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Abstract: Jinendrabuddhi, Säntaraksita and Kamalasila are those who, while
putting the 'intention of the speaker' (vivaksä) at the core of their analysis of verbal
communication, opt for a formal and technical treatment of the topic. In order to

prove through coherent arguments that säbdajnäna is inference and therefore to

support Dignäga's reduction of the valid means of correct knowledge, they all

identify vivaksä with the property-possessor (dharmin) or probandum (sädhya), and

sabda ('word') with the logical mark (lihga) or probans (sädhana). They do so to

counteract the criticisms of the opponents (Kumärila first of all). Nevertheless, while

Jinendrabuddhi, following Dharmaklrti, recognizes the sheer pragmatic value of
verbal cognition, Säntaraksita and Kamalasila seem to follow Dignäga more closely
and also recognize its epistemic value. The purpose of this article is precisely to
describe the essential points of the arguments of Säntaraksita and Kamalasila, and

show their most original aspects.
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1 Introductory Remarks

It has already been noted that Dharmaklrti's introduction of the concept of
vivaksä, variously rendered in secondary literature as 'desire to speak', 'intention',
'intended meaning', etc., and of its synonyms, such as abhipräya and icchâ,a in the

epistemological analysis of verbal cognition (säbdajnäna) was a decisive step in the

Buddhist philosophy of language.2 It is also known that the 'desire to speak' is often
referred to in works by early grammarians, above all Patanjali and Bhartrhari,3 as

well as by philosophers, in particular Kumärila Bhatta at various points in his
Slokavarttika.i It is noteworthy, however, that none of these thinkers devoted a

systematic treatment to this matter, even though it clearly played a crucial role in
their understanding of linguistic communication. Dharmaklrti is no exception in
this regard. In his works, the most important passages dealing with the 'intention to

speak' are found in various parts of the Pramänavärttika, its Svavrtti, and in his
Pramânaviniscaya.5 To a large extent, Dharmaklrti's words mark the boundary
within which investigations into the construction of meaning and its transmission

were to develop among Buddhist philosophers. Following in his footsteps, Jinen-
drabuddhi, Säntaraksita, and Kamalaslla were those who opted for a formal and

technical treatment of the topic, putting vivaksä at the core of their analysis of
verbal communication. In order to prove that säbdajnäna is inference through
coherent arguments and thus to support Dignäga's reduction of the valid means of
correct knowledge, they all identify vivaksä with the property-possessor (dharmin)

or probandum (sädhya), and sabda ('word') with the logical mark (linga) or probans
(sädhana), doing so to counteract the criticism of various opponents (above all
Kumärila). Nevertheless, while Jinendrabuddhi follows Dharmaklrti, recognizing
the sheer pragmatic value ofverbal cognition, Säntaraksita and Kamalaslla seem to

follow Dignäga more closely by also recognizing the epistemic value of verbal

cognition. The purpose of this article is to provide a precise description of the

essential points in the arguments of Säntaraksita and Kamalaslla, and to present
the most original aspects of their arguments. We note in passing that other
Buddhist philosophers did not follow the same path. For instance, for both

1 My impression is that in Dharmaklrti's works, these terms are synonyms (see also Nance 2012:88).

This does not mean that in other contexts or in the work of other authors there is not a difference

among them, in particular between abhipräya (lit. 'intention', 'purpose', etc.) and vivaksä.

2 See Eltschinger 2007:135—138.

3 On vivaksä in Bhartrhari, see Vergiani 2022.

4 See Yoshimizu 2008, Eltschinger 2007:136, n. 90, and also Kataoka 2007.

5 See, for instance, Pramänavärttika, Pramänasiddhi 18 PVin 3.74), Pratyakçapariccheda 227,

Svärthänumäna" 213, 229, 326-327 PVin 2.47-48), Parärthänumäna" 109 ff., 191 PVin 2.11), 193

PVin 2.13).
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Ratnakirti (c. 1000-1050) and Moksäkaragupta (c. 1050-1202), vivaksâ has a limited
role and is never used as part of a formal inference. In line with Dharmakirti's

presentation of the topic, the value of sâbdajnâna as a means of reliable cognition is

not stressed, or is even excluded. In his compendium of the main doctrines of
the Buddhist logico-epistemological tradition, Moksäkaragupta, taking up some

formulations of Ratnakirti, limits himself to pointing out that words could give rise

to non-deceptive knowledge only if they had a relationship with the objects/

meanings they denote. But as he demonstrates, this relationship does not exist,

neither in terms of identity (tädätmya) nor in terms of causality (tadutpatti).6

2 Dharmakirti's Treatment of vivaksä

We can conventionally say that the starting point in Dharmakirti's treatment of
this topic is Svärthänumäna st. 213 with its Svavrtti. Here he clearly highlights the

ultimate limit of words: In the absence of an invariable connection between them
and their objects, words do not serve the purpose of establishing the existence of
external reality. The only function they perform is to reveal the speaker's intention.

näntarlyakatäbhäväc chabdänäm vastubhih saha \

nârthasiddhis tatas te hi vaktrabhipräyasücakäh ||

Because of the absence of an invariable connection of words with objects, there is no
establishment of an [external] object from them, for they indicate [only] the intended meaning of the

speaker.7

6 Kajiyama (1998:32, n. 31) pointed out that § 4.2 of the Tarkabhäsä follows Ratnaklrti's discussion in
Pramänäntarbhävaprakarana (ed. p. 99 ff.). On this regard, see, for instance, the following passage of
Ratnaklrti's Pramänäntarbhävaprakarana-. [...] nibandhanam cäsyäs tädätmyatadutpattibhyäm

anyan nopalabhyate, atatsvabhävasyätadutpattes ca taträpratibaddhasvabhävatvät \ na hi s'abdänäm

bahirarthasvabhävatästi bhinnapratibhäsävabodhavisayatvät \ näpi sabdä bahirarthäd upajäyante,

artham antarenäpi purusasyecchäpratibaddhavrtteh sabdasyotpädadarsanät | (p. 99) '[-•-] And of this

[connection] no other relationship is perceived apart from that of identity and causality, since what
does not have the nature ofX and what is not produced by X, by its own nature is not connected with
X. Words, in fact, do not have the nature of external objects, since they are the object of a cognition
that appears distinct [from them], nor do words arise on the basis of an external object, since words,
whose function depends on the intention of the speaker, are seen to arise even without an [external]

object.'
7 PV Svärthänumäna 213. English rendering quoted from Saccone 2019:467, n. 42, who has translated
this on the basis of Manorathanandin's commentary, where tatah is glossed with sabdebhyah. Cf. also

Kataoka 2007: 50, n. 31, and Krasser 2012: 84, n. 6.
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Some important implications ensue if one shifts the focus from the relationship
that others admit between words and the objects/meanings they denote, to the

relationship between words and the subject of vivaksâ, namely, the speaker, and,

implicitly, the listener, who grasps the link between the words of the former and the

meanings these words conventionally denote.

2.1 The Limit of Language

The first implication is that by saying that vivaksâ (and not artha) is the referent
of words, that is, that verbal communication does not refer to anything real and

ultimately existent in the external world, it is also suggested that the entire process is

purely mental.8 As Pärsvadevagani (13th c.) notes in passing in the Nyâyapravesa-
kabhäsyatlkä, also the causal relationship admitted between a word and its meaning,

if one thinks that a word derives from the desire to utter it and that this desire, in

turn, derives from a real object, is valid only for common human interaction; it does

not reflect the true reality of things.9 Consequently, language can neither be used to
establish nor to deny what exists, nor to explain what is that which exists.

