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Foreword

Dharmakirti (550-650 CE?)t is arguably, of all Indian Buddhist think-
ers, the one who has exerted the most decisive impact on Indian phi-
losophy as a whole. Strangely enough, his contribution to the Buddhist
intellectuals’ heated polemics against both their coreligionists’ perso-
nalism (pudgalavdada) and the non-Buddhists’ (but also certain Budd-
hists’) self (atman) has never been made the object of the systematic
study it deserves. The Buddhist doctors’ polemic against the Vatsi-
putriyas’ and Sammitiyas’ pudgala is now fairly well documented: the
arguments put forward in the VK, the KV, MSA(Bh), the TSi, the AKBh,
the MHK, the MAV and the TS(P) have been studied or at least trans-
lated and/or summarized by La Vallée Poussin, Stcherbatsky, Schayer,
Sastri, lida, Oetke, Duerlinger, Huntington, Eltschinger and Kishi.2 As
for Dharmakirti’s polemic against the pudgalavada, it has only recently
received scholarly attention.3 The situation is quite pitiable when it
comes to the Buddhist intellectuals’ polemics against the outsiders’
atman: whereas the arguments put forward by early Madhyamikas
(Nagarjuna, Aryadeva) and Yogacaras (YBhi, Vasubandhu’s KSP and
AKBh) have already been investigated to a certain extent,* the same
cannot be said of the controversy as it is reflected in the works of
Dignaga, Dharmapala, Dharmakirti, Bhaviveka, Séntaraksita/Kamala—
§1la, Karnakagomin and Sankaranandana. Dignaga’s Nydya-, Vaisesika-
and Sankhya-pariksdas (which are likely to have contained arguments

1 On the dates of Dharmakirti, see Krasser 2011; for the state of the art before Krasser’s
new chronology, see, e.g., Eltschinger 2007:25-28.

2 See below, Chapter1, §1.1.3.7.

3 See Eltschinger/Ratié 2010, and below, Chapter 1, §1.2.

4 On Nagarjuna’s MMK, see Vetter 1982; on Aryadeva's CS, Chapter 10, see Lang 1986:
95-103; on (the pseudo-)Aryadeva’s S, Chapter 2, see Tucci 1929: 19-37; on YBhil
1296-137,8, see Shukla 1967; on Vasubandhu’s arguments in the KSP, see Yoshimizu

1999; on Vasubandhu’s arguments against Sankhya and VaiSesika in AKBh 9, see, e.g,
Sanderson 1995, Duerlinger 2003a: 96-111 and 238-298,and Mejor 1999.
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against these schools’ views on the atman/purusa) as well as Karnaka-
gomin’s Nairatmyasiddhi are lost;5 the Chinese of Dharmapala’s com-
mentary on CS 10 is still awaiting a translator; Santaraksita’s and
Kamalaéila’s extensive Atmapariksa in the TS(P) has hardly been stu-
died in the West so far;6 Sankaranandana’s Dharmalarnkara, the second
Chapter of which is entitled “A Proof of Selflessness” (Nairatmyasid-
dhi), has only recently resurfaced in the Tibetan Autonomous Region
and remains unedited.” And while Dharmakirti’s identification of the
false view of a self or “personalistic” false view with ignorance/nes-
cience has been made the object of several studies, 8 nothing similar can
be said regarding his many arguments against the self. To be sure,
Iwata, Tillemans and Watanabe have analyzed some occurrences of his
critique of the Sankhyas’ teleological argument; Iwata and Ono have
dedicated important studies to his critique of the Naiyayikas’ vyatirekin
argument; Vetter’s translation of PV 2.131cd-285 includes PV 2.220-
256 as well as PV 2.267-269, where Dharmakirti criticises the Naiyayi-
ka soteriology and polemicizes against the Atmavadins’ view of recol-
lection as providing a strong argument in favour of the self. However,
Dharmakirti’s writings include many more arguments and critical allu-
sions to the self. Maybe due to most specialists’ understanding of
Dharmakirti as a disembodied and axiomatically neutral logician, this
philosopher’s overall attitude and arguments regarding the pudgala
and the self have never been presented in a systematic, historically as
well as religio-philosophically contextualized study. The present book
aspires to fill this important need and is meant as a humble continua-
tion of Oetke’s ‘Ich’ und das Ich (1988), to which many pages of this
study are indebted.

5 On Dignaga’s Pariksas, see Hattori 1968: 9. Karnakagomin refers his audience back
to his own Nairatmyasiddhi in PVSVT 32,21, 81,16, 82,8,92,6, 95,26.

For a systematic treatment of the Atmapariksda Chapter of the TS(P) in Japanese, see
the references to Naito’s numerous publications in Steinkellner/Much 1995: 61-62.

For partial Western translations, see Schayer 1931-1932, Sferra 2004 and Kapstein
20009.

The authors have undertaken a diplomatic and critical edition of Sankaranandana’s
Dharmalarikdra, Chapter 2, and are planning to publish it, together with an English
translation and study, in the not too distant future.

See below, Introduction, §§0.1.1-2 and fn. 7, p. 4.
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It includes three chapters: 1. Dharmakirti’s polemics against his
coreligionists’ pudgalavada; 2. Dharmakirti’s critique of the non-Budd-
hists’ arguments in favour of a self or in disfavour of the Buddhists’
(then mainly Vasubandhu'’s) accounts of selflessness; 3. Dharmakirti’s
arguments (mainly) against the Nyaya’s crypto-Buddhist but atman-
centered soteriology. About one half of the arguments composing
Chapter 2 recur in several works of Dharmakirti (PVSV, PVin 2 and 3,
NB) and have already received sustained scholarly attention: in this
case, we have tried our best to present the doctrinal background of
these arguments and to sum up Dharmakirti’s critique as expounded in
the available secondary literature. Although Vetter’s notes on PV
2.220-256 already contain many insightful remarks, we thought it
might be worth providing these stanzas with an English translation, a
doctrinal introduction, a running commentary and numerous footnotes
taking into consideration Devendrabuddhi’s and Sakyabuddhi’s com-
mentaries as well as the religio-philosophical ideas of his Brahmanical
opponents. As for Dharmakirti’s critique of Buddhist personalism, we
have allowed ourselves to reproduce, with a new introduction and a
few adaptations, a previously published joint contribution of ours?
These three chapters are preceded by an introduction attempting to
capture Dharmakirti's general attitude regarding the self, to provide
his critique of the self with a religio-philosophical meaning, and to deal
with all those remarks by Dharmakirti - critical or not - that found no
place in either of the three parts.

