gal te don gzhan zhes bya ba la sogs pa T9a5
uta neti J, Pt, B : neti G
<sautram padam idam> = arthantaravyavacchinnaripenagrahanam yadi J, Pt margin note
brjod par 'dod pa'i don gzhan gang yin pa for vivaksitad arthad yad arthantaram T9a7
tena lacking in T
tadarthamatra® J, Pt (cf. de'i tshe don tsam T9a7) : tada tadarthamatra® G, B
17 <idam api sautram padam> = °arthamatragraho va syat J, Pt margin note
18 atha J, Pt, B : atha lacking in G
19 'rthamatragrahanam agrahanam J : 'rthamatragrahanam na grahanam Pt, G, B
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atha piirvakah paksah, atraha — grahyantaretyadi’.

grahyantaravyavacchinnabhavena? grahi cen matam |

savikalpaaskavijiianam bhaved vrksadibodhavat || (1267)
caso yadi paratrasambhavind svariipena viSistarthagrahinaodriyajianam abhipretam 2, tada
savikalpam® prapnoti, kena cid riipena visistarthagrahitvad vrkso "yam ityadibodhavat.

syan matam® — narthamatram® nama kim sa/a11 Cid asti, yat” svaripena visisya® grhyate. kim

tarhi yat tad visistam riipam tava mama® visesabhimatam, tad evasti grhyate gaes ceti. ata aha'® —
viSeso!! 'sprstasa,zmanyo’? naca'® kas$ cana vidyata iti.

viSeso 'sprstasamanyo na ca kas$ cana viaizdyate |

grahane cet tadasprstam'* vibhavatvan na grhyate® || (1268)
arthamatram'® nama samanyam ucyate, yat tat sattety akhyayate. tannirapekso'’ na ka$ cid vi§eso
vidyate, yo grhyeta!®. tatraitat sydaist — tvanmatya yady api tad asti samanyam, grahapsnakale tu
tan na spréyata ity aha'® — grahane cet tadasprstam® vibhavatvan na grhyata iti. grahanakale
yadi tat samanyam?® sattakhyam ina4driyajfianena na spréyate visesamatram eva grhyate, tada tad
vi$esamatram grhyamanam bhavarahitam sattakhyam? svabhavavikalam® nihsvabhavam praptam
iti nendriyajianagraaishyam syat, vibhavatvad vigatabhavatvad viyatpuspapsvad iti.

visistavisayo bodhah kalpana neti sahasam |

a5 na visesanasambandhad rte vaiSistyasambhavah || (1269)
tasmad viSistavisayo bodho 'tha ca kalpana nastiti sahasam etad bhavatam pramanabadhitam
abhyuasiepagacchatam ity upasamharah. atraivopapattim aha — na viSesapetyadi. na hi
dandasambandham antarena tadvan bhavati, tadvad visisto 'pi viSesanasambandham?* antarena na

yukta a17 iti bhavah. tasmad yad vi§esanasambandhagrahanam, tat savikalpakam iti.

grahyantare® J, G, B : grahyantare® Pt

vyavacchinna® J, Pt (cf. rnam bcad pa'i T47al) : vyavacchinnam G, B
abhipretam J, G, B (cf. 'dod na T9b4) : anabhipretam Pt

savikalpam J, Pt : savikalpakam G, B

<kumarilasya> = syan matam J, Pt margin note; kumarilasyedam matam B
.. .. .atram Pt

yat J, G, B (cf. gang zhig T9b5) : tat Pt

vidisya em. G, B : visesya J, Pt

mama lacking in T

10" <sumatih> = aha J, Pt margin note; sumatir iti $esah B

1 es Pt

12 asprsta® J, Pt (cf. reg pa ma yin pa'i T9b6) : aspasta® G, B

B nacal, G,B:nacanacaPt

14 casprstam J, Pt (cf. ma reg pas T47a2) : °aspastam G, B

15 ins. de phyir nam mkha'i me tog bzhin || dngos med 'di na'ang gzung ba (D : ba lacking in P) min || T47a2
16 arthamatram J (cf. don tsam T9b6) : atra matram Pt, G, B