2.2 The'Weak Point'of vivaksâ

The second implication concerns the epistemic validity of verbal cognition. In the

Svavrtti on the above-mentioned stanza, Dharmaklrti underlines the 'weak point' of
vivaksâ in a very simple and direct way: Not only are the words of a speaker not
bound to reality, but the speaker's intention is not bound to reality either. Therefore,
there is no guarantee that a speaker's words are reliable.

na hi sabdd yathdbhdvam vartante yatas tebhyo 'rthaprakrtir nisclyeta \ te hi vaktur

vivaksävrttaya iti tannäntarlyakäs täm eva gamayeyuh | na ca purusecchäh sarvä

yathärthabhävinyah, na ca tadapratibaddhasvabhâvo bhdvo 'nyam gamayati |10

8 In this regard, see for instance Pramdnavdrttika Pramânasiddhi 4: vaktrvyäparavisayo yo 'rtho
buddhau prakdsate \ prdmdnyam tatra sabdasya nârthatattvanibandhanam || 'The validity of a word
is [only] with respect to that thing which is the content of the speaker's activity [and] which appears
in the mind; [the validity of a word] is not based on the nature/reality of a [supposedly external/

objective] thing.' According to both Manorathanandin (ed. Sänkrtyäyana p. 4, ed. Pandeya p. 3) and

Prajnäkaragupta (ed. p. 7), 'the speaker's activity' is vivaksd.
9 [...] yo 'pi ca "arthena vivaksâ janyate vivaksayä ca sabdah" iti vivaksayä käryakäranabhävah

sabdärthayor abhyupagatah so 'pi samvyavahärärtham, na tu tattvatah | (p. 119).

10 PVSV ad st. 213, p. 107, lines 22-25.
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It is not the case that words have something to do with the true reality of things, so that thanks to

them the nature of objects can be ascertained, since [words] are employed according to the

intention of the speaker. Thus, being necessarily related to this [intention], they can make

known only the latter. Neither all man's intentions are in conformity with truth, nor can one thing
make another known if its nature is not related to the latter.11

Dharmaklrti's words were echoed and in some cases elaborated on by others. For

instance, this topic is touched upon by Areata (c. 730-790) in the first part of his

Hetubindutlkd, where, while discussing the validity of the prayojanavâkya, namely,
the initial sentence stating the purpose of the treatise, he points out that words (and

with them, sentences) only reveal the intention of the speaker, but this is not

necessarily reflected by his/her actions in reality. A person can unintentionally, or
even intentionally, say things that he/she does not mean.

na ca prayojanavàkyasya pràmânyam asti, sabdânâm bahirarthe pratibandhäbhävät \ vivak?âyâm

prâmânye 'pi, tasyäyathävastupravrttiniyamäbhävän na tatah prakaranasya prayojanavisesam

praty upäyatäniscayah samasti | na hi ye yathä yam artham vivaksanti te tathaiva tam

anutisthanti, visamvâdanâbhiprâyânâm anyathâbhidhàyânyathâpravrttidarsanât, loke sarva-

tränäsväsät |12

And there is [no] validity in the prayojanavâkya, because words have no relationship with an

external object. Although [that sentence] is valid with regard to the intention of the speaker,

since this [intention] is not bound to an action in accordance with reality, it cannot be

ascertained on its basis [= on the basis of this sentence] that a treatise is a valid means towards a

particular purpose. This is because those who intend to talk about a thing in a certain way do not

[always] accomplish that thing precisely in that way, since it is common experience that those

who do not intend to keep a promise behave differently from what they said, since not everyone
in the world can be trusted.13

A few centuries later, Ratnaklrti also noted that there is no invariable concomitance

between words and vivaksd. As he states in passing in his Sarvajnasiddhi: 'It cannot
be said that the use of words exists only in the presence of the desire to speak, since it
is clear that a person speaks randomly while sleeping, even without wanting to, that

is, since there is no pervasion between the simple act of speaking and the desire to

speak.'14

The awareness that with vivaksd we have entered very slippery ground is, no

doubt, also shared by other authors, including non-Buddhist ones. On this point, we

11 Emphasis mine. See also Yaita 1987 and Eltschinger 2007: 218.

12 This passage has been re-edited, together with other unpublished passages from Arcata's Hetu-

bindufika, in Sferra 2022.

13 On this passage, see also Funayama 1985.

14 vivakçâbhâve katham vacanapravrttir iti na vaktavyam \ tadabhave 'pi nidrânasya tattatpra-
vyaktavacanasandarsanât \ vacanamâtrasya vivakçayâ vyäpter abhâvât | (Sarvajnasiddhi p. 25).
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note for instance a convergence with some reflections made by Kumärila in the

Slokavärttika. Words, he says, reveal the meaning intended by the speaker only in
the case of reliable people. In fact, a person may want to say something in a certain

way while knowing that it is different in reality. Or, for various reasons, the meaning
expressed by the speaker may not coincide with what he/she actually intended to

express. It is only in the case of trustworthy people that the words used reveal
the speaker's intention: [...] vaktrdhïr äptaväkyena gamyate 'nyatra viplutih, 'The

thought of a speaker is understood when [his] statement stems from [his being] a

trustworthy person; in the other case [i.e., if the speaker is not trustworthy,] there is

confusion.'ls

Since the validity of säbdajnäna depends on the reliability of the speaker, we
deduce a principle that can be expressed with disarming simplicity: The words of
a reliable speaker are reliable, namely, the words of a person who, due to his/her
moral rectitude and pure wisdom, has no interest in deceiving others; those of an

unreliable speaker are unreliable. In Ratnaklrti's Sarvajnasiddhi, the context is

that of justifying why the Bhagavän would wish to teach despite being free of
'attachment'. In fact, the MImämsaka objection revolves around the contradiction
between desire to speak and the fact that the Buddha is admitted as free from
attachment.16 Later in the same text, taking up a topic already found in the Spitzer

Manuscript (fragment 113)17 as well as in Dharmaklrti's Pramûnavârttikasvavrtti,18

Ratnakirti explains that the nature of vivaksä in one who is driven by compassion is

different from that of one who is driven by räga:

To the one who says that the desire to speak does not exist in those who have completely
achieved the ultimate goal, the answer is that it is not so, since [in this case] the desire to speak is

aimed at the good of others. And if one were to reply that in one who is devoid of attachment,

activity aimed at the good of others would also be difficult to explain since there is no attachment

to any purpose, one would say that it is wrong, because even without attachment there is

activity by virtue of compassion.19

15 Codanäsütra, st. 162ab. The entire passage runs as follows: anyathä samvidäno 'pi vivaksaty

anyathä yatah | tasmäd ekäntato nästi pumväkyät taddhiyäm gatih || bhräntasyänyavivak?äyäm

anyad väkyam ca drsyate \yathävivak?am apy etat tasmân naiva pravartate || vaktrdhïr äptaväkyena

gamyate 'nyatra viplutih | (Slokavärttika Codanäsütra stt. 160-162ab; see Kataoka 2011: ed. p. 39, tr. pp.
401-403; see also ed. Ramanatha Sastri p. 84). In the edition by Ganga Sagar Rai (p. 70) we read

äptaväkyesu instead of äptaväkyena. See also Yoshimizu 2008:52, n. 8. Stanzas 160-161 are also quoted
in the anonymous Pramänäntarbhäva (p. 11). See also below, note 44.

16 See Slokavärttika, Codanasütra 137-140 (Kataoka 2011: ed. pp. 34-35, tr. pp. 366-373).

17 See Franco 2004a; 2004b: 111-112.

18 See PVSV p. 9. The same passage occurs in Pramânaviniscaya, chapter 3, pp. 109-110.

19 nispannasarvasampatter vivaksäpi na yujyata iti cet \ adoso yam, parärthatväd vivaksäyäh |

vttaräge 'rthäsangäbhävät katham parärthäpi pravrttir iti cet | na, äsahgam antarena karunayâpi
pravrtteh | (Sarvajnasiddhi p. 26).
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With this aspect of vivaksä, the discussion opens onto another topic of significant
interest for epistemology and soteriology, that of omniscience. Since this has been the

object of several recent contributions,20 it will not be investigated further here. We

will focus instead on another aspect connected to this second implication, namely,
the impossibility of using words to establish an epistemic valid inference.