An additional remark is called for concerning Chapter 1. Before
dealing with Pudgalavada Buddhism and Dharmakirti’s critique of his
coreligionists’ “person,” we have devoted considerable attention to the
tathagatagarbha or buddha-nature strand of Indian Mahayana. And
this we have done in spite of the fact that the (at least prima facie)
substantialist leaning of this tradition has never been made the explicit
target of “mainstream” philosophers, and even less so by Dharmakirti.
This addition has no other justification than our wish to call attention
to the fact- or let us say the strong hypothesis - that Dharmakirti, like
Vasubandhu before him, elaborated his ideas on self and selflessness in
an environment in which Buddhist attempts to relativize selflessness

9 See Eltschinger/Ratié 2010.
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and resort to an enduring personality principle are likely to have been
in far greater number than is generally recognized.

Neither of us knows enough Chinese to investigate the important
materials supplied by the the SS, VK, the Mahayanist MPSi, the TSi, the
TDK, the SNS and the DPS. We have relied on English and French tran-
slations in La Vallée Poussin 1925, Tucci 1929, Venkataramanan 1953,
Yamamoto 1973, Sastri 1978, Liu 1982 Fujii 1991 and 1993, Priestley
1999, Walser 2005, Miyamoto 2007, Lusthaus 2009, contenting our-
selves with providing references to the Taisho edition and quoting the
Sanskrit text of the TSi as recontructed by Sastri (1975).

Needless to say, writing a book a quatre mains is a major challenge.
Two authors who pursue different scientific interests and have differ-
ent scholarly backgrounds might translate and interpret somewhat
differently the same source materials, and this is bound to happen
when two alleged specialists of distinct (albeit related) fields - i.e., on
the one hand, Dharmakirti and Buddhist studies, and on the other
hand, Saiva nondualism and Brahmanical conceptions of the self -
come to work together. Moreover, we have different styles and writing
habits (although both of us obviously have a certain leaning toward
endless footnotes!). But in spite (or maybe because) of our different
backgrounds and perspectives (and also in spite of the tendency to
work in solitude that usually affects both of us), we took immense
pleasure in working together and intend to pursue this collaboration in
the future.

Vincent Eltschinger has supplied the first draft translation of almost
all the Dharmakirti materials mentioned in this book and is responsible
for all translations from the Tibetan. For her part, Isabelle Ratié has
provided the first draft translation of nearly all the non-Buddhist mate-
rials mentioned in the footnotes, introductory sections and running
commentaries. Not only have we shared the task of interpreting the ga-
thered materials; we have also discussed together all the aspects of this
work (including all translations and interpretations, as well as the
overall structure to be given to this study), so that we assume equal re-
sponsibility for the entire book.

It is our pleasant duty to thank Shoryu Katsura and Toshikazu
Watanabe for putting at our disposal their provisional reconstruction
of Dignaga’s PS 3 as well as their edition of the PST thereon; Kyo Kano,
for sending us an article on Dharmakirti’s critique of the self that was
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still unpublished at that time; Robert Kritzer, for sending us unpub-
lished teaching materials; Helmut Krasser, for the many materials he
has made available to us and for his help in technical matters; Johannes
Bronkhorst, who provided insightful remarks on several of the mate-
rials alluded to here; Tina Draszcyk, Berthe Jansen and Birgit Kellner,
for their help in interpreting two difficult passages; Masamichi Sakai
and Jonathan Silk, for providing many quotations with their exact ref-
erences in the Taisho Tripitaka; the editors of the Indogaku Chibetto-
gaku Kenkyu, for allowing us to reproduce significant parts of a pre-
vious publication. Michael Ravenscroft deserves heartfelt thanks for
carefully reading the manuscript and improving our English; and our
debt to him and Pamela Ravenscroft goes far beyond what language
and science will ever be able to reach. Last but not least, the authors
wish to express their deepest gratitude to those who took the trouble
to read and thus significantly improve (parts of) an earlier draft of our
manuscript: Hugo David, Harunaga Isaacson, Ernst Steinkellner, John
Taber, Toshikazu Watanabe.

Vienna - Leipzig - Leiden
September 2010 - March 2012






Introduction

Dharmakirti’s Attitude toward the Self

More systematically and radically than Dignaga, Dharmakirti embodies
the early medieval Buddhist intellectuals’ turn toward apologetics on
behalf of Buddhism as a whole and against the growing hostility of the
brahmanical élites.! And as his provocative identification of the false
view of a self2 (atmadrsti) with nescience3 (avidya) most clearly testi-
fies, Dharmakirti was a staunch adversary of the self. Indeed, the word
datman occurs with relative frequency in his works. However, most of
these occurrences pertain to statements regarding selflessness (nair-
atmya) as the only possible way to liberation, or, equivalently, to the
belief in a self as the root-cause of defilements, rebirth and suffering. In
other words, arguments against the self or the person are surprisingly
rare in the works of such an uncompromising proponent of selfless-
ness - at least in comparison with works of other noted Buddhist scho-
lars such as Vasubandhu, Candrakirti, Santaraksita, Kamalasila and
Sankaranandana, whose writings generally include at least one inde-
pendent section dedicated to the refutation of the atman and/or the

1 The present introduction aims at depicting Dharmakirti’s general attitude toward
the self (especially the belief in a self as the hallmark of nescience) and providing
his critique with a religio-philosophical meaning. It mainly deals with those of
Dharmakirti’s allusions to the self that have not found their place in the body of this
study due to their lack of argumentative value or isolated character.

2 When atman occurs in such compounds as atmadrsti we have generally translated
it as “a self” rather than “the self” since the latter translation might misleadingly
induce the reader to think that atmadrsti is a misconception of the self understood
as a real entity, instead of conveying the idea that dtmadrsti is precisely the false
view that there is such a thing as a self. Unfortunately we could not achieve com-
plete consistency in this respect, as the context in which such compounds appear
sometimes calls for a definite article that sounds more natural in English.

3 See below, §§0.1.1-2.
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pudgala. Moreover, several among his arguments apparently exhaust
themselves in merely presenting as paradigmatic instances of logical
fallacies the proofs of the self put forward by Naiyayika, Vaisesika and
Sankhya opponents.