17 gzung bar bya ba de la Itos pa med pa'i for tannirapekso T9b7

18 grhyeta J, Pt, G : grhyate B

19 <sumatih> = aha J, Pt margin note

20 easprstam J, Pt (cf. ma reg T9b7) : °aspastam G, B

2 phyir for samanyam T10al

22 sattakhyam Pt : sattakhya® J, G, B

2 stong pa for vikalam T10al

2 visesanasambandham em. (cf. visesanasambandhad TS1269'c) : visesasambandham J, Pt, G, B
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be prayogah — vivadaspadibhiitam vi§istavisayam jfianam savikalpakam, visistavisayatvat pato?
'puusibryam ityadi jianavad iti.
sajatiyetyadina pratividhatte?,
sajatiyaviasjatiyavyavrttarthagrahan matah |
visistavisayo bodho na visesanasangateh || (1270)
tad® atra yadi vyatiriktaviSesanasambandhad*/® visistavisayatvad iti hetvarthah, tada na siddho
hetuh. taptha hi - na baunssaddhasya visesanam nama kim cid asti, yena
tatsagssimbandhagrahanad viSistavisayo msss bodhah syat. kim tarhi sajatiyavijatiyebhyo
vyavrttasyarthamatrasya grasshad grahanan mato istah® visistavisayo bodhah.
katham tarhi vi$istatvam asya. vaiSistyam asyetyadi vyapade$o vyatirekivety’ aha — bheda
ityadi.
bhedo vaisistyam uktam hi na viSesa;snasangatih® |
bhinnam ity api tad vaca nanuvi.sddham pratiyate || (1271)
bhedah sajatihsyavijatiyebhyo? vyavrttih. sa ca nanya vyavrttad bhavat!®. bhava eva hi
bhedantarapratiksepena tanmatrajijiasayam tathocyate.
syad etat — yadi vijatiyasajatiyessbhyo bhinnasya vastuno grahanam, niyamena tarhi
savikalpakam grahanam praptam, bhinnam etad ity evamakarapravrttatvat. anyatha katham
tadvisayam syat, yady anyakarasspravrttam bhavet. na hy anyakarapravrttam tadvisayam yuktam
atiprasangad ity asankyaha — bhinnam ity api tad istyadi.
katham tarhi bhinnam ity abhidhiyata ity 3ha — svabhavapap;retyadi.
svabhavaparanih$esapadarthavyatirekijesbini |
grhite sati tasmims tu vikalpo jayate tatha || (1272)
svabhavad apare ye nih§esah padarthah, tebhyo vyatirekini vyavrtte grhite sati !,
asadharananiladyakarapratibhasanat pascad!® bhedadhyavasayi'® g $abdakaranusyiito* bhinnam

ity abhilapann utpadyate vikalpah®. na ca vastv!® abhilapasvabhavam tatsamsrstatmatvam?®’ va,

bum pa for pata T10a4

<bauddhah> = pratividhatte J, Pt margin note; acaryah $antaraksita iti $esah B

tad J (cf. de'i phyir T10a5) : yad Pt, G, B

sambandhat || J, sambandhad B : sabamdhat | Pt : sambandhat (iti) G

vyatiriktavi$esanasambandhad for tha dad pa'i phyir khyad par dang 'brel ba las T10a5

istah J, B (cf. khas len pa T47a3) : istah lacking in Pt, G

tha snyad dang tha dad pa ... yin zhe na for vyapade$o vyatirekivety T10a7

tha dad de yang bye brag can | zhes brjod bye brag 'brel bas min || for bhedo vaisistyam uktam hi na
visesanasangatih | T47a3

9 °vijatiyebhyo em. G, B : °vijatiyabhyo J, Pt

10 bhavat lacking in T

1 saty J, G, B : sadha? ty Pt

12 pascad lacking in T

13 pasca... .. .yavasayi Pt

14 eanusyiito J, Pt (cf. rjes su byed pa T, $abdakaranusyiita® TSP ad TS128kk, 135kk, 142-143Kk) : °anusmrto G, B
15 brjod pa can gyi rnam par rtog pa skye ba yin no for abhilapann utpadyate vikalpah T10b4

16 na ca vastv J, Pt (cf. dngos po ... kyang ma yin no T10b4-5) : na ced astv G, B

