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Abstract: In the *Vajracchedikätlkä, while commenting on a specific passage of the

Vajracchedikä Prajfiäpäramitä, Kamalasila presents a refutation of the Self (âtman).
As is well known, the Vajracchedikä Prajfiäpäramitä is one of the most important
sütras of the Buddhist Mahäyäna tradition and concerns the correct practice for
those who proceed in the path of a Bodhisattva. In this article, I shall analyze a

portion of Kamalasïla's refutation, based on a new critical edition and English
translation of the *Vajracchedikätlkä. I will show how he takes the opportunity,
while commenting on scriptures, to combine logic/epistemology and soteriology. He

does this by including philosophical arguments in his explanation of the cultivation
of insight, and accordingly within the spiritual path of a Bodhisattva. In the process, I
shall also investigate sources containing disputes between Buddhists and Naiyäyikas
(as well as Vaisesikas) regarding the Self. These are evidently the background of
Kamalasïla's refutation. In particular, he defends the so-called Buddhist non-

apprehension argument against Uddyotakara's doctrine of the perceptibility of the

Self.

Keywords: Buddhist philosophy; Kamalasila; Vajracchedikä Prajfiäpäramitä; Self;

scriptural commentary

1 Introduction

The refutation of a permanent Self (âtman), a unitary entity that constitutes the

true nature of each individual and exists beyond his/her constituent parts, is a key
subject in the Buddhist literature. Some of the arguments that are employed for this
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purpose were, as was often the case, introduced at a certain point in the history of
Buddhist thought and then elaborated on and adaptively reused in the following
tradition.

In the *Vajracchedikatlkâ, Kamalaslla1 presents such a refutation while
commenting on a specific passage of the Vajracchedika Prajnäpäramitä.2 As is well
known, the Vajracchedika. Prajnäpäramitä is an influential work within the

Prajnäpäramitä ("Perfection of Insight") corpus and one of the most important sütras of
the Buddhist Mahäyäna tradition.3 The work is shaped as a dialogue between the

Bhagavat and Subhüti regarding the correct practice for those who proceed in the

Bodhisattva path. In particular, the passage under scrutiny here suggests that a

Bodhisattva should get rid of the notions (samjnü) of being (sattva), soul (jiva),

pudgala, and Self.4

As we shall see, Kamalaslla provides his audience an outline of (some of the)

arguments to this aim that are (already)5 found, and discussed in greater detail, in his

Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ. The related chapter there is the "Examination of the Self

that is Conceived of by the Naiyäyikas and the Vaisesikas" (Naiyâyikavaisesikapari-

kalpitätmaparlksä), where he and Säntaraksita address and criticize those Brah-

manical traditions. Unless otherwise indicated, when I mention the Tattvasamgraha

or the Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ here, I am referring to that chapter.
In the following, I shall analyze a portion of Kamalaslla's refutation, based on a

new critical edition and English translation of the *Vajracchedikättkä.6 In this

1 For general information on Kamalaslla's life and works, see the Introduction to this volume and

bibliography therein.
2 With reference to the commentaries on the Vajracchedika Prajnäpäramitä by Asanga, Vasubandhu

and Kamalaslla as well as the question of the reliance of the latter on the other two, see the pioneering
work by Tucci (1956: 5-171).

3 For a general account of the Vajracchedikä Prajnäpäramitä and the Prajnäpäramitä literature in

general, see Zacchetti 2015; 2021.

4 Even though the notion of Self is listed with the others elsewhere in the sütra (and can be regarded
as implied when they are referred to), of the several versions of the text, the reading ätmasamjnü in
this specific passage is found only in Pargiter 1916 (as well as in Conze 1957, see n. 14). The

commentary appears to suggest that the version of the sütra commented upon by Kamalaslla did not
contain this reading, see § 2.

5 On a relative chronology of individual works by Kamalaslla, see Kellner's article in this volume.
6 The *Vajracchedikätlkä has already been edited once by Tenzin (1994). Here, I propose a new
critical edition of the relevant sections, based on all the available editions and an English translation.
This is arguably the first scholarly annotated English translation of the text that is based on a critical
edition. Since the edition is my original work, I shall present it in the text body and provide significant
variants in the footnotes. As for other Sanskrit or Tibetan passages, whose editions are not mine, or
not entirely mine, I will refer to the original text in the footnotes only. I shall use the asterisk to signal

my reconstruction of Sanskrit words as well as portions of the text. Depending on the circumstances, I

shall refer to the Sanskrit words either with the lemmas or in their declined/conjugated form.
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analysis, I will show how he takes the opportunity, while commenting on scriptures,
to combine logic/epistemology and soteriology. He does this by including
philosophical arguments in his explanation of the cultivation of insight (prajnâ) (and in
particular those associated with the insight born of reflection [cintâmayî prajnâ]7)

and accordingly within the spiritual path of a Bodhisattva. Most of those argumentations

are also found in the Panjikâ.
In the process, I shall also investigate sources containing disputes between

Buddhists and Naiyäyikas (as well as Vaisesikas) regarding the Self. These are

evidently the background of Kamalaslla's refutation of the Self. In particular, he

defends the Buddhist non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) argument8 against Uddyo-
takara's doctrine of the perceptibility of the Self. This proves to be a rather central

argument in the medieval debate on the ätman, being echoed in works by coeval

and subsequent authors such as Samantabhadra (ca. mid-9th century) and Jitäri
(ca. 940-1000 or late 10th to early 11th cent.).9

7 On the role of the cintâmayî prajnâ in Kamalaslla's Bhävanäkramas, see Kellner 2020. For a general
review of cintâmayî prajnâ, see Eltschinger 2010; Eltschinger 2014: 318-328. On the characterization

of cintâmayî prajnâ in Bhâvanâkrama I, see tatas cintâmayyâ prajnayä nltaneyârthatayâ nirve-

dhayati \ tatas tayä niscitya bhütam artham bhävayen näbhütam \ anyathâ hi viparltasyäpi bhävanäd

vicikitsâyâs câvyapagamât samyagjnânodayo na syât \ tatas ca vyarthaiva bhâvanâ syât \ yathà
tlrthikänäm | uktam ca bhagavatâ - nairàtmyadharmân yadi pratyaveksate tân pratyaveksya yadi
bhävayeta \ sa hetu nirvànaphalasya pràptayeyo anyahetu na sa bhoti sântaye [Samâdhirâjasûtra 9.

37] H iti | tasmàc cintâmayyâ prajnayäyuktyâgamâbhyâm pratyaveksya bhûtameva vastusvarûpam
bhävaniyam | (Bhâvanâkrama I, ed. pp. 9,17-10, 6) "Afterwards, through the insight born of reflection,

he penetrates [the meaning of the scriptures] as being explicit or implicit. Then, having
ascertained through that, he can meditate on the real meaning, not the false one. For, otherwise,
because one also meditates on what is false and the doubt is not removed, there cannot be the arising
of correct knowledge. And, therefore, the mental cultivation would be completely purposeless, like

[that] of the non-Buddhists. And this is said by the Bhagavat [in the Samâdhirâjasûtra]: 'If he
considers the selfless dharmas, if, having considered them, he meditates on them, this is the cause for the

attainment of the fruit that is nirvana; another cause does not [lead] to peace.' Therefore, having

investigated by means of the wisdom born of insight through reasoning and scriptures, one must

mentally cultivate verily the real nature of things."
8 In general terms, here we are talking about an argument that is used to establish that a thing is not
there because one does not apprehend any evidence of it. In this case, I am referring specifically to

Vasubandhu's use of absence of perception of the Self as proof of its inexistence in the Pudgalavä-

dapratiçedha of the Abhidharmakosabhäsya. Taber (2012: 106-111) discusses this and calls it an

anupalabdhi argument and an argumentum ex silentio. It is called also an argumentum ad igno-

rantiam by Kellner/Taber (2014: 721), who discuss the entire argumentative strategy of the chapter
(2014:719-727). Given the fact that both Latin terms are associated with a logical fallacy, I prefer a less

loaded definition such as "non-apprehension argument." Taber (2012:107) calls this also the

anupalabdhi argument.
9 On this, see Saccone/Szantd 2023: 69-89. Among other scholars, Kellner/Taber (2014: 727) mention
the case of the Yuktidlpikâ.
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2 The Vajracchedikä Prajhäpäramitä

The portion of the Vajracchedikä Prajnäpäramitä10 commented on by Kamalasîla

reads as follows:

And, having led countless beings to the parinirväna11 in this way,12 there is no being that has

been led to the parinirväna [by me, a Bodhisattva], What is the reason for that? If, 0 Subhüti, the

notion ofbeing occurs for a Bodhisattva, he cannot be called a "Bodhisattva." What is the reason
for that? 0 Subhüti, that very Bodhisattva for whom the notion of being, or the notion of soul, or
the notion of pudgala would occur cannot be called a Bodhisattva.13

The mention of the Self in the list of types of notions that should not occur for a

Bodhisattva is found only in Pargiter 1916 (ed. p. 180,9), where one finds the variant
ätmasamjnä as the first item.14 This is missing from the Tibetan translation (D 122a, 1),

10 The text presented in the edition by Harrison/Watanabe (2006), which combines the manuscript
from the Bamiyan area (Afghanistan) found in the Schoyen collection and the Gilgit manuscript, gives

an overall picture of the Vajracchedikä as it was circulating around the 6th cent, in the Greater

Gandhâra (Pakistan/Afghanistan). Of all the versions, this could be, even though only chronologically,
the version of the text closest to that available to Kamalasîla. This is, however, very difficult to

determine at this stage of the research. I have found it also useful to refer to Pargiter 1916, which is an

edition of a manuscript that was found in Eastern Turkestan (1900), dating to perhaps between the

end of the 5th century and the beginning of the 6th and fairly close to the Chinese translation by

Kumärajiva (ca. 401 CE).