The reason(s) why Dharmakirti did not, contrary to Vasubandhu or
Santaraksita, criticise these proofs in a systematic manner, remain(s)
shrouded in mystery. Did he hold Vasubandhu to have provided a suffi-
ciently extensive and convincing treatment of the issue? But why, then,
did Dharmakirti not answer Uddyotakara’s counterarguments, as he
did on the issues of language and universals? Why did Dharmakirti
overlook the flagship among the Buddhist as well as non-Buddhist
Atmavadins’ arguments, viz. that of the self as the only possible way to
account for the synthesis or coordination (pratisandhana) of cogni-
tions? Whatever the answers to these questions, 4 a systematic study of
Dharmakirti’s arguments reveals that his critique nearly covers the en-
tire range of his opponents’ proof strategies. But it also reveals that
Dharmakirti’s polemics against the self does by no means reflect a
disinterested and religiously uncommitted search for truth.

First, his critique must be located in the context of the Buddhist
epistemologists’ self-representation (and, probably, self-legitimation)
as those Buddhists who, by defeating the non-Buddhists’ misleading
and soteriologically harmful epistemological views, make the path to
liberation possible5 Second, Dharmakirti’s arguments must be read
against the background of his anthropological and epistemological ela-
borations on scriptural authority: should a given treatise present as
inferable things that are not, as the Veda and Brahmanical religio-
philosophical §astras do, this treatise ought to be rejected as unreliable
and hence not eligible as a scriptural basis for the religious endeavours

4 Dharmakirti was certainly well aware of the fact that claiming the notion of a self to
be the most congenial sign of nescience, i.e, a wrong notion (viparydsa), was not
enough to refute it. That, contrary to Vasubandhu before him or Santaraksita after
him, he did not deem useful to refute all the Buddhist and non-Buddhist attempts
to prove the existence of a self, might be due to his conviction that the proof of
momentariness (ksanikatva), and especially what would become the sattvanumana
from PVin 2 onward, was a sufficient argument against a permanent self. See
below, §0.2.2.

5 See Krasser 2005, Eltschinger 2005: 154-162, Eltschinger forthc. b (§2.2).
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of practically rational persons (preksavatpurusa). Third, one should not
lose sight of the fact that numerous Buddhist sources, including epis-
temological ones, can be interpreted as holding the critique of the self
to be instrumental in the eradication of at least one - admittedly be-
nign - form of the personalistic false view (satkayadrsti), which Dhar-
makirti equates with nescience and therefore with the cause of suf-
fering. Fourth, Dharmakirti’s arguments culminate in a long section of
PV 2 aimed at demonstrating that any variant of atmavada makes libe-
ration impossible. In other words, the Buddhist critique of the self is
religiously and soteriologically committed in that it is instrumental in a
rational person’s choice of a reliable religio-philosophical system capa-
ble of fulfilling his/her expectations as to elevation (abhyudaya) and
summum bonum (nihsreyasa). And since the only soteriologically relia-
ble path is Buddhism - which alone prescribes selflessness as the
means toward liberation -,6 the critique of the self is apologetically
committed too.

6 Cf. AKBhp-461,1-4/AKBhk 34,1-8: kim khalv ato 'nyatra mokso ndsti / ndsti / kim
karanam / vitathatmadrstinivistatvat / na hi te skandhasantdna evatmaprajiiaptim
vyavasyanti / kim tarhi / dravyantaram evatmanam parikalpayanti / atmagraha-
prabhavads ca sarvaklesa iti /. “[Objection:] But isn’t there any liberation outside
the [teaching of the Buddha]? [Answer:] There isn’t. - Why? - Because the [outsid-
ers] stick to the erroneous view of a self, for [contrary to us,] they do not consider
the designation ‘self’ [to refer] merely to the series of the constituents; rather, they
conceive the self as an independent substance. Now, all [the] defilements [which
are responsible for bondage] originate from the belief in a self[, and this is the
reason why there is no means of liberation outside selflessness as prescribed by
the Buddha].” [@ atah is to be understood against the background of AK 8.43, espe-
cially §asanam muneh.] Cf. also AK, antepenultimate and ultimate stanzas (AKBhp;
478,14-21/AKBhik 168,1-8): ity etam suvihitahetumargasuddham buddhanam pra-
vacanadharmatam nisamya / andhanam vividhakudrsticestitanam tirthyanam ma-
tam apavidhya ydnty anandhdh // imam hi nirvanapuraikavartinim tathdgataditya-
vaco’msubhasvatim / niratmatam dryasahasravahitam na mandacaksur vivrtdm
apiksate //. “Those who are not blind proceed by observing that the [fundamental]
law [inherent] in the teaching of the buddhas is unobjectionable (Suddha) thanks to
a well ordained path of [argumentative] reasons and by rejecting the doctrine of
blind outsiders [such as Kapila and Ulika] who were prompted by various evil false
views. For the weak-eyed [outsider or personalist] fails to see, even [though it is]
manifest, this selflessness which is the only path to the city of nirvana, which is
radiant due to the rays which are the words of the sun[-like] Tathagata [and] which
is conveyed by thousands of noble ones.” On the city of nirvana, see below, fn. 374,
p. 282.



4 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

0.1. DHARMAKIRTI'S ACCOUNT OF THE BELIEF IN A SELF AS
NESCIENCE

0.1.1. According to Dharmakirti, nescience/ignorance/delusion (avi-
dya, ajaana, moha) basically consists in erroneous perception (mithyo-
palabdhi), pseudo-perception (pratyaksabhasa), concealment (samvrti)
and conceptuality (vikalpa), which all superimpose unreal aspects
(abhiitakara) onto the real.” And Dharmakirti calls “personalistic false
view” that part of nescience which, superimposing a fictitious self and
that which is believed to belong to this self (atmiya), gives rise to all
defilements (klesa) and commits living beings to action and rebirth.8
Dharmakirti equates the personalistic false view with nescience in sev-
eral sections of his PV.9 The identification of satkdyadarsana with nes-
cience occurs first in PV 1.222:

The birth of all kinds of defects0 is due to the personalistic false view [i.e., to
the clinging to the self and what belongs to the self, and] this [false view of a
self] is [nothing but] nescience.!!