17 tatsamsrstatmatvam em. (cf. de dang Idan pa'i bdag nyid T10b5) : tatsamsrstatmatattvam J, Pt, G, B
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yena bhinnam ity abhinnam iti’ namna? . samyongjya grahane asati, agrhitam® syat. tasmad
asiddha eva hetuh.
atha  vyavrttivasad *  vidista  iti  krtva  viSistavisayatvad  iti  hetvarthah °
narthantaravipioSesanasambandhat, tadapi svato ‘'naikantiko ® hetur iti darSayann dha -
visesagss7netyadi.
viSesananavacchinnam’® paraih saimanyam isyate |
a6 nirvikalpakavijianagrahyam® tatrapy adah'® samam || (1273)
dviripam hi samanyam viSesanavacchinnaripam anavacchinnappiripam ca. tatra yad
anavacchinnagsriipam, tan nirvikalpakavijianagrahyam istam. tatrapi — samanye ada !
etadvikalpakavijiianagrahyatvam tulyam.
382 katham ity aha — viSesad dhiyiotyadi.
vi§esad dhi viSistam tat'? sapymanyam avagamyate |
tadgrahakam atah praptam vijiianam savikalpakam || (1274)
yasmad®® viSesad viSistam vyavrttam tat samanyam®* pratiyate. anyatha samanyam eva na syat,
tato yadi na vyavarteta'®. tata$ casyapi samanyasya viSepizsad vyavrttasya grahakam vijianam
savikalpakam prapnoti, s viSistavisayatvat'®. na ca bhavati tvanmatena. tasmat svato 'nekantal’ iti.

(To be continued)

I11. Translation

1.1.1. [Objection:] Sumati's ontology and epistemology.

Through Sumati's thought — who belonging to Digambara school — expressed by such

expressions like "Isn't it that ..." etc., [Santaraksita] anticipates non-establishment of the first reason

1 abhinnam iti lacking in T

2 abhinna .. .. .amna Pt

3 samyojya grahane asati, agrhitam em. (cf. sbyor ba ma bzung (D : gzung P) ba na (D : ni P) mi 'dzin par T10b4) :
samyojyagrahane saty agrhitam J : samyojyagrahane satyi grhitam Pt : samyojya grahane saty agrhitam B : samyojya
grahane sati grhitam G

4 dogs pa'i for vyavrtti T10b5

hetva .thah Pt

‘naikantiko em. : (a)naikantiko J, Pt : naikantiko G, B

visesananavacchinnam Pt, G, B : viesananav{i}acchinnam J

bye brag tu ni ma bzung la for visesananavacchinnam T47a4

rtog pa dang bcas shes pa la || 'dzin na for nirvikalpakavijianagrahyam T47a4

10 adah J, Pt : atah G, B

11 adal:ataPt, G, B

12 de la for tat T47a5

13 yasmad J, Pt, B (cf. gang gi phyir T10b7) : yad dhy asmad G

14 phyir for samanyam T11lal

vyavartteta Pt, G, B : vyavarttete J

16 vigista® J, Pt, G : visivista® B

17 nekamta J, Pt : 'naikanta G, B

5
6
7
8
9



62 THE JOURNAL OF INTERCULTURAL STUDIES No. 41 (2019)

[which negates the existence of genus etc.].
A qualifier such as name etc. is not something graspable by that [i.e. direct perception],
and should it be true [i.e. name etc. could not be graspable by direct perception], [the
consequence] isn't it that non-establishment of the reason is inevitable? Because if [one]
does not grasp [an object] by excluding it from the other objects, it follows that [one] or
grasps the object itself or does not grasp at all. For example in the case of a pot, if [one]
does not grasp [the pot] by excluding it from the other pots, it follows that [one] or grasps
the pot itself or does not grasp it at all. (1264-66)
In other words, he [i.e. Sumati?] explains that all real entities have two essences in the sense that
they possess both the universal and the particular as their essence. Moreover, the universal has two
essences. For example, [the universal] such as cowness etc. being qualified by qualifier, and [the
universal] such as Being itself and Reality itself etc. not being qualified. Among them, [the latter
universal] — which has not-distinguished and single essence — is the cognitive realm of
non-conceptual direct perception, i.e. the mere perception (a@locanamatra). The former [universal] is

[the cognitive realm] of conceptual [direct perception]. The above is his explanation of definitions.