11 I am translating according to (what I believe it is) the most likely meaning of the sentence. 1 am

aware that the gerund and the main passive clause do not have the same subject. At this stage, I shall

not suggest possible other variants for/emendations to the text.
12 I am translating based on the assumption that the ca is out of sequence (bhinnakrama). Another

possibility could be seeing it as evamaparimänäms ca "and [having led beings] that are countless in
such a way [to the parinirväna]." The Tibetan translation does not seem to confirm it.
13 See evam aparimänäms ca satvän parinirväpayitvä [parinirväpayitvä Pargiter 1916; parinirvâpya
Conze 1957, Max Müller 1881; parinirväpayitavyäh Harrison/Watanabe 2006] na [na Pargiter 1916,

Conze 1957, Max Müller 1881; na ca Harrison/Watanabe 2006] kaécit satvah parinirväpito bhavati | tat
kasmâd dhetoh \ sacet subhüte bodhisatvasya satvasamjnä pravartate na sa bodhisatva iti vaktavyah \

tat kasya hetoh \ na sa subhüte bodhisatvo vaktavyo yasya satvasamjnä pravarteta jlvasamjhä vä

pudgalasamjhä vä pravarteta | (Vajracchedikä Prajhäpäramitä, ed. Harrison/Watanabe 2006 p. 114,

4-8). The text presented here is the one found in Harrison/Watanabe 2006 with slight changes based

on the variants of other editions; only the latter are indicated.

14 It is also found in Conze 1957, where it is presented as based on Pargiter 1916 and other sources

(see Conze 1957:29 n. c). Conze's is not the edition of a specific manuscript, but has Max Müller 1881 as

its basis and compares that edition mostly with the Tibetan translation (the same used by Max

Müller) as found in the bilingual block-print kept at the library of the School of Oriental and African

Studies, London (Conze 1957:1-6; Harrison/Watanabe 2006: 92). At times, Conze also makes

emendations based on earlier editions, Pargiter 1916 being one of them. Matsuoka (2022 personal

communication) notes that ätmasamjnä appears in the Vajracchedikä Prajhäpäramitä
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which was arguably based on a text closer to the one circulating in Kamalasila's time
and environment.15 Moreover, in his commentary on the sütra, our author himself
does not mention *âtmasamjnû as the first item and refers only to the three notions of

being, soul, and pudgala (which is alluded to by la sogs pa), with the three in this

precise order.

dgongs pa ni 'diyin te \ bio gros ngan pa dag gis16 phung17 po18 las gzhan pa nang na19 bya ba

dang20 longs spyod21 gzhi22 bo23 byed pa'i skyes bu zhigyod paryongs su brtags nas sems can dang

srog la24 sogs25 pa'i sgrar tha snyad 'dogs pa [... ] [ (*Vajracchedikätikä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

The following is the intended meaning: Unintelligent ("kumati) people26 imagine that a person
(*purusa), distinct from the five skandhas and the locus of internal activities and experiences
exists. Therefore, [they] verbally use [this] with the words: being (*sattva), soul (*/fva), and

[pudgala].

Accordingly, I have chosen not to consider "ätmasamjnä" part of the original text of
the sütra as known to Kamalaslla. Regardless, lists including the term are found
elsewhere in the Vajracchedikâ (in its different versions),27 and a reference to the

ätman is implied by Kamalaslla when he talks about a person who is the locus

of internal activities and who experiences the fruit of past actions. Arguably,
Kamalaslla did have in mind the notion of ätman as included in the list.

translations by Kumärajlva, Paramärtha, and Yijings. See Kumärajlva, T. 235 749at0-ll
[4]Àffl> [2]Sg£ffl, [3]«#ffl, Paramärtha,T.236b 757b26-27 T.

237 762b8-9 (»1 Hl St Ü#Ü, [1] $t*ë > [2] [4]»#®, [3] Yijing,
T.239 772al9-20 f/füt#!5!? È^CUÏfcBU [2] JgfËSL [3] [4]

15 The Vajracchedikâ Prajnäpäramitä and the *Vajracchedikätikä were translated in Tibet under the

guidance of the same translator at about the beginning of the 9th century. The Vajracchedikâ

Prajnäpäramitä was translated by Silendrabodhi and Ye ses sde (D 132b, 7). The *Vajracchedikätlkä was

translated by Jinamitra, Manjusri, and Ye ses sde (D 267a, 7). According to the tradition, Kamalaslla

lived and died in Tibet around that time. The version of the sütra that was translated into Tibetan was

arguably very close to (if not the same as) the one known by him.

16 gis P N G T] gi D.

17 phung P N G T] yang de ni phung D.

18 po P N G T] por D.

19 na D T] na \ P N G.

20 dang PNG] dang \ D T.

21 spyod P D N G] spyod kyi T.

22 gzhi PNG] bzhi D T.

23 bo em.] po P D N G T.

24 srog la P D N T] srog la srog la G.

25 sogs P D N G] stsogs T.

26 T has here a gloss: mu stegs glang po che.

27 See, for example, Harrison/Watanabe 2006:116,11-12.



94 Saccone DE GRUYTER

3 KamalasTla's *Vajracchedikâtïkâ on the
Refutation of the Self

In commenting on the first part of this passage of the Vajracchedikâ Prajnüpäramitä,
Kamalasïla connects it (and what he is about to say) to his intention of showing that
the investigation of the ultimate unreality of all beings is an essential part of the

Bodhisattva path.

da 'dir28 mal 'byor la29 snyoms par 'jug pas ji Itar bsgrub30 par bya ba de bstan pa'i phyir \ de Itar
zhes bya ba la sogs31 pa gsungs so | | de Itar kun rdzob tu sems can thams cad32yongs su mya ngan
las 'das33 kyang byang chub sems dpa'ji Itar don dam par sems can gangyang dmigs par mi 'gyur
te I de med pa'i phyir ro zhes bya34 de Itar mal 'byor la snyoms par 'jug pas so sor brtag35 par
bya'o3611 längs nas37 'di snyam du don dam par bdag gis sems can gangyangyongs su mya ngan
las 'das38 par gyur pa med do snyam du sems bskyed pa gangy in pa39 'dis ni zab pa bstan la | don

dam pa'i byang chub kyi sems kyang bstan to 11 snga mas'10 ni kun rdzob bo II (* Vajracchedikätikä,
ed. Saccone forthcoming)

Now, in order to teach how [a Bodhisattva] should practice (bsgrub par bya ba/*pratipattavyam)
in this regard according to the complete yogic attainment (*yogasamâpatti),il [the Bhagavat]

says: "[And, having led countless beings to the parinirvdna] in this way" and so on. How is it that,

even though, according to conventional truth, all beings are [led] to perfect awakening in this

way, ultimately, a Bodhisattva cannot perceive beings at all? "Because [beings] do not exist"

(*iti) like this it should be investigated according to the complete yogic attainment. Having

emerged [from meditation (samädheh)] (längs nas/*vyutthäya), through this ("anena) that is the

arising of the thought [of the awakening] (sems bskyed pa/*cittotpäda) thinking (snyam du) "in
this way ('di snyam du/*evam), ultimately, there is no being whatsoever that I led to perfect
awakening (yongs su mya ngan las 'das par gyur paj*parinirvrta *parinirväpita)", the profound

28 'dir T] ni ji Itar P D N G.