[ts identity with ignorance is stressed in Dharmakirti’s commentary on
the same stanza:

All defects are born of the personalistic false view, and it is this [false view]
that is called “ignorance” [in our doctrinal system].12

As for equating the personalistic belief with delusion, it is done at least
twice in PV 2:

7 On Dharmakirti’s views regarding avidya, see Vetter 1990: 22-26, Franco 2001:
289-300, Eltschinger 2009b and 2010c. The present section is but an adaptation of
§§1.3 and 2.1 of the latter two essays. On Dharmakirti’s identification of nescience
to conceptuality, see especially Eltschinger 2009b: 41-62.

On the satkayadrsti, see Rahder 1932, Kosa IV.15-17, fn. 3, and Traité 11.737, fn. 3.
See also below, fn. 26, p.7.

@

©

For a hypothesis and detailed references regarding Dharmakirti’s likely sources for
these identifications, see Eltschinger 2009b: 70-76.

10 On the nature of these dosas see below, fn. 67, p.203.
11 PV 1.222acy: sarvdasam dosajatindm jatih satkdyadarsanat / savidya [...] //-

12 PVSV 111,19-20: satkayadarsanajah sarvadosah / tad eva cajiianam ity ucyate /.
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Delusion is the root]-cause] of defects, and this [delusion] consists in the be-
liefin a [personal] being.13

All the impurities have this [delusion] as [their] root[-cause], and this [delu-
sion] is the personalistic false view.14

0.1.2. Dharmakirti was well aware of the fact that his interpretation of
nescience as the false view of a self could incur criticism from many of
his coreligionists, even though he was by no means the first Buddhist
scholar to interpret it in this manner. Whereas his general under-
standing of nescience in terms of erroneous cognition was closely in
line with Vasubandhu'’s position, his identification of a false view (drs-
ti) with nescience could be rejected on the grounds that Vasubandhu
held the false view to be associated (samprayukta) with nescience and
not identical with nescience;!5 consequently, this identification could
easily be found guilty of contradicting Buddhist scriptures (agamaviro-
dha). Dharmakirti was thus compelled both to explain how something
can be said to be associated with itself and to account for such a loss of
the meaning of “associated” (samprayuktartha). He seems to have en-
trusted (hypothetical) followers and/or commentators with the task of
answering these questions of a more dogmatic character. His exegetical
justification for this identification occurs in the following stanza:

Delusionis presented as the [principal] cause of defects [in one siitra, and] in
another one, it is the personalistic false view, because [defects] are elimi-
nated when the [personalistic false view] is eliminated.16

In his commentary,” Dharmakirti argues that if the Buddha has taught
delusion to be the cause of defilements in one sitra, and the persona-

13 PV 2.196ab1: mohas ca miilam dosanam sa casattvagrahah [...] /.
14 PV 2.212cd: tanmulds ca malah sarve sa ca satkdyadarsanam //.
15 See AK 3.29c.

16 PV 1.223 (leaving ata eva untranslated): moho nidanam dosandm ata evabhidhi-
yate / satkdyadrstir anyatra tatprahdane prahanatah //. Note also PV 2.214: vyakhye-
yo 'tra virodho yas tadvirodhdc ca tanmayaih / virodhah Sinyatadrsteh sarvadosaih
prasidhyati //. “The contradiction [with scripture] which [seems to ensue] on this
point has to be explained. However, since [the perception of emptiness] is contra-
dictory to this [personalistic false view], it is established that the perception of emp-
tiness contradicts all the defects [too], which are born of this [personalistic false
view].” On °maya, see below, fn. 41,p. 10.
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listic false view in another one, he could only have the same primary
cause (pradhanalhetu]) in mind, because in both cases he is pointing
out the factor that, when eliminated, leads to the elimination of the de-
filements, i.e., the “material” cause (upadana). In other words, “delu-
sion” and “personalistic false view” are synonymous. How do the com-
mentators with this type of doctrinal background explain away the
contradiction with the scripture that seems to ensue from this identi-
fication? What does “associated” mean in the Abhidharmic statement
“nescience is associated with the false view(s)” if nescience and the
personalistic false view are one and the same thing?18 According to De-
vendrabuddhi, “associated” points here to a relationship between the
parts and the whole (ekadesaikadesibhdva); Sakyabuddhi explains it as
being like the relationship between the body and its limbs (angangi-
bhava).r* According to Prajfiakaragupta, “associated” refers to a rela-
tionship between universal and specific instance (samanyavisesa-
bhava) 20 Nescience and the personalistic false view stand in the same
kind of relationship as a forest and palasa-trees (Butea frondosa) in the
expression: “The forest has palasa-trees” (palasayuktam vanam iti), or
the body and limbs such as hands in the expression: “The body has
[limbs] such as hands” (panyadiyuktam sariram iti)21 The apparent
contradiction with scripture can then be explained away easily: the
statement that nescience is asso ciated with the personalistic false view
means that nescience, considered as a whole, a body or a universal,
possesses the personalistic false view considered as a part, a mem-
ber/limb, or a specific instance.22 As Prajiiakaragupta concludes, “by
mentioning [that the personalistic false view is] a specific instance,

17 See PVSV 111,23-112,5, Dunne 2004: 372-373, Eltschinger 2007: 236-239.
18 See PVP D92b7-93a1/P107a7-8, PVA 146,14-16 and PVV 85,15-17.

19 See PVP D93al1/P107a8-b1 and PVT Ne D137a5/P169a6; see also PVA 146,14 and
PVV 85,16-17.

20 See PVA 146,20; see also PVV 85,20.

21 For palasayuktam vanam iti, see PVP D93al1-2/P107b1, PVA 146,20, PVV 85,20,
Vibh. 85, fn. 10. For panyadiyuktam sariram iti, see PVP D93a2/P107b1 and Vibh.
85, fn. 10. The second example obviously does not fit together with the explanation
of “associated” as samanyavisesabhdva, hence its disappearance in the PVA and
PVV.

22 See PVP D93a3/P107b2-3, PVT Ne D137a5-7/P169a6-b1, PVA 146,21.
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nescience consisting in this [i.e, a false view,] is pointed out as being
primarily the cause [of defilements].” 23 Or, according to Manorathanan-
din, “[Dharmakirti’s] aim [in defining nescience as the personalistic
false view] is to show that nescience consisting in a false view is pri-
marily the cause of defilements.” 2¢ As we can see, although Dharmakirti
was by no means the first Buddhist intellectual to connect avidya with
atmadrsti and the like or to define the former by means of the latter, he
may have been the first to develop an exegetical strategy to justify an
equation that could easily be taken, at least among the Abhidharmikas,
as unorthodox.