1.1.2. [Objection:] Dispute between Sumati and Kumarila3,

But Kumarila explains that perceptual cognition (alocanajiiana) is non-conceptual and has the

particular aspect of individual things as its object. On the other hand, [he explains that] conceptual

1 In order to prove direct perception's non-conceptuality, Santaraksita begins the dispute with Sumati anticipating
that the reason used for negating the existence of qualifier such as genus etc. is not established. Jha[1937: 635] and
Hattori[1959: 118] think that the reason is shown in TS1257-60(G), but introductory sentence in TSP463,17 states
that Santaraksita anticipates that the first reason is not established (prathame hetau ... asiddhatam asankate.). This
kind of proof had already been done in TS1219. There, he negated the existence of genus etc. by the reason
"because genus etc. are not perceptible apart from individual things". cf. jatyadinam adrstatvat tadyogapratibhasanat |
ksirodakadivac carthe ghatana ghatate katham || (1219) Tr: Insofar as a genus, etc., is not perceived and [— even if it
did exist —] its connection [with the substruatum] does not manifest itself — as, for example, in (the mixture of)
milk and water, etc. — how is it possible to connect it with the object? (I follow Funayama[1992: 71, note86] about
textual correction and translation.);

Moreover, Santaraksita negates the existence of qualifier involved in perception in TS1256-59. cf. yadi va yasya
bhavasya yadrupasthitikaranam | na vidyate na tattvena sa vyavasthapyate buddhaih || (1256) avidyamanasasnadir
yatha karko gavatmana | viSesanaviSistarthagrahanam na ca vidyate || (1257) savikalpakabhavasya sthiter akse
nibandhanam | vipaksah $abaleyadir anyathatiprasajyate || (1258) na caprasiddhata hetor jatyadeh pratisedhatah |
bhedena caparicchedan na casty evam visesanam || (1259) Tr: Furthermore, if (vadi va') there is a certain entity
(yasyal) no causal basis (karana) to ascertain a certain form, that (entity) is not ascertained as such by wise people
[1256], as for example white horse (karka), where there is no dewlap, etc., (is not established) as a cow; and in direct
perception (aksa) there is no cognition of an object — as a causal basis (nibandhana) — qualified by qualifiers for
ascertaining a conceptuality (savikalpakabhava) [1257-58ab]. The (cows) sabaleya, etc., are heterogeneous examples.
Otherwise, undesireble conclusions would follow [1258cd]. Moreover, the reason is not established (aprasiddha)
because (qualifiers) such as genus are negated (by us) and because (they are) not determined as different [from their
substratum, even if it were assumed that genus etc., are real entities,] and as such, [i.e., as not thus determined,]
qualifiers do not exist [1259]. (I follow Funayama[1992: 108, note262, 263] about textual correction and translation.)

2 | follow the margin note of J, Pt.

3 In Jha's translation, it is not clear where is the end of Sumati and Kumarila's dispute. But if we follow the margin
note of manuscripts to pronouns, we can understand that at least the dispute between them continues until TSP465,14.
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direct perception has the universal as its object'. Against this, in order to examine the direct
perception — i.e. mere perception — which is accepted by Kumarila etc., Sumati says: "Those
who claim such things should be asked as follows: Which is true: the object itself present in front of
one's eyes is or is not grasped as qualified by its own essence which can not exist in any other
thing?"

1.1.3. [Objection:] Direct perception has one of the following alternatives: It
grasps the object itself or it grasps nothing.

If he [i.e. Kumarila] says that [we] never [grasp in this way], against this [Sumati] replies as
follows: "If [one] does not grasp [an object] by excluding it from the other objects", this means
that, since the essence or the own nature of the intended object does not exist in objects other than
it i.e. in the things excluded from it, if the [intended] object is qualified in this way, it is considered
as not being grasped. In this case, it follows that [one] grasps the object itself or [not]. In other
words: Given the fact that the object itself could not be other thing and it lacks [the other's] own
nature, it follows that [one] grasps [the object] itself. Or, in the case when it is not grasped, it
follows that [one] does not grasp anything at all or [not] i.e. nothing is grasped at all.