Words can reveal the intention of a speaker, but they are not the logical mark of

an ultimately valid inference. It is not at all accidental that Dharmaklrti and

his more faithful followers never apply the technical terms of anumäna to the

'ingredients' of verbal cognition/verbal testimony and scriptural authority
(speaker, words/scripture, vivaksä). Nor do they insert vivaksä into a precise
scheme of inference. Everything leads us to think that Dharmaklrti and some of
his successors either believed that säbdajnäna is not part of an inference or are
otherwise silent about it. In the words of Helmut Krasser in his explanation of
Dharmakîrti's point of view, 'one cannot establish a pervasion between scripture
and its reliability, and only such a pervasion could guarantee the certainty of the

inference' (Krasser 2012:104). In this, Dharmaklrti tacitly yet decisively distances

himself from Dignäga, who very likely believed that words, both those of
scripture and those of ordinary communication, are the logical mark of a valid
inference. Those who remained faithful to Dignäga - and we count Säntaraksita

and Kamalaslla among them - believed that säbdajnäna is still part of inference.

From this perspective, we might say that for Dharmaklrti and some of his followers

säbdajnäna is subsumed under inference only from the conventional point ofview,
not from the absolute one.21 Words are valid - that is, they are useful - only
pragmatically. While a speaker, from whose intention the validity of knowledge
should derive, is not necessarily reliable, an epistemic valid pramäna must be

undeceiving, namely, it should have constancy in the capacity of producing
effects. This is never guaranteed by vivaksä. As stated at the beginning of the

Pramänasiddhi (see Katsura 1984), knowledge deriving from linguistic communication

has its validity, but this must be understood from a pragmatic, conventional

point of view; it does not reflect the true reality of things. In fact, unlike an

epistemic valid inference, it does not invariably respect the criteria for validity of
knowledge.

20 Among the most recent, see, for instance, Kataoka 2023, McClintock 2010, Moriyama 2014, Saccone

2019 and 2023.

21 This is the result of the research of Helmut Krasser, according to whom Dharmaklrti does not
admit verbal testimony/scripture (âptavacana) 'as a separate means of valid cognition nor subsumes

it under inference' (Krasser 2012: 83). Cf. Gokhale 2013:13-16.



44 Sferra DE GRUYTER

2.3 Desire to Speak and Convention

The third implication concerns the intrinsic nature of vivaksâ, namely, its being

inextricably linked to convention. This point was already investigated by Bhartrhari
in his Vâkyapadïya. Although vivaksä is an essential factor in the formation of
a sentence, it cannot 'ignore' the context of linguistic exchange, its rules and

functioning.22 Verbal communication implies a sort of double 'action': 1) when a speaker
intends to express something, he/she uses a word, selecting only one of its many,
virtually countless meanings, and he/she does so respecting linguistic conventions

and the context. 2) These conventions and the context, for their part, represent a

shared horizon of meaning that allows the listeners to understand what the speaker
has intended to say. Dharmaklrti refers succinctly to this aspect of vivaksä in
Svärthänumäna st. 327ab and in its Svavrtti.

vivaksä niyame hetuh sanketas tatprakäsanah \

The intention of the speaker is the cause of the restriction [of one word/sound to one meaning/
object]. The convention is that which reveals this [speaker's intention].23

vivaksayä hi sabdo 'rthe niyamyate, na svabhävatah, tasya kvacid apratibandhena sarvatra
tulyatvät \ yatrâpi pratibandhas tadabhidhänaniyamäbhävät, sarvasabdaih karanänäm

abhidhänaprasangät \ tasmâd vivaksâprakâsanàyâbhiprâyanivedanalaksanah samketah

kriyate |24

In fact a word is restricted to a [particular] meaning/object (artha) by the intention of the

speaker, not by [its] nature, because that [word] is the same with regard to any [artha], due

to the absence of a relation [of the word] with a given [object]. Even if there is a relationship
[between a word and the] phonatory organs, there is no restriction of the expression of
those [phonatory organs by all words], because there would be the undesirable consequence
that all words would express [only the] phonatory organs. Therefore, it is in order to reveal
the speaker's intention that a convention is established, consisting in revealing the
intention.25

22 As V. Vergiani writes very clearly about Bhartrhari, '[t]he individual speakers can choose a higher
or lower register, a plain or flowery style, a down-to-earth or polished vocabulary, etc., but they
cannot change the morphology or syntax at will or use a word in a sense that is neither its primary
meaning nor one of its conventional secondary meanings. [...] Bhartrhari is acutely aware of this

"communal" or "systemic" dimension of vivaksâ, which reflects the autonomy of language as a

semiotic system and strictly determines the boundaries of individual freedom' (Vergiani 2022:1260).

23 See also Eltschinger, Krasser and Taber 2012: 57-61.

24 PVSV ad 327a, ed. p. 172, Unes 19-23.

25 This rendering is based on Karnakagomin's interpretation (see ed. p. 606).
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The circularity or mutual dependence of intention and convention is reaffirmed in
another line of the Pramänavärttika:

sanketasamsrayäh sabdäh sa cecchämätrasamsrayah | (Parärthänumäna 116ab).

Words are based on convention and the latter is based only and solely on the intention [of the

speaker].

Words (like any sequence of sounds) convey a meaning only if their relationship is

established by a convention: Whoever intends to convey a meaning cannot do so

without respecting linguistic conventions. These conventions, in their turn, do not
exist without an intention, that is to say, they cannot, by their nature, be established

unless they follow someone's intentional decision.26

2.4 Words arid Reality

To summarize the main points presented so far, we can say that words allow us to

know what a speaker intends to say in compliance with linguistic conventions. The

speaker, in his/her turn, expresses an intention that is bound to the structures of
the language he/she is using (lexicon, grammar, syntax, etc.). Nonetheless, the

speaker is free to misrepresent his/her intention, or to hide it. In many cases, such

misrepresentation is due to accidental circumstances independent of the will of the

speaker. It is precisely for this reason that it is legitimate for people to have doubts

about a speaker's veracity.27 Words do not guarantee the authority or reliability of
a speaker, nor - as we have seen - do they have authority with regard to external

objects: 1) there can be absolute discrepancy between linguistic convention and

reality; 2) words are never related to what appears to be external reality, either in
terms of identity (tâdâtmya) or of production (tadutpatti), and thus they cannot
establish its veracity; and for the same reason, 3) words cannot refute external

reality either. In this respect it is significant that Dharmakîrti's position on this

topic is adopted quite faithfully by the bâhyârthavâdin Subhagupta (c. 720-780),

who in the first stanzas of his *Sarvajnasiddhikärikä states 'that words, by

26 See Manorathanandin's gloss on this line: sahketam antarena väcakädrsteh sanketasamsrayäh
sabdäh \ sa ca sahketah purusecchämätrasamsrayah, tadatiriktasyäpeksaniyasyäbhävät | (ed.

Sänkrtyäyana p. 453; ed. Pandeya pp. 384-385).

27 As is stated at the end of the first chapter of the anonymous Pramänäntarbhäva, only when the

speaker's reliability and the established convention are perfectly known can the object/idea intended

by the speaker be known (abhräntatve parijnäte abhyäsäder vikalpatah I samänasamayatve ca

vivakçârthah pratiyate ||, p. 11).
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themselves, do not denote things, but indicate concepts in people's mind' (Saccone

2019: 466). Also his opinion regarding vivaksâ and its relation to convention
matches Dharmaklrti's point of view perfectly.28

3 The Logical Formalization of Verbal Knowledge

In light of these considerations, it is quite plausible that Dharmaklrti intentionally
refrained from presenting verbal knowledge in terms of a formally valid inference or
from describing vivaksâ as the logical mark of an inference, endowed with the 'three
natures' or 'characteristics' (trairupya, trilaksana) that were introduced into the

philosophical discourse as early as the fourth century by the Buddhist Vasubandhu

in his Vâdavidhâna.29

To be sure, the use of a formal scheme of inference to explain sâbdajiiânaj

âptavacana is also absent in Dignäga's works. If compared to later developments, one

could say that Dignäga's treatment is somewhat ambiguous. He deals with verbal

cognition in two places in his Pramânasamuccaya: 1) in st. 2.5ab, where, in a passage

on the authority of scripture, he says that the statement of a reliable person
(âptavâda) is inference since, according to the most plausible interpretation, it is

non-belying in the case of both transcendent objects and objects accessible to us

(âptavâdâvisamvâdasâmânyâd anumänatä);30 and 2) in st. 5.1, where he introduces
the apoha theory:31

na pramänäntaram säbdam anumänät tathä hi sah |

krtakatvâdivat svârtham anyâpohena bhâsate ||

Verbal cognition is not another means of valid knowledge with respect to inference. In fact, this
[= a word] denotes its own object through the exclusion of others, as, for instance, 'being

produced' [demonstrates the 'impermanence' of a word].