0.1.3. Various terms refer to this kind of nescience in Dharmakirti’s
writings: “personalistic false view” (satkayadrsti, °darsana), “false view
of a self’ (atmadarsana), “belief in/adhesion to a self” (atmagraha,
atmabhinivesa), and “false view of /belief in a [substantial] living being”
(sattvadrsti, sattvadarsana, sattvagraha) 25 According to Yogacara and
Sautrantika definitions, the personalistic belief consists in regarding
the five constituents to which one clings (upadanaskandha) either as a
self (atmatah) or as one’s own (atmiyatah, i.e., as belonging to the
self).26 People who are deluded by this false view hold a basically tran-
sient (sat < sidati) collection or cluster to be both permanent (nityasan-
jiia) and unitary (pindasafijid). In his account of the future Buddha’s
philosophical reflections on the eve of his career, Dharmakirti presents
the cause of suffering (duhkhahetu) in the following way:

23 PVA 146,21-22: evam visSesabhidhanena tatsvabhavavidya nidanabhiita pradhdnye-
na nirdista /.

24 PVV 85,20-21: drstisvabhavavidya pradhanyena klesahetur ity upadarsanam [...]
prayojanam /.

%5 For the various designations of nescience in Dhar makirti's works (especially in PV
2), see Vetter 1990: 23.

26 That satkdya should be interpreted as the five upddanaskandhas is obvious from
the definitions adduced in the Mauli Bhiimih of the Yogacarabhiimi (see Ahn 2003:
62, and for a German translation, Ahn 2003: 169-172), AS 7,8 (see Ahn 2003: 170,
fn. 27, and for a German translation, Ahn ibid.), PSk 9,12-13 (for a French transla-
tion, see Dantinne 1980:15), TrBhg *14,14-16/TrBh. 23,12-14, AKBhp: 281,20-21
on AK 5.7.
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The cause [of suffering, i.e, of rebirth,] is attachment bearing upon the condi-
tioning factors, [an attachment that is] due to the belief in the self and what
[supposedly] belongs to the self.2?

According to Devendrabuddhi, craving proceeds from one’s adhering
to the painful conditioned factors that are intrinsically free from the
self and one’s own, under the aspects of the self and one’s own.28 This
is tantamount to saying that defilements such as craving only occur
once unreal aspects have been superimposed on dharmas, specifically
on the five constituents to which one clings, which lack these aspects
entirely. While commenting on another passage, Devendrabuddhi
claims that defilements such as desire (another equivalent for attach-
ment and craving) proceed from one’s superimposing aspects such as
“permanent,” “pleasurable,” “self” and “one’s own” on the imperma-
nent, painful, selfless and empty constituents.2° A huge number of pas-
sages presenting the same idea could be adduced here: the personalis-
tic belief is responsible for one’s superimposing contrary aspects such
as self and one’s own on the selfless and empty constituents.30 As
Dharmakirti himself has it, “desire [arises] from the superimposition of
another [i.e, unreal] nature onto something (dharma) that does not
have this nature.”3t PV 2.270 provides us with Dharmakirti’s most
significant statement as to how craving takes place once unreal aspects
have been ascribed to reality:

Having][, due to ignorance3?] superimposed sixteen unreal aspects, viz. “last-
ing,” “pleasant,” “mine,” “I,” etc., onto the four [nobles’] truths,33 one craves
[for what is pleasurable to the self].34

»”

27 PV 2.135aci: atmatmiyagrahakrtah snehah samskaragocarah / hetuh [...] //. sne-
ha = trsnd according to PVP D56a7/P64a4 and PVT Ne D117b3-4/P143b7; Sakya-
buddhi (PVT Ne D117b4/P143b7-8) explains gocara as *visaya.

28 See PVP D56b1/P64a5-6.

29 See PVP D60b2-3/P69a4-5.

30 See, e.g, PVP D88a4-5/P101b4 and PVP D88a6/P101b5-6.

31 PV 2.196ab: atmantarasamaropad rago dharme "tadatmake /.

32 According to PVP D116a1/P134b2 (sgro btags nas ni mi Ses pa’i phyir).

33 At least according to the Vaibhasikas, each of the four nobles’ truths is to be succes-
sively contemplated under four different aspects: the truth of suffering, under the
aspects “impermanent,” “painful,” “empty” and “selfless”; the truth of origin, under
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According to Devendrabuddhi and Sékyabuddhi, nescience, i.e., the
false view of a self, has one grasp aspects that are contrary to the real
ones, i.e.,, it makes one superimpose an “I” onto what is selfless and a
“mine” onto what is empty.35 But nescience is also responsible for delu-
ded persons taking momentary things to be lasting (sthira) or even un-
changeably permanent (kitasthanitya)3¢ or holding intrinsically pain-
ful things to be pleasurable, i.e, not to be under the sway of cankers

34

35

36

” o«

the aspects of “(distant/material) cause” (as a seed), “arising,” “(serial) causation”
and “(joint) condition”; the truth of cessation, under the aspects of “cessation,”
“calm,” “excellent’” and “salvation”; the truth of the path, under the aspects of
“path,” “fitness,” “access” and “conducive to release.” See AKBhp, 343,16-19 on AK
6.17c1, PVP D62a3-7/P71al1-6 and Wayman 1980. The AKBh records a lengthy dis-
cussion pertaining to four different ways of interpreting these sixteen aspects ( see
AKBhpr 400,1-401,17 on AK 7.13a, Kosa V.30-39, Pruden 1988-1990: 1V.1110-
1116). According to the fourth exegetical pattern, each of these aspects aims at
counteracting (pratipaksa) a particular false view. The aspects anitya, duhkha, St-
nya and andtman counteract the false views of permanence, pleasurableness, one’s
own, and self; the aspects of hetu, samudaya, prabhava and pratyaya contradict the
false views of the absence of a cause, of a unique cause such as God or primordial
matter (according to AKVy 628,30-31), of an evolution of being, and of an intelli-
gent creation; the aspects nirodha, $anta, pranita and nihsarana oppose the false
views that release does not exist, that release is painful, that the bliss of dhyanas is
the most excellent, and that liberation, because it is subject to falling again and
again, is not definitive; as for the aspects marga, nyaya, pratipad and nairydnika,
they respectively counteract the false views that there is no path, that this is a
wrong path, that there is another path, and that the path is subject to retrogression
(see AKBhpr 401,11-17, Kosa V.38-39, Pruden 1988-1990: IV.1115-1116). The ex-
planations provided by Dharmakirti’'s commentators are too scarce to allow us to
determine which interpretation, if any, they favoured. Devendrabuddhi and Sakya-
buddhi content themselves with listing the four aspects superimposed on each of
the last three truths (see PVP D115b6-7/P134a8-b2 and PVT Ne D147b3-5/
P182a8-b2).