"For example in regard to the pot"” is the expression of an example and, through another $loka
[i.e. 1266], [Sumati] explains it as "from the other pots" etc. [That is:] If [one] does not grasp the
pot by being impossible for another pots?, in this case it follows that [one] grasps the pot itself or
[not]. In other words, it follows that [one] grasps the pot itself not qualified by some qualifier such
as being of silver or of copper etc. Or, even when [one] is not capable to grasp the pot itself, in this

case it follows that [one] does not grasp any intended [object]. This is "[one] does not grasp the pot

1 Kumarila explains in S$V's 4th chapter that non-conceptual direct perception to individual things arises at first, then
conceptual direct perception to genus etc. such as the universal and the particular arises. Cf. asti hy alocanajiianam
prathamam nirvikalpakam | balamukadivijianasadréam $uddhavastujam || (112) na viSeso na samanyam tadanim
anubhiiyate | tayor adharabhiita tu vyaktir evavasiyate || (113) nirvikalpakabodhe 'pi dvyatmakasyapi vastunah |
grahanam laksanakhyeyam jiatra suddham tu grhyate || (118) na hy asadharanatvena paravyavrttyakalpanat |
visesanugamaklpteh samanyam iti napi tat || (119) tatah param punar vastu dharmair jatyadibhir yaya |
buddhyavasiyate sapi pratyaksatvena sammata || (120) Tr: For there is indeed first a cognition of mere seeing that is
non-conceptual, which is similar to the cognitions of infants and the speechless, etc., and which arises from
undifferentiated object. At that time neither the universal nor the difference of the object is experienced [distinctly];
rather only the individual, which serves as the receptacle both, is ascertained. (112-113) Even in a
non-conceptualized awareness there is an apprehension of a hing that has a dual nature, which is known indirectly.
However, the undifferentiated object is apprehended by the knower. (118) For it is not perceived as unique, because
there is no distinguishing it from others; nor as a universal, because of the absence of a conception of being common
to [other] particulars. (119) The cognition, however, by which the thing is subsequently ascertained by means of
properties such as its genus, etc., is also considered perception. (120) (I follow Taber[2005: 94-96] about textual
correction and translation.)

2 The word "avadhikrta™ appears in TS/TSP's 20th chapter, and is used when a Jainist proves the existence of the
particular. cf. avadhikrtavastubhyo vairipyarahitam yadi | tadvastu na bhaved bhinnam tebhyo 'bhedat tadatmavat ||
(1716) TSP595,5-6 Tr: If [a certain entity] is devoid of dissimilarity from the other entities, the entity would not be
different from them. Because there is no difference. As is the case of [the entity] itself. (I follow Wakahara[1995: 77,
90, note38] about textual correction and translation.)
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at all or [not]". Similarly in the case shown by the example, if [one] does not grasp [the object] by
qualification, it follows that [one] grasps the object itself or does not grasp it at all. This is the

alternative choice.

1.2. [Objection:] The direct perception of individual things is conceptual because it
has qualified object.

If the former is [Sumati's] claim, concerning it [Sumati] maintains "the other grasped [object]"”
etc.
If [sense cognition] is intended as [the direct perception] which grasps [an object] by
excluding it from the other grasped [objects], it would be conceptual cognition. For
example, the cognition like "'[this is] a tree" etc!. (1267)
If sense cognition is intended as [the direct perception] which grasps an object qualified by its
nature impossible in the other [objects], in this case it would be conceptual. This is so because it
grasps an object qualified by a specific essence. For example, the cognition like "[this is] a tree"

etc.

1.3. [Objection:] The object itself which is perceived is the universal. And the
universal penetrates individual things.

[Kumarila?] thinks as follows: No object itself which is grasped as being qualified by its nature
exists at all. However, the qualified essence is considered by both for you and me as the particular,
and it is precisely it [i.e. the particular] which exists and is grasped. Such being the case, [Sumati®]
maintains that "But the particular which has no relation to the universal does not exist at all".

But the particular which has no relation to the universal does not exist at all. If [one]
grasps [it] with no relation to that [i.e. the universal], [in fact] it would not be grasped,
because [in this case, the particular] has no existence?. (1268)
The object itself means the universal, and it [i.e. the universal] is called Being itself. As capable of
being grasped, the particular which has no relation to it [i.e. the universal] does not exist at all.

Concerning this [point], [Sumati®] seems to think as follows: "In your [i.e. Kumarila's] view, even

1 According to Santaraksita, even if not being associated with verbal expression, the cognition "this is a tree"
includes conceptual construnction. cf. sabdarthaghatanayogya vrksa ityadiripatah | ya vacam aprayoge 'pi
sabhilapeva jayate || (1214) Tr: That [cognition] which is capable of connecting a word with an object, even if the
word in the form of "tree" etc. is not actually applied, appears as if it were connected with an expression. (I follow
Funayama[1992: 64, 90, note53] about textual correction and translation.)