29 mal 'byor la D T] rnal 'byor PNG.
30 bsgrub P D N G] bgrubs T.

31 la sogs P D N G] las stsogs T.

32 thams cad P D N G] tshang myed pa T.

33 'das P D N G] bzlas T.

34 bya PNG T] bya | D.

35 brtag P D N G] brtags T.

36 bya'o P D N G] bya ste T

37 längs nas P D N G] des na längs nas T.

38 'das P D N G] bzlas T.

39 gangyin pa P D N G] deest T.

40 mas P D N G] ma T.

41 While summarizing Vasubandhu's commentary, Tucci (1956: 132) states that pratipattavyam,

intending what should be practiced, refers toyogasamäpatti. After that (1956:133), yogasamäpatti is

defined as nirvikalpasamädhi.
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[Dharma] is taught and also the absolute thought of the awakening (don dam pa'i byang chubkyi
sems/*paramàrthabodhicitta) is taught. However, the conventional [thought of the awakening
(*samvrtibodhicitta)] [arises] before (snga mas/*pürvena) [that].

Kamalaslla's first target are the Vätslputriyas and their view of the pudgala,42 which
he briefly refutes:

[...] dang I gang dagyanggang zag brjod du mi rung bar 'dod pa de daggiyang de ni43 phung por
gtogs pa'i chos dangmtshan nyid mi44 'dra barkhas blangs pa'i phyir shugs kyis45 dongzhan pa16

kho nar khas blangs pay in47 te | thams cad kyang brjod du mi rung bar thai bar 'gyur ba'i phyir
dngos po ni namyang48 brjod du mi49 rungba mi srid do || de ni sgrub par byed50 pa'i tshad ma
med pa'i phyir51 dang \ gnod pa can52yod pa'i phyir der Ita53 ba'i byang chub sems dpa' ni phyin ci

log la mngon par zhen pas phyin ci log kho nar54 'gyur ro 11 gang phyin ci log tu gyur55 pa de don
dam56 par57 byang chub sems dpaesji Itar 'gyur \ CVajracchedikâtïkâ, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

[...] Moreover, also those who admit the pudgala as inexpressible acknowledge that as not the

same (mtshan nyid mi 'dra bafvilaksana) as the dharmas which are related to the skandhas.

Therefore, by implication (shugs kyis/*sämarthyät), they [must] accept it as indeed another

object [different from the skandhas], [And] never can an entity Cvastu) be [admitted as]

inexpressible, because of the undesirable consequence that also every single thing would be

inexpressible. As for this [*pudg'a/a], due to the lack of positive proof (*sädhakapramäna) and

the presence of negative proof (*bädhaka[pramäna]), a Bodhisattva who has wrong views (Ita

ba/*drsti) regarding it must be mistaken indeed, due to the attachment to erroneous notions.

And how can he who is mistaken ultimately be a Bodhisattva?

42 For a comprehensive contribution on the pudgalaväda, see Priestley 1999. Säntaraksita and

Kamalaslla devote entire chapters in the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ to the

analysis of the views of the Vätslputriyas. For a new edition and translation of the Vâtsïpu-

trlyätmaparlksä, see Sferra 2023.

43 de ni P D N G] de'i mthus T.

44 mtshan nyid mi P D N G] mi (myi) T.

45 pa'i phyir shugs kyis P D N G] pas T.

46 pa P D N G] deest T.

47 khas blangs payin P D N G] rtogs T.

48 dngos po ni nam yang P D N G] deest T.

49 mi P D N G] ni T.

50 ni sgrub par byed P D N G] yang bsgrub T.

51 med pa'i phyir P D N G] myed (med) pa T.

52 can em.] can yang P D N G; deest T.

53 der Ita P D N G] ro H de Itar T.

54 kho nar P D N G] nyid du T.

55 tu gyur P D N G] deest T.

56 dam P D N G] dam pa T.

57 par em.] pa'i P D N G T.

58 dpa'D] dparPNG.
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Following this, Kamalaslla engages in criticism of the Self (âtman). He starts by
denying the validity of inference as positive proof (sâdhakapramâna) for its

existence. The opponents argue that bondage, liberation, connection between action and

its fruits, memory, and recognition, all involve the logical necessity ofbeing related to

one and the same subject.59 Kamalasila's response to this is that all those things can

be explained simply by admitting a single samtäna, which is a chain of instants

causing each other and thus connected as a single locus of properties. However, one

never needs to admit an entity with the characteristics that the Naiyäyikas attribute
to the Self, which they consider unitary and eternal.

'di Itar - ganggi tshe rgyud gang la ma rig pa la sogsm pa rgyu dang 'bras bur gyur pa dag rgyun
mi 'chad par rgyun du 'byung ba de'i tshe na ni61 de la beings pa zhes 'dogs \ yang de62 nyid la thos

pa63 la sogs pa'i rim gyis 'phags pa'i lam skyes64 nas65 ma rig pa la sogs pa 'gags pas gnas gyur pa
la tharpazhes 'dogs kyi \ degnyis don dam par66 rtagpagcigpu'i dngos po'iyul can67 dugrub pa
ni med de \ 'jig rten pa'f8 beings pa dang thar payang de danpf9 'dra ba'i phyir ro || (*Va]rac-

chedikätlkä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

To explain: When, and for that mental continuum in which, nescience and the other [causes

(nidâna) of the pratltyasamutpada] - which are cause and effect (rgyu dang 'bras bur gyur pa
dagrkäryakäranabhütäh)[, one of the other, and] occur uninterruptedly (rgyun mi 'chad par)
and continuously (rgyun du) - arise, there is the conventional designation ('dogspprajnapti)
"bondage." Moreover, precisely regarding that very [mental continuum] there is the conventional

designation "liberation" when there is the fundamental transformation (gnas gyur pal
*dsrayaparivrtti) due to the cessation of nescience and the other [causes of the pratltyasamutpdda],

because of the arising of the noble path through the succession of [insight born of]

listening, etc. However, ultimately, both of these two[, bondage and liberation,] do not exist as

being established as having a locus (yul) that is an entity which is an eternal and single [Self],

since also the mundane bondage and liberation are similar to those[, that is, they are not
established as having that kind of locus].

Similar statements are found in the Karmaphalasambandhaparîksâ of the

Tattvasamgrahapanjika:

59 On this portion of the text, see Saccone (forthcoming).
60 la sogs P D N G] las stsogs T.

61 na ni P D N G] | T.

62 I yang de P D N G] payang 'di T.

63 thos pa P N G T] thob pa D.

64 skyes PNG] skye D T.

65 nos D T] na P N G.

66 par em.] pa P D N G T.

67 can P D N G] deest T.

68 pa'i P D N G] gyi T.

69 dang P D N G] deest T.
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In no cases for us are bondage and liberation established as having a unitary Self (purusa) as

[their] locus, because [for us] no one is proved as being bound and being liberated; it is only the

karmic factors!, which are the causes belonging to the pratltyasamutpäda,] starting with
nescience and ending with oldness and death, insofar as they are the cause of the arising of
suffering, that are commonly designated and conceived of (vyavahriyante) as "bondage." [...]
And when, due to the knowledge of true reality, those [causes belonging to the pratltyasamutpäda],

starting with nescience, cease, that purity of cognition [arising at that point] is called
"liberation."70

4 Kamalasïla's Opponent in the *VajracchedikätTkä

Following this, Kamalasila discusses the possibility of direct perception being positive

proof for establishing the Self. In order to do so, he introduces an opponent (most

likely Uddyotakara) who maintains that the Self is perceived through the mental

perception that is the cognition "I." He says:

rjes su dpagpas bdag de ma grub tu chug71 kyang \ 'on kyang72 ngar73 shes pa'i mngon sum gyiyul
yin pa'i phyir7i mngon sum gyis bdag grub po zhe na7S \ (*Vajracchedikätlkä, ed. Saccone

forthcoming)

[Objection by Uddyotakara:] Let this Self not be established through inference. However, the Self

is established through direct perception, because it is the object of the [mental] perception that

is the cognition "I" (ngar shes pa/*aham [iff] [vi]jnänam).

This passage is very similar to one found in the Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ. There, it is

presented as the thought of Uddyotakara, Bhävivikta and other Naiyâyikas:76

For they say as follows: "The Self is established indeed through direct perception. To explain:
The cognition 'I' that is independent from the memory of a relationship between logical reason

(lihga) and probandum (lingin) [(i.e., inference)] is directly perceived like the cognition of visual

70 na hi kvacid asmâkam ekapurusädhikaranau bandhamokçau prasiddhau, kasyacid badhyamä-

nasya mucyamänasya cäsiddheh \ kevalam avidyädayah samskärä jarämaranaparyantä duh-

khotpädahetutayä "bandhah" iti vyavahriyante | [...] te?äm cävidyädlnäm tattvajhänäd vigatau

satyämyä nirmalatä dhiyah sä nirmuktir ity ucyate \ (.Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ ad Tattvasamgraha
543, ed. p. 229, 21-24, p. 230, 6-7).
71 chug P D N G] zin T.