PV 2.270: sthiram sukham mamaham cetyadi satyacatustaye / abhiitan sodasakaran
aropya paritrsyati //.

See PVP D115b3-4/P134a4, PVP D115b6/P134a7-8 and PVT Ne D147al-2/
P181b3-5.

See PVP D115b4/P134a5-6 (to be compared with Vibh. 102, fn. 1) and PVT Ne
D147a6-7/P182a2-3.
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(sasrava) or dependent on causes (hetuparatantra) in each of their suc-
cessive moments (pratiksanam)37

0.1.4. According to Dharmakirti and his commentators, the personalis-
tic false view is the (principal) cause (niddana), the origin (yoni, prabha-
va), or the root (mula) of all (kinds of) defects (dosa), defilements
(klesa, upaklesa) or moral impurities (mala).38 Among the expressions
denoting the fact that defilements such as desire originate from the
false view of a self, one also encounters “cause” (kdrana, alone or with
preceding utpatti®, pradhana®; hetu3?), “arising” (jati, utpatti*®) and suf-
fixal elements such as °pirvaka, °mayast °hetuka, %a, °miila, or °krta.
Defilements originate from the personalistic false view (satkaya-
darsanaja, jig tshogs su Ita ba’i ran bZin), (causally) presuppose the
false view of a self or the adherence to the self and one’s own (bdag tu
Ita ba sron du son ba can, atmatmiyabhinivesaptrvaka), arise from the
false view of a self (bdag tu Ita ba las byun ba), or have nescience for
their cause (avidydahetuka).#2 They are all based on the beliefs in “I” and
“mine” (nar ‘dzin pa dan na yir ‘dzin pa dag la gnas pa) and arise in de-
pendence on a mind that complies with the false view of a self and
one’s own (bdag dan bdag gir lta ba'i rjes su ‘brel ba’i sems la Itos nas
[...] ‘gyur ba)s3

0.1.5. As we have seen, the belief in a self and what belongs to the self is
the cause of suffering, i.e., attachment bearing on the conditioning fac-
tors. In other words, nescience is the cause of craving (trsna), which is

37 See PVP D115b5/P134a6. duhkha(bhiita) is regularly explained as sasrava in the
PVP; see, e.g, PVP D57b7 /P66al and PVP D58a3 /P66a5.

38 E.g, PV 2.197a (dosa), PV 1.222a (sarvdsam dosajatindm), PV 2.214d (sarvadosa),
PVSVT 401,24-25 and PVP D91a2/P105a5 (sarvaklesa), PVP D60a2-3/P68b4 (iion
mons pa dan fie ba’i fion mons, *kleSopaklesah), PV 2.212c (malah sarve).

39 E.g, PVSVT 50,28 (karana), PVSVT 401,29 and PVP D91a2/P105a5 (utpattikarana),
PVSVT 402,23-24 (pradhdnakarana), PVSVT 401,21 (hetu).

4 E.g, PV 1.222b (jati), PVSVT 401,22 and 26 (utpatti).

# Rendered in Tib. as ran bZin (can). Note PVT Ne D137b3/P169b6: ran bZin ni o bo
fiid dam rgyuyin no //."“*maya [points] either [to] the nature (*ripa) or [to] the cause
(*hetu).”

42 Respectively PVSV 111,19, PVP D93b1/P108al (on ran bZin, see above, fn. 41), PVP
D60a2-3/P68b4, PVSV 8,20, PVP D93a5/P107b5, PVSVT 401,24 and 25.

43 Respectively PVP D93b1-2/P108al-2 and PVP D67b4 /P77a6-7.
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nothing but the traditional sequence of dependent origination, where
both nescience and craving function as the cause of suffering: as de-
filements, they both give rise to other defilements (e.g, trsna—upa-
dana) and to actions (kriya, e.g., avidya—samskara, or upadana—bha-
va), the latter being in turn responsible for new foundations (vastu) of
existence (e.g, samskara—vijiidna, or bhava—jati)44 Insofar as they
give rise to actions leading to new existential foundations, nescience
and craving# are the two causes of (re)birth ([/punar]janman) and
transmigration (samsara),*6 which are the hallmarks of suffering.4
Whereas Devendrabuddhi simply defines suffering as (re)birth (skye
ba’i mtshan fiid can gyi sdug bsnal), Dharmakirti characterizes it as the
constituents undergoing transmigration (duhkham samsarinah skan-
dhah) 8 It is hardly surprising, then, that according to Dharmakirti, “as
long as (s)he adheres to a self, the [person who experiences craving
remains] in samsdra.”*® According to Devendrabuddhi, for whom “the
personalistic false view is the cause of the connection (*pratisandhi) to
a new existence (*punarbhava),’s® “the [person] who is under the sway
of the false view of a self has the notion of pleasure (*sukhasarfijiia)
with regard to suffering [and] will be connected to a new existence.”51
The link between the false view of a self, attachment and rebirth can be
summarized as follows:

4 See AK 3.27 and AKBhp; 134,26-135,3, Kosa 11.69, Pruden 1988-1990: 11.407.

4 See PVP D56a6/P64a3, PVP D57b3/P65b4, PVP D115b6/P134a8, PVP D116al/
P134b3, PVP D115b2/P134a2-3,PVP D58b1/P66b4.

4 For definitions of samsdra, see PVP D62b3-4/P71b2-3 (to be compared with PVV
62,11-12), PVP D95b6/P110b3 (together with PVT Ne D138b6-7/P171a7-8),
TSPk 184,21-22 /TSPs 230,8-9 (unidentified quotation).