2 | follow the margin note of J, Pt.
3 | follow the margin note of J, Pt.
4 The ontology mentioned in TS1268 seems to be the premise of the epistemology stated in TS1275.

5 1 follow the margin note of J, Pt.
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grating that the universal exists, it is not seized at the moment of the grasp. If [one] grasps [it] with
no relation to that [i.e. the universal], [the particular] has no existence, [in fact] it would not be
grasped.” In other words: "If at the moment of the grasp, the universal called Being itself is not
seized by sense cognition and only the particular itself is grasped, in this case it follows that the
particular itself which is grasped is devoid of the nature called Being itself, it lacks its own nature or
has no own nature. The consequence is that it is not graspable by sense cognition. This is so because

[the particular] has no existence, i.e. because [it] is devoid of nature. Just like the sky-flower."

1.4. [Objection:] It is concluded that the direct perception of individual things is
conceptual.

It is hasty [to claim] that [sence] cognition has a qualified object, [moreover] that there is
no conceptual construction [in sense cognition]. [It is] because no difference is possible
apart from a connection with a qualifier. (1269)
From the above [claim], [Sumati's] conclusion is as follows: It is hasty [to claim] that [sense]
cognition has a qualified object, moreover that there is no conceptual construction [in sense
cognition], given the fact that you accept the invalidation by cognitive instrument. It is precisely
concerning this that [Sumati] maintains his proof "[It is] because no ... with a qualifier."” etc. In
other words: Apart from any connection with a stick, there is no possessor of it. Likewise, apart from
any connection with a qualifier, no qualified object is possible. Therefore, if [one] grasps any
connection with a qualifier, this kind of [grasping] is associated with conceptual construction.
The syllogism: [Thesis:] The subject of dispute, the cognition with qualified object [i.e. direct
perception of individual things] is associated with conceptual construction. [Reason:] Because it has

qualified object. [Example:] It is a cognition like "This is a piece of cloth." etc.

1 In TS/TSP's 20th chapter, Santaraksita and Kamalasila introduce a Jainist theory that things commonly have their
universality, or they become non-being like sky flower (khapuspa) unless they have it. cf. bhavo bhavantaratulyah
khapuspan na visisyate | (1709ab) ... kim cid vivaksitam vastu ghatadi, sa yadi ghatadir bhavah patadina
bhavantarenatulyah syat, tato yadi vyavrttah syat, tada khapuspan na tasya visesah syat. sarvatha vastvantarad
vyavrttatvat. na ca vastvantarad vyavrttasyanya gatih sambhavati khapuspatam muktva. tasmat tasya vastunah
khapuspatulyatvam abhyupagacchata bhavantaratulyatvam vastutvam nama samanyam abhyupagantavyam iti
siddham samanyatmakatvam. TSP593,6-594,1 Tr: If a thing is not equal to other things [at all], it would not be
distinguished from sky flower [i.e. non-being]. (1709ab) ... a thing means arbitrary certain entity, [just like] a pot
etc. If this thing such as pot is not equal to other things such as cloth [at all] or [entirely] different from [other
things], it would not be distinguished from sky flower. Because it is entirely different from other entities. In fact, a
thing which is different from other entities has no other way but to be the sky flower. Consequently, those who admit
that this entity is not the same with sky flower must admit the existence of similarity or the universal such as Reality
itself. (I follow Wakahara[1995: 74-75, 90, note31] about textual correction and translation. Therefore, it is proved
that [entity] has the universal as its essence.)
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2.1.1. [Answer:] Direct perception grasps a particular individual thing excluded
from other homogeneous and heterogeneous things.

By "Homogeneous things" etc., [Santaraksita] replies.

[Sense] cognition is regarded as having qualified object. Not because it is associated with a

qualifier, but because it grasps the object excluded from homogeneous and heterogeneous

things. (1270)
Concerning the above mentioned [syllogism], if [Sumati gives] the reason as "Because it has
qualified object" in the sense that it is based on the connection with a qualifier negatively related to
[Buddhist's reason], in this case the reason is not established. In other words: For Buddhist, no
qualifier exists; otherwise, based on the grasping of the connection with that [i.e. the qualifier],
[sense] cognition would have a qualified object. Rather, because [sense] cognition grasps i.e.
cognizes the object itself excluded from both homogeneous and heterogeneous things, it is

regarded, i.e. it is accepted as having a qualified object.