72 'on kyang P D N G] deest T.

73 ngar P N G T] sngar D.

74 pa'i phyir P D N G] pas T.

75 zhe na P D N G] bya ba T.

76 See [...] punar apy uddyotakarabhäviviktäder matam âsankate \ (Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ ad

Tattvasamgraha 212, ed. p. 115,17).



98 — Saccone DE GRUYTER

forms, etc. However, this [cognition] does not have visual forms, etc., as [its] object, since it has a

distinct image from those [sense] cognitions. Therefore, [its] object is indeed [something]
different."77

5 Uddyotakara's Original Quotation and Its
Context

In the above two works, Kamalaslla is arguably referring to a passage by Uddyota-
kara in the Nyayavarttika:

If [it is argued that] there is no Self, since it is not apprehended, [it will be answered that] in this

case, too, there is a defect in the thesis and in the example, as before. That [logical reason, i.e.,]

"since it is not apprehended!,]" is also illogical. That non-cognition (anupalabdhi), too, is un-
established, because the Self is the object ofpramänas, such as direct perception. First of all, the

Self is apprehended through direct perception. How [is it apprehended] through direct

perception? The cognition "I" that is independent of a recollection of a relationship between the

inferential mark and the probandum [i.e., inference] and conforms to the different natures of
the objects is direct perception, exactly like the cognition of visual forms, etc.78

In this passage, Uddyotakara (who elsewhere follows also the common standpoint of

the Self as being inferred)79 argues for the cttman's perceptibility through the

cognition "I." He aims to counter the Buddhist non-apprehension (anupalabdhi)

77 [Jp 49r3] te by evam âhuh - pratyaksata evâtmâ siddhah \ tathâ hi - lingalingi-
sambandhasmrtyanapeksam aham iti jnänam rüpädijhänavat pratyaksam \ asya ca na rûpâdir
visayah, tadvijnânabhinnapratibhâsatvât (Jp] °pratibhäsattvat ed.) | tasmad anya eva visaya iti ||

(Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ ad Tattvasamgraha 212, ed. p. 115,17-20).

78 nästy ätmänupalabdher iti cet | aträpi pratijnädoso drstäntadosas ca pürvavat \ yad apy anupa-
labdher iti tad apy ayuktam | sâpy anupalabdhir asiddhä pratyaksädipramänavisayatväd âtmanah |

pratyaksena tävad ätmopalabhyate | katham pratyaksena? lihgalingisambandhasmrtyanapekçam

visayasvabhävabhedänuvidhäyy aham iti vijhänam rüpädivijnänavat pratyaksam | (Nyayavarttika ad

3.1.1, ed. p. 323,12-15).

79 The Naiyäyikas and the Vaisesikas generally (but not always) admit that the Self cannot be

perceived; it must be inferred. While Uddyotakara and Udayana (who followed him) can be

considered upholders of the view of the perceptibility of the Self, this cannot be stated (except for the

yogins) with regards to thinkers like Vätsyäyana and Väcaspati Misra. See, for example, taträtmä
tävat pratyaksato na grhyate | sa kim àptopadesamâtrâd eva pratipadyata iti?nety ucyate \ anumänäc

ca pratipattavya iti | katham? icchädvesaprayatnasukhaduhkhajnänäny ätmano Ungarn iti ||

(Nyäyabhäsya ad Nyäyasütra 1.1.10, ed. p. 16,1-3). "Among these, first of all, the Self is not
apprehended through direct perception. Is it cognized based merely on the teaching of an authoritative

person? It will be responded 'no'. 'And it must be cognized also based on an inference.' How? Desire,

aversion, effort, pleasure, pain and cognition are the inferential mark of the Self." A similar concept is

expressed in Nyayavarttika ad 1.1.10. With regard to this subject, see Watson 2006:131-132, n. 25.
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argument, namely, that the Self does not exist because it is not apprehended

Canupalabdeh). The anupa.labd.hi argument is the main argument against the Self

with which Uddyotakara takes issue, so perhaps it was one of the most relevant at his

time (Taber 2012:107). Moreover, as Uddyotakara adds, the Self is the only feasible

object of this sense of "I" (ahamkära), because this cannot possibly have something
unreal such as the aggregates (rüpädi) as its object.80 The latter is an explicit attack

directed towards the Buddhists.

6 The Non-Apprehension Argument

The argument to which Uddyotakara is referring (and that we called non-

apprehension argument) is arguably the one upheld by Vasubandhu in the Pudga-

lavädapratisedha of his Abhidharmakosabhâsya. There, Vasubandhu introduces an

opponent, likely a Vaisesika, who argues that the ätman is established as the locus of
those qualities that are memory and so on.81 Later, the same opponent asks about the

aim of actions, if there is no Self.82 Vasubandhu answers that the aim includes

aspirations such as "may I achieve happiness,"83 and that with "I" people mean the

object of the sense of "I" (ahamkära). Moreover, he argues, the aggregates (skandhas)

are the real object (visaya) of the notion of individuality, since people think of their

80 atha manyase - asty ayam ahampratyayah, na punar asyätmä visayah, hanta tarhi nirdisyatäm

visayah | rüpädir visaya iti cet | atha manyase - rüpädaya evähamkärasya visayah \ tathä coktam

ahamkârâlambanotpattinimittatvâd ätmety ucyata iti \ tan na, pratisedhâd asattvâc ca |

'Nyâyavârttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p. 323,17-20). "Ifyou think that there is indeed this cognition 'I,' but that its

object is not the Self, then, pray, show [its] object! If [it is argued that] the aggregates are the object,

[then it will be answered as follows]. If you think that just the aggregates are the object of the sense of
'I' - and as it is said: '[They are] called the Self because they are the cause of the arising of the object-

support of the sense of "I"' - [it will be responded:] It is not possible. This is because [they] are denied

and are not real." Following the Tätparyatlkä, Watson (2006:127-128 n. 14) translates älambana in
ahamkärälambanotpattinimittatvät as "cognition [of the notion 'I']."
81 See avasyam ätmäbhyupagantavyah, smrtyâdînâm gunapadärthatvät, tasya cävasyam dra-

vyâsritatvât, teçâm cänyäsrayäyogäd iti cet \ na | (Abhidharmakosabhâsya Pudgalavädapratisedha,
ed. p. 148, 11-16). "[An opponent could argue:] (iti ced) 'The Self must be necessarily admitted,

(i) because memory and so on are [included in] the category of qualities, (ii) because that [category of

qualities] necessarily depends on a substance, and (iii) because for those [(i.e., memory and so on)]

another substratum], different from the Self, would] be illogical.' [It would be answered:] 'No.'"

82 See ätmany asati kimarthah karmarambhah | (Abhidharmakosabhâsya Pudgalavädapratisedha,
ed. p. 150,1).

83 See aham sukhl syäm aham duhkhl na syäm ity evamarthah | (.Abhidharmakosabhâsya

Pudgalavädapratisedha, ed. p. 150, 2).
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selves as identical with them. They think "I am fat," "I am thin," etc., and these

attributes do not relate to the Self. Accordingly, the notion of individuality has only
the aggregates as its object:

What is this "I"? [That] which is the object of this sense of "I." What is the object of this sense of
"I"? [It] has the aggregates as its object. How does one know? Due to the attachment to those

[(i.e., the aggregates)] and the co-referentiality with cognitions, such as "fair." This sense of "I" is

[commonly] observed as being co-referent with cognitions such as "fair" [in the following way:]
"I am fair," "I am dark," "I am fat," "I am thin," "I am old," "I am young." And these are not

admitted as aspects of the Self. For this reason, too, one knows this [sense of "I"] with reference

to the aggregates!, not the Self].84

Therefore, when thinking "I," one does not perceive the Self, but the aggregates.
There is a non-perception of the Self when apprehending the aggregates. Accordingly,

(for Vasubandhu, at least)85 it follows that there is no Self.