47 See PVT Ne D148a1/P182b6. Suffering is also defined in terms of duhkhatdtraya in
PVP D62b4/P71b3—4 (together with PVT Ne D120b5-7/P147b5-7). On the three
types of painfulness, see below, Chapter 3, §3.3.7.

48 Respectively PVP D56a6/P64a3 and PV 2.146c.

49 PV 2.218cd (leaving tena untranslated): tendtmabhiniveso yavat tavat sa samsa-
re//.

50 PVP D85a6-7/P98a3-4: ’jig tshogs Ita ba yan srid par fiin mtshams shyor ba’i rgyur
gyur pa. See also PVP D85b5/P98b2-3.

51 PVP D85a6/P98a3: garn la bdag tu Ita ba yod pa de ni sdug bsnal la bde ba’i ‘du Ses
canyin te / yan srid par mtshams shyor bar ‘gyurro //.
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Thus when there is adherence to a self, a multitude of defects such as attach-
ment to one’s own (*dtmiyasnehddidosa) arise, and attachment to a self
causes [one] to take a [new existential] place (*sthana).5?

0.1.6. Let us now consider the genealogy of defilements from the per-
sonalistic false view. As we shall see, Dharmakirti provides a coherent
picture of the sequence avidya-(sadayatana-sparsa-vedanad-)trsna-
upadana-bhava-jati, although some items in his account have no expli-
cit equivalent in the traditional twelve-membered chain of dependent
origination. In Dharmakirti’s opinion, the false view of a self may be
held directly responsible for the rise of at least three factors: the notion
of otherness, the belief in one’s own, and attachment/craving. In an in-
teresting statement, Dharmakirti points out:

Once [the notion of] the self exists, the notion of the other (parasanijia)
[arises, and] from this distinction between the self and the other [are born]
grasping and aversion; bound to these two, all the defects arise.53

Devendrabuddhi accounts as follows for the genealogy of otherness:

As long as the thought adheres to a self (*atmeti), [it has] the notion of a self
(*atmasanjiid), and once this [notion] exists, all that [the thought] does not
grasp in this way is [held to be] other.5*

In another statement, Dharmakirti declares that “the [false] view of a
self generates the belief in one’s own (atmiyagraha).”s> Persons de-
luded by the false view of a self regard the constituents of being both as
a self and as belonging to the self, but this feeling of property may well
be extended beyond the constituents and range over parts of the world
that have been posited as other than the self. The personalistic belief is
responsible for yet another factor, which is variously termed “desire”
(raga), “craving” (trsna), “grasping” (parigraha) or “attachment” (sne-

52 PVP D58a7-b1/P66b3-4: de Itar na bdag tu mion par Zen pa yod na bdag gir chags
pa la sogs pa’i skyon gyi tshogs ’jug par ‘gyur Zin / bdag tu chags pas kyan gnas yons
su len par byed do //.

53 PV 2.219 (aryd metre): atmani sati parasafjiia svaparavibhagat parigrahadvesau /
anayoh sampratibaddhah sarve dosah prajayante //.

54 PVP D95b7/P110b4-5:ji srid du blo bdag ces mnon par Zen pa de srid du bdag tu "du
Ses pa dan de yod na de Itar mi 'dzin pa gan yin pa de thams cad gZan yin no //.

55 PVSV 111,18: adtmadarsanam dtmiyagraham prasiite /.
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ha), and clearly corresponds to the eighth link of dependent origina-
tion, i.e, craving. In spite of this functional equivalence, these terms
seem not to be necessarily synonymous, for Dharmakirti is likely to
have introduced a causal sequence between them, thus splitting the
traditional eighth link into two. If this is correct, from the false view of
a self arises first attachment or love for the self and one’s own, and
then craving for the things that are regarded as beneficial or pleasura-
ble to the self. This can be seen in the following stanza:

He who sees a self has a constant attachment for this [self, thinking of it as]
“.” Because of [this] attachment [for the self] he craves for the pleasures [of
this self and his] thirst conceals [from him] the defects [of the things he
deems conducive to these pleasures].>

Here, both Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin interpret “attach-
ment” as “attachment for the self.”>? Whereas attachment regards the
self (but bears upon the conditioning factors), craving regards the
pleasures (sukha) of the self38 i.e., the things that are deemed condu-
cive to these pleasures,5° or impure (sasrava) things that are (deemed)
favourable (anugrahaka) in that they are conducive to the pleasures
(of the self).60 Besides the frequent occurrence of expressions such as
atmasneha,s! atmdatmiyasnehas? or even *satkdyasneha$3 Devendra-
buddhi’s definition of sneha is worth noticing:

56 PV 2.217 (arya metre): yah pasyaty atmanam tatrasyaham iti sasvatah snehah /
snehat sukhesu trsyati trsna dosams tiraskurute //. Sakyabuddhi interprets dosa as
“birth, ageing and death” (*jatijaramarana, PVT Ne D138b1/P170b8).

57 See PVP D95a6/P110a2 and PVV 87,3.

58 PVP D95a6/P111a2: bdag gi bde la sred ‘gyur.

59 PVV 87,3-4: sukhasadhanatvenadhyavasitanam vastinam.

60 See PVP D95b1/P111a4-5 and PVSVT 402,8.

61 See, e.g, PVP D58a1-2/P66a3.

62 See PVP D57b3/P65b4. Attachment for the self and what belongs to the self is said
to regard the object that is clung to as the self and one’s own (atmatmiyatvabhi-
niviste visaya atmatmiyasnehah, PVSVT 401,26-27).

6 See, eg, PVP D90b5/P104b7.

=
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[We call] “attachment” an inclination for the self and one’s own which pre-
supposes the [afore-mentioned delusion].&

According to Dharmakirti, attachment for the self and what belongs (or
ought to belong) to the self is in turn the cause of hostility (pratigha)
and aversion (dvesa):

Indeed, he who, without grasping (parigraha), sees that there is neither [ nor
mine, is not attached to anything and, [being so] devoid of attachment, is not
averse to anything [either], for there is no [aversion] regarding that which
does not hinder the self or one’s own, nor regarding that which opposes the
[said] hindrance.65

One can show hostility or aversion only for that which hinders (upa-
rodha) or harms (pida) what has been taken as the self and one’s
own:s6

Aversion [arises] with regard to that alone which offers opposition (prati-
kilavartin) by its hostility to that upon which the attachment for the self and
one’s own bears (visayabhiita). Therefore, there is no aversion without at-
tachment for the self and one’s own.”