2.1.2. [Answer:] Individual things are not qualified by a qualifier and are ineffable.

If such is the case, how this [i.e. the object] is qualified? As to the fact that the expression "this
[i.e. the object] is qualified etc." has a negative [meaning], [Santaraksita] states "[nothing other
than] an individual thing / distinction" etc.

This is so because [nothing other than] an individual thing / distinction is said to be
qualified, and it [i.e. the individual thing / distinction] is not associated with a qualifier.
Moreover, this [i.e. the qualified object] is not considered as penetrated with the
expression "'it is different™. (1271)
An individual thing / distinction means exclusion from both homogeneous and heterogeneous
things. And that [i.e. act of exclusion] does not differ from the excluded things. In other words,
precisely [that] thing is said to be [qualified] in the above way, when [one] wants to know that [i.e.
the thing] itself by the exclusion of other individual things.

[Sumati] might [refute the argument] as follows: If [one] grasps a real entity different from both
homogeneous and heterogeneous things, in this case the grasp is necessarily conceptual. This is so
because [the grasp of a qualified object] operates in [conceptual] way such as "it is different".
Otherwise, if [the grasp] operates differently [i.e. in non-conceptual way], how could it have that [i.e.
real entity excluded from the other things] as its object? That is to say: Since [this involves the fault
of] overextension, [non-conceptual grasp] which operates differently cannot have it as its object.
Concerning the above, [Santaraksita] states "Moreover, this [i.e. the qualified object] is ... it is

different™."etc.
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2.1.3. [Answer:] After the non-conceptual direct perception, conceptual cognition
associated with verbal expression arises.

If [Sumati] says "why then is it said to be different?", [Santaraksita] states "different from
itself" etc.
On the other hand, when [an individual thing] has already been grasped as distinguished
from all other things which are different from itself, in regard to it there arises such a [i.e.
"it is different’"] conceptual construction. (1272)
When [an individual thing] has already been grasped as distinguished i.e. excluded from all
those other things which are different from itself, after the manifestation of [for example] the
form of unique blue [color] etc., there arises the conceptual construction with the verbal expression
"it is different", which determines the individual thing [or] distinction and which entails the form of
words. But the real entity does not have verbal expression as its own nature nor is it associated with
it [i.e. verbal expression] as its nature. Otherwise, unless [one] grasps it [i.e. the real entity]
associated with appellations such as "different” or "not different”, there would be no grasp of [the

real entity]. Therefore, [your] reason ["Because it has qualified object"] is not established at all.

2.2.1. [Answer:] If non-conceptual cognition grasps the universal, it follows that it has
qualified object.

If thinking that "it is qualified" is based not on the connection with the qualifier which is a factor
different from [the real entity] but on exclusion, [Sumati makes clear] the meaning of the reason
"Because it has qualified object"”, in this case too the reason is inconclusive by itself. In order to
indicate the above, [Santaraksita] states "by qualifier" etc.

Even if the universal not qualified by qualifier is accepted by the opponents and it is
grasped through non-conceptual cognition, in the case of this kind of [universal] too, that
fact [i.e. the fact of having qualified object] is the same as [the fact of being grasped
through conceptual cognition]. (1273)
This is to say: The universal has two essences: there is the universal which has an essence qualified
by qualifier and the universal which has an essence not qualified. Among the [two essences],
non-qualified essence is accepted [by the opponents] as being grasped through non-conceptual

cognition?. In the case of this kind of universal too, that fact [i.e. the fact of having qualified

1 In kk.729 of 13rd chapter, Santaraksita explains the transition from sense cognition to conceptual cognition
associated with words. There, he explains that recollection (smrti) brings about conceptual cognition. Cf. ajalpakaram
evadau vijiianam tu prajayate | tatas tu samayabhogas tasmat smartam tato 'pi te || (729) Tr:At first, the cognition in a
form free from verbal expression arises. The memory of verbal convention then arises. Hence, they [i.e. the notions
of being etc.] are recollected. And from the fact that [conceptual cognition determines the perceived one as such],
they are recollected. (729) (I follow Takenaka[1979: 41] about textual correction and translation.)