28 deyan kun larunba'iphyir 11 don gcig hes la dbah phyug min 11 de phyir brjod 'dod sgra rnams ni ||

dongciggnas pa'i rgyuyin no || 10 || don gan brjod par 'dod pa la || miyis sgra de brjod pa ni || de nid

sgra de'i brjod byazes\\mnon par brjod par bya bayin 111111 deyan brda las ées bya ste 11 '10. Also these

[words of the statements regarding the burning of similar fires, etc.,] are not able to be restricted to

one single meaning, since they [also] are fit [for referring] to all [objects whatsoever]. Therefore, the

intention of the speaker is the cause for the abiding of the words in one single meaning. 11. Being
there [his] intention of a meaning X, a person using that word could very well state: "precisely this is

what is expressed by this word." 12a. And this [intended meaning] must be known through
convention.' (ed. and tr. Saccone 2019: 471, 477-478).

29 See Frauwallner 1933.

30 Cit. also in Pramânavârttika 3.214cd. See Krasser 2012: 99.

31 See Pind 2015: text p. 1, translation pp. 2-3.
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Thus we can say that in the same way that krtakatva ('being produced') is the logical
mark of a word's anityatva ('impermanence'), words are the logical mark of the

inference that allows the listener to know an object through its concurrent absence,

vyatireka (see Kataoka 2020). However, in Dignäga we find no clear formulation of
the terms of inference that would lead to the following scheme:

dharmin âpta
dharma transcendent objects as well as objects that are accessible to us

linga vacana

Indeed, this scheme is in some way implicit. But what Dignäga says is vague enough

to be interpreted as Dharmaklrti then does, namely, as a generic parallelism with
inference, valid only pragmatically (there is no clear contrast between the two
masters). It can also be seen as in agreement with how Jinendrabuddhi, Säntaraksita,

and Kamalaslla then interpreted Dignäga's words in the 8th century. In fact, the later

masters, while arguing that âptavâda falls under anumana, try to provide its logical
formalization. Given the relevance and influence of Dharmaklrti's work, they are

forced, so to speak, to reinterpret Dignäga in light of Dharmaklrti. They resort to the

concept of vivaksâ, which never played a role in Dignäga's explanation of verbal
communication, and implicitly attempt a sort of synthesis between the two earlier
masters. It is precisely the introduction of vivaksâ that allows them to provide a

formalization of inference and the application of trairüpya.
Despite differences in context, style, and structure, there are similar arguments

in Jinendrabuddhi's Visâlâmalavatî (ad Pramânasamuccaya 5.1) and in Säntara-

ksita's Tattvasamgraha (stt. 1521-1524). In both texts, as well as in the Tattvasam-

grahapanjikâ, the sections presenting the formalization of anumana are extremely
clear.

The entire passage of Jinendrabuddhi's Visâlâmalavatî, of which here only a

short excerpt is quoted, is rich in information and contains several arguments. Here

we find the relevant passage describing the main structure of a formalized inference:

tatra casty eva sabdasya trairûpyam \ tathä hi vivak?ävän puruso dharmi | vivaksâ sädhya-
dharmah | vivaksdvaty evopalambhabhäväc chabdasya pakçadharmatvam | vivaksävän pwr-
vänubhütah sapaksah | tadvyatireko vipaksa iti katham trairûpyam na sambhavati || (ed. Lasic,

McAllister and Krasser forthc., p. 2)

And regarding this, a word has indeed three natures. To explain, the property-possessor is the

person who has an intention to speak. The property that must be demonstrated is the intention
to speak. The word [of which it is being examined here whether it is a valid inferential mark] is

[indeed] a quality of the locus, since it is perceived only in one who has the intention to speak.
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The one who possesses the intention to speak is the previously experienced sapaksa. The

vipaksa is devoid of this. Thus how would [a word] not have the three conditions?

The following table summarizes the main points:

dharmin speaker/mountain

dharmajsädhya vivaksälfire

linga/sädhana sabda/smoke

The treatment of the same topic in Säntaraksita's Tattvasamgraha (and its Panjikä)

presents no substantial differences. However, his treatment is remarkable in its

clarity and synthesis. It is also interesting from a historical point of view, since it
clearly refers to an earlier debate.

vivaksäyäm ca gamyäyäm vispastaiva trirüpatä \

pumsi dharmini sä sädhyä käryena vacasäyatah || 1520 ||

pädapärthavivaksävän puruso yam pratlyate \

vrksasabdaprayoktrtvät pürvävasthäsv ahamyathä || 15211|

atoyatra parair bähye trairüpyädi niräkrtam \

sabdänäm isyate tatra naiväsmäbhih pramänatä || 1522 ||

yatra tv esäm abhïsteyam vyaktam tatra trirüpatä \

vivaksäyäm tu sädhyäyäm trailaksanyam prakäsitam 111523 11

And when what is to be inferred is the desire to speak, the presence of the three characteristics

[of inference] is quite clear, since in a person, who is the property-possessor, this [desire to

speak] is that which must be proved by [its] effect, namely, the verbal statement!, which is the

probans]. 1520

[For example:] This person is known to have had a desire to express the referent/object 'tree'
because he utters the word 'tree', as 1 did in earlier circumstances. 1521

Therefore, we do not at all consider words a pramäna with regard to an external [object], with
regard to which others denied that they possess the three characteristics of inference, etc.; 1522

however, in that [i.e., in the intention,] with regard to which they are admitted [by us] as a

pramäna, the presence of the three characteristics is an evident fact. When it is the desire to

speak that is to be established/proved, it has been shown that the three characteristics are

present [in the words]. 1523

Regarding this passage, Kamalasila does not elaborate much on his teacher's

words. The only significant addition is in the commentary on stanzas 1520-1521,

where there is a short clarification of the possible case of the speaker not being

perceived directly, or cases in which one perceives an echo or hears something
inside a cave:
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puruso dharml yatra vaktä drsyate, sä vivaksä sädhyä, svasantâne ca sambandhah pûrvam
siddhah \ yatra tu vaktä na drsyate tatra pradeso dharml purusavisistah sädhyah \ tathä hi -
pradesasyäpi sabdakäranatvam asty eva \ parvatakuharädäv anyädrsasabdasravanät ||

Where there is direct experience of a speaker, it is the 'person' who is the 'property-possessor';
"This', that is to say the desire to speak, 'is what must be proved'; and the relationship was

previously established within one's [= inferrer's] own continuum. Where, on the other hand,

there is no direct experience of a speaker, the possessor of quality is the place, which is the

probandum characterised by [the presence of] a person. To put it differently, even the place is in
fact the cause of the word, since in a mountain cave, etc., one feels that the words are different
[from those heard elsewhere].

4 Verbal Cognition as Inference

The person referred to by Säntaraksita in st. 1522 with the word paraih is

undoubtedly Kumärila. Identifying the main antagonist with this philosopher is by
no means incidental. With the evident intention of supporting the authority of the

Veda and its being apauruseya, Kumärila was in fact one of those who most decisively

re-thought the defence of äptavacana as an independent pramâna. Arguing against
Bauddhas and Vaisesikas, he critically distanced himself from other proponents
of Brahmanic culture (notably the Sämkhyas and others not openly mentioned,

sâmkhyâdibhih) by pointing out that their defence of words as a separate pramâna is

ineffective precisely because they did not take the three characteristics of inference
oo

into account.