And in Dharmakirti’s eyes, that which is other than the self gives rise to
aversion only insofar as it opposes love for the self and one’s own, but
arouses craving as soon as it is regarded as pleasurable to the self.
Craving for the pleasures of the self and that which is conducive to
them generally implies one’s running around in search of pleasure.
This is indeed the Vaibhasika definition of the ninth link of dependent
origination, appropriation or clinging (upadana),s8 which Dharmakirti
obviously has in mind in PV 2.218ab:

64 PVP D60a2/P68b2-3: de sron du son ba can gyi bdag dan bdag gir Zen pa ni chags
pa’o //.See also PVP D94b7 /P109b4-5.

65 PVSV 111,15-17: na hi ndham na mameti pasyatah parigraham antarena kvacit sne-
hah / na cananurdginah kvacid dvesah / atmatmiyanuparodhiny uparodhapratigha-
tini ca tadabhavat /.

66 See PVSVT 402,12 and PVP D60a2/P68b3.

67 PVSVT 402,13-15: atmatmiyasnehavisqyabhiitavirodhena yah sthitah pratiktlavarti
tatraiva dvesah / tasman natmatmiyasneham antarena dvesa iti /.

68 See AK 3.23cd.
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Seeing [but desirable] qualities [to the things that he deems pleasurable to
the self], he craves [for them, thinking of them as having to become] “mine,”
and clings (upd\/ da-) to the means [that are conducive] to them.s

But Dharmakirti also holds attachment to the self to be the cause of the
three different kinds of craving that the oldest layers of Buddhist ca-
nonical literature have made responsible for rebirth (paunarbhavika):
craving for (future) existence (bhavatrsnad), craving for sensual plea-
sures (kamatrsna), and craving for non-existence/annihilation (vibha-
vatrsnd)’° According to him, craving for sensual pleasures is to be
interpreted as the actions (pravrtti) of living beings to secure what
they hold to be pleasurable (sukhapti), whereas craving for annihila-
tion refers to those of their actions that aim at avoiding suffering (duh-
khanapti). This matches again perfectly with the Vaibhasika account of
the tenth link of dependent origination, viz. bhava (literally “exis-
tence”), which is to be understood as the “action which results in future
existence” (bhavisyadbhavaphalam karma): bhava refers to the actions
resulting in rebirth which are accumulated by those who run around
(under the sway of craving) in order to quench their thirst.’! In these
stanzas, Dharmakirti brings together both meanings of bhava, i.e,
action to secure the pleasures of the self and the (future) existence to
which they inevitably lead:

The cause [of suffering] is the longing for [re]existence, because human be-
ings reach a specific [existential] place [and condition] due to [their] hope of
obtaining it. The [afore-mentioned longing for existence] is [called] the desire
for [re]existence. And since a living being [only] acts with the desire to obtain
pleasure and avoid suffering, these two [i.e., craving for pleasure and craving
for the avoidance of suffering] are regarded as the desire for sensual plea-
sures and the desire for annihilation. And since attachment to the selfis the
cause [ofit, this dual action] pertains to everything for [the living being] who
has the notion of [something] pleasurable with regard to [something] unplea-

69 PV 2.218ab (arya metre): gunadarsi paritrsyan mameti tatsadhandny updadatte /.

70 For references to canonical loci by Dharmakirti’s commentators, see PVP D79b3-
4/P91a7-8, PVA 134,33-135,2 and PVV 74,10-11. For their Pali equivalent, see
Vetter 1990: 87, fn. 1.

71 See AKBhp,132,19-21 and AK 3.24ab.
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surable. Therefore, craving is the basis of existence [i.e., the cause of bon-
dage].”2

0.2. THE “SPECULATIVE” FORM OF THE PERSONALISTIC BELIEF
AND THE FUNCTION OF PHILOSOPHY

0.2.1. Buddhist treatises such as the YBhii and the AKBh regard the
personalistic false view as twofold. The one we have considered so far
corresponds to the satkayadrsti in its innate or natural (sahaja) form,
which afflicts (nearly) all sentient beings including animals such as
wild beasts and birds. And since the innate personalistic belief can only
be eliminated by the path of mental cultivation (bhavanaheya), only
buddhas, sravakas/arhats and pratyekabuddhas have rid themselves of
it. The other form of the personalistic false view is of a theoretical,
“speculative” (vi- or pari-kalpita) nature, and can be eliminated by the
path of vision (darsanaheya). In its speculative form, the satkayadrsti
characterizes the outsider (anyatirthya, tirthika) intellectuals elaborat-
ing philosophical views concerning the self. Such is the YBhi's account
of the twofold satkayadrsti:

What does the personalistic false view consist of? - We call “personalistic
false view” the false view of, the adhesion (*abhinivesa) to and the mentaliza-
tion (sems la ’jog pa) of a self and what [supposedly] belongs to [this] self
(*atmatmiyadrsti) regarding the [five] constituents to which one clings (*upa-
danaskandha). And one ought to know (*veditavya) that this [personalistic
false view] is twofold (*dvi[viJdha): innate (*sahaja) and speculative (*pari-
kalpita). Among them (*tatra), the innate [personalistic false view] is that of
all the immature ordinary persons (*balaprthagjana) and up to wild animals
(*mrga) and birds (*paksin). As for the speculative [personalistic false view],
it must be seen (*drastavya) as that of the outsiders (*anyatirthya).”3

72 PV 2.183a2-185: hetur bhavavdrichd parigrahah / yasmad desavisesasya tatprapty-
asakrto nrnam // sa bhavecchaptyandpticchoh pravrttih sukhaduhkhayoh / yato ’'pi
praninah kamavibhavecche ca te mate // sarvatra catmasnehasya hetutvat sampra-
vartate / asukhe sukhasafijiasya tasmat trsna bhavasrayah //.

VinSg 112b6-113al (as quoted in Kritzer 2005: 293): ’jig tshogs la Ita ba gan Ze
na / fie bar len pa’i phun po dag la bdag gam bdag gir ba Ita ba darn / mnon par Zen
pa dan sems la ’jog pa gan yin pa de ni ’jig tshogs la Ita ba Zes bya’o // de an rnam pa
ghiis surig par bya ste / lhan cig skyes pa dan kun brtags pa’o // de la lhan cig skyes
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