2 This is Sumati's view in TSP ad TS1264-66.
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object] is the same as the fact of being grasped through conceptual cognition mentioned above.

2.2.2. [Answer:] The universal is distinguished from the particular and grasped
by conceptual cognition.

If [Sumati] asks why is it so, [Santaraksita] states "It is so because ... from the particular" etc.

It is so because the universal is understood as distinguished (visisza) from the particular.

Therefore, the cognition which grasps it follows that it is conceptual. (1274)
It is so because the thing distinguished i.e. excluded from the particular is understood as the
universal. Otherwise, if it is not excluded from that [i.e. the particular], the universal would be
impossible. And therefore the cognition which grasps this universal excluded from the particular
has qualified object, so it also follows that it is conceptual. According to your view, however, this
is not so. Consequently, [your reason "Because it has qualified object” cannot be but] inconclusive
by itself.

(To be continued)

Summary:

In this way, although Sumati and Santaraksita agree with the fact that individual things are
excluded from the other things, they have different perspectives about the process of perceptual
cognition of individual things: Sumati thinks that non-conceptual cognition grasps Being itself and
conceptual cognition grasps the qualified objects including individual things. On the other hand,
Santaraksita thinks that non-conceptual cognition grasps a particular individual thing which is not
qualified by qualifier. Therefore, Sumati and Santaraksita use the word "qualified/excluded" in
different meanings. In other words, Sumati considers that individual things are similar to each other
in a certain respect, because of Being itself. On the contrary, Santaraksita considers that each

particular individual thing differs from homogeneous things and heterogeneous things.



KANEKO: THE INDIAN BUDDHIST PERCEPTION-THEORY IN TATTVASAMGRAHA AND ITS PARJIKA (1) 69

Abbreviations and Bibliography

<Texts and Manuscripts>

NRA : Nyayaratnakara, Slokavarttika of ér1 Kumarila Bhatta with the commentary Nyayaratnakara
of §17 Parthasarathi Misra, S.D. $astiT, Tara Publication, Varanasi, 1978.

SV : Slokavarttika, Kumarila Bhatta, see NRA, Taber.

TS : Tattvasamgraha, Santaraksita, see TSP.

TSP : (B) Tattvasamgrahapafijika, Kamalasila, Tattvasamgraha of Acarya Santaraksita with the
commentary 'Pafijika’ of Sri Kamalasila, S.D.Shastri, Bauddha Bharati, Varanasi, 1968.

(G) Tattvasangraha of Santaraksita with the commentary of Kamalasila Vol. 1, 2, E.

Krishnamacharya, Gaekwad, Baroda, 1926.

J @ Jaisalmer manuscript

Pt : Pattan manuscript

T : The Tibetan Tripitaka, sDe dge editon 4266/4267, Peking edition 5764/5765.

<Works by Modern Scholars>

Funayama[1992] : Funayama Toru, A Study of kalpanapodha, ZINBUN27: 33-128.

Hattori[1959] : Hattori Masaaki, Shinrikdyo no chokusetsuchikaku (Pratyaksa) ron, Nihon bukkyd
gakkai nenpd 25: 111-127.

Jha[1937] : Jha, Ganganatha, The Tattvasamgraha of Santaraksita with the commentary of
Kamalasila Vol1, Oriental Institute, Baroda.

Kaneko[2019a] : Kaneko Naoya, Jainakydto no mufunbetsuchirikai eno Bukkydto no kaitou (On a
Buddhist's answer to a Jainist's non-conceptual cognition understanding: With a
focus on Tattvasamgraha's 17th chapter), Chiuogakujutsukenkyiisho Kiyo 48

(forthcoming).

Kaneko[2019b] : ibid, A study of a Buddhist-Jainist dispute over non-conceptual cognition, IBK (Ff]
{LAF) 147 (forthcoming).

Taber[2005] : Taber, John, A Hindu critique of Buddhist epistemology, Routledge Curzon.

Takenaka[1979] : Takenaka Tomoyasu, Dai jisan shd Fuhen no kosatsu (kk.707-738), Showa 53 nendo
kagakukenkytihi hojokin sogokenkyii (A) kenkytiseika hokokusho: 33-54.

Wakahara[1995] : Wakahara Yiisho, Bukkydto no Jainakyd hihan (1), Rytikoku daigaku ronsha 447:
67-91.