7 Kamalasïla's Immediate Answer to Uddyotakara
(i): the *Vajracchedikâtïkâ

In response to the objection advanced by the opponent in the *Vajracchedikâtîkâ,
Kamalaslla says:

deyang rigs pa mayin te \ der86 'khrul pa'i phyirsl dang \ rnam par rtog pa dang bcas pa'i phyir
ngar88 shes pa mngon sum nyid du mi 'grub pa'i phyir ro 11 ngar shes pa la89 snang ba na ganggis
na mngon sum du 'gyur baji Itat30 *na91 ranggigrub pa'i mtha' las brtags paltabu92 bda/f8 gcif1

84 ko 'sâv aham näma | yadvisayo yam ahamkärah \ kimvisayo yam ahamkärah \ skandhaviçayah |

katham jnäyate | te?u snehàd gaurâdibuddhibhih sâmânâdhikaranyâc ca \ gauro 'ham aham syämah,

sthülo 'ham aham krsah, jlrno 'ham ahamyuveti gaurâdibuddhibhih samänädhikarano yam aham-

käro drsyate \ na cätmana ete prakärä isyante \ tasmäd api skandhesv ayam iti gamyate | (Abhi-

dharmakosabhäsya, Pudgalavädapratisedha, ed. p. 150, 3-11).

85 As noted in Kellner/Taber (2014, 729-732), Dharmaklrti would never consider the anupalabdhi

argument as proof of the non-existence of the Self in all cases and without any doubt.

86 te I der P D N G] no \ de la ni ngar shes pa'i mngon sum mi (myi) 'grub ste | T.

87 pa'i phyir P D N G] pa T.

88 ngar P N G] ro || ngar T; dang D.

89 mngon sum nyid du mi 'grub pa'i phyir ro || ngar shes pa la P D N G] deest T.

90 gang gis na mngon sum du 'gyur ba ji Itar P D N G] deest T.

91 na D] dang PNG; deest T.

92 Ita bu P D N G] ji Ita bu T.

93 bdag P D N G] bzhin du bdag T.

94 gcig D] cig P N G T.
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pu95 rtag pa khyab pa ni mi dmigs so96 || gdon mi za bar de Itar shes par bya'o || (*Va]racche-

dikätlkä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

This is also not tenable, because the cognition "I" is not established as being direct perception,
since there is an error regarding the lätman], and since it is conceptual. One should necessarily

recognize that, if [the Self must] manifest in the cognition "I" (ngar shes pa la snang ba na), by
virtue of which fact it could be [admitted as] direct perception, a Self such as [that which] is

conceived based on their siddhänta [by the Naiyäyikas and the Vaisesikas, i.e.,] unitary,
permanent, and all-pervading, is not perceived.

His answer is based on two arguments:
The cognition "I" cannot be admitted as a direct perception having the Self as its

object:

(i) Since it is erroneous (and this contradicts the definition of perception of both

traditions), and

(ii) since it is conceptual (but this - by principle - contradicts only the Buddhists'

view of perception,97 not that of the Naiyäyikas).98 Kamalasila expands on the

latter point in the following.

In Kamalasila's and Säntaraksita's summary of their view, the Naiyäyikas and

Vaisesikas regard the Self as possessing specific characteristics, namely, being unitary,
permanent, and all-pervading. A similar depiction is also introduced in the

Naiyäyikavaisesikaparikalpitätmaparlksä of the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattva-

samgrahapanjikâ." If the Self is admitted as the real object of a direct perception that
is the cognition "I," it should manifest in it with its true nature; but a Self endowed

95 pu D G T] bu P N.

96 pa ni mi dmigs so P D N G] par shes pa mayin na j gang gis mngon sum du gyur te T.

97 The key definition of perception for the Dharmaklrtian tradition, which is also followed by
Kamalasila, is that provided by Dharmakirti in his Pramänaviniscaya: pratyaksam kalpanäpodham
abhräntam [...] (Pramänaviniscaya 1.4abl). On Kamalasila's theory on perception, see especially

Funayama 1992.

98 The key definition of perception for the Naiyäyikas is the one provided in the Nyâyasûtra:

indriyârthasannikarsotpannam jnänam avyapadesyam avyabhicäri vyavasäyätmakam pratyaksam |

(Nyäyasütra 1.1.4).

99 In that chapter, the Self is admitted as: (1.) the agent of good and bad actions; (2.) the experiencer
of their fruits; (3.) permanent; and (4.) all-pervading. See anye punar ihâtmânam icchädinäm

samäsrayam \ svato 'cidrüpam icchanti nityam sarvagatam tathä || (Tattvasamgraha 171) su-

bhäsubhänäm kartäram karmanäm tatphalasya ca \ bhoktäram cetanäyogäc cetanam na svarüpatah
11 (Tattvasamgraha 172) [...] nikäyena visistäbhir apürväbhis ca sahgatih | buddhibhir vedanäbhis ca

janma tasyäbhidhiyate || (Tattvasamgraha 174). "In this regard, others [(i.e., the exponents of the

Nyäya and Vaisesika)], for their part, regard the Self (âtman) as the basis (samâsraya) of desires and

so on, having an insentient nature by itself, eternal as well as all-pervading; [they regard it as] the

agent of positive and negative actions and as the experiencer of those [actions'] fruit, as conscious due
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with such characteristics is never perceived. In this sense, the cognition "I" would be

an erroneous cognition, since it does not have that Self as its object. Moreover, that

cognition must be admitted as conceptual, because it is regarded as ascertaining a

Self endowed with characteristics which are determined conceptually. However,

according to the Buddhists, a perception cannot be conceptual.

8 KamalasTla's Immediate Answer to Uddyotakara
(ii): the Tattvasamgrahapanjikä

As seen above, the same objection by Uddyotakara is introduced by Kamalasila in the

Tattvasamgrahapanjikä. As an immediate answer to it, Säntaraksita and Kamalasila

analogously present the idea that the Self, as admitted by the Naiyäyikas, cannot

truly be the object of the cognition "I." The same idea underpins argument (i) in the

*Vajracchedikätika (see § 7). In the Panjikä, Kamalasila says:

This [view] is illogical, since the nature of the [Self] does not appear in the sense of "I." This is

because the appearance of permanence, all-pervasiveness, etc., is not cognized in it.

With [the words] starting with "This [view] is illogical," [Säntaraksita] is responding [to

Uddyotakara's possible objection]. The sense of "I" is not established as having the Self as its

object, since it is devoid of the image of the [Self], The proof statement is [as follows]: A

[cognition] does not have as [its] object anything whose image it is devoid. [This is] like a visual

cognition [that] does not have a sound as [its] object. And the cognition "I" is devoid of the image
of the Self. Thus, there is the non-apprehension of the pervader. [With] "this is because,"

moreover, he shows that the logical reason is not unestablished. To explain: The Self is admitted
as being endowed with qualities such as permanence, all-pervasiveness, and consciousness.

However, the appearance of permanence, etc., is "not cognized" in this cognition "I."100

In this passage, Kamalasila spells out the argument based on which the Self, having
the qualities admitted by the opponents, cannot be logically treated as the true object
of the sense "I." The property of having something as its object for a cognition is

to the connection with consciousness, [but] not by its own nature. [...] Its association with a body,

specific and hitherto not [experienced] cognitions, and feelings is called its birth."
100 tad ayuktam ahankäre tadrüpänavabhäsanät | na hi nityavibhutvâdinirbhâsas tatra lakçyate ||

(Tattvasamgraha 213) tad ayuktam ityâdinâ pratividhatte | asiddham ahamkärasyätmavi$ayatvam

tadäkärasünyatvät \ prayogah - yad yadäkärasünyam na tat tadvisayam \ yathä cakßurjnänarfi na

sabdavisayam \ ätmäkärasünyam cäham itijnänam iti vyäpakänupalabdhih \ na cäyam asiddho hetur

iti darsayati - na hityädi | tathä hi - nityavibhutvacetanatvädigunopeta ätmesyate | na cäträham-

pratyaye nityatvädipratibhäso lakçyate | (Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 213, ed. p. 115,

21-116, 7).
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pervaded by the property of having an image of it; however, a Self endowed with the

characteristics conceived of by the Naiyäyikas and the Vaisesikas is not perceived in
the sense of "I." Accordingly, if there is a non-apprehension of the pervader in that

particular case, also the pervaded is not found.

9 The Self Cannot Be Admitted as Directly
Perceived

Following this, Kamalasila brings forward yet another point in the *VajracchecLi-

kätikä. If the Selfwere directly perceived, then it would be commonly established for

everyone and there would be no dispute regarding it. He says:

de Itar mayin te101 gal te ngar shes pa mngon sum du gyur na ni de'i tshe bdagyul du gyur pa la

rab tu smra ba mams rtsod par mi 'gyur te | mam par rtog pa dang bcas pa102 ngar 'dzin pa103

nges pa'i bdag nyid can104 du gyur pa'i phyir ro \ \ nges pasyul du byas pa la ni sgro 'dogs pa med

pa'i phyir ro || (*Vajracchedikätikä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

Were it not so,105 if the cognition "I" were a direct perception, then, there would not be a dispute

among the philosophers (rab tu smra ba/*pravâdin) regarding [its] having the Self as [its] object.