Säntaraksita was aware that to justify sâbdajnâna in anumâna, he had to take

Kumärila's hypothesis seriously. This is why in the pürvapaksa of the Pramä-

näntarabhävapariksä, he silently quotes several stanzas from the Slokavârttika

related to this topic.33 Jinendrabuddhi, in his turn, also does not mention Kumärila

explicitly, but it is probable that he had the same author in mind.
To summarise the main points of his thesis, Kumärila argues that authoritative

testimony or verbal cognition is different from direct perception, although
the latter is implicit in the experience of listening to the words of a speaker, and is

also different from inference. This is because, first, it can refer to an object/meaning
that is beyond the senses (since we can speak or hear about things that are in front
of us, but also about things that are imperceptible); and second, it is not possible to

32 See Slokavârttika, éabdapariccheda 15-18.

33 élokavârttika, Sabdapariccheda 56, 83-88, 98 Tattvasamgraha 1490-1497.
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apply the three characteristics of the logical mark to it. In fact, a word (sabda),

which should act as a logical sign to make the meaning known, does not respect

any of the needed characteristics: 1) It is not a property of the place of inference,
but is a property of the speaker (for example, when one proffers the word 'tree',
this word does not belong to a tree, but rather belongs to the speaker). Moreover,
between a word and its object, there is 2) neither a positive, nor 3) a negative
invariable concomitance, because it is possible to name something inexistent or
absent at the moment of speaking and vice versa. To this Kumärila adds that it is

not even possible to invoke the theory of a word's eternity or omnipresence,
because the absurdity would follow that every word would allow us to know all

meanings at every time and place.34 It is therefore precisely the absence of the

three characteristics that justifies the status of säbdajnäna as an independent

pramäna.
Säntaraksita, Kamalaslla, and Jinendrabuddhi agree with Kumärila that there

is no essential connection between objects and words based on identity of nature,
because they are perceived by different sense organs, or based on causality,
because between them there is a difference of time, place, etc. Indeed, an object can
be present when the word is absent and vice versa. Therefore a word, by itself,

cannot serve as a valid means of knowing the things it expresses. At the same time,
due to their allegiance to Dignäga and the tradition preceding them, Säntaraksita

and Kamalaslla want to distance themselves from any point of view directly
or indirectly supporting a necessary connection between word and meaning
that is not based on convention. Thus they prefer to strictly follow the 'pra-
mänasamuccaya' of Dignäga and bring the mechanisms of language and verbal

testimony back within the safe domain of inference. This guarantees the verifi-
ability of the cognitive process and a more accurate evaluation of its results. As we
have seen, in order to do this, the two Buddhist logicians, in agreement with
Jinendrabuddhi's interpretation of Pramanasamuccaya 5.1, present a radical

change of perspective: A word is the probans or logical mark of the intended

meaning, not of the meaning (artha) as found in the mlmämsaka perspective
(as well as in the perspective of other darsanas). This intended meaning is the

probandum, it is always present in the place of inference, that is to say, in the

speaker's mind or, as Kamalaslla points out, in the place occupied by the speaker.
This is a kind of 'revolution' which, in perfect line with the Buddhist ontological
view, does not support the material, external reality of objects.

34 See Élokavârttika, Sabdapariccheda, stt. 87-88 Tattvasamgraha 1495-1496.
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5 Säntaraksita and Kamalasïla vs Bhartrhari
• •

Still in the background of this whole discussion is the criticism of viewpoints
maintaining the existence of a necessary and eternal connection between word and

meaning. This topic was already examined in the Sabdärthapariksä section of
the Tattvasamgraha and its Panjikä. It is worth noting that it is precisely in this
section that we find the first passage in these two works in which Säntaraksita and

Kamalasïla deal with vivaksä. In the introduction to verse 906, Kamalasïla

paraphrases and in part quotes verse 197[8] cd of Bhartrhari's Vrttisamuddesa.35 This

citation is significant, because at first glance Bhartrhari's point of view largely
coincides with that of the two Buddhist masters: Words allow one to infer the

intention of the speaker.36 More precisely, Bhartrhari says that there is nothing other
than words which allows us to infer the intention of a speaker.37

What they criticize in Bhartrhari (in stt. 906-907ab), as in all viewpoints
considered in the relevant section of the Sabdärthapariksä, is the assumption that
between words and objects there is a necessary relation not based on convention.

Specifically, the fact that words reveal the desire to express an artha would prove the

fact that there is an absolute link between artha and sabda. The two Buddhist

masters - in particular Kamalasïla, who is explicit on this point - consider Bhartrhari
a proponent of this point of view: sabda can reveal the desire to express an artha
because it is related to it from an absolute point ofview (jparamärthatah). This - let us

say in passing - is no doubt a simplification of Bhartrhari's opinion.
The difference from the Buddhist position is highlighted by Kamalasïla precisely

by the use of the word paramärthatah. The reply of the two Buddhist masters

revolves around the lack of relationship between sabda and artha from an absolute

point of view. Rather, this relationship exists only on a conventional level.38 Since

there is no necessary relationship between sabda and artha, even less may there be a

relationship between sabda and the desire to express artha (kva vivaksä kva vä

35 The table published in Giunta 2022: 541-542 can be integrated with this reference.

36 See Tattvasamgraha 1514.

37 Vrttisamuddesa 197 [198 ed. Rau, p. 336] Vdkyapadiya 3.11.197 [198]): sabdäd arthäh pratlyante
sa bhedânâm vidhâyakah | anumânam vivaksâyâh sabdâd anyan na vidyate ||.

38 yadi paramârthato vivakçû pâramârthikasabdârthavisayesyate, tad asiddham, svalaksanâdeh

sabdärthasya kasyacid asambhavät \ ato na kvacid arthe paramârthato vivaksâsti, anvayino 'rtha-

syäbhävät \ nâpi tatpratipâdakah sabdo 'sti | (p. 250) 'If from an absolute point of view it is admitted
that the intention of the speaker has a real artha of the word as its object, [we reply that] this is not
established, since no artha of a word is possible, starting with the particular. Therefore, from the
absolute point of view, there is no intention of a speaker towards any artha, since there is no artha
that is connected [with such an intention], nor is there a word that allows this [intention] to be

known.'
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srutih, TS 906d). There is no artha that is absolutely connected with sabda and the

desire to express it. From Kamalaslla's perspective (and that of Sântaraksita),

Bhartrhari is wrong in believing that there is a necessary relationship between the

meaning expressed by words and the intention to express this meaning. If this were
the case, a word would allow us, among other things, to know automatically and with
absolute clarity the intention of the speaker, but this is of course contradicted by

experience.
The passage in question (namely, Tattvasamgraha and Tattvasamgrahapanjika

906-908) deserves special attention, but this is beyond the scope of the current
discussion and thus will remain the subject of a future essay. Limiting ourselves to a

few observations on the main points, we note that in the specific portion of the

Vrttisamuddesa from which st. 197[8]cd is quoted, the question of the relationship
between word and meaning is not raised from an ontological point of view. In this

passage, the reflections on the speaker's intention are an aside in the course of a

discussion on the dvandva compound, a discussion semantic in nature rather than
grammatical.39 The starting point is represented by the difficulty of attributing
gender and number to a dvandva, above all due to the fact that mAstâdhyâyï2.2.29,
Pänini defines this compound as cärthe, 'in the meaning of ca' (cärthe dvandvah).
The dvandva should therefore be an indeclinable, without gender and number,

exactly as ca. If the Päninian sûtra were interpreted literally, dvandva compounds
should not be associated with gender and number, but it is evident that dvandvas

are indeed associated with them; moreover, they are declined and serve as kärakas.