This is because the apprehension of "I," being conceptual, would have the nature of an
ascertainment (*niscaya) [and] because there cannot be superimposition (sgro 'dogs pa/*samaropa)

regarding something that has been made the object by/through ascertainment (*niscayena

visayîkrte asamâropât).

If one were to admit the view that the cognition "I" is a direct perception of the Self,

then it would be equivalent to other direct perceptions, which are (in the Naiyäyikas'
view) non-erroneous and conceptual, i.e., involving a correct ascertainment

regarding which no doubt arises.106 However, the Self is verily not such, as it is (and

has been) the object of a dispute between philosophers. Therefore, it follows for the

Naiyäyikas that it cannot be admitted as an object of direct perception.
As before, Kamalasila introduces a similar argument, in greater detail, in the

Tattvasamgrahapanjikä, commenting on the same point by Säntaraksita:

Moreover, if the Self (purusa) were really cognizable through direct perception, then, why does

this debate regarding its existence and so on occur? (Tattvasamgraha 215)

101 te P D N G] la T.

102 pa em.] pas P D N G T.

103 pa P D N G] pa'i T.

104 can P D N G] deest T.

105 Given the context, I take de Ita mayin te as a translation of anyathâ.
106 On the classical definition of perception for the Naiyäyikas, see note n. 98.
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"Regarding its," i.e., the Selfs, "existence," permanence, all-pervasiveness and so on. Let the

following be [argued by an opponent]: "Just as, for you, even though an indigo [thing], 'and so

on,' is made the object of direct perception, there occurs a debate regarding, for example,
momentariness that is not distinct from its nature, similarly, it will be the case also regarding
the Self." (Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 215). Therefore, [Sântaraksita] says [the

words] beginning with "To explain." [Tattvasamgraha 216]

A debate regarding momentariness, etc., as non-distinct from it is surely justified even

though an indigo [thing], and so on, is perceived through direct perception. This is since

momentariness, etc., [can]not be ascertained, due to the fact that that direct perception does

not have the nature of an ascertainment, because it is non-conceptual. However, according
to your position [i.e., the Naiyäyikas'], [the debate on the Self] is not justified because the

Self [could] be ascertained, due to the fact that the cognition "I" has the nature of
ascertainment, since it is conceptual. But, if a thing is made the object [= cognized] by an
ascertainment, it is not the case that a superimpositional cognition that grasps an aspect

contrary to that [= a wrong image] takes place, so that a debate would be possible.

(Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 216).107

A Naiyäyika could object that Buddhists dispute aspects of the nature of real things
that they admit as an object of direct perception. Such is the case with
momentariness. The Buddhists' answer is that, according to them, since direct perception
is non-conceptual, it cannot ascertain conceptual aspects of things, and this is the

case with momentariness. This is why a debate is justified, even though that thing is

the object of a direct perception with its own nature. The Naiyäyikas, on the

contrary, admit direct perception as conceptual and correctly ascertaining its object.
As a consequence of their thesis on perception, then, if the Self were directly
perceived, there would be no error possible and, hence, no debate about it would

ever occur.

107 yadi pratyaksagamyas ca satyatah puruso bhavet \ tat kimartham vivädo "yam tatsattvâdau

pravartate || (Tattvasamgraha 215) ta[Jp49v3]syöfmana/i sattvanityatvavibhutvadau || syäd etat -
yathä bhavatäm pratyaksikrte 'pi nllädau tatsvabhävävyatirikte ksanikatvädau vivädah pravartate \

tathâtmany api bhavisyati (Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 215, ed. p. 116,24-25) ity aha -
tathä hityâdi \ [Tattvasamgraha 216] yukto hi nllädau pratyaksena grhlte 'pi tadavyatirikte
ksanikatvädau vivädah, tasya pratyaksasya nirvikalpatvenäniscayätmakatayä ksanikatväder aniscitatvät \

bhavatpakse tu na yukto 'hampratyayasya savikalpakatvena niscayätmakatayätmano ["ätmäno Jp]

niscitatvät \ na ca niscayena visaylkrte vastuni tadviparltäkäragrähinah samäropapratyayasya

pravrttir asti,yena vivädo bhavet. (.Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 216, ed. p. 116,25-117,

10) The sentence bhavatpakse tu na yukto 'hampratyayasya savikalpakatvena niscayätmakatayätmano

niscitatvät | is missing in Sâstrï's edition.
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10 The Cognition "I" has the Aggregates as Its
Object

In the subsequent passage of the *Vajracchedikatlkâ, Kamalasila explains how the

cognition "I" arises while perceiving the aggregates:

de Ita bas na 'dra bagzhan danggzhanwa 'byungbas hslu ia109 dang | thog ma med pa'i dus nas

goms pa'i dbanggis gzugs la sogs pa phung po so sor nges pa nyid la gcig pur sgro btags nas pha
rol mam par spyad110 pa'i phyir nga'o snyam du shes te \ shes pa de la gzugs la sogs pa de dag nyid
snangba'i phyir ro || (*Vajracchedikätikä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

Therefore, because one is deceived by the arising of similar subsequent [instants] ('dra ba gzhan

dang gzhan 'byung basl*tulyäparäparotpädät) and, by force of habituation (goms papabhyäsa)
since a beginningless time, having superimposed [the concept of] one [separate individual]
precisely on particular and different aggregates starting with material elements, discerns (rnam

par spyad pafvicara) [something] other [than those aggregates], [then] the cognition "I" [arises].

This is because in the latter cognition only those aggregates appear.

The cognition "I" is an error. It originates because, when we perceive many similar

subsequent dharmas, which are related to the aggregates, due to a beginningless
habituation to conceiving of a Self,111 our conceptual cognitions superimpose the

notion of a unitary entity that is different from (and behind) the aggregates, namely a

permanent ontological reality of its own. Ultimately, the cognition "I" has those

aggregates as its object. This is also Vasubandhu's point in the Abhidharmakosabhasya

(see § 6).

On a similar note in the Tattvasamgrahapanjika:

On the contrary (kim tu), [what is] cognized is an appearance characterized by "a fair colour,
and other [physical/psychological attributes]," [which is] due to [its] arising in connection with
the perception of conditions of the body, such as "I am fair," "[I] have weak eyes," "[I am] very

108 gzhan P N G T] gzhan du D.

109 bslu ba em.] bslus pa P D N G T.

110 spyad D] bead PNG; gcad T.

111 The personalistic view (satkäyadrsti) is traditionally regarded as twofold: an innate (sahaja)

view and a conceptually formed (vikalpita/parikalpita) view. This is found, for example, in
Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosabhasya and Paficaskandhaka, in the Yogäcärabhümi, and in the Lankâ-

vatärasütra. See, e.g., sahaja satkâyadrstir avyakrtâ \ yâ mrgapaksinâm api vartate | vikalpitâ tv
akusaleti pûrvâcâryâh | (Abhidharmakosabhasya ad 5.19c, ed. p. 290, 20-21); tatra mahâmate sa-

tkâyadrftir dvividhâ yaduta sahajä ca parikalpitä ca, paratantraparikalpitasvabhävavat \

(Lankävatärasütra, ed. p. 117,17-18). "In this respect, o Mahâmati, the personalistic view [can] be of
two kinds, namely innate or conceptually formed, as in the case of dependent nature and conceptually

formed nature." On this topic, see, among others, Eltschinger/Ratié 2013:16-36.
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thin," "[I am] shattered by violent sensations." Therefore, the sense of "I" that has arisen due to

the perception ofbodily states, etc., is known as having only the body, etc., as [its] object-support.

[It is known] "vividly", i.e., evidently, since there is no erroneous occurrence.112

11 The Metaphorical Use of the Word "Self"

(ätmopacära)

In the *Vajracchedikdtikd, the opponent immediately responds that we have the

notion "my body." Accordingly, the notion "I" cannot have the body as its object, since

we think of two separate things in that case: "I" (in the form of possessive adjective

"my'Vgenitive of the personal pronoun, i.e., "of me") and "body."

gal te agar 'dzin pa 'di lus kyiyul can zhiga3yin naji Itar nga'i lus zhes tha dad pa tsamm 'dzin par
'gyurzhe na \ Wajracchedikätlkä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

If this sense of "I" (ngar 'dzin pa/*ahamkara) has verily the body as [its] obj ect [as you Buddhists

maintain], how can there be the apprehension of nothing but a difference [when thinking:] "my
body."

A reference to such an objection is found also in the Panjikd, but it is preceded by a

chain of arguments that, once again, mirror the older debate on the Self as discussed

in the Abhidharmakosabhasya and the Nyäyavärttika. In particular, the argument is

moved onto a linguistic level and put into relation with the idea of words' referents.
As seen above, both Vasubandhu and Kamalasila talk about the fact that when

we think/talk about our selves, we use notions/expressions such as "I am fair" or
"I am dark." Their point is that we never think of or talk about ourselves unless we

think of or talk about our psychological or physical aggregates. When using the word
"I," the only referent is the aggregates. The two authors then introduce the
opponent's objections. In fact, in the Panjikd, Kamalasila uses the same words as Vasu-

bandhu's opponent,11S but introduces them as being stated by Uddyotakara:

112 kirn tu gauro 'ham mandalocanah parikrsas tlvravedanäbhinna ityädidehävasthäsamsparse-

notpatter gauravarnâdilak?anah pratibhâsah pratlyate \ tasmâd dehâdyavasthâsamsparsenotpa-

dyamäno 'hamkäro dehädyälambana eveti jnäyate \ vyaktam iti spastam askhaladvrttitvät \

(Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 213-214, ed. p. 116, 7-11).

113 'di lus kyiyul can zhig P D N G] 'di'iyul lus T.

114 pa tsam D] par P N G; du T.

115 See ätmana upakârake 'pi sarira âtmopacâroyathâya evâyam sa evâham, sa evâyarp me bhrtya
iti | (Abhidharmakosabhäsya Pudgalavâdapratiçedha, ed. p. 150,12-13).
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And therefore what is said by Uddyotakara and the other [Naiyäyikas] is discarded. [They

say:] [There is] this metaphorical use] of the [word] "Self' (âtmopacâra) with regard to the body,

[which is] the abode of the [activity of] experiencing. [This is] like [when], with regard to a

faithful servant, the king says: "I am indeed this servant of mine."116

The idea of the metaphorical [use] of the [word] "Self', which is introduced by
Vasubandhu's opponent, likely a Vaisesika, refers to the fact that we talk about our
body or mind as our selves because we use them as instruments and end up
identifying with them; this is exactly like a king who "uses" a faithful servant (those were
different times!).

The original passage in the Nyäyavärttika reads as follows:

"[Objection:] There is [indeed the notion] "I am fair," "I am dark." We reply: "There is not [such a

notion]." How so? [This is] because, for the [Self, who is the] seer, the notion "this physical form
of mine that is fair is me" does not exist. Simply, having elided the possessive suffix -mat,
[the notion] "I am fair" indicates the meaning of a genitive. This [must be intended] like that, not

as ultimately true. [...] And this sense of "I" that has the same referent as the notion "my" is

observed when there is [something] else [such as my body], because this is the assistant [of that
Self]. With regard to something that is an assistant, the notion "I" is observed as having the same

referent as the notion "my" [as in the following statement:] "That [assistant] is me." And it is said

in this respect - "The sense of T regarding the aggregates, starting with material forms, is the

notion of something regarding what is not that thing [namely, a mistake]." Therefore, since it is

the object of the sense of "I" in this way, the Self is indeed directly perceived.117

Indeed, in the Nyäyavärttika, Uddyotakara uses this relation of "assistance" between

the body and the Self to explain the co-referentiality of the notion/word "I" and the

body. This is due to the elision of the possessive suffix (-mat); one should more

properly say something like "my body is fair" or "I possess a fair body" and so on. One

can tenably say "I am fair," because the concept of "my [body]" and "I" have the same

referent, insofar as one identifies oneself with something that assists them, namely
an instrument they use. Accordingly, the idea that the body is the real object of the

notion of individuality is erroneous. I can think that I am my hand, but truly I am not.

One perceives only the Self through the ahamkära.

116 tatas ca yad uktam uddyotakaraprabhrtibhih - upabhogäyatane sarire yam ätmopacärah,

yathänuküle bhrtye räjä brüte - ya eväham sa eväyam me bhrtya iti tad apästam bhavati |

(Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 214, ed. p. 116,11-13).

117 nanu bhavaty aham gauro 'ham krsrta iti \ na bhavatlti brûmah \ katham \ na hy etasya draçtur
yad etan marna rûpam gauram etad aham iti pratyayo bhavati \ kevalam matublopam krtvâ, aham

gaura iti çaçthyartham nirdisati \ evam etan na tattvata iti I [...] mamapratyayasamânâdhikaranas

cäyam ahamkäro 'nyatve drsta upakärakatvät \ upakârake vastuni mamapratyayasamänädhikarano
'hampratyayo drsto yo yam so 'ham iti \ uktam câtra rüpädiskandhesv ahamkäro 'tasmims tad

itipratyaya iti \ tad evam ahamkäravisayatväd ätmä tâvat pratyaksah | (Nyäyavärttika ad 3.1.1, ed. p.

324,1-3, 6-10).
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12 Skhaladvrtti/Skhaladgati, the Stumbling Use of a

Word

In the Panjikä, Kamalaslla's response to Uddyotakara's objection is as follows:

[...] This is discarded. To explain: If this [cognition "I" that is expressed with the pronoun "I"]
were secondary [(i.e., metaphorical)] (gauna), then there would be a stumbling functioning [of
the pronoun "I"]. This is because it is not commonly the case that a non-stumbling cognition
refers to both of the two, a lion and a young Brahmin [zealous in study and debate], being[,

respectively,] the direct [referent] and the indirect [one] (dropita).m

The stumbling functioning (skhaladvrtti) of a word is a concept analogous to

that of skhaladgati, which is found in Dharmaklrti's Pramänavärttika
Pratyaksa0 37.119

A word is used primarily with reference to an object according to an established

convention; its secondary use is with reference to an object that is similar. However,
in this case, the word has a stumbling (skhalat) use. Kamalasila uses the topos of the

young Brahmin and the lion. In this case, there are clearly two objects (being similar
and different at the same time): It is never the case that one uses the word "lion"

primarily to indicate both of them. The word "I," however, does not satisfy that

requirement. We do not have two objects, the Self and the aggregates - as being
different and similar at the same time - by which we would have the Self as the

primary referent of the word "I" and the aggregates as the figurative referent. When

talking about "I," the only referent is the aggregates.
At this point, in the Panjikä, Kamalasila introduces an objection that is found

very similarly in the *Vajracchedikätlkä:

[Objection:] If [it is argued that,] based on the observation of a distinction [in cognitions/

statements, such as] "my body," etc., [there] the sense of "I" has a stumbling employment
regarding the body, etc. f..].120

118 [...] tadapästam bhavati \ tathâ [Jp49vlyathâ ed.] hi-yady ayamgaunah syat tadä skhaladvrttir
bhavet \ na hi loke simhamänavakayor mukhyâropitayor dvayor api simha ity askhalitä buddhir

bhavati | (Tattvasamgrahapanjika ad Tattvasamgraha 214, ed. p. 116,13-15).

119 yatra rüdhyäsadartho 'pi janaih sabdo nivesitah \ sa mukhyas tatra tatsämyäd gauno 'nyatra
skhaladgatih || (Pramänavärttika Pratyakça 37). On this, see Franco/Notake 2014:108-110.

120 madiyäh sarirädaya iti vyatirekadarsamt skhaladvrttir ahamkärah sarirädisv iti cet |

(.Tattvasamgrahapanjika ad Tattvasamgraha 214, ed. p. 116,15-16).
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13 How Can We Say "My Self" Then?

In the *Vajracchedikâtïkâ, Kamalasila responds to this objection by stating that, by
the same principle, when we say "my self," we are intending a distinction between "I"
and "Self." As he argues:

de nim bdaggi122 dmigs pa can layang123 mtshungs te \ gal te ngar 'dzin pa 'di bdag124 giyul can

zhi^23yin na de'i tsheji Itar nga'i bdag126 ces sems par 'gyur \ cinl ste dngos po nyid dum tha dad

pa med kyang tha dad pa gzhan spangs pas129 de tsam shes par 'dod pa'i phyir mchi gu'i lus zhes

bya bam bzhin du tha dad par brtags pas 'dzin pas131 'gal ba med do132 zhe na | de ni133 lus kyp4
dmigs pa can layang133 mtshungs so || (*Vajracchedikätlkä, ed. Saccone forthcoming)

[Buddhist answer:] This is similar also regarding [a cognition] that has the Self as its object-

support!, namely, when thinking "my self."] If this sense of "I" has verily the Self as its object,

then, how can one think "my self? But [it is argued,] even though there is not ultimately a

difference [between "my" and "Self'], there is no contradiction [in the case of "my self] due to

an apprehension based on the imagination of a difference, as in the case of "the body of a statue"

C"silaputrakasarlra). This is because it is admitted that [that cognition] cognizes nothing but

that, based on the exclusion of other differences [namely, it is a merely conceptual cognition].
[Then it will be answered:] This is similar also in the case of [a cognition] having the body as an

object-support [namely, when thinking "my body"]."