According to Bhartrhari, sütra 2.2.29 does not state that dvandva means ca; its

intention is simply to indicate the similarity between a dvandva and a set of isolated

words coordinated by the conjunction ca (see Vrttisamuddesa 192 [193]). As

Heläräja points out in his commentary, the similarity is that in both cases the words

depend on each other (p. 145). Since a dvandva refers to substances, it is completely
normal that it conveys meaning in connection with a gender and a number (see

Vrttisamuddesa 196 [197]). These are determined by the power of denotation proper
to each word. They are also partly dependent on the words' suffixes. Indeed, the

same thing can be expressed with different words, but there is no way to guess a

priori which word a speaker will choose. He/she may mean 'water', but we cannot
know in advance whether he/she will use a neuter word for water (jalam) or a

feminine one (ap), etc. Thus, it is from this point of view that in Vrttisamuddesa 197

[8] Bhartrhari says we can infer a speaker's intention only from his/her words and

not vice versa.

39 See Chaturvedi 2001: 64-70.
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6 Differences with Jinendrabuddhi's Treatment of
Verbal Cognition

As mentioned above, the arguments of Jinendrabuddhi and Säntaraksita (and

Kamalaslla) are largely equivalent. It is reasonable to think that one of the two
authors modelled his work on that of the other, although it is difficult to say

with certainty who on whom. Leaving aside stylistic and formal differences (the

Visälämalavatl is in prose, while the Tattvasamgraha is in verse), we will focus here

only on differences in structure and content. As we will see, these are probably
interconnected. Both texts start with the pratijnä, which declares the reduction of

pramänas to only direct perception and inference.

In the Tattvasamgraha, there is a quite elaborate pürvapaksa (stt. 1488-1498)

followed by a critical response (stt. 1499—1514).40 The mimämsaka point of view is

presented with verbatim quotations from the Slokavärttika.41 The Panjikä also

contains a quotation from the Säbarabhäsya.42 The response does not focus on the

impossibility of applying the three characteristics to sabda if this is considered the

logical sign of an external object, since on this point, as has been shown above, there

is broad convergence on the part of the two Buddhist masters. It focusses rather on
the two definitions of säbdajnäna presented by the mlmämsakas in the pürvapaksa,

namely, knowledge deriving from the scriptures the Veda) and knowledge

deriving from a reliable person.
In contrast, in the Visälämalavatl there is no pürvapaksa. After an explanation of

verse 5.1 of the Pramänasamuccaya (Kamalaslla quotes and comments on the same
verse43), Jinendrabuddhi immediately goes on to show the application of trairüpya to

säbdajnäna with the passage cited above (Section 3). This is immediately followed by
the presentation of an objection (without a clear identification of the objector). We

find the same objection in the Tattvasamgraha, where however it is introduced
before the stanzas relating to the formalization of the inference, as also cited and

translated above (Section 3). From reading the Tattvasamgraha, we can see that this

objector is Kumärila, since the stanza introducing the objection corresponds, with a

slight but significant change, to Codanasütra 161 Tattvasamgraha 1515).44 As

Kumärila implicitly argues in this verse, the desire to speak can be of two types: the

desire to express something specific (vivaksävisesa), and a generic desire to speak

40 For an English rendering, see Jha 1939: vol. II, pp. 746-755. See also Sferra 2018.

41 See above, note 33.

42 A few sentences from Säbarabhäsya 1.1.5 are quoted ad Tattvasamgraha 1488-1490.

43 See Tattvasamgrahapahjika ad stt. 1513-1514.

44 The two verses differ only in päda b: anyad väkyam ca drsyate (Codanasütra) and väkyam ced

anyad îkçyate (Tattvasamgraha); see Kataoka 2011: ed. p. 39, tr. p. 402.
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(vivaksäsämänya).45 In neither case does it make sense to say that sabda is pramäna
with regard to vivaksâ, since the words fail to reveal the speaker's desire. On one

hand, there can be exceptions, as for example a person saying one thing and meaning
another the weak point discussed above in Section 2.2). On the other hand, it is

useless: the knowledge of mere generic intention is inefficient, that is, it brings no

advantage in practical life.

In response, the three Buddhist masters show that words always reveal a specific
desire to speak.46 Even gestures - Säntaraksita and Kamalaslla underline this in
particular - are part of language. Wise people know how to recognize the context as

well as the reliability and authority of the speaker. In addition to presenting the

above objection and its critique following the formalization of the inference,

Jinendrabuddhi also reverses the treatment of vivaksâvisesa and vivaksäsümänya.
This inversion allows him to conclude his response by saying that what is revealed by
words in an inferential process is the specific intention, which is pragmatically
useful. It is practical utility that is close to his heart; the intention to speak in general
is indeed manifested by words, but has no practical use. Säntaraksita and Kamalaslla,

use the response to this objection as a premise for the formalization of the inference,

serving them to debunk the 'weak side' of vivaksä47 As all three Buddhist masters

clearly say in the conclusion of their arguments, words are a valid logical sign,

exactly like smoke. However, this statement has greater force in the Tattvasamgraha
and in its Panjikâ than in the Visälämalavatl This is not only because Säntaraksita

and Kamalaslla make this statement immediately following the formalization of
the inference. It is also because the subsequent conclusion in both texts marks a

significant difference between these two authors and Jinendrabuddhi. Säntaraksita

ends his discussion on sâbdajnâna with the following words:

evam sthite 'numänatvam sabde dhümädivad bhavet |

trairüpyasahitatvena tâdrgvisayasattvatah || 1524 ||

This being the case, the nature of the inference pertains to the word, such as to smoke, etc.,

because it is endowed with the three characteristics and because the nature of its object is of the

same type.

Jinedrabuddhi instead remains more faithful to Dharmakirti's approach. At the end

of the passage addressing this question, he hastens to clarify that his description is

not valid from an absolute point of view (atah pratipattur abhiprâyavisesavasâd
visese sabdasyânumânatvam, na punah paramârthatah, p. 4). This addition is

45 This distinction is made explicit only in the Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad 1515-1519.

46 See Tattvasamgraha 1516-1519.

47 See also Tattvasamgrahapanjikä, p. 6, lines 1-3.
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significant, for it marks a clear difference with Säntaraksita and Kamalasila, who

seem to lean towards a less 'conventional' line.

It is difficult to say who was the first to employ vivaksâ as the sädhya of an

inference, whether Säntaraksita or Jinendrabuddhi. Most likely they were
contemporaries, although Jinendrabuddhi was probably slightly older. However, it is certain
that he was familiar with Säntaraksita's Tattvasamgraha, perhaps when it was still a

work in progress.48 No firm conclusions can be reached at present, but the fact

remains that in Säntaraksita's text the confrontation with Kumärila represents the

core of the entire discussion (references to opponents in the parallel section of

Jinendrabuddhi's text are quite vague or marginal). Moreover, in his conclusion

there is nothing to indicate his possible distancing from Dharmaklrti; in this respect,

Jinendrabuddhi immediately tried to run for cover. This suggests that the discussion

of this topic first saw light in the work of Säntaraksita.

Appendix

Notes and corrections to the printed editions of the Pramânântarabhâvaparl-
ksâpanjikâ ad stt. 1486-1524

The following list is drawn up by consulting the available Sanskrit manuscripts
of the text (see below, Bibliography) and the Peking, sNar than and sDe dge block

prints of its Tibetan translation. Only those variant readings that seem useful for a

more correct interpretation of the text are recorded here. Variants that seem the

result of copyist mistakes or orthography are usually ignored.
1. Ad st. 1488 (K) [1487 (SI and S2)]: Embar Krishnamacharya silently emends the

text with the words pramânadvayâd anyasya pramânalaksanam avisamvâ-

ditvam nâsty eva (K vol. 1, p. 433; SI vol. 1, p. 530; S2 vol. 1, p. 370) instead of
the manuscripts' reading pramânadvayâd anyasya pramànasya laksanam

avisamväditvam nästy eva (Jp fol. 171r3; Pp fol. 128v4). See also Tp: tshad ma gnis
[P N; nid D] lasgzan la tshad ma'i mtshan nid mi slu [P D; bslu N] ba nid med payin
la (P vol. ye, fol. 71v7_8; N ye, fol. 66r4; D vol. 'e, fol. 40v7).

2. Ad stt. 1489-1491 [1488-1490]: Read with Jp (fol. 171r4), Pp (fol. 128v6), and with
the parallel passage in the Tarkarahasya (p. 19) sabdajnânâd asannikrste 'rthe

jnänam sâbdam instead of sabdajnânâd asannikrste 'rthajnânam sâbdam

(K vol. 1, p. 434; SI vol. 1, p. 530; S2 vol. 1, p. 370).

48 On Jinendrabuddhi's dates, see Steinkellner, introduction to Visälämalavatl, vol. 1, pp. xxxviii-
xlii, and the references therein.
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3. Ad stt. 1489-1491 [1488-1490]: Read sabdasvalaksanagrahanäd uttarakälam

parokse 'rthe yad utpadyate jnânam tac chabdäd ägatam (Jp fol. 171r4; Pp fol.

128v6_7; K vol. 1, p. 434) instead of sabdasvalaksanagrahanäd uttarakälam
jnânam tac chabdäd ägatam (SI vol. 1, pp. 530-531; S2 vol. 1, p. 370). The Tibetan

translation (D vol. 'e, fol. 41r3) and the parallel passage in the Tarkarahasya (p. 19)

support the reading of the manuscripts.
4. Ad stt. 1489-1491 [1488-1490]: Read taddharmatvena instead of taddharmatvana

(Jp fol. 171rs), which is clearly a lapsus calami, and of taddharmitvena (Pp fol.

128v9; K vol. 1, p. 434; SI vol. 1, p. 531; S2 vol. 1, p. 370).

5. Ad st. 1493 [1492]: Read °nirüpanäprayäsena (Jp fol. 171v,; Pp fol. 128v13) instead of

°nirüpanaprayäsena (K vol. 1, p. 434; SI vol. 1, p. 531; S2 vol. 1, p. 371), which

conveys the same meaning.
6. Ad st. 1495 [1494]: Readyafo (Jp fol. 171v2; Pp fol. 128v16; Tp [gangi phyir, P vol. ye,

fol. 72v5; N ye, fol. 67ra; D vol. 'e, fol. 41v4]; K vol. 1, p. 435) instead of tato (SI vol. 1,

p. 532; S2 vol. 1, p. 371), even though the position of this word in the sentence is not
the expected one from the syntactical point of view.

7. Ad st. 1497 [1496]: Read na bhinnakâlatâ (Jp fol. 171v4; Pp fol. 129r2; K vol. 1, p. 435)

instead of bhinnakâlatâ (SI vol. 1, p. 532; S2 vol. 1, p. 371). The Tibetan translation

supports the reading of the manuscripts: dus tha dad pa mayin la (P vol. ye, fol.

73ry N ye, fol. 67r4; D vol. 'e, fol. 41v7).

8. Ad st. 1497 [1496]: Read sarvadesävastambhenävasthiteh (Jp fol. 171v4; Pp fol.

129r2) instead of sarvadesesv avasthiteh (K vol. 1, p. 435; SI vol. 1, p. 532; S2 vol. 1,

p. 371). The Tibetan translation supports the reading of the manuscripts: yul
thams cad non par gnas pas (P vol. ye, fol. 73r4; N ye, fol. 67r4_5; D vol. 'e, fol. 41v7).

9. Ad st. 1497 [1496]: Readyena kenacic chabdena (Pp fol. 129r3 [kenaci for kenacic];

K vol. 1, p. 435; SI vol. 1, p. 532; S2 vol. 1, p. 371); it is worth noting that Jp's reading
iyata (sic for iyata) kenacic chabdena (fol. 171v4), less usual, is perhaps acceptable:

'On the basis of all this, by means of any word [...]'. Tp supports the reading
of the published text: sgra ganyan run ba 'ga' [D N; 'gal P] ziggis (P vol. ye, fol.

73r3; N ye, fol. 67r6; D vol. 'e, fol. 42r4).

10. Ad st. 1497bd [1496bd]: In correspondence with the word vyatirekah (K vol. 1,

p. 435; SI vol. 1, p. 532; S2 vol. 1, p. 372) in Jp (fol. 171v) and Pp (fol. 129r) there is the

following marginal note: vyatirekäbhävam aha.

11. Ad st. 1499 [1498]: Read bhavati svargo (Jp fol. 172ra; Pp fol. 129r8; K vol. 1, p. 436)

instead of bhavati vä svargah (SI vol. 1, p. 533; S2 vol. 1, p. 372), equally possible
and present in Sahara's text (see Frauwallner 1968:1625).

12. Ad st. 1499 [1498]: Read jnâtum iti (Jp fol. 172r2; Pp fol. 129rla; K vol. 1, p. 436)

instead of jnâtum rte vacanât (SI vol. 1, p. 533; S2 vol. 1, p. 372), equally possible
and present in Sahara's text (see Frauwallner 1968: 185_6). The Tibetan translation

supports the reading of the manuscripts (cf. D vol. 'e, fols. 42r7-42vi).
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13. St. 1500b [1499b]: Read sambhavärthäv (Jk fol. 76ra; Pk fol. 28ru; Kvol. 1, p. 436; SI

vol. 1, p. 533) instead of sambhavavärthäv (S2 vol. 1, p. 372), which is clearly a typo.
14. Ad st. 1500 [1499]: In correspondence with the word akartrkasya (K vol. 1, p. 436;

SI vol. 1, p. 533; S2 vol. 1, p. 372) in Jp (fol. 172r) and Pp (fol. 129r) there is the

following marginal note: akartrkasya nityasya.
15. Ad st. 1500 [1499]: Read parokse 'rthe ya] jnänam ity asyûsambhavât instead of

parokse rtheya jhatam ity asyäsambhävät (Jp fol. 172r3; Pp fol. 129r12_i3), parokso
'rtho 'yam jncita ity asyäsambhavät (K vol. 1, p. 436) and parokso 'rtho yam
jnänam ity asyasambhavät (SI vol. 1, p. 533; S2 vol. 1, p. 372).

16. Ad st. 1501 [1500]: Readyathä vikalakärano (Jp fol. 172rs; Pp fol. 129r17; K vol. 1, p.

436) instead oîyathâ'vikalakârano (SI vol. 1, p. 534) and tathä vikalakärano (S2

vol. 1, p. 373). The Tibetan translation supports the reading of the manuscripts
(see D vol. 'e, fol. 42v6).

17. Ad stt. 1502-1503 [1501-1502]: Read viparltärthatvena satyärthatvena vä (Jp fol.

172rs; Pp fol. 129r17-129v1) instead of viparltärthatvena vä (Pp fol. 129r17-129v!)

and aviparltärthatvena viparltärthatvena vä (K vol. 1, p. 437 [the first compound
is printed between parentheses]; SI vol. 1, p. 534; S2 vol. 1, p. 373).

18. Ad stt. 1502-1503 [1501-1502]: Read tasyäs ca dviprakäräyä apy ('py in MS)

arthavattäyä gunadosau käranam (Jp fol. 172rs_6) instead of tasyäs ca bud-

dhidviprakäräyä apy arthavattäyä gunadosau käranam (Pp fol. 129va) and tasyäs

ca buddher dviprakäräyä apy arthavattäyä gunadosau käranam (K vol. 1, p. 437;

SI vol. 1, p. 534; S2 vol. 1, p. 373). There is no rendering of the word buddher in Tp

(cf. D vol. 'e, fol. 42v7).

19. Ad stt. 1502-1503 [1501-1502]: Read tatas ca purusanivrttau gunadosanivrttih \

gunadosanivrttau samyaktvamithyätvayor apy abhävah \ (Jp fol. 172r6; Pp fol.