And in the Tattvasamgrahapanjikä he states:

No, because there is the undesirable consequence of the stumbling employment also regarding
the Self, since also in this case, [when thinking/saying] "my self," a distinction is commonly
observed.136

121 tti P D N G]yangT.
122 gi P D N G] la T.

123 can layang P D N G] dang | T.

124 bdag em.] dag P D N G; deest T.

125 ngar 'dzin pa 'di dag giyul can zhig P D N G] bdag nga'iyul T.

126 bdag P N G T] bdag nyid D.

127 ci D] ji PNG.
128 nyid du P D N G] deest T.

129 spangs pas D T] spang bas PNG.
130 zhes bya ba P D N G] deest T.

131 pas P D N G] te T.

132 do P N G T] de D.

133 ni P D N G] yang T.

134 kyi P D N G] la T.

135 can layang P D N G] dang T.

136 na | âtmany api skhaladvrttitvaprasangât \ tatrâpi hi madiya ätmeti vyatireko drsyate |

{Tattvasamgrahapanjikä ad Tattvasamgraha 214, ed. p. 116,16-17).
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Kamalaslla's opponent brings forward the notion of one's own body, etc. (madiyah
sarlradaya iti), to point out an instance where there are indeed two different
referents of two different words. In the latter case, when one says "I" (according to

the form of the possessive adjective madlya), one primarily intends the Self, using it
as an attribute for the body.

Kamalasîla responds that, given the instance of the cognition "my self," there is

in fact a figurative use of "I" regarding the Self, so that the primary meaning of I as

"Self' would vanish as well. This is because there is already a word/notion for Self,

i.e., "Self." Accordingly, the Self is distinct from "I" as being a different referent of a

different word. If one says that the distinction in the case of "my self' is only
conceptually constructed, then that must also be true for "my body." Therefore, one

cannot but go back to stating that there cannot be figurative use of the word "I." As

Kamalasîla says in the *Vajracchedikûtîkâ, it is like the body of a statue: One imagines
a difference and expresses it through a genitive, even though there are not two
different things.137

14 And the Self is Not the Aggregates

In both the *Vajracchedikâtïkâ and the Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ, Kamalasîla presents
his opponent as finally conceding that the notion "I" has the aggregates as its object.

However, he argues, why cannot the Self be identical with those aggregates? In this

respect, in the two texts, the answers are along the same lines, yet they are different.
In the *Vajracchedikâtïkâ, Kamalasîla states:

ngar 'dzin pa kho nayang bdag mayin la138 de'iyul gzugs la sogs pa bdagyin no zhes brjod par
yang mi139 nus te | de dag de dang mtshan nyid miu0 'dra ba'i phyir ro \ \ de dag ni rim nyidul du

dmigs pa'i phyir geig pu'i ngo bo 'am rang dbang can du med do || (*Va]racchedikä(lkä, ed.

Saccone forthcoming)

137 This idea is also found in another chapter of the Pahjikä. See yathä svasya svabhävah siläpu-

trakasya sarlram ityädäv asaty api västave bhede buddhiparikalpitam bhedam âsritya vyati-
rekasasthïvibhaktir bhavati, tathehdpi bhaviçyati [...] (Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ ad Tattvasamgraha
389, ed. p. 179,22-24). And in the *Vajracchedikâtlkâ: ci ste dngos po nyid du thadadpa med kyang tha

dad pagzhan spangs pas de tsam shes par 'dod pa'i phyir mchigu'i lus zhes bya ba bzhin du tha dad par
brtags pas 'dzin pas 'gal ba med do zhe na \ (*Vajracchedikätikä, ed. Saccone forthcoming).
138 kho nayang bdag mayin la P D N G] nyid dang T.

139 yang mi P D N G] ni mi (myi) T.

140 mtshan nyid mi P D N G] mi (myi) T.

141 nyid P D N G] deest T.
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As for precisely the sense of "I," since there is no Self, its object is that Self that is the aggregates.
This also cannot be said, since those [aggregates] and that [Self] are different. Since they are

perceived gradually [in different moments], the [aggregates] do not have a unitary nature and

are not independent.

And in the Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ:

Then, [the opponents say: We concede that] cognitions such as "I am fair" are [employed] primar
[il]y; nevertheless, why [can] the Self not be their object? Therefore, [Säntaraksita] says:

"[However, the Self is" not "admitted] as having that nature," i.e., the nature of "fair," and so on,
due to the impossibility of its having qualities, such as material forms.142

15 Conclusion

Based on this refutation, Kamalasila concludes his argumentations in the *Vajra-
cchedikûtlkâ as follows:

ming du 'dogs na ni 'dod pas 'di la brtsad143 pa ci144yang med do 11 de Ita bas na bdag sgrub par
byed14S pa'i tshad ma chung zad tsamyang med146 do || mngon sum dang147 rjes su dpagpa las14S

ma gtogs pa'i tshad ma ni med do zhes phyogs gzhan du dpyad zin to || (*Vajracchedikätlkä, ed.

Saccone forthcoming)

There is no debate whatsoever regarding the [sense of "I"], if it is admitted when it comes to the

[common] use of the notion (ming du 'dogsgsamjhäsamnivesa) [of "I"]. Therefore, there is not

even the slightest positive proof regarding the Self. And there is no other pramäna aside from

perception and inference. This has [already] been examined in a different place.

In the *Vajracchedikatïkâ, while commenting on a scriptural passage, Kamalasila

introduces a long philosophical portion intended as a refutation of the conception of
the Self. His idea is that of showing how reasoning (yukti) plays a pivotal role in the

path of the Bodhisattva, being employed within the cultivation of one of the three

142 tarhi gauro 'ham ityâdipratyayo mukhyas tathäpi kasmäd ätmäsya visayo na bhavatlty aha -
tatsvabhâva iti gaurâdisvabhâvah | tasya rüpädigunäsambhavät | (Tattvasamgrahapanjikâ ad

Tattvasamgraha 213-214, ed. p. 116,18-20).

143 brtsad D] bead PNG; rtsad T.

144 ci P D N G] gang T.

145 sgrub par byed P D N G] bsgrub T.

146 tsamyang med P D N G] kyang med (myed) T.

147 dang P N G T] du D.

148 las P D N G] la T.
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types of insight, namely, the insight born of reflection (cintämayl prajnä). The author
defines this type of insight elsewhere as the means for ascertaining the final truth of

scriptures. This seems perfectly exemplified in the *Tikä.

To this aim, he introduces some of the same argumentations that are found in

greater detail in the Tattvasamgrahapanjikä, summarizing them for an audience

who was perhaps already familiar with that work.149 This is evidence of Kamalaslla's

adaptive reuse of proofs designed for debates against opponents in works that were,
instead, soteriological in nature. In turn, this shows how, in his view, reasoning

(yukti, connected to cintämayl prajna), which was intended to analyse and prove key

concepts of Buddhism, merged with the science of logic (hetuvidyâ), which was used

to defeat and persuade non-Buddhist opponents (Eltschinger 2010: 462-463).

The background of our case is the (fictional) debate between Vasubandhu and

Uddyotakara. Kamalasîla defends the theses found in Vasubandhu's Abhidharma-

kosabhûsya against attacks by the Naiyäyika, who took particular issue with the idea

of non-apprehension of the Self while perceiving the aggregates. This is arguably a

witness to the significance of the Buddhist non-apprehension (anupalabdhi)
argument and related debates with Brahmanical opponents, debates that continued

throughout the centuries. Following (and drawing on) Kamalaslla's treatment of the

subject (particularly in the Panjikä), the debate was echoed in works by subsequent
authors, such as Samantabhadra, a Tantric author from the ninth century. In a long
portion of his Sâramanjarï,150 Samantabhadra discusses the non-apprehension of the

Self (while perceiving the aggregates). Precisely this long portion is then copied
verbatim in Jitâri's *Sugatamatavibhangabhäsya. This example shows once again the

importance of these argumentations in the history of Buddhist thought.
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