129v2-3; K vol. 1, p. 437; SI vol. 1, p. 534) instead of tatas ca purusanivrttau
gunadosayoh samyaktvamithyätvahetvor äsrayah purusäh \ tatas ca
purusanivrttau gunadosanivrttih \ gunadonivrttau (sic) samyaktvamithyätvayor apy
abhävah | (S2 vol. 1, p. 373). The Tibetan translation supports the reading of the

manuscripts (cf. D vol. 'e, fol. 43^).
20. Ad stt. 1502-1503 [1501-1502]: Read apauruseye (Jp fol. 172r7; Pp fol. 129v3; K vol. 1,

p. 437) instead of apauruseya0 (SI vol. 1, p. 534; S2 vol. 1, p. 373).

21. Ad stt. 1502-1503 [1501-1502]: In correspondence with the words tatas ca desa°

(K vol. 1, p. 437; SI vol. 1, p. 534; S2 vol. 1, p. 373) in Jp (fol. 172r) and Pp (fol. 129v)

there is the following marginal note: nirhetutvaprasamgäd eva.

22. Ad st. 1504 [1503]: Read drsto (Jp fol. 172v2; Pp fol. 129v10; K vol. 1, p. 438; SI vol. 1,

p. 535) instead of istah (S2 vol. 1, p. 373). The Tibetan translation supports the

reading of the manuscripts (cf. D vol. 'e, fol. 43vl).

23. Ad st. 1510 [1509]: Read na hy asya (Jp fol. 173r7) instead of na hy anya" (Pp fol.

130r9_10; K vol. 1, p. 439; SI vol. 1, p. 537; S2 vol. 1, p. 375), which is the reading
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supported by the Tibetan translation: gzangyi (cf. P vol. ye, fol. 76r2; N ye, fol. 70r4;

D vol. 'e, fol. 44Vi).

24. St. 1511d [1510d]: Read pratyayitah, which is also supported by the commentary,
instead ofpratyayatah (Jk fol. 76v2; Pk fol. 28r17; K vol. 1, p. 439; SI vol. 1, p. 538; S2

vol. 1, p. 375).

25. Ad stt. 1511-1512 [1510-1511]: Read na ksïnadosah (Jp fol. 173r2; Pp fol. 130r12)

instead ofya ksïnadosah (SI vol. 1, p. 537; S2 vol. 1, p. 375). See also Tp (D vol. 'e, fol.

44v2_3).

26. Ad st. 1513 [1512]: Read with Jp (fol. 173va) and substantially in accord with
the Tibetan rendering (cf. D vol. 'e, fol. 45r6.7) svalaksanabhede yädrso [...]
buddhibhedabhedau hetutvenopâdïyete instead of svalaksanabhede yädrso
laksanabhedeyädrso [...] buddhibhedabhedau hetutvenopâdïyete (Pp fol. 130v6_7)

and svalaksanabhede yädrse laksanabhede yädrso [...] buddhibhedäbhedäv

upädiyete (K vol. 1, pp. 440-441; SI vol. 1, p. 539; S2 vol. 1, p. 376).

27. Ad st. 1515 [1514]: In correspondence with the words sä ca vivaksä tatkäryatväd
(K vol. 1, p. 441; SI vol. 1, pp. 539-540; S2 vol. 1, p. 376) in Jp (fol. 173v) and Pp (fol.

130v) there is the following marginal note: tad vacanam käryam yasyäh.
28. Ad st. 1515 [1514]: Read with Jp and in accord with the Tibetan translation ([...]

skyes bus ma byas pa nid, P vol. ye, fol. 77r7; N ye, fol. 71r7; D vol. 'e, fol. 45v3) ity
apauruseyatvenâpy (fol. 173v2) instead of iti pauruseyatvenüpy (Pp fol. 130vn; K

vol. 1, p. 441; SI vol. 1, p. 539; S2 vol. 1, p. 376).

29. Ad st. 1515 [1514] (sä ca vivaksä tatkäryatväd vacanüt pratïyate): In a marginal
note of Jp (fol. 173v) and of Pp (fol. 130v) it is specified that speaking is an effect of
the [desire to speak] (tad vacanam käryam yasyäh).

30. Ad st. 1515 [1514]: Instead of sädhanavikalo (Jp fol. 173v4; Pp fol. 130v13), the

Tibetan translation presupposes the reading *sädhyavikalo (bsgrub bya ma

tshan ba[r], P vol. ye, fol. 77v2; N ye, fol. 71v3; D vol. 'e, fol. 45vs), Tacking [the

quality] of the probandum', which, however, is not appropriate to the context.
31. Ad stt. 1518-1519 [1517-1518]: Readye tu punas (Jp fol. 173v6) instead oîyat punas

(Pp fol. 131r2) andye punas (K vol. 1, p. 442; SI vol. 1, p. 541; S2 vol. 1, p. 377). This

explanation points out that the indeclinable particle tu in st. 1518b [1517b] has an

oppositional value (punah) and should not be understood as pädapürana or with
a conjunctive function.

32. Ad stt. 1518-1519 [1517-1518]: In correspondence with the words tasya hrdi (K vol.

1, p. 442; SI vol. 1, p. 541; S2 vol. 1, p. 377) in Jp (fol. 174r) and Pp (fol. 131r) there is

the following note: vacasah (marginal note in Jp and interlinear note in Pp).

33. Ad st. 1520 [1519]: Read na ca (Jp fol. 174r; Pp fol. 131r7; K vol. 1, p. 442; SI vol. 1,

p. 541) instead of na ceha (S2 vol. 1, p. 377). Tp supports the reading of the

manuscripts (cf. D vol. 'e, fol. 46v2).
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34. Ad st. 1520 [1519]: Readyathäkamam (Jp fol. 174r2; Pp fol. 131r8; K vol. 1, p. 442; SI

vol. 1, p. 541; cf. Tp, D vol. 'e, fol. 46v2) instead of tathäkämam (S2 vol. 1, p. 378). See

also Slokavärttika, Codanäsütra 138c (see Kataoka 2011: 34).

35. Ad st. 1520 [1519]: Read °granthasyäsvädhyäyädikäle instead of "gran-
thasvâdhyâyadikale (Jp fol. 174r2), "gramthâs câdhyâyâdikâle (Pp fol. 131r9),

°granthas cädhyäyä(svädhyayä ?)dikäle (K vol. 1, p. 442), °granthasyâdhyûyâdi-
käle (SI vol. 1, p. 541) and °granthasyâdhyayanâdikâle (S2 vol. 1, p. 378); cf. Tp:

gzuh goms pa 'don pa'i dus na gzan rtogs par byed pa nayah tshig dan goms pa
'don [D; 'dor P N] pa la sogs pa'i bya ba 'jugpa'i phyir te \ (P vol. ye, fol. 78vj_2; N ye,

fol. 72va; D vol. 'e, 46v3).

36. Ad st. 1520 [1519]: Read kâryalihge (Jp fol. 174r3; Pp fol. 131rn) instead of kârya-

lihga° (K vol. 1, p. 443; SI vol. 1, p. 542; S2 vol. 1, p. 378). The Tibetan translation
confirms the reading of the manuscripts: de Ita bas na 'bras bu'i rtags thams cad

layul dan dus la sogs pa la Itos [D; bltos P N] pas 'khrul pa srid pa mayin no (P vol.

ye, fol. 78v3; N ye, fol. 72v2_3; D vol. 'e, fol. 46v4).

37. Ad st. 1520 [1519]: Read pränitädi0 (Jp fol. 174r3; Pp fol. 131rn; K vol. 1, p. 443)

instead of prânatâdi° (SI vol. 1, p. 542; S2 vol. 1, p. 378).

38. Introduction of stt. 1521-1522 [1520-1521]: Read katham vâ sambandhah (Jp fol.

174r4; Pp fol. 131r12; K vol. 1, p. 443) instead of vâ sambandhah (SI vol. 1, p. 542; S2

vol. 1, p. 378).
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